Clarington REPORT

PLANNING SERVICES

Meeting: GENERAL PURPOSE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

Date:

Monday, December 3, 2007

Report #: PSD-141-07 File #: PLN 33.3.10 By-law #:

Subject: DURHAM/YORK RESIDUAL WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STUDY -

SITE SELECTION PROCESS
MUNICIPAL COMMENTS ON STEP 7 — EVALUATION OF SHORT-LIST OF SITES
AND IDENTIFICATION OF PREFERRED SITE

RECOMMENDATIONS:

It is respectfully recommended that the General Purpose and Administration Committee recommend to
Council the following:

1.

2.

THAT Report PSD-141-07 be received;

THAT this Report and Attachments 5, 6, 7, 8 and @ be adopted as the Municipality of
Clarington's comments on Step 7 — Durham/York Residual Waste Environmental
Assessment Study — Site Selection Process;

THAT the Regions of Durham and York be requested to respond to and address, early
in 2008, the issues identified by the peer review consultants that are necessary for the
submission of the EA documentation to the Ministry of the Environment;

THAT the Regions of Durham and York commit to including in the Request for
Proposals and Certificate of Approval, Maximum Achievable Control Technology
(MACT) for the emission standards and monitoring that the EFW facility will meet;

THAT the Regions of Durham and York be requested to delay the final selection of a
preferred site for the Energy from Waste facility until such time as the submissions in
response to the Request for Proposals have been reviewed, a preferred technology and
vendor has been selected, and the sensitivity analysis in relationship to the site
selection and the specific Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment has been
carried out;

AND FURTHER THAT the final site selection be delayed until the business case for the
Energy from Waste facility clearly indicating the cost to the taxpayers of the Regions of
Durham and York has been adopted by the Regicnal Councils;
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7. THAT a copy of Report PSD-141-07 and Council's decision be forwarded to the
Durham-York Joint Waste Management Group, the Region of York, the Region of
Durham, the Ministry of Environment, and the other area municipalities in Durham
Region; and
8. THAT all delegations and interested parties be notified of Council’s decision.
Submitted by: Reviewed byM ‘—::@L

.C.LP, R.P.P. Franklin Wu,
Director of Planning Services Chief Administrative Officer

JAS/FL/DJC/sn
27 November 2007

CORPORATION OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF CLARINGTON
40 TEMPERANCE STREET, BOWMANVILLE, ONTARIO L1C 3A6 T (905)623-3379 F (905)623-0830
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2.0
2.1

PURPOSE OF REPORT

On September 21, 2007, the Regions of Durham and York issued the reports
prepared by their Consultants related to Step 7 of the facility siting process for the
Durham/York Residual Waste Environmental Assessment (EA). Step 7 involves the
evaluation of the Short-List of sites and the identification of a preferred site for the
Durham/York energy-from-waste (EFW) facility.

As a result of their evaluation of the Short-Listed sites, the Regions’ Project Team
Consultants have identified Clarington Site 01 as the Recommended Preferred Site
for the EFW facility. The reports relating to the Step 7 evaluation have been issued
for public and agency comments, with December 10, 2007 being the deadline for
submitting comments on Step 7 of the site selection process.

The purpose of this report is to provide the Municipality of Clarington's comments
on Step 7 of the facility siting selection process. This report incorporates comments
prepared by both staff and the Municipality's peer review consultants. The report
discusses and focuses on the over-arching issues related to the EA process, the
evaluation of the Short List of Sites and the selection of a Recommended Preferred
Site. More detailed comments regarding these and other issues are provided in the
reports prepared by the Municipality's peer review consultants, attached to this
report as Attachments 5 through 9.

Clarington’s Peer Review Team and Staff met with the Regions’ Project Team on
October 10, 2007 to review questions and seek clarification on items; the responses
provided by the Regions’ Project Team Consultants are indicated in Attachment 10.
However, for 62 of the 127 issues raised by Clarington, the Regions’ Project Team
Consultants responded that the issue would be addressed at a later date and/or
prior to the submission of the EA documentation in late 2008.

OVERVIEW OF STEP 7 (SITE EVALUATION PROCESS)

Steps 1 through 5 of the site selection process resulted in the identification of the
following four Short-Listed sites (see Attachment 2), which were then evaluated in
Step 7:

Clarington 01 A 12.4 ha parcel owned by the Region of Durham located
on the west side of Osbourne Road immediately north of the
CN rail line in the Clarington Energy Business Park

Clarington 04 A 14 .8 ha privately owned parcel located immediately south
of Highway 401 east of the South Service Road

Clarington 05 A 27.2 ha privately owned parcel located immediately south-
east of the Highway 401/Courtice Road interchange

East Gwillimbury 01  An 11.5 ha site owned by York Region in the Town of East
Gwillimbury, immediately adjacent to York Region's Waste
Management Centre.
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The Short-Listed sites were evaluated by the Regions’ Project Team Consultants on
the basis of criteria grouped into five categories - Public Health & Safety and
Natural Environment, Social and Cultural, Economic/Financial, Technical Suitability,
and Legal. Each category was assigned a priority on the basis of public consultation
undertaken in Step 1 of the facility siting process. The first and last categories were
assigned high and low priorities respectively, while the other three were assigned a
medium priority. Attachment 3 provides more detail on the evaluation criteria.

Using these criteria, the Regions’ Project Team Consultants undertook a
comparative evaluation of the four Short-Listed sites. Potential effects to the
environment and reasonable measures to mitigate these effects were identified,
resulting in the identification of the net effects for each of the sites. Under each
criterion, the net effects for each site were compared and ranked as follows: Major
Advantage, Advantage, Neutral, Disadvantage, and Major Disadvantage. The
Regions' Project Team Consultants evaluation was primarily qualitative, relying on
their professional judgement and using previously established community priorities
as noted in 2.2 above. How the evaluation was carried out and the professional
judgment applied is not clear.

The following table summarizes the evaiuation of the Short-Listed sites undertaken
by the Regions’ Project Team Consultants. According to this evaluation, Clarington
Site 01 was the only site that was ranked as having an advantage in all high and
medium priority categories, and the only site ranked as having an overall
advantage. No site was ranked as having a major advantage in any category.

Environmental | o0 ington 01 | Clarington 04 | Clarington 05 | E. Gwillimbury 01

Category ry

PRIORITY: HIGH

Public Health & Major _

Safety & Natural Advantage Neutral Disadvantage Disadvantage

Environment

PRIORITY: MEDIUM

Social & Culturai Advantage Disadvantage Disadvantage Neutral

Economic/Financial Advantage Disadvantage Neutral Neutral

Technical Advantage Neutral Advantage Advantage

PRIORITY: LOW

Legal Neutral Disadvantage Disadvantage Neutral

OVERALL | ADVANTAGE | DISADVANTAGE | DISADVANTAGE NEUTRAL

Attachment 4 provides a more detailed breakdown of the evaluation undertaken by the
Regions’ Project Team Consultants. '

25

The Regions’ Project Team Consultants have a number of separate reports
attached as Annexes to the main report of the site selection process. These reports,
as noted below, provide the detailed information and rationaie of how the evaluation
criteria were applied and how the indicators were used in the evaluation process:
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3.0
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3.2

3.2.1

3.2.2

Annex A Potential Air Quality Impacts
Annex B Potential Water Quality Impacts (Surface Water and Groundwater)

Annex C Potential Environmentally Sensitive Areas and Species Impacts and
Aquatic and Terrestrial Ecology Impacts

Annex D Compatibility with Existing and Proposed Land Uses
Annex E Report on Archaeological and Cultural Resources
Annex F Potential Traffic Impacts

Annex G Capital Costs and Operation and Maintenance Costs

Annex H Compatibility with Existing Infrastructure and Design/Operational
Flexibility

Annex | Complexity of Required Approvals and Agreements

CLARINGTON'S PEER REVIEW OF STEP 7 DOCUMENTS

Clarington’s Peer Review Consultants and Staff have prepared brief reports
highlighting the substantive issues that have not been adequately addressed to date
(Attachments 5 through 9). The focus of this staff report will be the over-arching
issues related to the site selection process and those that have previously been
identified by Clarington Council through its endorsement of the recommendations
contained in PSD-070-07 (Attachment 11) and PSD-097-07 (Attachment 12) as
items critical to any decision to be a host community to the EFW facility.

General Concerns in Site Evaluation Process

A review of the evaluation process used to identify the recommended site has
identified a number of deficiencies with the evaluation process. In particular, the
evaluation process is not clearly described, and parts of the process do not appear
to be consistent with either the Environmental Assessment Act or the approved EA
Terms of Reference. It is the opinion of Staff and the peer review consultants that
the site evaluation process has been inconsistent, as discussed below.

Determination of Advantages and Disadvantages

The Environmental Assessment Act requires an EA to describe the advantages and
disadvantages to_the environment associated with each alternative method (i.e.
site). However, the EA study determined the advantages and disadvantages of
each site in comparison to the other sites. For example, under some criteria a
negative impact on the environment is seen as an “advantage” because the impact
is not considered to be as great as for the other sites. This approach creates
difficulties in undertaking a consistent comparison and assumes that all of the
















Table 3. 1 Comparative Evaluatlon Crlterla for the Evaluation of Short Llst Sltes 7_

Crrterla

;-'_Publlc Heaith & Safety and Natural Erwlronment

Air Qualty Impacts

Note: The preferred technology must at
feast meet all applicable air
quality requlations.
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Indlcator

Local meteorologlcal cond|tlons

Distance travelled from main source(s) of waste generation to the
site.

Water Quality Impacts (Surface
Water and Groundwater)

Relative distance to and type of watercourses {aquatic habitat)
present within close proximity of site for wastewater
or surface water discharge from facility (if applicable).

Receiving body for wastewater discharge from
the facility (if applicable)

Quality of water in the receiving body based on
size and flow of watercourses.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas and
Species Impacts

Species of special concem, threatened and/or endangered species
identified by Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) in the area
potentially impacted by the site or haul route.

Distance from site or haul route to areas that are designated
Natural Heritage Features and Areas including: Significant

Wildlife and Fish Habitat; Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific
Interest; Significant Wetlands, Woodlands, etc.;
Designated Hazard Lands; and, Conservation Areas

Agquatic and Terrestrial Ecology
Impacts

Amount of woodlands, hedgerows, etc., affected or removed at
the site and the degree of impact on the edge of a
woodlot/hedgerow.

iitaral Environment’

Compatibilit with Existing and/or
Proposed Land Uses

Indicator

Consistency with current land use, approved development plans
and proposed land use changes.

Compatibility with existing land use designations.

Size of buffer zone available on the site.

Opportunity for brownfield development.

Residential Areas

Distance from site to designated residential areas within an
appropriate separation distance of the site and within an
appropriate separation distance of the haul route(s).

Number and distribution of residences within an appropriate
separation distance of the site and within an appropriate

separation distance of the haul route(s).




"-'Soclal and Cuitural Environment

:'Crlterla o .
Parks and Recreational Areas

_ Indecator

Number and type of recreational areas (i.e., parkland) wﬂhm an
appropriate separation distance of the site and within an
appropriate separation distance of the haul route(s).

Institutional Facilities or Areas

Number and type of institutions within an appropriate separation
distance of the site or area and within an appropriate separation
distance of the haul route(s).

Archaeologicat and Cultural Resources

Number and significance of known archaeological and cultural
areas at the site based on review of documented sites and the
potential for uncovered resources to be located at the site,

Traffic impacts

:?"Ei:'on"émic."Fi'ria_nc_i'al .

' :Cntena (O
Capital Costs

Type of roadway (i.e., paved, gravel) and access to businesses
and/or subdivisions & proximity of site to major arterial roads or
highways.

Existing and projected volume of traffic along haul route (i.e., high,
moderate or low).

‘ Indicator

Conformity with Durham’s Goods Movement Network

Site development costs, including: |nffastructure reqmred
upgrades to existing infrastructure (roads, sewers, eic.), property
acquisition and possible site remediation.

Qperation and Maintenance Costs

“Technical Considerations

Crlteria -

Compatibility with Existing Infrastructure

Distance from waste generation points, transfer stations (e.g.,
length of haul route), annual operating costs and maintenance
costs.

Mitigation requirements

Monitoring requirements

Indicator

Distance from potential markets for sale of marketable materials
(i.e. heat, electricity, recovered metals, etc.).

Distance from required infrastructure (i.e., sewers, hydro, road
access, water).

Design/Operational Flexibility Provided
by Site

:_Legai Cons;deratnons -
“Criteria - '

Area surplus to minimum requirement provided by site.

Cmplexﬂy of Reqwred Approvals

. Indicator _
Nature of approvals required.

Complexity of Required Agreements

Nature of property acquisition (retated to the need for expropriation,
Region owned or willing seller site).
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E it
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Summary of Short-List Sites Advantyges sad Dizadvaniages

T ISADVANTAGE

Revised Attachment 4
To Report PSD-141-07

ADVANTAGE

SEEL

NEUTRAL

NEUTRAL REUTRAL
Waler Quality impaois
{Burisce Water and ADVANTAGE KEUTRAL NEUTRAL DIBADVARTAGE
Groundwater)
Emvirormenialy Senshive
Araas and Speciss HELTRAL ADVAMTAGE DISADVANTAGE DIBADYVANTAGE
mpacis
Aguatic and Termesirial , e g _ MAIOR X
Ecology Impacts ADVANTAGE DISADVANTAGE DISADVANTAGE DISAQVANTAGE

MAJOR DISADVANTAGE

NSADVANTAGE

DISADVANTAGE

Qampﬂa‘zibiﬁéﬁy with Existing '
sndicr Fropased Land ADvaNtacE | DISADVANTAGE | DISADVANTAGE
8%

Residential Areas ADVANTAGE | . WOR MEUTRAL DISADVANTAGE

:?;;j and Recreational NEUTRAL ADVANTAGE ADVANTAGE ADVANTAGE

fﬁfﬁmﬁ’ Faciities of ADVANTAGE ADVANTAGE ADVANTAGE AOVANTAGE

Arcduniogicnl and ; _ _ SLAIOR, .

o and DISKDVANTAGE |  ADVANTAGE | . MAOR NEUTRAL

Potential Tratho Impacts NEUTRAL DISADVANTAGE NEUTRAL DISADYANTAGE
DISADVANTAGE | DISADVANTAGE

DISADVANTAGE

Cperation and

Complaxity of Requires

Maintenance Costs ADVANTAGE NELTRAL ADVANTAGE HSADVANTAGE
OVERALL: ADVANTAGE QISWTAGE NEUTRAL _ REUTRAL

Compatibility with Existing . ,

infrastructure ADVANTAGE DISADVANTAGE MEUTRAL ADVANTAGE

Design/Opearationat ! ‘

Fleuibiliy Provided by Site ADVANTAGE ADVANTAGE ADVANTAGE NEUTRAL
OVERALL: AﬁAGE NEUTRAL ADVANTAGE ADVARTAGE

Approvals DISADVANTAGE DISADVANTAGE DISADVANTAGE DISADVANTAGE

Compilexity of Required _ : F .

Agresments ADVANTAGE DISADVANTAGE DISADVANTAGE ADVANTAGE
OVERALL; NEUTRAL DISADVANTAGE | DISADVANTAGE NEUTRAL
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

Steven Rowe Environmental Planner was retained by the Municipality of
Clarington in May 2007 to review a process being conducted by the Regions of
Durham and York to identify a site and vendor/technology for a thermal treatment
or energy-from-waste facility. The process forms part of a study being conducted
under the Ontario Environmental Assessment (EA) Act to identify an undertaking
“to process....the waste that remains after the application of both Regions’ at —
source waste diversion programmes in order to recover resources — both
material and energy — and to minimize the amount of material requiring landfill
disposal.”

The EA must be conducted in accordance with Terms of Reference (TOR)
approved by the Minister of the Environment on March 31, 2006. The TOR
outlines a screening and comparative evaluation process for “alternative methods
of implementing the undertaking” (i.e. siting alternatives). Preliminary screening
and evaluation criteria for alternative methods are provided in Appendix F to the
TOR. The TOR and subsequent documentation — including the documents under
review here - relating to this process may be found on the project website at
hitp://www . durhamyorkwaste.ca/.

1.2 Adoption of a Preferred Alternative to the Undertaking

In May 2006 the Durham/York Joint Waste Management Group (JWMG)
established to oversee the EA process recommended that their respective
Regional Councils approve their consultants’ recommendations regarding a
preferred “alternative to” the undertaking or waste management technology
system. The preferred alternative encompassed two generic types of system,
both involving heat treatment of waste and production of energy. The exact
thermal technology will not be known until Durham and York Regions have
identified a preferred vendor through an ongoing Request for Qualifications and
Request for Proposals process.

1.3 Short List Report

In March, 2007 the consultants for Durham and York Regions produced a “Draft
Report, Thermal Facility Site Selection Process, Results of Steps 1-5,
Identification of the “Short-List” of Alternative Sites” (the “Short List Report”). The
report describes a process of “screening” lands (i.e. removing from further
consideration based on exclusionary criteria) across the two Regions, identifying
a “long list” of sites within the unconstrained areas, and evaluating these to
identify a “short list” of sites.

The short list comprised Clarington Sites 01 and 05, which are located in the
Clarington Energy Business Park south of Courtice, Clarington Site 02 located
south of the Energy Park, Clarington Sites 03 and 04 located on industrial land
west of Bennett Road and south of Highway 401, and East Gwillimbury Site 01
located north of Davis Drive and east of Woodbine Avenue. Clarington Site 02

Review of the Step 7 Draft Report: Durham/York Residual Waste Study
Steven Rowe Environmental Planner November 2007 Pg. 3



was later removed from the list when its “Greenway” land use designation —
which was an exclusionary criterion - was confirmed. Clarington Site 03 was
removed when its owner withdrew it from consideration. The short listed
Clarington sites are shown on Map 1 attached to this report.

In July and August 2007 Steven Rowe Environmental Planner reviewed the Short
List Report and produced an “Interim Report: Gap Analysis of the EA Process
and Review of the Site Selection Process” that was presented at Clarington’s
General Purpose and Administration Committee on September 4, 2007 as
Attachment 6 to Report PSD 097 07. The Interim Report identified a number of
concerns with the Short List Report and found that it did not provide enough
information to support the conclusions reached. The following is a list of the
issues identified in the conclusions of the Interim Report, with insertions in italics
where findings need to be qualified based on present day circumstances.

“Issues in relation to the site selection process conducted to date are:

» The Site Selection Short List Draft Report does not provide screening maps to
show which parts of the study area were excluded under each of the criteria,
and it does not provide sufficient explanation of how each of the criteria were
applied. The process is not traceable as described. The Regions’ consultants
subsequently provided Clarnington with a set of screening maps, but they have
not been provided to the public or other stakeholders.

» Despite the lack of screening information it is apparent, for example, that not
all federally regulated airports were considered in the screening, and it is not
clear whether or how federal requirements were applied in relation to organic
waste as an attractor for birds, or stack height as an obstruction to aircraft, or
both. If all regulated airports are considered under a consistent approach this
may result in the exclusion of additional lands from the study area. The
Oshawa Airport was added to the airport constraint mapping, but the
remaining concems are not addressed. Around the proposed Pickering
Airport land is shown as constrained when permitted heights of structures
based on federal airport zoning are well in excess of the assumed stack
height for the facility.

* The information presented in the Site Selection Short List Draft Report does
not describe a comprehensive approach to the identification of public lands.
There may be public lands in the study area owned by agencies that were not
directly approached as part of the process.

* There is uncertainty regarding the size of the facility being sought by the
proponent team and the size of site required to accommodate it. The process
as presently structured would give preference (other things being equal) to a
large site such as the 27.4 hectare Clarington Site 5, when the site size being
sought is around 10-12 ha. There is also ambiguity over the scale of facility
that would be required, with a proposal by York Region to scale back its
involvement, and by Durham Region to seek expanded capacity. On a large
site there may be no physical limitation on the ultimate scale of a thermal
treatment facility. /t is now proposed that the facility be constructed with a
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capacity of 150,000 to 250,000 tonnes per year, depending on the outcome of
alternative arrangements made for a portion of York Region’s waste. The
ultimate proposed capacity is 400,000 tonnes per year, which may include
waste from other non-GTA municipalities, and industrial, commercial and
institutional waste. Site size issues are deall with further in the Preferred Site
Report.

» The sites in the Clarington Energy Business Park are being analyzed as part
of a different economic study and could have either a positive or negative
affect; the effects are potentially different depending on which site is selected.

* The Report indicates that a change in direction was undertaken to bring lands
in the Greenbelt into the site selection process, but it does not describe
whether or how lands in the Greenbelt were examined to identify potential
public and willing seller sites other than the East Gwillimbury Site 1. There
may be other potential sites in the Greenbelt that have not been identified.

= The Site Selection Short List Draft Report does not provide a full description
of how consultation on the proposed methodology and criteria affected the
approach now being undertaken. The Regions’ consultants subsequently
posted a copy of a missing consultation document on the project website.

In relation to the site evaluation and comparison currently under way (at that
time - i.e. the preferred site comparison now completed in draft form):

* The proponent team now proposes to identify a recommended preferred site
and to submit an interim environmental assessment planning document to
the Ministry of the Environment in the fall of 2007, before a preferred vendor
and the exact thermal technology has been identified. This would mean that
a site would be selected without knowledge of the facility that would be sited
on it or its specific environmental effects. Therefore the assumptions being
made by the consulting team must be reviewed in light of information on the
specific selected technology and its environmental effects.

* |t would be greatly preferred if information on the vendor/technologies and
their environmental effects was available for the site comparison. The final EA
submission will have to include the vendor and specific technology to meet
the EA terms of reference and EA Act.

» There is also concern that the process of selecting a preferred vendor/
technology through the ongoing Request for Qualifications and future
Request for Proposals may not meet EA Act requirements.

In relation to the short-listed sites identified in Clarington:

* There are existing and proposed residential uses in close proximity to Sites 3
and 4, which are in the Bowmanville Urban Area. (Site 3 was subsequently
withdrawn)

* The Durham Region Official Plan and the Clarington Official Plan identify a
proposed interchange between Lambs Road and Highway 401 that would
likely be displaced by a thermal treatment facility on Site 4.
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» A proposed industrial service road passes through both Sites 3 and 4.

A thermal treatment facility occupying the whole of Site 5 would displace the
primary entrance to the Clarington Energy Business Park from the Courtice
Interchange, and the western part of the ‘spine’ route through the Park. The
Energy Business Park was initiated, planned and approved in partnership
with Durham Region, and there is potential for an EFW facility to compromise
the vision and planned function of the Park. The proponents are examining
alternative siting concepts for each site and not all of each site will necessarily
be required.”

Other than the instances noted above, the proponents have not provided
information to resolve the identified issues and have not committed to resolve
them in an interim environmental assessment planning document that the
Regions propose to provide to the Ministry of the Environment at some later date.

2, Identification of a Preferred Site

2.1  The Preferred Site Report

On September 21, 2007 the Regions’ consultants produced a “Draft Report,
Thermal Treatment Facility Site Selection Process, Results of Step 7: Evaluation
of Short-List of Sites and Identification of Consultants Recommended Preferred
Site” (“Preferred Site Report”). The report describes the application of criteria
derived from those provided in the TOR, priorities identified through consultation
and the team’s professional judgement in evaluating and comparing the four
remaining short-listed sites to identify a preferred site. The preferred site as
recommended by the Regions’ consultants is Clarington Site 01, located in the
Clarington Energy Business Park.

There are a number of technical “Annexes” to the report that describe the
evaluations conducted under individual disciplines, as follows:

Annex A: Report on Potential Air Quality Impacts

Annex B: Report on Potential Water Quality Impacts (Surface Water and
Groundwater)

Annex C: Report on Potential Environmentally Sensitive Areas and Species
Impacts and Aquatic and Terrestrial Ecology Impacts

Annex D: Report on Compatibility with Existing and/or Proposed Land Uses

Annex E: Report on Archaeological and Cultural Resources

Annex F: Report on Potential Traffic Impacts

Annex G: Report on Capital Costs and Operation and Maintenance Costs

Annex H: Report on Compatibility with Existing Infrastructure and
Design/Operational Flexibility Provided by Site

Annex I Report on Complexity of Required Approvals and Complexity of
Required Agreements
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2.2 Approach to the Review

This document review relates to the broad consistency, transparency and
traceability of the EA process and includes the Preferred Site Report and
selected parts of the Annexes that relate to the assumptions, information and
methodology used in the site comparison.

As part of an ongoing effort to resolve issues to the extent possible, the
Municipality of Clarington peer review consultants undertook a preliminary review
of the report and the appendices/annexes relevant to their disciplines, and
Clarington staff provided their consultants’ initial concerns and questions to the
Regions and their consultants. A meeting was held (October 10" between
Clarington’s and the Regions’ staff and consultants, and written responses were
provided to Clarington for the majority of the issues by October 26, with further
clarification being received by November 71".. These responses are reflected in
the review that follows.

Clarington's peer review consultants met on November 16™ to jointly review the
Regions’ responses and methodology employed in the evaluation of the sites.

2.3 Commentary on the Preferred Site Report

2.3.1 Report Introduction

This review follows the sequence of material in the Preferred Site Report, with
references to the technical annexes where appropriate.

Section 1, Introduction, provides an overview of the study and a summary of
the Terms of Reference and the process conducted to date. This includes a
description of the site selection process up until Step 5, for which comments are
provided above and, in more detail, in our earlier report.

Under “Shared Opportunities” Section 1.1, states:

“Facing common waste disposal issues, the Regions are acting to
implement, as quickly as possible, a Durham/York based solution that: is
socially and politically acceptable to both communities; maximizes
environmental protection; and, fosters the wise management of resources
that are currently lost by way of landfill in Michigan.”

The reference to “as quickly as possible” relates to the 2010 deadline after
which Durham and York will no longer have the option of waste disposal at
landfill sites in Michigan. The need for an accelerated process to accommodate
this deadline has reduced the amount of information available to support
decisions at each step of the process, and the ability to respond to issues raised
as the process proceeds. As indicated in our earlier review of the Short List
Report, details on the specific technology to be used and its environmental
effects are not available as the preferred site is being selected. The proponents
have made a commitment that when the preferred vendor has been selected a
sensitivity analysis would be undertaken to confirm that the process leading to

Review of the Step 7 Draft Report: Durham/York Residual Waste Study
Steven Rowe Environmental Planner November 2007 Pg. 7




the selection of the preferred site remains valid. Clarington’s Peer Review Team
believe it would be prudent to carry more than one site in the Request for
Proposals to allow for the sensitivity analysis to have more validity.

The reference to “maximizing environmental protection” raises an issue identified
by the Municipality's technical peer review consultants, that the Regions’
commitment to environmental protection, the actual level of protection and the
means of implementing and monitoring this is very unclear at the present time.

Section 1.2.2 describes the evaluation of “alternatives to” (i.e. technologies). The
descriptions of the two selected systems, Systems 2(a) and 2(b) include
gasification of mixed waste or solid recovered fuel, respectively, whereas the
following description identifies gasification as a “new technology” in relation to
System 2(b) only. The proponents have confirmed that both systems could
include gasification, however this description could have been written more
clearly (i.e. is gasification a new technology when applied to both mixed waste
and solid recovered fuel, or to solid recovered fue! only?).

Section 1.3.2 includes a description of facility/site size requirements, and
identifies a need for 13.7 ha site with a 100m buffer and 7.3 ha without a buffer, if
all required facilities are included within the site. In Appendix E to Annex H
(“Technical Memorandum on Facility Site Size”) it is assumed that an additional 1
ha would be required for a stormwater pond, however Clarington staff have
indicated that shared, off-site stormwater facilities would be required in the
Clarington Energy Business Park, and therefore for the preferred Clarington Site
01 and Clarington Site 05. At 12.4 ha, Clarington Site 01 is smalier than the 13.7
ha requirement if a 100m buffer is to be included. The Technical Memorandum
includes “Usable Site Area” plans of all the short-listed sites showing how a
facility could be configured within each site — Figure 2, the plan for the preferred
Clarington Site 01 and Clarington Site 05, is attached as Map 2.

The Technicai Memorandum also states that land on Clarington Site 05 south of
a watercourse is “unusable”, and this is reflected in the above “Usable Site Area”
plan. There appears to be an opportunity to sever and dispose of this additional
land, and yet the cost of the full area of the site is assumed for the purpose of the
cost comparison. When this comment was provided to the proponents’
consultants they responded by conducting a cost sensitivity analysis that
excludes an estimate of the value of the area south of the watercourse. This is
further discussed below.

2.3.2 The Evaluation Criteria

Section 3 of the Preferred Site Report describes the evaluation of the short-listed
sites. Table 3.1 provides the criteria used for the evaluation, with corresponding
“indicators” and “rationale”. The following comments are provided on the contents
of this table:

= The “rationale” under “Compatibility with Existing and/or Proposed Land
Uses” mentions a need for rezoning when the evaluations under this criterion
state that public uses are generally permitted in all zones in Durham Region.
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