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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations 
 
 

The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd.  (“AECOM”) for the benefit of the Client (“Client”) in 
accordance with the agreement between AECOM and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the “Agreement”). 

The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the “Information”): 

 is subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the qualifications 
contained in the Report (the “Limitations”); 

 represents AECOM’s professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the preparation of 
similar reports; 

 may be based on information provided to AECOM which has not been independently verified; 

 has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time period and 
circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made or issued; 

 must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context; 

 was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; and  

 in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing and on the 
assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time. 

AECOM shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided to it and has no obligation 
to update such information.  AECOM accepts no responsibility for any events or circumstances that may have occurred since the 
date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, is not 
responsible for any variability in such conditions, geographically or over time. 

AECOM agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the Information has been 
prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement, but AECOM makes no other 
representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express or implied, with respect to the Report, the 
Information or any part thereof. 

Without in any way limiting the generality of the foregoing, any estimates or opinions regarding probable construction costs or 
construction schedule provided by AECOM represent AECOM’s professional judgement in light of its experience and the 
knowledge and information available to it at the time of preparation. Since AECOM has no control over market or economic 
conditions, prices for construction labour, equipment or materials or bidding procedures, AECOM, its directors, officers and 
employees are not able to, nor do they, make any representations, warranties or guarantees whatsoever, whether express or 
implied, with respect to such estimates or opinions, or their variance from actual construction costs or schedules, and accept no 
responsibility for any loss or damage arising therefrom or in any way related thereto. Persons relying on such estimates or 
opinions do so at their own risk. 

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by AECOM and Client; (2) as required by-law; or (3) to the extent used by governmental 
reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the Information may be used and relied 
upon only by Client.  

AECOM accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may obtain access to the 
Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising from their use of, reliance upon, or 
decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information (“improper use of the Report”), except to the extent those 
parties have obtained the prior written consent of AECOM to use and rely upon the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss or 
damages arising from improper use of the Report shall be borne by the party making such use. 

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of the Report is subject 
to the terms hereof. 

 
 



   

 
AECOM 

523 Wellington Street East                                  705 942 2612 tel 

Sault Ste. Marie, ON, Canada   P6A 2M4 

www.aecom.com 
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September 6, 2022 
 
 
Ms. Catherine Taddo, P. Eng. 
Engineering Department 
City of Sault Ste. Marie 
99 Foster Drive, 5th Floor 
Sault Ste. Marie, ON  P6A 5N1 
 
Dear Ms. Taddo: 
 
Project No: 60117627 

Regarding: City of Sault Ste. Marie Solid Waste Management Environmental Assessment 
 Public Consultation Report 
 
We are pleased to submit our FINAL Public Consultation Report which has been prepared to support a proposed 
expansion of the existing municipal landfill located on Fifth Line. 
 
This report provides a narrative description of the consultation undertaken, input received and actions taken to 
address comments and input throughout the duration of the Environmental Assessment process. 
 
This report has been updated to address comments included in a letter dated July 14, 2017 from Agni Papageorgiou 
of the Ministry. 
 
Sincerely, 
AECOM Canada Ltd. 
 
 
 
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 

RT:nm 

 
Encl. 
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1. Introduction 

The proposed project includes an expansion of the disposal boundaries to the north and west.  Landfill mining is also 
proposed within the western portion of the existing disposal footprint to facilitate the construction of a liner to 
enhance environmental management at the site.  The mining process involves excavation of waste within the 
existing disposal footprint, removing fines and recyclables, transferring the residual waste to a new lined cell and 
lining the mined area to accommodate future waste disposal.  The City has owned and successfully operated this 
site for 30+ years and the proposed expansion incorporates operational and site development enhancements to 
further build on the historical success.  The planned expansion will be accommodated within existing City-owned 
lands. 
 
The Environmental Assessment process is designed to be responsive to comments, issues or concerns that are 
raised by government agencies, stakeholders, Aboriginal Communities and the general public.  A comprehensive 
public consultation program was undertaken to solicit input from a broad cross-section of people and interests, 
ensure issues were identified as early as possible in the process and provide a means for addressing and 
incorporating input received. Over time, the contact list has grown to include additional interested groups and 
individuals.  This document provides a narrative description of the consultation undertaken, input received, 
responses provided or actions taken to address input received throughout the duration of the Environmental 
Assessment process (refer to Section 3).   
 
We have also included in Section 2 of this report, an overview of the waste management planning activities and 
associated public consultation that preceded this EA.  Although the planning work was undertaken outside of the EA 
framework it established an important foundation for this EA. 
 

2. Waste Management Planning and Related Consultation 
Activities (2000-2005) 

A significant level of planning work and related consultation occurred through the Waste Management Planning 
activities undertaken by the City from 2000 to 2005 prior to initiating the EA Planning process.  We have summarized 
within this Section, the planning activities and related consultation activities undertaken prior to initiating the EA 
process. 
 
In September of 2000 the City set out to develop a comprehensive waste management plan to guide the future 
management of municipal solid waste. The study was largely initiated to address the City's low waste diversion rate 
and the diminishing waste disposal capacity at the City landfill on Fifth Line. 
 
A series of studies were undertaken to assess existing waste management programs/services and identify potential 
system enhancements. Some of the key reports that were produced through these planning initiatives are described 
below and the full text is accessible on the City’s Waste Management EA webpage and included in the report 
Appendices. 
 
Current Waste Management System Summary Report (September, 2000) - Inventoried and summarized current 
(i.e. 1999) waste management programs including costs and revenues (refer to Appendix A). 
 
Alternative Waste Diversion/Collection Systems Report (June, 2001) - Identified alternative waste diversion 
programs and the quantities that could potentially be diverted (refer to Appendix B). 
 
Business and Implementation Plan (February, 2003) (Note: this is a “living document” that was most 
recently updated in 2021) - Identified costs of the existing and proposed waste management programs and 
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explored strategies to recover those costs (bag limits, bag fees, increased tipping and gate fees) (refer to Appendix 
C). 
 
The City recognized the importance of focusing their initial efforts to enhance 3Rs (reduce, reuse, recycle) through 
system enhancements and more equitable user fee structures that would support the diversion efforts. 
 
Although not specifically required or mandated, the City felt it was important to engage the public in the process and 
solicit their input and feedback.  The consultation activities undertaken throughout the early 2000’s in conjunction 
with the planning work are summarized in the following paragraphs. 
 
On September 26, 2001 a Public Open House was held from 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. to present information to the 
public on the alternative waste diversion systems developed for the City of Sault Ste. Marie.  In total, 23 people 
signed into the meeting and 16 questionnaires were received. 
 
In summary, the results of the questionnaires were as follows: 
 
 all 16 respondents felt waste management was an important issue facing the City; 
 all 16 respondents currently use their blue box and 15 would like to be able to put more materials in the blue box; 
 11 respondents would like more information on how and what can be recycled; 
 15 respondents felt that it was important to recycle more material even if it cost slightly more; 
 14 respondents currently utilize backyard composters; 
 11 respondents felt that backyard composting was the best option to manage organic waste with curbside pickup 

of organic waste to a central facility the second preference; 
 4 respondents had used the household special waste depot, with 11 planning to; 
 14 respondents felt that waste management services should be paid through a fee based on the amount of 

garbage generated; 
 15 respondents felt businesses should pay the full cost of disposing their waste; 
 15 respondents felt System 5 (Collection and Composting of Organic Wastes) was the preferred way to manage 

the City’s waste while 11 thought System 4 (Recycling of Expanded Materials) was the second preference; 
 System 1 (Status Quo) was the least preferred of all the systems; 
 9 respondents indicated landfill mining as the preferred option for disposal, followed by landfill expansion; 
 incineration and export of waste to the United States were the least preferred disposal options. 
 
On March 18 and 19, 2003, Public Open Houses were held at the John Rhodes Community Centre and Korah 
Collegiate to present information to the public on the Solid Waste Management Plan and, in particular, the 
alternative user pay options being considered.  In total, 29 people signed into the meetings and 29 questionnaires 
were received. 
 
In summary, the results of the questionnaires are as follows: 
 
 all 29 respondents felt waste management was an important issue facing the City; 
 58 percent of the respondents had between 3 and 5 people living in their house; 
 62 percent of the respondents put out 2 or 3 bags of garbage a week; 
 100 percent of the respondents used the yellow and blue boxes on a regular basis; 
 72 percent of respondents reduced the number of large garbage bags produced by one through the blue and 

yellow box program; 
 57 percent of the respondents support a city-wide composting program; 
 90 percent of the respondents preferred to pay for waste management services through a user fee instead of an 

increase in property taxes; 
 54 percent of the respondents ranked the following user fee scenario as preferred: 

- 2 bag limit; fee for each bag in excess of that limit; 



AECOM City of Sault Ste. Marie Sault Ste. Marie Solid Waste Environmental 
Assessment – Public Consultation Report 

 

FINAL Public Consultation Report.Docx 3  

- increase gate fee to $4.00 in 2003; 
- increase landfill tipping fees to $65.00/tonne by 2006; 

 92 percent of the respondents ranked the following user fee scenario as the least preferred: 
- increase property taxes by $40.00 - $50.00 per household in 2003; 
- leave gate fee at $2.00/visit; 
- leave tipping fee at $27.50; and 

 76 percent of respondents felt businesses should pay full cost of disposing of their garbage. 
 
Public Open Houses were also conducted to discuss and review the DRAFT Terms of Reference document for the 
Waste Management EA on July 3, 2003 and July 13, 2004 respectively.  A total of 8 and 5 individuals attended the 
open houses respectively and the feedback received through the open houses is summarized below. 
 
Based on the three completed questionnaires that were received, the Criteria Groups that were ranked the highest 
importance were ground water, surface water, design and operations and biology/forestry.  Groups that were ranked 
the lowest included archaeology, heritage and social.  Input provided on the individual criteria groups is summarized 
as follows: 

 Hydrogeology – mining and lining the old site could improve groundwater quality; 
 Design/Social – potential for more noise especially if an expansion is vertical and increased air emissions 

including methane and carbon dioxide from operating machinery; 
 Surface Water – proximity to Canon Creek and Root River; 
 Transportation – safety with trucks turning left off of Great Northern Road onto Fifth Line; 
 Mining – the availability of aggregate to cover the waste; 
 Cost/Social – impacts to property owners and property values associated with property acquisition for an 

expansion. 
 
Other comments included: 

 Minimizing environmental impact while maintaining economic viability is critical to success; and 
 Energy should be focussed on waste reduction to increase the longevity of the landfill site. 

 
In addition to the foregoing, consultation was also undertaken with Aboriginal communities to solicit input regarding 
the EA Terms of Reference.  Input received is summarized as follows: 
 
Batchewana First Nations 

 Concerns with impacts to Root River water quality/aquatic habitat and medicinal plants; 
 Concerns with future waste management services for BFN reserves north of the City; and 
 Concerns with liability for any future environmental damage resulting from landfilling of waste. 

   
Additional details regarding these consultation events and the Aboriginal consultation are included in Appendix D. 
 

3. Waste EA Consultation Activities 

A key objective of the consultation strategy was to solicit meaningful input from review agencies, Aboriginal 
Communities, stakeholders and the general public each step of the way.  The principle goals of the consultation 
process include: 
 

 Engage the public, stakeholders and First Nations in the consultation process;  
 Provide sufficient information in a user-friendly format;  
 Provide opportunities for input before decisions are made;  
 Be flexible to meet the needs of the all participants when undertaking consultation; 
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 Be responsive – listening to comments, giving them careful consideration, making changes where 
appropriate and providing rationale when no change is made. 

 
Ultimately the consultation process: 

 Enhances the quality of the decision making process by capturing ideas and experiences of a broad cross-
section of people; 

 Ensures transparency in the decision making process; 
 Enhances public understanding of the process, and rationale for the decisions reached; and  
 Meets legislative requirements. 

 
To meet these goals and objectives various tools and methodologies were utilized to disseminate project information 
and solicit input including:  
 

 Notices; 
 Newsletters; 
 Project Webpage; 
 Advertisements;  
 Interim Reports; 
 Comment sheets; 
 Email; 
 Questionnaires (online and hard copy); 
 Workbooks; 
 Discussion groups; 
 Open houses; 
 Presentations; 
 Meetings; and 
 Presentations. 

 
Within the following subsections we have provided a summary of who was contacted and the principle 
methodologies used to disseminate project information and updates. 

3.1 Project Contact List 

At the onset of the project a contact list was developed by the project consultant with input from City staff.  The list 
was developed to reach a broad cross-section of individuals, agencies, Communities and Aboriginal interests 
including all property owners and tenants located within a 1000m radius of the existing site.  The initial Project 
Newsletter/Notice, which included notification of the commencement of the study, an update on waste diversion 
improvements, an overview of the EA process, next steps and City and Consultant contact details was issued to 
everyone on the project contact list.  The contact list has been updated periodically over the course of the study as 
additional individuals, agencies, or Aboriginal Communities have expressed interest in the project.  The initial and 
current contact lists and the initial project Newsletter are included in Appendix E. 

3.2 Project Webpage 

A project webpage has been established on the City of Sault Ste. Marie website.  This page includes important and 
relevant planning documentation that was developed prior to initiating the EA together with documentation that has 
been developed within the framework of the EA process.  The site also provides contact information for the 
Consultant Project Manager and the City’s principle contact.  The webpage has been updated periodically and 
updates will continue to be made as the study continues to progress.  
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Invitations were also extended to neighbouring communities, including Aboriginal Communities, to explore the 
possibility of including a link to the City’s webpage on their community websites with the ultimate goal of enhancing 
the level of engagement. 
 

3.3 Notices and Newsletters 

Notices and Newsletters were used to invite participation in consultation activities and events and to disseminate 
important information and project updates.  There were 10 notices or newsletters issued through to the submission 
of the DRAFT EA document to the Ministry.  The notices and newsletters are summarized in Table 1. 
 
Table 1.  <Summary of Notices and Newsletters 

Name and Type Description and Distribution Date 

Notice of Commencement/ 
Newsletter No.1 

Notice/Newsletter published in the local newspaper, posted on the City web site and 
mailed to those on the project mailing list inviting comments and providing information 
on the EA process, contact names and next steps. 

October 2006 

Notice of Public Information 
Centre 

The notice was published in local newspapers and on the City web site and distributed to 
those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were also forwarded to adjacent 
communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First Nation, Garden River First 
Nation, Prince Township, Métis Nation of Ontario, and Missanabie Cree) for posting on 
their websites and in prominent locations within their communities 

June 2007 

Newsletter No.2 Newsletter inviting individuals to the June, 2010 Public Open House and updating them 
regarding the EA process, the City’s contractual relationship with Elementa, results of the 
“Alternatives To” evaluation, the level of diversion being achieved, next steps in the 
process and project contact names was mailed to all individuals on the project mailing list 

May 2010 

Notice of Public Information 
Centre 

The notice was published in local newspapers, Shaw Cable 10 and the City web site and 
notices were distributed to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were 
also forwarded to adjacent communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First 
Nation, Garden River First Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, and 
Missanabie Cree). 

May 2010 

Newsletter No.3 Newsletter providing information on the EA process, the City’s contractual relationship 
with Elementa, results of the “Alternatives To” evaluation, next steps in evaluating a new 
landfill versus a landfill expansion, details of the April 19, 2011 Public Input Session, and 
different avenues to provide input was distributed to those on the project mailing list 

April 2011 

Notice of Public Information 
Centre 

The notice was published in local newspapers, Shaw Cable 10 and the City web site and 
notices were distributed to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were 
also forwarded to adjacent communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First 
Nation, Garden River First Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, and 
Missanabie Cree. 

April 2011 

Notice of Public Information 
Centre 

The notice was published in local newspapers and on the City web site and notices were 
distributed to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were also forwarded 
to adjacent communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First Nation, Garden River 
First Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, and Missanabie Cree).  Local 
media also raised awareness of the event through relevant news articles. 

February 2012 

Notice of Public Information 
Centre 

The notice was published in local newspapers, Shaw Cable 10 and the City web site and 
notices were distributed to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were 
also forwarded to adjacent communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First 
Nation, Garden River First Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, and 
Missanabie Cree). 

January 2016 

January 2016 Newsletter Newsletter inviting individuals to the January 2016 Public Open House and updating them 
regarding the EA process, the historical activities completed, current study activities and 
project contact names was mailed to all individuals on the project mailing list 

January 2016 

Notice of Completion and 
Submission of DRAFT EA 
Document 

Notice was published in local newspapers and the City web site and notices were 
distributed to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were also forwarded 
to adjacent communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First Nation, Garden River 
First Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, and Missanabie Cree). 

May 2017 
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Additional notices may be issued as the study progresses into its final stages. 
 

3.4 Public Input Sessions 

Public open houses and workshops were undertaken to disseminate project information and solicit input at key 
milestones or decision points within the process.  The events were staged to solicit feedback and input from review 
agencies, stakeholders, Aboriginal communities and the general public. 
 
The format for the “workshops” included a presentation followed by the formation of focus groups to provide input 
specifically tailored to the topics and issues being contemplated at the time (eg. evaluation criteria, evaluation 
methodology, etc.).  The workshops were lead by consultant staff with the assistance of Municipal staff.  The input 
was solicited through the completion of “workbooks” by focus groups. 
 
The “open houses” were intended to be less formal and consisted of a series of display panels arranged to guide 
individuals through the process. The project consultants, with the assistance of City staff ushered individuals or groups 
of individuals through the presentation materials, explained the contents and addressed questions and issues. 
 
Both formats were used to cater to the preferences of individuals (some prefer a more formal setting while others are 
more comfortable with a less formal setting and one on one time with consultant or City staff).   
 
The principle objectives of the workshops and open houses were: 
 

 communicate project progress; 
 solicit input and feedback; 
 enhance the quality of the decision making process by making adjustments as necessary based on the 

feedback received; and 
 enhance understanding of the process and the decisions reached. 

 
Each of the public input sessions is summarized in the following subsections and supporting information related to 
each session is included in Appendices F to K. 

3.4.1 June 26, 2007 Public Input Session – Input on “Alternatives To” and Evaluation Criteria 

A public input session was conducted on Tuesday June 26, 2007 in the Russ Ramsay Boardroom of the Sault Ste. 
Marie Civic Centre.  The session provided a forum for interested individuals, Aboriginal representatives, agency 
representatives, and property owners, to discuss the “alternatives to” the undertaking and criteria that will be used to 
compare and select a preferred approach to manage solid waste in Sault Ste. Marie, Prince Township and 
Batchewana First Nation’s Rankin Reserve.  The meeting format included a presentation followed by facilitated 
discussions regarding the alternatives and the evaluation criteria. 
 
Representatives of the Consultant team and the City of Sault Ste. Marie were in attendance throughout the session 
to provide information, address questions, and facilitate discussions.  The information session was open from 6:00 
p.m. to 9:00 p.m. with a total of 10 individuals recording their names on the sign-in sheet. 
 
Notification of the Open House (copy included in Appendix F) 
 
The Open House was advertised as follows: 
 

 Sault Star on June 16 and June 23, 2007; 
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 Sault This Week on June 20, 2007; 

 Community Channel for 10 days; 

 City of Sault Ste. Marie website; 

 Hardcopies and a digital copy of the notice were also forwarded to adjacent communities or community groups 
(ie: Batchewana First Nation, Garden River First Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, and 
Missanabie Cree) for posting on their websites and in prominent locations within their communities; and 

 Individual notices were mailed to property owners abutting the project and to all individuals and agencies that 
had expressed an interest in Waste Management EA.   

 
Information Available to Participants 
 
Two working papers were issued and made available for review in advance of the session which characterized the 
study area and provided information on waste quantities, the alternatives to the undertaking and the evaluation 
criteria.  These papers entitled “Waste Quantity Projections and Existing Environment Profile” and “Alternatives to 
the Undertaking” were also available at the session. 
 
These reports were made available for review at the following locations prior to the public input session: 
 
 AECOM’s office; 
 Civic Centre Engineering and Planning; 
 Public Works and Transportation; 
 Main Library; 
 Churchill Branch Library; 
 Korah Branch Library; 
 Township of Prince Municipal Office; 
 Batchewana First Nation; 
 Garden River First Nation; 
 Local Metis Nation of Ontario Office; and 
 Local Missanabie Cree Office. 
 
The reports were also available on the City of Sault Ste. Marie website. 
 
A Participant’s Workbook was also posted on the City’s website and distributed at the session to provide individuals 
with an opportunity to record their ideas and opinions relating to the alternatives and the proposed evaluation 
criteria.   
 
At the onset of the session a presentation was made to report on recent successes with diversion and to provide an 
overview of the alternatives being considered and the evaluation criteria being proposed.  Displays were also posted 
on the walls to disseminate information to any individuals that missed the initial presentation.  The following displays 
were posted on the walls (refer to Appendix F): 
 

 A display welcoming residents; 

 Meeting Format; 

 Objectives of the Meeting; 

 Historical Overview of the Waste Management Planning Process; 

 Waste Management Services provided by the City; 

 Other Recycling Opportunities provided in the City; 

 Historical Overview of Waste Quantities Landfilled; 
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 Historical Overview of the Residential Waste Diversion Rate; 

 Composition of Waste Landfilled; 

 Project Need; 

 What is an EA?; 

 Overview of the EA Process 

 “Alternatives To” being considered; 

 Overview of the Increased Waste Diversion Alternative; 

 Overview of the Incineration/High Heat Process Alternative; 

 Overview of the Landfill Alternative; 

 Overview of the Export Waste Alternative; 

 Overview of the Evaluation Criteria; 

 Next steps to be undertaken in the process; and  

 Proposed Project Schedule. 
 
Comments and Questions 
 
The following comments/questions were raised during the presentation portion of the meeting.   
 

Table 1 
JUNE 26, 2007 PIC QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES 

Questions Response 

Where would the hazardous 
waste from an incinerator go? 
 

It would need to be taken to a hazardous waste facility near 
Sarnia or other suitably licensed site. 
 

How big a landfill would be 
needed? 
 

Based on the projections, a landfill that could accommodate 
approximately 2.7 million tonnes would be needed.  A 
typical footprint for a 2.0 million tonne landfill would likely be 
in the range of 20 Ha.  (Note: The waste projections were 
subsequently modified to address MECP comments on the 
DRAFT submission and the FINAL EA incorporates a 
requirement for 1.78 million tonnes with an estimated 
longevity to 2049-2051). 
 

Have you considered population 
in your waste quantity disposal 
projections? 

 

Yes, the waste quantity projections are based on population 
projections done by another consultant.  The total estimated 
Sault Ste. Marie population in 2046 is nearly 86,000 (Note: 
the City Planning department revised their projections in 
2015. As a result of those revisions the projected 2046 was 
reduced to 82,820.  The population projections were further 
modified in 2018 resulting in a 2046 Sault Ste. Marie 
population of 89,895.  The most recent projections are 
incorporated in the FINAL EA). 

 
Have you considered increasing 
the service area so that 
incineration or high heat 
technologies would be more 

A waste management steering committee comprised of City 
staff is overseeing the project.  The City’s mandate is to look 
after its own waste and that is the intention of this study.  
The province has also recently released a draft provincial 
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Table 1 
JUNE 26, 2007 PIC QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES 

Questions Response 

cost effective? Sault Ste. Marie 
could service a larger area as a 
profitable business generating 
jobs for our residents.  You 
should establish a committee 
with a mandate to look at this. 

 

policy statement which encourages the management of 
waste close to source.  The transport of waste over 
significant distances results in additional impacts including 
noise, dust and air emissions.   
 
The private sector is more likely to explore opportunities for 
a facility servicing a broad geographic region. 

Can there be more than one 
“Alternative to” selected? 

 

Yes, the preferred waste system is likely to include a 
combination of the alternatives.  For example, it is expected 
that increased 3R’s would be part of the system along with  
one or more disposal method(s). 

 
Doesn’t diversion have a bigger 
service area?  

 

The collection of blue and yellow box materials outside of 
the study area is a private collection and is not part of the 
municipal system. 

Would a high heat process be 
able to manage nuclear or 
hospital waste? 

 

Requires further study and would be looked at if “high heat” 
is the preferred “Alternatives To”. 

It was suggested that the City 
should not overlook 
incineration/high heat as a future 
waste management option.  A 
lot can change over the years 
and it may prove to be beneficial 
and cost effective in the future. 

 

Agreed. 

It was noted that the timing of 
the meeting right before a long 
weekend made it challenging to 
attend as this is a very busy 
week. 

It was noted that the project team wanted to have a meeting 
prior to vacation season.  Future sessions will consider 
statutory holidays. 

 
Facilitated Discussions 
 
After the presentation, participants were asked for their input on the “alternatives to” being considered and the 
evaluation criteria.  A workbook was provided to help facilitate this discussion.  City and Consultant staff members 
participated in the discussion and took note of the comments raised.  The following reflects the questions asked in 
the workbook and the results of the discussion on these questions. 
 
1. Are there additional alternatives or evaluation criteria that you think should be considered? 

 
In all cases the selected alternative will be a combination of two or more alternatives.  The evaluation should 
consider impacts associated with the relevant combination of alternatives (eg. the selection of incineration/high heat 
will involve increased diversion, incineration/high heat, landfilling and export of waste – hazardous waste).  
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2. Are there any advantages or disadvantages of the alternatives that were missed? 
 

Table 2 
JUNE 26, 2007 PIC ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES 

Alternatives Advantages Disadvantages 
Increased Waste Diversion   has significant advantages 

 some materials are 
increasing in value so we 
may be able to recycle 
more/get more revenue 

 consider mandatory 
recycling 

 

Incineration/High Heat 
Processes 

 requires less space  still have to truck 
hazardous waste to Sarnia 
or other approved 
hazardous waste site 

 seems that it is used most 
in densely populated 
areas 

 if costs are too high for 
industry they may start 
illegal dumping 

 the acceptability of 
incineration varies with the 
political climate 

Landfill  landfill mining will add a 
few years to the life of the 
landfill 

 

Export of Waste Outside the 
Study Area 

  wear and tear on roads 
 noise 
 out of control of City - still 

need local disposal/landfill 
if border closes 

Do-Nothing   not an option; need to 
manage waste 

 
3. Are there any alternatives that should be excluded from serious consideration? 
 
Generally participants felt that the Do-nothing option was not a realistic option as there is a need to manage waste. 

 
Export was also identified as an option that should not be pursued any further.  It was noted that provincial policy is 
favouring solutions as close as practicable to generation and it was felt that exporting waste is not reliable and not 
sustainable for the long term. 
 
4. How well do you feel each option meets the intent of the evaluation criteria? 
 
Comments made on the ability of each of the alternatives to meet the criterion are noted.  An x represents general 
agreement that the alternative cannot meet the intention of the criterion.   Blanks left are intentional as comments 
were not made for all alternatives/criteria. 
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Table 3 
JUNE 26, 2007 PIC ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION 

Criteria Increased 
Diversion 

Incineration/ 
High Heat 

Landfill Export Do-
nothing 

Compliance 
with 
Regulations 
and Policy 

complies with 
regulations and 
policy 

would meet 
criterion;  
would not 
comply as well 
as landfill 

would meet 
criterion;  
meeting future 
regulations may 
be difficult 

may not meet policy/ 
regulation in a few 
years (e.g. if border 
closes) 

x 

Environmental 
Acceptability 

environmentally 
acceptable 

environmentally 
acceptable  
cleaner; less 
emissions than 
landfill 

environmentally 
acceptable 

less likely to be 
acceptable 
compared to other 
alternatives 

x 

Ability of City 
to implement 

City can 
implement 

could implement 
but more 
challenging 
because new 
technology 

City can 
implement 

public would 
probably be 
concerned about 
exporting 

x 

Flexibility of 
System 

 some 
uncertainty  

landfill is flexible not flexible as you 
are stuck with a 
negotiated quantity  
leaves no 
contingency if 
someone strikes  

x 

Capability to 
Manage 
Quantity and 
Quality of 
Waste 

could mandate 
recycling but 
will still not 
cover 
everything 

some 
uncertainty 

best at managing 
all waste 

 

x 

Proven 
Technical 
Capability 

proven proven  
not enough 
information to 
know if they 
would meet our 
environmental 
standards 

proven proven 

x 

Economic/ 
Cost 

 cost prohibitive     

 
Other comments made about the alternatives: 
 
 Should deal with waste management at the source and the time of generation - landfilling of waste was noted to 

be an interim “storage” solution whereas incineration/high heat processes represented a longer term 
management approach.  It was also conceded that current economic conditions are not conducive to managing 
waste through incineration/high heat at this time (ie: too costly). 

 Landfills may be regarded as resources to be mined as a fuel at a future date once the economics become more 
favourable.  

 Manufacturing and packaging are changing so we need a system that has the flexibility to manage this change 
and adapt to less waste. 
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 New generations are teaching their parents about recycling so we will see more emphasis on increased 
diversion in the future. 

 Should look to the private sector for information on incineration – they probably have more experience. 
 Consider that landfilled waste could be a future resource. 
 Expand the service area to make incineration/high heat processes more cost effective/viable. 
 
5. Should all the evaluation criteria be of equal importance? 
 

There were different opinions expressed on the importance of the criteria as well as some comments on the 
criteria themselves as follows: 
 Some participants indicated that all criteria should be considered equally important. 
 Environmental acceptability was raised as a criterion that should be considered most important. 
 Flexibility and capability of managing the waste stream were identified as criteria that should be considered 

less important. 
 Compliance with regulation/policy, environmental acceptability, ability of city to implement and cost were 

identified as most important by some participants. 
 Proven technical capability was identified as a criterion that should not be considered as more important 

than flexibility and capability of managing waste stream.   
 It was noted that proven technical capability really reflects the ability to “sell” the technology to the public. 
 It was noted that the ability of the City to implement really reflects the will of the people. 
 It was noted that environmental acceptability may be different for different stakeholders. 
 It was noted that cost is a reality of life. 

 
Completed Workbooks 
 
In addition to the foregoing feedback obtained through the facilitated discussions three completed workbooks were 
also received following the consultation event (refer to Appendix F).  
 
In general, preferences were noted for waste diversion, incineration/high heat processes and landfilling. Export and 
do-nothing were identified as impractical and unrealistic.  Comments that were included in the workbooks together 
with responses are summarized in the table below. 
 
 

Table 4 
JUNE 26, 2007 PIC SUMMARY OF COMPLETED WORKBOOKS 
Comment Response 

The selected system should allow conversion of 
waste into energy without sorting. 
 

Some sorting is completed at source as part of the 
recycling programs including the public drop-off 
area at the landfill site.  Typically no additional 
sorting is done for landfilling however most 
incineration/high heat processes will include some 
upfront sorting.   

Consider processing of waste for the Region as 
a potential job creation strategy.  
 

See response in Table 1. 

Consider impacts of combined alternatives. 
 

Consideration of combined impacts is included in 
the rankings under each criterion. 

Quality of residues from incineration and high 
heat processes is dependant on what is included 
in the waste which is difficult to control. 
 

Agreed. 
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Concerns were noted with possible need for 
land expropriation and the location of the 
existing site on the City’s aquifer. 
 

Property impacts are considered at a general level 
at this time but will be considered in greater detail 
in the next phase of the process.  Potential impacts 
to surface water resources is included.  An 
engineered leachate collection and management 
system is included in the landfilling alternative. 

It is important that waste reduction is included as 
an alternative or at least incorporated as part of 
the waste diversion alternative. 
 

The waste diversion alternative includes the 3 R’s 
(reduce, reuse, recycle).  

Concern was noted that incineration and high 
heat processes may generate more hazardous 
waste than is noted in the EA documentation. 
 

The information included in the documentation was 
obtained through research completed on existing 
operating facilities. 

Skepticism was noted that incineration/high heat 
processes are safe.  Research needs to be 
independent and unbiased. 
 

Incineration and high heat processing plants would 
be required to meet MOECC regulated emission 
requirements of the day.  Facilities must be 
instrumented with monitoring equipment to 
demonstrate on going compliance. 

Need to consider leachate impacts and impacts 
on habitat associated with landfilling including 
attraction of bears and rats. 
 

This is considered at a general level at this time 
and will be considered in more detail in the next 
phases of the process. 

 
 

3.4.2 August  9, 2007 Public Input Session – GRFN Input on “Alternatives To” and Evaluation Criteria 

A public open house was conducted on Thursday August 9, 2007 in the Garden River First Nation Community 
Centre.  The session provided a forum for interested individuals, agency representatives, and property owners, to 
discuss the “alternatives to” the undertaking and criteria that will be used to compare and select a preferred 
approach to manage solid waste in Sault Ste. Marie, Prince Township and Batchewana First Nation’s Rankin 
Reserve.  The session was conducted in an open house format which allowed interested individuals to attend at any 
time between 4:00 pm and 7:00 pm.  
 
Representatives of the Consultant team and the City of Sault Ste. Marie were in attendance throughout the session 
to provide information, address questions, and facilitate discussions.  A total of 5 individuals recorded their names on 
the sign-in sheet. 
 
Notification of the Open House (copy included in Appendix G) 
 
Notification of the Open House was advertised as follows: 
 

 Sault Star on July 28 and August 4, 2007; 

 City of Sault Ste. Marie website; 

 Garden River First Nation website; 

 Garden River First Nation’s August, 2007 Newsletter; 

 Six hardcopies of the notice were also forwarded to Garden River First Nation for posting in prominent locations 
within their community; and 
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 The event was also advertised for two days in advance of the event on the changeable message sign located 
along Highway 17 in front of Community Hall. 

 
Information Available to Participants 
 
Two working papers were issued and made available at and in advance of the open house.  These papers entitled 
“Waste Quantity Projections and Existing Environment Profile” and “Alternatives to the Undertaking” provided 
information on the environmental character of the study area, waste quantities, the alternatives to the undertaking 
and the evaluation criteria.  These documents were available for downloading from the City’s website or by 
contacting AECOM or by visiting the local Band Office. 
 
A Participant’s Workbook was also posted on the City’s website and distributed at the open house to provide 
individuals with an opportunity to record their ideas and opinions relating to the alternatives and the proposed 
evaluation criteria.   
 
Displays were posted on the walls during the open house and Consultant and/or City staff representatives explained 
the contents of the displays to individuals or small groups and answered their questions.  The following displays 
were posted on the walls (copies are included in the Appendix G): 
 

 A display welcoming residents; 

 Objectives of the Meeting; 

 Historical Overview of the Waste Management Planning Process; 

 Waste Management Services provided by the City; 

 Other Recycling Opportunities provided in the City; 

 Historical Overview of Waste Quantities Landfilled; 

 Historical Overview of the Residential Waste Diversion Rate; 

 Composition of Waste Landfilled; 

 Project Need; 

 What is an EA?; 

 Overview of the EA Process 

 “Alternatives To” being considered; 

 Overview of the Increased Waste Diversion Alternative; 

 Overview of the Incineration/High Heat Process Alternative; 

 Overview of the Landfill Alternative; 

 Overview of the Export Waste Alternative; 

 Overview of the Evaluation Criteria; 

 Next steps to be undertaken in the process; and  

 Proposed Project Schedule. 
 
Comments and Questions 
 
Aside from the input provided through the completed workbooks (refer to Section below) there were no additional 
alternatives or evaluation criteria identified and no opinions voiced on the importance of the evaluation criteria during 
discussions with participants.   
 
During the conduct of the open house there was considerable interest in expanded diversion programs and an 
understanding that some form of waste disposal will continue to be required in the future.     
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Completed Workbooks 
 
Two completed workbooks were received during the event.  The input obtained through the completed workbooks is 
summarized below. 
 
1. Are there additional alternatives or evaluation criteria that you think should be considered? 

 
Responses provided were “no” and “I don’t know”. 
 
2. Are there any advantages or disadvantages of the alternatives that were missed? 
 

Table 5 
AUGUST 9, 2007 PIC ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES 

Alternatives Advantages Disadvantages 
Increased Waste Diversion   Long term benefits 

resulting from public 
education including 
changed habits and 
reduced waste generation  

 

Incineration/High Heat 
Processes 

  

Landfill   
Export of Waste Outside the 
Study Area 

  Sends the “wrong” 
message. 

 Encourages increased 
waste generation  – “out of 
sight out of mind” 

Do-Nothing   

 
3. Are there any alternatives that should be excluded from serious consideration? 
 

Generally participants felt that the Do-nothing option was not a realistic option as there is a need to manage 
waste. 

Export was also identified as an option that should not be pursued any further because of the higher costs, 
increased environmental impacts, and a need to be responsible for our own problems. 

 
4. How well do you feel each option meets the intent of the evaluation criteria? 
 

Input was provided by one individual for three alternatives. 
 
Increased waste diversion was rated the highest possible under each criterion and landfill and incineration were 
rated similarly under each criterion with a slight preference shown for landfill. 

 
5. Should all the evaluation criteria be of equal importance? 
 

The only comment made by one individual was that “environmental acceptability” is the most important criterion.  
The importance of other criteria was not differentiated.  

 
6.  Do you have any other issues or additional comments you would like to make? 
 



AECOM City of Sault Ste. Marie Sault Ste. Marie Solid Waste Environmental 
Assessment – Public Consultation Report 

 

FINAL Public Consultation Report.Docx 16  

One respondent strongly supported the development of a residential organics collection and processing 
program and/or encouraging individuals to compost organics themselves.    

 

3.4.3 June 3, 2010 Public Input Session – Preferred “Alternative To” and Next Steps 

A public information centre was conducted on Thursday June 3, 2010 in the Thompson Room at the Civic Centre.  
The session provided a forum for interested individuals, agency representatives, Aboriginals and stakeholders, to 
obtain updated information regarding waste management planning, gain an understanding of the Environmental 
Assessment process, review and provide comments on the results of the “alternatives to” the undertaking evaluation, 
identify next steps in the process and have questions answered.  The session was conducted in an open house 
format which allowed interested individuals to attend at any time between 3:30 pm and 7:30 pm.  
 
Representatives of the Consultant team and the City of Sault Ste. Marie were in attendance throughout the session 
to provide information, address questions, and facilitate discussions.  A total of 10 individuals recorded their names 
on the sign-in sheet.  Some individuals in attendance did not record their names on the sign-in sheet.   
 
Notification of the Open House (copy included in Appendix H) 
 
The Open House was advertised as follows: 
 
 Sault Star on May 29, 2010; 
 Sault this Week on May 26 and June 2, 2010; 
 City of Sault Ste. Marie website; and 
 Local Shaw Cable 10 for approximately 6 days. 
 
The Notice of the Open House and Newsletter were also forwarded to Garden River First Nation (GRFN), 
Batchewana First Nation (BFN), Metis Nation of Ontario, and Missanabie Cree.  Offers were also extended to GRFN 
and BFN to attend a Band Council meeting to update them on the study progress.  GRFN responded and invited the 
City and its Consultant to attend the June 8, 2010 Band Council working meeting (refer to meeting report included in 
the Appendix H). 
 
In addition, Newsletters were distributed to agencies, stakeholders, individuals who previously expressed an interest 
in the study, and property owners within 1,000 m of the existing landfill site.    
 
Information Available to Participants 
Displays were posted on the walls during the open house and the Consultant team and/or City staff representatives 
explained the contents of the displays to individuals or small groups and answered their questions.  The following 
displays were posted on the walls (copies are included in the Appendix H); 
 
 A display welcoming resident; 
 A display summarizing what individuals should do at the Open House; 
 Objectives of the Public Information Centre; 
 Overview of waste management planning work completed over the last decade; 
 Principle Waste Management Services provided by the City; 
 Other Recycling Opportunities provided in the City; 
 Historical Overview of the Residential Waste Diversion Rate; 
 Historical Overview of Waste Quantities Landfilled; 
 Composition of Waste Landfilled; 
 Project Need; 
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 What is an EA?; 
 Overview of the EA Process 
 “Alternatives To” being considered; 
 Overview of the Increased Waste Diversion Alternative; 
 Overview of the Incineration/High Heat Process Alternative; 
 Overview of the Landfill Alternative; 
 Overview of the Export Waste Alternative; 
 Overview of the “Do Nothing” Alternative; 
 Overview of the Evaluation Criteria; 
 Results of the Evaluation; 
 Preferred “Alternative To” the undertaking and the rationale for the selection; 
 Next steps to be undertaken in the process; and 
 How to contact the project team. 
 
Comments and Questions 
 
During the conduct of the Open House, no comment sheets were received.  There were however, a number of 
comments/questions that are summarized in Table 6.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Table 6 
JUNE 3, 2010 PIC COMMENTS/QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES 

Comment/Question Response 
Has consideration been given to the energy 
requirements to recycle plastics vs. thermally 
processing plastics? 

Municipalities are mandated by Provincial legislation 
to collect and recycle No’s 1 and 2 plastics (ie. 
designated by the province).  In Sault Ste. Marie, 
other plastics (ie: numbers 3 through 7) are currently 
being disposed of in landfill and are currently 
available for thermal processing.  A comparison of 
the energy requirements to recycle no’s 1 and 2 
plastics versus thermally processing these plastics is 
beyond the scope of this study and should be done 
at the Provincial level as part of the material 
designation process. 

A concern was noted with the potential impact of the 
landfill on groundwater resources in the area of the 
landfill site.  It was noted that the City had extended the 
Municipal water distribution system along Fifth Line 
west of the landfill to address water quality concerns in 
drinking water wells. 

The extension of the Municipal water distribution 
system to the landfill site was completed in 1997± to 
address potential concerns with potable water 
quality on the landfill site itself.  The City is not 
aware of any water quality problems in potable wells 
surrounding the landfill site that may be attributable 
to the landfilling operations.  (Note: time was also 
spent educating the individual regarding the various 
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monitoring and leachate control systems that are 
present at the existing landfill site to safeguard 
groundwater quality beyond the boundaries of the 
landfill site). 

The biosolids generated at the two waste water 
pollution control plants could be processed in the 
proposed Elementa facility. 

This may be a viable approach but Elementa has not 
yet tested and confirmed that biosolids can be 
processed in their facility. Furthermore their 
proposed commercial scale plant will not have 
adequate capacity to process all residual waste 
generated in Sault Ste. Marie and they will likely 
prefer waste streams with higher energy content if 
available.  

Surprised that thermal processes did not fare better in 
the evaluation relative to landfilling. 

The rationale for the rankings is included in a 
summary table in the Alternatives to the undertaking 
report and any comments on individual rankings are 
encouraged. 

 
 

3.4.4 April 19, 2011 Public Input Session – Evaluation Approach/ Criteria for a new Site vs. Expansion 

A public input session was conducted on Tuesday April 19, 2011 in the Russ Ramsay Room at the Civic Centre.   
 
The session provided a forum for interested individuals, agency representatives, and stakeholders, to obtain updated 
information regarding waste management planning, gain an understanding of the Environmental Assessment 
process, review and provide comments on the criteria and approach used to evaluate a new site versus expansion 
of an existing site, discuss and comment on the preliminary results of the evaluation, provide input regarding the 
evaluation criteria to be used in the next steps and have questions answered.  The session included a presentation 
by the consultant team followed by a question and answer period and a working group session to complete the 
workbook.   
 
Representatives of the Consultant team and the City of Sault Ste. Marie were in attendance throughout the session 
to disseminate information, address questions, and facilitate discussions.   
 
Notification of Public Input Session (copy included in Appendix I) 
The Session was advertised as follows: 
 
 Sault Star on April 16, 2011; 
 Sault this Week on April 6 and 13, 2011; 
 City of Sault Ste. Marie website; and 
 Local Shaw Cable 10 for approximately two weeks. 
 
The Notice of the Open House and Newsletter were also forwarded to Prince Township, Garden River First Nation 
(GRFN), Batchewana First Nation (BFN), Metis Nation of Ontario, and Missanabie Cree.  Offers were also extended 
to GRFN and BFN to attend a Band Council meeting to update them on the study progress.   
 
In addition, Newsletters were distributed to agencies, stakeholders, individuals who previously expressed an interest 
in the study, and property owners within 1,000 m of the existing landfill site.    
 
Information Available to Participants 
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Large scale copies of the power point presentation slides were posted on the walls for easy reference throughout the 
public input session (copies included in Appendix I).  The following slides/displays were posted: 
 
 A display welcoming participants; 
 A display summarizing planned activities; 
 Objectives of the Public Input Session; 
 Overview of waste management planning work completed over the last decade; 
 Principle Waste Management Services provided by the City; 
 Other Diversion Opportunities provided to residents; 
 Historical Overview of the Residential Waste Diversion Rate; 
 Historical Overview of Waste Quantities Landfilled; 
 Composition of waste landfilled; 
 Project Need; 
 What is an EA?; 
 Overview of the EA Process 
 Phase 2 - “Alternatives To” conclusions reached; 
 Overview of Alternative Methods being considered; 
 Overview of the two step evaluation to be completed; 
 Overview of the Evaluation Criteria; 
 Results of the Preliminary Evaluation; 
 Preliminary Preferred “Step 1 Alternative Methods” and the rationale for the selection; 
 Next steps to be undertaken in the process; and 
 How to contact the project team. 
 
In addition to presenting the material on the slides an overview of the landfill environmental management features 
and monitoring program was provided. 
 
Comments/ Questions Raised During the Presentation 
The questions/comments raised during the presentation and responses provided are summarized in Table 7. 
 

Table 7 
APRIL 19, 2011 PIC COMMENTS/QUESTIONS DURING PRESENTATION 

Comment/Question Response 
Is 34% diversion comparable to other municipalities 
 

Yes.  City of Sault Ste. Marie is in line with other 
similarly sized municipalities with similar diversion 
programs. 

In southern Ontario there is a large weight 
associated with newspapers so their diversion rate 
shows as higher.  We should use volume to 
indicate diversion rate rather than weight. 
 

It is very difficult to measure volume and weights 
are much more practical/convenient. 

Sudbury diversion rates are higher but they do 
collect more plastics and they have organics 
collection.  It is a single stream process with 
improved participation.  The waste from the 
Sudbury MRF is approximately 1.5-4% 
 

No response required. 

Are there items banned from the landfill? 
 

Yes old corrugated cardboard and leaf and yard 
waste are banned. 
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Table 7 
APRIL 19, 2011 PIC COMMENTS/QUESTIONS DURING PRESENTATION 

Comment/Question Response 
Elementa tried to do their EA and Certificate of 
Approval at the same time.  They should have 
finished one process and then gone to the next. 
 

No response required. 

How much of the residual waste is organics? 
 

Based on previous studies completed, 
approximately 30-40% of the waste stream is 
organic. 

How much does the existing site cost? How much 
less will an expansion cost compared to a new 
site? 
 

Although detailed estimates have not been 
completed qualitatively an expansion is less costly 
and the rationale is detailed in the EA report. 

The City has improved odour control with the 
installation of the gas management system.  
Sludge is the remaining issue that needs to be 
dealt with at the existing site. 
 

Agreed.  A biosolids management plan has been 
completed to mitigate odours in transit to the landfill 
and at the site itself.   

Needs to be clear that, while local residents may 
have become used to the site it does not mean that 
they like it. 
 

Understood.  The City will continue to be as 
proactive as possible to continually improve 
nuisance management at the site. 

Representatives from Elementa indicated that they 
can process any carbon based material that is 
available.  In their discussions with Spain they 
understand that landfills are banned there.  The 
comment “why bury energy” was made. 
 

The City has endorsed a waste supply agreement 
with Elementa which provides for the management 
of a portion of the residual waste stream in an 
energy-from-waste facility.  

Is the City of Sault Ste. Marie looking at new 
recycling products?  The City should work with the 
contractor to get more recyclable materials 
collected. 
 

The City’s contract for recycling collection and 
processing includes provisions to consider new 
products.  The inclusion of new material is however 
contingent upon having an established market to 
purchase/utilize the materials.  

 
 
Public Input Session Workbook 
 
Following the presentation and question/answer period, a small group discussion was held with participants to go 
through the public input session workbook.  Six participants joined in the small group discussion including two site 
neighbours.  The following documents the discussion that took place. 
 
Participants were asked to comment on the project team’s preliminary conclusion that a landfill expansion is 
preferred over the development of a new site and the key differences between the two options.  Participants 
commented as follows: 
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Table 8 
APRIL 19, 2011 PIC – COMMENTS/QUESTIONS DURING WORKING GROUP SESSION 

Comment/Question Response 
An expansion option assumes there is land to 
expand into.  We need to confirm that there is 
enough room. 
 

This is an important consideration and will be 
addressed in Step 2 of the Alternative Methods 
evaluation provided expansion is selected as 
preferred in Step 1. 

Should consider mining the existing site and 
expanding upwards. You could remove recyclables 
from the mined material and then take it to 
Elementa for processing. 
 

Mining and a vertical expansion will be considered 
in the next step of the Alternative Methods phase.  
Recoverable materials that are encountered during 
the mining operations will be separated and 
marketed. 

It was noted that you could always mine the 
existing site even if a new site was identified as 
preferred. 
 

Agreed, however there would be two sites that 
would generate nuisance impacts and would 
require additional resources to operate and 
manage.  

A new site brings a lot of headaches – Where are 
you going to find a clay dish like you have at the 
existing site? You will spend 10 years and a lot of 
money to look for a new site and then find out at 
the last minute that there is something about it that 
makes it not workable. 
 

The search for a suitable new site can be very time 
consuming and costly and typically generates 
significant anxiety in communities.  Significant 
investment can occur with no guarantees that a 
workable site will be established.  This is also the 
case for site expansion but a lessor investment is 
likely required. Both a site expansion and a new 
site will however require a liner to manage 
leachate.   

The existing site is a known quantity. 
 

Agreed.  This was cited as an advantage in the 
evaluation. 

We don’t have the density and sprawl in Sault Ste. 
Marie that they have in southern Ontario so we 
could probably find a new site that might be better 
than the existing site.   
 

The search for a suitable new site can be very time 
consuming and costly and typically generates 
significant anxiety in communities.  Although a new 
site could potentially be identified the preliminary 
conclusion reached through the evaluation 
completed is that the City should initially focus 
resources on assessing the practicality and net 
impacts of an expansion.  A search for a new site 
was also completed in the late 80’s with limited 
success.   

You will run in to NIMBY if you try to site a new 
landfill.  Residents and property owners were 
concerned with wind turbines so they are certainly 
going to be concerned with a landfill. 
 

Agreed. 

It was noted that both sites have similar potential 
for disruption to the neighbouring community. 

Agreed but there has been some adaptation with 
the existing site. 

Concern about mining is the odour.  There was a 
lot of odour when they dug into the site to place the 
pipes for the landfill gas collection system. 
 

Odour is a significant concern associated with 
mining operations and will require close attention to 
best practices to mitigate.  The intent would also be 
to limit the timeline for mining operations. 
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Table 8 
APRIL 19, 2011 PIC – COMMENTS/QUESTIONS DURING WORKING GROUP SESSION 

Comment/Question Response 
Don’t think a community will allow a new landfill.  
The City should go with what we have and make it 
better. 
 

The preliminary conclusions reached through the 
evaluation suggest focusing on an expansion for a 
number of reasons as noted elsewhere in the 
report. The intent would be to further improve the 
environmental management features at the existing 
site in conjunction with an expansion. 

It was suggested that an expansion could not go 
east or south, there is not much room to go west, 
and the north is the best direction for an expansion 
as there are no additional people to impact.  North 
was preferred over going higher.  A separate fill 
area to the north was suggested. 
 

Various expansion options will be explored in the 
next step of the process if the preferred alternative 
from the current step is expansion.  It was 
acknowledged that expansion east or south is not 
likely practical. 

It was acknowledged that there would be a cost 
savings with an expansion over a new site. 
 

Agreed. 

There was discussion on the lifecycle cost of 
existing equipment and whether it could be re-used 
if a new site was selected.   It was suggested that 
the equipment cost difference for the site is 
probably not that great and should not be what is 
relied upon to make the decision between the 
options. 

It was noted that in addition to the equipment there 
are infrastructure items on the current site that 
could potentially be reused including site roads, 
weigh scale(s), scale house and administrative and 
maintenance buildings existing groundwater, 
surface water and landfill gas monitoring systems. 
Collectively these items could result in a substantial 
cost savings. 

It was noted that investigations on a new site would 
be very costly and there is a lot less certainty than 
with an existing site. 
 

The search for a suitable new site can be very time 
consuming and costly and typically generates 
significant anxiety in communities.  Significant 
investment can occur with no guarantees that a 
workable site will be established.  Although a 
significant investment is also required for a site 
expansion the required investment is likely much 
less given the significant knowledge that pre-exists 
for the site.  

Don’t think that a new site would be much harder to 
approve but it would be harder to get buy-in from 
the community. 
 

Agreed that there may be increased challenges in 
obtaining buy-in from the community for a new site 
particularly if it is located near sensitive uses.  The 
approval for a new site would require more 
extensive investigations to ascertain potential 
impacts particularly with groundwater.    

The existing site is well run there have been 
improvements (e.g. gas management).  The sludge 
smell and potential for groundwater impacts are the 
only issues at the existing site that neighbours are 
concerned about.  If you fix these issues then there 
is no problem with the existing site.   
 

A biosolids management study is being completed 
to address the management, nuisance impacts and 
potential beneficial use of the sewage biosolids.  
The City has been effectively monitoring and 
managing groundwater quality at the existing site 
and expansion would include further enhancements 
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Table 8 
APRIL 19, 2011 PIC – COMMENTS/QUESTIONS DURING WORKING GROUP SESSION 

Comment/Question Response 

to the existing leachate management features and 
protocols.   

One option to fix the concern about groundwater is 
to supply municipal water to local residents. 
 

Consideration will be given to potential impacts to 
private well supplies in the next phase of the study. 

The long term plan for the landfill is good but we 
should also be focusing on what we can do to help 
Elementa.  It was noted that their biggest issue at 
this point was getting an appropriate electricity rate 
from the Ontario Power Authority.  Waste-to-energy 
is the only thing not included in the government’s 
feed-in-tariff program and it should be. 

The City has endorsed a waste supply agreement 
with Elementa.  It is anticipated that Elementa will 
continue to negotiate with OPA with the goal of 
establishing an acceptable power purchase 
agreement. 

It was noted that we should be focusing on 
reducing and recycling.  
 

Increased 3R’s was identified as an important 
element of the overall preferred solution identified 
in the first phase of the study and the City is 
committed to investigating and implementing cost 
effective 3R’s strategies. 

 
There was not sufficient time to review the evaluation criteria to be used in the next step.  Participants suggested 
that they liked the approach taken to date where the team goes through the evaluation using their technical expertise 
and brings it back to the community for review and input. 
 
In addition to the workbook that was collectively reviewed by the group at the Public Input Session, a member of the 
public also submitted a completed workbook.  Comments were made throughout the workbook and were 
summarized as follows: 
 
“I agree with the preliminary conclusions….however the City must continue to find ways to reduce the amount of 
garbage in the first place.”  
 

3.4.5 March 6, 2012 Public Input Session – Evaluation Approach/ Criteria and Preliminary Preferred 
Expansion Option 

A Public Input Session was conducted on March 6, 2012 in the Russ Ramsay Room of the Civic Center.  
Representatives of the Consultant team and the City of Sault Ste. Marie were in attendance throughout the session 
to provide information, address questions, and facilitate discussions.  The information session was open from 3:30 
p.m. to 7:30 p.m. with a total of seventeen (17) individuals recording their names on the sign-in sheet.   
 
The principle objective of the Step 2 Alternative Methods consultation task was to obtain feedback from the general 
public, agencies, Aboriginal Communities and stakeholders regarding the evaluation criteria and the preliminary 
results.  To assist in soliciting as much input as possible, a questionnaire was developed to provide targeted 
feedback and a comment sheet was made available to provide general comments.  The questionnaire and comment 
sheet were available at the March 6, 2012 Public Input Session and were posted on the project webpage on the 
City’s website.  In addition digital responses were encouraged through Survey Monkey, an online survey website. 
 
Notification of the Public Input Session (copy included in Appendix J) 
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The Open House was advertised as follows: 
 

 Sault Star on February 25, 2012; 
 Sault This Week on February 22 and February 29, 2012; 
 City of Sault Ste. Marie website; 
 The local media (radio, online news agencies and newspapers) raised awareness of the open house; 
 Hardcopies of the notice were mailed to individuals that reside in close proximity to the landfill and/or 

previously expressed an interest in the project; 
 
Information Available to Participants 
Displays were posted on the walls to disseminate information to individuals that attended the public input session.  
The following displays were posted on the walls (copies of the displays are included in the Appendix J): 
 

 A welcoming display; 
 What individuals should do when they arrive at the session; 
 Objectives of the session; 
 Waste management planning activities; 
 Waste diversion opportunities, accomplishments, and possible future initiatives (4 displays); 
 Project need rationalized; 
 Overview of the EA process (2 displays); 
 The conclusions reached in the “Alternatives To” phase; 
 Step 1 Alternative Methods considered and conclusions reached (2 displays); 
 Overview of landfill expansion options considered (5 slides); 
 Summary of the proposed evaluation criteria, methodology and preliminary results (4 slides); 
 Identification of the preliminary preferred alternative selected by the technical team; 
 Next steps in the process; and 
 Project team contact information. 

 
In addition to the displays, copies of the Solid Waste Management Environmental Alternative Methods – Step 2 
(Identification and Comparison of Expansion Options) Draft Working Paper was available for review together with 
earlier reports.   
 
Comments and Questions 
 
The following input was received during and following the public input session: 
 
 Two (2) letters; 
 One (1) comment sheet; 
 Two (2) completed online surveys through Survey Monkey; and 
 Two (2) questionnaires. 
 
The information received through the various formats is summarized in the Table 9. 
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Table 9 
MARCH 6, 2012 PIC SUMMARY OF COMMENTS/INPUT RECEIVED AND THE PROJECT TEAM’S 

RESPONSES 
Comments Response 

Suggested that a waste-to-energy vendor be invited to 
convert our waste (Elementa or an alternate vendor). 

A private sector energy-from-waste (EFW) proponent 
called The Elementa Group (Elementa) has built and 
tested a pilot steam reformation plant that converts 
municipal solid waste into a char and synthetic gas that 
can be used to generate electricity. The pilot testing 
was completed from 2007 to 2009 and Elementa has 
plans to construct a new larger-scale facility, with an 
estimated annual throughput capacity of at least 35,000 
tonnes. In 2009, the City entered into a waste supply 
agreement with Elementa to process a minimum 
12,500 tonnes per year of the City’s residential MSW 
for a minimum ten year period commencing in 2011.  
The project implementation has been delayed on a 
number of occasions and the waste supply agreement 
was amended on a number of occasions to reflect 
changes in waste supply commencement dates.  

Prevent leachate from entering groundwater and 
surface water sources. 

The proposed expansion includes strategies to mitigate 
potential adverse impacts to ground and surface water 
that could be generated from the proposed expansion 
area.  The preliminary preferred expansion option 
includes provisions to enhance ground and surface 
water protection measures associated with the existing 
disposal footprint.  Further details will be forthcoming in 
the next phase of the project (ie. detailed impact 
assessment)  

The necessity and cost of the proposed landfill mining 
in the western portion of the existing footprint was 
questioned. 

Although landfill mining is not a “necessity” there are 
pros and cons to this component of the preliminary 
preferred option. Landfill mining provides an opportunity 
to enhance groundwater protection measures 
associated with the existing disposal footprint.  A 
secondary benefit is the additional disposal capacity 
sourced by separating the waste from the fines and re-
landfilling only the waste.  The principle drawbacks to 
landfill mining are the added cost, nuisance impacts (ie. 
odours, dust, noise) and worker protection.  The 
feedback that we have received to date is that the long 
term ground water quality benefits outweigh the added 
costs and short term operational impacts. 

Displays and presentation was well done and very 
informative. 

No response required. 

Consideration should be given to petition the expansion 
of the current Provincial Groundwater Monitoring 
Network (PGMN).  This expansion could allow for 
additional groundwater quality and quantity monitoring 
away from the landfill.  The additional monitoring 

There is an extensive network of monitoring wells 
located within and immediately adjacent to the existing 
waste disposal site.  This network provides ample 
opportunity to assess groundwater quality within and 
adjacent to the site.  We support your suggestion that 
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Table 9 
MARCH 6, 2012 PIC SUMMARY OF COMMENTS/INPUT RECEIVED AND THE PROJECT TEAM’S 

RESPONSES 
Comments Response 

capability would increase the predictability of any 
potential threat of off-site contamination and allow the 
operators of the municipal drinking water distribution 
network to have ample notice of any impending issues.  
Policies will be included in the Municipality’s Source 
Protection Plan to address.  

there are benefits to expanding the PGMN within the 
capture zones of the municipal wells to identify 
contaminants well in advance of reaching the well 
head. 

Concern was expressed regarding the long term quality 
of drinking water sourced from private wells adjacent to 
the site.  

There is an extensive network of monitoring wells 
located within and immediately adjacent to the existing 
waste disposal site.  This network provides ample 
opportunity to assess groundwater quality within and 
adjacent to the site.  Despite the extensive monitoring 
network we understand the concern raised and further 
consideration will be given to this concern in the next 
phase of the project (ie. detailed impact assessment). 

Concern was expressed with the location of a landfill on 
a significant ground water recharge area but also 
acknowledged that the expansion of the existing site 
allows an opportunity to help reduce the risk of the 
existing landfill operation with ongoing monitoring and 
through the application of partial or total impervious 
cover over the existing footprint to limit infiltration and 
leachate production. 

Although the location of the existing waste disposal site 
may not be ideal the ongoing operation and site 
monitoring by the Municipality has demonstrated that 
leachate is being effectively managed as demonstrated 
through the annual reporting.  Despite the effective 
leachate management the City believes the proposed 
expansion offers an opportunity to further enhance the 
protection measures associated with the existing 
disposal site.  These measures may include a liner at 
the base of the waste and at the interface between the 
new and existing waste in the expansion areas, a 
partial or full impervious final cover design, mining and 
lining a portion of the existing site and installation of a 
horizontal collector along the western boundary of the 
expansion area. 

Support for landfill mining to improve ground water 
quality but also identified a need to consider air quality 
and protection of workers during the operations.   

There are pros and cons to landfill mining. Landfill 
mining provides an opportunity to enhance groundwater 
protection measures associated with the existing 
disposal footprint.  A secondary benefit is the additional 
disposal capacity sourced by separating the waste from 
the fines and re-landfilling the waste only.  The principle 
drawbacks to landfill mining are the added cost, 
nuisance impacts (ie. odours, dust, noise) and worker 
protection during the operations.  Further consideration 
of the nuisance impacts and safety will be included in 
the detailed impact assessment. 

Composting should be fast tracked by the MOECC. The City, through its Consultant, interacts regularly with 
MOECC staff regarding proposed changes to the 
composting regulations.   

Support expressed for Option 3 - North and West 
Expansion B.  Also suggested that landfill mining 

Although there is additional expense associated with 
the proposed landfill mining it will help to mitigate 
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Table 9 
MARCH 6, 2012 PIC SUMMARY OF COMMENTS/INPUT RECEIVED AND THE PROJECT TEAM’S 

RESPONSES 
Comments Response 

should be considered as technology becomes available 
and this option becomes more cost competitive.  It was 
also noted that there should continue to be a focus on 
recycling.   

potential ground water impacts to the south west of the 
site.  The preferred solution that was identified in the 
“Alternatives To” stage of the process included 
increased waste diversion and the City is committed to 
investigating and implementing cost effective ways and 
means of reducing residual waste disposal quantities.    

Every effort should be made to reduce the timeframe to 
initiate the landfill expansion plan. 

The City is committed to moving forward with the next 
steps of the EA process and the technical approvals 
required for the expansion. 

 

3.4.6 February 9, 2016 Public Input Session – Impact Assessment for the Preferred Option 

A Public Input Session was conducted on February 9, 2016 in the Russ Ramsay Room of the Civic Center.  
Representatives of the Consultant team, and the City of Sault Ste. Marie were in attendance throughout the session 
to provide information, address questions, and facilitate discussions.  The information session was open from 3:30 
p.m. to 7:30 p.m. with a total of nine (9) individuals recording their names on the sign-in sheet.   
 
The principle objective of the Impact Assessment consultation task was to obtain feedback from the general public, 
agencies, Aboriginal Communities and stakeholders regarding the identified impacts and the proposed mitigation 
measures for the preferred option.  A comment sheet was provided which incorporated two key questions and 
provided space to record any other comments or concerns.  The comment sheet was also posted on the project 
webpage on the City’s website.  
 
Notification of the Public Input Session (copy included in Appendix K) 
 
The Open House was advertised as follows: 
 

 Sault Star on January 30, 2016; 
 Sault This Week on January 26 and February 2, 2016; 
 City of Sault Ste. Marie website; 
 The local media also raised awareness of the open house through news articles; and 
 Hardcopies of the notice were mailed to agencies, Aboriginal Communities and individuals that reside in 

close proximity to the landfill and/or previously expressed an interest in the project. 
 
Information Available to Participants 
Displays were posted on the walls to disseminate information to individuals that attended the public input session.  
The following displays were posted on the walls (copies of the displays are included in the Appendix K): 
 

 A welcoming display; 
 What individuals should do when they arrive at the session; 
 Objectives of the session; 
 Overview of the EA process (2 displays); 
 Project history and key milestones; 
 The conclusions reached in the “Alternatives To” phase (increased 3R’s and landfilling); 
 Step 1 Alternative Methods conclusions reached (landfill expansion in lieu of a new site); 
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 Step 2 Alternative Methods conclusions reached (north and west expansion with landfill mining); 
 Conceptual plan of the preferred expansion option; 
 Description and key objectives of the Impact Assessment for the preferred option (2 slides); 
 Results of the biological impact assessment; 
 Conclusions from the geotechnical investigation; 
 Results of the groundwater impact assessment; 
 Results of the noise impact assessment; 
 Results of the air quality impact assessment; 
 Results of the odour impact assessment; 
 Results of the surface water impact assessment; 
 Results of the socio-economic impact assessment; 
 Results of the visual impact assessment; 
 Results of the traffic impact assessment; 
 Results of the cultural impact assessment; 
 Results of the land use impact assessment; and 
 Next steps. 

 
In addition to the displays, copies of the impact assessment reports were available for review. 
 
Comments and Questions 
 
The following input was received during and following the public input session: 
 
 Comments recorded during the open house; 
 Two (2) emails; 
 One (1) comment sheet; 
 
The information received through the various formats is summarized in the Table 10. 
 
 

Table 10 
FEBRUARY 9, 2016 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS/INPUT RECEIVED AND THE PROJECT TEAM’S 

RESPONSES 
Comments Response 

Concern was expressed with 
litter sprawl and plastic bags and 
odours.  

The City has proactive litter pickup protocols in place at the landfill site which 
include manual and mechanical collection methods. 
   
There are a significant number of odour mitigation protocols in place as 
follows:      

 In 2010 the City completed an  upgrade from a  “passive” system to 
an “active” landfill gas collection system over a portion of the site.  
The system reduces the quantity of methane released to the 
atmosphere (ie: reduces the carbon footprint of the site) and also 
reduces odours generated at the site. 

 In addition to landfill gas, biosolids (i.e: sewage sludge) delivered to 
the site for disposal may also contribute to off-site odours.  The City 
continues to be proactive in its efforts to manage and mitigate odours 
associated with the transport, management and disposal of biosolids.  
A biosolids management study is also nearing completion which 
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Table 10 
FEBRUARY 9, 2016 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS/INPUT RECEIVED AND THE PROJECT TEAM’S 

RESPONSES 
Comments Response 

incorporates processing of the sludge to reduce odour impacts and 
facilitate beneficial uses. 

 An odour neutralizing agent  is applied to the biosolids at the water 
pollution control plants prior to delivery to the landfill site.  Once the 
biosolids are tipped at the working face they are mixed with other 
wastes and cover is applied promptly.  A hand held sprayer is used 
by the vehicle operators to apply an odour neutralizing agent to the 
empty trailers before they leave the site throughout the year.   

 Early in 2013, mesh tarps were replaced with impermeable, 
waterproof tarps on one biosolids trailer at the west plant and two 
biosolids trailers at the east plant to mitigate odour release in transit 
to the landfill.   

 Regular trailer washing was also initiated in 2013 to remove residual 
biosolids from the outside faces and wheels of the trailers.   

 
Careful attention will also be given to the implementation of best management 
practices to mitigate odours associated with the proposed landfill mining 
operations. 
 
Local residents are encouraged to contact the landfill to alert operations staff 
of any issues related to litter sprawl or odours to ensure actions are taken to 
mitigate nuisances.    

A request was made to 
undertake groundwater sampling 
to the north of the landfill to 
confirm impacts are not migrating 
to the north. 

There are several monitors that are located to the north of the disposal 
footprint that have been sampled historically and have been used as 
background monitors because they have shown any significant impacts.  In 
addition there is a significant inventory of groundwater monitors that have 
consistently demonstrated that groundwater flows south, south-east and 
south-west from the landfill site. 

A representative of Ellwood 
Robinson Ltd. (local Contractor) 
requested that access be 
maintained to their pit in 
conjunction with the proposed 
expansion.  The pit is currently 
only accessible through the 
landfill site.   

City staff noted that they believe there is an agreement addressing access to 
the pit and it will continue to be respected in conjunction with the proposed 
expansion. 

A local resident had several 
questions related to pay-as-you-
throw programs, source 
separated organics/ backyard 
composters, bi-weekly waste 
collection and the use of clear 
bags for waste disposal.   
 

A detailed response was issued and it describes the current partial pay-as-you-
throw program and future potential enhancements, the challenges with a 
source separated organics collection and processing program and bi-weekly 
waste collection in Sault Ste. Marie, the  potential for future enhanced public 
education related to backyard composting and considerations in mandating 
clear waste disposal bags in the future.  In addition we provided a 
comprehensive summary of 3R’s initiatives that are integral to the City’s waste 
management plan. 

A local resident questioned what 
initiatives are planned to enhance 

We provided a comprehensive summary of current and proposed future 3R’s 
initiatives that are integral to the City’s waste management plan.  We also 
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Table 10 
FEBRUARY 9, 2016 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS/INPUT RECEIVED AND THE PROJECT TEAM’S 

RESPONSES 
Comments Response 

diversion and the status of the 
proposed waste-to-energy facility.  
 

explained that the waste-to-energy project has been delayed on several 
occasions and the contract with the City has been amended at the request of 
the vendor.  The current contract identifies the latest possible construction start 
in May 2016 which was not achieved.  In addition in December 2015 the vendor 
was ordered into receivership and the future of the contract with the City is 
unknown.    
 

 

3.5 Detailed Accounting of Waste EA Consultation Activities (initiated in 2006) 

The EA process was initiated in October 2006 and throughout the process various types of consultation activities 
have been undertaken as outlined in this report.  The input received through the Public Consultation Events have 
been incorporated in sections 3.3.1 to 3.3.6 inclusive.  This approach has been taken as it is often difficult to 
categorize stakeholder type during these events.  For comments, questions and input received outside of the 
aforementioned consultation events the consultation activities have been summarized in two distinct formats as 
noted below.   
 
Within Appendix L the consultation activities have been collated and summarized by the following stakeholder types: 

1. Indigenous Communities 
 Batchewana First Nation 
 Garden River First Nation 
 Missanabie Cree 
 Metis Nation of Ontario 

2. Municipalities 
 Prince Township 

3. Agencies 
 Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 
 Ministry of Environment 
 Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
 Ministry of Northern Development and Mines 
 Ministry of Tourism and Culture 
 Ministry of Transportation Ontario 
 Ontario Realty Corporation/Infrastructure Ontario 
 Sault Ste. Marie Region Conservation Authority 
 Transport Canada 

4. General Public 
 
Separate tables have been established for each of the four principle stakeholder groups with subsections 
established for each of the subgroups.  The tables have been organized to provide a description of the consultation 
activity, the date it occurred, comments/questions or input received as a result of the activity, how the input was 
addressed, where the relevant reference material can be found and whether there are any outstanding issues to be 
resolved.  These tables will allow individuals to easily identify what consultation has occurred with the various 
stakeholder groups. 
 



AECOM City of Sault Ste. Marie Sault Ste. Marie Solid Waste Environmental 
Assessment – Public Consultation Report 

 

FINAL Public Consultation Report.Docx 31  

In addition to the foregoing, we have also prepared a chronological summary of the consultation activities.  This 
summary has been included as Appendix M. 
 
Documents and correspondence referenced in the Stakeholder and Chronological summaries are included in 
Appendix N.  



 

 

Appendix 

Current Waste 
Management System 
Summary Report 
(September, 2000)  

  





























































































 

 

Appendix 

Alternative Waste 
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Business and 
Implementation Plan 
(February, 2003 with 
updates in 2019 and 2021)  
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Waste Management Business Plan (June 2021 Update)
Memorandum 
We have completed several changes to the waste management business plan to reflect system changes that have occurred 
over the last several years.  One of the principle changes is the introduction of the Provinces Food and Organic Waste Policy 
Statement which mandates the City of Sault Ste Marie to achieve 50 per cent waste reduction and resource recovery of food 
and organic waste generated by single-family dwellings by 2025.  To achieve this target the City must initiate a curbside 
source separated organics (SSO) collection and processing program.  To address the “processing” component it is proposed 
that the Biosolids processing facility is expanded to meet the requirements for both biosolids and SSO.  To address the 
“collection” component there are various approaches that could be considered.

SSO will result in a fourth waste stream to be collected curbside (blue box recyclables, leaf and yard waste, SSO and 
residual waste).  The approach to collection of four waste streams varies amongst municipalities and it is difficult to clearly 
identify the collection approach for SSM as the blue box program is currently scheduled to transition from a Municipal 
responsibility to a Stewards responsibility in September 2023.  If we assume blue box recyclables continue to be collected by 
the Stewards as a dual stream with split body trucks, waste collection may consist of a weekly dual stream collection of SSO 
and residual waste in split body trucks.  Leaf and yard waste will likely continue as a single stream seasonal collection.

Waste collection in the City is currently a shared responsibility between City crews and contracted crews.  The collection 
vehicles would have to be retrofitted and modifications would have to be negotiated to the current contract which expires in 
2029.  Within the updated Business Plan we have incorporated an “allowance” under the waste collection column 
commencing in 2025 to account for the potential changes.  Once the collection framework is better understood the Plan will 
be updated accordingly.

The principle changes incorporated in the attached Business Plan update include:

 Incorporated the costs for the Biosolids/SSO processing facility.  It has been assumed that 1/3 of the costs will be 
charged to waste management and 2/3 will be charged to sewer surcharge.  This apportionment has been established 
based on an estimated 10,000t/year of biosolids and 5,000t/year of SSO.  Therefore, the waste management business 
plan incorporates 1/3 of the capital costs and 1/3 of the projected operation and maintenance costs.  The project is 
currently at a conceptual level of design and the costs incorporated reflect the high end of the cost range.  As the design 
evolves the cost estimates will be refined and the Waste Management Business Plan will be updated accordingly.  Design 
will continue through 2022 with construction initiated in 2023 and the facility is proposed to become operational in 2025.  
We have also included higher operations costs in the first two years as there will be a learning and training period.

 Although we have not specifically developed cost estimates for the transformation of collection protocols (i.e. separate 
SSO waste stream will be introduced in 2025) we have bumped collection costs by 20% in 2025 to account for increased 
costs associated with the new waste stream.  This is just an allowance to account for increased equipment costs and 
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increased labour. There has been no detailed analysis at this time but these costs will be updated in the future once the 
impacts are better understood.  At the time of the next Business Plan iteration consideration will also be given to the 
acquisition of SSO collections carts.

 We have also included an additional one-time allowance of $10/stop in 2022 to address premature waste collection truck 
depreciation as requested by Public Works.  The overall allowance is approximately $262k.

 The timeline related to the Waste EA submission has been updated to reflect a 2021 submission.  The submission has 
been delayed to incorporate property acquisition in the vicinity of the landfill to satisfy MECP requirements for attenuation 
of leachate impacted groundwater.  We have assumed the expenditure of the remaining engineering budget in 2021 but 
we are also anticipating modest additional charges in 2022 beyond the current budget.  An allowance has been included 
for the additional charges in 2022.

 For the property acquisition we have included an allowance of $2.2M with $1.1M to be disbursed in each of 2021 and 
2022.  This is expected to be adequate for the acquisition of five or six higher priority properties to the west of the landfill.  
There are other properties that are of interest within the area of influence of the landfill but these will be budgeted beyond 
the term of this plan or may be funded from savings that may accrue from other elements that are included in the plan 
(eg. Biosolids/SSO facility or contingency – see points below).

 Multi-family waste collection has been excluded as a City cost commencing in January 2021.  Collection and disposal of 
waste in this sector is an owner responsibility.  We have however included the recently tendered costs for waste collection 
at City facilities (i.e. approx. $17,700 in 2021).

 We have assumed that the blue box program will become a Steward’s responsibility in January 2024.  Therefore in 2024 
all costs and revenues associated with this program have been eliminated.  At the time of the next Business Plan Iteration 
we will consider the possible revenue stream from selling the blue box carts to the stewards.

 It is our understanding based on feed back received from Public Works that the HHW facility is scheduled to be 
transferred to a Steward’s responsibility in 2022.  The 2021 costs included in the plan for this item is approximately 
$240k.  It was agreed that we will continue to carry this cost throughout the duration of the plan and once the transition to 
the Stewards occurs the costs included will be considered a contingency for other uses (eg. additional property 
acquisition).

The time period covered by the plan has been increased by five years to 2035 and it includes the construction of Cells 1 and 
1A (i.e. landfill mining).  The next phase of cell development is expected to occur after 2035 and will be incorporated in the 
future.  The approach taken in terms of the principle financial goal for the plan was to ensure there are adequate revenues 
over the period covered by the plan to ensure the reserve account balance is approximately $0 in 2035.  The approach taken 
in the previous iteration was similar but reflected a reserve account balance of approximately $0 in 2030 in lieu of 2035.  To 
achieve the goal in the previous iteration we required user fee increases of 10% every 5 years together with annual levy 
increase of 7.45% per year until 2030.

There have been a number of additional 
financial obligations added to the plan, most 
notably the need to collect and process SSO.  
The result of these changes is that assuming 
that user fee increases of 10% occur every 5 
years and the levy contribution to waste 
management continues to increase by 7.45% 
over the additional 5 year period we meet the 
financial objective (i.e. reserve account 
balance of approximately $0 in 2035 – refer to 
the adjacent Figure).

The plan should continue to be re-evaluated 
as elements and costs change.  As an 
example, the current plan incorporates the 
high end of the project cost estimate envelope for the Biosolids/SSO processing facility.  It is hoped that the tendered price 
will be lower than the high end.  This will be confirmed at the time of tendering in 2023.  Other changes that could come to 
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the forefront include the possibility of provincial government funding to help support their mandate for municipalities like Sault 
Ste Marie to initiate an SSO program.  The introduction of funding will have a positive impact on the plan and would 
necessitate a change.

Based on the foregoing, it appears to be appropriate to stay the course with the planned user fee and levy increases as 
committed to 2030 and continue to re-evaluate periodically over time.  As we approach 2030 the timeline of the plan will 
again be expanded beyond 2035 and this will assist in better understanding how the levy contribution will be impacted over 
time.



City of Sault Ste. Marie
Solid Waste Management Business and Implementation Plan
Scenario 6 - 6,000t IC&I with Fee Increases at 5 yr Intervals, Annual Tax Increases to MEET Needs, Multi-Res Owner Responsibility
Bag = 4 (approx), Annual % Tax Increases to MEET Needs,10% Fee Increases at Five Year Intervals, ICI Waste = 6,000t, Multi-Res Owner Responsibility

Implementation Plan Estimated Unit Costs/Revenues Estimated Quantities
 Unit Costs  Unit Revenues Miscellaneous Quantities  Diversion Quantities

Year Key Activities

Residential
Waste/SSO
Collection

($/stop)

Multi-
Residential

and City
Facilities

Waste
Collection

($/stop or LS
starting in

2021)
Landfill Site

Operations ($/year)

Leachate
Treatment

($/cu. m)

Material
Processing at

Landfill (wood
waste) -

($/tonne)

Residential
Recyclables
Collection &
Processing

($/tonne)

Residential
Leaf and Yard

Waste
Collection &
Processing

($/tonne)
SSO Processing

($/tonne)

Household
Special Waste

Processing
($/tonne)

Third Party
Tipping Fees

($/tonne)

Sewage Sludge
Disposal

Management ($/yr)

City Share of Sale
of Recyclables

(50% of Basket of
Goods Price)

($/tonne)
Scrap Metal

($/tonne)

Residential
Bag Fee

($/bag)

Average Gate
Fees at
Landfill
($/visit)

Sewage Sludge
Tipping/

Management
Fee ($/tonne)

Usable
Contaminated

Soil Tipping
Fee ($/tonne)

Landfill
Tipping Fees

($/tonne) Population
Number of

Stops

Number of
Single Family

Households

Number of
Multi-Family
Households

Bags per
Household per

week

Number of
Bags with Tags

per year

Residential
Public Drop-off
Trips per year

  Curbside
Recycling for

Cost and
Revenue
(tonnes)

 IC&I Recycling
(tonnes)

Landfill
Material

Processing -
Wood (tonnes)

Landfill Scrap
Metal

Backyard
Composting

(tonnes)

Residential
Leaf and Yard

Waste
Processing

(tonnes)

Multi-
residential &

IC&I Organics
Processing

(tonnes)

SSO
Processing

(tonne)

Column Reference D E F G H I J J1 K L M N O P Q R S T U V W X Y Z AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AH1

Formula
Inflated Previous

Year
Inflated Previous

Year Inflated Previous Year N/A
Inflated Previous

Year Inflated Previous Year
Inflated Previous

Year
Inflated Previous

Years Inflated Previous Year
Inflated Previous

Year Inflated Previous Year Inflated Previous Year Inflated Previous Year N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Future (i.e. 2019
and beyond based
on fully automated
collection inclusive
of cart acqusition
and distribution
(used 2018
contracted cost +
City estimate for
their services
(0.72+.85)/2 =
$0.785/stop/week)

cost from city
spreadsheet and
stops from datacall -
cost I $0 beginning
in 2019 to refelct
OWNER
responsibility

from city spreadsheet
(avg of 2014 & 2015
w/$375k removed)-
assumes costs are
generally fixed
regardless of quantitiy.
Includes annual
allowance of $350k for
equipment replacement
and $250k for site
infrastructure

from closure/post
closure memo - $0
means we assume

no transfer from
waste acct to waste

water acct
2015 Annual Report
(wood)

Contracted cost
divided by contract

quantities - used 2015
value

Cost become s$0 in
2024 with Blue Box

transition

Leaf and Yard
ONLY - City

spreadsheet based
on avg cost/tonne

over 3 years - does
this include

collection or is
collection

elsewhere?

This is ONLY 1/3 of
the O/A cost as other

2/3 apportioned to
wastewater -

operating cost base
year is 2021 - assume

operating costs  are
1.5X base for first two

years

Assumed to be a fixed
cost per year

regardless of quantity-
used 3 year average -

will there be a
reduction at landfill? Elementa

City estimate included
on spreadsheet - we

assumed this cost
disappears when

biosolids are processed
in 2025

Total revenue for blue
box divided by

residential+ICI quantities
averaged over 3 years

Becomes $0 in 2024 with
Blue Box Transition

City spreadsheet
(average over 3 years)

avg tipping fee per
GP visit over 3
years

Becomes $0 when
we start processing
biosolids in 2025

2016 census -
assume it is
stagnant

2018 Waste
Collection RFP

datacall - assume it
is stagnant

datacall - assume it
is stagnant but
chnages to 1 in
2021 to incoporate
costs for City
facilities ONLY

could potentially
use data from last
audit

city spreadsheet
averaged over 5 yrs
- no change with
automated
collection and new
carts

five year average
and remains

stagnant

Based on quantity
provided by City -
assume same
quantity for cost
and revenue - avg'd
over 3 yrs - this
value seems to be
quite different from
Datacall - refer to
recent memo on
diversion reduction

total ICI marketed
from datacalls - two
year average (2013
and 2014 incls GFL
OCC around 1000t -
review these
numbers with Tara
relative to datacall
numbers but I don't
believe this is
being used in any
calcs

5 year avg (2012 to
2016) from Datacall -

assume costs
absorbed by sewer

surcharge when
biosolids disposed

and then a landfill
cost when biosolids

are processed 3 year average Datacall

Leaf & Yard ONLY -
Datacall curbside
and depot 3 year

average
Assume 5000/year

stagnant

Base Yr Typically 2015 data used or where appropriate average of last 3 to 5 years $35.44 $20.28 $1,525,547.00 $0.84 $53.65 $268.67 $125.00 $65.00 $212,935.00 $67.37 $375,000.00 $42.46 $192.00 $2.00 $12.00 $70.00 $35.00 $70.00 73368 26234 26251 6266 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2016
Prepare DRAFT EA Documentation and D&O Report for the Preferred Expansion
Option $36.14 $20.69 $1,556,057.94 $0.00 $54.72 $274.05 $127.50 $0.00 $217,193.70 $68.72 $382,500.00 $43.31 $195.84 $2.00 $12.00 $70.00 $35.00 $70.00 73368 26234 26251 6266 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 0 402 1210 1502 0 0

2017
Finalize DRAFT EA Documentation and D&O Report for the Preferred Expansion
Option and review/negotiate with MECP $36.87 $21.10 $1,587,179.10 $0.00 $55.82 $279.53 $130.05 $0.00 $221,537.57 $70.09 $390,150.00 $44.18 $199.76 $2.00 $12.00 $70.00 $35.00 $70.00 73368 26234 26251 6266 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 0 402 1210 1502 0 0

2018

Continue EA Documentation and D&O Report for the Preferred Expansion Option
and Land Acquisition
Prepare RFP for Curbside Waste Collection
Initiate Preliminary Design of Biosolids facility (costs included elsewhere) $37.61 $21.53 $1,618,922.68 $0.00 $56.93 $285.12 $132.65 $0.00 $225,968.33 $71.49 $397,953.00 $45.06 $203.75 $2.00 $12.00 $70.00 $35.00 $70.00 73368 26234 26251 6266 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 0 402 1210 1502 0 0

2019

Continue EA Documentation and D&O Report for the Preferred Expansion Option
and Land Acquisition
Preliminary Design of Biosolids Processing Facility (costs included elsewhere)
Initiate Curbside Waste Collection Contract - July 1 2019 $42.12 $21.96 $1,651,301.13 $0.00 $58.07 $290.82 $135.30 $0.00 $230,487.69 $72.92 $405,912.06 $45.96 $207.83 $2.00 $12.00 $70.00 $35.00 $70.00 73368 26234 26251 6266 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 0 402 1210 1502 0 0

2020

Continue EA Documentation and D&O Report for the Preferred Expansion Option
and Land Acquisition
Preliminary Design of Biosolids Processing Facility (costs included elsewhere) $46.81 $22.40 $1,684,327.16 $0.00 $59.23 $296.64 $138.01 $0.00 $235,097.45 $74.38 $414,030.30 $46.88 $211.98 $2.20 $13.20 $77.00 $38.50 $77.00 73368 26234 26251 6266 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 0 402 1210 1502 0 0

2021

Multi-Res Waste Collection is now an Owner Responsibility
EA Documentation and D&O Report for the Preferred Expansion Option and Land
Acquisition
Submit EA to MECP
Finalize Biosolids/SSO Preliminary Design (1/3 costs included here) $47.74 $17,712.00 $1,718,013.70 $0.00 $60.42 $302.57 $140.77 $0.00 $239,799.39 $75.87 $422,310.91 $47.82 $216.22 $2.20 $13.20 $77.00 $38.50 $77.00 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 0 402 1210 1502 0 0

2022

Land Acquisition
Prepare Tender for Cell 1 and solicit approvals
Detail Design and Tendering of Biosolids Facility (1/3 costs included here)
Retrofit two Collection Trucks ($262k) $58.70 $18,066.24 $1,752,373.97 $0.00 $61.63 $308.62 $143.59 $0.00 $244,595.38 $77.39 $430,757.13 $48.78 $220.55 $2.20 $13.20 $77.00 $38.50 $77.00 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 0 402 1210 1502 0 0

2023

Construction of Cell 1
Construction of Biosolids/SSO Facility (1/3 costs included here)
Prepare Cell 1A (mining) tender and solicit approvals $49.67 $18,427.56 $1,787,421.45 $0.00 $62.86 $314.80 $146.46 $0.00 $249,487.29 $78.93 $439,372.27 $49.75 $224.96 $2.20 $13.20 $77.00 $38.50 $77.00 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 0 402 1210 1502 0 0

2024

Recycling is now a Stewards Responsibility
Construction of Biosolids/SSO Facility (1/3 costs included here)
Construction of Cell 1A (mining and lining) $50.67 $18,796.12 $1,823,169.88 $0.00 $64.12 $0.00 $149.39 $0.00 $254,477.04 $80.51 $448,159.71 $0.00 $229.46 $2.20 $13.20 $77.00 $38.50 $77.00 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 0 402 1210 1502 0 0

2025

Initiate Processing of Biosolids/SSO
Initiate Collection of SSO - assume 20% increase in collection costs
Construction of Cell 1A (mining and lining) $62.02 $19,172.04 $1,859,633.28 $0.00 $65.40 $0.00 $152.37 $105.54 $259,566.58 $82.12 $0.00 $0.00 $234.05 $2.42 $14.52 $0.00 $42.35 $84.70 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2026 Construction of Cell 1A (mining and lining) $63.26 $19,555.48 $1,896,825.95 $0.00 $66.71 $0.00 $155.42 $107.65 $264,757.91 $83.77 $0.00 $0.00 $238.73 $2.42 $14.52 $0.00 $42.35 $84.70 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2027 $64.52 $19,946.59 $1,934,762.46 $0.00 $68.04 $0.00 $158.53 $73.20 $270,053.07 $85.44 $0.00 $0.00 $243.50 $2.42 $14.52 $0.00 $42.35 $84.70 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2028 $65.81 $20,345.52 $1,973,457.71 $0.00 $69.40 $0.00 $161.70 $74.66 $275,454.13 $87.15 $0.00 $0.00 $248.37 $2.42 $14.52 $0.00 $42.35 $84.70 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2029 $67.13 $20,752.43 $2,012,926.87 $0.00 $70.79 $0.00 $164.93 $76.16 $280,963.21 $88.89 $0.00 $0.00 $253.34 $2.42 $14.52 $0.00 $42.35 $84.70 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2030 $68.47 $21,167.48 $2,053,185.41 $0.00 $72.21 $0.00 $168.23 $77.68 $286,582.47 $90.67 $0.00 $0.00 $258.41 $2.66 $15.97 $0.00 $46.59 $93.17 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2031 $69.84 $21,590.83 $2,094,249.11 $0.00 $73.65 $0.00 $171.60 $79.23 $292,314.12 $92.48 $0.00 $0.00 $263.57 $2.66 $15.97 $0.00 $46.59 $93.17 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2032 $71.24 $22,022.65 $2,136,134.10 $0.00 $75.12 $0.00 $175.03 $80.82 $298,160.41 $94.33 $0.00 $0.00 $268.85 $2.66 $15.97 $0.00 $46.59 $93.17 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2033 $72.66 $22,463.10 $2,178,856.78 $0.00 $76.63 $0.00 $178.53 $82.44 $304,123.61 $96.22 $0.00 $0.00 $274.22 $2.66 $15.97 $0.00 $46.59 $93.17 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2034 $74.11 $22,912.36 $2,222,433.91 $0.00 $78.16 $0.00 $182.10 $84.08 $310,206.09 $98.15 $0.00 $0.00 $279.71 $2.66 $15.97 $0.00 $46.59 $93.17 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

2035 $75.60 $23,370.61 $2,266,882.59 $0.00 $79.72 $0.00 $185.74 $85.77 $316,410.21 $100.11 $0.00 $0.00 $285.30 $2.93 $17.57 $0.00 $51.24 $102.49 73368 26234 26251 1 na 4041 50129 5207 1985 1998 402 1210 1502 0 5000

TOTALS (2016 to 2035) 76779 952451 98925 37715 21978 7638 22990 28538 0 55000



Estimated Quantities Estimated Expenditures
Waste Disposal Quantities Waste Collection and Disposal Costs Diversion Material Collection and Processing Costs

Sewage Sludge
(tonnes)

Household Special
Waste Program -

Total Collected
(tonnes)

Reuse Centre
(tonnes)

 Waste Diverted
(tonnes)

Residential
Waste

Diversion Rate
(%)

Leachate
Treatment  (cu.

m)

Waste NOT
Subject to

Tipping Fees

Private Sector
Waste Subject

to Tipping
Fees (tonnes)

Contaminated
Soil Suitable for
Cover - Reduced

Tipping Fee
(tonnes)

Street Sweepings
and Clean Soil
NOT Subject to

Tipping Fees

Residential
Public Drop-off

Disposal
(tonnes)

Sewage Sludge
(tonnes)

Residential
Waste

Managed at
Other

Facilities
(tonnes)

Total Waste
Disposal (tonnes)

TOTAL WASTE
MANAGED

(tonnes) Description of Engineering/Capital Expenditures Engineering Capital
Residential

Waste Collection

Multi-Res and
City Facilities

Waste Collection
Waste Disposal

Operations
Third Party

Tipping Fees
Leachate

Treatment
Total Disposal

Costs Description of Engineering Expenditures Engineering

Landfill
Material

Processing
(wood waste)

Residential
Recyclables
Collection &
Processing

Residential
Leaf and Yard

Waste
Collection &
Processing

SSO
Processing

Sewage Sludge
Processing

Household
Special Waste

Program Re-Use Centre

AI AJ AK AL AM AN AO AP AQ AR AS AT AU AV AW AX AY AZ BA BB BC BD BE BF BG BH BI BJ BK BK1 BL BM BN

N/A N/A N/A
=AB+AC+AD+AE+AF+

AG+AH+AI+AJ+AK N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A =AO+AP+AS+AT =AL+AQ+AR+AV N/A
Sum of Eng/Approvals
values in adj column N/A =D*V =E*X =F+M =L*AU =G*AN

=AY+AZ+BA+BB+BC+B
D+BE N/A

Sum of
Eng/Approvals

values in adj column =H*AD =I*AB =J*AG =J1*AH1 N/A =K N/A

Commence
diversion in 2021

and full diversion in
2022

Datacall three year
average sum adjacent columns

avg over last three
years from datacall -
assume stagnant -
this value is NOT
calculated and is
not correct based

on the AECOM
memo

avg over last three
years from annual

reports

avg over last three
years from annual

reports (residential/
multi-res/ PWT/

P&R)

avg over last three
years from annual

reports
(commercial/

shingles/ asbestos
/medical/ non-

usable contam soil -
APPLIED 6,000t/yr

in this scenario

avg over last three
years from annual

reports

avg over last three
years from annual

reports

avg over last three
years from annual
reports - not used
in cost calcs but

may include landfill
diversion items

when it shouldn't assumed value Elementa
sums four of the seven
adj columns

sum
diverted+disposed+ma
terials available for
cover

Equipment and carts
for curbside program

are included in
Column D No.stops * $/stop Units* $/unit

changed to a LS not
tied to quantity
includes sludge
management at
working face - Need to
confirm savings will
be realized when
sludge is processed Elementa

Assume there is no
transfer from waste to
waste water acct

Wood waste
processing

This calculation uses
the residential quantity
only - is this correct?  leaf + yard only Initiate SSO in 2025

Cost allocated to a
different account

0 271 0 17574 35.0 395251 17199 16953 4955 6708 8371 10000 12500 52524 81762 $0 $929,630 $127,100 $1,900,547 $842,125 $332,604 $4,132,006 $0 $107,193 $1,398,873 $187,750 $325,000 $0 $212,935 $0

0 271 0 10577 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 10000 0 41570 63810
Prepare DRAFT EA Documentation and D&O report for the Preferred
Expansion Option ($93k) + Annual Engineering ($121k) $214,000 $0 $948,223 $129,642 $1,938,558 $0 $0 $3,230,423 $0 $0 $1,426,850 $191,505 $0 $0 $217,194 $0

0 271 0 10577 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 10000 0 41570 63810

Finalize DRAFT EA Documentation and D&O report for the Preferred
Expansion Option and review/negotiate with MECP ($51k) + Annual
Engineering ($117k) $168,000 $0 $967,187 $132,235 $1,977,329 $0 $0 $3,244,751 $0 $0 $1,455,387 $195,335 $0 $0 $221,538 $0

0 271 0 10577 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 10000 0 41570 63810

Continue negotiations and confirm MECP requirements to finalize EA
($2k) + Land Acquisition + Preliminary Design of Biosolids (costs
included elsewhere) + Curbside Waste Collection RFP ($29k) + Annual
Engineering ($130K) $161,000 $0 $986,531 $134,880 $2,016,876 $0 $0 $3,299,286 $0 $0 $1,484,495 $199,242 $0 $0 $225,968 $0

0 271 0 10577 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 10000 0 41570 63810

Continue EA ($98k) + Land Acquisition + Biosolids Preliminary Design
(costs included elsewhere) + Annual Engineering ($115k)

$213,000 $0 $1,105,067 $137,577 $2,057,213 $0 $0 $3,512,858 $0 $0 $1,514,185 $203,227 $0 $0 $230,488 $0

0 271 0 10577 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 10000 0 41570 63810

Continue EA ($67k) + Land Acquisition + Biosolids Preliminary Design
(costs included elsewhere) + Annual Engineering ($140k) + City
Facilities Waste Collection Tender (No costs as was completed
internally) $207,000 $0 $1,227,950 $140,329 $2,098,357 $0 $0 $3,673,637 $0 $0 $1,544,468 $207,291 $0 $0 $235,097 $0

0 271 0 10577 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 10000 0 41570 63810

Continue and submit EA including MECP follow-up ($66k) + Land
Acquisition (assume $1.1M) + Biosolids/SSO Preliminary Design (1/3
apportioned to Waste - $111k) + Annual Engineering ($145k) $322,000 $1,100,000 $1,252,509 $17,712 $2,140,325 $0 $0 $4,832,546 $0 $0 $1,575,358 $211,437 $0 $0 $239,799 $0

0 271 0 10577 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 10000 0 41570 63810

Land Acquisition (assume $1.1M) + Detail Design/ Tender Cell 1 (5%) +
Approvals ($50k) +Biosolids/SSO Detail Design and Tender (1/3
apportioned to Waste -$219k) + Annual Engineering ($150k) $685,278 $1,100,000 $1,539,900 $18,066 $2,183,131 $0 $0 $5,526,375 $0 $0 $1,606,865 $215,666 $0 $0 $244,595 $0

0 271 0 10577 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 10000 0 41570 63810

Construct Cell 1 ($5.32M)+ Engineering Oversight (7%) + Construction
of Biosolids/SSO Facility (1/3 apportioned to Waste - $4.25M + $195k) +
Detail Design/Tender Cell 1A ($320k) + Approvals ($50k) + Annual
Engineering ($155k) $1,092,790 $9,578,566 $1,303,111 $18,428 $2,226,794 $0 $0 $14,219,688 $0 $0 $1,639,002 $219,979 $0 $0 $249,487 $0

0 271 0 10577 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 10000 0 41570 63810

Construction of Biosolids/SSO Facility (1/3 apportioned to Waste -
$4.25M + $127k) + Construction Cell 1A ($4.42M) + Engineering
Oversight (7%) + Annual Engineering ($160k) $596,143 $8,669,323 $1,329,173 $18,796 $2,271,330 $0 $0 $12,884,765 $0 $0 $0 $224,379 $0 $0 $254,477 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808

Finalize Biosolids/SSO Facility (1/3 apportioned to Waste - $1.16M +
$34k) + Construction Cell 1A ($4.50M) + Engineering Oversight (7%) +
Annual Engineering ($165k) $514,325 $5,664,650 $1,626,908 $19,172 $1,859,633 $0 $0 $9,684,688 $0 $130,667 $0 $228,866 $527,686 $0 $259,567 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808
Construction Cell 1A ($4.60M) + Engineering Oversight (7%) +Annual
Engineering ($170k) $479,143 $4,594,743 $1,659,446 $19,555 $1,896,826 $0 $0 $8,649,713 $0 $133,281 $0 $233,444 $538,239 $0 $264,758 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808 Annual Engineering ($175k) $175,000 $0 $1,692,635 $19,947 $1,934,762 $0 $0 $3,822,344 $0 $135,946 $0 $238,112 $366,003 $0 $270,053 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808 RFP for Waste Collection ($50k) + Annual Engineering ($180k) $230,000 $0 $1,726,488 $20,346 $1,973,458 $0 $0 $3,950,291 $0 $138,665 $0 $242,875 $373,323 $0 $275,454 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808 Annual Engineering ($185k) $185,000 $0 $1,761,017 $20,752 $2,012,927 $0 $0 $3,979,697 $0 $141,438 $0 $247,732 $380,789 $0 $280,963 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808 Annual Engineering ($190k) $190,000 $0 $1,796,238 $21,167 $2,053,185 $0 $0 $4,060,591 $0 $144,267 $0 $252,687 $388,405 $0 $286,582 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808 Annual Engineering ($195k) $195,000 $0 $1,832,162 $21,591 $2,094,249 $0 $0 $4,143,002 $0 $147,153 $0 $257,741 $396,173 $0 $292,314 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808 Annual Engineering ($200k) $200,000 $0 $1,868,806 $22,023 $2,136,134 $0 $0 $4,226,962 $0 $150,096 $0 $262,895 $404,097 $0 $298,160 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808 Annual Engineering ($205k) $205,000 $0 $1,906,182 $22,463 $2,178,857 $0 $0 $4,312,502 $0 $153,098 $0 $268,153 $412,179 $0 $304,124 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808 Annual Engineering ($210k) $210,000 $0 $1,944,305 $22,912 $2,222,434 $0 $0 $4,399,652 $0 $156,160 $0 $273,516 $420,422 $0 $310,206 $0

10000 271 0 27575 35 395251 17199 6000 4955 6708 8371 0 0 31570 70808 Annual Engineering ($215k) $215,000 $0 $1,983,192 $23,371 $2,266,883 $0 $0 $4,488,445 $0 $159,283 $0 $278,987 $428,831 $0 $316,410 $0

110000 5149 0 387933 7509769 326781 114000 94145 127452 159049 80000 0 679830 1289360 $6,243,679 $30,707,282 $29,508,808 $851,321 $39,600,703 $0 $0 $106,911,793 $0 $1,590,053 $10,819,760 $4,461,563 $4,636,146 $0 $5,060,042 $0



7.45 Annual %'age Increase in Taxes commencing in 2020

-$373 Year 2035 Reserve Fund Balance

Date Revised: 28-Jun-21

Estimated Revenues Reserves
General Waste Collection and Disposal Revenues Diversion Revenues General

Total Diversion
Costs Financing Costs

Administrative
Costs

Total General
Costs

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES Bag Fees Gate Fees

Sewage Sludge
Tipping/

Management Fee
Contaminated

Soil Fees
Landfill Tipping

Fees

Total Waste
Collection and

Disposal
Revenues

Recycling (Sale
of Materials)

Diversion
Subsidies Scrap Metal

Processed
Sewage Sludge

Sales
Total Diversion

Revenues General Levy Interest
Total General

Revenues TOTAL REVENUES
REVENUES MINUS

EXPENDITURES
CUMMULATIVE

ACCOUNT TOTAL

BO BP BQ BR BS BT BU BV BW BX BY BZ CA CB CC CD CE CF CG CH CI CJ
=BH+BI+BJ+BK+BL+B

M+BN
=CI*C47/100 IF CI is

Negative Inflated Previous Year =BQ+BP =BF+BO+BR =P*Z =Q*AA =R*AT =S*AQ =T*AP =BT+BU+BV+BW+BX =N*AB
Inflated Previous

Year =O*AE N/A =BZ+CA+CB+CC Inflated Previous Year N/A =CE+CF =BY+CD+CG =CH-BS =CI+CJ (previous year)

Calculated when
Reserves fall below $0

City spreadsheet
averaged over three
years

used collection rather
than marketed quantity
- this ends in 2024 with
Blue Box transition

City spreadhseet -
2015 value
inclusive of all
subsidies - this
ends in 2024 with
Blue Box transition

Assume no costs or
revenue related to
biosolids
processing -
assume waste
water acct

The base number was
taken from City
spreadsheet averaged
for 3 yrs. The 2016 to
2019 values were
provided by Jake and
future values are
calculated Assumed none

2016 to 2018 values
received from Jake 2019
and future values are
calculated

$2,231,750 $0 $658,449 $658,449 $7,022,206 $8,082 $601,548 $700,000 $173,435 $1,186,723 $2,669,787 $221,082 $685,816 $77,184 $0 $984,082 $2,180,654 $0 $2,180,654 $5,834,523 -$1,187,682

$1,835,549 $0 $671,618 $671,618 $5,737,590 $8,082 $601,548 $700,000 $173,425 $420,000 $1,903,055 $225,504 $699,532 $78,728 $0 $1,003,764 $2,369,951 $0 $2,369,951 $5,276,770 -$460,820 $12,077,343

$1,872,260 $0 $685,050 $685,050 $5,802,062 $8,082 $601,548 $700,000 $173,425 $420,000 $1,903,055 $230,014 $713,523 $80,302 $0 $1,023,839 $2,053,726 $0 $2,053,726 $4,980,620 -$821,442 $11,963,656

$1,909,705 $0 $698,751 $698,751 $5,907,743 $8,082 $601,548 $700,000 $173,425 $420,000 $1,903,055 $234,614 $727,793 $81,908 $0 $1,044,316 $2,651,480 $0 $2,651,480 $5,598,851 -$308,892 $10,337,417

$1,947,899 $0 $712,726 $712,726 $6,173,483 $8,082 $601,548 $700,000 $173,425 $420,000 $1,903,055 $239,306 $742,349 $83,546 $0 $1,065,202 $3,210,000 $0 $3,210,000 $6,178,257 $4,774 $10,342,191

$1,986,857 $0 $726,981 $726,981 $6,387,475 $8,890 $661,703 $770,000 $190,768 $462,000 $2,093,361 $244,092 $757,196 $85,217 $0 $1,086,506 $3,449,145 $0 $3,449,145 $6,629,012 $241,537 $7,279,538

$2,026,594 $0 $741,521 $741,521 $7,600,661 $8,890 $661,703 $770,000 $190,768 $462,000 $2,093,361 $248,974 $772,340 $86,922 $0 $1,108,236 $3,706,106 $0 $3,706,106 $6,907,703 -$692,958 $6,586,580

$2,067,126 $0 $756,351 $756,351 $8,349,852 $8,890 $661,703 $770,000 $190,768 $462,000 $2,093,361 $253,954 $787,787 $88,660 $0 $1,130,401 $3,982,211 $0 $3,982,211 $7,205,973 -$1,143,880 $5,442,700

$2,108,469 $0 $771,478 $771,478 $17,099,635 $8,890 $661,703 $770,000 $190,768 $462,000 $2,093,361 $259,033 $803,543 $90,433 $0 $1,153,009 $4,278,886 $0 $4,278,886 $7,525,255 -$9,574,379 -$4,131,679

$478,856 $206,584 $786,908 $993,491 $14,357,112 $8,890 $661,703 $770,000 $190,768 $462,000 $2,093,361 $0 $0 $92,242 $0 $92,242 $4,597,663 $0 $4,597,663 $6,783,265 -$7,573,846 -$11,705,525

$1,146,786 $585,276 $802,646 $1,387,922 $12,219,396 $9,779 $727,873 $0 $209,844 $508,200 $1,455,697 $0 $0 $94,087 $0 $94,087 $4,940,189 $0 $4,940,189 $6,489,972 -$5,729,424 -$17,434,949

$1,169,721 $871,747 $818,699 $1,690,446 $11,509,880 $9,779 $727,873 $0 $209,844 $508,200 $1,455,697 $0 $0 $95,969 $0 $95,969 $5,308,233 $0 $5,308,233 $6,859,898 -$4,649,982 -$22,084,931

$1,010,115 $1,104,247 $835,073 $1,939,319 $6,771,778 $9,779 $727,873 $0 $209,844 $508,200 $1,455,697 $0 $0 $97,888 $0 $97,888 $5,703,696 $0 $5,703,696 $7,257,281 $485,503 -$21,599,428

$1,030,317 $1,079,971 $851,774 $1,931,745 $6,912,353 $9,779 $727,873 $0 $209,844 $508,200 $1,455,697 $0 $0 $99,846 $0 $99,846 $6,128,622 $0 $6,128,622 $7,684,164 $771,811 -$20,827,617

$1,050,923 $1,041,381 $868,809 $1,910,190 $6,940,810 $9,779 $727,873 $0 $209,844 $508,200 $1,455,697 $0 $0 $101,843 $0 $101,843 $6,585,204 $0 $6,585,204 $8,142,743 $1,201,933 -$19,625,684

$1,071,942 $981,284 $886,186 $1,867,470 $7,000,002 $10,757 $800,660 $0 $230,829 $559,020 $1,601,266 $0 $0 $103,880 $0 $103,880 $7,075,802 $0 $7,075,802 $8,780,947 $1,780,945 -$17,844,739

$1,093,380 $892,237 $903,909 $1,796,146 $7,032,529 $10,757 $800,660 $0 $230,829 $559,020 $1,601,266 $0 $0 $105,957 $0 $105,957 $7,602,949 $0 $7,602,949 $9,310,172 $2,277,643 -$15,567,096

$1,115,248 $778,355 $921,988 $1,700,342 $7,042,553 $10,757 $800,660 $0 $230,829 $559,020 $1,601,266 $0 $0 $108,076 $0 $108,076 $8,169,369 $0 $8,169,369 $9,878,711 $2,836,158 -$12,730,937

$1,137,553 $636,547 $940,427 $1,576,974 $7,027,029 $10,757 $800,660 $0 $230,829 $559,020 $1,601,266 $0 $0 $110,238 $0 $110,238 $8,777,987 $0 $8,777,987 $10,489,490 $3,462,462 -$9,268,476

$1,160,304 $463,424 $959,236 $1,422,660 $6,982,615 $10,757 $800,660 $0 $230,829 $559,020 $1,601,266 $0 $0 $112,443 $0 $112,443 $9,431,947 $0 $9,431,947 $11,145,655 $4,163,040 -$5,105,436

$1,183,510 $255,272 $978,421 $1,233,692 $6,905,647 $11,833 $880,726 $0 $253,912 $614,922 $1,761,393 $0 $0 $114,691 $0 $114,691 $10,134,627 $0 $10,134,627 $12,010,711 $5,105,063 -$373

$26,567,565 $8,896,325 $15,646,932 $24,543,257 $158,022,615 $183,212 $13,636,552 $5,950,000 $3,931,389 $9,521,022 $33,222,174 $1,709,987 $5,304,532 $1,834,148 $0 $8,848,667 $107,787,840 $0 $107,787,840 $149,858,681 -$8,163,933
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CC Susan Hamilton Beach, P.Eng.

Subject Waste Management System Business Plan

From Rick Talvitie

Date October 22, 2019 Project Number 60563161

Introduction

The Waste Management System (WMS) in the City of Sault Ste. Marie includes a number of programs
and elements including:

· Curbside collection of waste (City and contracted);
· Multi-residential waste collection (contracted);
· Curbside collection and processing of recyclables (contracted);
· Curbside collection and processing of leaf and yard waste (City);
· Development and operation of the municipally owned landfill site (City); and
· Household Hazardous Waste Depot (City).

The purpose of the WMS Business Plan is to take a long term view of the overall waste management
system costs (facilities, equipment, staffing, etc.) to ensure appropriate funding is in place for
operations, maintenance, replacement equipment, replacement infrastructure and any new
components.  Funding for the WMS has historically been sourced from a combination of user fees (eg.
tipping fees and gate fees at the landfill and bag tags), City’s share of the sale of recyclable materials,
subsidies (eg. WDO) and property taxes.  In recent years the revenues derived from user fees and in
particular, tipping fees from the industrial, commercial and institutional (IC&I) sector, have declined
dramatically as a significant proportion of this waste is being exported to a landfill in northern Michigan
(i.e. quantity received locally declined from approximately 26,000 tonnes in 2011 to approximately
6,000 tonnes in 2015-2018).  Although this has had a positive impact on the rate of filling in our landfill
it has a significant adverse impact on revenues and cash flows. This item alone represents a $1.4M
impact to annual revenues.

In addition to the loss of IC&I tipping fee revenue the planned expansion of the landfill site will also
have a significant impact on WMS costs and the City’s finances.  Environmental regulations have
changed over time resulting in enhanced protections to safeguard the environment.  The development
of the expanded site includes a lining system, much like a swimming pool liner, to capture precipitation
filtering through the waste and direct it to the City’s waste water treatment plant.  Within the period
covered by the financial scenarios presented herein capital expenditures related to the landfill
expansion are approximately $21.5M.
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Based on the foregoing, there is a need to estimate future WMS costs and identify alternatives to fund
these costs.

Financial Scenarios

The WMS is dynamic and therefore the future costs and revenues are not fixed but are dependent on a
number of variables such as Provincial policies and directions (eg. the City of SSM may be mandated
to collect and process source separated organic (SSO) or the blue box diversion program may be
funded entirely by the producers of the packaging/waste, etc.), quantities of IC&I waste received at the
site, future expansion of the existing disposal site, etc.  To address these challenges a number of
financial models have been developed to better understand potential impacts to the City’s finances
over time.  Each of the modeled scenarios is summarized below.

Spreadsheet 1 – High IC&I Waste
· 27,000 tonnes IC&I waste
· No User Fee Increases
· Levy contribution increases 2% annually
· Multi-Family Residential collected by the City

Spreadsheet 2 – Reduced IC&I Waste
· 10,000 tonnes IC&I waste
· No User Fee Increases
· Levy contribution increases 2% annually
· Multi-Family Residential collected by the City

Spreadsheet 3 – No IC&I Waste
· 0 tonnes IC&I waste
· No User Fee Increases
· Levy contribution increases 2% annually
· Multi-Family Residential collected by the City

Note: the first three scenarios highlight the sensitivity of the City Finances to the quantity of IC&I waste
received at the site.

Spreadsheet  4 – 2015-2018 Status Quo IC&I Waste with Modest Annual User Fee and WMS
Levy Increases – this scenario reflects a reasonable quantity of IC&I waste (approximate 2015-2018
volumes) and highlights the impacts of regular user fee  and WMS levy increases in line with inflation

· 6,000 tonnes IC&I waste
· 10% increase in User Fees every 5 years commencing in 2020
· Levy contribution increases 2% annually
· Multi-Family Residential collected by the City

Spreadsheet 5 –2015-2018 Status Quo IC&I Waste with Modest Annual User Fee and WMS Levy
Increases and Multi-Residential is Owner Responsibility – same as Scenario 4 with the exception
that multi-family residential collection and disposal costs are an owner responsibility as approved by
Council on September 23, 2019

· 6,000 tonnes IC&I waste
· 10% increase in User Fees every 5 years
· Levy contribution increases 2% annually
· Multi-Family Residential is an owner responsibility (i.e. City cost =$0) commencing in 2020
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Spreadsheet 6 – 2015-2018 Status Quo IC&I Waste with Modest Average Annual User Fee
Increases, Annual WMS Levy Increases to meet Long Term Expenditures and Multi-Residential
is Owner Responsibility – Same as Scenario 5 with the exception that the WMS levy contribution
annual increases are structured to provide adequate revenues to meet expenditures to 2030.

· 6,000 tonnes IC&I waste
· 10% increase in User Fees every 5 years
· Levy contribution increases tailored to meet expenditures to 2030
· Multi-Family Residential is an owner responsibility (i.e. City cost =$0) commencing in 2020

Spreadsheet 7 – 2015-2018 Status Quo IC&I Waste with Modest Annual WMS Levy Increases,
Annual User Fee Increases to meet Long Term Expenditures and Multi-Residential is Owner
Responsibility – Same as Scenario 5 with the exception that user fee increases occur annually and
are structured to provide adequate revenues to meet expenditures to 2030.

· 6,000 tonnes IC&I waste
· Levy contribution increases 2% annually
· Annual User Fees increases tailored to meet expenditures to 2030
· Multi-Family Residential is an owner responsibility (i.e. City cost =$0) commencing in 2020

Discussion

The financial scenarios have been developed with consideration of all long term costs (i.e. asset
management approach) and the expected revenues from all sources.  To illustrate the results of each
scenario, expenditures have been subtracted from revenues in each year and a cumulative “account”
balance has been plotted over time in Figure 1.  The cumulative account balance was set at $10.3M at
the end of 2018 which reflects current reserves.

It is interesting to note that if the IC&I waste quantities remained strong (i.e. at 2011 levels) and the
WMS levy contribution increased modestly at 2% per year, as identified by Scenario 1 (black line in
Figure 1) the revenue generated would generally be adequate to fund the WMS (i.e. Cumulative
Account Balance is modestly negative at -$1.0M in 2030).

In contrast to Scenario 1, Scenario 3 was modeled to demonstrate the impacts of an IC&I waste
quantity of zero. In this scenario only the IC&I waste quantity differs relative to Scenario 1 and the
Cumulative Account Balance is -$30.0M in 2030.  Scenario 2 falls in between Scenarios 1 and 3 as it
incorporates an annual IC&I waste quantity of 10,000 tonnes resulting in a Cumulative Account
Balance of -$19.2M in 2030.

Given that the IC&I waste quantities have stabilized in the 6,000 t/year range over the last three
years (i.e. 2015 to 2018) this quantity has been used in Scenarios 4 through 7.

Scenario 4 demonstrates the impact to finances if modest user fee increases are implemented in
addition to modest increases in the WMS levy increases (i.e. average annual increase of 2% for each).
The quantity of IC&I waste remains consistent at 6,000 tonnes/year and the 2030 Cumulative Account
Balance is -$20.6M.

Scenario 5 builds on Scenario 4 by removing the City’s costs for collection and disposal of multi-
residential waste (approved by Council on September 23, 2019).  Under this scenario owners of multi-
residential properties would coordinate and pay a private sector company to collect and dispose of
waste generated on their properties, much like other businesses in the Community.  In comparing this
scenario to Scenario 4 there would be a positive impact of approximately $2.1M on the City’s finances
from 2019 to 2030 with a Cumulative Account Balance of -$18.5M in 2030. This excludes any
additional positive financial impact from tipping fee revenue for this waste (i.e. this scenario
conservatively assumes all waste will be exported).
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The last two scenarios build on Scenario 5 but incorporate adequate annual increases in either the
WMS levy (Scenario 6) or User Fees (Scenario 7) to ensure the Cumulative Account Balance is
positive in 2030.  Scenario 6 includes 10% increases in user fees every 5 years coupled with an initial
WMS levy increase of approximately $239,000 in 2020 and increasing each year over the period
covered by the plan. The average annual increase in the levy from 2020 to 2030 is approximately
$350,000. This compares with recent WMS levy increases in the range of $600,000 in 2018 and 2019.

In contrast Scenario 7 incorporates annual inflationary increases (i.e. 2%) in the WMS levy contribution
coupled with an initial $10/tonne increase in tipping fees in 2020 and increasing each year over the
period covered by the plan.  The average annual increase in tipping fees from 2020 to 2030 is
approximately $23/tonne.  Under Scenario 7 it was assumed the IC&I waste quantity remains
consistent at 6,000 tonnes/year but this is not likely realistic.  It is anticipated that more waste would
likely be exported to a northern Michigan landfill due to the significant tipping fee increases.

Scenarios 6 and 7 show similar trends but incorporate different future funding mechanisms.

Figure 1: Cumulative Account Balance Over Time
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2 Waste Management System Business Plan

Why Do We Need a Business Plan?

- Take a long term view of waste management system costs to ensure appropriate
funding is in place for operations, maintenance, equipment replacement, facilities
upgrades and replacement and new components.

Smooth out cost “bumps”
with a relatively consistent
revenue stream
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What Infrastructures/Services Are Included?

-Curbside collection of waste (City and contracted);
-Multi-residential waste collection (contracted);
-Curbside collection and processing of recyclables (contracted);
-Curbside collection and processing of leaf and yard waste (City);
-Development and operation of the municipally owned landfill site (City); and
-Household Hazardous Waste Depot (City).

Includes land, buildings, equipment, operations, maintenance, labour costs and
contracted services.
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Cost Breakdown (2018)

-Curbside refuse collection;
-Curbside leaf and yard waste

and recyclables collection and
processing;

-Multi-res waste collection;
-Household hazardous waste

depot;
- Landfill; and
-Administration.



5 Waste Management System Business Plan

Revenue Breakdown (2018)

-User Fees (tipping fees
and gate fees at the
landfill, bag tags);

- Transfers from other
Departments (sewer
surcharge);

-Sale of collected
recyclables;

-Subsidies (WDO);
-Property Taxes.
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What has Changed?
-Running out of disposal capacity (approx. 7

years remaining);
- Landfill design standards are more rigorous

to better protect the environment – this leads
to increased planning and technical approval
costs, site development costs and operating
costs; and

-Proportion of IC&I waste disposed of
locally has declined substantially
which has a positive impact on site
longevity but an adverse impact on
revenues



7 Waste Management System Business Plan

Future Waste Disposal Site

Components
included in the
2020 to 2030
Business Plan
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Lets Look at Future Estimated Costs

-Principal capital costs include:
• a new “lined” disposal cell to

the north of the existing
disposal footprint.

• Pumping station to pump the
collected leachate.

• New access roads.
• Stormwater management.
• Landfill mining and lining in

the southwestern portion of
the existing disposal footprint.

Need to be putting $’s in
the “bank” to fund future
capital costs
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How to Fund Future Costs

- Two principal options to fund future increased costs:
o User fees
o Taxes
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Scenarios Modeled
-We have developed financial

scenarios to illustrate how
various assumptions and
system changes can impact
future finances.

-Scenarios 1-3 illustrate impact
of IC&I tipping fees.

-Scenarios 4-7 maintain
consistent IC&I tipping fees
(6,000t/year – similar to last 3
years) and look at different
funding scenarios with 6 and 7
developed to ensure adequate
funding to 2030.

1

6 7

5
2

4

3
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Financial Scenarios 6 and 7

-Both scenarios have the same cost assumptions but present different ways of
funding the system.

-Scenario 6 includes modest user fee increases (2% /year) and a 2020 WMS levy
increase of $239k and average annual WMS levy increases of approximately
$350k per year from 2020 to 2030.

-Scenario 7 includes modest WMS levy increases (2% /year) and an initial
$10/tonne tipping fee increase and average annual tipping fee increases of
$23/tonne from 2020 to 2030.





































































































































































 

 

Appendix 

EA Terms of Reference 
Consultation Report and 
Summary of Aboriginal 
Consultation 

  



 

 

 Solid Waste Management Plan Terms of Reference 
Consultation Report – March, 2005 
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  Summary of First Nation Consultation 
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Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 

Newsletter No.1, October 2006  
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Sault Ste. Marie Begins the Disposal Environmental Assessment (EA) 
In September 2005 the Minister of the Environment approved the 
Environmental Assessment Terms of Reference (EA TOR) for 
the Sault Ste. Marie Solid Waste Management Plan.  The EA 
TOR documents the process that will be followed to determine 
the preferred method for managing solid waste in Sault Ste. 
Marie for the next 20 to 40 years.  In addition to the disposal EA, 
the Sault Ste. Marie Solid Waste Management Plan includes a 
significant diversion component.   
 
A copy of the EA TOR is attached for your reference. 
 
 
Diversion Update 
The City of Sault Ste. Marie’s waste diversion program currently includes collection and recycling of 
fibers and containers (ie: curbside yellow and blue box program); bi-weekly collection and composting of 
leaf and yard waste; a household hazardous waste depot; and segregation and recycling of metals, white 
goods, tires, and clean wood and brush at the solid waste landfill at 402 Fifth Line East.  In 2005, the City 
limited residential waste setout to 2 bags/containers per week per household.  Tags for additional waste 
bags or containers must be purchased.  The residential waste diversion program diverted approximately 
32% of residential waste from the landfill in 2005.  This is a significant increase compared to the 8% 
diverted in 2000! 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The EA Process Overview 
 
The Environmental Assessment for disposal 
capacity includes three key phases.  The first 
phase was completed with the submission and 
approval of the EA Terms of Reference.  We are 
now initiating the second phase: the Environmental 
Assessment Study itself.  The last phase is 
submission of the EA documentation to the 
Ministry of the Environment and the subsequent 
government and public review and approval 
period.  It is anticipated that the whole process will 
take until early 2009. 
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The City has retained a team of 
consultants including Totten Sims Hubicki 
Associates and Dillon Consulting Limited 
to assist them in the preparation of the 
Waste Disposal EA.   
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Next EA Steps: “Alternatives To” 
Evaluation 
The next key step in the EA process is to 
evaluate functionally different ways of 
addressing the need for additional waste 
disposal capacity in Sault Ste. Marie, (ie. the 
“alternatives to”). As documented in the EA 
TOR, the alternatives being considered are 
as follows: 

 
� Increased 3R’s (reduce, reuse, recycle); 
� Incineration & High Heat Processes; 
� Landfill; 
� Export Waste Outside Service Area; 
� Do nothing.   

 
 
The evaluation of “alternatives to” will be carried out at a general level. Specific locations and 
technologies for the above mentioned alternatives will not be included in this step but will be considered 
in the next step (ie. alternative methods evaluation).  
 
In the EA Terms of Reference, criteria were proposed for the evaluation of the “alternatives to”.  The 
proposed criteria for the evaluation of “alternatives to” are listed below.  
 

� Compliance with regulations and policies (addresses the ability to meet all applicable 
regulations and policies); 

� Environmental acceptability (addresses potential environmental affects of the alternative); 
� Ability of the City to implement the alternative (considers whether the City has the ability and 

mandate to implement the alternative); 
� Flexibility of the system (considers whether the alternative can respond to changes in the 

waste stream); 
� Capability of managing waste quantities and qualities (considers whether the alternative could 

handle the identified waste stream); 
� Proven technical capability 

(considers whether the 
alternative has been proven 
successful in other 
experiences in Ontario or other 
jurisdictions); and 

� Economic/Cost (considers the 
relative cost differences 
among the alternatives) 

 
 
 

We look forward to receiving your input during this important study! 
 

If you would prefer to receive future information and notifications via email 
please forward your email address to nirwin@tsh.ca.  Please include the title 

“City of SSM Waste Disposal EA” in your email message. 

Contact Us 
Your input on this project is important to us. If you would 
like further information or to send comments, ask 
questions or be added to our mailing list, please contact 
us: 

Mr. Rick Talvitie, P.Eng 
Project Manager 
Totten Sims Hubicki 
523 Wellington Street East,  
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario  
P6A 2M4 
 
Phone: 705-942-2612 
Fax: 705-942-3642 �
Email: rtalvitie@tsh.ca 

Mrs. Susan Hamilton-Beach, P.Eng. 
Director of Engineering Services 
City of Sault Ste. Marie 
P.O. Box 580 
99 Foster Drive, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario 
P6A 5N1 
Phone: (705) 759-5385 
Fax: (705) 541-7165 
Email: s.hamiltonbeach@cityssm.on.ca 

Keeping You Informed 
This newsletter is part of a series that will be ongoing during this 
project to keep you aware of the status of the Solid Waste 
Management Plan.  Contact information is provided should you 
wish more detailed information.   

In addition to the newsletter, opportunities to become involved 
in the project will include workshops, and public open houses.  
Information will also be regularly posted on the City web site. 
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Public Input Session – 
August 9, 2007 
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June 3, 2010 
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April 19, 2011 
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Public Input Session – 
March 6, 2012 
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AGENCIES 
 
 
 

Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) 
 
 Correspondence – Notice of 

Public Input Session No. 1 - First 
public open house conducted to 
provide updates on diversion 
improvements and to discuss 
“Alternatives To” and criteria to be 
used in the evaluation. 

June, 2007  No comments received.   Notice of Public Input Session 
No. 1 – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to INAC 
representative (Miranda 
Lesperance) in response to INAC 
email dated June 29, 2007 
thanking them for the various 
information sources they provided 
and advising of past and current 
consultation being undertaken 
with First Nation Communities. 

July 3, 2007  No comments received.   Email dated July 3, 2007 to 
Miranda Lesperance, INAC 
from R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 
2 and Notice of Public Input 
Session – Project update and 
information regarding the 
upcoming June 3, 2010 PIC which 
is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed.  

May, 2010   No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Newsletter No. 2, May 2010, 
and Notice of Public 
Information Centre – Appendix 
N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and 
provide an opportunity to discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed. 

June 3, 2010  No comments received.   Records from June 3, 2010 
PIC No. 2 – Appendix H 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming April 19, 2011 PIC 
No. 3 which is intended to solicit 
input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to 
landfilling residual waste (i.e. 
expand existing disposal site 
versus a new site.   

April, 2011  No comments received.   Solid Waste Management 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input Session, 
April, 2011 – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an 
opportunity to discuss project 
progress, solicit input and 
feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site) 
and to address questions or 
concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments received.   Records from April 19, 2011 
PIC – Appendix I 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming March 6, 2012 PIC 
which is intended to solicit input 
and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to expanding the 
existing disposal site. 

February, 2012  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input Session 
dated February, 2012 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Public Information Centre No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred 
expansion strategy for the existing 
landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments received.   Records from March 6, 2012 
PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of February 9, 
2016 Public Input Centre No. 5 
intended to discuss project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

January, 2016  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
January 2016 Newsletter and 
Notice of Public Input Session 
– Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

February 9, 2016  No comments received.   Records from February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 

 
Ontario Realty Corporation (ORC) / Infrastructure Ontario 
 
 Correspondence – Email to 

Ontario Realty Corporation (ORC) 
representative (Julius Lindsay) in 
response to ORC email dated July 
10, 2007 thanking them for 
providing input on their Class EA 
process and provided update on 
“Alternatives To” and advised of 
the next phase where potential 
sites to facilitate the preferred 
disposal alternative(s) will be 
reviewed.  Advised that ORC will 
be contacted should one or more 
sites involve ORC managed 
properties and notified that 
process requirements will align 
with ORC process requirements. 

July 11, 2007  No comments received.   Email dated July 11, 2007 to 
Julius Lindsay, ORC from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 
2 and Notice of Public Input 
Session – Project update and 
information regarding the 
upcoming June 3, 2010 PIC which 
is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed.  

May, 2010   No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Newsletter No. 2, May 2010, 
and Notice of Public 
Information Centre – Appendix 
N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and 
provide an opportunity to discuss 

June 3, 2010  No comments received.   Records from June 3, 2010 
PIC No. 2 – Appendix H 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed. 

 Correspondence – Letter from 
ORC representative (Lisa 
Myslicki) to Susan Hamilton-
Beach acknowledging receipt of 
May, 2010 Notice of Public Input 
Session and outlining ORC’s 
interest in the project and 
requesting mapping of the study 
area.  

June 15, 2010  Interested in any potential impacts to ORC-
managed property. 

 Requested copy of Draft EA report for 
review, comment and discussion if project 
directly affects any ORC managed 
property.  

 Requested mapping showing the project 
location to confirm whether ORC has any 
properties in the vicinity of the proposed 
project. 

  Letter dated June 15, 2010 
from Ontario Realty 
Corporation (L. Myslicki) to 
Susan Hamilton Beach, City of 
Sault Ste. Marie 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming April 19, 2011 PIC 
No. 3 which is intended to solicit 
input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to 
landfilling residual waste (i.e. 
expand existing disposal site 
versus a new site.   

April, 2011  No comment received.   Solid Waste Management 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input Session, 
April, 2011 – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an 
opportunity to discuss project 
progress, solicit input and 
feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site) 
and to address questions or 
concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments received.   Records from April 19, 2011 
PIC – Appendix I 

 

 Correspondence – Letter from 
Infrastructure Ontario (IO) 
representative (Lisa Myslicki) to R. 
Talvitie and S. Hamilton-Beach 
acknowledging receipt of April, 
2011 Notice of Public Input 
Session and outlining IO’s interest 
in the project and requesting 
mapping of the study area.  
Response email provided by R. 
Talvitie to IO representative (L. 
Myslicki) and copy to Hoeun Heng 
of IO advising no required land 
acquisitions have been identified 
to-date and the IO will be kept 
apprised as the project 
progresses. 

July 13, 2011 and 
September 6, 2011 

 Interested in any potential impacts to IO-
managed properties. 

 Requested copy of Draft EA report for 
review, comment and discussion if project 
directly affects any ORC managed 
property.  

 Requested mapping showing the project 
location to confirm whether IO has any 
properties in the vicinity of the proposed 
project. 

 At this time we have not 
identified any required 
land acquisitions.  As we 
continue with this process 
we will be identifying area 
lands that may be 
impacted by a site 
expansion.  As we get 
further into this process 
we will inventory the 
potentially impacted land 
owners. Should we 
identify IO lands that may 
be impacted we will 
provide relevant plans and 
details of the various 
alternatives and potential 
impacts for your 
consideration. 

Noted at several locations in the EA 
that the proposed project is to be 
undertaken within existing City-owned 
properties (refer Section 1.3). The 
proposed project includes a 
contingency to expand the 
contaminant attenuation zone (CAZ) 
to the south-west of the disposal 
footprint if needed in the future.  No 
ORC managed properties are 
included in the contingency scenario 
(refer to Section 8.3).   

Letter dated July 13, 2011 
from Infrastructure Ontario (L. 
Myslicki) to R. Talvitie and S. 
Hamilton-Beach and email 
dated September 6, 2011 to 
Infrastructure Ontario (L. 
Myslicki and copy to H. Heng) 
from R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming March 6, 2012 PIC 
which is intended to solicit input 
and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to expanding the 
existing disposal site. 

February, 2012  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input Session 
February, 2012 – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 Public Information Centre No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred 
expansion strategy for the existing 
landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments received.   Records from March 6, 2012 
PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of February 9, 
2016 Public Input Centre No. 5 
intended to discuss project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

January, 2016  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
January 2016 Newsletter and 
Notice of Public Input Session 
– Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

February 9, 2016  No comments received.   Records from February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 

 
Transport Canada – Environmental Assessment Coordinator 
 
 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 

2 and Notice of Public Input 
Session – Project update and 
information regarding the 
upcoming June 3, 2010 PIC which 
is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed.  

May, 2010   No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Newsletter No. 2, May 2010, 
and Notice of Public 
Information Centre – Appendix 
N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Transport Canada (Environmental 
Assessment Co-ordinator) 
outlining requirements for 
approval under the Navigable 
Waters Protection Act and the 
Railway Safety Act.  Links were 
provided for the Railway Safety 
Act and Notice of Railway Works 
Regulations and a Navigable 
Waters Protection Program 
Application Guide was also 
provided. 

May 27, 2010  No comments received.   Email dated May 27, 2010 
from Transport Canada 
(EnviroOnt) to R. Talvitie and 
copy of Navigable Water 
protection Act Application 
Guide – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and 
provide an opportunity to discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed. 

June 3, 2010  No comments received.   Records from June 3, 2010 
PIC No. 2 – Appendix H 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming April 19, 2011 PIC 
No. 3 which is intended to solicit 
input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to 
landfilling residual waste (i.e. 
expand existing disposal site 
versus a new site.   

April, 2011  No comments received.   Solid Waste Management 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input Session, 
April, 2011 – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an 
opportunity to discuss project 
progress, solicit input and 
feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site) 
and to address questions or 
concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments received.   Records from April 19, 2011 
PIC – Appendix I 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming March 6, 2012 PIC 
which is intended to solicit input 
and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to expanding the 
existing disposal site. 

February, 2012  No comments received   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input Session 
February, 2012 – Appendix N 

 

 Public Information Centre No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred 
expansion strategy for the existing 
landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments received.   Records from March 6, 2012 
PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of February 9, 
2016 Public Input Centre No. 5 
intended to discuss project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

January, 2016  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
January 2016 Newsletter and 
Notice of Public Input Session 
– Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

February 9, 2016  No comments received.   Records from February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 

 
Ministry of Tourism and Culture 
 
 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 

2 and Notice of Public Input 
Session – Project update and 
information regarding the 
upcoming June 3, 2010 PIC which 
is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed.  

May, 2010   No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Newsletter No. 2, May 2010, 
and Notice of Public 
Information Centre – Appendix 
N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and 
provide an opportunity to discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed. 

June 3, 2010  No comments received   Records from June 3, 2010 
PIC No. 2 – Appendix H 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming April 19, 2011 PIC 
No. 3 which is intended to solicit 
input and feedback on the 

April, 2011  Interest in the conservation of cultural 
heritage resources including 
archaeological resources, built heritage 
and cultural heritage landscapes. 

 Proposed expansion is confined to 
existing City-owned site much of 
which has been disturbed. Cultural 
heritage resources are considered in 
the evaluation of options in Section 

Newsletter April, 2011 – 
Appendix B and Email dated 
May 5, 2011 from Ministry of 
Tourism and Culture to R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

alternative approaches to 
landfilling residual waste (i.e. 
expand existing disposal site 
versus a new site.   

5.2 and addressed for the preferred 
option in Section 7.3.1  

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an 
opportunity to discuss project 
progress, solicit input and 
feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site) 
and to address questions or 
concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments received.   Records from April 19, 2011 
PIC – Appendix I 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming March 6, 2012 PIC 
which is intended to solicit input 
and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to expanding the 
existing disposal site. 

May 5, 2011  Provided “Screening for Impacts to Built 
Heritage and Cultural Heritage 
Landscapes” form for completion and 
return along with any additional relevant 
information including photographs and site 
plans in order to identify potential heritage 
resources with the study area. 
 

 Provided “Criteria for Determining 
Archaeological Potential” form in order to 
determine whether an archaeological 
assessment by an archaeologist licensed 
under the Ontario Heritage Act will be 
required for this project.  

 Impact assessment report was 
completed for the preferred option 
which is included as an Appendix to 
the EA and summarized in Section 
7.3.1. 

Email dated May 5, 2011 from 
the Ministry of Tourism and 
Culture (T. Wagner) to R. 
Talvitie and Screening for 
Impacts to Built Heritage and 
Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
form and Criteria for 
Determining Archaeological 
Potential form – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming March 6, 2012 PIC 
which is intended to solicit input 
and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to expanding the 
existing disposal site. 

February, 2012  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input Session 
February, 2012 – Appendix N 

 

 Public Information Centre No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred 
expansion strategy for the existing 
landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments received.   Records from March 6, 2012 
PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of February 9, 
2016 Public Input Centre No. 5 
intended to discuss project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

January, 2016  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
January 2016 Newsletter and 
Notice of Public Input Session 
– Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

February 9, 2016  No comments received.   Records from February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 
Sault Ste. Marie Region Conservation Authority 
 
 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 

2 and Notice of Public Input 
Session – Project update and 
information regarding the 
upcoming June 3, 2010 PIC which 
is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed.  

May, 2010   No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Newsletter No. 2, May 2010, 
and Notice of Public 
Information Centre – Appendix 
N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and 
provide an opportunity to discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed. 

June 3, 2010  No comments received.   Records from June 3, 2010 
PIC No. 2 – Appendix H 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming April 19, 2011 PIC 
No. 3 which is intended to solicit 
input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to 
landfilling residual waste (i.e. 
expand existing disposal site 
versus a new site.   

April, 2011  No comments received.   Solid Waste Management 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input Session, 
April, 2011 – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an 
opportunity to discuss project 
progress, solicit input and 
feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site) 
and to address questions or 
concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments received.   Records from April 19, 2011 
PIC – Appendix I 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming March 6, 2012 PIC 
which is intended to solicit input 
and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to expanding the 
existing disposal site. 

February, 2012  No comments received   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input Session 
February, 2012 – Appendix N 

 

 Public Information Centre No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred 
expansion strategy for the existing 
landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments received.   Records from March 6, 2012 
PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Letter Rhonda 
Bateman, Sault Ste. Marie Region 
Source Protection Committee 
(SPC)  from R. Talvitie reiterating 
points made during a March 5, 
2012 presentation to the Source 
protection Committee and  
addressing comments identified in 

June 5, 2012  Consideration should be given by the City 
of SSM and the PUC to petition the 
expansion of the current Provincial 
Groundwater Monitoring Network (PGMN).  
This expansion could allow for additional 
groundwater quality and quantity 
monitoring away from the landfill.  This 
additional monitoring capability would 

 The City has an extensive 
network of monitors within 
and immediately adjacent 
to the landfill site. We 
agree that it would be 
beneficial to establish 
monitors elsewhere within 
the City and upstream of 

Historical groundwater protection and 
monitoring results are incorporated in 
the annual monitoring reports and the 
proposed groundwater protection 
enhancements, future monitoring and 
contingency measures are addressed 
in Sections 6.6.3, 7.2.2, 8.1.1 and 8.3 

Letter dated June 5, 2012 to 
Rhonda Bateman, Sault Ste. 
Marie Region Source 
Protection Committee from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

a letter from the SPC dated April 
12, 2012. 

increase the predictability of any potential 
threat of off-site contamination and allow 
the operators of the municipal drinking 
water distribution network to have ample 
notice of any impending issues. 

PUC’s production wells to 
assess groundwater 
quality changes, trends 
and potential impacts. This 
would allow for early 
identification of potential 
problems from a wide 
variety of potential sources 
of contamination and allow 
adequate lead time to take 
action.  We fully support 
petitioning the expansion 
of the PGMN.  We will 
continue to keep the SPC 
informed of project 
progress and future 
opportunities for public 
input. 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of February 9, 
2016 Public Input Centre No. 5 
intended to discuss project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

January, 2016  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
January 2016 Newsletter and 
Notice of Public Input Session 
– Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

February 9, 2016  No comments received.   Records from February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 

 
Ministry of the Environment 
 
 Correspondence – Email from 

Ministry of the Environment (MOE) 
representative (Edward Naval) to 
Karla Kolli regarding strategy to 
consult with member of the 
Government Review Team (GRT) 
throughout the development of the 
EA by having preliminary 
discussions with any member(s) of 
the GRT on specific 
chapter/phases of the EA report 
and request comments on the 
completed Draft EA report.  In 
addition, he suggests continued 
consultations with members of the 
public and First Nations 
communities. 

April 1, 2010  No comments received.   Email dated April 1, 2010 from 
Edward Naval (MOE) to K. 
Kolli – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to MOE 
representative Edward Naval 
advising of the June 3, 2010 PIC 
to announce the preferred 
“Alternative To”.  Provided copy of 
Newsletter No. 2 and advised that 
we will be forwarding reference 
documents including 
comprehensive public consultation 

May 31, 2010  No comments received.   Email dated May 31, 2010 
from Rick Talvitie to Edward 
Naval (MOE) – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

plan, Waste Quantity Projections 
and Profile of Existing 
Environment Profile Report, and 
Alternatives to the Undertaking 
Report. 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Betsy Varghese (Dillon 
Consulting) to MOE representative 
(Edward Naval) providing minutes 
for a March 25, 2010 EA meeting.  
Response email provided by 
Edward Naval requesting updates 
on the progress of the EA.  
Response email provided by Rick 
Talvitie advising that he will 
forward the requested information 
and encouraged to review the 
City’s website which includes a 
number of completed reports and 
information on the most recent 
public consultation event with link 
provided. 

June 4, 2010 and 
September 8, 2010 

 I was just wondering if there are any 
updates I can get on the progress of the 
SSM EA for Solid Waste Disposal? 

 We are currently in the 
process of drafting the 
alternative methods report 
and we are also preparing 
a comprehensive public 
consultation plan.  We will 
be forwarding the public 
consultation plan to you.  
We will also provide you 
with a comprehensive 
update regarding the 
project status at that time.  
A link to the City of SSM’s 
website of completed 
project reports and 
information on the most 
recent public consultation 
event was provided and 
advised that hardcopies of 
any of the reports could be 
provided if requested. 

 Email dated June 4, 2010 from 
Betsy Varghese (Dillon 
Consulting) to Edward Naval 
(MOE), email dated 
September 8, 2010 from 
Edward Naval to Betsy 
Varghese, and email dated 
September 8, 2020 from Rick 
Talvitie to Edward Naval – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to MOE 
representative (Edward Naval) 
providing the Public Consultation 
Plan which identifies various 
consultation activities that have 
been undertaken within the 
context of the EA process and 
highlights the consultation 
activities and methodologies that 
are proposed to employ for the 
remainder of the EA process. 

September 24, 2010  No comments received.   Email dated September 24, 
2010 from Rick Talvitie to 
Edward Naval (MOE) – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to MOE 
representative (Andrea Berenkey) 
informing her of the Waste 
Management EA project, provided 
previous email correspondence 
with Edward Naval, provided the 
Public Consultation Plan, provided 
current Project Schedule and 
provided link to the City’s Waste 
Management EA webpage for 
access to project background 
information.  In addition, she was 
notified of the upcoming April 
2011  PIC and requested a 
meeting to provide historical 
overview of the project, 
summarize work completed to-
date, describe approach to the 
Alternative Methods phase and 
address any questions.  

January 27, 2011  No comments received.   Email dated January 27, 2011 
from Rick Talvitie to Andrea 
Berenkey (MOE) – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to MOE 
representative (Andrea Berenkey) 
providing update on project status 
and notifying her of upcoming 
April 19, 2011 PIC.  Provided 
Notice of Public Input Session and 
requested another meeting. 

April 8, 2011  No comments received   Email dated April 8, 2011 from 
Rick Talvitie to Andrea 
Berenkey (MOE ) – Appendix 
N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to MOECC 
representative (Gillianne Marshall) 
providing a link to the project 
webpage as well as notifying that 
a copy of the project contact list 
will be provided and that a concise 
summary of the historical 
evolution of the project will be 
developed for inclusion in the 
Draft EA submission. 

October 20, 2016  No comments received   Email dated October 20, 2016 
from Rick Talvitie to Gillianne 
Marshall (MOECC) – Appendix 
N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to MOECC 
representative (Gillianne Marshall) 
providing a full contact list that 
was used for the February 2016 
PIC. 

November 1, 2016  No comments received   Email dated November 1, 2016 
from Rick Talvitie to Gillianne 
Marshall (MOECC) – Appendix 
N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to MOECC 
representative (Gillianne Marshall) 
outlining the best approach to 
notifying stakeholders of the Draft 
EA submission and includes a 
draft email to be forwarded to 
government agencies for review 
and comment.  Also provided was 
the Draft Notice of Draft EA 
submission; Response email 
dated April 6, 2017 from MOECC 
representative (Gillianne 
Marshall); Response email daed 
April 6, 2017 from Rick Talvitie to 
MOECC representatives Gillianne 
Marshall and Adam Wright. 

March 9, 2017, and 
April 6, 2017 

 Gillianne Marshall (MOECC) indicated that 
she will forward the request along to Adam 
Wright (MOECC) whose unit is responsible 
for co-ordinating the reviews of individual 
EA’s. 

 Requested that Adam 
Wright review the original 
email to Gillianne Marshall 
outlining the best approach 
to notifying stakeholders of 
the Draft EA submission 
and included a draft email 
to be forwarded to 
government agencies for 
review and comment.  

 Email dated March 9, 2017 
from Rick Talvitie to Gillianne 
Marshall (MOECC), email 
response from Gillianne 
Marshall (MOECC) to Rick 
Talvitie dated April 6, 2017, 
and further email response 
from Rick Talvitie dated April 
6, 2017 – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence - Email from 
Adam Wright (MOECC) to Rick 
Talvitie requesting a Project 
Kickoff Meeting in order to get 
better acquainted with the history 
of the project and understanding 
timelines.  It was requested that 
AECOM forward a project contact 
list, the Draft Notice, recap of 
previous consultation events for 
the Terms of Reference  and Draft 
EA and a list of future consultation 
events to support the Draft and 
Final EA; Response email from 
Rick Talvitie to Adam Wright 
(MOECC) dated April 13, 2017. 

April 12, 2017 and  
April 13, 2017 

  Provided a brief overview 
of the project history, 
current project contact list, 
copy of the Draft Notice, 
copy of the Draft Public 
Consultation Report, 
consultation on the impact 
assessment reports, and a 
link to the project 
webpage. 

 Email dated April 12, 2017 
from Adam Wright (MOECC) 
to Rick Talvitie and email 
response from Rick Talvitie to 
Adam Wright (MOECC) dated 
April 13, 2017 – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 Correspondence – 
Teleconference Project Kickoff 
meeting confirmation and agenda. 

May 3, 2017  No comments received.   Teleconference meeting 
confirmation dated May 3, 
2017 – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence - Email from 
Adam Wright (MOECC) to Rick 
Talvitie following up after Project 
Kickoff Meeting of May 3, 2017 
and noting that the MOECC 
requires a simple letter indicating 
the submission of the Draft EA for 
review, specifying the date of 
submission and any additional 
required context; Response email 
from Rick Talvitie dated May 5, 
2017. 

May 4, 2017 and  
May 5, 2017 

  Provided Communication 
Record from May 3, 2017 
project kickoff meeting. 

 Email dated May 4, 2017 from 
Adam Wright (MOECC) to Rick 
Talvitie and email response 
from Rick Talvitie to Adam 
Wright (MOECC) dated May 5, 
2017 – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter from 
Rick Talvitie to MOECC 
representative (Adam Wright) 
notifying of the intent to submit the 
Draft EA and outlining the steps 
being undertaken to finalize the 
Draft EA for broad dissemination 
and steps being taken to make the 
Draft EA available to all 
stakeholders; Response letter 
from Adam Wright (MOECC) 
dated May 23, 2017; Response 
email from Rick Talvitie dated May 
25, 2017. 

May 5, 2017, 
May 23, 2017, and 
May 25, 2017 

 Provided notification of the MOECC’s 
support of the review of the Draft EA and 
provided a list of Ministry Technical 
Reviewers and review locations for copies 
of the Draft EA to be sent to for review.  It 
was also noted that the Ministry will require 
a minimum of six weeks to review the Draft 
EA. 

 Provided email notification 
that the required copies of 
the Draft EA Report would 
be couriered to the various 
destinations indicated in 
the letter and also provided 
notification that a digital 
copy of the entire 
document as well as 
appendices and supporting 
information would be 
available on the project 
webpage.  A link to the 
webpage was provided 
and it was requested that 
this email be forwarded to 
the Ministry review team 
so they could access a 
digital copy of the Draft EA 
Report if preferred.  Also 
provided was an overview 
of the project history to 
assist the Ministry review 
team understand project 
timelines. 

 Provided confirmation of 
Draft EA distribution, 
requested that link to 
digital copy of the Draft EA 
document be forwarded to 
the Technical Review 
team, and provided an 
overview of the project 
history as an attachment. 

 Letter dated May 5, 2017 from 
Rick Talvitie to Adam Wright 
(MOECC), response letter 
dated May 23, 2017 from 
Adam Wright (MOECC) to Rick 
Talvitie, and response email 
dated May 25, 2017 from Rick 
Talvitie to Adam Wright 
(MOECC)  – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to MOECC 
representative (Adam Wright) 
providing Final Notice of Draft EA 
submission and requesting 
direction on public viewing of the 
Final Notice at MOECC sites; 
Response email from Adam 
Wright (MOECC) dated May 9, 
2017; Response email from Rick 
Talvitie dated May 9, 2017. 

May 9, 2017  Provided address for the MOECC St. Clair 
review location for viewing access for 
those in the region and will provide GRT 
list so an adequate number of copies of the 
Notice can be provided to the MOECC. 

 Requested confirmation if 
a phone number and 
viewing times could be 
added to the Notice. 

 Email dated May 9, 2017 from 
Rick Talvitie to Adam Wright 
(MOECC), email response 
from Adam Wright (MOECC) 
to Rick Talvitie dated May 9, 
2017 and further email 
response from Rick Talvitie to 
Adam Wright (MOECC) dated 
May 9, 2017 – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to Adam Wright 
(MOECC) requesting MOECC 
distribution list and number of hard 
copies required for the Draft EA 
document;  Response email from 
Adam Wright (MOECC) dated 
May 17, 2017; Various response 
emails from Rick Talvitie and 
Adam Wright (MOECC) dated 
May 23, 2017. 

May 16, 2017,  
May 17, 2017, and 
May 23, 2017 

 Noted that he is waiting to hear back from 
technical reviewers to determine if they 
prefer electronic or hard copies and 
acknowledged that he will send the 
MOECC Government Review Team list 
shortly. 

 Provided MOECC EAB address to send 
Draft EA document to. 

 Provided MOECC Government Review 
Team list for Draft EA document 
distribution. 

 Provided notification that 
the Draft EA Report was 
posted to the project 
webpage and a link to the 
document was provided.  It 
was also noted that the 
Draft EA Report hard 
copies would be distributed 
over the next couple of 
days. 

 Provided confirmation on 
when the Draft EA 
document would be 
submitted to the MOECC 
EAB. 

 Email dated May 16, 2017 
from Rick Talvitie to Adam 
Wright (MOECC), email 
response dated May 17, 2017 
from Adam Wright (MOECC) 
to Rick Talvitie, and further 
various email responses 
between Rick Talvitie and 
Adam Wright (MOECC) dated 
May 23, 2017 – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to MOECC 
representative (Adam Wright) 
providing an update on the 
distribution of the Draft EA 
document to the MOECC, 
aboriginal communities and 
locations for public viewing.  Also 
provided Final Notice of Draft EA 
Submission; Response email from 
Adam Wright (MOECC) dated 
May 26, 2017; Response email 
dated May 26, 2017 from Rick 
Talvitie; Response email from 
Rick Talvitie dated May 30, 2017. 

May 26, 2017 and  
May 30, 2017 

 Requested copy of the Draft EA report also 
be sent to Gillianne Marshall (MOECC) at 
the Thunder Bay regional office for the 
public record. 

 Questioned if Gillianne 
Marshall should be issued 
a fully report including 
appendices. 

 Provided confirmation that 
a full hard copy of the Draft 
EA document inclusive of 
appendices was issued to 
Gillianne Marshall.  

 Email dated May 26, 2017 
from Rick Talvitie to Adam 
Wright (MOECC), email 
response dated May 26, 2017 
from Adam Wright (MOECC) 
to Rick Talvitie, further email 
responses from Rick Talvitie to 
Adam Wright (MOECC) dated 
May 26, 2017 and May 30, 
2017. – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Adam Wright (MOECC) to Rick 
Talvitie requesting clarification on 
whether the distribution of the 
hard copies of the Draft EA 
document included Appendices 
and that additional hard copies 
would be required for some 
MOECC Technical Reviewers; 
Response emails from Rick 
Talvitie dated May 30, 2017; 
Response email from Adam 
Wright (MOECC) dated May 30, 
2017. 

May 29, 2017 and 
May 30, 2017 

 Provided a table outlining who from the 
Ministry requires hard copies and what 
documents they are requesting. 

 Provided clarification on 
Draft EA report distribution. 

 Email dated May 29, 2017 
from Adam Wright (MOECC) 
to Rick Talvitie, response 
emails dated May 30, 2017 
from Rick Talvitie to Adam 
Wright (MOECC), and 
response email from Adam 
Wright (MOECC) to Rick 
Talvitie dated May 30, 2017 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Rick Talvitie to Adam Wright 
(MOECC) questioning if anything 
else is required to assist with the 
ongoing review of the Draft EA 
document; Response email from 
Adam Wright (MOECC) dated 
June 21, 2017. 

June 21, 2017  No additional information is required. 
 Introduction was made to Agni 

Papageorgiou (MOECC) who was assigned 
to the SSM Waste EA project and would be 
taking over the file from Adam Wright. 

  Email dated June 21, 2017 
from Rick Talvitie to Adam 
Wright (MOECC) and 
response email dated June 21, 
2017 from Adam Wright 
(MOECC) to Rick Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
 
 Correspondence – Email from 

Marjorie Hall (MNRF) to Rick 
Talvitie identifying that the MNRF 
completed a natural heritage 
screening for known critical 

June 20, 2017 and 
June 21, 2017. 

  Noted that the information 
provided would be 
forwarded to the expansion 
biology team. 

 Email dated June 20, 2017 
from Marjorie Hall (MNRF) to 
Rick Talvitie and response 
email dated June 21, 2017 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

biological values associated with 
the lands proposed for the landfill 
expansion and the screening did 
not identify any known critical 
biological values.  The MNRF 
provided a SSM MNRF District 
Biological Information Package of 
species that have the potential to 
have habitats in the area and that 
the MNRF should be notified if any 
of the species are identified at the 
site to discussion mitigation 
measures and if a permit under 
the Endangered Species Act is 
required; Response email from 
Rick Talvitie dated June 21, 2017. 

from Rick Talvitie to Marjorie 
Hall (MNRF) – Appendix N 

 
Ministry of Northern Development and Mines 
 
 Correspondence – Letter from 

Stephanie Rocca (MNDM) to Rick 
Talvitie providing comment on the 
technical information within the 
Draft EA document with respect to 
geology and mineral resource 
potential, mining lands and 
abandoned mine hazards. 

 
 

June 23, 2017  No concerns with respect to mining lands 
in the area. 

 No concerns from the Abandoned Mines 
Rehabilitation program. 

 No concerns with respect to the geology or 
mineral resource potential in the area. 

  Letter dated June 23, 2017 
from Stephanie Rocca 
(MNDM) to Rick Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 
Ministry of Transportation Ontario 
 
 Correspondence – Email from 

Rebecca Henderson (MTO) to 
Rick Talvitie providing comment 
on the Draft EA document; 
Response email from Rick Talvitie 
dated June 23, 2017. 

June 23, 2017  No comments at this time. 
 Would like to remain on the contact list. 

 R. Talvitie acknowledged 
the MTO would remain on 
the contact list for the EA.  

 Email dated June 23, 2017 
from Rebecca Henderson 
(MTO) to Rick Talvitie and 
response email dated June 23, 
2017 from Rick Talvitie to 
Rebecca Henderson (MTO) – 
Appendix N. 

 

 



COMMUNITIES 
 
 
 

Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
(EA Reference) 

Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be Addressed 

 
Township of Prince 
 

     

 Newsletter No. 1 – Notice of 
Commencement of Phase 2 of the 
EA process 

October, 2006  No comments were received  Solid Waste Disposal Environmental 
Assessment Newsletter No. 1, October 
2006 - Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter mailed to 
Township of Prince (Anne Mitchell) 
notifying the Twp. of the upcoming 
Public Input Session in Sault Ste. 
Marie and inviting participation from 
Community members.  Included for 
distribution were digital and hard 
copies of the Notice of Public Input 
Session being conducted to provide 
updates on diversion improvements 
and to discuss “Alternatives To” and 
criteria to be used in the evaluation. 

June 13, 2007  No comments were received  Letter to Township of Prince from R. 
Talvitie regarding Notice of Public Input 
Session No. 1, June 13, 2007 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email follow up 
with Township of Prince 
representative (Anne Mitchell) t the 
June 13, 2007 letter requesting 
Notices to be posted in prominent 
locations and encouraging 
attendance at the Public Input 
Session. 

June 15, 2007  No comments were received  Email to Prince Township from R. Talvitie 
dated June 15, 2007 – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 1 - First 
public open house to provide 
updates on diversion improvements 
and to discuss “Alternatives To” and 
criteria to be used in the evaluation. 

June 26, 2007  No comments were received  Records from June 26, 2007 PIC – 
Appendix F 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 2 
and Notice of Public Input Session – 
Project update and information 
regarding the upcoming June 3, 
2010 PIC which is intended to 
identify the preferred “Alternative 
To”, discuss the project progress and 
have questions or concerns 
addressed. 

May, 2010  No comments were received  Solid Waste Disposal Environmental 
Assessment Newsletter No. 2, May 
2010, and Notice of Public Information 
Centre – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to Prince 
Township representative (Brianna 
Coughlin) providing Newsletter No. 2 
and inviting the Community to the 
June 3rd PIC.  Requested that they 
post notices of the PIC in their 
Community and on their website.   

May 21, 2010  No comments were received  Email dated May 21, 2010 to Township 
of Prince from R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of Public 
Input Session – Project update and 
information regarding the upcoming 
April 19, 2011 PIC No. 3 which is 
intended to solicit input and feedback 
on the alternative approaches to 
landfilling residual waste (i.e. expand 

April, 2011  No comments received.  Solid Waste Management Environmental 
Assessment Notice of Public Input 
Session, April, 2011 – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
(EA Reference) 

Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be Addressed 

existing disposal site versus a new 
site.   

 Correspondence – Email to Prince 
Township representative (B. 
Coughlin) informing of the upcoming 
April 19th PIC and inviting community 
members.  Encouraged posting of 
PIC Notices at prominent locations in 
the Community and on the 
Township’s website.  Noted that a 
copy of the “Solid Waste 
Management Environmental 
Assessment – Alternative Methods – 
Step 1 (Landfill Expansion versus 
Development of a New Site) report 
will be delivered to make available 
for viewing at the Township office. 

April 8, 2011  No comments were received.  Email dated April 8, 2011 to Township of 
Prince from R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an opportunity 
to discuss project progress, solicit 
input and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing disposal 
site versus a new site) and to 
address questions or concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments were received.  Records from April 19, 2011 PIC – 
Appendix I 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of Public 
Input Session – Project update and 
information regarding the upcoming 
March 6, 2012 PIC which is intended 
to solicit input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to expanding 
the existing disposal site. 

February, 2012  No comments received.  Solid Waste Disposal Environmental 
Assessment Notice of Public Input 
Session dated February, 2012 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from R. 
Talvitie to Prince Township 
representative (Peggy Greco)  
updating on status of project, 
advising that the latest report would 
be delivered to the Municipal office 
and requesting it be made available 
to residents and advising that the 
report is available digitally on the City 
of SSM’s website.  Attachments 
included the most recent Newsletter 
and Notice of upcoming PIC for 
posting on the Municipal website 
and/or printed and posted in 
prominent locations throughout the 
Community.  It was noted that 
several copies of the Notice would 
also be dropped off for posting. 

February 22, 2012  No comments were received.  Email dated February 22, 2012 to 
Township of Prince from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 Public Information Centre No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred expansion 
strategy for the existing landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments were received.  Records from March 6, 2012 PIC – 
Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of February 9, 2016 
Public Input Centre No. 5 intended to 
discuss project progress and solicit 

January, 2016  No comments were received.  Solid Waste Disposal Environmental 
Assessment January 2016 Newsletter 
and Notice of Public Input Session – 
Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
(EA Reference) 

Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be Addressed 

input and feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

 Correspondence – Letter to Prince 
Township representative (P. Greco) 
from R. Talvitie updating project 
status and requesting input and 
feedback on the impact assessment 
reports.  Also advised of upcoming 
February 9, 2016 PIC and offered to 
meet with Municipal staff. 

January 26, 2016  No comments were received.  Letter dated January 26, 2016 to Peggy 
Greco, Prince Township from R. Talvitie 
– Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on the impact assessment 
work. 

February 9, 2016  No comments were received.  Records from February 9, 2016 PIC – 
Appendix K 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to Prince 
Township representative  (P. Grego) 
from R. Talvitie notifying and 
requesting input on the Draft EA.  
Provided the Notice of the Draft EA 
and requested the Notice be shared 
with Township residents.  Notification 
was also provided that the Draft EA 
Report could be viewed on the City’s 
website and link to the website was 
provided.  An offer was also made to 
meet in person to discuss project 
details. 

May 17, 2017  No comments were received.   Letter dated May 17, 2017 to P. Grego 
(Prince Township) from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 



GENERAL PUBLIC 
 
 
 

Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

 Newsletter No. 1 – Notice of 
Commencement of Phase 2 of 
the EA process 

October, 2006  No comments were received   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Newsletter No. 1, October 
2006 - Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session No. 1 - First 
public open house conducted to 
provide updates on diversion 
improvements and to discuss 
“Alternatives To” and criteria to be 
used in the evaluation.  

June, 2007  No comments were received   Notice of Public Input 
Session No. 1 – Appendix 
N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 1 - First 
public open house to provide 
updates on diversion 
improvements and to discuss 
“Alternatives To” and criteria to be 
used in the evaluation.  

June 26, 2007  Where would the hazardous waste from an 
incinerator go? 

 How big a landfill would be needed? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Have you considered population in your 

waste quantity disposal projections? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Have you considered increasing the 

service area so that incineration or high 
heat technologies would be more cost 
effective? Sault Ste. Marie could service a 
larger area as a profitable business 
generating jobs for our residents.  You 
should establish a committee with a 
mandate to look at this. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 Can there be more than one “Alternative 

to” selected?  
  
 
 
 Doesn’t diversion have a bigger service 

area? 
 
 
 Would a high heat process be able to 

manage nuclear or hospital waste? 

 It would need to be taken to a hazardous 
waste facility near Sarnia or other suitably 
licensed site. 

 Based on the projections, a landfill that 
could accommodate approximately 2.7 
million tonnes would be needed.  A typical 
footprint for a 2.0 million tonne landfill would 
likely be in the range of 20 Ha. 

 
 
 Yes, the waste quantity projections are 

based on population projections done by 
another consultant.  The total estimated 
Sault Ste. Marie population in 2046 is nearly 
86,000 (Note: the City Planning department 
revised their projections in 2015. As a result 
of those revisions the projected 2046 was 
reduced to 82,820). 

 A waste management steering committee 
comprised of City staff is overseeing the 
project.  The City’s mandate is to look after 
its own waste and that is the intention of this 
study.  The province has also recently 
released a draft provincial policy statement 
which encourages the management of 
waste close to source.  The transport of 
waste over significant distances results in 
additional impacts including noise, dust and 
air emissions.   
The private sector is more likely to explore 
opportunities for a facility servicing a broad 
geographic region. 

 Yes, the preferred waste system is likely to 
include a combination of the alternatives.  
For example, it is expected that increased 
3R’s would be part of the system along with 
one or more disposal method(s). 

 The collection of blue and yellow box 
materials outside of the study area is a 
private collection and is not part of the 
municipal system. 

 Requires further study and would be looked 
at if “high heat” is the preferred “Alternatives 
To”. 

 
 
 
Chapter 2 of the EA addresses the 
waste quantities to be managed 
which was refined as the EA 
progressed and incorporated 
comments received from the Ministry.  
Residual waste to be managed is 
1.75 million tonnes. 
Chapter 2 of the provides the 
population projections used to 
develop the estimated future waste 
quantities.  The projections were 
refined as the EA progressed and the 
final projected 2048 service are 
population is 91,907. 
 
The service area is identified in 
Section 1.1. of the EA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 4.2.3 identifies the preferred 
“Alternative To” which consists of two 
of the alternatives considered (i.e. 
increased diversion and landfill)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Records from June 26, 
2007 PIC – Appendix F 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

 It was suggested that the City should not 
overlook incineration/high heat as a future 
waste management option.  A lot can 
change over the years and it may prove to 
be beneficial and cost effective in the 
future. 

 It was noted that the timing of the meeting 
right before a long weekend made it 
challenging to attend as this is a very busy 
week. 

 The selected system should allow 
conversion of waste into energy without 
sorting. 

 
 
 
 
 Consider processing of waste for the 

Region as a potential job creation strategy. 
 Consider impacts of combined 

alternatives. 
  
 Quality of residues from incineration and 

high heat processes is dependant on what 
is included in the waste which is difficult to 
control. 

 Concerns were noted with possible need 
for land expropriation and the location of 
the existing site on the City’s aquifer. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 It is important that waste reduction is 

included as an alternative or at least 
incorporated as part of the waste diversion 
alternative. 

 Concern was noted that incineration and 
high heat processes may generate more 
hazardous waste than is noted in the EA 
documentation. 

 Skepticism was noted that 
incineration/high heat processes are safe.  
Research needs to be independent and 
unbiased. 

 
 
 Need to consider leachate impacts and 

impacts on habitat associated with 
landfilling including attraction of bears and 
rats. 

 Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
 It was noted that the project team wanted to 

have a meeting prior to vacation season.  
Future sessions will consider statutory 
holidays. 

 Some sorting is completed at source as part 
of the recycling programs including the 
public drop-off area at the landfill site.  
Typically no additional sorting is done for 
landfilling however most incineration/high 
heat processes will include some upfront 
sorting. 

 See response above in this table related to 
the service area. 

 Consideration of combined impacts is 
included in the rankings under each 
criterion. 

 Agreed 
 
 
 
 Property impacts are considered at a 

general level at this time but will be 
considered in greater detail in the next 
phase of the process.  Potential impacts to 
surface water resources is included.  An 
engineered leachate collection and 
management system is included in the 
landfilling alternative. 

 
 
 
 

 
 The waste diversion alternative includes the 

3 R’s (reduce, reuse, recycle). 
 
 
 The information included in the 

documentation was obtained through 
research completed on existing operating 
facilities. 

 Incineration and high heat processing plants 
would be required to meet MOECC 
regulated emission requirements of the day.  
Facilities must be instrumented with 
monitoring equipment to demonstrate on 
going compliance. 

 This is considered at a general level at this 
time and will be considered in more detail in 
the next phases of the process. 

Incineration/high heat was 
considered in Chapter 4 of the EA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Detailed evaluation of the alternatives 
is documented in Section 4.2.2 and 
Table 4.2 
As noted in Section 4.2.2.2 a small 
proportion of residues is expected to 
be managed in a hazardous waste 
facility. 
Section 5.2.2 notes that all expansion 
options are within existing City-owned 
property. Section 8.3 of the EA 
addresses contingency measures 
which includes the potential 
acquisition of properties located west 
and south-west of the current site to 
extend the contaminant attenuation 
zone. Management of leachate and 
protection of the aquifer is addressed 
throughout the EA and included in 
Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.2.2, 5.2.3, 5.2.5, 
6.6.3 and 7.2.2 
Details of the Increased Waste 
Diversion alternative are included in 
Section 4.1.1. 
 
As noted in Section 4.2.2.2 a small 
proportion of residues is expected to 
be managed in a hazardous waste 
facility. 
This alternative is summarized in 
Section 4.1.2 and compliance and 
environmental acceptability are 
addressed in Sections 4.2.2.1 and 
4.2.2.2 respectively. 
 
Leachate management is addressed 
extensively throughout the EA and is 
included in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.2.2, 
5.2.3, 5.2.5, 6.6.3 and 7.2.2.  Impacts 
and management of habitat is 
primarily included in Sections 6.6.10 
and 7.2.1. 
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 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 
2 and Notice of Public Input 
Session – Project update and 
information regarding the 
upcoming June 3, 2010 PIC 
which is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed.  

May, 2010   No comments were received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Newsletter No. 2, May 
2010, and Notice of Public 
Information Centre – 
Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and 
provide an opportunity to discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns addressed. 

June 3, 2010  Has consideration been given to the 
energy requirements to recycle plastics vs. 
thermally processing plastics? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 A concern was noted with the potential 

impact of the landfill on groundwater 
resources in the area of the landfill site.  It 
was noted that the City had extended the 
Municipal water distribution system along 
Fifth Line west of the landfill to address 
water quality concerns in drinking water 
wells. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 The biosolids generated at the two waste 

water pollution control plants could be 
processed in the proposed Elementa 
facility. 

 
 
 
 
 
 Surprised that thermal processes did not 

fare better in the evaluation relative to 
landfilling. 

 Municipalities are mandated by Provincial 
legislation to collect and recycle No’s 1 and 
2 plastics (ie. designated by the province).  
In Sault Ste. Marie, other plastics (ie: 
numbers 3 through 7) are currently being 
disposed of in landfill and are currently 
available for thermal processing.  A 
comparison of the energy requirements to 
recycle no’s 1 and 2 plastics versus 
thermally processing these plastics is 
beyond the scope of this study and should 
be done at the Provincial level as part of the 
material designation process. 

 The extension of the Municipal water 
distribution system to the landfill site was 
completed in 1997± to address potential 
concerns with potable water quality on the 
landfill site itself.  The City is not aware of 
any water quality problems in potable wells 
surrounding the landfill site that may be 
attributable to the landfilling operations.  
(Note: time was also spent educating the 
individual regarding the various monitoring 
and leachate control systems that are 
present at the existing landfill site to 
safeguard groundwater quality beyond the 
boundaries of the landfill site). 

 This may be a viable approach but 
Elementa has not yet tested and confirmed 
that biosolids can be processed in their 
facility. Furthermore their proposed 
commercial scale plant will not have 
adequate capacity to process all residual 
waste generated in Sault Ste. Marie and 
they will likely prefer waste streams with 
higher energy content if available. 

 The rationale for the rankings is included in 
a summary table in the Alternatives to the 
undertaking report and any comments on 
individual rankings are encouraged. 

Residential waste diversion is 
discussed extensively in Sections 1.5 
and 2.3.1. Municipalities have limited 
control of this waste stream in the 
move to the circular economy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Leachate management is addressed 
extensively throughout the EA and is 
included in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.2.2, 
5.2.3, 5.2.5, 6.6.3 and 7.2.2.  In 
addition  proposed private water well 
quality monitoring program is planned 
and described in Section 8.1.1.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Elementa is not an option as noted in 
Section 4.1.2 but biolsolids 
processing is being addressed as 
noted in Section 2.3.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer to Sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3.  

Records from June 3, 2010 
PIC No. 2 – Appendix H 

 

 Correspondence – Email from a 
local citizen to AECOM and City 
of SSM dated June 7, 2010 
regarding adding his email 
address to the mailing list for this 
project and outlining a series of 
questions regarding the project.  
Response email provided to R. 
Rattle from R. Talvitie dated July 
23, 2010 addressing Mr. Rattle’s 
questions and concerns and 

June 7, 2010 and 
July 23, 2010 

 Are the Terms of Reference for this 
study/project available? 

 Is there a report describing this project or 
any results to date available? 

  
 Has there been a gap between now and 

the last work on this project? 
 Is this EA only considering waste once it 

enters the waste stream and whether 
there’s a role in this study/project to 

 Yes, posted on City website (and provided 
the link). 

 Yes there are a number of background 
reports (refer to email for detailed 
response). 

 Yes there has been a gap (refer to email for 
detailed response). 

 One of the alternatives included in the EA is 
enhanced Waste Division.  This alternative 
reflects diversion from disposal through 3R’s 

Included as an Appendix of the EA. 
 
Included as part of EA Reference 
page and included as appendices. 
 
 
 
Diversion is discussed extensively in 
Sections 1.5 and 2.3.1. The City has 
included some landfill bans and the 

Email dated June 7, 2010 
from a local resident to R. 
Talvitie, response email 
dated July 23, 2010 from R. 
Talvitie, and Webpage 
printout of City of Sault Ste. 
Marie Solid Waste 
Management Planning, 
August 2010 – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

providing a link to the City of 
Sault Ste. Marie website to obtain 
a number of background 
documents related to previous 
waste management planning 
work and work completed 
recently within the EA process.  In 
addition, provided May 31, 2010 
Report to Council which provides 
a summary of the waste 
management planning work 
completed over the last decade. 

consider the City’s capacity to reduce the 
generation of waste. 
 

 Was a role for composting considered? 
 What exactly is the project? Are the 

current activities part of a larger project? 
 The next steps indicates your team will be 

evaluating landfilling options.  Has the 
decision to pursue this option been 
finalized, or are those landfilling options to 
be evaluated for decision making 
purposes? 

 What is the length of the Elementa 
contract in which the City has agreed to 
12,500 tons annually? 

initiatives. (refer to email for detailed 
response). 
 

 Yes (refer to email for detailed response). 
 

 (Refer to email for detailed response). 
 
 Within the context of the EA a decision has 

been made to manage waste through 
enhanced waste diversion and landfilling of 
residual waste (refer to email for detailed 
response). 

 
 The duration of the contract is ten years with 

an option to extend it for an additional ten 
years. 

Province is taking action through their 
Circular Economy initiative. 
 
The plans related to composting are 
included in Section 2.3.1. 
The project is described in Chapter 6. 
 
The rationale for the selection of 
increased waste diversion and landfill 
is documented in Chapter 4.  
 
 
 
Elementa contract was terminated as 
noted in Section 4.1.2 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming April 19, 2011 PIC 
No. 3 which is intended to solicit 
input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to 
landfilling residual waste (i.e. 
expand existing disposal site 
versus a new site.   

April, 2011  No comments were received.   Solid Waste Management 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input 
Session, April, 2011 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an 
opportunity to discuss project 
progress, solicit input and 
feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site) 
and to address questions or 
concerns. 

April 19, 2011  Is 34% diversion comparable to other 
municipalities? 

  
 
 In southern Ontario there is a large weight 

associated with newspapers so their 
diversion rate shows as higher.  We 
should use volume to indicate diversion 
rate rather than weight. 

 Sudbury diversion rates are higher but 
they do collect more plastics and they 
have organics collection.  It is a single 
stream process with improved 
participation.  The waste from the Sudbury 
MRF is approximately 1.5-4%. 

 Are there items banned from the landfill? 
 

 Elementa tried to do their EA and 
Certificate of Approval at the same time.  
They should have finished one process 
and then gone to the next. 

 How much of the residual waste is 
organics? 

 
 How much does the existing site cost? 

How much less will an expansion cost 
compared to a new site? 

 
 The City has improved odour control with 

the installation of the gas management 
system.  Sludge is the remaining issue that 
needs to be dealt with at the existing site. 

 Yes.  City of Sault Ste. Marie is in line with 
other similarly sized municipalities with 
similar diversion programs. 
 

 It is very difficult to measure volume and 
weights are much more 
practical/convenient. 

 
 
 No response required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Yes old corrugated cardboard and leaf and 

yard waste are banned. 
 No response required. 
 
 
 
 Based on previous studies completed, 

approximately 30-40% of the waste stream 
is organic. 

 Although detailed estimates have not been 
completed qualitatively an expansion is less 
costly and the rationale is detailed in the EA 
report. 

 Agreed.  A biosolids management plan has 
been completed to mitigate odours in transit 
to the landfill and at the site itself.   

 

Section 2.3.1 addresses Provincial 
diversion targets and highlights future 
diversion goals in line with Provincial 
targets. 
 
 
 
 
 
The City plans to add curbside 
residential organics collection in the 
near term future diversion goals in 
line with Provincial targets – refer to 
Section 2.3.1. 
 
Section 1.5. 
 
Elementa contract was terminated as 
noted in Section 4.1.2 
 
 
Refer to Organic Waste Diversion 
Report included as an Appendix and 
Section 2.3.1  
Refer to Section 4.2.2.7 and 5.1.1. 
 
 
 
Biosolids management was 
addressed in a separate Class EA 
and plans are summarized in Section 
2.3.3. 
Nuisance and environmental 
management is addressed in Section 

Records from April 19, 
2011 PIC – Appendix I 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
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 Needs to be clear that, while local 
residents may have become used to the 
site it does not mean that they like it. 

 
 
 
 
 Representatives from Elementa indicated 

that they can process any carbon based 
material that is available.  In their 
discussions with Spain they understand 
that landfills are banned there.  The 
comment “why bury energy” was made. 

 Is the City of Sault Ste. Marie looking at 
new recycling products?  The City should 
work with the contractor to get more 
recyclable materials collected. 

 
 
 
 
 
 An expansion option assumes there is 

land to expand into.  We need to confirm 
that there is enough room. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Should consider mining the existing site 
and expanding upwards. You could 
remove recyclables from the mined 
material and then take it to Elementa for 
processing. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 It was noted that you could always mine 

the existing site even if a new site was 
identified as preferred. 

 
 A new site brings a lot of headaches – 

Where are you going to find a clay dish 
like you have at the existing site? You will 
spend 10 years and a lot of money to look 
for a new site and then find out at the last 
minute that there is something about it that 
makes it not workable. 

 
 
 
 The existing site is a known quantity. 

 

 Understood.  The City will continue to be as 
proactive as possible to continually improve 
nuisance management at the site. 

 
 
 
 

 The City has endorsed a waste supply 
agreement with Elementa which provides for 
the management of a portion of the residual 
waste stream in an energy-from-waste 
facility. 

 
 The City’s contract for recycling collection 

and processing includes provisions to 
consider new products.  The inclusion of 
new material is however contingent upon 
having an established market to 
purchase/utilize the materials. 

 
 
 
 This is an important consideration and will 

be addressed in Step 2 of the Alternative 
Methods evaluation provided expansion is 
selected as preferred in Step 1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 Mining and a vertical expansion will be 

considered in the next step of the 
Alternative Methods phase.  Recoverable 
materials that are encountered during the 
mining operations will be separated and 
marketed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 Agreed, however there would be two sites 

that would generate nuisance impacts and 
would require additional resources to 
operate and manage. 

 The search for a suitable new site can be 
very time consuming and costly and 
typically generates significant anxiety in 
communities.  Significant investment can 
occur with no guarantees that a workable 
site will be established.  This is also the 
case for site expansion but a lessor 
investment is likely required. Both a site 
expansion and a new site will however 
require a liner to manage leachate.   

 Agreed.  This was cited as an advantage in 
the evaluation. 

6.6 with a summary of related 
commitments in Section 8.4.  In 
addition, a formal resident complaint 
process has been ongoing and will 
continue (refer to Section 8.2)  
Elementa contract was terminated as 
noted in Section 4.1.2 
 
 
 
 
The Province is moving forward with 
their circular economy initiative which 
includes extended producer 
responsibility> The City will have 
limited control of the blue box 
program in the future (refer to Section 
2.3.1). Presumably recycling products 
will continue to be evaluated at the 
Provincial level. 
Section 5.2.2 notes that all expansion 
options are within existing City-owned 
property. Section 8.3 of the EA 
addresses contingency measures 
which includes the potential 
acquisition of properties located west 
and south-west of the current site to 
extend the contaminant attenuation 
zone. 
Vertical expansion is addressed in 
Section 5.2.2 and although initially 
some of the options included a 
modest vertical expansion it was 
eliminated based on feedback 
received following the Ministry’s 
review of the DRAFT submission.  
Furthermore, a vertical expansion 
was not desirable given the existing 
site is not lined and the stability of the 
existing side slopes may be 
compromised with increased height. 
 
 
 
 
Section 5.1 of the EA addresses the 
principle advantages and 
disadvantages of a site expansion 
versus a new greenfield site. It also 
highlights the challenges that were 
encountered in identifying a suitable 
site for a new landfill in conjunction 
with a 1984 EA undertaken by the 
City. 
 
Refer to Section 5.1.2. 
 
Section 5.1 of the EA addresses the 
principle advantages and 
disadvantages of a site expansion 
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 We don’t have the density and sprawl in 
Sault Ste. Marie that they have in southern 
Ontario so we could probably find a new 
site that might be better than the existing 
site. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 You will run in to NIMBY if you try to site a 

new landfill.  Residents and property 
owners were concerned with wind turbines 
so they are certainly going to be 
concerned with a landfill. 

 
 It was noted that both sites have similar 

potential for disruption to the neighbouring 
community. 

 Concern about mining is the odour.  There 
was a lot of odour when they dug into the 
site to place the pipes for the landfill gas 
collection system. 

 
 Don’t think a community will allow a new 

landfill.  The City should go with what we 
have and make it better. 

 
 
 
 
 
 It was suggested that an expansion could 

not go east or south, there is not much 
room to go west, and the north is the best 
direction for an expansion as there are no 
additional people to impact.  North was 
preferred over going higher.  A separate fill 
area to the north was suggested. 

 It was acknowledged that there would be a 
cost savings with an expansion over a new 
site. 

 There was discussion on the lifecycle cost 
of existing equipment and whether it could 
be re-used if a new site was selected.   It 
was suggested that the equipment cost 
difference for the site is probably not that 
great and should not be what is relied 
upon to make the decision between the 
options. 

 
 It was noted that investigations on a new 

site would be very costly and there is a lot 
less certainty than with an existing site. 

 
 
 
 
 

 The search for a suitable new site can be 
very time consuming and costly and 
typically generates significant anxiety in 
communities.  Although a new site could 
potentially be identified the preliminary 
conclusion reached through the evaluation 
completed is that the City should initially 
focus resources on assessing the 
practicality and net impacts of an expansion.  
A search for a new site was also completed 
in the late 80’s with limited success. 

   
 Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
 Agreed but there has been some adaptation 

with the existing site. 
 
 Odour is a significant concern associated 

with mining operations and will require close 
attention to best practices to mitigate.  The 
intent would also be to limit the timeline for 
mining operations. 

 The preliminary conclusions reached 
through the evaluation suggest focusing on 
an expansion for a number of reasons as 
noted elsewhere in the report. The intent 
would be to further improve the 
environmental management features at the 
existing site in conjunction with an 
expansion. 

 Various expansion options will be explored 
in the next step of the process if the 
preferred alternative from the current step is 
expansion.  It was acknowledged that 
expansion east or south is not likely 
practical. 

 
 
 Agreed 
 
 It was noted that in addition to the 

equipment there are infrastructure items on 
the current site that could potentially be 
reused including site roads, weigh scale(s), 
scale house and administrative and 
maintenance buildings existing 
groundwater, surface water and landfill gas 
monitoring systems. Collectively these items 
could result in a substantial cost savings. 

 The search for a suitable new site can be 
very time consuming and costly and 
typically generates significant anxiety in 
communities.  Significant investment can 
occur with no guarantees that a workable 
site will be established.  Although a 
significant investment is also required for a 

versus a new greenfield site. It also 
highlights the challenges that were 
encountered in identifying a suitable 
site for a new landfill in conjunction 
with a 1984 EA undertaken by the 
City. 
 
 
 
The introduction to Section 5.0 
references the previous site search 
completed in 1984 and notes the 
anxiety and uncertainty a site search 
can create for residents in the 
community. 
Characteristics of a new and 
expanded site are summarized in 
Section 5.1.1. 
Potential odour impacts and 
mitigation are addressed extensively 
in the EA including Sections 5.2.5, 
6.3, 6.6.6, 7.3.6, 8.1.4 and 8.4. 
 
General support for an expansion 
was communicated at the April 19, 
2011 workshop – refer to Section 
5.1.4. 
 
 
 
 
The site expansion options were 
developed based on the existing 
available City-owned property and 
desire to maintain buffers to adjacent 
sensitive uses or environmental 
features. The site expansion options 
are described in Section 5.2.2. 
 
The cost savings is addressed in 
Sections 5.1.1 to 5.1.4.  
Estimated costs for a new site versus 
an expansion is addressed in 
Sections 5.1.1 to 5.1.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 5.1 of the EA addresses the 
principle advantages and 
disadvantages of a site expansion 
versus a new greenfield site. It also 
highlights the challenges that were 
encountered in identifying a suitable 
site for a new landfill in conjunction 
with a 1984 EA undertaken by the 
City. 
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 Don’t think that a new site would be much 
harder to approve but it would be harder to 
get buy-in from the community. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 The existing site is well run there have 

been improvements (e.g. gas 
management).  The sludge smell and 
potential for groundwater impacts are the 
only issues at the existing site that 
neighbours are concerned about.  If you fix 
these issues then there is no problem with 
the existing site.   

 
 
 One option to fix the concern about 

groundwater is to supply municipal water 
to local residents. 

 
 
 
 The long term plan for the landfill is good 

but we should also be focusing on what we 
can do to help Elementa.  It was noted that 
their biggest issue at this point was getting 
an appropriate electricity rate from the 
Ontario Power Authority.  Waste-to-energy 
is the only thing not included in the 
government’s feed-in-tariff program and it 
should be. 

 It was noted that we should be focusing on 
reducing and recycling. 

site expansion the required investment is 
likely much less given the significant 
knowledge that pre-exists for the site. 

 Agreed that there may be increased 
challenges in obtaining buy-in from the 
community for a new site particularly if it is 
located near sensitive uses.  The approval 
for a new site would require more extensive 
investigations to ascertain potential impacts 
particularly with groundwater. 

 
 
 A biosolids management study is being 

completed to address the management, 
nuisance impacts and potential beneficial 
use of the sewage biosolids.  The City has 
been effectively monitoring and managing 
groundwater quality at the existing site and 
expansion would include further 
enhancements to the existing leachate 
management features and protocols.  

  
 Consideration will be given to potential 

impacts to private well supplies in the next 
phase of the study. 

 
 
 
 The City has endorsed a waste supply 

agreement with Elementa.  It is anticipated 
that Elementa will continue to negotiate with 
OPA with the goal of establishing an 
acceptable power purchase agreement. 

 
 
 
 
 Increased 3R’s was identified as an 

important element of the overall preferred 
solution identified in the first phase of the 
study and the City is committed to 
investigating and implementing cost 
effective 3R’s strategies. 

Section 5.1 of the EA addresses the 
principle advantages and 
disadvantages of a site expansion 
versus a new greenfield site. It also 
highlights the challenges that were 
encountered in identifying a suitable 
site for a new landfill in conjunction 
with a 1984 EA undertaken by the 
City. 
The biosolids processing facility is in 
the design phase and enhancements 
to the effective leachate management 
systems are planned.  The biosolids 
processing facility is addressed in 
Section 2.3.3 and leachate 
management is documented in 
Sections 6.6.3, 7.2.2, 8.1.1 and 8.3. 
 
 
A residential well water monitoring 
program will be initiated (refer to 
Section 8.1.1.1) and an extension of 
the municipal water distribution 
system has been included a s a 
contingency (refer to Section 8.3) 
As noted in Section 1.6 Elementa 
became bankrupt and the City 
terminated the agreement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The increased waste diversion 
alternative is documented in Section 
4.1.1, the evaluation of the 
alternatives is included in Section 4.2 
with the results in Section 4.2.3. 
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 Correspondence – Email from A. 
Riopel to R. Talvitie dated May 5, 
2011 regarding questions 
concerning how much of the 
waste from the City of Sault Ste. 
Marie is disposed in Dafter, 
Michigan and waste diversion 
ideas.  Response email provided 
to A. Riopel from R. Talvitie dated 
May 27, 2011 addressing Mr. 
Rattle’s questions and concerns 
and providing a link to a webpage 
on Canadian waste disposal in 
Michigan. 

May 5, 2011 and  
May 27, 2011 

 Do you know how much of our garbage is 
now going to Dafter, Michigan? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 The local waste management company 

that we use in my business takes the 
garbage there. 

 How long have they been doing this? 
 
 How does that affect the graph about how 

much garbage we produce?  Would some 
of the reduction demonstrated be related 
to this? 

 
 We should be diverting 90% of our waste. 

This could be improved by stronger by-
laws that make it illegal to put any 
recyclable, hazardous or compostable in 
the garbage.  We could also make it so 
that you have to pay for every bag set out.   

 
 
 Politically, it might be a hard sell but I can 

assure you that the rules in other cities 
and countries are much stiffer. 

 
 
 We could also make plastic shopping bags 

illegal and force merchants to accept 
packaging and old appliances that were 
purchased there. 

 Very little residential waste is being 
exported to Michigan as a result of the 
voluntary agreement between Michigan 
Senators and the MOE that came into effect 
on January 1, 2011 (refer to email for 
detailed response). 

 
 
 The landfill in Dafter is owned by Waste 

Management. 
 
 Waste Management took ownership of the 

disposal site some 8 or 9 years ago. 
 There is clearly some impact since they are 

exporting waste generated in our City and 
disposing of it elsewhere.  However, based 
on our knowledge the quantity is relatively 
small. 

 Although there have been significant 
successes achieved as the diversion rate 
has climbed from 9% to 34%, there is room 
for improvement.  A Waste Management 
Business and Implementation Plan was 
prepared a number of years ago and an 
update is currently underway (refer to email 
for detailed response). 

 Yes there are many more restrictions/rules 
in other countries.  The political arena is an 
important consideration which typically 
favours steady progress in lieu of dramatic 
changes over short periods of time. 

 These are good ideas and areas where 
progress is being made.  The current 
campaign to encourage the use of reusable 
bags in lieu of plastic shopping bags has 
been quite successful and many appliances 
are being recycled for scrap metal.  There is 
always room for improvement and the City 
continues to support and implement 
changes to enhance diversion. 

As noted in Section 2.2.2 a portion of 
the IC&I waste is being disposed of in 
Dafter Michigan but given the 
challenges with the border and lack 
of other nearby disposal facilities in 
Ontario the City is planning to 
manage all locally generated non-
hazardous solid waste. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Further commitments have been 
made in the EA to enhance waste 
residential waste diversion from 
approximately 30% to 50% by 2025 
(refer to Section 2.3.1) 
 
 
 
There is a significant ongoing effort to 
reduce waste disposal.  This is 
addressed in Section 2.3.1. 
 
 
The province is shifting towards a 
circular economy which includes 
extended producer responsibility as 
discussed in Section 2.3.1.  The City 
is implementing a single-use plastics 
ban in 2022 in support of the Federal 
government’s proposed Single-Use 
Plastics Prohibition Regulations 
(Dec., 2021)  as discussed in Section 
1.5 and 4.1.1.  

Email dated May 5, 2011 
from A. Riopel to R. Talvitie 
and email dated May 27, 
2011 from R. Talvitie to A. 
Riopel – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming March 6, 2012 PIC 
which is intended to solicit input 
and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to expanding the 
existing disposal site. 

February, 2012  No comments were received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input 
Session dated February, 
2012 – Appendix N 

 

 Public Information Centre No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred 
expansion strategy for the 
existing landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  Suggested that a waste-to-energy vendor 
be invited to convert our waste (Elementa 
or an alternate vendor). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 A private sector energy-from-waste (EFW) 
proponent called The Elementa Group 
(Elementa) has built and tested a pilot 
steam reformation plant that converts 
municipal solid waste into a char and 
synthetic gas that can be used to generate 
electricity. The pilot testing was completed 
from 2007 to 2009 and Elementa has plans 
to construct a new larger-scale facility, with 
an estimated annual throughput capacity of 
at least 35,000 tonnes. In 2009, the City 

As noted in Section 1.6 Elementa 
became bankrupt and the City 
terminated the agreement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Records from March 6, 
2012 PIC – Appendix J 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Prevent leachate from entering 

groundwater and surface water sources. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The necessity and cost of the proposed 

landfill mining in the western portion of the 
existing footprint was questioned. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Displays and presentation was well done 

and very informative. 
 Consideration should be given to petition 

the expansion of the current Provincial 
Groundwater Monitoring Network (PGMN).  
This expansion could allow for additional 
groundwater quality and quantity 
monitoring away from the landfill.  The 
additional monitoring capability would 
increase the predictability of any potential 
threat of off-site contamination and allow 
the operators of the municipal drinking 
water distribution network to have ample 
notice of any impending issues.  Policies 
will be included in the Municipality’s 
Source Protection Plan to address. 

 Concern was expressed regarding the 
long term quality of drinking water sourced 
from private wells adjacent to the site. 

 
 
 

entered into a waste supply agreement with 
Elementa to process a minimum 12,500 
tonnes per year of the City’s residential 
MSW for a minimum ten year period 
commencing in 2011.  The project 
implementation has been delayed on a 
number of occasions and the waste supply 
agreement was amended on a number of 
occasions to reflect changes in waste 
supply commencement dates. 

 The proposed expansion includes strategies 
to mitigate potential adverse impacts to 
ground and surface water that could be 
generated from the proposed expansion 
area.  The preliminary preferred expansion 
option includes provisions to enhance 
ground and surface water protection 
measures associated with the existing 
disposal footprint.  Further details will be 
forthcoming in the next phase of the project 
(ie. detailed impact assessment). 

 Although landfill mining is not a “necessity” 
there are pros and cons to this component 
of the preliminary preferred option. Landfill 
mining provides an opportunity to enhance 
groundwater protection measures 
associated with the existing disposal 
footprint.  A secondary benefit is the 
additional disposal capacity sourced by 
separating the waste from the fines and re-
landfilling only the waste.  The principle 
drawbacks to landfill mining are the added 
cost, nuisance impacts (ie. odours, dust, 
noise) and worker protection.  The feedback 
that we have received to date is that the 
long term ground water quality benefits 
outweigh the added costs and short term 
operational impacts. 

 No response required. 
 
 There is an extensive network of monitoring 

wells located within and immediately 
adjacent to the existing waste disposal site.  
This network provides ample opportunity to 
assess groundwater quality within and 
adjacent to the site.  We support your 
suggestion that there are benefits to 
expanding the PGMN within the capture 
zones of the municipal wells to identify 
contaminants well in advance of reaching 
the well head. 

 
 
 
 There is an extensive network of monitoring 

wells located within and immediately 
adjacent to the existing waste disposal site.  
This network provides ample opportunity to 
assess groundwater quality within and 
adjacent to the site.  Despite the extensive 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Leachate management is 
documented in Sections 6.6.3, 7.2.2, 
8.1.1 and 8.3 and surface water 
management is addressed in 
Sections 6.6.4, 7.2.3, 8.1.2 and 8.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Landfill mining within the south-west 
portion of the existing disposal 
footprint is evaluated in Section 5.2.5.  
It was selected for inclusion in the 
preferred design option based 
primarily on the long-term ground 
water quality benefits and recognizing 
the potential short-term adverse 
impacts can be effectively mitigated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Groundwater monitoring has been 
ongoing at this site for many years 
and the results are documented in an 
annual report.  The monitoring 
program is addressed in Section 
8.1.1 and contingency measures are 
included in Section 8.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To further address this concern a 
private residential well sampling 
program is proposed and included in 
Section 8.1.1.1 and a number of 
contingencies are included in Section 
8.3 including the potential extension 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

 
 
 
 
 Concern was expressed with the location 

of a landfill on a significant ground water 
recharge area but also acknowledged that 
the expansion of the existing site allows an 
opportunity to help reduce the risk of the 
existing landfill operation with ongoing 
monitoring and through the application of 
partial or total impervious cover over the 
existing footprint to limit infiltration and 
leachate production. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Support for landfill mining to improve 

ground water quality but also identified a 
need to consider air quality and protection 
of workers during the operations.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Composting should be fast tracked by the 

MOECC. 
 
 
 
 
 Support expressed for Option 3 - North 

and West Expansion B.  Also suggested 
that landfill mining should be considered 
as technology becomes available and this 
option becomes more cost competitive.  It 
was also noted that there should continue 
to be a focus on recycling.   

 
 
 
 
 Every effort should be made to reduce the 

timeframe to initiate the landfill expansion 
plan. 

monitoring network we understand the 
concern raised and further consideration will 
be given to this concern in the next phase of 
the project (ie. detailed impact assessment). 

 Although the location of the existing waste 
disposal site may not be ideal the ongoing 
operation and site monitoring by the 
Municipality has demonstrated that leachate 
is being effectively managed as 
demonstrated through the annual reporting.  
Despite the effective leachate management 
the City believes the proposed expansion 
offers an opportunity to further enhance the 
protection measures associated with the 
existing disposal site.  These measures may 
include a liner at the base of the waste and 
at the interface between the new and 
existing waste in the expansion areas, a 
partial or full impervious final cover design, 
mining and lining a portion of the existing 
site and installation of a horizontal collector 
along the western boundary of the 
expansion area. 

 There are pros and cons to landfill mining. 
Landfill mining provides an opportunity to 
enhance groundwater protection measures 
associated with the existing disposal 
footprint.  A secondary benefit is the 
additional disposal capacity sourced by 
separating the waste from the fines and re-
landfilling the waste only.  The principle 
drawbacks to landfill mining are the added 
cost, nuisance impacts (ie. odours, dust, 
noise) and worker protection during the 
operations.  Further consideration of the 
nuisance impacts and safety will be included 
in the detailed impact assessment. 

 The City, through its Consultant, interacts 
regularly with MOECC staff regarding 
proposed changes to the composting 
regulations.  

 
 
 Although there is additional expense 

associated with the proposed landfill mining 
it will help to mitigate potential ground water 
impacts to the south west of the site.  The 
preferred solution that was identified in the 
“Alternatives To” stage of the process 
included increased waste diversion and the 
City is committed to investigating and 
implementing cost effective ways and 
means of reducing residual waste disposal 
quantities.  

 The City is committed to moving forward 
with the next steps of the EA process and 
the technical approvals required for the 
expansion. 

of the municipal water distribution 
system. 
 
 
The proposed expansion includes a 
number of enhancements to build on 
the existing effective leachate 
management systems including 
landfill mining of a portion of the 
existing disposal footprint to 
incorporate a liner system at the base 
of the waste, lining of all new waste 
disposal cells, inclusion of a 
contingency to add a horizontal 
collector along the western side of 
the site to replace the purge well 
system if necessary, and storm water 
management controls.  These items 
are addressed in Sections 6.3, 6.6.3, 
6.6.4, 7.2.2, 7.2.3, 8.1.1, 8.1.2 and 
8.3. 
 
 
Landfill mining within the south-west 
portion of the existing disposal 
footprint is evaluated in Section 5.2.5 
and included consideration of air 
quality and protection of workers.  It 
was selected for inclusion in the 
preferred design option based 
primarily on the long-term ground 
water quality benefits and recognizing 
the potential short-term adverse 
impacts can be effectively mitigated. 
 
 
 
As noted in Section 1.5 the City 
currently composts leaf and yard 
waste and has initiated the process to 
incorporate composting of biosolids 
and source separated organics as 
noted in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.3. 
The preferred solution includes 
enhanced diversion (Section 4.2.3) 
and Option 3 was selected as the 
preferred landfill expansion (Section 
5.2.4).  Landfill mining a portion of the 
existing disposal footprint was 
considered in Section 5.2.5 and has 
been integrated into the overall 
project based on the long-term 
ground water quality benefits. 
 
The EA will be submitted in 2021 and 
the timing for approvals will be 
dictated by the Ministry. 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

 Correspondence – Letter to Alex 
MacDonald from R. Talvitie 
addressing concerns raised from 
his comment sheet provided at 
the March 6, 2012 Public Input 
Session. 

May 29, 2012  What is the depth of the deepest well 
south of the leachate collection system? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 What is the maximum depth of the 

leachate collector? 

 See the attached ground water monitor 
details. Attached table includes details on all 
monitors at the landfill site and the monitors 
that have been highlighted in blue represent 
the 17 monitors located south and south 
east of the leachate collector.  Each year 
several of these monitors are sampled and 
analysed. The table includes the depth of 
the monitors as well as the top and bottom 
elevations of the monitors.  The deepest 
monitor in the area is 38.85m deep and this 
monitor also reaches the lowest elevation in 
this area (ie 230.33) 

 The lowest elevation along with leachate 
collector is approx. 268m or a depth of 
approx. 6m. 

Details regarding existing monitors 
are included in the annual Monitoring 
reports. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The horizontal leachate collector is 
designed to straddle the water table. 
Details are included in the as-
constructed records. 

Letter dated May 29, 2012 
to Alex MacDonald from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to Gord 
Acton, Wishart Law Firm from R. 
Talvitie in response to his letter 
dated March 30, 2012 expressing 
his client’s (Mr. Caswell) 
concerns related to the proposed 
landfill expansion.  It was 
identified that we also had an 
opportunity to discuss these 
concerns with Mr. Caswell at past 
public consultation events. 

June 5, 2012  Concerns related to the safety of drinking 
water system. 

 Our response highlighted the leachate 
management controls, groundwater 
monitoring system and annual reporting 
completed for the existing site, and 
described the preferred expansion option 
and the proposed leachate management 
controls for the expanded site.  
Consideration of the safety of his drinking 
water supply will be investigated in detail in 
the next phase of the project (ie impact 
assessment for the preferred expansion 
option) and plan to consider mitigation 
options including the feasibility of extending 
the municipal drinking water distribution 
system.  It was noted that we will continue 
to keep Mr. Caswell informed of the project 
progress and will continue to inform him of 
future opportunities for public input. 

The proposed expansion includes a 
number of enhancements to build on 
the existing effective leachate 
management systems including 
landfill mining of a portion of the 
existing disposal footprint to 
incorporate a liner system at the base 
of the waste, lining of all new waste 
disposal cells, inclusion of a 
contingency to add a horizontal 
collector along the western side of 
the site to replace the purge well 
system if necessary. These items are 
addressed in Sections 6.3, 6.6.3, 
7.2.2, 8.1.1 and 8.3.  To further 
address this concern a private 
residential well sampling program is 
proposed and included in Section 
8.1.1.1 and a number of 
contingencies are included in Section 
8.3 including the potential extension 
of the municipal water distribution 
system. 

Letter dated June 5, 2012 
to Gord Acton, Wishart Law 
Firm from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to Peter 
McLarty from R. Talvitie 
addressing various questions and 
concerns from his email dated 
March 30, 2012 including 
concerns regarding locating a 
landfill site on a groundwater 
recharge area, benefits of 
expansion, lining the older area of 
the site and advocating for 
composting and a waste-to-
energy facility. 

March 30, 2012 and 
June 6, 2012 

 Would never recommend that a landfill be 
located on a significant groundwater 
recharge area. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The existing landfill site includes effective 
leachate collection and management 
features and the proposed expansion will 
provide an opportunity to enhance the 
existing controls (refer to email for detailed 
response). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The effectiveness of the existing 
leachate management controls is 
addressed in the Annual Monitoring 
Reports.  The proposed expansion 
includes a number of enhancements 
to build on the existing effective 
leachate management systems 
including landfill mining of a portion of 
the existing disposal footprint to 
incorporate a liner system at the base 
of the waste, lining of all new waste 
disposal cells, inclusion of a 
contingency to add a horizontal 
collector along the western side of 
the site to replace the purge well 
system if necessary. These items are 
addressed in Sections 6.3, 6.6.3, 
7.2.2, 8.1.1 and 8.3.  To further 
address this concern a private 
residential well sampling program is 

Email dated March 30, 
2012 from Peter McLarty to 
R. Talvitie and email dated 
June 6, 2012 to Peter 
McLarty from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 Expansion of the current site is more 

politically saleable than a new site.  We 
will always require some form of landfill. 

 
 
 Allowing expansion of the present site 

allows us an opportunity to help lower the 
risk presented by the present landfill by 
ensuring ongoing monitoring of the present 
landfill operation, and providing an 
opportunity to partially cover the current 
footprint thus limiting the amount of 
infiltration from precipitation. 

 
 Although costly and potentially hazardous 

to workers and the air, would recommend 
mining the current landfill (thus removing 
some of the current hazardous material) 
and placed a new liner under the old site. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 The City should push very hard to get 

either Elementa facility or another 
approved waste-to-energy facility. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The City should be pushing the Ministry to 

fast-track composting. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 The conclusion to expand the existing site 

was reached through the EA process. A 
significant level of study has been 
completed to date (refer to email for detailed 
response). 

 Agree the expansion of the existing site will 
provide an opportunity to enhance 
groundwater protection measures and 
reduce the overall risk associated with the 
site.  The City will continue to monitor this 
site through its operating life and following 
its closure until the MOE is satisfied that no 
further monitoring is required. 

 
 Landfill mining is currently included in the 

preferred expansion strategy.  Agree that 
there are nuisance and safety issues 
associated with the implementation of 
landfill mining.  It has been successfully 
implemented elsewhere with the Province of 
Ontario and best management practices 
and lessons learned in other jurisdictions 
will be considered as part of the detail 
impact assessment.  Care will be taken to 
mitigate nuisance and safety issues. 

 
 
 The City has endorsed a waste supply 

agreement with Elementa to process at 
least the waste generated in the residential 
curbside program.  It is unlikely that the City 
can entertain any other vendor offers until 
the agreement is satisfied or comes to an 
end. 

 
 
 
 Under the current regulatory regime 

composting can be undertaken in the 
Province of Ontario and the City has a very 
successful open windrow leaf and yard 
waste composting program (refer to email 
for detailed response). 

proposed and included in Section 
8.1.1.1 and a number of 
contingencies are included in Section 
8.3 including the potential extension 
of the municipal water distribution 
system. 
Consideration of a new site versus 
site expansion was contemplated and 
rationalized in Section 5.1 with the 
conclusions documented in Section 
5.1.4. 
As documented in Section 5.1 there 
are benefits to focussing on 
expansion of the existing site which 
includes enhancing leachate 
management features.  The 
enhanced leachate management 
features and contingencies are 
documented in Sections 6.3, 6.6.3, 
7.2.2, 8.1.1 and 8.3. 
The addition of landfill mining is 
contemplated in Section 5.2.5 and 
although there are elements such as 
work safety, odour and air quality that 
will require mitigation the long-term 
ground water quality benefits were 
considered to be important to the 
overall project.  It is also recognized 
that nuisance impacts and safety will 
have to be carefully considered 
during implementation as outlined in 
Section 6.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
As noted in Section 1.6 Elementa 
became bankrupt and the City 
terminated the agreement. The City 
could potentially entertain other 
private sector waste-to-energy offers 
in the future but our economies of 
scale and the business case for this 
type of technology may be 
challenged in our geographic 
location, 
As noted in Section 1.5 the City 
currently composts leaf and yard 
waste and has initiated the process to 
incorporate composting of biosolids 
and source separated organics as 
noted in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.3. 
 

 Correspondence – Newsletter 
and Notice advising of February 
9, 2016 Public Input Centre No. 5 
intended to discuss project 
progress and solicit input and 

January, 2016  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
January 2016 Newsletter 
and Notice of Public Input 
Session – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

February 9, 2016  Concern was expressed with litter sprawl 
and plastic bags and odours. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 A request was made to undertake 

groundwater sampling to the north of the 

 The City has proactive litter pickup protocols 
in place at the landfill site which include 
manual and mechanical collection methods.  
There are a significant number of odour 
mitigation protocols in place as follows:      
o In 2010 the City completed an  upgrade 

from a  “passive” system to an “active” 
landfill gas collection system over a 
portion of the site.  The system reduces 
the quantity of methane released to the 
atmosphere (ie: reduces the carbon 
footprint of the site) and also reduces 
odours generated at the site. 

o In addition to landfill gas, biosolids (i.e: 
sewage sludge) delivered to the site for 
disposal may also contribute to off-site 
odours.  The City continues to be 
proactive in its efforts to manage and 
mitigate odours associated with the 
transport, management and disposal of 
biosolids.  A biosolids management 
study is also nearing completion which 
incorporates processing of the sludge to 
reduce odour impacts and facilitate 
beneficial uses. 

o An odour neutralizing agent  is applied 
to the biosolids at the water pollution 
control plants prior to delivery to the 
landfill site.  Once the biosolids are 
tipped at the working face they are 
mixed with other wastes and cover is 
applied promptly.  A hand held sprayer 
is used by the vehicle operators to apply 
an odour neutralizing agent to the 
empty trailers before they leave the site 
throughout the year.   

o Early in 2013, mesh tarps were replaced 
with impermeable, waterproof tarps on 
one biosolids trailer at the west plant 
and two biosolids trailers at the east 
plant to mitigate odour release in transit 
to the landfill.   

o Regular trailer washing was also 
initiated in 2013 to remove residual 
biosolids from the outside faces and 
wheels of the trailers.   

o Careful attention will also be given to 
the implementation of best management 
practices to mitigate odours associated 
with the proposed landfill mining 
operations. 

o Local residents are encouraged to 
contact the landfill to alert operations 
staff of any issues related to litter sprawl 
or odours to ensure actions are taken to 
mitigate nuisances.   

  There are several monitors that are located 
to the north of the disposal footprint that 

The management of nuisance 
impacts including odour and litter 
sprawl is addressed in Sections 
6.6.6, 6.6.7 and 7.3.6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Extensive groundwater monitoring 
results for many years are 

Records from February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 
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landfill to confirm impacts are not migrating 
to the north. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 A representative of Ellwood Robinson Ltd. 

(local Contractor) requested that access 
be maintained to their pit in conjunction 
with the proposed expansion.  The pit is 
currently only accessible through the 
landfill site. 

 A local resident had several questions 
related to pay-as-you-throw programs, 
source separated organics/ backyard 
composters, bi-weekly waste collection 
and the use of clear bags for waste 
disposal. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 A local resident questioned what initiatives 

are planned to enhance diversion and the 
status of the proposed waste-to-energy 
facility.   

have been sampled historically and have 
been used as background monitors because 
they have shown any significant impacts.  In 
addition there is a significant inventory of 
groundwater monitors that have consistently 
demonstrated that groundwater flows south, 
south-east and south-west from the landfill 
site. 

 City staff noted that they believe there is an 
agreement addressing access to the pit and 
it will continue to be respected in 
conjunction with the proposed expansion. 

 
 
 A detailed response was issued and it 

describes the current partial pay-as-you-
throw program and future potential 
enhancements, the challenges with a 
source separated organics collection and 
processing program and bi-weekly waste 
collection in Sault Ste. Marie, the  potential 
for future enhanced public education related 
to backyard composting and considerations 
in mandating clear waste disposal bags in 
the future.  In addition we provided a 
comprehensive summary of 3R’s initiatives 
that are integral to the City’s waste 
management plan. 

 We provided a comprehensive summary of 
current and proposed future 3R’s initiatives 
that are integral to the City’s waste 
management plan.  We also explained that 
the waste-to-energy project has been 
delayed on several occasions and the 
contract with the City has been amended at 
the request of the vendor.  The current 
contract identifies the latest possible 
construction start in May 2016 which was 
not achieved.  In addition in December 2015 
the vendor was ordered into receivership 
and the future of the contract with the City is 
unknown.    

documented in the Annual Monitoring 
Reports. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The City is committed to continue to 
provide access to the pit while it 
remains active (Table 8.1). 
 
 
 
The existing waste management 
system is summarized in Section 1.5 
and future enhancements which will 
effectively increase residential 
diversion from the current 30% to 
approximately 50% are documented 
in Section 2.3.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Future diversion enhancements, 
which will effectively increase 
residential diversion from the current 
30% to approximately 50%, are 
documented in Section 2.3.1.  As 
noted in Section 1.6 Elementa 
became bankrupt and the City 
terminated the agreement. 
 

 Correspondence – Emails from a 
R. Rattle dated January 30, 2016 
and February 22, 2016 to C. 
Taddo and R. Talvitie, and 
response emails from the C. 
Taddo dated February 1, 2016 
and R. Talvitie dated February 
22, 2016 and March 21, 2016 

January 30, 2016, 
February 1, 2016, 
February 22, 2016  
and 
March 21, 2016 

 Requested copy of project Terms of 
Reference. 

 What municipal supporting programs to 
increase waste diversion currently exist, 
are planned, what the process is to 
advance additional programs and how 
these connect to the municipal solid waste 
EA? 

 
 
 Assume that the recently announced 

changes to waste-to-energy plant has had 
something to do with the EA input 
session? How has that change affected 
timing, capacity and interest in new City 
programs to divert waste through the 3R’s. 

 Does the City still distribute backyard 
composters?  Haven’t seen any 

 The Terms of Reference are available on 
the project website for download. 

 The City has been very diligent to promote, 
develop and enhance waste division 
programs and services that support the 3R’s 
hierarchy: reduce, reuse and recycle and 
has complemented these programs and 
services with by-laws to encourage 
residents to divert waste (refer to email for 
detailed response). 

Terms of Reference included as an 
Appendix in the EA. 
The existing waste management 
system and diversion programs are 
summarized in Section 1.5 and 
further commitments have been 
made in the EA to enhance 
residential waste diversion from 
approximately 30% to 50% by 2025 
(refer to Section 2.3.1). 
As noted in Section 1.6 Elementa 
became bankrupt in 2015 and the 
City terminated the agreement. 
 
 
 
The City no longer distributes 
backyard composters but has made 

Emails dated January 30, 
2016 and February 22, 
2016 from Robert Rattle to 
C. Taddo and R. Talvitie, 
email dated February 1, 
2016 from C. Taddo to R. 
Rattle and emails dated 
February 22, 2016 and 
March 21, 2016 to Robert 
Rattle from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 
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advertising or information from the City 
about these, their value to waste reduction 
or how to use/install them. 

significant commitments in the EA to 
increase residential waste diversion 
from approximately 30% to 50% as 
detailed in Section 2.3.1.  This 
includes a residential source 
separated organic program. 
 

 Correspondence – Emails from 
Andre Riopel to R. Talvitie dated 
February 8, 2016 and February 9, 
2016 and response emails from 
R. Talvitie to Andre Riopel dated 
February 9, 2016 and March 21, 
2016. 

February 8, 2016, 
February 9, 2016 
and 
March 21, 2016 

 Cost per ton for landfilling is approximately 
$100/ton so 2 x 50lb bags of garbage per 
week costs the City of SSM $20/week or 
$1,040/year in 2016?  What will happen in 
20 years assuming that the rate of inflation 
stays the same? 
 
 

 To increase compliance with recycling, 
communities (Halifax) have a clear bag 
policy to make sure no recyclables are put 
in the garbage.  They also collect every 
second week to save costs. 

 Quoted figure is based on a metric tonne 
and based on historical data on average 
families are not disposing of 100 lbs/week.  
The average cost per year for disposing of 
each person’s waste is $29 or $116/year for 
a family of four.  This includes what is set 
out curbside and hauled to the landfill’s 
public drop off. 

 Addressed the items raised and provided an 
overview of 3R’s initiatives in the City, Pay-
as you-throw programs, organic waste and 
bi-weekly waste collection, clear bag policy, 
etc. (refer to email for detailed response). 

As noted in Section 4.2.2 a lifecycle 
cost approach was used to establish 
appropriate tipping fees to provide 
adequate revenues to cover the 
lifecycle costs of a landfill. 
 
 
 
The existing waste management 
system and diversion programs are 
summarized in Section 1.5 and 
further commitments have been 
made in the EA to enhance 
residential waste diversion from 
approximately 30% to 50% by 2025 
(refer to Section 2.3.1). The City uses 
a mechanical collection approach to 
address worker health and safety and 
hence clear bags are not suitable. 

Emails from A. Riopel dated 
February 8, 2016 and 
February  9, 2016 and 
emails dated February 9, 
2016 and March 21, 2016 
from R. Talvitie – Appendix 
N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from 
Donald Caswell to R. Talvitie 
dated June 5, 2017 and response 
emails from Rick Talvitie to 
Donald Caswell dated June 6, 
2017 and June 16, 2017. 

June 5, 2017,  
June 6, 2017 and 
June 16, 2017 

 If the drinking water supply, namely 
groundwater wells, of the businesses and 
residences east and south of the landfill 
become contaminated with pollutants 
associated with landfills (i.e., leachates, 
iron lead, hydrocarbons, etc., what 
contingency plans are in place to address 
this situation should it arise?  The City 
should be proactive and extend the fresh 
drinking water supply to homes and 
businesses to the east and south of the 
landfill as they have done for the homes 
and businesses to the west and southwest 
of the site.  Wells adjacent to landfill sites 
are at high risk of becoming contaminated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The methodology used to protect 
groundwater will be enhanced for both the 
expansion areas and also for the 
southwestern portion of the existing site 
where landfill mining is proposed.  A 
composite liner consisting of a 
geocomposite clay liner overlaid by a 
1.5mm thick HDPE geomembrane and 
leachate collection system will be installed 
at the base of the waste in each of these 
areas to ensure that leachate generated 
within the mined and expansion areas is 
collected and directed to the City’s sewage 
treatment plant.  In addition, the City will 
continue to monitor groundwater quality 
within and adjacent to the site and plans to 
enhance the current monitoring program.  
The current program includes the sampling 
and analyses of groundwater sourced from 
approximately 40 monitoring wells within 
and adjacent to the site.  The City is 
implementing a new residential well water 
monitoring program whereby volunteer 
residences will have their wells monitored 
annually and water samples will be 
analysed for the parameters included in the 
indicator and comprehensive list of 
Schedule 5 of the Landfill Standards.  
Should the landfill be shown to impact 
private wells, contingency measures have 
been included such as extending the 
municipal water system to residents east of 
the site, or the provision of alternative water 

Leachate management is addressed 
extensively throughout the EA and is 
included in Sections 4.1.3, 4.2.2.2, 
5.2.3, 5.2.5, 6.6.3 and 7.2.2.  In 
addition proposed private water well 
quality monitoring program is planned 
and described in Section 8.1.1.1.  A 
number of contingencies are included 
in Section 8.3 including the potential 
extension of the municipal water 
distribution system. 
 
Groundwater monitoring has been 
ongoing at this site for many years 
and the results are documented in an 
annual report.  The monitoring 
program is addressed in Section 
8.1.1 and contingency measures are 
included in Section 8.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Email from Donald Caswell 
dated June 5, 2017 and 
response emails from Rick 
Talvitie dated June 6, 2017 
and June 16, 2017 – 
Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

 
 What measures are going to be used to 

alleviate and mitigate the odour and 
methane gasses when proposed landfill 
mining begins?  The last attempt at odour 
mitigation failed miserably when 
excavation of methane gas wells and 
leachate collection piping were carried out. 

supplies to adjacent and nearby affected 
properties. 

 
 In order to mitigate the potential for landfill 

mining to generate odour impacts, an Odour 
Management Plan (OMP) supplement will 
be developed specifically for this activity to 
support the site OMP.  The OMP will be 
finalized as the landfill mining program is 
designed and developed, and will include 
input from the contractor/landfill mining team 
and effective best management practices 
that have been implemented at similar sites.  
Some of the specific items that have been 
identified for the Odour Management Plan 
include: 
o Completion of a pilot landfill mining 

program to characterize the type of 
waste and odour profile.  Use of the 
information from this pilot to develop 
standard operating practices (SOP) 
for the full scale mining program. 

o Management of operations based on 
meteorological conditions (e.g., shut 
down during calm periods or specific 
wind direction). 

o Daily inspection program used to 
adjust and refine mining operations. 

o Bypass screening of waste where 
highly odorous material is excavated. 

o Use of chemical and biological 
treatment to reduce significance of 
odour. 

o Use of periphery odour misting 
system. 

o Minimize size of active excavation. 
o Cover applied to excavated area at 

the end of the day. 
o Keeping local residents informed and 

responding to complaints. 
o Develop and implement a monitoring 

campaign for landfill mining. 
In addition, other significant planned 
improvements to mitigate odour as part of 
the planned expansion include the staged 
expansion of the landfill gas collection 
system as the footprint expands and the 
construction of a processing facility where 
biosolids will be processed in a controlled 
indoor environment with engineered odour 
control systems and the final product will be 
much less odourous. 

 
 
Potential odour impacts and 
mitigation are addressed extensively 
in the EA including Sections 5.2.5, 
6.3, 6.6.6, 7.3.6, 8.1.4 and 8.4. 
 

 
Enquest Power / Elementa Group 
 
 Correspondence – Email to 

Enquest Power representative 
(Jay Zwierschke) following up on 
email correspondence sent to 
him by the City of SSM in 

November 9, 2007  No comments received.   Email dated Nov. 9, 2007 to 
Jay Zwierschke, Enquest 
Power from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

October, 2007 and soliciting input 
into the “Alternatives To” 
evaluation and requesting 
comments on two DRAFT reports 
that were prepared in advance of 
public consultation period. 

 Correspondence – Email to 
Enquest Power representative 
(Jay Zwierschke) requesting 
comments on two DRAFT reports 
that were prepared in advance of 
public consultation period. 

January 14, 2008  No comments received.   Email dated Jan. 14, 2008 
to Enquest Power from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Report to City 
of SSM Council from Susan 
Hamilton-Beach and Jerry 
Dolcetti regarding Request from 
Enquest Power Corporation to 
Enter into a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the City of 
SSM. 

August 18, 2008  No comments received.   Report to City of SSM 
Council dated August 18, 
2008 from S. Hamilton-
Beach and J. Dolcetti – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Report to City 
of SSM Council from Susan 
Hamilton-Beach and Jerry 
Dolcetti regarding Elementa 
Proposal for an Energy-from-
Waste Plant in the City of SSM. 

June 8, 2009  No comments received.   Report to City of SSM 
Council dated June 8, 2009 
from S. Hamilton-Beach 
and J. Dolcetti – Appendix 
N 

 

 Correspondence – Report to City 
of SSM Council from Susan 
Hamilton-Beach and Jerry 
Dolcetti regarding Elementa 
Waste Provision Agreement 
Energy-from-Waste Plant in the 
City of SSM. 

October 26, 2009  No comments received.   Report to City of SSM 
Council dated October 26, 
2009 from S. Hamilton-
Beach and J. Dolcetti – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter 
No. 2 and Notice of Public Input 
Session – Project update and 
information regarding the 
upcoming June 3, 2010 PIC 
which is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, 
discuss the project progress and 
have questions or concerns 
addressed.  

May, 2010   No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Newsletter No. 2, May 
2010, and Notice of Public 
Information Centre – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to 
Susan Hamilton-Beach ( City of 
SSM) from Rick Talvitie 
regarding Solid Waste Disposal 
EA Report to Council – May 31, 
2020. 

May 25, 2010  No comments received.   Letter dated May 25, 2010 
from Rick Talvitie to Susan 
Hamilton-Beach – Appendix 
N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and 
provide an opportunity to discuss 
the project progress and have 
questions or concerns 
addressed. 

June 3, 2010  No comments received.   Records from June 3, 2010 
PIC No. 2 – Appendix H 

 

 Correspondence – Email from R. 
Talvitie to Elementa Group 
representative (M. Wozny) 
responding to 

August 16, 2010  No comments received.  The email explained the rationale for the 
inclusion of “High Heat Processes” as an 
“Alternative To” and referenced the detailed 

The description and evaluation of the 
“Alternatives To” including high heat 
process is documented in Section 4.0 

Email dated August 16, 
2010 to Elementa Group 
from R. Talvitie – Appendix 
N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

comments/questions in his email 
to City of SSM dated July 15, 
2010. Also provided a link to the 
City of Sault Ste. Marie website 
to obtain a number of 
background documents related to 
previous waste management 
planning work and work 
completed recently within the EA 
process. 

evaluation that is included on the City’s 
webpage.   

 Explained that the information presented at 
PIC No. 2 was a summary only and more 
detailed information evaluation criteria and 
rationale for assigned rankings is included in 
the Final Report. 

 Suggested reviewing the information in the 
Final Report and advising if any of the 
assigned rankings require amending. 
Also highlighted the preferred “Alternative 
To” and the role Elementa is expected to 
play in the City’s overall waste management 
plan. 

with the results of the evaluation 
included in Section 4.2.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As noted in Section 1.6 Elementa 
became bankrupt in 2015 and the 
City subsequently terminated the 
agreement. 
 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming April 19, 2011 PIC 
No. 3 which is intended to solicit 
input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to 
landfilling residual waste (i.e. 
expand existing disposal site 
versus a new site.   

April, 2011  No comments received   Solid Waste Management 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input 
Session, April, 2011 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an 
opportunity to discuss project 
progress, solicit input and 
feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site) 
and to address questions or 
concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments received.   Records from April 19, 
2011 PIC – Appendix I 

 

 Correspondence – Email from R. 
Talvitie to Elementa Group 
representative (T. Hughes) 
advising of project status and 
requesting feedback on planning 
and implementation schedule for 
their proposed Energy from 
Waste facility. 

February 3, 2012  No comments received.   Email dated February 3, 
2012 to Elementa Group (T. 
Hughes) from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of 
Public Input Session – Project 
update and information regarding 
the upcoming March 6, 2012 PIC 
which is intended to solicit input 
and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to expanding the 
existing disposal site. 

February, 2012  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
Notice of Public Input 
Session dated February, 
2012 – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to 
be Addressed 

 Public Information Centre No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred 
expansion strategy for the 
existing landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments received.   Records from March 6, 
2012 PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter 
and Notice advising of February 
9, 2016 Public Input Centre No. 5 
intended to discuss project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

January, 2016  No comments received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental Assessment 
January 2016 Newsletter 
and Notice of Public Input 
Session – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project 
progress and to solicit input and 
feedback on the impact 
assessment work. 

February 9, 2016  No comments received.   Records from February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 

 Correspondence – Letter from 
Melanie Borowicz-Sibenik (City of 
Sault Ste. Marie Legal 
Department) to Jayson 
Zwierschke (Elementa Group 
Inc.) regarding Waste Supply and 
Reformation Agreement – Notice 
of Termination 

December 9, 2016    Letter dated December 9, 
2016 from Melanie 
Borowicz-Sibenik (City of 
Sault Ste. Marie Legal 
Department) to Jayson 
Zwierschke (Elementa 
Group) – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter from 
Melanie Borowicz-Sibenik (City of 
Sault Ste. Marie Legal 
Department) to Adam Sherman 
(Richter Toronto) regarding 
Waste Supply and Reformation 
agreement with Elementa Group 
Incorporated – Notice of 
Termination 

January 9, 2017    Letter dated January 9, 
2017 from Melanie 
Borowicz-Sibenik (City of 
Sault Ste. Marie Legal 
Department) to Adam 
Sherman (Richter Toronto) 
– Appendix N 

 

 



INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES 
 
 
 

Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 
Batchewana First Nation 
 
 Newsletter No.1 - Notice of 

Commencement of Phase 2 of the EA 
Process 

October, 2006  No comments were received.   Newsletter No.1 – 
Appendix N 

None 

 Correspondence – Letter mailed to 
BFN (Chief Sayers) referencing 
previous and next steps and 
requesting a meeting to discuss 
community consultation strategies. 

January 3, 2007  Initially no comments were received. 
 Meeting eventually scheduled for March 19, 

2007 

 AECOM confirmed meeting date.  Letter dated Jan. 3, 2007 
to BFN from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

None 

 Meeting with BFN to update Chief on 
EA status and to solicit input on a 
preferred consultation strategy. 

March 19, 2007  Chief Sayers expressed his appreciation for 
updating him and explained that he cannot 
speak on behalf of Council. 

 Noted the current meeting should not be 
construed as consultation and requested that 
Council be given an opportunity to review the 
Terms of Reference.  

 Chief Sayers suggested a submission be 
made to Chief and Council requesting input 
regarding an effective consultation strategy. 

 R.Talvitie explained that the ToR was 
approved by the Ministry in Sept. 2005 and 
there is flexibility incorporated in the 
document. 

 The EA process is intended to be responsive 
to issues and concerns raised.  

 Suggested a distinct PIC in BFN may be 
advantageous. 

 ToR to be forwarded to Chief and Council for 
review. 

 Welcomed BFN input on an effective 
consultation strategy. 
 

EA Terms of Reference and 
Summary of First Nation 
Consultation appended to the EA 

Batchewana First Nation 
Consultation Strategy 
Meeting Report dated 
March 19, 2007 – 
Appendix N 
 

BFN preferred consultation 
strategy 

 Correspondence – Letter mailed to 
BFN (Chief Sayers and Council) 
referencing March 19th meeting and 
included a copy of the approved ToR 
and requested input on a consultation 
strategy and the “Alternatives To”. 

March 21, 2007  No comments were received.   Letter dated March 21, 
2007 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN preferred consultation 
strategy 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Council Secretary with copy to Chief 
Sayers) noting the team is proceeding 
with the first public consultation events 
and suggested a consultation event 
could be conducted in their 
Community and tailored to their 
specific needs. 

May 17, 2007  No comments were received.   Email dated May 17, 
2007 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN preferred consultation 
strategy 

 Correspondence – Letter mailed to 
BFN (Chief Sayers) notifying him of 
the upcoming open house in Sault 
Ste. Marie and inviting participation 
from his Community members.  
Included, for distribution in BFN, 
digital and hardcopies of the Notice of 
Public Input Session being conducted 
to provide updates on diversion 
improvements and to discuss 
“Alternatives To” and criteria to be 
used in the evaluation. Reiterated an 
offer to conduct a PIC in BFN or to 
work with them to develop an effective 
consultation strategy. 

June 11, 2007  No comments were received.   Letter to Batchewana 
First Nation from R. 
Talvitie regarding Notice 
of Public Input Session 
No. 1, June 11, 2007 – 
Appendix N 

BFN preferred consultation 
strategy 

 Correspondence – Email follow up 
(Chief Sayers and Council secretary) 

June 15, 2007  No comments were received.   Email dated June 15, 
2007 to Batchewana First 

BFN preferred consultation 
strategy 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

to the June 11, 2007 letter requesting 
Notices be posted in prominent 
locations and reiterating the offer for a 
separate event in their Community. 

Nation from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 Public Input Session No. 1- First 
public open house to provide updates 
on diversion improvements and to 
discuss “Alternatives To” and criteria 
to be used in the evaluation. 

June 26, 2007  Representation from BFN attended the open 
house – comments and input are included in 
the Public Open House Report. 

  Records from June 26, 
2007 PIC – Appendix F 

BFN preferred consultation 
strategy 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Agnes Lidstone with copy to Chief 
Sayers) thanking them for 
participating in PIC, requesting to 
meet, and providing presentation 
slides from PIC. Reiterated offer to 
conduct a separate event in their 
Community. 

June 27, 2007  No comments were received.   Email dated June 27, 
2007 to Batchewana First 
Nation from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

BFN preferred consultation 
strategy 

 Phone call and follow-up 
correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Agnes Lidstone) requesting a 
meeting to discuss consultation 
strategies 

July 6, 2007  Meeting arranged for July 31, 2007  RT confirmed meeting.  Email dated July 6, 2007 
to A. Lidstone, BFN from 
R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN preferred consultation 
strategy 

 Meeting with BFN (Chief Sayers and 
Agnes Lidstone) to confirm the 
preferred consultation strategy. The 
following working DRAFT reports were 
provided for Community input; “Waste 
Quantity Projections and Environment 
Profile” and Alternatives to the 
Undertaking”.  In addition, sample 
documents pertaining to the planned 
August 9th Garden River First Nation 
Open House were provided. 

July 31, 2007  Their Community has an inherent 
responsibility to look after the environment, in 
particular lands and waterways that are 
included in their traditional territory. 

 Chief Sayers expressed interest in partnering 
with the City. 

 Chief Sayers outlined a different approach to 
consultation. A briefing note will be prepared 
by A. Lidstone outlining the project status and 
the input required. The project will be 
included on the Aug. 21, 2007 Band Council 
agenda (public forum).  Subject to Band 
Council approval BFN will proceed with a 
community brainstorming session. Through 
this session BFN will identify a preferred 
alternative from their perspective together 
with the rationale for the selection. This 
information will be forwarded to the City by 
the end of Sept., 2007 

 The City and/or consultant staff would be 
pleased to attend Band Council meeting or 
act as a resource for any follow-up 
consultation activities. 

 Once BFN input is received, the project team 
will be reviewing all of the input received and 
will identify a preferred alternative with due 
consideration of all of the input. 

 Meeting Report dated 
July 31, 2007 with 
Batchewana First Nation 

BFN input 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
thanking them for the meeting, 
attached copy of July 31st meeting 
report, and confirming their input will 
be provided within 4 weeks. Noted the 
event that was conducted in Garden 
River First Nations on August 9th and 
reaffirmed offer to undertake a similar 
evet in their Community. 

August 13, 2007  No comments were received.   Email dated August 13, 
2007 to Chief Sayers, 
BRN from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence - Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
touching base regarding their recent 
Council meeting, requesting input 
regarding the EA and offering 
assistance. 

August 27, 2007  No comments were received.   Email dated August 27, 
2007 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence - Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
asking for input on EA, offering 

Sept. 11, 2007  No comments were received.   Email dated September 
11, 2007 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

assistance and highlighting the 
schedule. 

 Correspondence - Email from BFN 
(Agnes Lidstone) regarding the 
actions she has taken. 

Sept. 26, 2007  Submitted report to BFN Council on Aug. 22, 
2007 with recommendations and to date 
Council has not dealt with the report.  
Awaiting Council direction. 

 We will await further input.  Email dated September 
26, 2007 from BFN to R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
requesting an update (i.e. has Council 
addressed).  Also requested a copy of 
Agnes’ report and reaffirmed our 
commitment to assist.  

November 9, 
2007 

 No comments received.   Email dated November 9, 
2007 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
identifying schedule constraints and 
reaffirming our commitment to 
soliciting input. 

January 22, 
2008 

 No comments were received.   Email dated January 22, 
2008 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
requesting update on Council’s 
consideration of Agnes’ report and 
updating them on the project schedule 
and continuing to offer assistance. 

October 24, 
2008 

 No comments were received.   Email dated October 24, 
2008 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
following up regarding BFN input and 
noting we will be proceeding with the 
next phase of the process soon. 

December 12, 
2008 

 No comments were received.   Email dated December 
12, 2008 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 2 
and Notice of Public Input Session - 
Project Update and information 
regarding the upcoming June 3, 2010 
PIC which is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss the 
project progress and have questions 
or concerns addressed. 

May, 2010  No comments were received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Newsletter 
No. 2 and Notice of 
Public Information Centre 
– Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
providing Newsletter No.2 and inviting 
their Community to the June 3rd PIC. 
Requested that they post notices of 
the upcoming PIC in their Community 
and on their website.  Offered to 
attend a Band Council meeting to 
update them. 

May 21, 2010  No comments were received.   Email dated May 21, 
2010 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and provide 
an opportunity to discuss the project 
progress and have questions or 
concerns addressed. 

June 3, 2010  No comments were received.   Records from June 3, 
2010 – Appendix H 

 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
advising of a recent GRFN Band 
Council meeting and requesting an 
update on any actions taken by their 
Council. Offered to provide an update 
to their Band Council. 

June 24, 2010  No comments were received.   Email dated June 24, 
2010 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence –Notice of Public 
Input Session - Project Update and 

April, 2011  No comments were received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

information regarding the upcoming 
April 19, 2011 PIC which is intended 
to solicit input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to landfilling 
residual waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site).. 

Assessment Notice of 
Public Input Session – 
Appendix N 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Agnes Lidstone) 
informing of the upcoming April 19th 
PIC.  Encouraged posting of PIC 
Notices at prominent locations in their 
Community and on their website. 
Noted we would deliver a copy of the 
“Solid Waste Management 
Environmental Assessment – 
Alternative Methods – Step 1 (Landfill 
Expansion versus Development of a 
New Site)” report. Extending an offer 
to meet with Band Council. 

April 8, 2011  No comments were received.   Email dated April 8, 2011 
to BFN from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an opportunity 
to discuss the project progress, solicit 
input and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing disposal 
site versus a new site)., and to 
address questions or concerns. 

April 19, 2011   No comments were received   Records from April 19, 
2011 PIC – Appendix I 

 

 Phone call and Communication 
Record (Danny Sayers) regarding 
BFN interest in the project as 
landowners and potential project 
partners.  RT summarized work 
completed to date and agreed to 
prepare a letter requesting a meeting 
with Band Council 

May 11, 2011  No comments were received   Email dated May 11, 
2011 – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence – Letter to BFN 
(Chief Sayers and Council) 
summarizing key milestones and next 
steps in the process and requesting a 
meeting to update and request input 
from Band Council 

May 11, 2011  No comments were received.   Letter dated May 11, 
2011 from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence –Notice of Public 
Input Session - Project Update and 
information regarding the upcoming 
March 6, 2012 PIC which is intended 
to solicit input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to expanding 
the existing disposal site. 

February, 2012    Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Notice of 
Public Input Session – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email and Letter 
updating the project status, offering to 
meet, and advising of the upcoming 
Public Input Session No. 4 which is 
being conducted to discuss the project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred expansion 
strategy for the existing landfill site. 
The correspondence included the 
most recent Newsletter, Notice of 
upcoming PIC, Solid Waste 
Management Environmental 

February 15, 
2012 and 
February 22, 
2012 

 No comments were received.   Letter dated February 15, 
2012 and Email dated 
February 22, 2012 to 
BFN from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

BFN input 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

Assessment – Alternative Methods – 
Step 2 (Identification and Comparison 
of Expansion Options) report, March 
6, 2012 PIC displays and link to a 
survey. 

 Visit – dropped off the “Solid Waste 
Management Environmental 
Assessment – Alternative Methods – 
Step 2 report. 

February 22, 
2012  

 No comments were received.     

 Public Input Session No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project progress 
and to solicit input and feedback on a 
preferred expansion strategy for the 
existing landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments were received.   Records from March 6, 
2012 PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of Feb. 9, 2016 Public 
Input Centre No. 5 intended to discuss 
project progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact assessment 
work. 

January, 2016    Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment January 
2016 Newsletter and 
Notice of Public Input 
Session – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to BFN 
(Danny Sayers) updating project 
status and requesting input and 
feedback on the impact assessment 
reports.  Also advised of upcoming 
February 9th PIC and offered to meet 
with Band Council or conduct a 
separate event in their Community. 

January 20, 
2016 

 No comments were received.   Letter dated January 20, 
2016 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project progress 
and to solicit input and feedback on 
the impact assessment work. 

February 9, 
2016 

 No comments were received.   Records of February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN 
(Danny Sayers) following up on 
package submitted in January 2016 
and offering to meet with Band 
Council. Also provided a copy of a 
recent Newsletter which summarized 
the current status of the project. 

April 14, 2016  No comments were received.   Email dated April 14, 
2016 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

BFN input 

 Correspondence – Letter to BFN 
(Danny Sayers) from R. Talvitie 
notifying and requesting input on the 
Draft EA.  Provided the Notice of the 
Draft EA and requested the Notice be 
shared with BFN community 
members.  Also indicated that a hard 
copy of the Draft EA Report would be 
delivered to the BFN Band Office prior 
to May 24, 2017 and it was requested 
that this document also be made 
available to BFN community 
members.  Notification was also 
provided that the document could be 
viewed on the City’s website and link 
to the website was provided.  An offer 
was also made to meet in person to 
discuss project details.  Response 
letter dated August 2, 2017 from Chief 
Dean Sayers (BFN) to Don Elliott (City 
of Sault Ste. Marie). 

May 17, 2017  BFN notified the City that further discussions 
are necessary in order for BFN to endorse the 
subject project and provided input on how 
they expect their members to be engaged in 
consultation.  BFN noted that they require 
funding in order to engage the services of a 
third-party to review the Draft EA document 
and confirm the proposed expansion will not 
impact the Treaty Rights and Interests of BFN 
nor impact the land, groundwater, flora, fauna 
or other environmental features of Rankin 
Reserve 15D.  A preliminary meeting was 
requested and it was noted that this meeting 
will not be viewed by BFN as part of the 
consultation record with regard to their 
participation in this project. 

  Letter dated May 17, 
2017 to BFN from R. 
Talvitie and response 
letter from Chief Dean 
Sayers (BFN) to Don 
Elliott (City of Sault Ste. 
Marie) dated August 2, 
2017 – Appendix N 

Input from BFN on final 
EA. 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 Correspondence – Email to BFN (Dan 
Sayers) from R. Talvitie notifying BFN 
of the City’s intent to submit the EA 
documentation to the Ministry in 2023 
and requested a meeting with BFN to 
further engage BFN in a meaningful 
discussion regarding the EA and to 
ensure the rights and interests of BFN 
are protected and respected. 

February 16, 
2023 

 Telephone call received from Dan Sayers 
(BFN) where next steps were discussed.  
BFN identified that funding is required in 
order to engage the services of an external 
firm to review the Draft EA document.  It was 
suggested that BFN be provided with a copy 
of the current documentation (i.e., Solid 
Waste Management Draft EA Report) to 
establish the scope of services that would be 
required by a third-party to review and 
provide opinion on the Draft EA. 

 BFN was emailed a link to the City’s 
webpage for this project where they could 
access the Draft EA report. 

 Emails dated February 
16, 2023 from Rick 
Talvitie to Dan Sayers 
(BFN) – Appendix N 

Input from BFN on final 
EA. 

 
Garden River First Nation 
 
 Newsletter No.1 - Notice of 

Commencement of Phase 2 of the EA 
Process 

October, 2006  No comments were received.   Newsletter No. 1 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter mailed to 
GRFN (Caroline Barry) referencing 
previous and next steps and 
requesting a meeting to discuss 
community consultation strategies. 

January 3, 2007  Initially no comments were received. 
 Meeting eventually scheduled for March 27, 

2007  

 TSH confirmed meeting date.  Letter dated Jan. 3, 2007 
to Caroline Barry from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter issued to  
GRFN (Chief Lyle Sayers and 
Council) confirming March 27, 2007 
meeting, included a copy of 
Newsletter No. 1, and discussed 
conducting a public input session as a 
consultation strategy 

March 21, 2007  No comments were received.   Letter dated Mar. 21, 
2007 to Chief Lyle Sayers 
and Council from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 TSH (Rick Talvitie) and City of SSM 
(Susan Hamilton Beach) attended 
GRFN Council meeting to provide an 
update on the status of the EA and 
discuss consultation strategies and 
opportunities for members to provide 
input. 

April 3, 2007  Has the City approached GRFN to solicit their 
interest in participating in the Household 
Special Waste Facility? 

 
 
 Can GRFN take advantage of the City’s 

recycling programs? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 GRFN is located downstream of the Root 

River which is situated adjacent to the landfill, 
are there appropriate water quality monitoring 
programs in place to safe guard the water 
quality? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 How are tires managed by the City? 

 R. Talvitie and S. Hamilton Beach noted that 
the City’s Waste Diversion Supervisor 
contacted many area Municipalities and First 
Nations.  GRFN had been contacted 
previously and the City was willing to contact 
GRFN again. The City accepts HHW from 
adjacent Aboriginal Communities. HHW 
transitioned to a Producer responsibility 
framework in Oct, 2021 and this Waste 
Management element is out of the City’s 
control. 

 R. Talvitie explained that the City contracts 
the collection and processing of recycling 
materials to a private contractor.  It was 
noted that there are several contractors that 
would likely be willing to provide pricing to 
GRFN for collection and processing of their 
recyclables. 

 R. Talvitie and S. Hamilton Beach explained 
that a leachate collection system is in place 
on the site which  collects and pumps 
leachate to the City’s WPCP and is treated 
prior to discharge.  There is an extensive 
network of ground water monitoring wells, 
and surface water quality is also monitored 
adjacent to, upstream and downstream of the 
site.  In addition, an extensive monitoring 
report is prepared annually which documents 
the findings of the sampling programs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Blue box recycling programs are 
transitioning to a Producer 
responsibility framework – 
Sections 2.3.1. and 4.1.1.  
 
 
 
Sections 7.2.2 and 7.2.3 address 
the impact assessment related to 
ground and surface water 
resources and highlight the 
proposed mitigation and 
anticipated net effects. 
Sections 8.1.1 and 8.1.2 describe 
the proposed monitoring 
programs to assess and monitor 
the effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation. 

Garden River First Nation 
Consultation Strategy 
Meeting Report dated 
April 12, 2007 – Appendix 
N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 It was identified that the City accepts non-
commercial tires at the landfill site for a fee 
and removed by a Contractor for recycling. 

 Correspondence – Letter mailed to 
GRFN (Chief Lyle Sayers) notifying 
him of the upcoming open house in 
Sault Ste. Marie and inviting 
participation from his Community 
members.  Included, for distribution in 
GRFN, digital and hardcopies of the 
Notice of Public Input Session being 
conducted to provide updates on 
diversion improvements and to 
discuss “Alternatives To” and criteria 
to be used in the evaluation. 
Reiterated an offer to conduct a PIC in 
GRFN or to work with them to develop 
an effective consultation strategy. 

June 11, 2007  No comments were received.   Letter to Garden River 
First Nation from R. 
Talvitie regarding Notice 
of Public Input Session 
No. 1, June 11, 2007 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email follow up 
with GRFN representative (Caroline 
Barry) to the June 11, 2007 requesting 
Notices be posted in a prominent 
location and requesting a separate 
event in their Community. 

June 15, 2007  No comments were received.   Email to Garden River 
First Nation from R. 
Talvitie dated June 15, 
2007 – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 1- First 
public open house to provide updates 
on diversion improvements and to 
discuss “Alternatives To” and criteria 
to be used in the evaluation. 

June 26, 2007  No comments were received.   Records from June 26, 
2007 PIC – Appendix F 

 

 Correspondence – Email to GRFN 
(Libby with copy to Caroline Barry and 
Chief Lyle Sayers) thanking them for 
participating in PIC, requesting a 
separate event in their Community 
with preferred dates, and provided 
presentation slides from PIC.  Email 
re-sent on July 6, 2007 as it was 
originally sent to the wrong email 
address. 

June 27, 2007 
and July 6, 2007 

 No comments were received.   Email to Garden River 
First Nation from R. 
Talvitie dated June 27, 
2007 and July 6, 2007 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Telecom Record 
Sheet with GRFN representative 
(Caroline Barry) confirming PIC would 
be conducted in GRFN, methods of 
advertising PIC and possible date 
based on newsletter distribution. 

July 19, 2007  No comments were received.   Telecom Record Sheet 
dated July 19, 2007 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Public Open House No. 1 for GRFN in 
order to discussthe alternatives being 
considered, the criteria used to 
compare the alternatives, and select a 
preferred approach.   Information on 
waste quantities, the alternatives and 
the evaluation criteria were provided 
in the form of two working papers 
which were also made available online 
and at the GRFN Band Office.  
Attendees were also encouraged to 
contact TSH and the City of Sault Ste. 
Marie with questions or concerns.  

August 9, 2007  Aside from the input from 2 completed 
workbooks received, there were no additional 
opinions voiced on the importance of the 
evaluation criteria during discussions with 
participants. 

From Workbook: 
 Participants felt the Do-nothing option was 

not realistic.  Export was also identified as an 
option that should not be pursued further. 

 Increased waste diversion was rated the 
highest possible under each criterion and 
landfill and incineration were rated under 
each criterion with a slight preference shown 
for landfill. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
Sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 provide 
rationale for ranking “Alternatives 
To” and the final results of the 
evaluation. There was limited 
input providing regarding the 
ranking of criteria importance. 
 
 
 

Records from August 9, 
2007 GRFN PIC – 
Appendix G 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 Comment made by one individual was the 
“environmental acceptability” is the most 
important criterion. The importance of other 
criterion was not differentiated. 

 One respondent strongly supported the 
development of a residential organics 
collection and processing program and/or 
encouraging individuals to compost organics 
themselves. 

 Advantages of Increased Waste Diversion – 
long term benefits resulting from public 
education including changing habits and 
reduced waste generation. 

 Disadvantages of Export of Waste Outside 
the Study Area – sends the wrong message, 
and encourages increased waste generation 
“out of sight out of mind”. 

 
 
 
Section 2.3.1 highlights City 
commitment to comply with 
provincial mandates to collect and 
process residential source 
separated organics. 

 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 2 
and Notice of Public Input Session - 
Project Update and information 
regarding the upcoming June 3, 2010 
PIC which is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss the 
project progress and have questions 
or concerns addressed. 

May, 2010  No comments were received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Newsletter 
No. 2 and Notice of 
Public Information Centre 
– Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of Public 
Input Centre No. 2 – Information on 
project background, update on project, 
overview of the next steps to be taken 
and information about June 3, 2010 
PIC. Purpose is to provide an 
opportunity to discuss the project 
progress and have questions or 
concerns addressed. 

May, 2010  No comments were received.   Notice of Public 
Information Centre – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to GRFN 
representative (Caroline Barry) 
providing Newsletter No.2 and inviting 
their Community to the June 3rd PIC. 
Requested that they post notices of 
the upcoming PIC in their Community 
and on their website.  Offered to 
attend a Band Council meeting to 
update them. 

May 21, 2010  No comments were received.   Email dated May 21, 
2010 to GRFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to GRFN 
representative (Caroline Barry) 
confirming attendance at GRFN 
Council meeting. 

May 28, 2010  No comments were received.   Email dated May 28, 
2010 to GRFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and provide 
an opportunity to discuss the project 
progress and have questions or 
concerns addressed. 

June 3, 2010  No comments were received.   Records from June 3, 
2010 PIC – Appendix H 

 

 AECOM (Rick Talvitie) and City of 
SSM (Susan Hamilton Beach) 
attended GRFN Council meeting to 
provide an update on waste 
management planning, provide an 
overview of the EA process, review 
the solid waste management 

June 8, 2010  Concerned with impacts to surface water 
(Root River) which flows through GRFN. 

 
 
 
 
 

 Environmental controls were explained such 
as leachate collector, groundwater and 
surface water monitoring, aquatic biological 
community sampling and methane gas 
collection system. 

 
 

Sections 7.2.2 and 7.2.3 address 
the impact assessment related to 
ground and surface water 
resources and highlight the 
proposed mitigation and 
anticipated net effects. 

AECOM Minutes of 
Meeting with GRFN dated 
June 8, 2010 – Appendix 
N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

alternatives considered during the EA 
process; present preferred waste 
management alternative, and provide 
next steps in the EA process.. 

 
 
 
 
 Suggested that the City/AECOM contact Sue 

Chiblow of Chiefs of Ontario to assist in 
identifying potential concerns with 
Environmental projects. 

 
 
 
 
 Agreed to contact Sue Chiblow. 

Sections 8.1.1 and 8.1.2 describe 
the proposed monitoring 
programs to assess and monitor 
the effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation. 

 Correspondence – Email to Sue 
Chiblow of Chiefs of Ontario (COO) 
with copy to GRFN representative 
(Caroline Barry) suggesting the COO 
may be able to assist GRFN in 
reviewing and commenting on 
documentation provided to-date. 

June 21, 2010  No comments were received.   Email dated June 21, 
2020 to COO with copy to 
GRFN from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to GRFN 
(Caroline Barry) thanking GRFN for 
allowing to attend Band Council 
Meeting, requesting further questions 
and/or comments and provided 
meeting notes. 

June 25, 2010  No comments were received   Email dated June 25, 
2010 to GRFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 AECOM (Rick Talvitie) and City of 
SSM (Susan Hamilton Beach) met 
with Sue Chiblow, Chiefs of Ontario to 
discuss status of EA, environmental 
controls, identify concerns and 
address the concerns of GRFN. 

July 28, 2010  S. Chiblow questioned why purge wells were 
not located along the southeastern portion of 
the landfill site? 

 S. Chiblow acknowledged that the water 
quality is top of mind with GRFN as it is used 
for both sustenance and recreation.  
Concerned with E-Coli levels in surface 
water.  Questioned whether First Nation 
Communities have been invited to participate 
in Source Water Protection Planning 
initiatives? 

 
 
 
 S. Chiblow questioned how hazardous 

wastes such as pharmaceuticals are 
managed at the landfill site? 

 
 

 S. Chiblow provided an overview of the 
governing structure for First Nations 
communities. 

 S. Chiblow questioned what level of 
consultation has occurred between the City 
and GRFN regarding Waste Management 
EA? 

 
 
 S. Chiblow noted that First Nations have 

developed an EA tool kit which addresses 
both traditional knowledge and technical 
information.  S. Chiblow to forward a CD of 
the tool kit.  Training for EA tool kit proposed 
for Fall 2010. 

 S. Chiblow noted First Nations have prepared 
a Water Declaration which may be of 
assistance with respect to water quality 
concerns.  S. Chiblow to forward copy. 

 A horizontal leachate collector has been 
installed in this area in lieu of purge wells in 
the southeastern portion of the site which has 
proven to be an effective tool to manage 
leachate. 

 Invitation had been extended to First Nation 
Communities to participate in Source Water 
Protection Planning initiatives and financial 
assistance has been offered. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The City established a hazardous waste 

depot in 2001.  The site accepts various 
hazardous wastes and has been very 
successful in terms of the quantity of waste 
that has been diverted from the landfill site. 
 
 
 

 Provided an overview of the work completed 
to-date including consultation with the ToR 
document and various points of contact 
during the EA process.  Historical summary 
of First Nations involvement in the process to 
be forwarded to S. Chiblow. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

There is an annual Monitoring 
Report that is prepared for this 
site that includes a robust 
groundwater and surface water 
monitoring program with sampling 
locations upstream, adjacent to 
and downstream of the landfill 
site.  Sampling is undertaken in 
the spring, summer and fall and 
compared to Reasonable Use and 
Provincial Water Quality 
objectives.  These reports can be 
provided if desired. 
Sections 7.2.2 and 7.2.3 address 
the impact assessment related to 
ground and surface water 
resources and highlight the 
proposed mitigation and 
anticipated net effects. 
Sections 8.1.1 and 8.1.2 describe 
the proposed monitoring 
programs to assess and monitor 
the effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EA Terms of Reference and 
Summary of First Nation 
Consultation appended to the EA 

AECOM Minutes of 
Meeting dated July 28, 
2010 with Sue Chiblow, 
Chiefs on Ontario – 
Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 S. Chiblow questioned if the City involved in 
the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement?  
S. Chiblow provided next meeting date for 
this initiative. 

 S. Chiblow noted that a First Nations 
conference is planned for October 2010 
regarding water quality and she will look into 
possibility of City participation in the 
conference. 

 S. Chiblow noted that visual aids in 
newsletters are a helpful approach to 
reaching First Nations members. 

 S. Chiblow requested copy of a current 
project schedule so the First Nations 
community can understand the various tasks 
and activities that will be ongoing. 

 
 SHB was unaware if the City is currently 

participating in the Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement. SHB highlighted the 
improvements made with wastewater 
treatment and offered to conduct a tour of the 
SSM WPCP for various GRFN staff if 
desired. 

 
 

 Noted that community newsletter was used in 
past to advertise GRFN Open House. 

 
 Agreed to provide. 

 Correspondence – Email to Chiefs of 
Ontario representative (Sue Chiblow) 
issuing meeting report and Public 
Consultation Plan including a 
summary of the consultation activities 
undertaken with First Nations 
communities to-date and requesting 
feedback on best practice for 
engaging First Nations members in 
future consultation activities. 

September 24, 
2010 

 No comments were received.   Email dated September 
24, 2010 to Sue Chiblow 
from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to Chiefs of 
Ontario representative (Sue Chiblow) 
and copied to GRFN (Caroline Barry) 
issuing current project schedule, 
requesting attendance at upcoming 
Alternative Methods workshop and 
requesting copy of EA tool kit 
identified at meeting dated July 28, 
2010. 

January 21, 
2011 

 No comments were received.   Email dated January 21, 
2011 to Sue Chiblow from 
R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence –Notice of Public 
Input Session - Project Update and 
information regarding the upcoming 
April 19, 2011 PIC which is intended 
to solicit input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to landfilling 
residual waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site).. 

April, 2011    Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Notice of 
Public Input Session – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to GRFN 
(Chief L. Sayers and Caroline Barry) 
attaching Newsletter and informing of 
upcoming April 19, 2011 PIC.  
Encouraged posting of PIC Notice at 
prominent locations in their 
Community and on their website.  
Noted we would deliver a copy of the 
“Solid Waste Management 
Environmental Assessment – 
Alternative Methods – Step 1 (Landfill 
Expansion versus Development of 
New Site)” report.  Extending an offer 
to meet with Band Council. Or conduct 
a public input session in the 
community. 

April 8, 2011  No comments were received.   Email dated April 8, 2011 
to GRFN from R. Talvitie 
– Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 Correspondence – Email to Chiefs of 
Ontario representative (Sue Chiblow) 
forwarding her April 8, 2011 email 
sent to GRFN and attaching 
Newsletter and informing of upcoming 
April 19, 2011 PIC. 

April 8, 2011  No comments were received.   Email dated April 8, 2011 
to Chiefs of Ontario from 
R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an opportunity 
to discuss the project progress, solicit 
input and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing disposal 
site versus a new site)., and to 
address questions or concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments were received.   Records from April 19, 
2011 PIC – Appendix I 

 

 Correspondence –Notice of Public 
Input Session - Project Update and 
information regarding the upcoming 
March 6, 2012 PIC which is intended 
to solicit input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to expanding 
the existing disposal site. 

February, 2012    Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Notice of 
Public Input Session – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email and Letter to 
GRFN (Chief L. Sayers) updating the 
project status, offering to meet, and 
advising of the upcoming Public Input 
Session No. 4 which is being 
conducted to discuss the project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred expansion 
strategy for the existing landfill site. 
The correspondence included the 
most recent Newsletter, Notice of 
upcoming PIC, Solid Waste 
Management Environmental 
Assessment – Alternative Methods – 
Step 2 (Identification and Comparison 
of Expansion Options) report, March 
6, 2012 PIC displays and link to a 
survey. 

February 15, 
2012 and 
February 22, 
2012 

 No comments were received.   Letter dated February 15, 
2012 and Email dated 
February 22, 2012 to 
GRFN from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 Visit – dropped off the “Solid Waste 
Management Environmental 
Assessment – Alternative Methods – 
Step 2 report. 

February 22, 
2012 

 No comments were received.     

 Correspondence – Email to Chiefs of 
Ontario representative (Sue Chiblow) 
informing of package delivered to the 
GRFN office on February 22, 2012 for 
Chief Sayers notifying of PIC No. 4 
and requesting another presentation 
to be made to Bank Council and/or 
conduct Public Open House in the 
Community.  Attached was a copy of 
the Newsletter. 

February 23, 
2012 

 No comments were received.   Email dated February 23, 
2012 to Sue Chiblow from 
R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project progress 
and to solicit input and feedback on a 
preferred expansion strategy for the 
existing landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments were received.   Records from March 6, 
2012 PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of Feb. 9, 2016 Public 

January, 2016    Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

Input Centre No. 5 intended to discuss 
project progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact assessment 
work. 

Assessment January 
2016 Newsletter and 
Notice of Public Input 
Session – Appendix N 

 Correspondence - Letter to GRFN 
(Chief Paul Syrette) updating project 
status and requesting input and 
feedback on the impact assessment 
reports.  Also advised of upcoming 
February 9th PIC and offered to meet 
with Band Council or conduct a 
separate event in their Community. 

January 20, 
2016 

 No comments were received.   Letter dated January 20, 
2016 to Chief Paul 
Syrette, GRFN from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project progress 
and to solicit input and feedback on 
the impact assessment work. 

February 9, 
2016 

 No comments were received.   Records of February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 

 Correspondence – Email to GRFN 
representative (Gerry Lesage) 
following up on package submitted in 
January 2016 and to see if GRFN has 
any further interest in project.  Also 
provided a copy of a recent Newsletter 
which summarized the current status 
of the project. 

April 13, 2016  No comments were received.   Email dated April 13, 
2016 to Gerry Lesage 
from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to GRFN 
representative (Paul Syrette) from R. 
Talvitie notifying and requesting input 
on the Draft EA.  Provided the Notice 
of the Draft EA and requested the 
Notice be shared with GRFN 
community members.  Also indicated 
that a hard copy of the Draft EA 
Report would be delivered to the 
GRFN Band Office prior to May 24, 
2017 and it was requested that this 
document also be made available to 
GRFN community members.  
Notification was also provided that the 
document could be viewed on the 
City’s website and link to the website 
was provided.  An offer was also 
made to meet in person to discuss 
project details. 

May 17, 2017  No comments were received.   Letter dated May 17, 
2017 to Paul Syrette 
(GRFN) from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 
Missanabie Cree 
 

      

 Newsletter No.1 - Notice of 
Commencement of Phase 2 of the EA 
Process 

October, 2006  No comments were received.   Newsletter No. 1 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Meeting between TSH (Rick Talvitie), 
City of SSM (Susan Hamilton Beach) 
and Missanabie Cree representative 
(Lesley Gagnon) to provide an update 
on project progress and discuss 
strategies for outreach to members. 

March 26, 2007  L. Gagnon noted that active enforcement 
(fines) of the waste diversion programs 
should be considered. 
 

 L. Gagnon pointed out that the residents in 
her area violate the two bag/container limit 
and waste is still collected without tags. 
 

 The issue of Tim Horton’s cups found littered 
along streets and should be addressed was 
noted. 

 R. Talvitie and S. Hamilton Beach indicated 
that the City does have a continuing 
education program that is implemented by 
collection crews. 

 R. Talvitie noted that every effort is made to 
enforce the collection by-law however crews 
sometimes have difficulty identifying the 
number of residential units that set out waste 
so it is collected anyway. 

 Tim Horton’s has implemented recycling 
programs and participate and sponsor 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Missanabie Cree 
Consultation Strategy 
Meeting Report dated 
April 2, 2007 – Appendix 
N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 
 
 It was identified that many items are disposed 

of that could be re-used and the City should 
develop a re-use centre. 

  
 
 Other items should be recycled or banned (ie: 

Styrofoam cups). 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 L. Gagnon stressed that the management of 

disposable diapers also needs to be 
addressed. 

community clean-up events.  However more 
can be done to educate the public particularly 
that the cups are recyclable. 

 S. Hamilton Beach noted that regulations 
exist that prohibit scavenging, however 
Habitat for Humanity operates a re-use 
centre within the City and public awareness 
could be increased through advertising. 

 The City is currently taking a proactive 
approach with plastic bags, and will look at 
similar approaches with other items in the 
future. 

 R. Talvitie noted that the WDO is considering 
ways of recovering some of the disposal 
costs for packaging materials that are not 
recyclable. 

 R. Talvitie pointed out that diapers are 
composted in some larger municipalities. 

 Newsletter to be forwarded with particulars 
regarding Public Input Session and possibility 
of posting date in Missanabie Cree monthly 
calendar and mailing Newsletter with the 
calendar. 

 
 
 
Section 1.5 highlights the 
numerous elements of the overall 
diversion strategy including a re-
use centre. 
 
Section 2.3.1 notes that additional 
materials may be considered as 
programs transition to Extended 
Producer Responsibility – the City 
will no longer have control 
 
 
 
Section 2.3.1 highlights City 
commitment to comply with 
provincial mandates to collect and 
process residential source 
separated organics. 

 Correspondence – Letter mailed to 
Missanabie Cree (Leslie Gagnon) 
notifying her of the upcoming Public 
Input Session in Sault Ste. Marie and 
inviting participation from Community 
members.  Included for distribution 
were digital and hard copies of the 
Notice of Public Input Session being 
conducted to provide updates on 
diversion improvements and to 
discuss “Alternatives To” and criteria 
to be used in the evaluation. 

June 13, 2007  No comments were received.   Letter to Missanabie Cree 
from R. Talvitie regarding 
Notice of Public Input 
Session No. 1, June 13, 
2007 – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email follow up 
with Missanabie Cree representative 
(Lesley Gagnon) to the June 13, 2007 
letter requesting Notices be posted in 
prominent locations and encouraging 
attendance at the Public Input 
Session. 

June 15, 2007  No comments were received.   Email to Missanabie Cree 
from R. Talvitie dated 
June 15, 2007 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 1- First 
public open house to provide updates 
on diversion improvements and to 
discuss “Alternatives To” and criteria 
to be used in the evaluation. 

June 26, 2007  No comments were received.   Records from June 26, 
2007 PIC – Appendix F 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 2 
and Notice of Public Input Session - 
Project Update and information 
regarding the upcoming June 3, 2010 
PIC which is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss the 
project progress and have questions 
or concerns addressed. 

May, 2010  No comments were received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Newsletter 
No. 2 and Notice of 
Public Information Centre 
– Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of Public 
Input Centre No. 2 – Information on 
project background, update on project, 
overview of the next steps to be taken 
and information about June 3, 2010 

May, 2010  No comments were received.   Notice of Public 
Information Centre – 
Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

PIC. Purpose is to provide an 
opportunity to discuss the project 
progress and have questions or 
concerns addressed. 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and provide 
an opportunity to discuss the project 
progress and have questions or 
concerns addressed. 

June 3, 2010  No comments were received.   Records from June 3, 
2010 – Appendix H 

 

 Correspondence –Notice of Public 
Input Session - Project Update and 
information regarding the upcoming 
April 19, 2011 PIC which is intended 
to solicit input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to landfilling 
residual waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site).. 

April, 2011    Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Notice of 
Public Input Session – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email to 
Missanabie Cree representative 
(Leslie Gagnon) attaching Newsletter 
and informing of upcoming April 19, 
2011 PIC.  Encouraged posting of PIC 
Notice at prominent locations and on 
their website.  Noted we would deliver 
a copy of the “Solid Waste 
Management Environmental 
Assessment – Alternative Methods – 
Step 1 (Landfill Expansion versus 
Development of New Site)” report. 

April 8, 2011  No comments were received.   Email dated April 8, 2011 
to Missanabie Cree from 
R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an opportunity 
to discuss the project progress, solicit 
input and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing disposal 
site versus a new site)., and to 
address questions or concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments were received.   Records from April 19, 
2011 PIC – Appendix I 

 

 Correspondence –Notice of Public 
Input Session - Project Update and 
information regarding the upcoming 
March 6, 2012 PIC which is intended 
to solicit input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to expanding 
the existing disposal site. 

February, 2012    Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Notice of 
Public Input Session – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to Missanbie 
Cree representative (Kim Rainville) 
updating the project status, offering to 
meet and advising of the upcoming 
Public Input Session No. 4 which is 
being conducted to discuss the project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred expansion 
strategy for the existing landfill site. 
The correspondence included the 
most recent Newsletter, Notice of 
upcoming PIC, Solid Waste 
Management Environmental 
Assessment – Alternative Methods – 
Step 2 (Identification and Comparison 

February 17, 
2012 

 No comments were received.   Letter dated February 17, 
2012 to Missanabie Cree 
from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

of Expansion Options) report, March 
6, 2012 PIC displays and link to a 
survey. 

 Visit – dropped off the “Solid Waste 
Management Environmental 
Assessment – Alternative Methods – 
Step 2 report. 

February 22, 
2012  

 No comments were received.     

       
 Public Input Session No. 4 - 

Conducted to discuss project progress 
and to solicit input and feedback on a 
preferred expansion strategy for the 
existing landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments were received.   Records from March 6, 
2012 PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of Feb. 9, 2016 Public 
Input Centre No. 5 intended to discuss 
project progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact assessment 
work. 

January, 2016     Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment January 
2016 Newsletter and 
Notice of Public Input 
Session – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence - Letter to 
Missanabie Cree (Kim Rainville) 
updating project status and requesting 
input and feedback on the impact 
assessment reports.  Also advised of 
upcoming February 9th PIC and 
offered to meet to discuss project 
details. 

January 20, 
2016 

 No comments were received.   Letter dated January 20, 
2016 to Kim Rainville, 
Missanabie Cree from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project progress 
and to solicit input and feedback on 
the impact assessment work. 

February 9, 
2016 

 No comments were received.   Records of February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 

 Correspondence – Email with 
Missanabie Cree representative 
(Cathy Clement) following up on 
package submitted in January 2016 
and to see if the Missanabie Cree 
have any further interest in project.  
Also provided a copy of a recent 
Newsletter which summarized the 
current status of the project. 

May 4, 2016  No comments were received.   Email dated May 4, 2016 
to Cathy Clement, 
Missanabie Cree from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to 
Missanabie Cree representative 
(Jason Gauthier) from R. Talvitie 
notifying and requesting input on the 
Draft EA.  Provided the Notice of the 
Draft EA and requested the Notice be 
shared with Missanabie Cree 
members.  Also indicated that a hard 
copy of the Draft EA Report would be 
delivered to the Missanabie Cree’s 
Sault Ste. Marie office prior to May 24, 
2017 and it was requested that this 
document also be made available to 
members.  Notification was also 
provided that the document could be 
viewed on the City’s website and link 
to the website was provided.  An offer 
was also made to meet in person to 
discuss project details. 

May 17, 2017  No comments were received.   Letter dated May 17, 
2017 to J. Gauthier 
(Missanabie Cree) from 
R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

       



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 
Metis Nation of Ontario 
 
 Newsletter No.1 - Notice of 

Commencement of Phase 2 of the EA 
Process 

October, 2006 No comments were received.   Newsletter No. 1 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Meeting between TSH (Rick Talvitie), 
City of SSM (Susan Hamilton Beach)  
and Metis Nation of Ontario 
representative (Brent McHale) to 
provide an update on project progress 
and discuss strategies for outreach to 
members. 

March 26, 2007  B. McHale noted that service in the outlying 
areas and leachate management are issues 
that should be addressed in the EA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 B. McHale suggested he and the President of 
the Metis Nation of Ontario attend the 
proposed Public Input Session. 

 R. Talvitie responded that a study was 
initiated to address waste management in the 
Sault North Planning Area. 

 Leachate management will be addressed in 
the study process. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 Newsletter to be forwarded with particulars 

regarding Public Input Session and possibility 
of advertising the event in the Metis Nation of 
Ontario newsletter and website. 

Section 7.2.2 address the impact 
assessment related to 
groundwater resources and 
highlights the proposed mitigation 
and anticipated net effects. 
Sections 8.1.1 describes the 
proposed monitoring programs to 
assess and monitor the 
effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation 

Metis Nation of Ontario 
Consultation Strategy 
Meeting Report dated 
April 2, 2007 – Appendix 
N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter mailed to 
Metis Nation of Ontario representative 
(Michele D.) notifying her of the 
upcoming Public Input Session in 
Sault Ste. Marie and inviting 
participation from Community 
members.  Included for distribution 
were digital and hard copies of the 
Notice of Public Input Session being 
conducted to provide updates on 
diversion improvements and to 
discuss “Alternatives To” and criteria 
to be used in the evaluation 

June 11, 2007  No comments were received. 
 

  Letter to Metis Nation of 
Ontario from R. Talvitie 
regarding Notice of Public 
Input Session No. 1, June 
11, 2007 – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email follow up 
with Metis First Nation representative 
(Michele D.) to the June 11, 2007 
letter requesting Notices be posted in 
prominent locations and encouraging 
attendance at the Public Input 
Session. 

June 15, 2007  No comments were received.   Email to Metis Nation 
from R. Talvitie dated 
June 15, 2007 – 
Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 1- First 
public open house to provide updates 
on diversion improvements and to 
discuss “Alternatives To” and criteria 
to be used in the evaluation. 

June 26, 2007  No comments were received.   Records from June 26, 
2007 PIC – Appendix F 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter No. 2 
and Notice of Public Input Session - 
Project Update and information 
regarding the upcoming June 3, 2010 
PIC which is intended to identify the 
preferred “Alternative To”, discuss the 
project progress and have questions 
or concerns addressed. 

May, 2010  No comments were received.   Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Newsletter 
No. 2 and Notice of 
Public Information Centre 
– Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Notice of Public 
Input Centre No. 2 – Information on 
project background, update on project, 
overview of the next steps to be taken 
and information about June 3, 2010 
PIC. Purpose is to provide an 

May, 2010  No comments were received.   Notice of Public 
Information Centre – 
Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

opportunity to discuss the project 
progress and have questions or 
concerns addressed. 

 Public Input Session No. 2 – 
Conducted to communicate the 
preferred “Alternative To” and provide 
an opportunity to discuss the project 
progress and have questions or 
concerns addressed. 

June 3, 2010  No comments were received.   Records from June 3, 
2010 – Appendix H 

 

 Correspondence –Notice of Public 
Input Session - Project Update and 
information regarding the upcoming 
April 19, 2011 PIC which is intended 
to solicit input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to landfilling 
residual waste (i.e. expand existing 
disposal site versus a new site).. 

April, 2011    Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Notice of 
Public Input Session – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Emails to Metis 
Nations of Ontario representatives 
(Shauna Hansen and Michele D.) 
attaching Newsletter and informing of 
upcoming April 19, 2011 PIC.  
Encouraged posting of PIC Notice at 
prominent locations and on their 
website.  Noted we would deliver a 
copy of the “Solid Waste Management 
Environmental Assessment – 
Alternative Methods – Step 1 (Landfill 
Expansion versus Development of 
New Site)” report. 

April 8, 2011  No comments were received.   Emails dated April 8, 
2011 to Metis Nation from 
R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 3 - 
Conducted to provide an opportunity 
to discuss the project progress, solicit 
input and feedback on the alternative 
approaches to landfilling residual 
waste (i.e. expand existing disposal 
site versus a new site)., and to 
address questions or concerns. 

April 19, 2011  No comments were received.   Records from April 19, 
2011 PIC – Appendix I 

 

 Correspondence –Notice of Public 
Input Session - Project Update and 
information regarding the upcoming 
March 6, 2012 PIC which is intended 
to solicit input and feedback on the 
alternative approaches to expanding 
the existing disposal site. 

February, 2012    Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment Notice of 
Public Input Session – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to Metis 
Nation of Ontario representative 
(Shauna Hansen) updating the project 
status and advising of the upcoming 
Public Input Session No. 4 which is 
being conducted to discuss the project 
progress and solicit input and 
feedback on a preferred expansion 
strategy for the existing landfill site. 
The correspondence included the 
most recent Newsletter, Notice of 
upcoming PIC, Solid Waste 
Management Environmental 
Assessment – Alternative Methods – 
Step 2 (Identification and Comparison 

February 17, 
2012 

 No comments were received.   Letter dated February 17, 
2012 to Metis Nation from 
R. Talvitie – Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

of Expansion Options) report, March 
6, 2012 PIC displays and link to a 
survey. 

 Public Input Session No. 4 - 
Conducted to discuss project progress 
and to solicit input and feedback on a 
preferred expansion strategy for the 
existing landfill site. 

March 6, 2012  No comments were received.   Records from March 6, 
2012 PIC – Appendix J 

 

 Correspondence – Newsletter and 
Notice advising of Feb. 9, 2016 Public 
Input Centre No. 5 intended to discuss 
project progress and solicit input and 
feedback on the impact assessment 
work. 

January, 2016     Solid Waste Disposal 
Environmental 
Assessment January 
2016 Newsletter and 
Notice of Public Input 
Session – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence - Letter to Metis 
Nation of Ontario (Shauna Hansen) 
updating project status and requesting 
input and feedback on the impact 
assessment reports.  Also advised of 
upcoming February 9th PIC and 
offered to meet to discuss project 
details. 

January 20, 
2016 

 No comments were received.   Letter dated January 20, 
2016 to Shauna Hansen, 
Metis Nation from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Public Input Session No. 5 - 
Conducted to discuss project progress 
and to solicit input and feedback on 
the impact assessment work. 

February 9, 
2016 

 No comments were received.   Records of February 9, 
2016 PIC – Appendix K 

 

 Met with representatives of Metis 
Nation to provide overview of project. 

April 5, 2016  The process has changed, and a consultation 
committee has been formed.  Jesse 
Fieldwebster requested that information be 
forwarded to the Committee for the 
consideration. 

 Met with local representatives in the past and 
have continued to deliver project information 
and updates to them. 

   

 Correspondence – Email to Metis 
nation of Ontario representative 
(Jesse Fieldwebster) summarizing the 
work completed to date and current 
status of project. Confirmed 
submission of package of recent 
materials pertaining to project to local 
MNO office and also attached 
package.  Provided link to project 
webpage which includes additional 
project details and documentation. 

April 11, 2016  No comments were received.   Email dated April 11, 
2016 to Jesse 
Fieldwebster, Metis 
Nation from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Email from Metis 
Nation of Ontario (Jesse Fieldwebster) 
requesting to meet with the Historic 
SSM Consultation Committee. 

April 13, 2016  The Historic SSM Consultation Committee 
reviewed the project and would like to meet. 

 Meeting confirmed for April 22, 2016    

 Meeting with MNO Consultation 
Committee (Yvonne Jensen - Metis 
North Channel Council President; 
Ernie Gatien - Historic SSM Metis 
Traditional Teritory Region 4 
Councillor; Art Bennet -  MNO Region 
4 Captain of the Hunt; Kim Powley - 
President MNO Historic SSM Metis 
Council; Jesse Fieldwebster – MNO 
Consultation Assessment Co-
ordinator) to discuss the Waste EA 
and update on the project. 

April 22, 2016  Will native tree species be used for the 
reforestation that will be undertaken at the 
time of site closure? 

 Have contaminants been identified that will be 
monitored in the storm waster ponds? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 reforestation will be undertaken with similar 
species. 

 
 Monitoring of ponds is identified and shall 

include: 
o TSS, 5-day biochemical oxygen demand 

(BOD), alkalinity, total ammonia nitrogen 
(TAN), nitrate, nitrite, phenols, chloride, 
total phosphorus, total metals (barium, 
boron, cadmium, total chromium, 
copper, lead and zinc)  

o In-situ parameters: temperature, pH, 
conductivity, dissolved oxygen (DO) 

Section 7.3.4 addresses 
reforestation. 
 
Section 7.2.3 address the impact 
assessment related to surface 
water resources and highlights 
the proposed mitigation and 
anticipated net effects. 
Sections 8.1.2 describes the 
proposed monitoring programs to 
assess and monitor the 
effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation 

Minutes of Meeting dated 
April 22, 2016, Email 
dated June 1, 2016 to 
Jesse Fieldwebster from 
R.Talvitie.– Appendix N 

 



Description of Communication Date Comments / Questions / Issues Response / How Addressed 
 

Where Addressed in the EA Reference Material Outstanding Issues to be 
Addressed 

 
 Can a copy of the Annual monitoring report 

be provided for review? 
 Can a summary of the annual groundwater 

monitoring results be forwarded to MNO?  
 
 
 
 MNO is interested in a review of the EA 

document when available. 
 Comments were made that it was evident the 

City is being proactive. 
 Acknowledged that a signoff from MNO on 

this project would be in the best interest. 

o Calculated parameters: un-ionized 
ammonia 

 Copy provided 
 

 A presentation is prepared which is delivered 
to the Environmental Monitoring Committee 
each year which may be suitable.  A copy of 
the 2014 Annual Monitoring Report was 
provided. 

 Will provide. 
 

 Agreed. 

 Correspondence – Letter from Metis 
Nation of Ontario (Aly Alibhai) 
acknowledging project acceptance.   

May 11, 2016  N/A  N/A  Letter dated May 11, 
2016 to Rick Talvitie from 
Aly Alibhai – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to Metis 
Nation of Ontario (Jesse Fieldwebster) 
from R. Talvitie notifying and 
requesting input on the Draft EA.  
Provided the Notice of the Draft EA 
and requested the Notice be shared 
with Metis Nation of Ontario members.  
Notification was also provided that the 
Draft EA Report could be viewed on 
the City’s website and link to the 
website was provided.  An offer was 
also made to meet in person to 
discuss project details. 

May 17, 2017  No comments were received.    Letter dated May 17, 
2017 to Jesse 
Fieldwebster) Metis 
Nation of Ontario from R. 
Talvitie – Appendix N 

 

 Correspondence – Letter to Metis 
Nation of Ontario (Sault Ste. Marie 
office) from R. Talvitie notifying and 
requesting input on the Draft EA.  
Provided the Notice of the Draft EA 
and requested the Notice be shared 
with Metis Nation of Ontario members.  
Also indicated that a hard copy of the 
Draft EA Report would be delivered to 
the Metis Nation of Ontario Sault Ste. 
Marie office prior to May 24, 2017 and 
it was requested that this document 
also be made available to members.  
Notification was also provided that the 
document could be viewed on the 
City’s website and link to the website 
was provided.  An offer was also 
made to meet in person to discuss 
project details. 

May 17, 2017  No comments were received.    Letter dated May 17, 
2017 to Metis Nation of 
Ontario (Sault Ste. Marie 
Office) from R. Talvitie – 
Appendix N 

 

 



 

 

 

Appendix 

Chronological 
Consultation Summary 

 

  



Waste Management Environmental Assessment Consultation 
Activities (2006 to 2017) 

The consultation activities completed within the context of the EA process are summarized below in 
chronological order.  The correspondence and reporting referenced below was prepared by the 
Consultants on behalf of the City of Sault Ste. Marie and the meetings referenced below were attended 
by the Consultant and/or City staff members. Detailed documentation related to each Public Consultation 
Event is included in Section 3.4 of the Public Consultation Report and copies of relevant documents 
referenced below are included in Appendix N. 

 
 A comprehensive project contact list was developed in October 2006 to reflect the views of a 

broad cross-section of the community including businesses, tourism groups, environmental 
groups/interests, educators, politicians and Aboriginal Communities. This contact list has been 
and will continue to be updated throughout the project.  
 

 Notice of Commencement of the EA was placed in the local newspaper, posted on the City 
web site and mailed to those on the project mailing list.  

 
 Newsletter No. 1 (October 2006) providing information on the EA process, contact names and 

next steps was mailed to all individuals on the project mailing list.  
 
 Letters were mailed in January, 2007 to Aboriginal Communities (ie. Batchewana First Nations 

and Garden River First Nations) requesting to meet to discuss consultation strategies. 
 
 A Meeting was conducted on March 19, 2007 with Batchewana First Nations to update the Chief 

on the EA status and to solicit input on a preferred consultation strategy. 
 
 A Letter dated March 21, 2007 was issued to Garden River First Nation confirming attendance 

at Band Council meeting and identifying a possible consultation strategy. 
 
 A Meeting was conducted on March 26, 2007 with a representative of the Missanabie Cree to 

update them on project progress and discuss outreach to their members. 
 

 A Meeting was conducted March 26, 2007 with a representative of the Métis Nation of Ontario 
to update them on project progress and discuss outreach to their members. 

 
 Attended Garden River First Nation Band Council meeting on April 3, 2007 to update Council 

on the status of the EA and discuss consultation strategies and opportunities for First Nation 
members to provide input. 
 

 May 17, 2007 correspondence to Batchewana First Nation requesting permission to conduct 
a consultation event in their community or to work together on a consultation strategy. 

 
 June, 2007 – advertisements were posted/issued in advance of the June 26, 2007 Public 

Input session.  This included distribution of hardcopy and digital notices to all Aboriginal 
communities.  We also requested ideas on other effective means of outreach. 

 
 June 15, 2007 – follow-up correspondence to Aboriginal community leaders/staff requesting 

that previously issued Notices be posted in prominent locations in their communities.  In the 



case of Garden River First Nation and Batchewana First Nation, we also requested permission 
to conduct a separate event in their communities. 

 
 A Public Input Session was held on June 26, 2007 to obtain input on the alternatives being 

considered and the evaluation criteria as presented in the “Alternatives To” Working Draft.  The 
Session was advertised in local newspapers and on the City web site and notices were 
distributed to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were also forwarded to 
adjacent communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First Nation, Garden River First 
Nation, Prince Township, Métis Nation of Ontario, and Missanabie Cree) for posting on their 
websites and in prominent locations within their communities.  Prior to the session, two working 
papers (“Waste Quantity Projections and Existing Environment Profile” and “Alternatives to the 
Undertaking”) were made available for review at public libraries, municipal offices, First Nations 
offices and the City web site.  Ten (10) participants recorded their names on the sign-in sheet 
for this event (refer to Section 4.1 of this report for additional details on the public input session).   

 
 June 27, 2007 – issued the public input session presentation slides to Prince Township and 

Sault Ste. Marie Region Conservation Authority for broader distribution of project information. 
 

 June 27, 2007 – correspondence to Batchewana First Nation and Garden River First Nation 
thanking them for participating in the June 26, 2007 Public Input Session and requesting to 
meet to coordinate a separate consultation event in their community.  Also forwarded the 
public input session project presentation slides for broader distribution of project information. 
 

 July 3, 2007 – advised Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) of the consultation being 
undertaken with First Nation communities. 
 

 July 6, 2007 – correspondence issued to Batchewana First Nation requesting a meeting to 
discuss consultation strategies. 
 

 July 11, 2007 – correspondence to Ontario Realty Corporation (ORC) updating them on the 
status of the EA. 
 

 July 19, 2007 – confirmed that a Public Input Session would be conducted in Garden River 
First Nation.   
 

 July 31, 2007 – met with Batchewana First Nation Chief and staff to confirm the preferred 
consultation strategy.  The Chief noted that Batchewana First Nation will proceed with a 
community brainstorming session and forward feedback to the City by the end of September, 
2007.  The Chief confirmed that no representation from the City or Consultant is required. 

 
 A Public Input Session was held on August 9, 2007 in Garden River First Nation to obtain input 

on the alternatives being considered and the evaluation criteria as presented in the “Alternatives 
To” Working Draft. The Session was advertised in the local newspapers, Garden River First 
Nation newsletter, the City and Garden River First Nation web sites and the changeable 
message sign in front of the Garden River Community Hall.  Notices were also posted in 
prominent locations in the Community.  Prior to the session, two working papers (“Waste 
Quantity Projections and Existing Environment Profile” and “Alternatives to the Undertaking”) 
were made available for review at public libraries, municipal offices, First Nations offices and the 



City web site.  Five (5) participants recorded their names on the sign-in sheet for this event (refer 
to Section 4.2 of this report for additional details on the public input session).   

 
 August 13, 2007 – correspondence to Batchewana First Nation thanking them for the July 31, 

2007 meeting and confirming that input will be received within a 4 week timeframe.  Also noted 
that a Public Input Session was conducted in Garden River First Nation and offered to conduct 
a similar event in Batchewana First Nation. 
 

 August 27, 2007 – touched based to see how the August 21, 2007 Batchewana First Nation 
Band Council meeting went and offered our assistance. 
 

 September 11, 2007 – touched based for an update on the Batchewana First Nation 
brainstorming session and to offer our assistance. 
 

 September 26, 2007 – Batchewana First Nation staff confirmed that a staff report with 
recommendations was submitted to council on August 22, 2007 – to date Council has not 
taken any action. 
 

 October, 2007 – January, 2008 – correspondence with Enquest Power soliciting their input. 
 

 November 9, 2007 – requested an update from Batchewana First Nation Chief and staff.  
Offered our assistance to solicit community input. 
 

 January 22, 2008 – correspondence with Batchewana First Nation identifying schedule 
constraints and our commitment to assist in soliciting input from community members. 
 

 October 24, 2008 – correspondence with Batchewana First Nation Chief requesting an 
update on their input and offering our assistance. 
 

 December 12, 2008 – correspondence with Batchewana First Nation indicating we will be 
proceeding with the next phase of the process soon.   

 
There was a significant time period between the consultation activities noted above and the resumption of 
activities in May, 2010.  The reasons for this gap are summarized in the following paragraphs. 
 
In 2004, Elementa (formerly Enquest Power – a waste-to-energy vendor) initiated discussions with the 
City of Sault Ste. Marie to gain support for a pilot scale energy-from-waste facility in Sault Ste. Marie.  A 
small private sector pilot scale facility (maximum 3 tonnes/day) was constructed in 2006-07 and 
operational testing was completed in 2007-08.  Elementa subsequently approached the City to endorse a 
waste supply agreement to allow construction of a larger commercial demonstration facility.   
 
During the timeline from January 2009 until May 2010 there were no significant EA activities undertaken.  
City Council felt it was important to allow time for the Elementa pilot project to mature and to bring clarity 
to the role Elementa may play in the City’s overall waste management plan prior to moving forward with 
the Environmental Assessment work.   
 
In October, 2009 the City endorsed an agreement with Elementa to supply a portion of the City’s waste to 
Elementa over a minimum period of ten years.  The City’s endorsement of a waste supply agreement 



brought clarity to the role Elementa may play in the City’s overall waste management plan.  The City 
subsequently made a decision to resume with the EA process.  
 
Several staff reports (ie. August 18, 2008, June 8, 2009, and October 26, 2009) relating to Elementa and 
the EA process were tabled at Council meetings and form part of the public consultation record (refer to 
Appendix N). 
 
The public consultation activities listed below were undertaken once the EA process resumed in 2010: 
 

 Newsletter No. 2 (May 2010) inviting individuals to the June, 2010 Public Open House and 
updating them regarding the EA process, the City’s contractual relationship with Elementa, 
results of the “Alternatives To” evaluation, the level of diversion being achieved, next steps in 
the process and project contact names was mailed to all individuals on the project mailing list. 
 

 A Notice of Public Information Centre was distributed to adjacent communities, Aboriginal 
Communities and those on the project mailing list and published in local newspapers, Shaw 
Cable 10 and the City web site.  

 
 Correspondence was issued on May 21, 2010 to Garden River First Nation, Batchewana First 

Nation, Metis Nation of Ontario, Missanabie Cree and Prince Township advising of the June 3rd 
public information centre.  Notices were provided for posting in their communities and on 
`community websites.  An offer was also extended to have consultant staff post the notices in 
their communities.  A meeting with Band Council was also requested to update them on the 
project status.   

 
 Received correspondence dated May 27, 2010 from the Environmental Assessment Co-

ordinator for the Ontario Region of Transport Canada outlining requirements for approval under 
the Navigable Waters Protection Act and Railway Safety Act. 

 
 Correspondence dated May 28, 2010 confirming attendance at a Garden River First Nation 

Band Council meeting to solicit input and update them regarding project progress.  
 

 A report to City of Sault Ste. Marie Municipal Council was tabled at the May 31, 2010 Council 
meeting.  The report identified the preferred “Alternative To”, advised of the June 3, 2010 public 
information centre and provided a summary, in chronological order, of the waste management 
work and accomplishments from 2000 to present.  

 
 A Public Information Centre was held on June 3, 2010 in the Thompson Room at the Civic 

Centre.  The session provided a forum for interested individuals, agency representatives, and 
stakeholders, to obtain updated information regarding waste management planning, gain an 
understanding of the Environmental Assessment process, review the results of the “alternatives 
to” evaluation, identify the next steps in the process and have questions answered.  The Session 
was advertised in local newspapers, Shaw Cable 10 and the City web site and notices were 
distributed to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were also forwarded to 
adjacent communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First Nation, Garden River First 
Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, and Missanabie Cree).  Ten (10) participants 
recorded their names on the sign-in sheet and the total participation is estimated to be in the 
range of 20 people (refer to Section 4.3 of this report for additional details on the public input 
session). 
 

 Attended the June 8, 2010 Garden River First Nation Band Council meeting to make a 
presentation.  We updated Band Council regarding the project progress including the selected 
preferred “Alternative To” and talked about the environmental management features at the 
existing City landfill. 



 
 Received correspondence dated June 15 from the Ontario Realty Corporation indicating their 

organization is interested in any potential impacts to ORC-managed property.  ORC requested 
mapping showing the project location to confirm whether ORC has any properties in the vicinity 
of the proposed project.   

 
 June 24, 2010 - correspondence with Batchewana First Nation Chief and staff advising of the 

Band Council meeting AECOM and City staff attended with Garden River First Nation and 
offering to complete a similar presentation in their community.  We also requested feedback on 
the brainstorming session that was scheduled to be undertaken in 2007.  

 
 June 25, 2010 - correspondence with Caroline Barry of Garden River First Nation thanking 

GRFN for allowing the team to attend the June 8th Band Council meeting and advising that 
further comments can continue to be provided to the project team.  A copy of our meeting report 
was also included with the correspondence.  

 
 Issued a response to a resident’s questions on June 23, 2010. We summarized the planning 

and EA reports and studies that have been completed to date and directed the individual to the 
City’s Waste Management EA webpage. We also addressed the project timelines, 3R’s 
initiatives/efforts in the City, the preferred “Alternative To” and the role that Elementa may play 
in the City’s future waste management system.    

 
 Met with Sue Chiblow of the Chiefs of Ontario on July 28, 2010 to discuss the status of the EA 

and environmental controls at the existing landfill.  The meeting was undertaken at the request 
of Garden River First Nation Band Council.  We also requested Sue’s ideas on the best 
approach to solicit input from community members. 

 
 The City’s Waste Management EA webpage was refreshed in August 2010. 
 
 Issued a response to Elementa’s questions on August 16, 2010.  We explained the rationale 

for the inclusion of “High Heat Processes” as an “Alternative To” and referenced the detailed 
evaluation that is included on the City’s webpage.  We also highlighted the preferred “Alternative 
To” and the role Elementa is expected play in the City’s overall waste management plan. 

 
 September 24, 2010 - issued July 28th meeting report and Public Consultation Plan to Sue 

Chiblow. 
 
 January 21, 2011 – issued the most recent project schedule to Sue Chiblow and advised of the 

upcoming Alternative Methods – Step 1 workshop. 
 
 A Newsletter (April 2011) providing information on the EA process, the City’s contractual 

relationship with Elementa, results of the “Alternatives To” evaluation, next steps in evaluating a 
new landfill versus a landfill expansion, details of the April 19, 2011 Public Input Session, and 
different avenues to provide input was distributed to those on the project mailing list.   
 

 Notice of Public Information Centre was published in local newspapers, Shaw Cable 10 and 
the City web site.  

 
 Correspondence was issued on April 8, 2011 to Garden River First Nation, Batchewana First 

Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario and Missanabie Cree advising of the April 19th 
public information centre.  Notices were provided for posting in the communities and on 
community websites.  An offer was also extended to meet with Batchewana and Garden River 
First Nation Band Councils.   

 



 The City’s Waste Management EA webpage was refreshed in April 2011. 
 

 A Public Workshop was held on April 19, 2011 in the Russ Ramsay Room at the Civic Centre.  
The session provided a forum for interested individuals, agency representatives, and 
stakeholders, to obtain updated information regarding waste management planning, gain an 
understanding of the Environmental Assessment process, review and provide comments and 
input on the Step 1 evaluation of a new landfill versus a landfill expansion.  The Session was 
advertised in local newspapers, Shaw Cable 10 and the City web site and notices were 
distributed to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were also forwarded to 
adjacent communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First Nation, Garden River First 
Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, and Missanabie Cree.  Refer to Section 4.4 
of this report for additional details on the public input session. 
 

 Received correspondence dated May 5, 2011 from the Ministry of Tourism and Culture.  They 
noted an interest in the conservation of cultural heritage resources including archaeological 
resources, built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes.  
 

 Spoke to Danny Sayers, Natural Resource Manager for Batchewana First Nation on May 11, 
2011.  He confirmed that he would be the lead contact on behalf of Batchewana First Nation 
and suggested that we offer to make a presentation to Band Council. 

 
 Correspondence was issued on May 11, 2011 to Batchewana First Nation Chief and Council 

summarizing the key milestones and requesting a meeting with Chief and Council. 
 
 Correspondence was issued on May 27, 2011 to local resident addressing several questions 

that he had raised. 
 
 Correspondence was issued on September 6, 2011 to Infrastructure Ontario advising that we 

will keep them apprised as the project progresses. 
 
 Correspondence was issued on February 3, 2012 to Elementa Group advising of the project 

status and requesting feedback on the planning and implementation schedule for their Energy-
from Waste facility.  
 

 Correspondence was issued on February 22, 2012 to Garden River First Nation, Batchewana 
First Nation and Prince Township advising of the proposed March 6th public input session.  The 
letter included updates on the status of the project and Notices were provided for posting in the 
communities and on the community websites.  An offer was also extended to meet with Band 
Council to update them on the project status.   
 

 Visited Batchewana First Nations on February 22, 2012, and dropped off the Solid Waste 
Management Environmental Assessment Alternative Methods – Step 2 (Identification and 
Comparison of Expansion Options) Draft Working Paper and Notices of the upcoming Public 
input Session for posting within the Community.  Also spoke to Danny Sayers and reiterated 
that Batchewana community members are welcome to attend the upcoming Public Input 
Session and extended an offer to meet with Band Council and/or conduct an open house in their 
community.  

 
 Visited Garden River First Nations on February 22, 2012, and dropped off the Solid Waste 

Management Environmental Assessment Alternative Methods – Step 2 (Identification and 
Comparison of Expansion Options) Draft Working Paper and Notices of the upcoming Public 
input Session for posting within the Community.  Also spoke to the Band Office receptionist and 
explained that community members are welcome to attend the upcoming Public Input Session 
and extended an offer to meet with Band Council and/or conduct an open house in their 
community.  



 
 Correspondence was issued on February 23, 2012 to Sue Chiblow advising of the March 6th 

public input session.  A newsletter was provided and activities undertaken with Garden River 
First Nation were reported.  
 

 A Public Information Centre was held on March 6, 2012 in the Russ Ramsay Room at the Civic 
Center.  The principle objective of the Step 2 Alternative Methods consultation task was to obtain 
feedback from the general public, agencies, Aboriginal Communities and stakeholders regarding 
the evaluation criteria and the preliminary results.  To assist in soliciting as much input as 
possible, a questionnaire was developed to provide targeted feedback and a comment sheet 
was made available to provide general comments.  The Session was advertised in local 
newspapers and on the City web site and notices were distributed to those on the project mailing 
list.  Copies of the notice were also forwarded to adjacent communities or community groups (ie: 
Batchewana First Nation, Garden River First Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, 
and Missanabie Cree).  Local media also raised awareness of the event through relevant news 
articles. A total of seventeen (17) individuals recorded their names on the sign-in sheet (refer to 
Section 4.5 of this report for additional details on the public input session).   

 
 Issued a response on May 18, 2012 to a local resident addressing concerns related to the 

safety of his drinking water supply.  Our response highlighted the leachate management 
controls, groundwater monitoring system and annual reporting completed for the existing site, 
and described the preferred expansion option and the proposed leachate management controls 
for the expanded site.  Consideration of the safety of his drinking water supply will be 
investigated in detail in the next phase of the project (ie. impact assessment for the preferred 
expansion option). 

 
 Issued a response on May 16, 2012 to a local resident addressing questions raised regarding 

the depth of monitoring wells and the leachate collector along the south perimeter of the existing 
site.   

 
 Issued a response on June 6, 2012 to a local resident addressing various questions and 

concerns including potential groundwater quality impacts, risk mitigation, waste–to-energy and 
composting regulations.   

 
 Correspondence was issued on January 20, 2016 to Garden River First Nation, Batchewana 

First Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario and Missanabie Cree advising of the 
February 9, 2016 public information centre.  The letter included updates on the status of the 
project and digital copies of the Notice, Newsletter, Comment Sheet and public information 
center displays.  Communities were encouraged to disseminate the information within their 
respective communities. An offer was also extended to meet with Aboriginal Communities to 
update them on the project status.   

 
 A presentation was made in open Council on February 8, 2016.  The presentation was televised 

locally and included an overview of the EA process, the EA tasks and activities completed to 
date, the results of the impact assessment for the preferred landfill expansion option and the 
next steps.  It also provided an opportunity to address questions from councillors. 

 
 A Public Information Centre was held on February 9, 2016 in the Russ Ramsay Room at the 

Civic Centre.  The session provided a forum for interested individuals, agency representatives, 
Aboriginal Communities and stakeholders, to obtain updated information regarding waste 
management planning, gain an understanding of the Environmental Assessment process, 
review and provide comments on the results of the impact assessment work for the preferred 
option, have questions answered and consider the next steps in the process.  The Session was 
advertised in local newspapers, Shaw Cable 10 and the City web site and notices were 
distributed to those on the project mailing list.  Copies of the notice were also forwarded to 



adjacent communities or community groups (ie: Batchewana First Nation, Garden River First 
Nation, Prince Township, Metis Nation of Ontario, and Missanabie Cree).  Nine (9) participants 
recorded their names on the sign-in sheet (refer to Section 4.6 of this report for additional details 
on the public input session). 

 
 Issued a response on March 21, 2016 to a local resident addressing various questions including 

pay-as-you-throw programs, source separated organics/backyard composters, bi-weekly waste 
collection and clear bags.  In addition we provided a comprehensive summary of 3R’s initiatives 
that are integral to the City’s waste management plan. 

 
 Issued a response on March 21, 2016 to a local resident summarizing the 3R’s initiatives that 

are integral to the City’s waste management plan.  We also addressed a question regarding the 
status of the local waste-to-energy project that is being undertaken by the private sector 
proponent in parallel to the waste EA. 

 
 Contacted Batchewana First Nation (Danny Sayers) as a follow-up to the correspondence 

issued in January 2016 and left a message for him. 
 

 Met briefly with representatives of the Metis Nation of Ontario on April 5, 2016 to provide an 
overview of the project and next steps to engage them in the process.  It was noted that we 
have met with local representatives in the past and have continued to deliver project information 
and updates to them throughout the course of the study.  They explained that the process has 
changed, and a consultation committee has been formed.  Jesse Fieldwebster requested that 
information be forwarded to the Committee for their consideration.   

 
 Issued and email to Jesse Fieldwebster on April 11, 2016 which summarized the work 

completed to date and the current status of the project.  The email attachments included the 
most recent project newsletter, and the displays that were made available at the February 9, 
2016 Public Open House. 

 
 Received a request from Jesse Fieldwebster to meet with and present project details to the 

MNO Consultation Committee.  A meeting was coordinated for April 22, 2016 in Sault Ste. Marie. 
 
 Issued a follow-up email to Gerry Lesage (Band Councillor responsible for Business Entities, 

Natural Resources and Lands, of Garden River First Nation on April 13, 2016 as a follow-up to 
the earlier phone call and submission made in January 2016.  It was noted that we look forward 
to hearing back from them if there is an interest in the project. 

 
 Issued a follow-up email to Danny Sayers on April 14, 2016 as a follow-up to the earlier phone 

call and submission made in January 2016.  It was noted that we look forward to hearing back 
from them if there is an interest in the project. 

 
 Met with the MNO Consultation Committee on April 22, 2016.  The format for the meeting 

included a presentation made by Jesse Fieldwebster which provided insight into the historical 
evolution of the Metis people and their political structure.  Rick Talvitie delivered a presentation 
which focussed on the existing landfill site disposal operations, leachate management controls 
and reporting, and the Waste Management EA project need, alternatives to the undertaking, 
alternative methods and impact assessment work and proposed mitigation measures.  The 
proposed leachate management and surface water management enhancements were 
summarized. 

 
 Issued a follow-up email to Cathy Clement of the Missanabie Cree on May 4, 2016 as a follow-

up to the submission made to Chief Gauthier in January 2016.  It was noted that we look forward 
to hearing back from them if there is an interest in the project. 

 



 DRAFT EA Report Submission on May 24, 2017 with notification issued to the full contact list.  
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2016 3:40 PM
To: Marshall, Gillianne (MOECC)
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Karla Kolli
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA
Attachments: CONTACT LIST - Jan. 2016.pdf

Hello Gillianne, 
 
I have attached the full contact list that was used for our most recent open house. 
 
The list is subdivided into different categories including Provincial Agencies. 
 
In some cases the recipients have indicated that no further contact is to be made with them in relation to this EA. 
  
Let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick 
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2016 2:47 PM 
To: 'Marshall, Gillianne (MOECC)' 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Karla Kolli 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA 
 
Hello Gillianne, 
 
Further to our conference call I have provided a link to the project webpage for your reference. 
 
We will provide a copy of the agencies and Aboriginal Communities on our contact list to allow you to finalize the 
government review team that should receive a copy of the DRAFT document. 
 
We will also develop a concise summary of the historical evolution of the project for inclusion with the DRAFT EA 
submission. 
 
Thank you for your time today. 
 
http://www.saultstemarie.ca/City-Hall/City-Departments/Public-Works-Engineering-Services/Public-Works/Waste-
Management/Solid-Waste-Management-EA.aspx  
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Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Marshall, Gillianne (MOECC) [mailto:Gillianne.Marshall@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2016 3:15 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Subject: Automatic reply: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA 
 
Thanks for your email. I am out of office the afternoon of Monday October 17, 2016. I will respond to your inquiry when 
I return tomorrow. 
 
Have a great day, 
Gillianne 
 



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

Consulting Team

Dillon Consulting Ltd.
Karla Kolli
EA Coordinator
kkolli@dillon.ca

235 Yorkland Blvd.
Suite 800
Toronto, Ontario  M2J 4Y8

416-229-4647 416-229-4692

Dillon Consulting Ltd.

Fabiano Gondim
Project Manager for Annual
Engineering
jmaclachlan@dillon.ca

235 Yorkland Blvd.
Suite 800
Toronto, Ontario  M2J 4Y8

416-229-4647 416-229-4692

AECOM Canada Ltd. Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 523 Wellington Street East
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 2M4

705-942-2612 705-942-3642

Woodland Heritage and
Planning Advisory Services

Luke Dalla Bona
luke@woodlandheritage.com

421 Bay Street
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 1X3

705-256-5418

Bill Wierzbicki, MCIP, RPP
Planning Advisory Services

wierzbicki@shaw.ca 28 Tadcaster Place
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 5E4

705-949-3817
705-987-3817 -
Cell

City of Sault Ste. Marie
City of Sault Ste. Marie
Mayors Department

Mayor Christian Provenzano
mayor.provenzano@cityssm.on.ca

99 Foster Drive
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5N1

705-759-5344 705-541-7171

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Councillors

Councillor Steve Butland
Ward 1
s.butland@cityssm.on.ca

40 Angelina Ave.
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 4C6

705-949-1909
705-542-0546
cell

705-253-5031

Councillor Paul Christian
Ward 1
p.christian@cityssm.on.ca

12 Shoreview Court
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5Y5 Sault Ste. Marie

705-989-7173
cell



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

Councillor Susan Myers
Ward 2
s.myers@cityssm.on.ca

313 MacDonald Avenue, Unit 505
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 5Y9

705-256-6128

Councillor Judy Hupponen
Ward 3
j.hupponen@cityssm.on.ca

Councillor Matthew Shoemaker
Ward 3
m.shoemaker@cityssm.on.ca

Councillor Rick Niro
Ward 4
r.niro@cityssm.on.ca

574 Morrison Avenue
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 3Z9

705-949-7750

Councillor Lou Turco
Ward 4
l.turco@cityssm.on.ca

22 Albert Street West
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 1B3

705-253-4070 705-945-0037

Councillor Frank Fata
Ward 5
f.fata@cityssm.on.ca

56 Cabot Crescent
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6C 5X1

705-942-6630 705-942-6630

Councillor Marchy Bruni
Ward 5
m.bruni@cityssm.on.ca

159 Bitonti Crescent
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6C 6B6

705-949-9187

Councillor Joe Krmpotich
Ward 6

5 Winfield Drive
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario

705-949-1321
705-542-6853

705-949-6925



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

j.krmpotich@cityssm.on.ca P6C 2N2 cell

Councillor Ross Romano
Ward 6
r.romano@cityssm.on.ca

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Engineering and Planning
Dept.

Jerry Dolcetti,
Commissioner of Engineering and
Planning
j.dolcetti@cityssm.on.ca

99 Foster Drive
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5N1

705-759-5384 705-541-7165

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Engineering Department

Don Elliott, P. Eng.
d.elliott@cityssm.on.ca

99 Foster Drive
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5N1

705-759-5329 705-541-7165

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Engineering Department

Carl Rumiel, P. Eng.
c.rumiel @cityssm.on.ca

99 Foster Drive
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5N1

705-759-5379 705-541-7165

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Engineering Department

Susan Hamilton Beach, P. Eng.
s.hamiltonbeach@cityssm.on.ca

99 Foster Drive
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5N1

705-759-5385 705-541-7165

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Engineering Department

Catherine Taddo, P. Eng.
c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca

99 Foster Drive
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5N1

705-759-5378 705-541-7165

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Planning Department

Don McConnell
d.mcconnell@cityssm.on.ca

99 Foster Drive
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5N1

705-759-5368 705-541-7165

Sault Ste. Marie Public Works
Center

Larry Girardi
l.girardi@cityssm.on.ca

128 Sackville Road
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 4T6

705-759-5206 705-541-7010

Sault Ste. Marie Public Works
Center

Monty Pinder
m.pinder@cityssm.on.ca

128 Sackville Road
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 4T6

705-541-7087 705-541-7010



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

Sault Ste. Marie Public Works
Center

Mark Joseph
m.joseph@cityssm.on.ca

128 Sackville Road
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 4T6

705-541-7089 705-541-7010

Prince Township Peggy Greco, Administrator
pgreco@twp.prince.on.ca

3042 Second Line West
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 6K4

705-779-2992 705-779-2725

Waste Industry and Other Industry
Municipal Waste and
Recycling

Wayne St. Michael 9 Industrial Road
Blind River, Ontario
P0R 1B0

705-356-4118 705-356-0315

And-Son Contracting 106 Yourchuk Rd.
Goulais River, Ontario
P0S 1E0

GFL Environmental Corp. John Martella 86 Sackville Road
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 4T6

705-945-7554 705-945-7857

J&B Security Shredding &
Recycling

Doug Campbell 5 Industrial Court B
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 5Z9

705-256-2148 705-256-2979

Traders Metal Co. Ltd. 131 Yates Street, Box 459
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5M1

705-759-1090

Waste Management 120 Industrial Court A
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 5W6

705-254-5050

Waste Tech 830 Third Line West
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6C 6K9

705-542-4556

Canadian Diabetes Clothesline
Program

1639 Lasalle Blvd., 2nd Fl.
Sudbury, Ontario
P3A 1Z8

705-256-6712 705-524-8702



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

Recycling Matters 253 Bruce Street
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 1P3

705-945-1030

Community Recycling Depot 285 Wilson Street
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 2K6

705-256-2805

Habitat for Humanity ReStore 32 White Oak Drive East
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 4J8

705-941-9646

Northern Land & Sales II,
LLC

Norman Pestka, President
npconst@jamadots.com

115 Old Norwich Trail
Ontonagon, MI  49953

Robert Rattle Robert Rattle
robert14robert@yahoo.ca

118 Killarney Road
Sault Ste. Marie, Ont.
P6B 4N8

705-942-5818

Sault North Waste
Management Council

Megan Turner McMillan
mturnermcmillan@gmail.com

Or Megan Turner McMillan
[info@snwmc.com]

Jack Donald
(member of Clean North)

donaldmj@shaw.ca

Elementa Group 509 Glendale Avenue East, Suite
302
Niagara on the Lake, Ontario
L0S 1J0

1-888-687-1901

Environmental Committees
Environmental Monitoring
Committee

Kathy Lemieux
lemieux.composting@sympatico.ca

764 Black Road
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 6J8

705-942-2750

Trevor Sawchyn
trevorsawchyn@gmail.com
Ministry of the Environment
Walter Sheilds



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

walter.shields@ontario.ca
Sault Ste. Marie Region Conservation
Authority
Rhonda Bateman
rbateman@ssmrca.ca
Rosina MacDonald
macrosina@shaw.ca

Anjum Amin
aamin@ssmrca.ca

Gary Barnes
g.barnes@cityssm.on.ca

Peter McLarty
pjmclarty@shaw.ca

Madison Zuppa
m.zuppa@cityssm.on.ca

Randy Roy
randallr@shaw.ca

Note other committee
members:

C. Taddo
M. Pinder
R. Talvitie
R. Romano
S. Hamilton Beach

Federal Agencies
Canadian Environmental
Assessment Agency
Ontario Region

Project Manager
Remove from any future mailouts
regarding this EA.

55 St. Clair Avenue East
9th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M4T 1M2

416-952-1576 416-952-1573



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

Canadian Environmental
Assessment Agency
Ontario Region

Regional Director Ontario Region
Remove from any future mailouts
regarding this EA.

55 St. Clair Avenue East
9th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M4T 1M2

416-952-1575 416-952-1573

Department of Indian Affairs
and Northern Development
Canada
Environmental and Natural
Resources Lands and Trusts
Services

Glenn Gilbert
Manager
Remove from any future mailouts
regarding this EA.

25 St. Clair Avenue East
8th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M4T 1M2

416-973-6234 416-954-6329

Department of Indian Affairs
and Northern Development
Canada
Environmental and Natural

Shawn Green, Environmental Officer
Remove from any future mailouts
regarding this EA.

25 St. Clair Avenue East
5th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M4T 1M2

416-973-1298 416-954-4328

Indian and Northern Affairs
Canada
Comprehensive Claims
Branch
Claims East of Manitoba

Director

Remove from any future mailouts
regarding this EA.

10 Wellington Street, Room 1310
Gatineau, Quebec
K1A 0H4

416-994-1121 416-963-3109

Indian and Northern Affairs
Canada
Specific Claims Branch

Don Boswell, Senior Claims Analysts
Remove from any future mailouts
regarding this EA.

10 Wellington Street, Room 1310
Gatineau, Quebec
K1A 0H4

819-953-1940 819-997-9873

Indian and Northern Affairs
Canada
Litigation Management and
Resolution Branch

Franklin Roy, Director
Remove from any future mailouts
regarding this EA.

10 Wellington Street
Gatineau, Quebec
K1A 0H4

819-997-3582 819-997-1679

Environment Canada
EA Section, Ontario Region

Manager 867 Lakeshore Road
Burlington, Ontario
L7R 4A6

905-336-4953 905-336-8901

Environment Canada
EA Section, Ontario Region

Ms. Sheila Allan, Sr. EA Officer 867 Lakeshore Road
Burlington, Ontario
L7R 4A6

905-336-4948 905-336-8901



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Fisheries Protection Program

867 Lakeshore Road
Burlington, Ontario
L7S 1A1

Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Great Lakes Forestry Centre

Jennifer Hallett
Fish Habitat Biologist

1219 Queen Street East
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 2E5

705-941-2012 705-941-2013

Transport Canada – Ontario
Region
Environmental Affairs,
Programs Branch

Environmental Assessment
Coordinator

4900 Yonge Street, 4th Floor
North York, ON
M2N 6A5

416-952-0485 416-952-0514

Transport Canada
Civil Aviation Ontario Region

4900 Yonge Street, Suite 400
North York, Ontario
M2N 6A5

Airport Sault Ste. Marie Airport Manager R.R. #1, Box #1
475 Airport Road
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5K6

705-779-3031

Provincial Agencies
Ministry of the Environment
Environment Assessment and
Approvals Branch

Environment Assessment and
Approvals Branch

2 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario, Floor 12A
M4V 1L5

416-314-8001 416-314-8452

Ministry of the Environment
District Office

Ron Dorscht, Area Supervisor 70 Foster Drive, Suite 110
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 6V4

Ministry of the Environment
Northern Region

Environmental Planner/EA
Coordinator
Technical Support Section

199 Larch Street
Suite 1201
Sudbury, Ontario
P3E 5P9

705-564-3273 705-564-4180

Ministry of Agriculture and Ray Valaitis 95 Dundas Street East 613-475-4764



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

Food
Engineering and Technology

Rural Planner RR#3
Brighton, Ontario  K0K 1H0

Ministry of Tourism, Culture
and Sport

Hearst Block, 9th Floor
900 Bay Street
Toronto, ON M7A 2E1

Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing
Community Planning and
Development

Manager 159 Cedar Street, Suite 401
Sudbury, Ontario
P3E 6A5

705-564-0120 705-564-6819

Ministry of Natural Resources
Policy and Planning
Coordination Branch

Director 300 Water Street, P.O. Box 7000,
5th Fl. , N. Tower
Peterborough, Ontario
K9J 8M5

705-755-1241 705-755-1971

Ministry of Natural Resources
Policy and Planning
Coordination Branch

Sharon Rew, (A) EA and EBR Team
Leader

300 Water Street, P.O. Box 7000,
5th Fl. , N. Tower
Peterborough, Ontario
K9J 8M5

705-755-1820 705-755-1259

Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry

Marjorie Hall 64 Church Street
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 3H3

705-949-1231 705-949-6450

Ministry of Northern
Development and Mines
NORTHEAST REGION
Ontario Government Complex

Catherine Daniels
Regional Land Use Geologist

5512 Hwy 101 E
PO Bag 3060
South Porcupine ON P0N1H0

Ministry of Northern
Development and Mines

Northern Development Advisor 70 Foster Drive, Suite 200
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 6V8

705-945-5900 945-5931

Ministry of Northern
Development and Mines

Grant Karwacki, Acting Manager
Corporate Policy Secretariat

Whitney Block, 5th

99 Wellesley Street West
Toronto, Ontario



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

M7A 1C3
Planning and Design Section
Ministry of Transportation

477 McKeown Avenue
Suite 301
North Bay, Ontario
P1B 9S9

Ministry of Transportation
District Office

70 Foster Drive, 4th Floor
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 6V4

705-945-6612 705-945-6830

Ministry of Energy
Energy Supply Policy
Division

Economist 77 Grenville St.  7th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M7A 2C1

Chris Goode
Ministry of Energy
TRANSMISSION POLICY

Senior Policy Advisor (Acting) -
6th Flr
77 Grenville St
Toronto ON M7A2C1

77 Grenville St.  7th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M7A 2C1

416-325-6926 416-325-6972

Ministry of Energy
- ENERGY SUPPLY
POLICY DIVISION

Allyson Hill
Executive Assistant/Policy Advisor
(Acting)

7th Flr
77 Grenville St
Toronto ON M7A2C1

416-327-7204 416-325-3438

Ministry of Health and Long
Term Care

5775 Yonge Street - 16th
FloorToronto ON M7A 2E5

416-314-5518 416-314-8721

Office of the Chief Medical
Officer of Health and
Assistant Deputy Minister

Dr. David Williams
Chief Medical Officer of Health
(Acting) - CHIEF MEDICAL
OFFICER OF HEALTH

393 University Ave
Toronto ON M5G2M2

416-212-3831

Infrastructure Ontario –
Professional Services

Lisa Myslicki
Environmental Coordinator
lisa.myslicki@infrastructureontario.ca

1 Dundas Street West, Suite 2000
Toronto, Ontario
M5G 2L5

416-212-3768

Municipal Agencies
Sault Ste. Marie Region
Conservation Authority

Rhonda Bateman, Manager 1100 Fifth Line East
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario

705-946-8530 705-946-8533



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

P6A 5K7
Sault North Planning Board 669 Wellington Street East

Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 2M6

705-254-6649 705-946-4286

Algoma Health Unit Officer of Health 294 Willow Avenue
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 0A9

705-942-4646 705-759-1534

Economic Development
Corporation

Tom Dodd, CEO 99 Foster Drive, 4th Floor
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5N1

705-759-5432 705-759-2185

Clean North David Trowbridge 736-A Queen Street East
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 2A9

705-945-1573

Algoma District School Board Central Plant Office
David Steele, Manager

190 Northern Ave. E.
Sault Ste. Marie, ON
P6B 4H6

705-945-7308 705-759-2811

City of Sault Ste. Marie Fire
Department

Fire Hall No. 1
Assistant Fire Chief Support Services

72 Tancred Street
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 2W1

705-759-5274 705-949-2341

City of Sault Ste. Marie Police
Department

580 Second Line East
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 4K1

705-949-6300 705-759-7820

PUC Services Inc. Andrew Hallett P.O. Box 9000
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 6P2

705-759-6500 705-759-6510

Bell Canada Alain Morin P.O. Box 610
690 Second Line East
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 4K3

705-759-7121 705-942-3557

Union Gas Don Van Daele 10 Industrial Court A
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 5W6

705-759-8481 705-759-2950



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

Shaw Communications Justin Williamson 23 Manitou Drive
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 6G9

705-759-2177 705-946-4773

Brookfield Power Ms. Leslie Smith
Environmental and Communication
Specialist

2 Sackville Road
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 6J6

705-759-7600 705-759-7706

Chamber of Commerce Shelly Barich, General Manager 369 Queen St. East #1
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 1Z4

705-949-7152 705-759-8166

Sault Trailblazers
Snowmobile Club

John Breckinridge, President 68 Old Garden River Road
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6B 5A4

705-759-0023 705-759-9971

Sault Ste. Marie Public
Library

Main Branch 50 East Street
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 3C3

705-759-5230

Churchill Branch 301 Lake Street
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 4B5

705-759-5248

Korah Branch 556 Goulais Avenue
Sault Ste. Marie, ON
P6C 5A7

705-759-5249

Township of Prince Municipal
Office Library

3042 Second Line West
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 6K4

705-779-3653

First Nations
Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs The Manager

Aboriginal Relationship Unit
Aboriginal Relations & Ministry
Partnerships Division

160 Bloor St E, 9th Floor
Toronto ON M7A2E6

Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs Matt Garrow
Director - STRATEGIC PLANNING

160 Bloor St E, 4th Floor
Toronto ON M7A2E6



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

AND ECONOMIC POLICY
BRANCH

Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs Jill Comerford
Senior Policy Advisor - STRATEGIC
PLANNING AND ECONOMIC
POLICY BRANCH

160 Bloor St E, 4th Floor
Toronto ON M7A2E6

Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs Heather Gardiner
Senior Policy Advisor (Acting) -
CONSULTATION POLICY
PROJECT OFFICE

4th
160 Bloor St. E, 4th Floor
Toronto ON M7A2E6

Aboriginal Affairs and
Northern Development
Environmental and Natural

Environmental Officer 25 St. Clair Avenue East
8th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M4T 1M2

416-973-1298 416-954-4328

Indian and Northern Affairs
Canada

Senior Claims Analyst 10 Wellington Street, Room 1310
Gatineau, Quebec
K1A 0H4

416-994-1121 416-963-3109

Batchewana First Nation Dean Sayers, Chief 236 Frontenac Street
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5K9

705-759-0914 705-759-9171

Batchewana First Nation Kim Lambert, CEO 236 Frontenac Street
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 5K9

705-759-0914 705-759-9171

Garden River First Nation Paul Syrette, Chief 7 Shingwauk Street, RR #4
Garden River, Ontario
P6A 6Z8

705-946-6300 705-945-1415

Garden River First Nation Caroline Barry 7 Shingwauk Street, RR #4
Garden River, Ontario
P6A 6Z8

705-946-6300 705-945-1415

Anishinabek/Union of Ontario
Indians

Intergovernmental Affairs Director 1 Migizii Miikan
North Bay, Ontario  P1B 8J8

705-497-9127



SAULT STE. MARIE WASTE DISPOSAL EA
CONTACT LIST

Agency / Company Name Address Phone Fax

Association of Iroquois and
Allied Indians

387 Princess Street
London, Ontario
N6B 2A7

519-434-2761 519-679-1653

Metis Nation of Ontario Shauna Hansen 26 Queen Street East
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 1Y3

705-254-1768

Missanabie Cree Jason Gauthier 559 Queen Street East
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 2A3

705-254-2702
Ext. 226

705-254-3292

Public Input

All Property Owners in a
1000m radius.  See “Property
Owner Mailing List Labels”

Kyle Malo * Mail returned 25 Bristol Place
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6A 6L9

705-257-0095

Hans J. Siemers 349 Second Avenue
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario
P6C 4N4

705-946-8569

Jason Bertrim
Q104

jason.bertrim@ssmradio.rogers.com

Hiawatha Shores Landfill Rob Lee
Landfill Manager

3098N 436 County Road
Gulliver, Michigan  49840
rob.lee@hiawathashores.com

906-341-2001
906-450-2400
cell

906-341-2051

Andre Riopel 200 Case Road
Sault Ste. Marie, ON  P6A 6J8
ariopel@shaw.ca

Scott Williamson 2-122 Trelawne Avenue
Songo30@hotmail.com

705-542-5809
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2017 3:06 PM
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC)
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Marshall, 

Gillianne (MOECC)
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA
Attachments: CONTACT LIST - Jan. 2016.pdf; draft notice of draft EA submission.pdf; Public 

Consultation Report - updated May 10 2016.pdf; 60395 historical summary.pdf

Hello Adam, 
 
Thank you for the introductory email.  I have addressed the items you included in your email and we would be pleased to 
coordinate a call with you once you have reviewed the attachments.  We are attaching the following for your 
consideration: 
 

 A brief overview of the project history to guide our upcoming telephone discussions; 
 The current project contact list – it is segregated by various “groups”; 
 DRAFT Notice to be published in local newspapers; 
 A copy of a DRAFT public consultation report (exclusive of appendices at this time) which summarizes 

consultation activities throughout the process - I believe this also provides a good record of engagement; 
 Consultation on the impact assessment reports and impact management strategy was completed in 2016 and the 

remaining consultation shall consist of the following: 
o publish Notices regarding the DRAFT in the local newspapers; 
o mail or email Notices to all individuals on the contact list to make them aware of the availability of the DRAFT 

document; 
o deliver or courier hardcopies of the DRAFT document to key Aboriginal Communities/Groups included in our 

contact list; 
o post the document on the City's project webpage;  
o make hardcopies available at the local MOECC office, City Hall and local public libraries; and 
o Reach out to Aboriginal Communities to offer to meet and discuss the contents of the reporting. 

 
In addition to the forgoing the project webpage is also a good resource which is accessible at the following link: 
http://saultstemarie.ca/City-Hall/City-Departments/Public-Works-Engineering-Services/Public-Works/Waste-
Management/Solid-Waste-Management-EA.aspx  
 
Looking forward to our future discussion. 
 
Enjoy the holiday weekend. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 12, 2017 11:12 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Marshall, Gillianne (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA 
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Hello Rick, 
 
Thank you for your email below, I was hoping that we could touch base sometime next week to have a ‘kick-off’ meeting 
(via phone) as there has been quite a gap between when the ToR was approved (2005) and now. I am thinking this 
would be helpful for me to get better acquainted with the history of the project as well as understanding the general 
timelines moving forward (and also to have a chance to meet you and your team).  
 
In advance of the meeting I am hoping you can forward the following items;  
 

 Contact list for the project 
o Specifically Aboriginal communities, public review locations, agencies and non-MOECC government 

contacts.  
 After a request Draft EA letter is sent to the MOECC I can provide the MOECC government 

review team list for your distribution – MOECC typically requests that the proponent sends the 
MOECC a letter requesting a review of the draft Environmental Assessment for the proposed 
project – (I can explain more on our call).  

 Notice to be published in newspapers 
 Recap of previous consultation events for ToR and Draft EA 
 List of future consultation events to support Draft and Final EA 

 
Also, in the attached excel sheet I have provided a template to track consultation efforts, once you review please let me 
know your thoughts and when you think consultation can start being tracked (considering this project is more than 10 
years old might be tough to start tracking from the beginning). Just looking to get a realistic sense of what we can track 
as well as outline what is required in the EAA and Codes of Practice.  
 
If you have any questions or need anything clarified please do not hesitate to let me know.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 
Adam Wright, M.Sc., RPP 
Special Project Officer, PCU 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
135 St. Clair Avenue West 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1P5 
T: (416) 314-8214 
E: Adam.Wright@ontario.ca   
 
 
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: April 6, 2017 9:27 AM 
To: Marshall, Gillianne (MOECC) 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA 
 
Thank you Gillianne. 
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Hello Adam – following your review of the email below please let me know if you would like me to call you to discuss 
this further…..thanks. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Marshall, Gillianne (MOECC) [mailto:Gillianne.Marshall@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, April 06, 2017 9:24 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
I apologize for the delayed response. I am going to pass your request along to my colleague Adam Wright, whose unit is 
responsible for coordinating the review of Individual EA’s for this type of project. Adam is cc’d on this email. 
 
Thanks, 
Gillianne 
 
 

Gillianne Marshall 
EA Coordinator/Planner 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
Northern Region 
435 James Street South, Floor 3 
Thunder Bay, ON P7E 6S7 
P: 807-475-1631 
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: March-09-17 2:41 PM 
To: Marshall, Gillianne (MOECC) 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca) 
Subject: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA 
 
Hello Gillianne, 
 
We are in the final stages of QA/QC reviews of the DRAFT EA submission.  Once all comments are addressed we will be 
making a submission on behalf of the City.  To facilitate a smooth submission we would like to confirm with you the best 
approach for making the submission. 
 
Our suggestion is as follows: 
 
We will issue an email notification to all government agencies on our contact list inviting them to comment on the contents 
of the DRAFT EA submission.  You may recall, that we previously circulated to you, our project contact list.  Your review 
of that contact list, and in particular the MOECC and Aboriginal contacts would be greatly appreciated.  The proposed 
email notification will identify the comment period and will also include, as an attachment, a "Project Backgrounder" to 
provide some context and background related to the project.  You may recall this "Backgrounder" was a suggestion that 
you made during our teleconference as you felt the verbal summary we provided to you was helpful. The email will also 
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include a link to the report but we will also offer to provide a hardcopy if desired. 
 
In addition to notifying all governmental agencies by email we will also: 

 publish Notices (DRAFT attached) in the local newspapers; 
 mail or email Notices to all individuals on the contact list to make them aware of the availability of the DRAFT 

document; 
 deliver or courier hardcopies of the DRAFT document to key Aboriginal Communities/Groups included in our 

contact list; 
 post the document on the City's project webpage; and  
 make hardcopies available at the local MOECC office, City Hall and local public libraries. 

 
We have prepared below, a DRAFT email to be issued to the governmental agencies, for your consideration. 
 
 
DRAFT EMAIL NOTIFICATION TO GOVERMENTAL AGENCIES 
We are pleased to provide you with a copy of the DRAFT City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management Environmental 
Assessment Document for your consideration and review.  It is our intent to address any significant shortcomings in the 
documentation prior to the formal submission of the final document to the Government Review team.  A link to the 
document is provided at the bottom of this email.  If you would prefer to receive a hardcopy  of the document please email 
Nancy Maahs of AECOM (nancy.maahs@aecom.com).  The comment period will remain open for 45 days and will 
conclude xxx.  We are hopeful that you will have some time to devote to provide feedback, as appropriate, prior to the 
formal submission.  Once the comment period has concluded the project team will carefully review the input received and 
will modify the documentation as appropriate prior to submitting a FINAL EA Report for formal review.  We look forward to 
your input and if you have specific questions that you would like addressed during your review please contact Rick Talvitie 
of AECOM by email (rick.talvitie@aecom.com) or telephone (705-942-2612) and he will coordinate further dialogue with 
the appropriate team members. 
 
Thank you in advance for your input. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 



THE CITY OF SAULT STE. MARIE
NOTICE OF DRAFT EA SUBMISSION

                              SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

You may also telephone if you have questions or would like additional information

The City of Sault Ste. Marie has undertaken an Environmental
Assessment (EA) Study to determine the preferred method for
managing its municipal solid waste.

The City has now prepared a Draft Environmental Assessment Report
to document the project.  This document explains the decision making
process, results of the studies and input received through the
consultation process.  The Report includes recommendations to
continue to enhance waste reduction, reuse and recycling with the
disposal of remaining residual waste accommodated within an
expansion of the existing municipal landfill on Fifth Line.  Details of
the proposed landfill expansion (including proposed landfill mining
within a portion of the existing site), potential impacts to the
environment and commitment to mitigate these impacts is also
included in the Draft EA.

HOW CAN PROVIDE INPUT?

The Draft EA Document will be available for public and agency review for a period of 45 days
beginning on xxx, 2017 and ending on xxx, 2017.  You can review this document at the
following locations:

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Address
Telephone
Hours of operation

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Civic Centre – Level 5
 99 Foster Drive
705-759-5378
Monday – Friday 8:30am – 4:30pm

Sault Ste. Marie Public Library (Centennial Library)
50 East Street
705-759-5230
Monday -Thursday 9am – 9pm
Friday 9 am  - 6 pm
Saturday 9 am – 5 pm
Sunday 2 pm – 5 pm

Sault Ste. Marie Public Library (Korah Branch)
556 Goulais Ave.
705-759-5249
Monday - Wednesday 1pm – 8pm
Thursday 10am – 6pm
Friday 1pm  - 5 pm
Saturday 10 am – 5 pm
Sunday 2 pm – 5 pm

Online at Saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA

Written comments regarding the Draft EA Document must be received by xxx, 2017.  Comments received by this time will be considered in
the final EA Document.  Written comments should be submitted to the Consultant Project Manager or the City’s Land Development and
Environmental Engineer by email or mail to:

Mr. Rick Talvitie P.Eng.
Project Manager, AECOM
523 Wellington Street East, Sault Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 2M4

Ms. Catherine Taddo, P.Eng.
Land Development and Environmental Engineer
City of Sault Ste. Marie, P.O. Box 580, 99 Foster Drive, Sault
Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 5N1

Phone: 705-942-2612
Email: rick.talvitie@aecom.com

Phone: (705) 759-5380
Email: c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca

Once comments have been considered, the City intends to finalize the EA Document and submit it to the Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change for formal review.

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in the
submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission will
become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

A

C

Conceptual Layout of Proposed Landfill Expansion Area

Existing Landfill Area
Proposed Horizontal Expansion Area
Proposed Landfill Mining Area
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Abernot, Tara

Subject: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission
Location: Teleconference

Start: Wed 5/3/2017 2:00 PM
End: Wed 5/3/2017 3:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer: Talvitie, Rick
Required Attendees: Karla Kolli; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Marshall, 

Gillianne (MOECC)
Optional Attendees: Wright, Adam (MOECC)

Updated to accommodate illness today. 
 
Updated to include call-in information. 
 
Good Morning, 
 
Looking forward to continuing discussions regarding the planned DRAFT Waste Management EA submission.  I have 
included some discussion points below as a starting point. 
 
Agenda 
 

1. Introductions 
2. Overview of Project History/Background 
3. Project Contact List 
4. Planned Notification of DRAFT Submission 
5. Consultation Completed to Date 
6. Submission Requirements 
7. Other 

Rick Talvitie invites you to join this Personal Conference meeting. 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
To join the audio portion of the Personal Conference meeting 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Canada Toll: +1 6025850124 
Canada Toll Free: 8447305001 
 
Having trouble dialing in? Try these backup numbers: 
US Toll Free: 1 844 712 3247 
US Toll: +1 602 585 0123 
Global call-in numbers: 
https://aecom.webex.com/aecom/globalcallin.php?serviceType=MC&ED=547863152&tollFree=1 
Toll-free dialing restrictions: https://aecom.webex.com/aecom/customer_tollfree_restrictions.pdf 
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Attendee access code: 329 664 82  
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
To join the online portion of the Personal Conference meeting 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
1. Go to https://aecom.webex.com/aecom/j.php?MTID=m9c6311a2848fbd07eeedd921fd24c054 
2. If a password is required, enter the Meeting Password: 32966482 
 
 
https://www.webex.com 
 
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTICE: This WebEx service includes a feature that allows audio and any documents and other materials 
exchanged or viewed during the session to be recorded. By joining this session, you automatically consent to such 
recordings. If you do not consent to the recording, discuss your concerns with the meeting host prior to the start of the 
recording or do not join the session. Please note that any such recordings may be subject to discovery in the event of 
litigation. 
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2017 3:22 PM
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC)
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca)
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission
Attachments: May 3, 2017 Telecom Record w MOECC, CTaddo, KKolli re draft ea submission.pdf

Hello Adam, 
 
I have attached my notes from our teleconference call earlier this week.  Let me know if anything was missed or changes 
are required. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, May 04, 2017 11:26 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Following up on our call, unfortunately I misspoke when I noted we had a template for requesting a MOECC review of 
the draft EA. This being said, the MOECC requires a very simple letter indicating that you are looking to submit a Draft EA 
for MOECC review specifying the date of submission and any additional context you feel is required. Essentially we just 
need a note giving us a heads up that the Draft EA is being submitted. You can address the letter to me (contact info 
below).  
 
If you have any questions please let me know.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 
Adam Wright, M.Sc., RPP 
Special Project Officer, PCU 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
135 St. Clair Avenue West 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1P5 
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Date May 3, 2017 Time

Between Adam Wright - MOECC and Rick Talvitie

Catherine Taddo – City of Sault Ste. Marie
(part-time)
Karla Kolli – Dillon Consulting (part-time)

Telephone # Project # 60117627

Project Name Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA

Subject Draft EA Submission Kickoff Meeting

PLEASE NOTE: If this communication record does not agree with your records of the meeting, or if there are any omissions,
please advise.  Otherwise it will be assumed that the contents of this record are correct.

The call served as a kickoff meeting for the submission of the Draft EA documentation for the City of
Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA.  The following summarizes the key discussion points:

 RT highlighted the composition of the consulting team and explained that resources were brought
to bear on the project from both AECOM and Dillon based on their respective strengths in various
disciplines.

 Adam Wright will be the overall coordinator for the Draft EA review and Gillianne Marshall will be
responsible for coordinating technical input from the regional office.

 All letters and submissions are to be addressed to Kathleen O’Neill, Director of the Environmental
Assessment and Approvals Branch.

 Adam will provide a template which will be used to provide some advanced warning to the
MOECC review team of the pending draft EA submission.  (Note: Adam later confirmed that a
short letter will suffice).

 It was suggested that approximately 2 weeks’ time advance notice should be provided prior to
submitting the Draft EA.

 It is anticipated that there will be a requirement to submit one hard copy of the Draft Report to the
Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch in Toronto.  Adam will confirm.

 RT provided a brief overview of the project background and project history with a focus on
Elementa’s involvement in the process, their current status and relevance to the EA.

 Adam acknowledged it would be beneficial to provide a brief reporting on the project background
to the MOECC review team.

 RT also noted that if advantageous, the consultant team would be prepared to conduct a
conference call with the MOECC review team – Adam to address at a alter date.

 RT also provided an overview of the Public Consultation undertaken to-date and noted that the
consultation history is documented in the Draft Public Consultation Report.

 The level of engagement with Aboriginal communities has been mixed to-date with varying levels
of participation.
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 All communication and consultation that has occurred with Aboriginal communities has been
documented.

 Adam will coordinate the reviews of the Draft EA to be completed by MOECC staff.  He will
provide a listing of those reviewers that will require hardcopies vs. those that are satisfied with a
link to a digital copy.

 Adam noted that on other projects, digital copies of the documentation have been provided in lieu
of hardcopies at various public viewing locations.  It is however the Proponents responsibility to
provide a dedicated viewing device (eg. laptop or tablet).

 RT noted that for other government agencies, we plan to provide a link to a digital copy of the
report and will offer to provide a hard copy if needed.

 RT questioned whether the MOECC has had any experience with aboriginal communities
requesting capacity funds for reviews of EA documentation.  Adam suggested that he will consult
with Peter Brown, their aboriginal engagement advisor and provide feedback or suggest a follow-
up call to discuss further.

 RT questioned whether it may be appropriate to incorporate the most recent Annual Development
Operations and Monitoring Reports for the landfill site as part of the EA documentation to assist
the team with their review.  Adam noted that this is not a specific requirement but it may be
helpful.

 Adam asked AECOM to review and comment on the record of engagement that he forwarded
previously.  The expectation is that the Record of Engagement would be used for any input
received from this date forward and would not have to be compiled for historical input.



 
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East 705 942 2612 tel 
Sault Ste. Marie, ON, Canada   P6A 2M4 705 942 3642 fax 
www.aecom.com 
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May 5, 2017 
 
Adam Wright, M.Sc., RPP 
Special Project Officer, PCU 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
135 St. Clair Avenue West 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1P5 
 
Dear Mr. Wright: 
 
Project No: 60117627 
Regarding: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management Environmental Assessment 
 
We appreciate your participation during the May 3, 2017 project kickoff meeting which included 
representation from MOECC, the City and the project consultants.   
 
During the meeting, we indicated that City plans to submit, in short order, the DRAFT Sault Ste. Marie 
Solid Waste Management Environmental Assessment.   The purpose of this letter is to provide 
advance notification of the planned submission of the DRAFT EA on or about May 24, 2017. 
 
Steps are currently being taken to finalize the DRAFT for broad dissemination and comments over a 
planned 45 day review period.  Ideally we would prefer to make the DRAFT available digitally via link 
but will also provide hardcopies as necessary to facility the MOECC’s review.   We would appreciate 
your feedback on the number of hard copies required by the MOECC.   
 
We will also be taking steps to make the DRAFT available to other Agencies, Aboriginal Communities 
and groups and the public at large.  This will be communicated via a Project Notice which will be 
distributed to the project mailing list, published in local newspapers and posted on the City’s website. 
 
We look forward to working with you through this phase of the project.  Let me know if you have any 
questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
AECOM Canada Ltd. 

 

 
 

Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario  

 

RT:nm 

cc: C. Taddo, City of Sault Ste. Marie Engineering 

  K. Kolli, Dillon Consulting 
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 9:56 AM
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC)
Subject: RE: Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA

Thanks for the quick reply. 
 
Can we include a phone number? And Can we include Monday – Friday 8:30am – 4:30pm for viewing times? 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 9:47 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Subject: RE: Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
Thank you for your email, in the attached I have included the address for the St. Clair review location as we prefer to 
provide access to those who are in this region as well. When I forward the GRT list (will send today) I’ll be sure to include 
this review location in the listing so you know how many copies to provide to MOECC in total.  
 
If you have any questions please let me know.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 9, 2017 7:17 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Subject: Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management EA 
 
Good Morning Adam, 
 
Please see the attached Notice related to the DRAFT EA.  Is it appropriate to have the document available for viewing at 
the local MOECC office?  Are there other MOECC sites that it should be available at for public viewing? 
 
A response this morning would be appreciated to facilitate publishing deadlines. 
 
Thanks.  
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Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 



THE CITY OF SAULT STE. MARIE
NOTICE OF DRAFT EA SUBMISSION

                              SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

You may also telephone if you have questions or would like additional information

The City of Sault Ste. Marie has undertaken an Environmental
Assessment (EA) Study to determine the preferred method for
managing its municipal solid waste.

The City has now prepared a Draft Environmental Assessment Report
to document the project.  This document explains the decision making
process, results of the studies and input received through the
consultation process.  The Report includes recommendations to
continue to enhance waste reduction, reuse and recycling with the
disposal of remaining residual waste accommodated within an
expansion of the existing municipal landfill on Fifth Line.  Details of
the proposed landfill expansion (including proposed landfill mining
within a portion of the existing site), potential impacts to the
environment and commitment to mitigate these impacts is also
included in the Draft EA.

HOW CAN PROVIDE INPUT?

The Draft EA Document will be available for public and agency review for a period of 45 days
beginning on May 24, 2017 and ending on July 7, 2017.  You can review this document at the
following locations:

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
70 Foster Drive, Suite 110
705-942-6354
Monday – Friday 8:30am – 4:30pm

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Civic Centre – Level 5
 99 Foster Drive
705-759-5378
Monday – Friday 8:30am – 4:30pm

Sault Ste. Marie Public Library (Centennial Library)
50 East Street
705-759-5230
Monday -Thursday 9am – 9pm
Friday 9 am  - 6 pm
Saturday 9 am – 5 pm
Sunday 2 pm – 5 pm

Sault Ste. Marie Public Library (Korah Branch)
556 Goulais Ave.
705-759-5249
Monday - Wednesday 1pm – 8pm
Thursday 10am – 6pm
Friday 1pm  - 5 pm
Saturday 10 am – 5 pm
Sunday 2 pm – 5 pm

Online at Saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA

Written comments regarding the Draft EA Document must be received by July 7, 2017.  Comments received by this time will be considered
in the final EA Document.  Written comments should be submitted to the Consultant Project Manager or the City’s Land Development and
Environmental Engineer by email or mail to:

Mr. Rick Talvitie P.Eng.
Project Manager, AECOM
523 Wellington Street East, Sault Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 2M4

Ms. Catherine Taddo, P.Eng.
Land Development and Environmental Engineer
City of Sault Ste. Marie, P.O. Box 580, 99 Foster Drive, Sault
Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 5N1

Phone: 705-942-2612
Email: rick.talvitie@aecom.com

Phone: (705) 759-5380
Email: c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca

Once comments have been considered, the City intends to finalize the EA Document and submit it to the Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change for formal review.

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in the
submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission will
become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

A

C

Conceptual Layout of Proposed Landfill Expansion Area

Existing Landfill Area
Proposed Horizontal Expansion Area
Proposed Landfill Mining Area
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 8:55 AM
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC)
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission

Thanks Adam. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 8:54 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Sorry for the delay in getting the MOECC GRT list to you. I am waiting to hear back from folks regarding their preference 
(electronic or hard copy) and will send this along as soon as I can (hopefully before end of the week).  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 16, 2017 2:50 PM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Adam (Note: I am using "Hi" this time to avoid a similar typo to what was included in my previous email!). 
 
I just wanted to reiterate that given the size of the document the preference is to limit the number of hardcopies as 
much as possible. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick 
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 2:38 PM 
To: 'Wright, Adam (MOECC)' 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hell Adam - just touching base......will you have a MOECC distribution list, including the number of hardcopies required 
before the end of this week? 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2017 3:30 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Please see attached 



 AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East 705 942 2612 tel 
Sault Ste. Marie, ON, Canada   P6A 2M4 705 942 3642 fax 
www.aecom.com 
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May 17, 2017 
 
 
Mr. Danny Sayers 
Batchewana First Nation 
236 Frontenac Street 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario 
P6A 5K9 
 
Dear Mr. Sayers: 
 
Project No: 60117627 (60395) 
Regarding: City of Sault Ste. Marie 
 DRAFT Waste Management Environmental Assessment Report 
 
The City of Sault Ste. Marie is continuing to move forward with its Waste Management Environmental 
Assessment.  We last contacted you in January, 2016 when we completed an impact assessment for 
the preferred landfill expansion option.  
 
To date, a considerable level of study has been completed in developing and assessing the preferred 
approach to managing waste in and around the City of Sault Ste. Marie.  The work completed to date 
has resulted in the following observations: 
 

 The preferred approach to managing waste in the future is through increased waste diversion 
(ie. 3R’s - reduction, reuse and recycling) and landfilling any remaining residual waste. 

 The preferred approach to landfilling residual waste is an expansion of the existing City 
owned and operated disposal site located at 402 Fifth Line East in the City of Sault Ste. 
Marie.   

 The preferred expansion option incorporates a moderate increase in the height or elevation of 
the waste and an expansion of the disposal footprint to the north and west of the existing 
footprint.  The preferred option also includes landfill mining within the western portion of the 
existing disposal footprint to enhance groundwater protection.  This process involves 
excavating existing disposed waste and cover material, recovering recyclables and earthen 
material or “fines” and returning the waste to the disposal footprint.  All mined and expansion 
areas will include the construction of a liner beneath the waste to collect leachate 
(precipitation contaminated as it filters through waste) and direct it to the City’s sewage 
treatment plant for treatment.  The existing disposal footprint and proposed mining and 
expansion areas are highlighted in a figure in the attached Notice.   

The City has now completed a Draft Environmental Assessment Report to document the project.  
This document explains the decision making process, results of the studies and input received 
through the consultation process.  Details of the proposed landfill expansion, potential impacts to the 
environment and commitment to mitigate these impacts is also included in the Draft EA.  
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We are now seeking input from Government agencies, stakeholders, Aboriginal Communities and the 
general public regarding the Draft Report.  We have attached a Notice of the Draft EA completion and 
we encourage you to share this Notice with your Community members. 
 
We will be delivering a copy of the completed Draft EA Report to the Band Office prior to May 24, 
2017.  It would be appreciated if you could also make this document available to your 
community members.  This Draft EA reports is also available electronically on the City’s website at 
saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA. 
 
We would appreciate receiving your input by July 7, 2017. 
 
As always, we would also be pleased to meet with you and/or Band Council to discuss the 
project details.  Please contact our office by telephone or email to arrange a meeting. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you! 
 
Sincerely, 
AECOM Canada Ltd. 
 
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Project Manager 
RT:nm 
Encl. 
 
cc: Chief Dean Sayers 
 C. Taddo, City Engineering 
 K. Kolli, Dillon Consulting 
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May 17, 2017 
 
Jesse Fieldwebster, Consultation Assessment Co-ordinator 
Metis Nation of Ontario 
355 Cranston Crescent, P.O. Box 4 
Midland, Ontario  L4R 4K6 
 
Dear Mr. Fieldwebster: 
 
Project No: 60117627 (60395) 
Regarding: City of Sault Ste. Marie 
 DRAFT Waste Management Environmental Assessment Report 
 
The City of Sault Ste. Marie is continuing to move forward with its Waste Management Environmental 
Assessment.  We last contacted you in in the spring of 2016 when we completed an impact 
assessment for the preferred landfill expansion option.  At that time our team met with you and your 
Committee and we continued to exchange information after the meeting.   
 
To date, a considerable level of study has been completed in developing and assessing the preferred 
approach to managing waste in and around the City of Sault Ste. Marie.  The work completed to date 
has resulted in the following observations: 
 

 The preferred approach to managing waste in the future is through increased waste diversion 
(ie. 3R’s - reduction, reuse and recycling) and landfilling any remaining residual waste. 

 The preferred approach to landfilling residual waste is an expansion of the existing City 
owned and operated disposal site located at 402 Fifth Line East in the City of Sault Ste. 
Marie.   

 The preferred expansion option incorporates a moderate increase in the height or elevation of 
the waste and an expansion of the disposal footprint to the north and west of the existing 
footprint.  The preferred option also includes landfill mining within the western portion of the 
existing disposal footprint to enhance groundwater protection.  This process involves 
excavating existing disposed waste and cover material, recovering recyclables and earthen 
material or “fines” and returning the waste to the disposal footprint.  All mined and expansion 
areas will include the construction of a liner beneath the waste to collect leachate 
(precipitation contaminated as it filters through waste) and direct it to the City’s sewage 
treatment plant for treatment.  The existing disposal footprint and proposed mining and 
expansion areas are highlighted in a figure in the attached Notice.   

The City has now completed a Draft Environmental Assessment Report to document the project.  
This document explains the decision making process, results of the studies and input received 
through the consultation process.  Details of the proposed landfill expansion, potential impacts to the 
environment and the City’s commitment to mitigate these impacts is also included in the Draft EA.  
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We are now seeking input from Government agencies, stakeholders, Aboriginal Communities and the 
general public regarding the Draft Report.  We have attached a Notice of the Draft EA completion and 
we encourage you to share this Notice with your members. 
 
The Draft EA report is available electronically on the City’s website at 
saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA.  In addition we could also provide a hardcopy of the report but it is 
quite lengthy. 
 
We would appreciate receiving your input by July 7, 2017. 
 
As always, we would also be pleased to meet with you and your Committee at your 
convenience to further discuss the project details.  Please contact our office by telephone or 
email to arrange a meeting or to obtain a hardcopy of the report. 
 
Sincerely, 
AECOM Canada Ltd. 
 
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Project Manager 
RT:nm 
Encl. 
 
cc: C. Taddo, City Engineering 
 K. Kolli, Dillon Consulting 
 



 AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East 705 942 2612 tel 
Sault Ste. Marie, ON, Canada   P6A 2M4 705 942 3642 fax 
www.aecom.com 

 

May 2017 Correspondence W Prince Twp.Docx 

May 17, 2017 
 
 
Peggy Greco, CAO / Clerk-Treasurer 
Prince Township Municipal Office 
3042 Second Line West 
Prince Township, ON 
P6A 6K4 
 
Dear Ms. Greco: 
 
Project No: 60117627 (60395) 
Regarding: City of Sault Ste. Marie 
 DRAFT Waste Management Environmental Assessment Report 
 
The City of Sault Ste. Marie is continuing to move forward with its Waste Management Environmental 
Assessment.  We last contacted you in January, 2016 when we completed an impact assessment for 
the preferred landfill expansion option.  
 
To date, a considerable level of study has been completed in developing and assessing the preferred 
approach to managing waste in and around the City of Sault Ste. Marie.  The work completed to date 
has resulted in the following observations: 
 

 The preferred approach to managing waste in the future is through increased waste diversion 
(ie. 3R’s - reduction, reuse and recycling) and landfilling any remaining residual waste. 

 The preferred approach to landfilling residual waste is an expansion of the existing City 
owned and operated disposal site located at 402 Fifth Line East in the City of Sault Ste. 
Marie.   

 The preferred expansion option incorporates a moderate increase in the height or elevation of 
the waste and an expansion of the disposal footprint to the north and west of the existing 
footprint.  The preferred option also includes landfill mining within the western portion of the 
existing disposal footprint to enhance groundwater protection.  This process involves 
excavating existing disposed waste and cover material, recovering recyclables and earthen 
material or “fines” and returning the waste to the disposal footprint.  All mined and expansion 
areas will include the construction of a liner beneath the waste to collect leachate 
(precipitation contaminated as it filters through waste) and direct it to the City’s sewage 
treatment plant for treatment.  The existing disposal footprint and proposed mining and 
expansion areas are highlighted in a figure in the attached Notice.   

The City has now completed a Draft Environmental Assessment Report to document the project.  
This document explains the decision making process, results of the studies and input received 
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through the consultation process.  Details of the proposed landfill expansion, potential impacts to the 
environment and commitment to mitigate these impacts is also included in the Draft EA.  
 
We are now seeking input from Government agencies, stakeholders, Aboriginal Communities and the 
general public regarding the Draft Report.  We have attached a Notice of the Draft EA completion and 
we encourage you to share this Notice with your residents. 
 
The Draft EA report is available electronically on the City’s website at 
saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA.  In addition we could also provide a hardcopy of the report but it is 
quite lengthy. 
 
We would appreciate receiving your input by July 7, 2017. 
 
As always, we would also be pleased to meet with you at your convenience to discuss the 
project details.  Please contact our office by telephone or email to arrange a meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 
AECOM Canada Ltd. 
 
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Project Manager 
RT:nm 
Encl. 
 
cc: C. Taddo, City Engineering 
 K. Kolli, Dillon Consulting 
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May 17, 2017 
 
 
Mr. Jason Gauthier, Chief 
Missanabie Cree 
559 Queen Street East 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario 
P6A 2A3 
 
Dear Mr. Gauthier: 
 
Project No: 60117627 (60395) 
Regarding: City of Sault Ste. Marie 
 DRAFT Waste Management Environmental Assessment Report 
 
The City of Sault Ste. Marie is continuing to move forward with its Waste Management Environmental 
Assessment.  We last contacted you in January, 2016 when we completed an impact assessment for 
the preferred landfill expansion option.  
 
To date, a considerable level of study has been completed in developing and assessing the preferred 
approach to managing waste in and around the City of Sault Ste. Marie.  The work completed to date 
has resulted in the following observations: 
 

 The preferred approach to managing waste in the future is through increased waste diversion 
(ie. 3R’s - reduction, reuse and recycling) and landfilling any remaining residual waste. 

 The preferred approach to landfilling residual waste is an expansion of the existing City 
owned and operated disposal site located at 402 Fifth Line East in the City of Sault Ste. 
Marie.   

 The preferred expansion option incorporates a moderate increase in the height or elevation of 
the waste and an expansion of the disposal footprint to the north and west of the existing 
footprint.  The preferred option also includes landfill mining within the western portion of the 
existing disposal footprint to enhance groundwater protection.  This process involves 
excavating existing disposed waste and cover material, recovering recyclables and earthen 
material or “fines” and returning the waste to the disposal footprint.  All mined and expansion 
areas will include the construction of a liner beneath the waste to collect leachate 
(precipitation contaminated as it filters through waste) and direct it to the City’s sewage 
treatment plant for treatment.  The existing disposal footprint and proposed mining and 
expansion areas are highlighted in a figure in the attached Notice.   

The City has now completed a Draft Environmental Assessment Report to document the project.  
This document explains the decision making process, results of the studies and input received 
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through the consultation process.  Details of the proposed landfill expansion, potential impacts to the 
environment and commitment to mitigate these impacts is also included in the Draft EA.  
 
We are now seeking input from Government agencies, stakeholders, Aboriginal Communities and the 
general public regarding the Draft Report.  We have attached a Notice of the Draft EA completion and 
we encourage you to share this Notice with your members. 
 
We will be delivering a copy of the completed Draft EA Report to the Sault Ste. Marie office prior to 
May 24, 2017.  It would be appreciated if you could also make this document available to your 
members.  This Draft EA reports is also available electronically on the City’s website at 
saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA. 
 
We would appreciate receiving your input by July 7, 2017. 
 
As always, we would also be pleased to meet with you at your convenience to discuss the 
project details.  Please contact our office by telephone or email to arrange a meeting. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
AECOM Canada Ltd. 
 
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Project Manager 
RT:nm 
Encl. 
 
cc: C. Taddo, City Engineering 
 K. Kolli, Dillon Consulting 
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May 17, 2017 
 
Chief Paul Syrette 
Garden River First Nation 
7 Shingwauk Street, RR #4 
Garden River, Ontario 
P6A 6Z8 
 
Dear Chief Syrette: 
 
Project No: 60117627 (60395) 
Regarding: City of Sault Ste. Marie 
 DRAFT Waste Management Environmental Assessment Report 
  
The City of Sault Ste. Marie is continuing to move forward with its Waste Management Environmental 
Assessment.  We last contacted you in January, 2016 when we completed an impact assessment for 
the preferred landfill expansion option.  
 
We are grateful for the opportunities we have had to inform Band Council and Band members 
regarding this project.  We met with Band Council on April 3, 2007 and June 8, 2010 and conducted 
an Open House in your Community on August 9, 2007. 
 
To date, a considerable level of study has been completed in developing and assessing the preferred 
approach to managing waste in and around the City of Sault Ste. Marie.  The work completed to date 
has resulted in the following observations: 
 

 The preferred approach to managing waste in the future is through increased waste diversion 
(ie. 3R’s - reduction, reuse and recycling) and landfilling any remaining residual waste. 

 The preferred approach to landfilling residual waste is an expansion of the existing City 
owned and operated disposal site located at 402 Fifth Line East in the City of Sault Ste. 
Marie.   

 The preferred expansion option incorporates a moderate increase in the height or elevation of 
the waste and an expansion of the disposal footprint to the north and west of the existing 
footprint.  The preferred option also includes landfill mining within the western portion of the 
existing disposal footprint to enhance groundwater protection.  This process involves 
excavating existing disposed waste and cover material, recovering recyclables and earthen 
material or “fines” and returning the waste to the disposal footprint.  All mined and expansion 
areas will include the construction of a liner beneath the waste to collect leachate 
(precipitation contaminated as it filters through waste) and direct it to the City’s sewage 
treatment plant for treatment.  The existing disposal footprint and proposed mining and 
expansion areas are highlighted in a figure in the attached Notice.   
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The City has now completed a Draft Environmental Assessment Report to document the project.  
This document explains the decision making process, results of the studies and input received 
through the consultation process.  Details of the proposed landfill expansion, potential impacts to the 
environment and commitment to mitigate these impacts is also included in the Draft EA.  
 
We are now seeking input from Government agencies, stakeholders, Aboriginal Communities and the 
general public regarding the Draft Report.  We have attached a Notice of the Draft EA completion and 
we encourage you to share the Notice with your Community. 
 
We will be delivering a copy of the completed Draft EA Report to the Band Office prior to May 24, 
2017.  It would be appreciated if you could make this document available to your community 
members.  This Draft EA reports is also available electronically on the City’s website at 
saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA. 
 
We would appreciate receiving your input by July 7, 2017. 
 
As always, we would also be pleased to meet with you and your Council at your convenience 
to discuss the project details.  Please contact our office by telephone or email to arrange a 
meeting. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you! 
 
Sincerely, 
AECOM Canada Ltd. 
 
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Project Manager 
RT:nm 
Encl. 
 
cc: C. Taddo, City Engineering 
 K. Kolli, Dillon Consulting 
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May 17, 2017 
 
 
Colleague 
Metis Nation of Ontario 
26 Queen Street East 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario 
P6A 1Y3 
 
Dear Colleague: 
 
Project No: 60117627 (60395) 
Regarding: City of Sault Ste. Marie 
 DRAFT Waste Management Environmental Assessment Report 
 
The City of Sault Ste. Marie is continuing to move forward with its Waste Management Environmental 
Assessment.  We last contacted you in January, 2016 when we completed an impact assessment for 
the preferred landfill expansion option.  
 
To date, a considerable level of study has been completed in developing and assessing the preferred 
approach to managing waste in and around the City of Sault Ste. Marie.  The work completed to date 
has resulted in the following observations: 
 

 The preferred approach to managing waste in the future is through increased waste diversion 
(ie. 3R’s - reduction, reuse and recycling) and landfilling any remaining residual waste. 

 The preferred approach to landfilling residual waste is an expansion of the existing City 
owned and operated disposal site located at 402 Fifth Line East in the City of Sault Ste. 
Marie.   

 The preferred expansion option incorporates a moderate increase in the height or elevation of 
the waste and an expansion of the disposal footprint to the north and west of the existing 
footprint.  The preferred option also includes landfill mining within the western portion of the 
existing disposal footprint to enhance groundwater protection.  This process involves 
excavating existing disposed waste and cover material, recovering recyclables and earthen 
material or “fines” and returning the waste to the disposal footprint.  All mined and expansion 
areas will include the construction of a liner beneath the waste to collect leachate 
(precipitation contaminated as it filters through waste) and direct it to the City’s sewage 
treatment plant for treatment.  The existing disposal footprint and proposed mining and 
expansion areas are highlighted in a figure in the attached Notice.   

The City has now completed a Draft Environmental Assessment Report to document the project.  
This document explains the decision making process, results of the studies and input received 
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through the consultation process.  Details of the proposed landfill expansion, potential impacts to the 
environment and commitment to mitigate these impacts is also included in the Draft EA.  
 
We are now seeking input from Government agencies, stakeholders, Aboriginal Communities and the 
general public regarding the Draft Report.  We have attached a Notice of the Draft EA completion and 
we encourage you to share the Notice with your members. 
 
We will be delivering a copy of the completed Draft EA Report to your office prior to May 24, 2017.  It 
would be appreciated if you could make this document available to your members.  This Draft 
EA reports is also available electronically on the City’s website at saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA. 
 
We would appreciate receiving your input by July 7, 2017. 
 
As always, we would also be pleased to meet with you at your convenience to discuss the 
project details.  Please contact our office by telephone or email to arrange a meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 
AECOM Canada Ltd. 
 
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Project Manager 
RT:nm 
Encl. 
 
cc: C. Taddo, City Engineering 
 K. Kolli, Dillon Consulting 



THE CITY OF SAULT STE. MARIE
NOTICE OF DRAFT EA SUBMISSION

                              SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

You may also telephone if you have questions or would like additional information

The City of Sault Ste. Marie has undertaken an Environmental Assessment
(EA) Study to determine the preferred method for managing its municipal solid
waste.

The City has now prepared a Draft Environmental Assessment Report to
document the project.  This document explains the decision making process,
results of the studies and input received through the consultation process.
The Report includes recommendations to continue to enhance waste
reduction, reuse and recycling with the disposal of remaining residual waste
accommodated within an expansion of the existing municipal landfill on Fifth
Line.  Details of the proposed landfill expansion (including proposed landfill
mining within a portion of the existing site), potential impacts to the
environment and commitment to mitigate these impacts is also included in the
Draft EA.

HOW CAN PROVIDE INPUT?

The Draft EA Document will be available for public and agency review for a period of 45 days beginning on May 24, 2017 and ending on
July 7, 2017.  You can review this document at the following locations:

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
70 Foster Drive, Suite 110, Sault Ste. Marie ON P6A 6V4
705-942-6354
Monday – Friday 8:30am – 4:30pm

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, EAB
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor, Toronto ON M4V 1P5
416-314-8214
Monday – Friday 8:30am – 4:30pm

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Civic Centre – Level 5
 99 Foster Drive
705-759-5378
Monday – Friday 8:30am – 12:00pm and 1:00pm – 4:30pm

Sault Ste. Marie Public Library (Centennial Library)
50 East Street
705-759-5230
Monday -Thursday 9am – 9pm
Friday 9 am  - 6 pm
Saturday 9 am – 5 pm
Sunday 2 pm – 5 pm

Sault Ste. Marie Public Library (Korah Branch)
556 Goulais Ave.
705-759-5249
Monday - Wednesday 1pm – 8pm
Thursday 10am – 6pm
Friday 1pm  - 5 pm
Saturday 10 am – 5 pm
Sunday 2 pm – 5 pm

Online at Saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA

Written comments regarding the Draft EA Document must be received by July 7, 2017.  Comments received by this time will be considered
in the final EA Document.  Written comments should be submitted to the Consultant Project Manager or the City’s Land Development and
Environmental Engineer by email or mail to:

Mr. Rick Talvitie P.Eng.
Project Manager, AECOM
523 Wellington Street East, Sault Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 2M4

Ms. Catherine Taddo, P.Eng.
Land Development and Environmental Engineer
City of Sault Ste. Marie, 99 Foster Drive, Sault Ste. Marie,
ON, P6A 5X6

Phone: 705-942-2612
Email: rick.talvitie@aecom.com

Phone: (705) 759-5380
Email: c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca

Once comments have been considered, the City intends to finalize the EA Document and submit it to the Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change for formal review.

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in the
submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission will
become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.
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May 23, 2017 
 

Mr. Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario, AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 

 
Dear Mr. Talvitie: 

 

Thank you for your letter of May 5, 2017, on behalf of the City of Sault Ste. Marie, 
requesting that the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change carry out a review of 
the draft Environmental Assessment for the proposed Waste Management environmental 
assessment (EA). I am pleased to provide you with the following response. 

 
The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change is committed to working with the City 
of Sault Ste. Marie to facilitate the review of the draft Environmental Assessment 
documentation; and, is supportive of carrying out a review to determine whether the draft 
documentation meets the requirements under the province of Ontario’s Environmental 
Assessment Act and the expectations set forth in the Ministry’s Code of Practice: Preparing 
and Reviewing Environmental Assessments in Ontario. The Ministry will also use the review 
to assess the clarity and detail of the draft EA documentation, in order to ensure that the 
Minister of the Environment and Climate Change will be able to fully understand all the 
information in the EA when making a decision about the proposed undertaking. 

 
In order to facilitate the review of the draft Environmental Assessment, the City of Sault Ste. 
Marie is requested to provide the following Ministry Technical Reviewers and review 
locations with the identified number of copies, both hard and electronic, of the draft 
Environmental Assessment documentation, which they require to complete their review by 
no later than May 26, 2017: 

 

Name Documentation Requirements 

 
Ms. Paula Allen, APEP Supervisor 

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 

Northern Region, Technical Support Section 

Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning 

199 Larch Street, 12th Fl. Suite 1201 

Sudbury, ON P3E 5P9 

 

 
One hard copy of the main document 

and one electronic copy of the entire 

Environmental Assessment (including all 

appendices and supporting information) 

for the public record. 
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Name Documentation Requirements 

 
Ms. Gillianne Marshall, EA Coordinator (A) 

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 

Northern Region, Technical Support Section 

Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning 

435 James Street South, Suite 331 

Thunder Bay ON  P7E 6S7 

 

 
One electronic copy of the entire 

Environmental Assessment (including all 

appendices and supporting information). 

Mr. Dickson Odame-Osafo, Waste – Senior 
Review Engineer  

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 

Environmental Approvals Branch, Approval 

Services 

135 St Clair Ave West, 1st Floor 

Toronto, ON M4V 1P5 

 

One electronic copy of the entire 
Environmental Assessment (including all 
appendices and supporting information). 

Mr. Guowang Qiu, Air Quality Analyst 

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 

Northern Region, Technical Support Section 

Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning 

199 Larch Street, 12th Fl. Suite 1201 

Sudbury, ON P3E 5P9 

 

One electronic copy of the entire 

Environmental Assessment (including all 

appendices and supporting information). 

Ms. Archana Uprety, Hydrogeologist 

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 

Northern Region, Technical Support Section 

Water Unit 

199 Larch Street, 12th Fl. Suite 1201 

Sudbury, ON P3E 5P9 

 

One electronic copy of the entire 

Environmental Assessment (including all 

appendices and supporting information). 

Ms. Eva Maciaszek, Surface Water Specialist 

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 

Northern Region, Technical Support Section 

Water Unit 

199 Larch Street, 12th Fl. Suite 1201 

Sudbury, ON P3E 5P9 

 

One electronic copy of the entire 

Environmental Assessment (including all 

appendices and supporting information). 

Ms. Trina Rawn, District Manager                    

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change                              

Northern Region, Kenora Area Office               

808 Robertson Street, 2nd Floor                       

Kenora, ON  P9N 1X9                  

 

 

One hard copy of the main document and 

one electronic copy of the entire 

Environmental Assessment (including all 

appendices and supporting information) for 

the public record. 
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Name Documentation Requirements 

 

Mr. Kevin Belsito, Area Supervisor (A) 

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 

Northern Region, Sault Ste. Marie Area Office 

70 Foster Drive, Suite 110 

Sault Ste. Marie, ON P6A 6V4 

 

One electronic copy of the entire 

Environmental Assessment (including all 

appendices and supporting information).  

Mr. Rick LaLonde, Environmental Officer 

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 

Northern Region, Sault Ste. Marie Area Office 
70 Foster Drive, Suite 110 

Sault Ste. Marie, ON P6A 6V4 

 

One hard copy of the main document 

and one electronic copy of the entire 

Environmental Assessment (including all 

appendices and supporting information). 

Mr. Adam Wright, Special Project Officer 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
Project Coordination UNIT 2 
135 St Clair Avenue West, 1st Fl. 
Toronto ON M4V 1P5 
 

Two hard copies of the main document and 

two electronic copies of the entire 

Environmental Assessment (including all 

appendices and supporting information).* 

 
*One hard and electronic copy is for the 
public record 

 

 

For the purposes of carrying out the review of City of Sault Ste. Marie’s draft EA for the 
proposed Waste Management EA, the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change will 
require a minimum of six weeks. The Ministry will therefore provide any comments on the draft 
EA documentation by no later than July 7, 2017. Please note that for all reviewers who have 
indicated they will review via an electronic copy, I will forward the electronic copies once I 
receive them from the City of Sault Ste. Marie. If additional hard copies are required to facilitate 
the review, I will contact you as soon as possible.  

 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact the undersigned at 
(416) 314-8214 or by e-mail at adam.wright@ontario.ca.  

Yours sincerely, 

 
 

  
 

Adam Wright, Special Project Officer 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
1st Floor, 135 St. Clair Avenue West 
Toronto ON  M4V 1P5 

mailto:adam.wright@ontario.ca.
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 2:19 PM
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC)
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission

Hi Adam – do to a printing issue this will be going out in tomorrow’s courier. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 11:40 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Maahs, Nancy 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Yes, please send to the address noted below.  
 
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 7th floor 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1P5 
 
Thanks! 
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 23, 2017 11:21 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Maahs, Nancy 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Adam,  
 
We will courier a copy of the document to the MOECC EAB today.  Should it be to your attention? 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
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From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 10:51 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Thank you for letting me know Rick, my apologies in the delay getting the GRT list to you, I am waiting on one final name 
as their supervisor was on vacation this week. I will send later today regardless and send an updated list (with the one 
name) when I receive it.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 23, 2017 10:48 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
Just an FYI the DRAFT Waste Management EA Report has been posted to the project webpage and is accessible at the 
link provided below. 
 
We will be distributing hardcopies over the next couple of days. 
 
www.saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA   
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 8:54 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Sorry for the delay in getting the MOECC GRT list to you. I am waiting to hear back from folks regarding their preference 
(electronic or hard copy) and will send this along as soon as I can (hopefully before end of the week).  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 16, 2017 2:50 PM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Adam (Note: I am using "Hi" this time to avoid a similar typo to what was included in my previous email!). 
 
I just wanted to reiterate that given the size of the document the preference is to limit the number of hardcopies as 
much as possible. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick 
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 2:38 PM 
To: 'Wright, Adam (MOECC)' 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hell Adam - just touching base......will you have a MOECC distribution list, including the number of hardcopies required 
before the end of this week? 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2017 3:30 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Please see attached 
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2017 12:39 PM
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) (Adam.Wright@ontario.ca)
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Maahs, Nancy
Subject: Sault Ste. Marie - DRAFT Waste Management EA
Attachments: Final Historical Summary.pdf

Hello Adam, 
 
Thank you for your letter dated May 23, 2017. We appreciate consideration of the City’s DRAFT Waste Management EA 
and we look forward to working with you and your team. 
 
In accordance with your letter we will be couriering hard copies which will arrive at the various destinations on Friday 
May 26th. 
 
We have made a digital copy of the entire report including appendices and supporting information available on the 
project webpage.  The project webpage is accessible at the link provided below.  Please forward this email to your team 
to allow them to access the digital copy of the documentation. 
 
In addition we have also attached a brief narrative that provides an overview of the project history that may assist your 
team in understanding the project timelines. 
 
Let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Link to the Project Webpage and the DRAFT EA documentation:  www.saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA  
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 



City of Sault Ste. Marie
Waste Management Environmental Assessment
Project History

To assist Review Agencies, we have provided below, a concise summary of the waste management
planning work and approximate timelines.

 Comprehensive Waste Management Planning Study initiated by the City of Sault Ste. Marie in the
summer of 2000.

 Completed the Current Waste Management System Summary report in September 2000 which
included a comprehensive description of current waste management programs.

 City identified a need to focus on improving its 9% residential diversion rate.

 Completed a comprehensive residential waste composition study in March 2001 to better
understand waste diversion targets.

 Inventoried organic waste quantities and types and identified management options in the Organic
Waste Diversion Report – April 2000.

 Prepared the Alternative Waste Diversion/Collection Systems Report in June 2001 documenting
alternative ways and means of improving the residential diversion rate.

 Council endorses an aggressive waste diversion strategy in 2001.

 Summer 2002 – City issues an RFP for enhanced curbside recyclables collection and awards a
contract later that year which includes the construction of a new MRF.

 Summer 2002 – City initiates a co-composting pilot study to investigate the feasibility of
composting various types of organic wastes including biosolids from their two waste water
treatment plants – final report issued February 2004.

 City proceeds with significant enhancements to multi-residential recyclables collection.

 Leaf and yard waste composting is initiated by the City at its landfill with bi-weekly collection
throughout the growing season.

 The City developed a comprehensive Business and Implementation Plan which identified the
costs of the existing and proposed waste management programs and explored strategies to
recover those costs (bag limits, bag fees, increased tipping and gate fees) - February 2003

 Recommendations approved by Council regarding cost recovery (increased user fees), reduced
curbside setout limits and bag fees (i.e. partial pay-as-you-throw system) – Summer 2003

 Once the diversion programs were enhanced the City focused its efforts on its problem of
diminishing waste disposal capacity.



Waste Management Environmental Assessment – Project History

 Waste Collection and Disposal Alternatives Report completed July 2002 identified and evaluated
a number of disposal options and included public input.  The study was initiated to support a
scoped or focused EA.

 DRAFT “scoped” ToR prepared to address landfill mining/expansion with public consultation on
the Draft ToR in the summer of 2003.

 The June 2003 Richmond Court Decision results in MOE communicating that it does not have the
power to approve scoped ToR’s – September 2003.

 City convenes a meeting with MOE – December 2003.

 City decided to revise ToR to reflect a full EA – December 2003.

 Revised ToR to reflect a full EA – July 2005.

 MOE Approval of ToR – September 2005.

 AECOM/Dillon selected by the City to undertake an EA – summer 2006.

 Initiated work on the “Problem/Opportunity” and “Alternatives To” components.

 Consultation on the “Alternatives To” and evaluation criteria undertaken in the summer of 2007.

 Elementa (formerly Enquest Power – a waste-to-energy vendor) initiated discussions with the City
of Sault Ste. Marie to gain support for a pilot scale energy-from-waste (EFW) facility in Sault Ste.
Marie.

 A small pilot scale EFW facility (maximum 3 tonnes/day) was commissioned by Elementa in 2007
and operational testing on limited quantities of various waste types was undertaken in 2007-08.

 Elementa subsequently approached the City to endorse a waste supply agreement to allow
construction of a larger commercial demonstration facility.

 During the timeline from January 2009 until May 2010 there were no significant EA activities
undertaken. City Council felt it was important to allow time for the Elementa pilot project to mature
and bring clarity to the role Elementa may play in the City’s overall waste management plan prior
to moving forward with the Environmental Assessment work.

 In October, 2009 the City endorsed an agreement to supply a portion of the Municipal solid waste
stream to Elementa over a minimum period of ten years.  The City’s endorsement of a waste
supply agreement brought clarity to the role Elementa may play in the City’s overall waste
management plan.

 The City subsequently made a decision to resume with the EA process for the following reasons:
o Elementa will not manage the entire waste stream; and
o the Elementa project is “experimental” and may face challenges.



Waste Management Environmental Assessment – Project History

 The City concludes that the solutions contemplated within the context of the EA should assume
that ALL municipal solid waste will have to be managed due to the inherent risks associated with
the Elementa project.

 The EA activities resume in the summer of 2010.

 The team selects the preferred “Alternative To” and conducts an open house to communicate the
results and present next steps.

 The team initiates the “Alternative Methods” phase of the project and establishes a two-step
process for the phase.

 In April 2011 a Public Input session is undertaken to discuss the evaluation approach and criteria
to be considered in evaluating a new site versus the expansion of an existing site.

 Based on the evaluation and input received a decision is made to initially focus efforts on the
expansion of the existing City-owned landfill at 402 Fifth Line East.

 In step 2 of the Alternative Methods Phase, various landfill expansion options are developed and
evaluated including landfill mining within a portion of the existing disposal footprint.

 In March 2012 a Public Input session is undertaken to discuss the evaluation approach and
criteria to be considered in evaluating the various expansion options.

 Based on the evaluation and input received a preferred disposal footprint expansion is identified.
The preferred option includes an expansion of the footprint to the north and west of the existing
footprint, a modest increase in the height of the waste and landfill mining within a portion of the
existing disposal footprint to enhance existing environmental management.

 Impact assessment and impact management work for the preferred design concept is initiated.

 In December 2015 the Elementa Group entered into receivership proceedings, and consequently
were not able to fulfill the requirements of the Agreement with the City.  These events do not
impact the City’s EA as it was completed under the assumption that all waste would require
management through the solutions contemplated within the EA.

 In February 2016 a Public Input session is undertaken to discuss the results of the impact
assessment work and the proposed impact management strategy.

 The team then focusses on preparing the DRAFT EA Report including a DRAFT Design and
Operations Report.

 DRAFT EA Report Submission – spring 2017.
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2017 9:18 AM
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC)
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, 

Nancy; Marshall, Gillianne (MOECC)
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission

Full copy including appendices or just the body of the report? 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2017 9:14 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy; Marshall, Gillianne 
(MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
Thank you for the update, I look forward to receiving a copy of the Draft EA report. Additionally, are you able to send 
one hard copy to Gillianne Marshall at the address below. No rush on sending this, the regional office just needs to have 
a hard copy for the public record.  
 

Ms. Gillianne Marshall, EA Coordinator (A)  
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Northern Region, Technical Support Section  
Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning  
435 James Street South, Suite 331  
Thunder Bay ON P7E 6S7  

 
If you have any questions please be sure to let me know.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 26, 2017 7:36 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
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Hello Adam, 
 
As the week comes to a close I just wanted to update you on the distribution of the DRAFT EA document. We have 
forwarded, by courier, hardcopies of the report to the MOECC review team as requested in your May 23, 2017 letter.  
 
The document has been made available for review at each of the locations named in the attached Notice.  
 
In addition we delivered hardcopies of the document to the following Aboriginal Communities: 
 

 Garden River First Nation; 
 Batchewana First Nation;  
 Missanabie Cree First Nation; and 
 Metis Nation of Ontario. 

 
As previously communicated in my May 25th email, a digital copy of the full report is available through the City webpage. 
 
Thanks for your assistance. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 3:21 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
I have made some minor revisions to the EA Review response letter, please see the attached for an updated version of 
the GRT list, if you have any questions please let me know.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC)  
Sent: May 23, 2017 2:48 PM 
To: 'Talvitie, Rick' 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick,  
 
Please see attached for the Government Review Team (GRT) list for the City of Sault Ste. Marie draft Waste 
Management EA Report.  
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If you have any questions or require any clarifications please do not hesitate to let me know.  
 
Regards, 
 
Adam  
 
 
Adam Wright, M.Sc., RPP 
Special Project Officer, PCU 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
135 St. Clair Avenue West 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1P5 
T: (416) 314-8214 
E: Adam.Wright@ontario.ca   
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 23, 2017 10:48 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
Just an FYI the DRAFT Waste Management EA Report has been posted to the project webpage and is accessible at the 
link provided below. 
 
We will be distributing hardcopies over the next couple of days. 
 
www.saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA   
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 8:54 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Sorry for the delay in getting the MOECC GRT list to you. I am waiting to hear back from folks regarding their preference 
(electronic or hard copy) and will send this along as soon as I can (hopefully before end of the week).  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 16, 2017 2:50 PM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Adam (Note: I am using "Hi" this time to avoid a similar typo to what was included in my previous email!). 
 
I just wanted to reiterate that given the size of the document the preference is to limit the number of hardcopies as 
much as possible. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick 
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 2:38 PM 
To: 'Wright, Adam (MOECC)' 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hell Adam - just touching base......will you have a MOECC distribution list, including the number of hardcopies required 
before the end of this week? 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2017 3:30 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Please see attached 



THE CITY OF SAULT STE. MARIE
NOTICE OF DRAFT EA SUBMISSION

                              SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

You may also telephone if you have questions or would like additional information

The City of Sault Ste. Marie has undertaken an Environmental Assessment
(EA) Study to determine the preferred method for managing its municipal solid
waste.

The City has now prepared a Draft Environmental Assessment Report to
document the project.  This document explains the decision making process,
results of the studies and input received through the consultation process.
The Report includes recommendations to continue to enhance waste
reduction, reuse and recycling with the disposal of remaining residual waste
accommodated within an expansion of the existing municipal landfill on Fifth
Line.  Details of the proposed landfill expansion (including proposed landfill
mining within a portion of the existing site), potential impacts to the
environment and commitment to mitigate these impacts is also included in the
Draft EA.

HOW CAN PROVIDE INPUT?

The Draft EA Document will be available for public and agency review for a period of 45 days beginning on May 24, 2017 and ending on
July 7, 2017.  You can review this document at the following locations:

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
70 Foster Drive, Suite 110, Sault Ste. Marie ON P6A 6V4
705-942-6354
Monday – Friday 8:30am – 4:30pm

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, EAB
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor, Toronto ON M4V 1P5
416-314-8214
Monday – Friday 8:30am – 4:30pm

City of Sault Ste. Marie
Civic Centre – Level 5
 99 Foster Drive
705-759-5378
Monday – Friday 8:30am – 12:00pm and 1:00pm – 4:30pm

Sault Ste. Marie Public Library (Centennial Library)
50 East Street
705-759-5230
Monday -Thursday 9am – 9pm
Friday 9 am  - 6 pm
Saturday 9 am – 5 pm
Sunday 2 pm – 5 pm

Sault Ste. Marie Public Library (Korah Branch)
556 Goulais Ave.
705-759-5249
Monday - Wednesday 1pm – 8pm
Thursday 10am – 6pm
Friday 1pm  - 5 pm
Saturday 10 am – 5 pm
Sunday 2 pm – 5 pm

Online at Saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA

Written comments regarding the Draft EA Document must be received by July 7, 2017.  Comments received by this time will be considered
in the final EA Document.  Written comments should be submitted to the Consultant Project Manager or the City’s Land Development and
Environmental Engineer by email or mail to:

Mr. Rick Talvitie P.Eng.
Project Manager, AECOM
523 Wellington Street East, Sault Ste. Marie, ON, P6A 2M4

Ms. Catherine Taddo, P.Eng.
Land Development and Environmental Engineer
City of Sault Ste. Marie, 99 Foster Drive, Sault Ste. Marie,
ON, P6A 5X6

Phone: 705-942-2612
Email: rick.talvitie@aecom.com

Phone: (705) 759-5380
Email: c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca

Once comments have been considered, the City intends to finalize the EA Document and submit it to the Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change for formal review.

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in the
submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission will
become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

A

C



1

Abernot, Tara

Subject: FW: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission

From: Talvitie, Rick  
Sent: May 30, 2017 9:07 AM 
To: 'Wright, Adam (MOECC)' <Adam.Wright@ontario.ca> 
Cc: 'Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca)' <c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca>; 'Kolli, Karla' <kkolli@dillon.ca>; 'Delaquis, Dan 
(MOECC)' <Dan.Delaquis@ontario.ca>; Maahs, Nancy <Nancy.Maahs@aecom.com>; Abernot, Tara 
<Tara.Abernot@aecom.com> 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Adam, 
 
Forgot to mention that in response to your email of May 26th we also sent, via courier, a full hardcopy inclusive of 
appendices to Gillianne Marshall last Friday.   
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Talvitie, Rick  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 9:04 AM 
To: 'Wright, Adam (MOECC)' 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy; Abernot, Tara 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
In accordance with your letter dated May 23rd, hardcopies of the report exclusive of appendices were sent via courier on 
May 25th to Paula Allen, Trina Rawn and yourself (2 copies – I cannot recall if one of your copies included appendices or 
not…..our administrator is on bereavement leave this week). 
 
A complete hardcopy including appendices was delivered to Rick Lalonde.  This copy is intended for the public record 
and Rick’s review. 
 
In addition to the above, hardcopies of the report and appendices were delivered to: 

 Garden River First Nations; 
 Batchewana First Nations; 
 Missanabie Cree First Nation office in SSM; and 
 Metis Nation of Ontario First Nation office in SSM. 

 
Let me know if you require anything further.   Also please see my comments below. 
 
Thanks. 



2

 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Monday, May 29, 2017 3:50 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Can you please confirm which documents were sent to the review locations and aboriginal communities. Was a hard 
copy of the entire report provided (including appendices) or was just a hard copy of the main draft EA report provided? 
 
Also, I have had some recent requests from reviewers for hard copies of the Draft EA, I will give the other reviewers a 
couple more days before I submit my request to you but please keep in mind that at this time 2 hard copies of the entire 
report (including appendices) has been requested. We will provide whatever is necessary.  If there are only certain 
appendices of interest to specific reviewers please let us know and we will tailor the reproduction accordingly. My 
apologies regarding this, typically we try to utilize electronic copies when feasible but certain technical reviewers 
request hard copies to aid in their review. Once I have a confirmed number I will be sure to pass along an updated 
request.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 26, 2017 7:36 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
As the week comes to a close I just wanted to update you on the distribution of the DRAFT EA document. We have 
forwarded, by courier, hardcopies of the report to the MOECC review team as requested in your May 23, 2017 letter.  
 
The document has been made available for review at each of the locations named in the attached Notice.  
 
In addition we delivered hardcopies of the document to the following Aboriginal Communities: 
 

 Garden River First Nation; 
 Batchewana First Nation;  
 Missanabie Cree First Nation; and 
 Metis Nation of Ontario. 
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As previously communicated in my May 25th email, a digital copy of the full report is available through the City webpage. 
 
Thanks for your assistance. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 3:21 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
I have made some minor revisions to the EA Review response letter, please see the attached for an updated version of 
the GRT list, if you have any questions please let me know.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC)  
Sent: May 23, 2017 2:48 PM 
To: 'Talvitie, Rick' 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick,  
 
Please see attached for the Government Review Team (GRT) list for the City of Sault Ste. Marie draft Waste 
Management EA Report.  
 
If you have any questions or require any clarifications please do not hesitate to let me know.  
 
Regards, 
 
Adam  
 
 
Adam Wright, M.Sc., RPP 
Special Project Officer, PCU 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
135 St. Clair Avenue West 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1P5 
T: (416) 314-8214 
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E: Adam.Wright@ontario.ca   
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 23, 2017 10:48 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
Just an FYI the DRAFT Waste Management EA Report has been posted to the project webpage and is accessible at the 
link provided below. 
 
We will be distributing hardcopies over the next couple of days. 
 
www.saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA   
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 8:54 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Sorry for the delay in getting the MOECC GRT list to you. I am waiting to hear back from folks regarding their preference 
(electronic or hard copy) and will send this along as soon as I can (hopefully before end of the week).  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 16, 2017 2:50 PM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Adam (Note: I am using "Hi" this time to avoid a similar typo to what was included in my previous email!). 
 
I just wanted to reiterate that given the size of the document the preference is to limit the number of hardcopies as 
much as possible. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 



5

rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick 
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 2:38 PM 
To: 'Wright, Adam (MOECC)' 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hell Adam - just touching base......will you have a MOECC distribution list, including the number of hardcopies required 
before the end of this week? 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2017 3:30 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Please see attached 
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Talvitie, Rick

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: June 16, 2017 8:54 AM
To: 'Don Caswell'
Cc: 'c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca'; 'Kolli, Karla'; Maahs, Nancy
Subject: RE: Solid Waste Management Environmental Assessment

Hello Don,

Thank you for taking the time to provide your comments/questions.  Our team has provided below, responses to the two
questions you have posed.  Hopefully the proposed approach outlined below satisfactorily addresses your concerns.  In
addition if you would like to meet with the project team to further discuss these issues we would be pleased to arrange a
meeting at your convenience.

Question 1 – Protection of Well Water Quality

We understand your concern regarding your well water quality.  In the first instance the methodology used to protect
groundwater will be enhanced for both the expansion areas and also for the southwestern portion of the existing site
where landfill mining is proposed. A composite liner consisting of a geocomposite clay liner overlaid by a 1.5mm thick
HDPE geomembrane and leachate collection system will be installed at the base of the waste in each of these areas to
ensure that leachate generated within the mined and expansion areas is collected and directed to the City’s sewage
treatment plant. In addition the City will continue to monitor groundwater quality within and adjacent to the site and plans
to enhance the current monitoring program.  The current program includes the sampling and analyses of groundwater
sourced from approximately 40 monitoring wells within and adjacent to the site.  The data is collected and the quality
compared to Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Guidelines and summarized annually in a comprehensive
monitoring report that is submitted to the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC).  In addition, the City is
planning to address your concern through the implementation of a new residential well water monitoring program.  The
first component of the well water monitoring program will be a water well survey consisting of a questionnaire that will be
provided to residents with questions regarding their well such as location, depth and existing water quantity or quality
issues.  It will also ask if the residence wants to be included in the water well monitoring program.  For those residences
who volunteer to have their well included in the monitoring program, a baseline water well assessment is
recommended.  The water well assessment will be completed by a licensed Water Well Contractor under Reg. 903 who
will document the depth and type of well at each location.  Where possible this information will be correlated with Water
Well Records.

Water samples from the residential wells included in the monitoring program will be taken on an annual basis.  Where
possible, samples will be taken from the wells prior to any treatment systems such as water softeners.  Water samples
will be analyzed for the parameters included in the indicator and comprehensive list of Schedule 5, of the Landfill
Standards (the same target parameter list for on-site monitoring wells).

Should the landfill be shown to impact private wells, contingency measures have been included to ensure residents have
clean drinking water.  The contingency plan includes an extension of the municipal water system to residents east of the
site, or the provision of alternative water supplies to adjacent and nearby affected properties.

Question 2 – Mitigation of Odour and Methane Gas related to Landfill Mining

We also understand your concern regarding odour management during the landfill mining operations. Landfill mining is
proposed for the southwestern portion of the existing disposal footprint, as part of an environmental enhancement at the
landfill to further mitigate the potential for groundwater impacts associated with unlined waste cells as noted above. The
evaluation of alternative methods identified a preference for an expansion that included landfill mining, concluding that the
shorter term odour effects and additional effort and cost to manage them was worth the opportunity to enhance groundwater
management along the western site boundary.  This conclusion was based on the experience at other landfill sites in North
America where odour impacts were effectively managed through the implementation of best management practices.

The mining process will involve the excavation of waste from a currently dormant area of the landfill and transfer of this
waste to a lined cell.  The mining process may include:



2

•     Screening of this waste to separate large and small factions;
•     Removal of recyclables or material with residual value; and,
•     Transfer of screened residual waste to a lined cell.

In developing the landfill mining program, the following will be completed:

 Draw upon the experience of other municipalities and landfill operators in setting up the waste mining process and
detailed mitigation strategies;

 Complete a pilot mining program, to better characterize the type of waste, odour profile of the waste and logistical
processes for screening and transferring to a lined cell;

 Use findings of pilot mining program to guide the development of Standard Operating Practices (SOPs) and the
Odour Management Plan (OMP) supplement for full-scale landfill mining;

 Engage local stakeholders to keep them abreast of the landfill mining process and gather their feedback on the
process;

 Train all staff on SOPs and the OMP; and
 Conduct a monitoring campaign for odours around the landfill mining process.

In order to mitigate the potential for landfill mining to generate odour impacts, an OMP supplement will be developed
specifically for this activity to support the site OMP.  A preliminary version of the OMP supplement is included in
Appendix M of the EA Document which is available online at http://saultstemarie.ca/City-Hall/City-
Departments/Public-Works-Engineering-Services/Public-Works/Waste-Management/Solid-Waste-Management-
EA/Solid-Waste-Management-EA-Draft-Report.aspx .  The OMP  will be finalized as the landfill mining program is
designed and developed, and will include input from the contractor/landfill mining team and effective best management
practices that have been implemented at similar sites.  The OMP will be shared with the Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change in preparation for the landfill mining activities.

Some of the specific items that have been identified for the Odour Management Plan include:
 Completion of a pilot landfill mining program to characterize the type of waste and odour profile.  Use of the

information from this pilot to develop standard operating practices (SOP) for the full scale mining program.
 Management of operations based on meteorological conditions (e.g., shut down during calm periods or specific

wind direction)
 Daily inspection program used to adjust and refine mining operations
 Bypass screening of waste where highly odorous material is excavated
 Use of chemical and biological treatment to reduce significance of odour
 Use of periphery odour misting system
 Minimize size of active excavation
 Cover applied to excavated area at the end of the day
 Keeping local residents informed and responding to complaints
 Develop and implement a monitoring campaign for landfill mining

In addition, other significant planned improvements to mitigate odour as part of the planned expansion include the staged
expansion of the landfill gas collection system as the footprint expands and the construction of a biosolids (sewage
sludge) processing facility.  With the planned biosolids processing facility all biosolids will be processed in a controlled
indoor environment with engineered odour control systems and the final product will be much less odourous and
ultimately used for landfill cover or other beneficial uses.

We are hopeful this response is helpful and as noted previously we would be pleased to meet with you to elaborate
further if needed.

Regards,

Rick Talvitie, P. Eng.
Manager, Northern Ontario
rick.talvitie@aecom.com

AECOM
523 Wellington Street East,
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Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642
www.aecom.com

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 2:27 PM
To: 'Don Caswell'
Cc: c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca; Kolli, Karla; Maahs, Nancy
Subject: RE: Solid Waste Management Environmental Assessment

Hello Don,

I just wanted you to know that I received your email.  Thank you for your comments/questions.  We will prepare a
response and forward it to you.  We can also arrange to meet if you wish after you digest our response.

Regards,

Rick Talvitie, P. Eng.
Manager, Northern Ontario
rick.talvitie@aecom.com

AECOM
523 Wellington Street East,
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642
www.aecom.com

From: Don Caswell [mailto:ccp2@bellnet.ca]
Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 1:55 PM
To: Talvitie, Rick
Cc: c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca
Subject: Solid Waste Management Environmental Assessment

Dear Sir and Madam,

My name is Donald Caswell. I reside at 1765 Great Northern Road, formerly part of the South ½ of SE ¼ Sec 7
Tarentaurus TWP, and I own lands directly east of the City landfill. My questions and comments are as follows:

Question: If, over time, the drinking water supply – namely ground water wells - of the businesses and residences east
and south of the landfill become contaminated with pollutants associated with landfills; i.e. Leachates, iron, lead, hydro
carbons etc., what contingency plans are in place to address this situation should it arise?

Going forward with the long-term operations of the landfill, the City should show good faith and corporate
responsibility by being proactive and extending the fresh drinking water supply to the homes and businesses to the east
and south of the landfill, just as it has done for the homes and businesses to the west and south west, including the
City’s own operation at the landfill itself, some years prior. Wells adjacent to landfill sites are at high risk, and will
continue to be at high risk, of becoming contaminated. We are not talking about the next ten years of risk to these
water supplies, but the next hundred years and beyond. Acting now would only be seen as the City and its engineering
staff taking a proactive, forward thinking approach to addressing this potential problem.

Question: What measures are going to be used to alleviate and mitigate the odour and methane gasses when proposed
landfill mining begins?
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The last attempt at odour mitigation failed miserably when excavation of methane gas wells and leachate collection
piping were carried out some time ago.

Thank you for allowing my comments to be heard.

I remain,
Donald Caswell
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 8:23 AM
To: Hall, Marjorie (MNRF)
Cc: Goertz, Derek (MNRF); Maahs, Nancy
Subject: RE: SSM - Draft EA Submission - Solid Waste Management EA

Hi Marjorie, 
 
Thanks for the information and the voice message.  I will pass this along to our biology team. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Hall, Marjorie (MNRF) [mailto:Marjorie.Hall@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 2:01 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Goertz, Derek (MNRF) 
Subject: I: SSM - Draft EA Submission - Solid Waste Management EA 
 
Hi Rick,  
 
As per my voice message, in response to the attached notice (The City of SSM Notice of Draft EA 
Submission – Solid Waste Management EA), MNRF completed a natural heritage screening for 
known critical biological values associated with the lands proposed for the municipal landfill 
expansion to determine if any new critical values have been identified in the project area. The 
screening did not identify any known critical biological values. However, MNRF’s inventory of Species 
at Risk (SAR) and other natural values is often incomplete (especially on private land). As such, any 
of the SAR or provincial tracked species listed in the attached SSM MNRF District Biological 
Information Package have the potential to occur should suitable habitat be present.  We are providing 
this information to you in case any of the species listed in the package are detected at the site. 
Should any of these species be observed, please contact the SSM MNRF District Office to discuss 
appropriate mitigation measures and if a permit under the Endangered Species Act is required.  
 
Thank you for providing us with the EA Notice. Please don’t hesitate to contact me to discuss the 
above information.  
 
Sincerely,  
Marjorie  
Marjorie Hall | District Planner | Sault Ste. Marie District | Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry | 
tel: (705) 941-5127 |  marjorie.hall@ontario.ca 
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 8:26 AM
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC)
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, 

Nancy; Abernot, Tara
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission

Hello Adam, 
 
Just thought I would check in with you to see if there was anything else required on our end to assist with the ongoing 
review? 
 
Thanks. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 1:18 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy; Abernot, Tara 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
Thank you for your email and for providing the requested information. Below I have provided a table which outlines who 
from the Ministry requires hard copies and what documents they are requesting. If I receive additional requests for hard 
copies I will be sure to let you know as soon as I can. If you have any questions please be sure to let me know 
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 
 

MOECC Reviewer Draft EA main 
report 

Appendices required 

Ms. Archana Uprety, Hydrogeologist 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate 
Change Northern Region, Technical Support 
Section Water Unit 
199 Larch Street, 12th Fl. Suite 1201 

Yes Appendix E – Hydrogeological 
Impact Assessment and Mitigation 
(1 copy) 
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Sudbury, ON P3E 5P9 
 

Mr. Adam Wright, Special Project Officer 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate 
Change, Environmental Approvals Branch, 
Project Coordination UNIT 2 
135 St Clair Avenue West, 1st Fl.  
Toronto ON M4V 1P5 

 

No Please provide one hard copy of 
all appendices  

 
Ms. Paula Allen, APEP Supervisor 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate 
Change Northern Region, Technical Support 
Section 
Air, Pesticides and Environmental 
Planning 199 Larch Street, 12th Fl. Suite 
1201 
Sudbury, ON P3E 5P9 

 

No  Please provide one hard copy of 
all appendices  

 
 
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 30, 2017 9:04 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy; Abernot, Tara 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
In accordance with your letter dated May 23rd, hardcopies of the report exclusive of appendices were sent via courier on 
May 25th to Paula Allen, Trina Rawn and yourself (2 copies – I cannot recall if one of your copies included appendices or 
not…..our administrator is on bereavement leave this week). 
 
A complete hardcopy including appendices was delivered to Rick Lalonde.  This copy is intended for the public record 
and Rick’s review. 
 
In addition to the above, hardcopies of the report and appendices were delivered to: 

 Garden River First Nations; 
 Batchewana First Nations; 
 Missanabie Cree First Nation office in SSM; and 
 Metis Nation of Ontario First Nation office in SSM. 

 
Let me know if you require anything further.   Also please see my comments below. 
 
Thanks. 
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Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Monday, May 29, 2017 3:50 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Can you please confirm which documents were sent to the review locations and aboriginal communities. Was a hard 
copy of the entire report provided (including appendices) or was just a hard copy of the main draft EA report provided? 
 
Also, I have had some recent requests from reviewers for hard copies of the Draft EA, I will give the other reviewers a 
couple more days before I submit my request to you but please keep in mind that at this time 2 hard copies of the entire 
report (including appendices) has been requested. We will provide whatever is necessary.  If there are only certain 
appendices of interest to specific reviewers please let us know and we will tailor the reproduction accordingly. My 
apologies regarding this, typically we try to utilize electronic copies when feasible but certain technical reviewers 
request hard copies to aid in their review. Once I have a confirmed number I will be sure to pass along an updated 
request.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 

From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 26, 2017 7:36 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
As the week comes to a close I just wanted to update you on the distribution of the DRAFT EA document. We have 
forwarded, by courier, hardcopies of the report to the MOECC review team as requested in your May 23, 2017 letter.  
 
The document has been made available for review at each of the locations named in the attached Notice.  
 
In addition we delivered hardcopies of the document to the following Aboriginal Communities: 
 

 Garden River First Nation; 
 Batchewana First Nation;  
 Missanabie Cree First Nation; and 
 Metis Nation of Ontario. 

 
As previously communicated in my May 25th email, a digital copy of the full report is available through the City webpage. 
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Thanks for your assistance. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 3:21 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
I have made some minor revisions to the EA Review response letter, please see the attached for an updated version of 
the GRT list, if you have any questions please let me know.  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC)  
Sent: May 23, 2017 2:48 PM 
To: 'Talvitie, Rick' 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick,  
 
Please see attached for the Government Review Team (GRT) list for the City of Sault Ste. Marie draft Waste 
Management EA Report.  
 
If you have any questions or require any clarifications please do not hesitate to let me know.  
 
Regards, 
 
Adam  
 
 
Adam Wright, M.Sc., RPP 
Special Project Officer, PCU 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
135 St. Clair Avenue West 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1P5 
T: (416) 314-8214 
E: Adam.Wright@ontario.ca   
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From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 23, 2017 10:48 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
Just an FYI the DRAFT Waste Management EA Report has been posted to the project webpage and is accessible at the 
link provided below. 
 
We will be distributing hardcopies over the next couple of days. 
 
www.saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA   
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 8:54 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Sorry for the delay in getting the MOECC GRT list to you. I am waiting to hear back from folks regarding their preference 
(electronic or hard copy) and will send this along as soon as I can (hopefully before end of the week).  
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam  
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com]  
Sent: May 16, 2017 2:50 PM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Adam (Note: I am using "Hi" this time to avoid a similar typo to what was included in my previous email!). 
 
I just wanted to reiterate that given the size of the document the preference is to limit the number of hardcopies as 
much as possible. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
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AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick 
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 2:38 PM 
To: 'Wright, Adam (MOECC)' 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hell Adam - just touching base......will you have a MOECC distribution list, including the number of hardcopies required 
before the end of this week? 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2017 3:30 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Please see attached 
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 11:15 AM
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC); Papageorgiou, Agni (MOECC)
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, 

Nancy; Abernot, Tara
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission

Thanks for the update. 
 
We look forward to working with you Agni. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 11:07 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick; Papageorgiou, Agni (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy; Abernot, Tara 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
Thank you for the check-in note, at this time no additional information is required for our review. If any requests do 
come in we will be sure to let you know as soon as possible. 
 
Also, I would like to introduce you to Agni Papageorgiou who has recently been assigned to the SSM Waste EA project. I 
have been working with Agni to transition over this file and will able to provide support as things move forward. Agni is 
copied on this email and will be your main point of contact moving forward. 
 
If you have any questions please let us know. 
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam 
________________________________ 
From: Talvitie, Rick [Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com] 
Sent: June 21, 2017 10:31 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy; Abernot, Tara 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
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Hello Adam, 
 
Just thought I would check in with you to see if there was anything else required on our end to assist with the ongoing 
review? 
 
Thanks. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com<mailto:rick.talvitie@aecom.com> 
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com<http://www.aecom.com> 
 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 1:18 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); Maahs, Nancy; Abernot, Tara 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
Thank you for your email and for providing the requested information. Below I have provided a table which outlines who 
from the Ministry requires hard copies and what documents they are requesting. If I receive additional requests for hard 
copies I will be sure to let you know as soon as I can. If you have any questions please be sure to let me know 
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam 
 
 
MOECC Reviewer 
 
Draft EA main report 
 
Appendices required 
 
 
Ms. Archana Uprety, Hydrogeologist 
 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Northern Region, Technical Support Section Water Unit 
 
199 Larch Street, 12th Fl. Suite 1201 
 
Sudbury, ON P3E 5P9 
 
 
Yes 
 
Appendix E – Hydrogeological Impact Assessment and Mitigation (1 copy) 
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Mr. Adam Wright, Special Project Officer Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, Environmental Approvals 
Branch, Project Coordination UNIT 2 
 
135 St Clair Avenue West, 1st Fl. 
 
Toronto ON M4V 1P5 
 
 
No 
 
Please provide one hard copy of all appendices 
 
 
 
 
Ms. Paula Allen, APEP Supervisor 
 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Northern Region, Technical Support Section 
 
Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning 199 Larch Street, 12th Fl. Suite 1201 
 
Sudbury, ON P3E 5P9 
 
 
No 
 
Please provide one hard copy of all appendices 
 
 
 
 
From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com] 
Sent: May 30, 2017 9:04 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca<mailto:c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca>); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); 
Maahs, Nancy; Abernot, Tara 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
In accordance with your letter dated May 23rd, hardcopies of the report exclusive of appendices were sent via courier 
on May 25th to Paula Allen, Trina Rawn and yourself (2 copies – I cannot recall if one of your copies included appendices 
or not…..our administrator is on bereavement leave this week). 
 
A complete hardcopy including appendices was delivered to Rick Lalonde.  This copy is intended for the public record 
and Rick’s review. 
 
In addition to the above, hardcopies of the report and appendices were delivered to: 
 
·         Garden River First Nations; 
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·         Batchewana First Nations; 
 
·         Missanabie Cree First Nation office in SSM; and 
 
·         Metis Nation of Ontario First Nation office in SSM. 
 
Let me know if you require anything further.   Also please see my comments below. 
 
Thanks. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com<mailto:rick.talvitie@aecom.com> 
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com<http://www.aecom.com> 
 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Monday, May 29, 2017 3:50 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca<mailto:c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca>); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); 
Maahs, Nancy 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hi Rick, 
 
Can you please confirm which documents were sent to the review locations and aboriginal communities. Was a hard 
copy of the entire report provided (including appendices) or was just a hard copy of the main draft EA report provided? 
 
Also, I have had some recent requests from reviewers for hard copies of the Draft EA, I will give the other reviewers a 
couple more days before I submit my request to you but please keep in mind that at this time 2 hard copies of the entire 
report (including appendices) has been requested. We will provide whatever is necessary.  If there are only certain 
appendices of interest to specific reviewers please let us know and we will tailor the reproduction accordingly. My 
apologies regarding this, typically we try to utilize electronic copies when feasible but certain technical reviewers 
request hard copies to aid in their review. Once I have a confirmed number I will be sure to pass along an updated 
request. 
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam 
 
From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com] 
Sent: May 26, 2017 7:36 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca<mailto:c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca>); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC); 
Maahs, Nancy 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
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As the week comes to a close I just wanted to update you on the distribution of the DRAFT EA document. We have 
forwarded, by courier, hardcopies of the report to the MOECC review team as requested in your May 23, 2017 letter. 
 
The document has been made available for review at each of the locations named in the attached Notice. 
 
In addition we delivered hardcopies of the document to the following Aboriginal Communities: 
 
 
·         Garden River First Nation; 
 
·         Batchewana First Nation; 
 
·         Missanabie Cree First Nation; and 
 
·         Metis Nation of Ontario. 
 
As previously communicated in my May 25th email, a digital copy of the full report is available through the City 
webpage. 
 
Thanks for your assistance. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com<mailto:rick.talvitie@aecom.com> 
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com<http://www.aecom.com> 
 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 3:21 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca<mailto:c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca>); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
I have made some minor revisions to the EA Review response letter, please see the attached for an updated version of 
the GRT list, if you have any questions please let me know. 
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam 
 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Sent: May 23, 2017 2:48 PM 
To: 'Talvitie, Rick' 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca<mailto:c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca>); Kolli, Karla; Delaquis, Dan (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Rick, 
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Please see attached for the Government Review Team (GRT) list for the City of Sault Ste. Marie draft Waste 
Management EA Report. 
 
If you have any questions or require any clarifications please do not hesitate to let me know. 
 
Regards, 
 
Adam 
 
 
Adam Wright, M.Sc., RPP 
Special Project Officer, PCU 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
135 St. Clair Avenue West 
Toronto, ON  M4V 1P5 
T: (416) 314-8214 
E: Adam.Wright@ontario.ca<mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca> 
 
From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com] 
Sent: May 23, 2017 10:48 AM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca<mailto:c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca>); Kolli, Karla 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
Hello Adam, 
 
Just an FYI the DRAFT Waste Management EA Report has been posted to the project webpage and is accessible at the 
link provided below. 
 
We will be distributing hardcopies over the next couple of days. 
 
www.saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA<http://www.saultstemarie.ca/SolidWasteEA> 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com<mailto:rick.talvitie@aecom.com> 
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com<http://www.aecom.com> 
 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 8:54 AM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
 
Hi Rick, 
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Sorry for the delay in getting the MOECC GRT list to you. I am waiting to hear back from folks regarding their preference 
(electronic or hard copy) and will send this along as soon as I can (hopefully before end of the week). 
 
 
 
Cheers, 
 
Adam 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Talvitie, Rick [mailto:Rick.Talvitie@aecom.com] 
Sent: May 16, 2017 2:50 PM 
To: Wright, Adam (MOECC) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
 
 
Hi Adam (Note: I am using "Hi" this time to avoid a similar typo to what was included in my previous email!). 
 
 
 
I just wanted to reiterate that given the size of the document the preference is to limit the number of hardcopies as 
much as possible. 
 
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com<mailto:rick.talvitie@aecom.com> 
 
 
 
AECOM 
 
523 Wellington Street East, 
 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com<http://www.aecom.com> 
 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
 
From: Talvitie, Rick 
 
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 2:38 PM 
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To: 'Wright, Adam (MOECC)' 
 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
 
 
Hell Adam - just touching base......will you have a MOECC distribution list, including the number of hardcopies required 
before the end of this week? 
 
 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com<mailto:rick.talvitie@aecom.com> 
 
 
 
AECOM 
 
523 Wellington Street East, 
 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 www.aecom.com<http://www.aecom.com> 
 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
 
From: Wright, Adam (MOECC) [mailto:Adam.Wright@ontario.ca] 
 
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2017 3:30 PM 
 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
 
Cc: Kolli, Karla; Catherine Taddo (c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca<mailto:c.Taddo@cityssm.on.ca>) 
 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Waste Management EA Submission 
 
 
 
Please see attached 
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Friday, June 23, 2017 2:04 PM
To: Henderson, Rebecca (MTO)
Cc: Marshall, Ray (MTO)
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Wast Management Environmental Assessment Report

Thank you…..duly noted. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.942.3642 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Henderson, Rebecca (MTO) [mailto:Rebecca.Henderson2@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Friday, June 23, 2017 1:42 PM 
To: Talvitie, Rick 
Cc: Marshall, Ray (MTO) 
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie DRAFT Wast Management Environmental Assessment Report 
 
Hello Rick, 
 
The draft for the DRAFT City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management Environmental Assessment Document has been 
reviewed and we have no comments at this time. However the MTO would like to remain on your mailing list.  
 
If further discussion is required, please contact Marlo Johnson at marlo.johnson@ontario.ca or 705-497-5458.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
  
 
Rebecca Henderson 
Environmental Assistant  
MTO Northeastern Region 
447 McKeown Avenue 
North Bay, ON 
705-497-5467 
 



Ministry of Northern Development 
and Mines 
 
Strategic Services Branch 
 
933 Ramsey Lake Road, B6 
Sudbury ON  P3E 6B5 
Tel.: (705) 670-3003 
Fax: (705) 670-5803 
Toll Free: 1-888-415-9845, Ext 3003 

Ministère du Développement du Nord et 
des Mines 
 
Direction des services stratégiques 
 
933, chemin du lac Ramsey, étage B6 
Sudbury ON  P3E 6B5 
Tél.: (705) 670-3003 
Téléc.: (705) 670-5803 
Sans frais : 1-888-415-9845, poste 3003 

 

 
 
June 23, 2017 
 
  
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Project Manager 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East 
Sault Ste. Marie, ON P6A 2M4 
 
 
Dear Mr. Talvitie, 
 
Re.:    Draft Waste Management Environmental Assessment Report 

City of Sault Ste. Marie, 60117627 (60395) 
  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Sault Ste. Marie Draft Waste 
Management Environmental Assessment Report. 
  
The Ministry of Northern Development and Mines (MNDM) Mines and Minerals Division 
reviewed the technical information available for the study area with respect to the 
geology and mineral resource potential, mining lands, and abandoned mine hazards.  
  
The Mines and Minerals Division’s response is below. 
  
MINING LANDS: No concerns with respect to mining lands in the area. 
  
ABANDONED MINES REHABILITATION PROGRAM: No concerns from the 
Abandoned Mines Rehabilitation Program. The nearest known and recorded AMIS 
records are more than 2 kilometres south of the subject land. 
 
RESIDENT GEOLOGIST PROGRAM: The Resident Geologist Program (RGP) of the 
Ontario Geologist Survey has completed the following: 

1. According to the Ministry’s Mineral Deposit Inventory (MDI) for mineral 
occurrences, there are no known mineral occurrences on the proposed project 
area. The nearest mineral occurrence is 2 km to the south; MDI41K09SW00008 
– Root River Sandstone, mineral producer. 



2. reviewed the Ministry’s CLAIMapsIV for land tenure: the area consists of 
patented surface and mining rights. Note, surface and mining rights may be held 
together or separately.  

3. the Ministry’s OGSEarth application for bedrock geology: the subject land is 
underlain by rocks consisting of Archean gneissic tonalite suite (tonalite to 
granodiorite-foliated to gneissic with minor supracrustal inclusions). Immediately 
to the south is Mesoproterozoic sandstone, shale, conglomerate. The bedrock is 
exposed at surface or covered by a discontinuous, thin layer of drift consisting of 
Pleistocene age glaciofluvial outwash deposits of gravel and sand, that includes 
proglacial river and deltaic deposits. 

4. the Ministry’s OGSEarth application for Assessment File Report Inventory (AFRI) 
database to determine whether past mineral exploration activity has been 
reported for the proposed area: there have not been any recent assessment files 
for this area. 

5. the GIS-based “Metallic Mineral Potential Estimation Tool” to get an estimation of 
the mineral potential of the proposed project area: a low to moderate metallic 
mineral potential is estimated for the area, with the scores ranging from 47.5 to 
64.8 out of 100. The moderate score comes from the Jacobsville sandstone to 
the south of the subject lands. The Jacobsville red sandstone has been primarily 
used as stone, although there exists the potential for other industries based on a 
sedimentologic parallel with other economic sedimentary rocks; the formation 
contains a large amount of iron, as well, as past exploration of the formation for 
uranium resources, although no anomalous zones have been identified. 

 
Published reports and Mineral Deposit Inventory and Abandoned Mines records are 
also available for viewing or free download through the Geology Ontario portal using the 
following link: http://www.geologyontario.mndm.gov.on.ca/. 
  
No concerns with respect to the geology or mineral resource potential in the area. 
  
If you have any questions about MNDM’s response, please feel free to contact me by 
phone at 705-670-5734 or by email at stephanie.rocca@ontario.ca. 
  
Sincerely,  
  

 
Stephanie Rocca 
Initiatives Coordinator 
Strategic Services Branch 
 
Enclosure(s) 
 

 

http://www.geologyontario.mndm.gov.on.ca/
mailto:stephanie.rocca@ontario.ca
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Abernot, Tara

From: Talvitie, Rick
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2023 1:12 PM
To: 'dansayers@batchewana.ca'
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca); Abernot, Tara
Subject: RE: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management Environmental Assessment

Hello Dan, 
 
Thank you for the follow-up call during which we discussed next steps.  You asked that we provide a copy of the current 
documentation (i.e. Solid Waste Management DRAFT EA Report).  The link provided below will take you to the City 
webpage for this project.  On that page you will find a link to the DRAFT report that was released in May 2017.   
 
Let me know if you have any questions or difficulties accessing the report. 
 
We look forward to hearing back from you in the near future. 
 
Solid Waste Management EA - City of Sault Ste. Marie (saultstemarie.ca) 
 
*Note:  I am currently working from home.  Please contact me either by email or you can call my cell phone – 705-971-2612. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.998.2397 
www.aecom.com 
 

From: Talvitie, Rick  
Sent: February 16, 2023 9:18 AM 
To: 'dansayers@batchewana.ca' <dansayers@batchewana.ca> 
Cc: Catherine Taddo (c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca) <c.taddo@cityssm.on.ca>; Abernot, Tara <Tara.Abernot@aecom.com> 
Subject: City of Sault Ste. Marie Waste Management Environmental Assessment 
 
Hello Dan, 
 
I contacted you be telephone today and left a voicemail and thought I would also follow-up with an email. 
 
As you are aware through previous correspondence and discussions the City of Sault Ste. Marie has been proceeding 
with a Waste Management Environmental Assessment (EA) to identify a safe, reliable, publicly acceptable and 
environmentally responsible way to manage waste generated in the City of Sault Ste. Marie, Prince Township and 
Batchewana’s Rankin Reserve. 
 
The City continues to make progress in completing the EA documentation with the intention of making a formal 
submission to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks in 2023. 
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In advance of making a submission to the Ministry the City would like to further engage Batchewana First Nation in a 
meaningful discussion regarding the EA.  The City’s ultimate objective is to ensure that the rights and interests of 
Batchewana First Nation are protected and respected. 
 
We are reaching out today too coordinate a meeting to understand how we can engage BFN in a meaningful way. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
*Note:  I am currently working from home.  Please contact me either by email or you can call my cell phone – 705-971-2612. 
 
Rick Talvitie, P. Eng. 
Manager, Northern Ontario 
rick.talvitie@aecom.com  
 
AECOM 
523 Wellington Street East, 
Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario Canada P6A 2M4 
T 705.942.2612 F 705.998.2397 
www.aecom.com 
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