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Harcourt 

9. Regional Municipality of Halton By-law No. 
109-78 





THAT the Resolution set 	in Schedule "A" o Regional 
Solicitor's Report RS-17-81 requesting funding in the 
approximate amount of $250,000 by the Ministry of the 
nvironment to carry out the requirements of The 
nvironmental Assessment Act with respect to the Site "F" 

sanitary landfill project be passed and Regional Staff 
authorized to carry out the requirements contained 
therein. 

out 

  

THE REGIONAL 

 

MAT ne Town of .Milton Council be respectfully urged 
one last time to pass the Official Plan Amendment and 
Zoning By-law Amendment with respect to Site "F" as 
ordered by the Ontario Municipal Board prior to the 
taking of proceedings as deemed necessary b' Leg-al 
Counsel to the -Regibn, Osier, Hoskin & Harcourt, and as 
previously authorized by the past Regional Council. 

3. THAT the request to the Region by the Tremaine-nritanni 
Citizens Group that any entitlement to interest with 
respect to the payment of costs awarded against that 
group by the Ontario Supreme Court in dismissing that 
Group's action to set aside the Decision of the Ontario 
Municipal Board be granted and the payment of their 
portion of the costs be accepted without interest. The 
Regional Solicitor is authorized to sign the necessary 
Satisfaction Piece on behalf of the Region. 

REPORT: 

A INTRODUCTION 

As reported extensively in the press, by Order dated February 9th, 
1981, the Minister of the Environment, Dr. Harry Parrott, has 
requested that The Environmental Assessment Act apply to the 
undertaking by the Region of developing and operating a 
proposed sanitary landfill site at Site "F" at the northwest 
corner of Tremaine and Britannia Roads in the Town of Milton 
and that the public hearing under The Environmental Protection 
Act shall be deemed not to be required or permitted. 

A copy of the Minister's Order and his Reasons are attached. Such 
Order has been made despite  detailed submissions to the contrary by 
this writer on behalf of Regional Council as a whole, and additional 
personal submissions by Chairman Raftis and Mayor Bird. 

Chairman J. N. Raftis, P.Eng., and 
Members of Regional Council 	 1981 02 13 

Report to 	  Date 

Dennis Y. Perlin 	 RS-17-81 
From 	  Report No 	  
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B BACKGROUND 

(1) Opening  

The firs -E two parts of this report may be somewhat boring for 
existing Councillors as it is a review of the Solid Waste 
Program for Halton and in particular the sanitary landfill 
component; namely, Site "F". 

The Regional Municipality of Halton began its foray through 
the Solid Waste Management field back in 1975. 

The "long day's journey into night" commenced for the Region 
because of its statutory obligation under The Regional 
Municipality of Halton Act, Section 131, which is as follows: 

0/0  
It is important to remember when considering a topic that 
becomes as emotional at times as solid waste disposal does, 
that the Region is not in the field of solid waste disposal 
by choice but rather by obligation. 

42-2'  The writer has attached a chronology of all Resolutions and proceedings carried out by Regional Council since 1974 to show 
you the extensive work by Council since 1974 in attempting to 
put in place a comprehensive Solid Waste Management Program 
in Halton. 

The basic four components of the Solid Waste Management Program 
in Halton which were identified even prior to Regional 
Government in a Solid Waste Disposal Study carried out by 
the County of Halton by McLaren's and which components have 
carried on through initial studies by M. M. Dillon Limited in 
1975 and 1976, and then by Kilborn Limited 1979, are as 
follows: 

(i) source separation 

(ii) transfer station(s) 

(iii) resource utilization 

(iv) sanitary landfill 

(2) Source Separation  

With respect to the first component of Source Separation: a 
marketing feasibility study has just recently been filed with 
the Region and has been referred to the Area Municipalities 

"(2) On and after the 1st day of January, 1974, the 
Regional Corporation shall provide facilities 
for the purpose of receiving, dumping and 
disposing of waste and no area municipality 
shall provide such facilities." 

Cont'd 
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for comment. That is the Resource Integration Systems Report 
previously received by this Council. Hopefully the Region and 
the Area Municipalities will be meeting in the near future to 
co-ordinate a Region-wide program of source separation which 
will call on the Area Municipalities to handle that part 
of the program which is in their jurisdiction; namely, collection, 
and to the Region in its jurisdiction of disposal; namely, 
storage and marketing. 

(3) Transfer Station(s)  

With respect to the second component of Transfer Station(s): 
Council has already committed itself to the provision of 
a transfer station in Halton Hills as the furthest point away 
from any locations of actual disposal, such as a resource 
utilization facility or sanitary landfill site. As part of 
the Capital Budget for this year, funds are being proposed for 
the engineering, design and construction of the transfer 
facility in Halton Hills. 

(4) Resource Utilization  

With respect to the third component of Resource Utilization: 
both M. M. Dillon Limited(1975/76) and Kilborn (1979) 
have recommended a Refuse-Derived Fuel (RDF) Facility as 
the best resource utilization or resource recovery facility 
for the Region to get involved in at this time. The process 
foreseen prior to actual commitment to an RDF Facility is a 
marketing program to see who and where the Refuse Derived 
Fuel can be sold to, and a_test burn of the fuel at the pur-
chaser's location and preliminary engineering for more accurate 
costing purposes. Because the Capital Contributions of the 
Region only reflect the sanitary landfill component, as that 
is the only existing solid waste component, Regional Council 
imposed on new development a Resource Utilization Fee of 
$100.00 per unit or block to assist in raising funds for the 
preliminary engineering and market development for a resource 
utilization facility and it is hoped that by the end of the 
year 1981 there will be $150,000 available from those fees. 
The other $150,000 to $175,000 that is estimated to be necessary 
is also part of the Capital Program this year so that hopefully 
in this year, 1981, as committed by previous Councils, this 
Council will get on with the actual preliminary engineering, 
marketing and testing of the Resource Utilization Facility 
proposal-. Regional Council however, has always made it clear 
that if and when the preliminary engineering, marketing and 
testing show that a Resource Utilization Facility is feasible, 
then the Provincial Government must come through with major 
subsidies as it has done in the past for major new municipal 
proposals such as bridges and sewage treatment plants in 
the hard services field, and in health and social services in the 
soft services field. 

Regional Council has felt that it is fair to request from the 
Province at least a subsidy of 80% considering the promotion 
by the Province of getting into "energy from waste" projects 
and continuing to call on the Provinces to get into "reduction 
of reliance on sanitary landfill" programs. 

Cont'd 
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(5) Sanitary Landfill  

One of the major objectives of the Solid Waste Management 
Program in Halton is to reduce reliance on sanitary 
landfill. However, it has been said many times and, 
indeed, it is said again in the reasons for the Order 
of the Minister with respect to Site "F", that "the Ministry 
of the Environment has determined that even if other methods 
of handling waste are implemented, there will continue to 
be some need for landfill". 

Unfortunate as some may consider that statement to be, that 
is fact; that is reality, and as a result the need to have 
available a sanitary landfill component in the Solid Waste 
Management Program in Halton forms part of the statutory 
obligation of Regional Council. 

You will see from the attached chronology that that particular 
component has, because of the opposition that that particular 
component has generated, formed a major part of the time and 
effort spent by Regional Council in past years on solid waste 
matters. 

The search for the sanitary landfill component began with the 
M. M. Dillon Limited "Site Selection Study" which was their 
first volume of the two volume Resource Recovery Study which 
they did for the Region in 1975 and 1976. The "Site Selection 
Study" identified some eleven locations throughout Halton 
where sanitary landfill might be located. A copy of the map 
depicting those eleven locations is attached. 

As part of the further work in that Site Selection Study, 
five of those locations were eliminated almost immediately. 
Regional Council then, in 1976, did what are called "Stage 1 
investigations" of six locations and from the results of 
those identified the preferred location as "Site F", a location 
in the Tremaine -Britannia area of the Town of Milton. 

The second preferred alternative was a two-site combination 
consisting of one location in Burlington between Walkers Line 
and Appleby Line, north of Highway 5 (Site "B"), and another 
location in Oakville just east of Highway 25 on the Lower 
Base Line (Site "D"). 

It is important to note that most, if not all, of the locations 
being _considered by Regional Council faced opposition from
those who might be resident near to the sanitary landfill, 
should it be located there. 

Perhaps because of the opposition and/or perhaps because 
of the costly detailed investigative studies necessary, 
Regional Council decided to pursue one location as far as 
testing and studies were concerned and only if that location 
proved fruitless because of the testing and studies would 
Regional Council then move on to another location. The 
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RS-17-81 	 Page 5 

preferred location, i.e. Location "F", was chosen as the 
Location to test, study and investigate. 

C 	SITE "F" 

(1) Opening  

In pursuing the sanitary landfill component, the Region engaged 
the planning and engineering firm of M. M. Dillon Limited as 
its over-all consultant. 

The first major testing and study initiative as to whether or 
not Regional Council should continue to pursue a sanitary 
landfill at Location "F", was hydrogeology. As I am sure many 
of you know, one of the detrimental factors for a sanitary landfill 
is that rain water and surface drainage do infiltrate into the 
covered garbage, mix with the garbage, and at times produce 
a pollutant which has been called "leachate". The idea is to 
avoid contamination of surface and ground water by leachate 
from a landfill site. Whether that can be done at any particular 
location and how is the purview of the hydrogeologist. 

Therefore, M. M. Dillon Limited engaged a sub-consultant, Gartner 
Lee & Associates, a very experienced, very reputable hydrogeological 
firm in Ontario to do the hydrogeological investigation of Site "F". 
That particular investigation was staged. The writer has already 
talked to the "Stage 1 investigations" which were carried out, 
not only at Location "F" but at five other locations. 
There were further investigations known as "Stage 2 investigations" 
which were positive, i.e. that Location "F" would be a good 
location for a sanitary landfill as far as being able to control 
leachate production was concerned, and to avoid its getting 
into the surface or ground water was concerned, and in Stage 3 
that more detailed investigative work further confirmed the 
finding of the suitability of Site "F" from a hydrogeological 
point of view and also narrowed down the area within Location "F" 
(originally 2,500 acres) to one where a landfill might best be 
located, namely north of Britannia Road and west of Tremaine Road. 

The hydrogeological investigation done, and it having proved that 
Site "F" would be a suitable location for a landfill from a 
hydrogeological point of view in the sense that leachate could 
be controlled and taken away from the site without much danger, 
if any, of the leachate pollutant getting into the surface or 
ground waters, the Region then moved on to the remainder of the 
studies and the approval process. 

Originally four approvals were identified for sanitary landfill 
at Site "F". One of those approvals, namely the approval of 
the Town of Milton to acquire the land necessary, has been elimina- 
ted by reason of a 1980 Court Decision in the County of Oxford. 

However, the three other approvals were as follows: (a) Planning 
Approval - Official Plan and Zoning By-law, (b) Financial  
Approval, and (c) Environmental Approval. 

Since 1977 the Region has been attempting to obtain the three 
approvals mentioned above and has faced concerted and strenuous 
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opposition from both the Town of Milton and from a rate-
payers opposition group known as the "Tremaine-Britannia 
Citizens Group." 

The writer has attached a breakdown of the costs which the 
Region has expended since 1975 on attempting to gain 
approval for the sanitary landfill component; namely 
Site "E"!, and you will see that the total costs are 
approximately $3,100,000 if one takes into account the studies 
leading to and on 	 itself and the Interim Waste 
Disposal Plan. 

To show the extensive study which has been done leading to 
Site F and on Site "F" itself, I Will just list all of the 
studies which have been done: 

O.M.B. APPLICATION 

Regional Municipality of Halton - Resource Recovery Study 
Interim Report - Site Selection Study - January, 1976 

Halton Region - Landfill Site Selection - Location F - 
Stage 2 Hydrogeology Report - January, 1977 

Halton Region - Landfill Site Selection - Location F - 
Stage 3 Report - Hydrogeology - June, 1977 

Regional Landfill Site - Hydrogeological Study - Stage 4 
and Final Report - October, 1978 

Feasibility Study for the Agricultural Rehabilitation of 
a Proposed Landfill Operation: Region of Halton - August, 1978 

Interim Waste Disposal Feasibility Study - September, 1978 

Review of Landfill Alternatives - October, 1978 

Regional Landfill Site - Woodlot and Vegetation Analysis - 
December, 1978 

Regional Landfill Site 

Regional Landfill Site 

Regional Landfill Site 

Regional Landfill Site 
December, 1978 

- Transportation Analysis - December, 1978 

- Noise Impact Analysis - November, 1978 

- Planning Report - December, 1978 

- Potential Bird Hazards to Aircraft- 

Regional Landfill Site - Design and Operations Report - 
December, 1978 

Review of Waste Quantities and Characteristics - February, 1979 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT APPLICATION 

Regional Landfill Site - Environmental Analysis - March 1980 

Regional Landfill Site - Environmental Analysis - Supplementary 
Report - Wildlife Study - August, 1980 

Regional Landfill Site - Hydrogeological Study - Update March, 1980 

Regional Landfill Site - Noise Impact Analysis - Update February, 
1980 

Regional Landfill Site - Hydrology Report - May, 1980 

Feasibility Study on the Agricultural Rehabilitation of a 
Proposed Landfill Operation: Region of Halton - Update February 
1980 

Regional Landfill Site - Design and Operations Report - Update 
May 1980 

Table A- Projected Solid Waste Quantities - May, 1980 

Table B - Projected Populations - May 1980 

(2) Planning Approval  

Planning approval was necessary for the Region because the 
Official Plan and Zoning By-laws then in effect in the Town 
of Milton would not permit a sanitary landfill at Site "F", 

Applications were made in August-September of 1977 for the 
necessary changes in the Official Plan and Zoning By-law. 
The Town throughout the next few months made certain 
investigations and requested certain information from the 
Region. 

The Region gave the information that the Town requested ahd 
because the application was somewhat confusing as to the 
size and extent of operation at Site "F", the application 
was clarified by Regional Council to indicate that-the size 
of the site as a whole would be no greater than 246 acres 
and that the term of life would be 2,000,000 tons. 

The "term of life" was chosen by way of tonnage because 
tonnage was closer than trying to set an absolute life in 
terms of years. Sanitary landfill sites are designed and 
contoured. The amount of garbage that can go into a 
particular design to achieve the particular contours depends 
to a great extent on the type of garbage and the compaction 
that the operation is able to achieve prior to covering 
any particular load of garbage. If one uses a reasonable 
compaction figure and knows generally the type of garbage 
that will go to the site, then one can calculate fairly 
acurately the number of tons that will probably be able to be 
landfilled at the site. 
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In the case of Site "F", the type of garbage is to be 
limited to solid waste (there would be no liquid industrial 
waste; no hazardous waste) and it would be solid waste 
of a residential, commercial and industrial mold. 
In addition, the Region has had experience with respect 
to compaction results at its other locations. The suitable 
design for a site the size of Site "F", considering the 
land available, and the type of buffering and woodlot 
protection that is necessary, would, considering the type 
and compaction factors, allow for a site of approximately 
,2,000,000_ tons. 

When the 2,000,000 tons would be achieved in terms of years 
would be dependent on many factors, including whether or 
not the Region got into source separation, resource utiliza- 
tion, and whether the rates of garbage generation went up 
or down and whether the population growth rates were up 
or down and what those population growth rates were. 

At first the 2,000,000 tons was considered to be adequate 
for the entire Region considering no resource recovery and 
no source separation for approximately six years. Now it 
is  expected that should Site "F"  gain _approval, 2,000,000 \`, 
tons would last the Region approximately eight years with // 
no source separation and no resource recovery. 

Obviously if source separation and/or resource recovery come 
into play that would extend the term of the site in terms of 
years. 

The tonnage life in addition to being more accurate in terms 
of life in order to achieve the design and contours proposed 
is also considered to be an incentive to getting into other 
forms of solid waste disposal such as source separation 
and resource recovery because by getting on with those 
particular components and getting them into operation prior 
to the site at Site "F" being filled, that could extend the 
life of the sanitary. landfill site in terms of years and 
spread out the landfill investment in terms of years. 

While the planning process at the Town level did result in 
the clarification of the scope of the landfill project at 
Site "F", the Town unfortunately would not agree to amend 
its Official Plan and Zoning By-law. 

This refusal resulted in appeals by the Region to the Ontario 
Municipal Board. The Ontario Municipal Board held a three 
month hearing during the months of January, February, and 
March, 1979 before a two-member Board. 

That Board examined Site "F" in great depth. It heard 
approximately 60 witnesses and had filed with it over 200 
exhibits. 

The Ontario Municipal Board, in addition to hearing about 
Site "F", made a ruling that it would listen to evidence 
with respect to any site proposed for landfill in Halton. 
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Indeed it heard extensive evidence from the Town and from 
the Tremaine-Britannia Citizen's Group and other opposition 
groups as to the suitability of one other location over Site "F", 
and that was Location "A", which is the location at which is 
found the existing Regional landfill site in Burlington and 
also is the location in which are found the lands of National 
Sewer Pipe, for which National Sewer Pipe are, as you know, 
proposing the establishment and operation of a private sanitary 
landfill. 

There was evidence led to a small degree on other locations, but 
the major location proposed as an alternative to Site "F" 
was  Location "A". 

The Ontario Municipal Board rendered its Decision in 
June of 1979. That Decision gave planning approval for 
a sanitary landfill at Site "F" and resulted in orders 
to the Town of Milton to amend its Official Plan and 
Zoning By-law to permit that use. 

The Ontario Municipal Board Decision itself is attached 
to this Report and I WOULD STRONGLY URGE ALL MEMBERS OF  
COUNCIL TO READ AND/OR REREAD THAT DECISION IN ITS  
ENTIRETY. I find it very difficult to believe that the 
Minister of the Environment read that Decision before 
making his own Decision with respect to The Environmental 
Assessment Act. 

The Town of Milton and the Tremaine-Britannia Citizens 
Group appealed the Decision of the Ontario Municipal Board 
to the Supreme Court of Ontario. Their attempt was to have 
the Decision set aside._ 	That_attempt_failed_and costs 
wei-e-WfAiarde-d against both_the Town and_the_Tremaine-Britannia 
Citizens Group. 

The third Recommendation set out above is designed to deal 
with that particular awarding of costs. When an Order as 
to costs are awarded against parties, those parties can be 
said to be liable both jointly and severally for those 
costs, particularly in this situation in the way they were 
awarded. 

The Town of Milton, after some delay by having the Bill of 
Costs as prepared by the Region's Legal Counsel taxed, actually 
did pay one-half of the Bill, but the Tremaine-Britannia 
Citizens Group ignored  all reque-gt-s—to_pay  	until 
very reCently when a cheque was forwarded. The Region is 
entitled to some interest on the half of the Bill which was 
left outstanding, however the amount being paid by the 
Tremaine Britannia Citizens Group as their half is $1,672.50 
and the in,tarest _is a very small amount. In order to get 
this matter resolved and Eri-order to show the Region's 
continuing fairness in this matter, the writer has made the 
recommendation that the interest be waived as requested by 
the Tremaine-Britannia Citizens Group-. 

In addition to the Court Decision, the Town of Milton and 
the Tremaine-Britannia Citizens Group and other objectors, 
petitioned the Cabinet to set aside the Ontario Municipal 
Board Decision. 
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The Cabinet awaited the Decision of the Court and after the 
Court had dismissed the appeals of the Town and the Tremaine-
Britannia Citizens Group, THE,CABINET ITSELF CONFIRMED THE 
DECISION OF THE ONTARIO  MUNICIPAL BOARD. A copy of the 
Cabinet Confirmation is attached. 

Thus, with the Cabinet Decision, the planning approval became 
final. 

The Town and the Citizens Group were still not satisfied and 
even before the Orders could be finalized by the 
Board, a further hearing had to be held in front of the 
Board to have the wording finally established. 

The wording finally established, the Orders were sent to 
the Town of Milton in approximately March of 1980, and since 
that time the Town has refused to pass the Official Plan 
Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment concerned. 

Regional Council requested the Town to please pass the 
Amendments as the Tremaine Britannia Citizens Group insisted 
and continue to insist that until those Amendments are 
passed, no environmental approval should even be applied 
for, let alone the environmental process continued. 

After initial refusal by the Town, the Region passed the 
following resolution on October 1, 1980: 

"THAT the Council of the Town of Milton be 
respectfully requested to pass forthwith 
the Official Plan and Zoning Amendments as 
ordered by the Ontario Municipal Board. If the 
Town of Milton Council will not pass the 
necessary amendments within a reasonable 
period of time from this request, then the 
Regional Legal Counsel (Osler, Hoskin & 
Harcourt) and Regional Staff are hereby 
authorized to take any and all proceedings 
that may be necessary to finalize the Planning 
Authorization for Site "F"." 

The writer has made further attempts and has exchanged the 
attached correspondence with the Town of Milton to try and 
avoid further confrontation between the Region and one of 
its Area Municipalities in the Courts. 

My last appearance before Milton Council in this regard was 
in January, and at that time a resolution of deferral was 
passed requesting a report from the solicitor for the Town, 
Mr. Fred Leitch, Q.C. 

I am informed that an opinion will be forthcoming from Mr. 
Leitch in the next week or so and that the Town will deal 
with the issue once again, within the next week or two. 
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I have asked Regional Legal Counsel for their opinion as you 
can see from the attached correspondence, and the reply 
from Mr. Sexton was short and succinct and that is that 	

> )fr the Region should attempt to have the Orders enforced by 
the Courts. 

The second Recommendation above would be sent to the Town 
in the hope that the Town will deal with the issue one more 
time and hopefully in a positive way to avoid Court 
confrontation and the costs connected therewith. 

The writer must emphasize the importance of having the 
Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments put in place. 

If environmental approval is never obtained and then 
Regional Council at some point should eliminate Site "F" 
completely from its program, then obviously the by-laws 
could be repealed by the Town if it so wished, probably 
without objection. In the meantime, however, Site "F" is 
still the location chosen by the Region to pursue for the 
saffitary landfill component and the one approval still 
neceesary is environmental approval. 

The writer has received arguments from Legal Counsel for 
the Tremaine-Britannia Citizens Group that environmental 
approval should not even have been applied for, let alone 
further pursued, until the Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
are actually amended. I am not sure that Legal Counsel for 
the Tremaine-Britannia Citizens Group is correct but costs 
of environmental approval are too great to have it set aside 
at some later point because the Region was wrong in making 
application and/or pursuing environmental approval when the 
Official Plan and Zoning By-law were not actually amended 
so that the planning approval might be said to be not actually 
in place. 

Secondly, I believe it is important that those buying lands 
in the area (and there are sales and purchases going on in 
the area) be cognizant of the fact that someday there may be 
a sanitary landfill in the location concerned. 

I am sure that many of those who are buying land in the area 
now are aware of that possibility, but then again they may 
not be, and there should be notice of that given to future 
owners. The reason for trying to ensure prior knowledge is that 
it may have overtones for the Region should the Region consider 
the payment of any injurious affection claims or compensation 
claims for those residents near Site F if it should ever go 
into operation and cause any injurious affection. 

Those buying land now with notice of what the use might be 
expected to be would be hard-put, in my opinion, to complain 
later of any injurious affection. 
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(3) Financial Approval  

I have attached to this package a copy of a by-law which has 
been given two readings with respect to Site "F" and that 
is By-law No. 109-78. That is a  by-law that would authorize 
the actual undertaking and expenditures thereon up to 
3.7 million dollars. That by-law has only been given two 
readings and as a result the studies and legal expenses 
have been coming out of current funds. 

The by-law could not be passed until environmental approval 
was received, and environmental approval could not be 
received until planning approval was received. 

The approval for the by-law comes, as any other financial 
approval does which may require debenture issuance, from 
the Ontario Municipal Board. 

Because the planning approval was on its way to the 
Ontario Municipal Board, it was decided by the Regional 
Council back in 1978 that it would be wise to give two 
readings to the financial by-law and have it sent to the 
Ontario Municipal Board at the same time as the planning 
approval. 

There was very little evidence offered against the Region's 
ability to finance the particular project and as a result 
the Ontario Municipal Board Decision in June of 1979 gave 
financial approval to the project. 

(4) Environmental Approval  

The rules of the game concerning environmental approval 
for a landfill site were that  until June 3rd, 1980 the 
environmental approval for a sanitary landfill was obtained 
by making application under The Environmental Protection 
Act. When one made application for approval of a sanitary 
landfill, or any other waste disposal facility operating 
for the benefit of 1,500 people or more, an environmental 
hearing-site specific to the project would be held prior to 
environmental approval. 

An environmental hearing could be held by the Director of 
Environmental Approvals or he could "farm it out" to the 
Environmental Assessment Board, which is what he has always 
done. 

With the Cabinet confirmation of the Ontario Municipal Board 
Decision in February of 1980, the Regional consultants filed 
the Application for Environmental Approval under The 
Environmental Protection Act according to the rules of the 
game as they had been since 1975 and still were, and that 
is under The Environmental Protection Act. 

That filing was done on May 30th, 1980. 
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Without any prior notice, the Province of Ontario, on June 3rd, 
1980, passed a Regulation which brought into effect the 1975 
Environmental Assessment Act for certain municipal projects; 
namely, projects of $2,000,000 or more, and waste disposal 
sites. The Act had not been applicable to municipal projects 
at all since first passed in 1975 and to this day is not 
applicable to private projects such as the National Sewer Pipe 
Sanitary Landfill Proposal in Burlington. Indeed, even for 
provincial landfill projects like South Cayuga an exemption 
has been granted. 	

14.41(4-rf 

With the numerous resolutions of Regional Council indicating 
that Site "F" was the preferred location for the sanitary 
landfill component, and with By-law No. 109-78 having had two 
readings and approval of the Ontario Municipal Board, Regional 
Staff and Legal Counsel felt confident that the "grandfather" 
provision of the new Regulation under The'ffiTaronmental 
AssessMent Act exempted the Region from the provisions of 
The Environmental Assessment Act. 

The Town of Milton disagreed, however, and so the Town went 
off to the Supreme Court and the Supreme Court determined that 
a by-law given only two readings and/or resolutions indicating 
the possibility of a landfill at Site "F" and the preference 
of Council for a landfill at Site "F", was not actual 
"authorization". "Authorization" meant a`51-7=1-Wi-Cluly passed, 
i.e. with three readings or clear resolutions saying "this 
shall be the site". 

An attempt was made by the Region to appeal the Decision to the 
Ontario Court of Appeal, but the Ontario Court of Appeal 
refused leave. 

That Supreme Court Decision then meant that Site "F', with 
respect to environmental approval, was now covered by two 
Acts, The Environmental Protection Act and The Environmental 
Assessment Act. 

Because The Environmental Assessment Act itself provides 
that once an environmental assessment is prepared and submitted 
that an environmental hearing can be held by the Environmental 
Assessment Board with respect to the project, that would mean 
that in the case of facilities such as waste disposal sites, 
there could be two environmental hearings, one under The 
Environmental Protection Act and one under The Environmental 
Assessment Act. 

There was, however, a "grandfather" provision in the 
Regulation which provided that where a project had been 
authorized by by-law or resolution prior to the Regulation 
and where 25% of the funds were expended within three 
years of the date of the Regulation, i.e. by June 3rd, 
1983, then that project would not be affected and covered 
by The Environmental Assessment Act. 
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The Provincial Legislature in its wisdom did not believe 
that two environmental hearings should be necessary and 
therefore there was a provision in The Environmental 
Assessment Act (Section 35) which gave power to the 
Minister to order which Act was to apply in such cases. 

The Minister of the Environment determined after the Court 
Decision was made that he would wish written submissions 
and he received approximately 70 submissions. 

The Region's submission is quite detailed and I have not 
attached a copy. However, the thrust of the Region's 
argument was that it just  was not fair nor necessary to 
change the rules of the game as the game was about to end. 
This was especially so in light of the fact that an 
exhaustive Ontario Municipal Board Hearing had been held 
at which all persons interested were invited to attend 
and make submissions, and where the Ontario Municipal 
Board made a specific ruling that they would look at 
alternative locations to Site "F" if anyone wished to 
present such evidence. Indeed, as stated previously in 
this Report, such evidence was  

One of the major features of The Environmental Assessment 
Act is the ability to have alternatives considered and 
the advantages and disadvantages of those alternatives 
weighed against the project concerned. That was done by 
the Ontario Municipal Board. Some may argue that it was 
not as extensive as it could have been, and others may 
argue that it was. But it was done. 

Further, the Region argued that the site specific hearing 
under The Environmental Protection Act is more appropriate 
now in light of the Ontario Municipal Board Decision and 
the Cabinet confirmation of same. 

Those who wanted The Environmental Assessment Act thought that 
a fairer 	comparison would be made under the provisions 
of The Environmental Assessment Act than was made before 
the Ontario Municipal Board. 

As one can see from the Order of the Minister, those 
arguing in favour of The Environmental Assessment Act 
have gotten their way and the Minister has so ordered. 

(5) Interim Waste Disposal Plan  

In July of 1978, the Regional Council authorized a Study 
to be carried out by M. M. Dillon Limited of the feasibility 
of an Interim Waste Disposal Program. Back in July of 1978 
the Town had just finally refused Planning Approval, but the 
matter had still to go to the Ontario Municipal Board. 

Cont'd 
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In addition, predicting when sites will reach capacity is 
not a science. Because compaction can be good one year 
and not so good the next, and the amount of garbage can 
change from one year to the next, predictions in terms of 
time when a site will finally close, are simply "guestimates". 
This has improved in 1980 and since with more sophisticated 
photography but still the predictions are best guestimates. 

Regional Councils over the years were faced, and future 
Regional Councils will continue to be faced with best 
"guestimates" as to when existing landfills will be expected 
to reach their design contours, and without further expansion 
have to be closed. 

In July, 1978, there was discussion that the then existing 
sites may well have to close in late 1978 or early 1979 and 
at that particular point in time, it was known that Site F 
just could not get approval in time, nor were any other 
solid waste disposal facilities available to the Region. 

Thus, a feasibility study was authorized and in September, 1978, 
M. M. Dillon Limited filed their study. Their study contained 
a number of options, all of them involved sanitary landfill 
and the one that was finally chosen consisted of small 
expansions to the existing Burlington and Oakville sites. 

From. September of 1978 and through to October of 1980, a 
period of some two years, the Region proceeded along the 
approval route for those two small expansions. 

The route in Oakville was fairly rocky for a while, but Planning 
approval was finally received in May of 1980 and Environmental 
approval shortly thereafter. Fortunately, no Planning Hearing 
was necessary because the Town agreed to amend the Official 
Plan and Zoning By-law and no objectors continued their objection 
to the Ontario Municipal Board.As far as Environmental approval 
is concerned, a public meeting was held, wherein no one indicated 
any objection to there being no Environmental Hearing; the Town 
did not object to there being no Environmental Hearing and because 
the existing contours were then just being reached, the Director 
of Environmental Approvals used his "urgency" powers under the 
Environmental Protection Act and gave a Certificate of Approval 
for the site without an Environmental Hearing. 

With respect to the expansion of the Burlington Site, a general 
Parkway Belt exemption was received by Regions in 1979, so that 
Planning Approval was unnecessary. However, the City of Burlington 
did agree subject to certain conditions which the Region was 
prepared to meet and an Environmental Hearing was held in April 
of 1980 under The Environmental Protection Act. The Environmental 
Assessment Board recommended approval for the application and 
a Certificate of Approval was finally issued by the Director 
of Environmental Approvals in October or November, 1980. 

The Site in Oakville now is the expanded site and the predicted 
date at which its tonnage capacity of some 255,000 metric tonnes 
is expected to be reached is in the fall of 1982 and the absolute 

Cont'd 
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date for closure by agreement with the Town of Oakville is 
May of 1983. 

The Burlington expansion program is underway and there the 
expansion is expected to reach capacity some time late in 1984 
assuming Oakville closes in the fall of 1982, so that all 
garbage in the Region is going to the Burlington site as of 
the fall of 1982. 

The Interim Waste Disposal Plan, including Feasibility Study, 
approval process and construction has cost and by time of 
completion will cost the Region some $2.5 million. 

The approval process for Site F directly has cost the Region 
net, some $700,000. 

In my opinion, if there had not been the opposition to Site F 
that there was, Site F could have been available for sanitary 
landfill prior to the filling of the existing sites before 
their expansions and thus, in placing a dollar figure on what 
the Region has spent in its approval process for Site F, the 
total, including all investigative studies aeading up to Site Hp! 

should be considered 3.2 million dollars. 

MINISTERIAL ORDER  

The writer has reviewed the Ministerial Order under Section 35 
of The Environmental Assessment Act. 

The writer has also reviewed the provisions of The Environmental 
Assessment Act itself. 

It appears to this writer that there is no appeal of an Order 
by a_ Minister under Section 35 of The Environmental Assessment 
Act except by way of a Government or Private Bill through 
Legislative Assembly to try and overturn the Ministerial Order. 
The writer is not recommending that route as it—Wes not appear 
to be a route which is likely to have any success. 

The Order therefore, must be accepted. 

It is probably an understatement to say that this writer is 
greatly disappointed in the Decision of the Minister, particularly 

,when one reviews the reasons for giving same. 

If one reviews the 'Reasons" for the decision, one will note that 
the Minister seems to completely ignore the Site Selection and 
public_participation processes that were followed in Halton and 
also the fact that a broad, extensive 3-month hearing where alterna- 
tives coli1R—Ne_considered  and indeed were considered was held 
under the provisions of the Planning Act by the Ontario Municipal 
Board, 

One is left with the belief that the Minister just could not have 
read the Ontario Municipal Board Decision, nor the Cabinet 
confirmation of that Decision. 
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Further, for the Minister to talk of being able to carry 
out this process in a length of time which "will not be undue" 
is misguided if not naive. Just the preparation and sub- 
mission of the environmental assessment may take one year 
and its review four to six months. Then, if a Hearing has 
to be arranged, held and a Decision rendered, that could 
take another six months. That is two years and without 
many hitches or delays. The Region will be hard-pressed 
to meet the time constraints—Eltbough they may appear 
substantial at this time. 

Finally, to indicate to the Region "to follow the procedure 
(under The Environmental Assessment Act) through to developing 
an operating site prior to the remaining capacity at its 
existing sites being exhausted" is the ultimate of insults, 
for if the Region had not acted responsibly in carrying out 
its statutory duties by bringing into effect an Interim 
Disposal Plan, then at this time there would have been no 
existing sites to be exhausted in Halton. 

Further, the Minister's Decision ignores the fact that 
none of the submissions in opposition to the Region's position 
put forth any facts (a lot of conjecture, but not facts) 
that could dispute the Region's claim that a sanitary land-
fill at Site F, can be put in, in a manner which will not result 
in an "engineering disaster". The woodlot can be protected; 
berms can be erected for aesthetic, noise, dust and litter 
control purposes; the lands for the most part can be 
rehabilitated to agriculture; traffic impacts even from the 
Region as a whole are minimal; neighbouring land use conflicts 
need not be severe at all if the Region performs the way it 
says it will. Those facts are completely ignored by the 
Minister in his Decision and any information to the contrary 
is not supported by any scientific data by those in 
opposition. 

Finally, the Minister gives absolutely no reason why he has decided to 
change—the rules of the game, when the game was near its end and when 
the  Obvious reasons 'f.c;,r the submissions by many of those who made 
submissions in opposition to the Region's position was for the purpose 

of further delay; a hope that such a move would put off the 
establishment and operation of the landfill at Site F as long 
as possible, if not permanently, or at least a chance at 
another independent Board where the results might be different 
than before the Ontario Municipal Board. 

The "changing of the rules" in fact, is so bad, that it has 
made the Region of Halton unique to the Province of Ontario. 
That is the case, because the Regulation which I spoke of 
before that was filed in June of 1980 has been amended to 
make it clear that where there has been any by-law given 
two readings, such as the case with Halton By-law No. 109-78, 
then the "grandfather provision" contained in the Regulation 
would now apply. In other words, the Government of Ontario 
was really saying that when they passed the original 
Regulation in June of 1980, they did not intend to cover 
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projects such as Site "F" at all. In light of such an 
amendment then what valid reason can there be for making the 
Environmental Assessment Act apply on a unique basis to this 
project. 

The writer has prepared the attached Resolution which I am 
asking this Council to consider passing because I sincerely 
believe that this Region has done more than its part in the 
expenditure of money and effort in the carrying out of 
studies with respect to establishing a suitable sanitary 
landfill component as part of its Statutory obligation. 

Considering the amounts the Region has already spent and 
since the Province of Ontario has now made the Region of 
Halton unique, surely it must be prepared to cover the cost 
of carrying out the provisions of The Environmental 
Assessment Act which it has imposed upon us. 

My discussions with staff here and with M. M. Dillon Limited 
would lead me to conclude that the costs will be at least 
$250,000 if not a great deal more, considering the fact 
that alternative methods and alternative locations will 
have to be greatly canvassed. 

The writer believes that a Petition to and a meeting with 
the Premier and the key Ministers should be arranged by the 
Regional Chairman and Members of this Council in an attempt 
to secure the funds that are necessary to carry on with the 
environmental approval process for Site "F" under The 
Environmental Assessment Act if that is what must be. 

The writer, in setting out the costs, has not included any 
costs for the hearing itself which, if held, would be somewhat 
more expensive, in my opinion, than an Environmental Protection 
Act hearing only because at least one hearing would have been 
necessary anyway for environmental approval even under The 
Environmental Protection Act and perhaps we should not be 
unreasonable in our funding request. 

The writer in setting forth a resolution for funding is 
only taking into consideration the funding necessary for the 
further studies and investigations. 

E THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ACT PROCEDURE  

Without elaborating in too much detail, the essence of The 
Environmental Assessment Act is that the Region will have 
to prepare and submit an environmental assessment. 

An environmental assessment is a document which sets out 
the following: 

i) the description and purpose of the undertaking 

ii) a description and statement of the rationale 
for the undertaking 
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iii) alternative methods of carrying out the 
undertaking 

iv) alternatives to the undertaking 

v) a description of the environment that will be 
affected or that might reasonably be expected 
to be affected, directly or indirectly by: 

a) the undertaking 

b) alternative methods of carrying out the 
undertaking 

c) alternatives to the undertaking 

vi) the effects that will be caused or that might 
reasonably be expected to be caused to the 
environment by: 

a) the undertaking 

b) alternatives methods of carrying out the 
undertaking 

c) alternatives to the undertaking 

vii) the actions necessary that may reasonably be expected 
to be necessary to prevent, change, mitigate or 
remedy the effects upon or the effects that might 
reasonably be expected upon the environment by: 

a) the undertaking 

b) alternative methods of carrying out the 
undertaking 

c) alternatives to the underakting 

viii) evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages 
to the environment of: 

a) the undertaking 

b) alternative methods of carrying out the 
undertaking 

c) alternatives to the undertaking 

Once the environmental assessment is prepared, it is submitted 
to the Minister of the Environment who causes a review of the 
environmental assessment to be prepared and to give notice of 
the environmental assessment to all interested parties. 

The interested parties are then invited to inspect the 
environmental assessment and the Minister's review of same, 
make written submissions concerning the environmental assessment 

Cont'd 
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and any ministerial review of same, and if they so desire 
request a hearing by the Environmental Assessment Board with 
respect to the project, the environmental assessment and the 
Ministry of the Environment review of same. 

.,Under The Environmental Assessment_Act, a_hearing must be 
held_iihere one is_requested "unless in hisrMinister of the 
Environmen-   absolute discretion-Se considers that tticKpquire-
ment is frivolous or vexatious or that a hearing  is unnecessary 
or may cause undue  delay". 	 72 

l It mlght therefore be_said that_an_environmental hearing may 

Obviously, only time will tell as to what the actual situation 
will be with respect to a hearing. 

In closing this discussion with respect to the requirements of 
The Environmental Assessment Act, it is important to notice 
the difference between "environment" under The Environmental 
Assessment Act and therefore the broad scope that an environ-
mental assessment must have in its preparation as opposed to the 
more site specific situation under The Environmental Protection 
Act. 

Under The Environmental Assessment Act, the "environment" is 
defined to mean: 

" 	(i) air, land or water, 

(ii) plant and animal life, including man, 

(iii) the social, economic and cultural conditions that 
influence the life of man or a community, 

(iv) any building, structure, machine or other device 
or thing made by man, 

(v) any solid, liquid, gas, odour, heat, sound, vibration, 
or radiation resulting directly or indirectly from 
the activities of man, or 

(vi) any part or combination of the foregoing and the 
interrelationships between any two or more of them, 

in or of Ontario;" 

Under The Environmental Protection Act, the definition of 
"natural environment" is strictly physical and is said to mean: 

"the air, land and water or any combination or part 
thereof of the Province of Ontario" 

Cont'd 
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In order to prepare the environmental assessment, more 
work will have to be done with respect to Site "F", in my 
opinion, in the area of "social, economic and cultural 
conditions that influence the life of man or the community", 
and then with respect to at least two or three other locations, 
all of the areas that have been previously studied with respect 
to Site "F" have to be canvassed in sufficient detail so that a 
fair evaluation can be carried out of "the advantages and 
disadvantages to the environment of the undertaking, the alterna- 
tive methods of carrying out the undertaking, and the alternatives 
to the undertaking". 

As shown above, not only will the alternatives to the undertaking, 
i.e. alternative locations, have to be canvassed, but also 
alternative methods of carrying out the undertaking which 
we have taken to mean such things as source separation, 
resource recovery, out-of-Region landfill sites, out-of- 
Region solid waste resource utilization facilities such as 
the Ministry's Downsview Plant, SWARU in Hamilton-Wentworth, 
the Ontario Paper Proposal in Thorold, etc. 

As you can see, a lot of work has yet to be done in order to 
prepare an environmental assessment under The Environmental 
Assessment Act, and $250,000 may be too little. 

The writer is, however, proposing that we go to the Province 
now and obtain a commitment to funding and give the approx-
imate amount of $250,000 with the final amounts to be deter-
mined once the Province has committed itself to the funding 
and a determination made by the Region as to the extent of 
the environmental assessment that will have to be carried out. 

As far as timing is concerned, while it may appear that the 
Region has approximately 21/2  years before the Region will 
actually have to start construction of a new sanitary landfill 
facility to be ready to receive garbage when the Interim 
Waste Disposal Program comes to an end, that 21/2  years can 
fly by and this writer is not convinced that an environmental 
assessment can be completed and submitted, public participation 
carried out, a hearing held, if necessary, and Decisions 
rendered, all in that period of time. 

F LAND ACQUISITION  

At this point in my Report, the writer would like to make 
mention of the "forgotten people" in this whole exercise. 
Site "F" is not presently owned by the Region. The present 
owners of Site "F" are two companies and they have for some 
time been attempting to sell the land. Their attempts have 
not been very active attempts and, indeed, considering reality, 
their attempts could not be that active because of the 
on-going proceedings concerning Site "F". 

The present owners have been paying taxes and have had other 
carrying costs with respect to Site "F" for some time now, and at 

Cont'd 
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one time the Region took options and paid for those 
options but Court Decisions earlier made it clear 
that those options should not be taken by the Region 
until at least planning approval was obtained. 

Further, The Environmental Protection Act provides 
that no by-law to finance any of the undertaking can 
be passed until a Certificate of Approval is received 
and the moneys that were to be used to buy the land 
were to come out of the general project By-law No. 109-78. 

The writer knows that the existing owners are somewhat 
anxious and therefore unless I hear any objections from 
Regional Council, the writer would propose investigating 
the legality of the Region either leasing or buying the Site IIFII 

lands at this time and the writer would discuss with the 
owners what their positions might be. 

Not only does the writer consider this fair in light of 
the patience and good will shown by the owners over these 
last four years, but also to ensure in the time frame we 
are now talking about with respect to carrying on an 
environmental assessment and perhaps an Environmental 
Assessment Board Hearing, that steps can be taken to 
ensure the lands such as the woodlot on the southwest 
part of Site "F" are protected. The writer is informed 
by the persons who have carried out the environmental 
analysis for the Region on Site "F" that there has been 
some damage to the woodlot. The woodlot is important 
to the Region, not only because of its environmental aspects, 
but also because it gives tremendous aesthetic assistance 
to the Region in the sense of screening those properties 
that are west of the site on Britannia Road and/or on 
Bell School Line from any sanitary landfill operation. 

If the Region can either lease or acquire the land from 
the owners at this time, then the site could be fenced 
and protected. 

It should be noted in order to avoid excitement or anxiety 
by the opponents that if the Region were to go so far as 
acquiring the lands and then environmental approval was not 
received and/or the Region decided not to proceed with 
Site "F" any further, then the lands could be sold as 
surplus. 

It might very well be that in light of our budget there is 
no room in the current budget this year for the approx- 
imate $800,000 that might be necessary to buy the land. 
The writer therefore intends to first explore the possibility 
of leasing the land for perhaps the validated carrying 
costs and taxes. There may be some persons who are using 
some of the existing lands for pasture and sub-lease 
arrangements could be made between the Region and those 
people, if the Region ultimately leases the lands. 

Cont'd 
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The writer, in any case, will explore the possibility of 
acquiring and/or leasing the lands both on a legal and 
practical basis and will report back to Council in due 
course. 

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 

At this particular point, the writer is only recommending 
that we pursue the Province for funding for the carrying out 
of an environmental assessment. 

If the Province is willing to commit itself to fund the ' 
environmental assessment that is required, then this 
Council could determine how it wishes to proceed with the 
environmental assessment. 

That may include the calling of proposals by various 
consultants for carrying out an environmental assessment 
or it may simply be an extension of the existing contract 
with M. M. Dillon Limited to lay out the way that the 
environmental assessment should be proceeded with. 

Whatever the situation, options will be presented to Council 
concerning the proceeding with an environmental assessment 
as soon as word is received from the Province confirming 
funding. 

If the Province refuses to fund the  environmental assessment, 
I believe  that  this Council will have to examine very  
carefurf-e-it-ashes to go from here as I_truly and 
sincerely believe that the Region of Halton has expended more 
than sdffidien-t -f-undS alread in a thorou h examinafTon-of 
the sanitary an ill component. With respect to Site "F", 
the Region has studied that particular proposal to the "nth 
degree" and to this date there is no evidence that any 
disaster would be engineered at Site "F" or any evidence that 
the Region could not carry on a well-operated landfill at that 
Site. 

Further, the writer truly believes as do I hope most Regional 
Councillors do, that if we are to get on with the work necessary 
in other components such as source separation and rasource 
utilization, i.e. components that can reduce reliance on 
sanitary landfill, the Region just cannot go on spending 
more and more dollars, and in my opinion unnecessary dollars, 
on the sanitary landfill component. 

Let us hope, however, that the Ministry will be responsive 
to the request for funding. 

Respectf lly submitted, 

Denni Y. Perlin 
Region 1 Solicitor 
DYP/gh 

Attach. 



SCHEDULE "A" to RS-17-81 

Xbe Council 
Regional iflunicipatitp of limiton 

Date: 

 

Numbe4: 

 

    

Aelolution 
Moved by: 	  Seconded by: 

WHEREAS The Regional Municipality of Halton has since 1975 been 
pursuing the implementation of a solid waste management program 
consisting of the four components of source separation, transfer, 
resource utilization', and sanitary landfill; 

AND WHEREAS the Province of Ontario, through its Ministry of the 
Environment, has sa-id on many occasions and in many locations 
that those four components are reasonable basic components of 
any solid waste management program; 

AND WHEREAS the Province of Ontario, through the present and 
past Ministers of the Environment, has indicated that considering 
the stage of technology now and for the foreseeable future sanitary 
landfill definitely, even if unfortunately, must be one part of 
a solid waste management program; 

AND WHEREAS The Regional Municipality of Halton has been attempting 
to satisfy.  the sanitary landfill component to this date by 
obtaining approval for a sanitary landfill-at the-Iocation known 
as Site "F"; 

AND WHEREAS in seeking to obtain approval for a sanitary landfill 
at Site "F", the Region has been following the rules as they were 
set down by the Province of Ontario in 1975 and since, through 
The Regional Municipality of Halton Act, The Municipal Act, The 
Ontario Municipal Board Act, The Planning Act, The Environmental 
Protection Act and The Environmental Assessment Act; 

AND WHEREAS those rules provided for the obtaining of three 
essential approvals; those being Planning, Financial and 
Environmental; 

AND WHEREAS prior to any Regulations being.  passed by the Province 
in June of 1980 bringing into operation for environmental approval of mun- 
icipal projects The Environmental Assessment Act, the Reaion of Halton 

eljairman 
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had obtained Planning Approval and Financial Approval for 
Site "F" from the Ontario Municipal Board and the Cabinet 
and had filed for Environmental Approval as required under 
the then existing rules pursuant to The Environmental Protection 
Act and in doing so had gone to considerable length in study 
and expense to make such application for Environmental Approval 
under The Environmental Protection Act; 

AND WHEREAS acting in a responsible manner Regional Council of 
The Regional Municipality of Halton, instead of waiting for the 
existing landfill locations in Burlington and Oakville to reach 
their capacity as they did in late 1979 and early 1980, decided 
in 1978 that perhaps Site "F" would not receive approval in 
time and therefore authorized after considerable study and expense 
the implementation of an Interim Waste Disposal Plan consisting 
of very costly small expansions to the existing landfill sites 
in Burlington and Oakville ($2,400,000); 

AND WHEREAS the Region, being so responsible, avoided a "crisis" 
situation which would have left the Province with no choice but 
to have approved Site "F" and by the most expedient approval 
route, which could have included no environmental hearings at all 
under the "emergency" provisions of The Environmental Protection 
Act and long before the new Environmental Assessment Act 
Regulations were passed; 

AND WHEREAS the Province of Ontario 1-1s by the Decision of the 
Minister of the Environment dated February 9th, 1981 under The 
Environmental Assessment Act changed the rules of the game just 
as the game was about to end with the approval of Site "F"; 

AND WHEREAS the Region has already expended $3,100,000 on its 
Interim WasteDisposal Plan and on attempting to gain approval 
for Site "F" in a responsible manner with great study by responsible 
consultants, and sub-consultants and through the use of responsible 
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and reputable legal counsel; 

AND WHEREAS  the change in the rules will now require somewhat 
more detailed study and investigation in the area of Site "F" 
itself in order to prepare and submit an environmental assessment; 

AND WHEREAS in addition to examining Site "F" itself, alternative 
methods and alternative locations Will -have to be updated and more 
extensively examined and compared so as to fulfill the requirements 
of preparing and submitting an environmental assessment; 

AND WHEREAS in order to carry out that comparison in a fair and 
equitable manner such that persons living near or in the vicinity 
of any alternative locations to be considered, can say that the 
advantages and disadvantages of their location(s) have been 
fairly weighed against those of Site "F", more funds in an amount 
of at least $250,000 will be required to carry out the extensive 
studies required; 

AND WHEREAS the Province of Ontario through Ontario Regulation 
486/80 as amended has made it clear that no other_sanitary_landfill 
site proposals in the Proiance_of_ Ontario in the saile or similar 
position  to Site "F" will have to meet the requirements of The 
Environmental AssessmentAct; 

AND WHEREAS such a unique situation must and should be recognized 
by the Province by the provision of the extra funding required; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

1. The Government of Ontario, and in particular the Premier 
of the Province, the Treasurer, the Minister of 

eliairman 
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Intergovernmental Affairs, and the Minister of the 
Environment be respectfully requested to grant to the 
Region of Halton sufficient funds to permit the Region 
to carry out in a fair and equitable manner and then 
prepare and submit an environmental assessment as 
required by the Province through its changing the rules 
near the end of the game with respect to Site "F". 
Such funds are absolutely necessary in order to carry 
through and meet all of the broad requirements of The 
Environmental Assessment Act in preparing an environmental 
assessment. The approximate amount of funding required 
is $250,000. 

2. In considering whether or not to grant this particular 
request, that the Government of Ontario be called upon 
to consider the uniqueness of the Halton situation and the 
good faith that Regional Council has shown in its attempt 
to meet its statutory duties in waste disposal in a 
responsible way. 

3. This request be forwarded to the present local members of 
the Provincial Legislature, The Honourable James Snow, 
George Kerr, Q.C., M.P.P., and Julian Reed, M.P.P., and 
all candidates running in the March 19th, 1981 Ontario 
election in the local ridings for their endorsement and 
support. 

Chairman 
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Ontario 

Office of the 

Minister 

Ministry of the 
Environment 

416i965-1611 	 135 St. Clair Avenue West 

Toronto Ontario 

M4V 1P5 

February 9, 1981 

Mr. G. Brown 
Clerk 
Regional Municipality 

of Halton 
1151 Bronte Road 
OAKVILLE, Ontario 
L6G 	6E1 

Dear Mr. Brown 

RE: THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HALTON 
AND ITS APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE 
OF APPROVAL FOR A WASTE DISPOSAL SITE 

I enclose the decision and reasons for decision 
in the above matter. The decision placing the 
establishment of a landfill site under The Environmental 
Assessment Act and the reasons for it are, I hope, 

7  
I have had copies of this letter and the 

enclosures sent to the various people who have been 
parties to the previous proceedings in accordance 
with the attached list. The number of people is 
extensive and if, through inadvertence, one has been 
overlooked you, or anyone on the list, should feel 
free to advise them of the decision. Additional copies 
of the decision and reasons for decision may be 
obtained from the Ministry's Information Services Branch 
(Mr. G. Rego at 965-7117). 

Yours truly 

Harry arrott, D.D.S. 

Encls. 



THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ACT, 1975 

ORDER 

Section 	35 

WHEREAS the undertaking of developing and 

operating the proposed waste disposal site of the 

Regional Municipality of Halton at the location known 

as Site "F" at the northwest corner of Tremaine and 

Britannia Roads in the Town of Milton has been proposed; 

and 

WHEREAS a decis:i.on was pronounced in the 

Divisional Court on September 30th, 1980, to the effect 

that the undertaking was subject to both The Environmental 

Assessment Act, 1975 and The Environmental Protection 

Act, 1971, and it was necessary for the Minister of the 

Environment to make an order under Section 35 of The 

Environmental Assessment Act, 1975, to determine whether 

a hearing could proceed under Part V of The Environmental 

Protection Act, 1971; and 

WHEREAS section 35 of The Environmental Assess-

rlient Act, 1975 does not provide for a hearing and in 

my opinion the conduct of a hearing for which no 

procedure is prescribed would have been expensive and 

caused undue delay in reaching a decision; and 
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WHEREAS although section 35 of The Environmental 

Assessment Act, 1975, does not appear to provide any 

right to Make submissions, I determined that it would 

be reasonable to consider written submissions, in this 

case, before a decision was made; and 

WHEREAS notice that written submissiors would 

be considered was given to the affected municipalities 

and others; and 

WHEREAS over 70 written submissions were 

received as to whether the order should permit a 

hearing to proceed under The Environmental Protection 

Act, 1971, or should require that an environmental 

assessment be prepared and the procedures under The 

Environmental Assessment Act, 1975 followed; and 

WHEREAS I have considered the submissions and, 

for reasons issued separately, determined the following 

Order should be made, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to section 35 of 

The Environmental Assessment Act, 1975, that The Environmental 

Assessment Act, 1975, applies to the undertaking and the 

proponents and that the public hearing under The Environmental 

Protection Act, 1971, shall be deemed not to be required 

or permitted. 

DATED at Toronto this 	9th 	day of February, 1981. 



THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ACT, 1975 

IN THE MATTER OF the Regional Municipality of 
Halton and its application for a certificate 
of approval for a waste disposal site 

REASONS; 

The Regional Municipality of Halton ("Halton") has 
applied for a Certificate of Approval under Part V of The 
Environmental Protection Act for a proposed new waste disposal 
site known as Site "F". The Divisional Court determined 
that the legal effect of a regulation (O. Reg 468 /80) made 
under The Environmental Assessment Act was to make the 
proposed site an undertaking subject to that Act. Accordingly 
under section 35 of The Environmental Assessment Act, I 
was required to make an order the effect of which would be 
either 

(a) that the approval process pursuant to The 
Environmental Assessment Act would have to 
be followed before a certificate of approval 
could be issued under Part V of The 
Environmental Protection Act with no hearing 
being permitted under Part V, or 

(b) that, instead of the environmental assessment 
procedure, there would be a hearing under 
section 33a of The Environmental Protection Act 
before the Director decided whether to issue 
a certificate of approval under Part V for 
the proposed site. 

I determined that prior to making a decision under 
section 35 of The Environmental Assessment Act, I should, 
in this case, consider_any written_submissions_persons 
interested in the matter wished to make. Aocordin_gly, various 
parties were advised in writing of the procedure for making 
such submissions and an announcement to the same effect was 
made at a meeting of the Environmental Assessment Board which 
had been publicly advertised in connection with Site "F". 
The meeting of the Environmental Assessment Board had been 
scheduled to be a hearing under section 33a of The Environmental 
Protection Act, for the site; however, it became necessary 
to adjourn that meeting until the decision under section 35.  

• of The Environmental Assessment Act was made. 

Several extensive submissions and counter submissions 
were made and many brief submissions were received. 

	 2 
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Four general "classes" of submission were received. 

he first class suggested that there was no need 
for landfill wa -te disposal sites and that waste should 
be reduced, re-used or disposed of in some other way. 
The Ministry of the Environment has determined that even 
if_other methods of handling waste are implemented, there 
will continue to be some need for landfill sites. There= 
fore, it was not practical to take a course of action that 
would prevent Halton from establishing any landfill site 
and I determined that these submissions could not be 
followed. 

The second and third classes were fundamentally 
qpppccd  a04made up the iiiijeirity of the submissions. The 
cpecond classIsuggested that, because of the history of the 
deveiopment- and the alleged disruption which would be 
caused by delay and expense in applying environmental 
assessment_procedures, I should order that the hearing 
under section 33a of The Environmental Protection Act 
proceed and The Environmental Assessment Act not apply. 

The third class was that the environmental 
assessment procedur'e be followed and that there be no ' 
hearing under section 33a of The Environmental Protection 
Act so that there would be greater certainty that all 
reasonable alternative method-S --of waste disposal and sites 
would be considered and the best one chosen. 

(4x06-1-̀ 7;17°  
.1  he fourth tii61of submission was a hybrid between 

'The-Envi&onmental Protection Act and The Environmental 
.Asseisment Act which would result, in effect, in a 

1*..). 11 	between Site "F" and another site known as Site "A" 
ther than a full environmental assessment. Presumably, 

the mechanism for doing this would-be for an order to be 
made under section 35 of The Environmental Assessment Act 
that the environmental assessment procedure be carried out 
followed immediately by an order approved by the Lieutenant 
Governor in Council under section 30 of The Environmental 
Assessment Act exempting the undertaking from certain 
provisions of the Act including the requirement that the 
environmental assessment for the undertaking give due 
consideration of need, alternative methods and sites which 
were alternatives to Sites "F" and "A". 

I formed the opinion that this was not a suitable 
option if an assessment is to be done under The Environmental 
Assessment Act. It should normally be done under the limits 
imposed by that Act rather than under limits imposed by 
exemption orders. It may well be that in preparing an 
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environmental assessment, a proponent would not deal exhaustive-
ly with all possible alternatives or even at all with some 
alternatives and would give good reasons for so restricting his 
environmental assessment. Reasons could include a lack of 
statutory authority (especially in the case of municipalities) 
or excessive cost or time which would be involved in considering 
other alternatives once a proponent had found what he regarded 
as _a reasonable alternative. No doubt, a proponent when he 
limits his considerations of alternatives, must show that the 
limits were set on reasonable gounds but if this is done by 
means of the environmental assessment process rather than by 
means of an exemption, any person who may disagree with a 
proponent's determination of the limits and detail of the 
matters presented in an environmental assessment including the 
major matters of purpose, need and alternatives has the 
opportunity to make submissions as to the adequacy of the 
environmental assessment and, in the event a hearing is 
required, present evidence on such matters including alternatives. 

It is apparent from the submissions received that 
there are important issues relating to this matter which are 
arguably not relevant for purposes of a hearing under 
section 33a. Although matters such as alternatives have 
frequently been discussed at hearings under The Environmental 
Protection Act, they may not be strictly relevant and in my 
opinion, the_parties_interested in this matter should have a 
forum_for a hearing, if one i required, in which these issues 
can clearly be raised. 

Under The Environmental Assessment Act, proper 
consideration may be given to the relative impact of the 
alternatives on such matters as agricidITTIEal 
bouring land uses, travel distances from the sources of waste 
or transfer stations to the disposal site, the beneficial 
effects on the environment of establishing a site, and the 
ease and cost of acquiring alternatives and putting them into 
op-eration. As pointed out, there are undoubtedly practical 
limitations to the degree of consideration given to various 
alternatives, as there is no point in studying in detail an 
impractical alternative. 

The Region in its_aabirik ssions has made it clear that 
alternative siteshave  been  consr-derW 	-althoughaiii—
undoubtedly take somewhat longer to prepare an environmental 
assessment, the kength pf time to do so will ,not be undue and 
the Municipality shoUld be able tofollow-the procedure'through 
to developing an 61-5-srating— site--prior—to tb6- remaThing ca-pacity 
at its existing Sites bang exliatsted.-- 
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It is for the foregoing reasons that I decided to 
order that the undertaking proceed under The Environmental 
Assessment Act, 1975, rather than there being a hearing 
under section 33a of The Environmental Protection Act, 1971. 

Dated at Toronto this 	9th day of February 
1981. 

.44)K 
MINISTER OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
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THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HALTON 

CHRONOLOGICAL RECORD OF THE ACTIONS OF REGIONAL COUNCIL 

RELATIVE TO SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

1. THAT the MinistAy o6 the Envitonment be advised that the Region o6 
Hatton wishu to exptess its apptovat oi the MinistAy's pAogtamme 
6oA ResouAce RecoveAy, and the pAincipte oti its ptoposat to undet-
take a study to consttuct a Resoutce RecoveAy Pant saving the 
Region o6 Hatton. 

It being undeAistood that the MinistAy i4 ptepaAed to ptoceed with 
the necessaty engineeAing study at its own expense, be6ote the Region 
o6 Hatton is Atquaed to make any commitment, and 6uAthef 

THAT the site o the ResouAce Recovay Plant and any necessany 
tand6ift sites be subject to the apptovat o6 the aAea municipatity 
40 invotved. 

Regional Council Approval: Nov. 20, 1974 
Committee Approval: 	Nov. 14, 1974 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 29-74 

2. THAT a te-evatuation o6 the iiinaf contoms o6 all existing said 
waste disposat sites be made with a view to extending that usaut 
ti6e and the matteA oti the mateAiat being extAacted 6tom the HageA 
Rambo Channel diveAsion be evatuated dot use in the ptesent ButLington 
Aotid waste disposat site and any 6utute Regionat site. 

THAT the sta66 be instAucted to investigate immediatety tocations 
iot liutute sotid waste disposat sites thAoughout the Region. 

Regional Council Approval: Feb. 5, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	Jan.29, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 14-75 

3. THAT a potiticat committee be 6oAmed by the MinistAy and Region 
teptesentatives, with the Region o6 Hatton being uptesented by 
the Ottowing: 

ChaiAman o6 Region - (on. designate) 
ChaiAman o6 the Pubtic Wotks Committee - (on. designate) 
A Regionat Reptesemtative Ictom each o6 the atea municipatities 
(on. designate) 

Regional Council Approval: Feb. 5, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	Jan. 29, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 	 Corr. from M.O.E. Jan. 8/75 re: 

Resource Recnvinry 
1 



	

4. 	THAT it be kecommended to the Technical Advizony Committee that 
in zetng the teAno og teeetence eot the conzutting eitm, be 
engaged by the Ptovince at theit expenze, that the Region og 
Hatton'z wazte management Atudy be teviewed taking into conzidetation 
the gottowing: 

i) eztabtizhing mote than one tandgitt zite within the 
Region (pozzibty one in the noli.th  and one in the zouth) 

ii) eztabtizhing a zite on. zitez eot the acceptance og dhy 
zotid wazte (demotition mateniat, etc.) 

iii) the geazibitity og uzing quattiez, the national zewet 
ptopetty and the Mitton &Lick Yatd az tandgitt zitez. 

iv) uzing Ca zz III, 04 towet, agticuttutat tandz onty on 
which to tocate tandgitt zitez 

v) the mattet oe naniinizing haulage coztz to the atea 
municipatitiez 

vi) extending the tiee oe the exizting zitez 

vii) the economicz in ketation to the openation and capital coztz 
og the tectamation ptant and ttanzeet ztation. 

Regional Council Approval: 
	

Apr. 19, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	 Apr. 9, 1975 - Apr. 10, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 
	 P.W. 9 & 10-75 

	

5. 	THAT the acting Ditectot oe Pubtic Wotkz, Mn.. J. Cotbett, the Managen 
og Dezign and Devetopment, Mn.. R. Ctippz and two membetz oe the Pubtic 
Wokkz Committee be named az the Region'z teptezentativez on the 
technicat co-oAdinating committee sot the pupozed Hatton Region 
Rezounce Recoveity Ptant. 

Regional Council Approval: 
	

May 7, 1975 
Committee Approval: 
	 Apr.23, 1975 

Staff Report No.: 
	

P.W. 64/75 

	

6. 	THAT Regionat Councittou Mazon and Coxe be appointed az membetz oe the 
flattdn Region Rezoutce Recovay Ptant Technical Co-ondinating Committee 
and that expandtd membeuhip on the Technical Co-o4dinating Committee be 
apptoved to inctude one teptezentative Wm each oe the atea 
municipatity pubtic wodz depattmentz and that the atea municipatitiez 
be contacted accoAdingty. 

Regional Council Approval: May 21, 1975 
Committee Approval: 
Staff Report No.: 

May 
P.W. 

14, 	1975 
76/75 



7. 	THAT the Regionat Councit suppont the motion o the Town 
Auuka, catting liolt the whibition oi non-neu4abte, non-
keiittabte bevetage can4 and gAa44 botttes, within the 
Put/ince o Ontatio. 

Regional Council approval: May 21, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	 May 14, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. No. 75-75 

	

8. 	THAT the coniiidentiat 4ta66 pketiminaky kepokt on a potentiat wazte 
dizpozat zite, dated Apkit 28, £975 be ke6ekked to the technicat 
co-okdinating committee 6ok conzidekation in the Rezoukce Recoveky 
Ptant Dezign Study. 

Regional Council Approval: June 4, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	 June 5, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 88/75 

	

9. 	THAT theiz mattek be keliekked to the Pubtic Wokkz Meeting to be. hetd 
Wednesday, OctobeA 8, 1975 and 6ukthek 

THAT Councit di,kect the Pubtic Wokkz Committee to kepokt on the 
ztatuz o detibekationz on the Ottowing mattekz immediatety: 

1) the Mclaken Repokt on Sotid Wazte Management 

2) the joint ventuke with the Miniztky o6 the Envikonment on 
Rezoukce Recoveky. 

Regional Council Approval: Oct. 1, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	 Sept.17, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 

	

10. 	THAT the M.M. Ditton Study pkoceed in accoltdance with the teAms o6 
Imietence and that the Rezoukce Recovety Pan, TechnicsE Co-okdinating 
Committee take into account the iottowing: 

THAT the tiottowing ptans az outtined in the Region'z 1974 Said 
Wa4te Management Study Repo/a, be liukthek conzideked and examined 
Lit conjunction with the cuntent Pkovince/Region Rezoukce Recoveky 
Ptant Pne-De4ign Study: 

* 2 	Land liitt @ L09 
*18 Titan66e4 Station @ P01 	Land liitt @ L21 
*19 Tnansliek Station @ PO4 	Landiitt @ L09 
'32 Land6itt @ L06 (1972-85) 	Land6itt @ L09 (1986-91) 
*33 Titan66ek Station @ PO4 	Landiiit @ L06 (1972-85) 

Land liitt @ L09 (1986-91) 
'35 Landgit 0 L09 + Land6itt 0 122 



AND FURTHER THAT the conAideAati.on o6 theze ptanz take into account aut 
bnie64 and 4ubm44ionz which the Region keceived ak.izing out o6 the 
pubtic meetingz which wene hetd in tate 1974 on the MacLaken Repokt and 
liukthek 

THAT the tiive additionat con.6tAaint4 which weke appkoved eaktiek in the 
cukkent yeak by the Pubtic Wonfu Commatee be comsideted and that the 
Resoukce RecoveAy Ptant Pne-Dehign Study Conzuttantz zubmit the intekim 
kepokt on tand liietz no tatek than Decemben 1975, 

Regional Council Approval: Oct. 15, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	Oct. 8, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 179/75 

11. THAT Councittot E. Sykez be appointed az a membek o6 the Hatton 
Region Rezoukce Recoveny Ptant Technicat Co-ondinating Committee 
to 6itt a vacancy. 

Regional Council Approval: Oct. 15, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	Oct. 8, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 

12. THAT P.W. Repokt No. 201-75 ne: Rezoukce Recovety Ptant Study be 
teccived and 6iLed. 

Regional Council Approval: Nov. 5, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	Oct. 22, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 201/75 

13: 	THAT an extenzion o ti time be appkoved dok zubmizzion o the Sotid 
Wazte Rezoukce Recoveny PnogAam Intekim Repokt on Land6ittz; 
the intekim kepokt to be keceived by the technicat co-okdinating 
committee not tatek than Januaky 29th, 1976 and zubmitted to the 
Pubtic Wonfu. Committee not tatek than Febkuaky 11, 1978. 

Regional Council Approval: Nov. 19, 1975 
Committee Approval: 	Nov. 12, 1975 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 213/75 

14. 	THAT the Region be tesponzibte 	additionat coztz incukked to 
accommodate pubtic kezponze to the intekim tepokt duting the 
pekiod Febkuaky 11th to 25th, in a totat not to exceed $2,000.00 
and that ouch coztz be changed to the capitat pnojecto account. 

Regional Council Approval: Mar. 3, 1976 
Committee Approval: 	Feb. 25, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 32/76 



15. THAT a zum od 0.0,000. be attocated to commence the engineaing 
investigation o4 p4opo4ed tand4iLr sites, stage 1, as outeined 
in a tettea 4'tom M.M. Ditton dated Match 2, 1976 

THAT a 4um o $10,000. be attocated 04 the neces4a4y Land 
acquisition tequited to catty out Stage 1. 

THAT a 4um o4 $9,000. be attocated to the engineeting investigation 
o4 extending the Li4e o4 Site "A" az outtined in the M.M. Ditton 
Repott. 

Regional Council Approval: 
	

Mar. 17, 1976 
Committee Approval: 
	

Mar. 10, 1976 
Staff ReportiNo.: 
	

P.W. 40/76 

16. THAT Pee Region be invited to con4ide4 a joint-u4e Land L& site 
ton. Hatton and Peet Regionts to be Located neat the Regionat Bounda/Ly 
south oti 401 nolith o DealLy Road. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Apr. 7, 1976 

17. THAT the Pubtic We/au Committee be advaed that the Rearming 
Committee concuu in the decizion4 and pucezses oi the M.M. Ditttm 
Study and be utged to conside4 the end uses oi tandliitt sites 
and theit ed4ects induding ttabiic du4ing and We,' u4to4ation. 

Regional Council Approval: 
	

May 5, 1976 
Committee Approval: 
	

April 28, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 
	

D.R.P. 43-76 

18. THAT the 4i4m c)4 M.M. Ditton be in4t4ucted to 
Nitting, on Site "F" at an estimated cost o4 

THAT an ini-Uat conceptuat design liot Site "F" 
estimated cost o4 $2,500.00 and 

THAT a tepo4t be ptepaud, 04 p4esentation to Council at theiA 
meeting o6 Wednuday, June 5, 1976, with tweet to the cost 0, 4 
pupa/Ling a pteLiminaiLy design OA Site "A". 

commence Stage II 
$19,000. and 

be pupaud at an 

Regional Council Approval: 
Committee Approval: 
Staff Report No.:  

June 6, 1976 
May 26, 1976 
M.M. Dillon Report - May/76 

19. 	THAT Item No. I5(a) and (b) be tabted untit the upokt tequested 
in Item No. I5(c) is pusented to this Councit and 0,4the4 that 
comment4 6'tom the ditecto4 o Ptanning ate obtained. 

Regional Council Approval: June 6, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 18/76 - Item 15 



20. 	THAT the btie6 pnezented by Mt. D. Katz to the Regionat Councit today 
(June 2, 1976) be neSented to both the Ptanning and Pubtic WoAks 
Committeez Son tezponze to the queztionz ito.Lee.d the/Lein and Sun-then 
that the motion pnezented by Councittou Watson and Powys be neSenned 
to the Ptanning Committee Son nezponze. 

Regional Council Approval: June 2, 1976 

21. THAT the Seazibitity ztudy oS a joint Hatton/Peet Land liitt Site 
be tenminated. 

THAT the Sinm oS M.M. Ditton, be tequezted to investigate Site "H" 
Mitton Mick Yand, Son potentiat uze az a dny wazte site and the 
eSSect this woutd have with nezpect to Site "A" (e.g. tie, capacity, 
economicz, etc.) 

Regional Council Approval: June 23, 1976 
Committee Approval: 
	

June 9, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 
	

P.W. 93/76 

22. a) THAT D.R.P. Repot No. 66-76 Ae: Potentiat Wet Uzez O6 
Sanitaky Landliitt Sitez be ioAwanded to the Pubtic 
WoAks Committee and the Rezounce Recovety Technicat 
Advizoty Committee OA thea cowhide/cation, and 

b) THAT the conzutting Sinn oi M.M. Ditton be tequezted to 
do zome ptetiminany ztudiez on Wen uzezo pnopozed 
tand6itt zitez to azzizt in the zetection ptocezz and zuch 
study to inctude Site "H". 

Regional Council Approval: June 23, 1976 
Committee Approval: 
	

June 8, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 
	

D.R.P. 66-76 

23. THAT, zubject to appnovat oS the Region oS Peet: THAT Regionat 
Councit again invite Peet to zuppott a joint-uze concept Son the 
zanitany 	tand6iJ1 site be detenmined thAough hyd/Logeotogicai 
tezting, whethen a zite in the Ninth Line/B/Litannia Road a/Lea is 
suitabte tiot we. 

Regional Council Approval: Aug. 11, 1976 
Committee Approval: 	 Aug. 4, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 113/76 

24. THAT the nepont Sum M.M. Ditton on the Seazibitity oS extending 
tandtiitt Site "A" be tabted Son Scathe/T. evatuation. 

Regional Council Approval: Sept. 1, 1976 
Committee Approval: 
	

Aug. 25, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 
	

M.M. Dillon Report 
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25. 	THAT the M.M. Ditan Re4outce Recovety Study - Finat tepokt, 
Jay 1976 be tabted to the next tegutat meeting oi the Committee. 

Regional Council Approval: Sept. 1, 1976 
Committee Approval: 
Staff Report No.: 

Aug. 
C.A.O. 

25, 	1976 
59/76 

26. WHEREAS, the Regionat Municipality oi Hatton and the Ministny o6 
the Envinonment Ahoutd actively punsue tong tam viabte makkets 
15ot tecoveny o6 6e/L/Lous metals and ke6uAse de/Lived liuels IR,O.F.) and 

WHEREAS, the Regionat Municipatity o6 Hatton is pupa/Led to aequite 
pupe/Lty and estabtish the tii/Lat stage o a tuounce tecovety ptant, 
namely the con4ttuction o a tunslie/t 6acitity, 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Regional Municipality oti Hatton 
uquest the MinistAy o the Envinonment to estabtish a usounce 
ucovety ptant oi .e.covej1y o6 4ettou's metatz and 00duction 06 
R.D.F. and 6ukthet 

THAT the MinistAy o6 the Envinonment capita/ subsidy phoghamme. appty 
to ate phazu ol6 the development o the usounce tecovety 

27. THAT the Consulting 6inm o6 M.M. Ditton be instAucted to commence 
Stage II, Dtitting o6 Site "F" at an estimated cost o6 $19,000. 

THAT the consulting tiitin o6 M.M. Ditton be instAucted to pupau 
an initial conceptuat design o6 "B" and "D" and "F" kathet than a dezign 
on "F" only, not to exceed $7,500. 

THAT the conautt.ing tiivn o6 M.M. Ditton do a Stage I tudy on Site 
"D" 40 that a upo/Lt on the atteknative stAategy using "B" and "V" 
can be pupa/Led. 

THAT Stage II be cat/Lied out by the consutting 	o6 M.M. Ditton 
on sites "B" and "V" subject to the costs being appkoved by Councit. 

THAT DA.. A. Benedet, on behat6 ofi the Tumaine-B/Litannia Citizens' 
GAoup, be o66eted the oppo/Ltunity to expand upon hi 4 suggeAtion that 
Site "A" be 6u/Lthen studied by bAinging liotwatd a mou cumptcte 
upon-, inctuding iinanciat pkojection4, on that attennative tiot 
liutthet consideAation by Council at the time the otha autholLized 
studies ate obtained and that Council authotize M.M. Ditton to make 
availabte technical in6o/Lmation and cozt data to assist in pupa/Lation 
oti this upo/Lt. 

Regional Council Approval: Sept. 15, 1976 
Committee Approval: 	 Sept. 8, 1976 
Staff Report NO.: 	 M.M. Dillon Final Report- 

July, 1976 



28. THAT the cokkeapondence PLOM J.D. Watson ke: The Pnoposed 
Land6iJ1 Site "F" and a change-back philosophy ion tand6iJ1 be keceived 
and Wed. 

Regional Council Approval: Oct. 6, 1976 
Committee Approval: 	 Sept. 22, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

29. THAT the M.M. Ditton kepokt on Land6itt Site "W.', Stage I, 
Investigations be 6otwanded to the Town o6 Milton 6olt theik keview 
and comment. 

Regional Council Approval: Oct. 6, 1976 
Committee Approval: 	 Sept.22, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 	 M.M. Dillon Report on Landfill 

Site "H" - Stage I - Invest. 

30. THAT the Region pkoceed with the &lilting o pkoposed Land6iti 
Sites "B" and "D" at an estimated cost oi $18,500. each and 6ukthek 

THAT the dnitting on Sites "B" and "D" be done onty i6 the kesul 
o6 Site "F" dkitting ate negative. 

TFAT att utune discussions and detibetations with kupect to 
kesoukce necovety and tand6itt sites be keliekked to committee 
o6 the whote. 

THAT pkoposed tand6itt Site "A" be deleted 6kom the study. 

Regional Council Approval: Oct. 6, 1976 
Committee Approval: 	 Sept.22, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 	 M.M. Dillon Report on 

Fees for Continued Service 

31. THAT D.R.P. Repokt 66-76 ke: Potentiat a6ten uses o6 sanitaky 
tand6itt sites be teceived eon. inionmation. 

Regional Council Approval: Oct. 20, 1976 
Committee Approval: 	 Oct. 3, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 	 D.R.P. 66/76 



32. 	WHEREAS the intitoduction o6 a 500 acte tand6it1 zite in the centte 
oi the Region iz in oppozition to both the intetim Regionat Plan 
and the 066icia2 Plan o6 the akea municipatity in az much az the 
plan cattz dot the ptezetvation o6 agticuttutat land; 

AND WHEREAS mate,ciatz to be dizpozed o6 will  in att tiktihood incteaze 
in the Sotezeeabte utune 

AND WHEREAS the matetiats being pitoduced ate viabte zoutcez 6ot 
enagy ptoduction and cettdin by-ptoductz. 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

(a) the question tegatding a Regional Land6iJ1 Site be teconzideted 

(b) de6eated 

(c) that the aua municipatitiez be kequezted to inttoduce meazutez 
that witt &educe the amount o ganbage genetated by industty and 
ptivate houzehotdz. 

(d) dekated 

(e) That Hatton 066iciat Plan zhoutd add/1.a4 it6et6 to the mattet o6 
Rezoutce Recovety Ptant 

(6) Titivate industty to be invited to zubmit ptopozatz on. the 
dizpozat o6 wazte so that att attetnativez and coztingz can 
be inveztigated. 

(g) That 4ta66 zhoutd be ditected to tepott on the ieasibitity c) 
the zuggeztionz made. 

Regional Council Approval: Nov. 3, 1976 

33. THAT the Ministet o ti the Envitonment be advized that the Regionat 
Municipatity o6 Hatton iz witting to comply with the temps contained 
in hiz tette& o6 Octobeit 20, 1976 with tezpect to tesoutce tecovety 
and 6utthet that a dta lit Ptovinciat/Municipat agteement be 6otwaitded 
to the Regionat Municipatity oi Hatton em thei& conzidetation. 

Regional Council Approval: Nov. 17, 1976 
Committee Approval: 	Nov. 10, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 	 Corr. from M.O.E. re: 

Resource Recovery/Sept.15/76 

34. THAT a payment o $150 be made to Mn.. Eaitt Snow Sot ctop damage 
due to dialling opeitationz on land /tented by him in Site "F". 

Regional Council Approval: Dec. 15, 1976 
Committee Approval: 	Dec. 7, 1976 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 99/76 
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35. THAT Councittonz Reade and McKenzie and PLanche be appointed az 
Membenz o6 the Hatton Region Rezounce Recovety Ptant Technicat 
Co-ondinating Committee. 

Regional Council Approval: Mar. 2, 1977 
Committee Approval: 	 Feb. 23, 1977 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

36. THAT the M.M. 'Man Ltd. hydnogeotogicat Stage 2 kepott 4on Site "F" 
be accepted 

AND FURTHER THAT zuch acceptance doez not necezzanity impty a 
commitment On any Otute tand4V1 zite. 

Regional Council Approval: Mar. 2, 1977 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 22/77 

37. THAT the zetection o4 tocation "F" be conliikmed az the zite o6 
the 6utuke tand4itt On the Region. 

Regional Council Approval: Mar. 2, 1977 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 22/77 

38. AND FURTHER THAT the ta66 be authotized to negotiate the pukchaze 
o tcient Site "F" tandz to accommodate the tand4itt kequikementz 
in the Region o4 Hatton, not to exceed a pekiod o6 da yeaAz: 

THAT the Region appty do& appkovat to the Envikonmentat Review 
Boand to woe zaid tandz On a petiod o4 6 yeaitz onty, and liukthek 

THAT the Region keview annuatty the need On continued tand4itt 
opekationz at zite "F" 	zaid Site iz appkoved by the Envikonmentat 
Review Boand, and tiukthek 

THAT the Region pnoceed az quickty az pozzibte in coopenation with 
the Pkovince 4on the imztattation and opekation o4 a tkanz liek zite 
and "4tont-end" openationz in the Queen Etizabeth Way and Buttoak 
akea inctuding imztAucting ouk Phopekty Agent to aqui/Le the necezzaky 
tandz tiok ouch 6acititie6. 

Regional Council Approval: Mar. 2, 1977 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 22/77 



39. THAT Stage 3 Hydkogeotogicat Investigations be commenced 
at Site "F". 

40. THAT att. othet necessany steps be undettafzen to imptement 
the use o Site "F". 

Regional Council Approval: March 2, 1977 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 22-77 

41. THAT the Region accede to the tequest 4nom the Town o6 Mitton 
te: Access to the data and tepotts o6 M.M. Ditton pettaining 
to Site "H". 

Regional Council Approval: April 20, 1977 

42. THAT the Regional Tteasutet be insttucted to wAite the Town 
oti Mitton indicating that money has been inctuded in the 5 Yeat 
Capitat Budget liok the con4ttuction o a Re4oukce Recoveky 
Centke. 

Regional Council Approval: May 18, 1977 
Committee Approval: 	May 11, 1977 

43. THAT apptications with tweet to a ptoposed waste disposat 
site within Site "F" nokth and west oti the intetsection 
Ttemaine and Btitannia Roads, be made to the Town o6 Mitton, 
Ministty o6 the EnviAonment and the Ontaitio Municipat Boakd 
4ok the Ottowing matteu: 

1. Amendments to the tetevant ociat ptan and zoning 
by-taw to pkovide Pk a ptoposed waste disposat site, 

2. App/oval oi the acquizition o6 the kequiked tand4, 

3. Cetti6icate o apptovat, Oh ptovisionat cettiiicate o6 
apptovat, 6tom the MinistAy o6 Envitonment iot opetation 
o6 the ptoposed waste disposat site liot a tam not to 
exceed six yeats, 

4. Apptovat oti the inane.Lng costs 60A the pkopo4ed waste 
disposat site. 

Regional Council Approval: 	June 15, 1977 



44. THAT the Hatton Regionat Councit tequeztz the Lieutenant Goveknot 
in Council, in cake o6 the Mtek o6 Envitonment, to dezignate 
the Regionat Municipaity o6 Hatton' ptanz tok the pkovizion o6 a 
Regionat wazte dizpozat 6acitity az an undeAtaking to which the 
EnviAonmentat Azzezzment Act shoutd appty. 

Regional Council Approval: June 15, 1977 

45. THAT the document Aequezted in the tette& o6 May 17, 1977, o6 
FAank Hakshman be keteased. 

Regional Council Approval: June 15, 1977 

46. THAT inveztigation be continued into the 6eazibitity o6 inviting 
AezouAce kecoveky pkoposats itom the pAivate zectoA, zuch 
inveztigation to be in conceAt with the Miniztty az membeAz 
TECO, with the objective o6 eztabtizhing the baziz ion pkopozaz 
and eztabtizhing the baziz on which to meazuke pkopozatz and 6utthek 

THAT thkee companiez Reed Papek/Andco ToAtax Limited, Dominion 
Midge Company Limited and M 6 T PAoductz o6 Canada United be invited 
back to make a pkezeAtation to a speciat meeting o6 Regionat Council 
(an upgAaded vazion o6 the ptezentation to TECO) to make Councit 
awake o some ol6 the mote intekezting equipment and ptocezzez that 
ate avaitabte itom the ptivate sectoA. 

THAT the meeting be in the evening ox on Satukday a6tetnoon at the 
dizenetion o6 the Chaikman. 

Regional Council Approval: 	July 6, 1977 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 92-77 

47. WHEREAS the Technicat Committee on Rezoukce Recoveky waz given a 
pnezentation which suggezted that a zite waz avaitabte neat to, 
but out oi, the Royat Botanicat Gakdens, with a capacity up to iota 
yeaks 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED THAT 4taii pupate an initiat tepont az 
to the lieasibitity and capacity oi thiz tocation az an intekim site. 

Regional Council Approval: July 20, 1977 

48. THAT the coAkezpondence 6tom the Town o6 Mitton ke: Landiiitt Site 
and A6teA Uzez be adopted az puzented. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Aug. 3, 1977 



49. THAT the alitet use ptoposats pxesemted by M.M. Ditton 
Limited lion tandliat tocation "F" be necetved and Wed. 

Regional Council Approval: Aug. 17, 1977 

50. THAT Resotation 162-77 passed by Regionat Councie on 
June 1.5, 1977 be tescinded, and that the Counat heteby 
deem it apptopniate to ptoceed wtth the tand6itt site 
"F" Emden the pADvisions oti The EnviAonmentat PAotecti_on 
Act. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Sept. 7, 1977 

51. THAT the Chie6 Administnative 066icen and ChaiAman 6tom time 
to time engage counset tiot vatious paAts o6 Site "F" matteAs az 
categotized undet item I to IV inctuive oL this tepont. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Sept. 7, 1977 

52. THAT no action be taken at this time tegaAding a p4opo4a2 to 
devetop a 4amiicay tand icitt on lands o NATCO Buitding Ptoducts 
Limited. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Sept. 7, 1977 

53. THAT commencing Januany 1, 1978 the excess o6 uvulae oven 
expendituxes in tand6itt opmattons be tAanstivaed to a 
AeseAve ox capitat expendituAes naated to ganbage dtsposat. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Nov. 2, 1977 
Committee Approval: 
	 Oct. 26, 1977 

Staff Report No.: 
	 TR. 94-77 

54. THAT Harming Sta66 be imstxucted to tevise as necessany 
and incoxpotate withtn the Dug 066ic2A1 Ptan the amended 

Poticy Papet on Sottd Waste Management, dated 
NovembeA 25, 1977. 

Regional Council Approval: 
	Dec. 7, 1977 

Committee Approval: 
	 Nov. 28, 1977 

Staff Report No.: 
	 D.R.P. 165-77 

55. WHEREAS mote inpAmation is needed to assist in deteiuniang 
the 6easibiti2y o6 going to ptivate industny Lon ptoposats, and 

WHEREAS Regionat Councit's nesotation oL Septembet 1976 stated 
that the Region o6 Hatton is pupa/Led to estabtish the 6inst 
stage oti a usouAce necovem ptant and tequested that a 
nesounce tecovety ptant be estabttshed Lok tecoveny 06 O./mous 
meats and the pnoductton oti RDF, 



IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT we ptoceed to obtain mote inOtmation 
which, combined with the Miniztty oe the Envitonment anatyzi.z 
oe matketz 6ot Hatton Region, witt ptovide a companative baze 
eot evatuating ptopozatz etom pitivate companiez. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Dec. 7, 1977 
Staff Report No. 	 P.W. 170-77 

56. THAT the Rezetve Fund eot Landeitt be eeeective Januaty 1, 1979 
and that any zutptuz genetated by the opetation oi the tan4itt 
zitez be inctuded in genetat nevenue. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Feb. 1, 1978 

57. WHEREAS the Region oe Hatton 1.4 dezitouz oe eztabtizhing ptopet and 
eeeicient methodz oe the dizpozat o6 gatbage; 

AND WHEREAS the mattet oe Rezoukce Recovety is an excettent means 
O 6 teducing dizpozabte waztez and genetating uzeabte by-ooductz 

AND WHEREAS Rezoutce Recovety ha4 been endot4ed by the Ptovince 
o Ontaltio az the uttimate wazte dizpozat zyztem; 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Region endotzeh the tiottowing items 
towakdS the imptementation 'De a modetn method o6 gatbage dizpozat: 

A) The Region o6 Hatton conduct a thotough inveztigation into the 
potentiat oi back-end tezoutce tecovety pt-Lot to making any 
commitment to a titont-end ptant. 

58. THAT patticipation o6 tho4e in the ptivate zectot be nequested. 
The Region o Hatton witt ptovide the necezzaty intiotmation 6ot 
ptivate ptopozaz. 

Regional Council Approval: Feb. 15, 1978 

59. THAT a tequezt be made to both the Miniztty oe the Envi4onment and 
Miniztty oe Enetgy, whethet they woutd ptovide eunding eon ztudiez 
and/ot capital coztz eon eithet a ma zz butning zyztem on a Tottax 
Pytotyziz Sy4tem. 

THAT the method oe tendetz eon. Wazte Management be zuch that zepanate 
tendetz be uquezted 

a) the /muting and dizpozing oe wazte 
b) 'the ptoceszing o6 weutu 

Regional Council Approval: April 5, 1978 
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60. 	THAT 6ot the putpoaes o6 ctakity this Council hekeby con6iAms 
that the apptications son. 066iciat Ptan amendment and 6ot 
teatticted akea by-taw amendment to petmit a ptopoaed Regionat 
sanitany tand6iti waste dispoaat aite at "Site F" onty encompasses 
app' ox 	246 aces consisting o6 the ands o6 Mogit Ptopetties 
Limited with an acteage o4 appkoximatety 102.129 acitez and the tand.6 
o6 Kowat and Mirfltte6 with an apptoximate acteage o6 143.534 actes with 
the-ti6e o6 the ptopozed aite to be 6ok a tonnage o6 no mote than 
2,000,000 ton.6 (1,814,000 mettic tonnes) o6 waste. 

THAT in tuppont o6 the above mentioned Site "F" apptications ton. 
066iciat Ptan amendment and 6ot testAicted atea by-taw mmendment, 
this Council heteby con6ams authotization to Regionat Sta66 to 
engage con4uttant4 to catky out all necesaaty atudies and ptepate 
att necessaty tepotts inctuding dkitting, hydtogeotogicat, ptanning, 
envitonmentat, agticuttutat a6tet-u4e and site design atudies and 
tepott4 6ot Site "F",i Site "8" and Site "D". The cost o6 the 
atudies and tepotts zhatt be paid don. 6tom the tesave 6und 60t 
ganbage disposat. 

THAT punsuant to the invitation o6 the Milton Councit in Lts 
Apkit 34.d, 1978 kuotution, a iteaponae be ptepated by Regional 
Sta66 with the assistance o Lts conauttants to the Town o6 Mitton's 
tesotution in the hope that the Town o6 Milton witt change its 
decizion and apptove the appticationa o6 the Region with the pkopo4ed 
tesponse to 6it4t be keviewed and endokzed by this Council be6oke 
ptesentation to the Town. 

Regional Council Approval: May 17, 1978 

61. 	WHEREAS the Region is ptesentty wotking on a tong-teAm disposat ptan; 

AND WHEREAS in the meantime the ti6e o6 the existing tand6itt sites 
i4 6a4t coming to an end, and may have to ctose be6oke the tong-tam 
waste disposat ptogtam is opekati.pnat; 

AND WHEREAS in an attempt to eaze the impending waste disposat cniais, 
Al is dezikabte that an intetim waate d12po4at ptan be adopted to 
pkovide waate diapasat abLUty ok the Region when the ex-isting tand6iti 
aites woutd have to ctoae and ptiot to the commencement o6 the tong-tenm 
waste diapozat plan; 

AND,WHEREAS be6oke adopting an intetim waste diapozat ptan, a 
6eaaib1lity aiudy is kequilted: 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

1) Th12 Council heteby inbtfulaz Regionat Staii with the asaistance 
o6 the Regionat Consuttant, M.M. Ditton Limited, to do a 
6easibitity 4tudy on the imptementation.o6 an intetim waste diapoaat 
ptan to ptovide waate diapoaat abitity to the Region duting the 
petiod when the existing tand6itt sites have to ctote, and ptiot 
to the commencement o6 a tong-teAm Regionat waate disposat ptan. 



Such study shatt inctude examination 

a) the anatysis and updating o6 4e6use pkojections 
the next 6ew yea/is 

b) maximizing the use oi existing Buftington, Oakvitte 
and GeoAgetown sites 

c) expanding the existing sites onto smatt poAtions 
appakentty available adjacent tands 

d) estabtizhment o6 intmim tand6itt opeution on 
NATCO ands on Highway 403 in Buffington 

e) using the "Mitton Quavty" (Site "H") az a Dfty Waste 
Site onty 

6) tempo/tam buAning c)4 catain wastes 

2) The tieasibitity study zhatt include. comments Of each pat 
o6 the pkoposed plan as iottows: 

i) 	technicat possibitity 

LL) 	technical kequikements 

iii) Pkovinciat tequiuments, M.O.E. of °the/vise 

iv) envinonment pfobtems (noise, ain, watek, pottution, 
etc.) 

v) planning pfobtem (0.P., Zoning ;  Tka66ic, tanduse 
compatibitity, access, 'toad impuvementz, etc.) 

vi) land acquisition pubtems 

vii) detailed pketimina/Ly hydfogeotogic suitabitity and 
design ckiteltia, whefe appticabte 

viii) detaited studies tequi/ted 

L) 	&gat appkovats nequifed (pkocedu/tes and estimated 
timetable) 

x) estimated costs 6o4 studies, apoovats, tegabs, design, 
engineeking, constuction 

xi) estimated time 64ame to achieve each pant o6 the Plan 

xii) estimated e66ect on 6itting intekim waste 
disposat need each pakt o6 the Plan witt have 



3) In tepotting back to Regionat Councit, kegionat sta66 ate 
petmitted to make additionat suggestions uspecting a 
ooposed Intetim Waste Dispotat Ptan and 	they do 40, they 
shalt upott on thein 4easibitity in the same mannet az set 
out above. 

Regional Council Approval: July 5, 1978 

	

62. 	THAT subject to the obtaining a4 the necessaty planning 
envitonmentat, Land acquisition and 4inanciat apptovats, The 
Regionat Municipatity o Hatton heuby apooves the ucommended 
option (Option #2) (Expansion o4 Buktington and Oakvitte 
existing sanitaky tand4J1t sites plus the cteek dive.-'on at the 
existing Oakvitte Land(ii1 site) o4 the Intetim Waste Disposat 
Feasibitity Study compteted by M. M. Ditton Limited, dated 
August 29, 	1978. 

THAT Regionat Sta44 and M.M. Ditton Limited ate hekeby authotized 
to catty out detaited hydtogeologicat, engineeting, ptanning, 
4inanciat and design studies tequiud to obtain the necessaty 
ptanning, envitonmentat, tand acquisition and 4inanciat apptovatz 
inctuding any apt:I/Laval's kequiked 4ok the divetsion o6 the c)eek; 

THAT Regional sta66 ate gutthet authotized to pupate and Iiite 
6iAstty any necessaty appticationz 4ok planning and iiinanciat 
apptovat o6 each site eXpansion and upon ptanning and 4inanciat 
apptovat being teceived, then to ptepau and 4ite the necessaty 
apptications 4ok envikonmentat, cteek diveAsion and land 
acquisition apptovats with the apptoptiate bodies. 

Regional Council Approval: Sept. 6, 1978 

63. 	THAT the 4inm o4 M.M. Ditton Consulting Engineem and Ptanneks 
be tequested to pupate and submit a upott identitiying 
abandoned quattles within the Region that may be suitabte 4ok 
waste di6po4at, and imthek that the tepott indicate 4uitabi2Lty 
60A any Olt att o4 the 4o!1owina: (dky - wet -  inett ) at a 
cost not to exceed $10,000.00. 

Regional Council Approval: Sept. 20, 1978 

	

64.. 	THAT the motion te: abandoned quakkies 4ok land4itt be te6etted 
to Pubtic Withs Sta44 4ok a tepott to be bkought back at the 
next meeting oti Regionat Councit. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Sept. 20, 1978 



65. 	THAT the Region Pubtic Ikea zend a copy oi the tandiitt 
Intetim Repott to each o the petitionetz be6oke Council. 
and that the Chaikman o Pubtic Wothz and M.M. Ditton be 
uquezted to attend a meeting in Oakvitte about thiz ptopozat. 

Regional Council approval: 	October 4, 1978 

66. 	THAT the tezponze to the Town o Mitton attached to thi4 
tepoAt be ptezented to the Town o Mitton. 

Regional Council Approval: 	October 4, 1978 

67. 	THAT the necezzany Rearming Sta66 and Pubtic Wothz Sta64 
ptepate a tepott tiok Councit on the u4e o quakkia iok 
wazte dZspozat. Thiz Study to - 

1. identi6y at potent-Lae quattitz in the Region; 

2. necommend the best uze o these quaitAies, i.e. Lou wet 
04 dAy wazte taking into consideAation envaonmentat 
Lactou concekning ckeefa, tAatigc, etc. 

3. include a keview oL the tatezt means avaitabte to 
e64ectivety zeat quattiez and cottect the teachatez. 

Thiz study to be puzented to the TECO Committee and then Council. 

Regional Council Approval: 	October 18, 1978 

68. 	THAT the tecommendationz oi the Regionat Soficitm az contained 
in hi4 tepokt No. R.S. 97-78 be apptoved. 

Regional Council Approval: 	November 1, 1978 

69. 	THAT the Attention o6 Osten, Hoskin and Hakcoukt to act az 
Legat Counset tot the Region at Ontakio Municipat Boakd Hangs 
Lou Site "F" az well az the Envinonmentat Azzezzment &and 
Heatingz iz con6itmed. 

THIS Council hekeby indicate4 the Region's wiffingness to acquite 
atitet Ptanning, Financiat and Envinonmentat Apptovatz ate 
teceived, the Site "F" zoned tandz designated az the "Landz o6 
Kowa and Micatter and "the fonds oi Mizz Bezzie Smith", az 
pen map attached to R.S. RepoAt No. 8-79. 

To avoid po44ibte coutt action a4 Auggested by the tettek o6 
Mn.. D. Ezttin, Januaty 16, 1979, the apptoptiate apptication to 
the Town oL Milton Lou appkovdt to acquite tandz zhatt not be made 
untit Wen Mitton's 	 Ptan has been amended to petmit the 
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eztabtizhment o4 a tandgitt at Site "F". 

Futthet thiz Councit wizhez to indicate it has no intention 
o4 dizptacing Mizz Bezzie Smith ot het buthet g'tom the-Lt 
tandz untezz they 40 wizh. 

THAT R.S. Repent No. 8-79, Item No. 2, patagtaph 2, be amended 
inztAucting 4ta44 pupate a impala on additionat adjacent ' 
pnopektiez that may be dettimentatty aggected by the Site "F" 
devetopment. 

Regional Council Approval: 
Staff Report No.: 

Jan. 17, 1979 
R.S. 8-791  

70. THAT in tight o4 the pazzage og the Ptanning Act Amendment 
(Bat. 183) thiz Councit now authonizez att tequited appkovatz 
with tezpect to the Phaze 1 and 2 expanzionz at the Buktington 
zite to be apptied got az zoon as pozzibte age& the /Levi/Led 
ingmmation becomez avaitabte. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Jan. 17, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 9-79 

71. 1. THAT notwithztanding the tezotution og the pteviouz Town Councit 
og the Town og Oakvitte, thiz Councit tecon4iAp6 itz adoption, 
zubject to the obtaining og att tequiaed apptovatz o4 Option 2 
oi the Intetim Wazte feazibitity Study inctuding the zmatt 
expanzionz o4 the 4th Line Oakvitte Site with the Stteam Divetzion. 

2. THAT the appnovat appticationz in Oakvitte include onez goa 
Oggiciat Ptan and zoning by-taw amendment 40 az to have the 
Oggiciat Plan and zoning by-taw expnezzty penmit the dezited 
expanzion o4 the 4th Line Oakvitte Site. 

3. THAT with the exception o4 the above-mentioned expanzion thete 
witt be no 4uirtha expanzion(z) oi the 4th Line Oakvitte Site 
not witt theu be any new tandgitt zite eztabtizhed bezide ot 
adjacent to the 4th Line Oakvitte Site az expanded. Thiz 
Councit make a commitment to that ptincipte and ztaongty ukgez 
att &duke Councitz to abide by that zame commitment. 

4. THAT in tight og the pazzage oi the Rearming Act Amendment (Bitt 183) 
tha Councit now authotizez att tequited apptovatz wait kezpect 
.to the expanzion at the 4th Line Oakvitte Site to be apptied got 
az zoon az pozzibte Wet the tequited inykmation become avaitabte. 

5. THAT an apptication to thiz Councit got apoovat to exptoptiate a 
timited intekezt in the tan& .to be expanded on Oh the putpoze oi 
going on to the tandz to &Litt and tezt the tandz got tandgitt 
zwitabitity including botehotez and othet hydtogeotogicat ptocedukez 

authmized in tight (,4 the owneVA 4e4u4at .to petmit zuch entunce 
on to the Lands. 

6. THAT Council ditect that no expanzion og the Oakvitte Site zhatt take 
ptace untit appuptiate bulgeng and a ptogum og houzekeeping and 
tnaggic conttot on accezz koutez iz imptemented. 

Regional Council Approval: Jan. 17, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 10-79 
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72. 	THAT °stet, Hoskin and Hancoutt ate heteby authotized to take 
whatevek action they deem to be in the best inteuzts o4 the 
Region inctudimg invotvement in count action 'in tesponse to the 
apptication ion. judiciat Aeview by the Tom o6 Mitton with tezpect 
to the Ontatio Municipat Boakd Auting dated Wednesday, Febtuaky 28, 
1979 and in neapon4e to a subpoena issued to Gattnet Lee 8 Associates 
Limited and aant Andetzon with nespect to the &ailing and testing 
pugum being catAied out in the vicinity o4 the Buttington tand6it2 
site and 4utthet 

THAT the Region obiek to make avaitabZe the data with tezpect to 
the hydtogeotogicat &Wing and testing pkogAam being done by 
Gattnet Lee 6 Associates ton. M.M. Ditton Ltd., az soon az the tepott 
has been teceived and uteased by the Councit oi Hatton Region. 

Regional Council Approval: 	March 7, 1979 
Staff Report No. 	 R.S. 29-79 

77. THAT the Regional Chaitman wtite to the Akea Municipalities 
and othek agencies cleating with the Region's apptications 
to extend the tilie o6 the existing sites with a &quest to 
expedite the appZication4 as quickly as possibte. 

Regional Council Approval: June 6, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	 May 11, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

74. THAT ta“ keview and kevise the okiginal tekm oS kaekence 
don. a Sotem incokpotating the points /wised in D. 
kepokt and Aepokt back to Committee with the kevisionz 40h. 
6ukthek considekation. 

Regional Council Approval: June 6, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	 May 11, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

75. THAT the amount o6 $14,000,000 ptovided Sot Resoukce Recoveky 
pukposes not be temoved Sum the Five Yeak Capita Fokecazt. 

THAT the amount o6 $262,500 Sot tand Sot Resoukce Recoveky - 
PR-483 - be placed in the yeak 1980 oS the Five Yeak Capita 
Fokecast. 

Regional Council Approval: 	June 6, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	 May 11, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

76. THAT the tetms o4 keliekence pkepaked by the Regional Solicitok 
Sot a study o Solid Waste Management be appkoved and that the 
Committee be authotized to contact known conzutting 01.171)3 with 
a view to teceiving ptopozabs by July 17, 1979 

AND FURTHER THAT sta4.6 be assigned to asSizt with the Committee 
in the selection pkocess and with the consultant thekeagek. 

Regional Council Approval: June 20, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	 May 29, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 C.A.O. 45-79 
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77. 	1. THAT Regionat Legat Counzet, Ozlet, Hozkin 6 HaAcount, and the 
Regionat Legat Depattment aim in4tAucted to take any action 
necezzaty to de6end any Count Appeatz ox Petition to Cabinet 
with tezpect to the Decizion o the Ontatio Municipal Boatd 
dated June 15, 1979 concetning the Obiiciai nom, tezoning and 
4inanciat appticationz apptoved by the Boatd with tezpect to the 
ptopozed tand4itt zite at Site "F". 

2. THAT Regionat Legat Counzet, Oztet, Hozkin 6 HatcouAt, and the 
Regionat Legal Depattment ate heteby authotized to dizcv44 and 
hope4stty 6inatize with the Town o6 Mitton the 6oAm and woAding 
o6 the 066iciat Ptan amendment and the Zoning By-taw amendment 
and, az indicated in the Boateez Decizion, zhoutd any di44icutty 
atize in that Aegatd, then authmization iz haeby given to appAoach 
the OntaAio Municipal Boa/Lc( to have it 4ettte the mattet. 

3. THAT in tight o6 the Ontakio Municipat &and's Decizion and the 
puvizionz o6 The Ptanning Act, Section 19 az necentty amended, 
authotization iz heteby given to the Regionat conzuttantz and 
Regional 4ta44 4ot the ptepatation and zubmizzion o4 an apptication 
to the Miniztty oi the Envitonment 4ot a Cetti4icate oi Apptovat 
4ot the eztabtizhment, opetation and Lae oti a zanitaty tan4itt 
zite at Site "F" in the Town oti Mitton. 

4. THAT authoAization £4 heteby given to Regional ta44 4ot an 
apptication to be made to the Town o l6 Mitton dot apptovat to acquite 
the "tandz o6 Kowat 6 Micatter, the "tan& o6 Mogit PAopettiez" 
and the "Lando o6 Mizz Be64ie Smith" with tezpect to the eztabtizhment 
04 a ptopozed 4anitaty tandiiitt at Site "F". In thi4 apptieation 
tt 4hou2d be made known to the Town that the Region ha4 no objection 
to the condition4 being added which make it cleat that no tand4 
ate to be acquited untit the envitonmentat apptovat iz uceived, and 
tiuAtheA, that with tezpect to the tandz o4 Mizz Bezzie Smith they 
4houtd onty be acquiked i6 the Smibiz and/oA theit tepkezentativez 
indicate a deziu to hrve them (ter.suilted. 

5. THAT authonization iz heAeby given to the Regionat 
conzuttantz and Regional 4ta46 son dizcuzzionz to be 
hetd with the Conzetvation AuthoAity with tezpect 
to itz concetn4 te the pkopozed tand liitt zite at Site 
"F", i.e. zediment conttot, dtainage, 4matt on-zite 
altaation o watet coutze(4), etc. 

Regional Council Approval: 	June 20, 1979 
Staff Report No. 	 R.S. 86-79 



78. 	THAT the 6ikm o4 Kitbokn Limited be engaged to ptepate 
a Sotid Waste Management Systems Study 4ok the Regionat 
Munie.i.pati-ty o6 Hatton az inctuded in the puposat 
dated July 24, 1979, at a cost 06 $14,910.00 

THAT the Region make apptication to the Ptovince tiot 
subsidization 06 the Sotid Waste Management Systems Study; 

AND FURTHER THAT the Region atzo attempt to ecovet any 
Ptovinciat subsidy .6ok ptevious studies on Sotid Waste 
commissioned by the Region, which may be etigibte 6ot 
Ptovinciat zuppott. 

Regional Council Approval: August 15, 1979 
Committee Approval: 
Staff Report No.: 

August 
N/A 

2, 1979 

79. THAT the Sotid Wazte Management Study Pkognam az ptesented 
by Kitbotn Limited be endokzed and sta64 be authmized 
to Aguest, by meanz o4 adveAting in tocat newspapets, 
tibtaties, etc., wtitten opinions and inpkmation 
pAivate individuats usiding in the Region. 

Regional Council Approval: October 3, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	 September 21, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

80. 1. THAT Nationat Sewek Pipe Lirni,ted be in6oAmed that the 
Region is pupated to investigate and exptou the 
Nationat Sewek Pipe puposat 6ot a possibte zanitaty 
tand6iJi site on the Nationat Sewek Pipe tands in 
Buttington on the undeAstanding that such pupozat 
onty being investigated and exptoted in the context 
04 the totat study now being done by Regionat Councit 
Pk an updated comptehenzive Sotid Waste Management 
Syztem Lot Hatton. 

2. THAT Regional staii ate heteby instAucted to co-opetate 
in the investigation and exptmation authokized above. 

3. THAT National Sewn. Pipe Limited ate. hekeby &guested 
to engage in discussions with Kitbotn Limited and with 
the Sotid Waste Management Committee az kequiked with 
tespect to the poszibitity o4 a tand6itt site on the 
Nationat Sewek Pipe tandz iiitting into the compuhensive 
Sotid Waste Management System 6o-'t Hatton. 

4. THAT Ptokzzok John Chekky be tetained by the Region az 
an independent hydkogeotogizt to Aeview the hydtogeotogicat 
investigation done by the hydkogeotogicat 6->m, Movason 
Beatty, on behat 04 Nationat Sewek Pipe Limited and to 
advise the Region whethek the site ptoposed by Nationat 
Sewek Pipe Limited 4:s ptesentty on. can be made hydko- 
geotogicatty salie and sound On zanitaty tandiitting. 
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Coztz Sok ketaining Pko6ezzok Chekky to be chakged to 
the LandSitt Rezekve Fund. 

Regional Council Approval: October 3, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	September 28, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 115-79 and 

R.S. 125-79 

81. 	1. THAT the Region acknowtedgez keceipt a6 tettekz dated 
Auguzt 7, 1979 6kom Mt. F. Le,itch, zoticitok Sok the 
Town o6 Mitton, and dated Septembek 5, 1979 Skom 
Campbett Thompzon, Ctekk cifc the Cotpokation oS the 
Town oS Mitton kezpecting the pozzibitity oS an agkeement 
between the Region, the Town oS Mitton and othek majok 
objectou to Site "F" with kezpect to detaying the 
app-'ova. pkocezz 4ok the pkopozed zanitaky tandSitt zite 
at Site "F" pending the inveztigation and expo-'wt-Ion and, 
Li kazibte, the pukzuit oS the Nationat Sewek Pipe 
ptopozat Sok a pozzibte zanitaky tandSitt zite on itz 
tandz in Buktington. 

2. THAT the Town o4 Mitton and othek majok objectoAz to 
Site "F" be inSokmed that the Regionat Council doe. 
NOT deem it advizabte to entek into zuch an agkeement 
Tt—thiz time son. the Sottowing bazic keazonz: 

a) Theke iz gkeat uncektainty at thiz time az to whethek 
the Nationat Seweit Pipe pkopozat can even be conzideked 
az an atteknative to Site "F", tet atone az a viabte 
atteknative to Site "F". The pkopozat iz veky much 
in itz in6ancy. 

b) In tight o4 the tettek dated Septembek 5, 1979 Skom 
the Ctekk o4 the Town oS Mitton bazicatty withdkawing 
the majok component oS the tettek Snom Mk. Leitch 
dated Auguzt 7, 1979, it zeemz mot untikety that an 
agkeement zatizSactoky to att paktiez coutd be keached. 

c) Theke ate conzidekabte queztionz az to the binding 
eect o6 any agkeement upon 6utuke Regionat and Town 
Counci-ez and upon pkezent and 6utuke owneAz in the 
a kea o4 Site "F" even i6 an agkeement cowed be keached. 

Regional Council Approval: October 3, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	September 28, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 116-79 and 

R.S. 126-79 



82. 1. THAT Regionat Sta44 be dikected to °mange dok 
tempokaky tkans4ek station 4acititie4 at the 
existing iLegionae tand4it2 site in Hatton Hi-Ms 
(Geotgetown) to save the needs o4 pkivate 
citizens in the nokthekn poktion o4 the Region 
and &Atha 

THAT Regionat ta44 be instkucted to meet with 
the akea municipat sta44 to investigate the 
possibitities o4 othek tkans4ek stations 4o4 
pkivate citizens use in the nokthekn poktion 

o4 the Region. 

2. THAT Lekkink Disposatz Limited, Monanch Resoukce 
Recoveky and Tkans4ek Limited and the Ministky o4 
the Envitonment be in4okmed that the Regionat 
Municipatity o4 Hatton is pkepaked to investigate 
the pkopozabs o4 these two pkivate companies to 
estabtish tkan44ek stations in Hatton Hiebs, on the 
undekstanding that such pkopozaez axe being 
investigated in the context c)4 the to-tat study, 
now being done by Regionat Councit 4on an updated 
compkehensive zotid waste management system and 

4ukthek 

THAT keptesentativez o4 Lekkink Dizpozats Limited 
and Monakch Resoukce Recoveky and Tkans4ek Limited 
be invited to pkesent theik pkopoAabs to the 
Sotid Waste Management Committee. 

Regional Council Approval: October 3, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	September 28, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 P.W. 111-79 

83. 1. THAT the Region acknowtedgez Aeceipt o6 tetteAz dated Auguzt 7, 
1979 li-'tom Wt. F. Leitch, zoticitm 604 the TOOL o Mitton, and 
dated SeptembeA 5, 1979 Wm Campbett Thompson, Ctetfa tion 

the CoApokation o6 the TOM 06 Mitton /tweeting the pozzibitity 
o6 an agAeement between the Region, the Town o6 Mitton and 
othet majot objectou to Site "F" with nezpect to detaying the 
app/tovat ptocezs OA the pkopozed 4anitaty tand iiitt zite at 
Site "F" pending the inveztigation and exptonation and, 	4ea-Lb-e, 
the pumuit oi the National Sewet Pipe pkopozat OA a pozzibte 
4anitany tandiitt 4ite on it4 tand4 in Buttington. 

2. THAT the Tom oti Mitton and otha majot objectou to Site "F" 
be in6otmed that the Regionat Councit doe4 NOT deem it advizabte 
to entek into Much an agteement at ttiz tiMF-Tot the Ottowing 
bazic neazonz: 

a) thete Lo guat uncettainty at thiz time az to whetheA the 
Nationat Sewet Pipe pkopozat can even be con4ideted az an 
atteknative to Site "F", Let atone az a viabte attetnative 
to Site F. The pupozat iz vex,' much in itz in6ancy. 

b) In tight o6 the tetten dated Septembet 5th, 1979 640M the 
CteAk o6 the Town oi Mittpn bazicatty withdtawint the majoA 
component/ o ti the tettek 'tom MA. Leitch dated Auguzt 7, 1979 
Lt zeemz mozt untikety that an aguement zati.qactoky 
to ate pattiez could be teached. 24 - 



c) TheAe ate considelubte queztionz az to the binding Wect 
oi any agteement upon tiutute Regionat and Town Councas and 
upon ptezent and tiutuke ownem in the alcea o S.ite "F" even 

an agneement coutd be !Leached. 

d) The Region betievez that such an agneement may itseti Lead 
to iutthet dizputez betmen the Region, the Town and/o& the 
majon objectotz in ..its intetpnetation and cavtying out. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Oct. 3, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 116-79 

84. 	THAT the Regionat Pubtic Woklu 6ta44 be coked to cowsidek 
the pkopozat 4kom Le4ekink DizpoAats bbilited to 'set up 
tempondxy di)spoat bims 4o/t pubtic we. at the Geokgetown 
Land4itt Site agot Novembek 1, 1979 and to comidek the 
atabtizhment o.4 a tempokaky tkams4et 4tation/compaction 
unit at th-bs isite dok the di.pozat o4 Le4eki_nia' wazte and 
the wcote cottected in the pubtic bJn4s with the undvotanding 
that thi's L4 an intmin altkangement and that the kepokt o4 
thme conisidekation4 be cUkected to the Pubtic Wo/du Committee 
and 4ukthek 

THAT Regionat Councit encoukage the Min,bstek o4 the Enviitonmemt 
to give the necezzaky appkovat's 4ok thifs intotim avtangement 
without the need lioh a pubtic heaking and 4ukthek 

THAT the Le4ekink ptopozatz be ke4eAked to the Kitbokn Study 
o4 atteknativez 4ok a tong teAm Sotid Wote Management Sy&tem. 

Regional Council Approval: October 17, 1979 
Committee Approval: 
Staff Report No.: 

October 
N/A 

12, 1979 

85. THAT the Monakch Rezoukce Recoveky pkopozats be kelieftked to 
the Kitbokn Study c)4 atteknative's 4ok a tong tam zotid wa'ste 
management zyztem and that the concept be considened oit 
apptication in othek akea municipatitiez and 4ukthek 

THAT appkovatz 4ok th,bs pkopozat be de4ekked untit the Kitbokn 
Study Ls compteted. 

Regional Council Approval: October 17, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	 October 12, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

86. THAT the Abaca pkopoAats kegakding a Rmoukce Recoveky Pitot 
Station be ke4ekked to Regionat Pubtic Woldu zta44 to conisidek 
the 4ecusibitity o4 thi4 pkopozat on a 4hoAt tekm bazi's not to 
exceed one to two yealus and 4ukthek 

THAT the Abaca pkopo4at be ke4ekked to the Kitbokn Study o4 
atteknativez 4ok a tong tam Said Waste Management System. 

Regional Council Approval: 	October 17, 1979 
Committee Approval: 	 October 12, 1979 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 
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87. 	THAT Regionat ta66 ate heteby autholtized to ovetzize the 
ttansmizzion sewet 61Lom 8" to 12" with tweet to the teachate 
cottection system 6,9A. the Regionat Land ite Site in Buteington 
ptovided: 

1. THAT zuch ovetzizing iz 6easibte 

2. THAT Nationat Sewet Pipe Limited agteez in wtiting to 
pay 6ox any and ate cots that ate extta to the totat 
ptice tendeted on the consttuction o6 an 8" zewet. 

3. THAT National. Sowek Pipe Limited agteez in miting that 
the ovmsizing a4 such a ewet iz at itz own tisk and iz 
not a commitment Otom the Region liot the appnovat o a 
tandliat 'site on Nationat Smelt Pipe's tandS and is not 
to be used by Nationat Sewek Pipe Limited az the teason 
tiot zuppotting ot justi6ying a tandWt site on it4 Lands. 

Regional Council Approval: October 17, 1979 
Committee Approval: 
Staff Report No.: 

October 
N/A 

12, 1979 

88, 	1. THAT the Rogation oi this Council on June 20th tazt 
authokizing Regionat consuttantz and Regionat stabi 
to pupate and submit an apptication to the Ministky 
oi the Envinonment ion a Cektiiicate oi Appkovat 6ok 
the estabtishment, opetation and use oi a zanitaky 
tandiitt at Site "F" in the Town oi Mitton iA heteby 
coniitmed. 

2. THAT att. 6und4 kequiked dok such ptepakation and submission 
and ion the Envikonmentat Assessment Boand Heaking thekeageA 
ate to be taken itom the cukkent iunds undet the conttot oi 
this Councit until. such time az the M.O.E. Centiiicate oi 
Appkovat a keceived peAmitting the iinanciat By-taw 109-78 
to be given thikd /Leading and passed. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Nov. 21, 1979 
Staff Report No. 	 R.S. 141-79 

89. THAT the tetteA oi MA. Estkin dated Novemben 13th, 1979 
concekning the making oi an apptication by the Region to 
the Millistky o6 the Envikonment ion envitonmentat appnovat 
ion. Site "F" be keceived and iited. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Nov. 21, 1979 
Staff Report No. 	 R.S. 144-79 

90. THAT the Regionat Municipaity oi Hatton make apptication 
to expkopkiate att night, titte and intekest in the Lands 
ductibed az Pakt oi Lot 21, Conco4ion 1, N.E.S. and mote 
pakticuta.ray dezignated az Paktz 1, 2, and 3 on Registeted 
Reietence Ptan oi &meg 20R-4157 ion the pukposes o6 expanding 
the existing zanitaty tandiitt site on the Foutth Line in 
Oakvitee. 
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FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUCH  APPLICATION the CUAW4 Depattment 
%bac Wo4k4 Depaittment:TawTement and the Regionat 
Con4uttant4 on the Puject ate authotized to take all 
nece44aty ptoceedino inctuding the pubtication and zenvice 
oi Notice4 o6 Apptication tiot Apptovat to Expnoplaate, Re6etencc4 
to the Chieli Inquity 064icet oi Ontaitio whene Inquay Heaain94 
o Nece44ity ate neque4ted, uptuentation at 4uch Inquiky 
Kea/Linoo 	cazity, /miming any) Inquiny 066icee4 RepoAt4 
back to the Pubtic Wotk6 Committee, and the obtaining o6 an 
independent apptaisat with tweet to the compeoation which 
the owneu 4howed be paid ,on. the tand4 conceued. 

Regional Council Approval: Jan. 16, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 Jan. 9, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 155-79 

91. THAT the Said Waote Management Sotem Study, Finat Repokt 
dated Januaky 1980 be keeeived, and 4ta44 be instAucted to 
atitize the study az guidetines with kespect to matteAs 
eating to the Said Waste Management System. 

Regional Council Approval: April 2, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 March 24, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

92. THAT in pAinc4te, the tong tom 'said waste management 
pkognam Oh Hatton zhatt consist o4 the 4ottowing components, 
wheke pozAibte: 

3.1 A teduction-at-soukce and soukce e.pakation pkogkam 

3.2 Resoukce Utitization FacilitLes 

3.3 TAans4ek Stations, wheke necessaky. 

3.4 Sanitaky Land4itt Site(z) OA the dispozat o4 non-
pkocessabte waste, Aezidue 4Aom the nesouAce utiZization 
4acititie4 and genekat waste disposat in emeAgencies 
when the Aesoukce utilization 4acitities ate. unusabte. 

3.5 Continuing Aeseakch to 4uAthek Aeduce kaiarce on 
sanitany Land6itt. 

Regional Council Approval: April 2, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 March 24, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 
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93. THAT a Aum o4 $1,200.00 be authotized dot payment to the 
con4utting 6inm o4 Kiebokn Limited don additionat pninting 
C04t4 incanted with the pnoduction o4 Dkag and Finat 
copie4 o6 the Said Wute Management Syztem Study. 

THAT the Regionat Chaikman, Chaikman o4 the Said Wa4te 
Management Committee and/on membeA4 o6 the Committee 
con4utt with Pnovinciat and Fedetat Mini4tnie4 with napect 
to po44ibte 6unding oti a naounce utitization ptant and/on a 
matket devaopment pkogkam. 

THAT Regionat 4ta46 be in4tnucted to make apptication to the 
Pnovince o Ontanio son. 4uhidization o4 ate expenditune4 
incanted in pnepanation and comptetion 6,6 the Hatton Region 
Said Wa4te Management Sygem Study. 

Regional Council Approval: May 7, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 April 21, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

94. WHEREAS the Hon. Ptemiet o4 OntalLio, Mn.. Wittiam Daviz, ha4 
made it quite aeak -that Enengy i4 to be a top pkimity on 
hiz Govennment. 

WHEREAS zevenat municipatitia in the Ptovince o6 Ontatio ate 
6a4t nunning out o4 Land4ite Situ 4ok Said Wa4te, cauzing 
atmot cnizi4 Aituationz 

WHEREAS the pubtic o4 Ontanio 4miou4ty quationz the pnactice 
o6 tand6itting 4oUd wa4ta On the 4atowing vatid nea4on.s. 
Cettain envitonmentat hazand4, invakiabty ptime 4atm tand 
a44ected. Said Wa4te 	a veky vatuabte 6ue2. 

WHEREAS Wintanio and to date have been mainty used sok the 
putpoze o SpoktA and Recte:ation, which cannot be conisideked 
a top ptioltity 

BE /T RESOLVED THAT the Regionat Councit o6 Hatton napect4utty 
neque4t4 the Hon. Pnemien o Ontakio, hiz Cabinet and Membeu 
oti the Legi4tatute to divent zome Wintakio monim to the 
couttuction o6 Re4ounce/Recovety/Enengy Ptoducing Ptant4 in 
atea4 wheke exating Land4it2 Siteis ate neat to capacity. 

THAT istakii be neque4ted to contact the Miniztny o6 Enengy, 
Enetgy 4kom Wazte Unit and the Ministny o6 Envitonment, Wa4te 
Management Manch and nepont back to the Committee on any 
po44ibte 4unding avaitabte. 

Regional Council Approval: May 7, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 April 21, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 



95. THAT sta66 be authonized to entek into discussion 
with Monanch Resoukce Recoveny 6 Tuns6m. Limited 
in negand to the ovenatt 4easibi1ity o the pkoposat 
with a view to the pupa/cation o6 an agneement covening 
the conztnuction and openation o4 a Said Waste 
Tnans6ek Station in the Town o4 Hatton Hitts. 

Regional Council Approval: May 21, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	May 12, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

96. THAT the Consutting 4i/cm o4 Kitbou Limited be engaged 
to pusent to the Geongetown Hospitat Boand the ptopozat. 
to in6tatt. a modutan incinekatok don the pkoduction o6 
steam, adjacent to the hospita, with an upset timit o6 
$1,500.00 

Regional Council Approval: May 21, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	May 12, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

97. THAT the Regiona Soticitot be &guested to p&epake 60k 
submission to the Said Waste Management Committee a tettet 
to the Attokney Genetat. &guesting the existing 
tegiztation with kespect to noadAide dumping and titteking 
be neviewed with a view to substantiatty inckeasing the 
existing iiines and the estabtishment o6 a minimum penatty. 

THAT the Pubtic Won124 Committee be &guested to eview the 
matteo individuat home owneAz being changed tipping lieu 
4on the dispose. o6 said waste being bought to the 
tand4itt site in pick-ups and smatt tkaite&s. 

THAT the Pubtic Wo&ks Committee be &guested to neview 
the matte& o6 p&oviding containms Oh tome °then such 
6acititiu, at tand6itt sites, to accommodate the dizpoza 
o6 Aaid waste at times when the site L aozed. 

Regional Council Approval: July 2, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	June 16, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 



98. 	1. 	THAT the Oakvitte Land6iJ1 Site Hydnogeotogicat Repo/it 
dated Octobet 1979 by Gaatnea Lee Azzociatez Limited with 
aezpect to the ptopozed zmatt expanzion at the Oakvitte 
Land6itt Site be adopted. 

2. THAT the Oakvitte Land6itt Site Dezign and Opetationz 
Repoat ptepated by M.M. Ditton Limited and dated Januaty, 
1980 be adopted. 

3. THAT the Regionat Municipatity 06 Hatton indicate to the 
Diaecton 06 Enviaonmentat Apptovatz 06 the Miniztay 	the 
Enviaonment Hatton'z acceptance 06 Ptovizionat Cettiiiicate 
No. A210402 with aezpect to the zmatt expanzion 06 the 
Oakvitte Land6itt Site, and indicate that them witt be no 
appeat 06 the conditionz attached. In that tegatd, Regionat 
Sta66 ate 6utthet authotized in conzuttation with the 
Regionat conzuttant to paoceed with the zmatt expanzion and 
the opetation 06 zame in accotdance with the zaid Pnovizionat 
Cetti6icate 06 Appaovat. 

4. THAT the Legal Depaktment iz authoaized to ataange Oa the 
aegiztAation on the titte to the tandz 06 the Oakvitte 
Landliitt Site az expanded, the lkovizionat Cetti6icate 06 
Appaovat A210402. 

Regional Council Approval: June 18, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	June 11, 1980 
Staff Report No. 	 R.S. 66-80 

99. 	 THAT C.A.O. Repeat No. 41-80 ice: Sotid Wazte Management 
Ptogtam 60t Hatton be te6etted back to the Chie6 
Adminiztaative 066icet 6ot 6uathea neview. 

Regional Council Approval: 
	July 2, 1980 

Committee Approval: 
	 June 16, 1980 

Staff Report No.: 
	 C.A.O. 41-80 

100. 	THAT the Geotgetown Diztaict Hozpitat be thanked tioa 
conzideting the ptesentation 06 the Region with aezpect 
to a taanz liet ztation considetation 6aeJ1ity on the 
Hozpitat tandz to zeavice the Hozpitat and to handte 
ptocezzabte wazte 6/tom the Hatton Hittz Atea to the 
Geongetown Diztaict Hozpitat. Having tejected the above 
idea, no Regionat 4ta66 ate authoaized to catty thaough 
with the pae-negotiationz with Monakch Dizpozat aegatding 
a paopozat 6oic a tAan46ea ztation in Geotgetown. Sta66 
to aepott back to Committee and Couneit az zoon az 
teazonabty pozzibte on thiz mattet with any aecommendationz 
thetein. 

Regional Council Approval: 
	

Aug. 20, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 Aug. 11, 1980 
Staff Report No. 	 R.S. 74-80 

- 30 - 



101. 	THAT on the enteAing into Subdivaion Agteement4 6tom thi4 
point on untie. 6utthet action by Council, that a Sotid Wa4te 
Re6u4e Utitization Su/change Fee be impo4ed on each ptopo4ed 
unit in the zubmivizion to be cottected at the time 06 the 
execution 06 the Subdivizion Agteement in the amount 04 

$100.00 pet unit with 4uch 6und4 cottected to be u4ed 6on the 
putpo4e4 06 tuoutce utitization onty and 6utthet 

THAT Cuntie Coo pen. be  commi44ioned to examine the actuat 6ee 
nequited, with tenm4 06 te6etence to be ptovided by Councit, 
and 4houtd the actuat 6ee4 tequited be £e44 than the $100.00 
a44e44ed, that adju4tment4 be made to any 6ee4 paid in the 
intetim. 

Regional Council Approval: 
Committee Approval: 
Staff Report No.: 

Aug. 20, 1980 
Aug. 11, 1980 
R.S. 75-80 

102. THAT the Region 04 Hatton 4uppott the pkopoAat 4Aom the MinatAy 
04 the Envikonment that Hatton be the tocation 04 a pitot pkoject 
40k a mutti-matekiat /tecoveky pkogAam to be jointty undektaken 
with the Region and the Minatky 04 the Entm:Aonment, and 

THAT the Regionat Chaikman akkange a meeting between AepAmentative's 
04 Hatton Region and MinatAy 04 EneAgy kepkezentativez to daw64 
pozzibte enekgy Aecoveky option4 thkough zoukce zepakation and 
enekgy kecoveky. 

Regional Council Approval: 	August 20, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 August 11, 1980 
Staff Report Na.: 	 N/A 

103. THAT RmouAce IntegAation Sy4tem6 Ltd. be ketained to undektake 
a Sotid Wazte SouAce Sepakation and Makket Devetopment Study at 
a cot 04 07,970; and 

THAT the Study be bued on the 'room (16 Re6ekence appkoved by 
Regionat Council on Juty 2nd and an additionat item: 1_.e. to 
Aecommend the bat method 40A cottection 04 the vakiooz, zouAce 
zepakated matetiatz and utabtah coAtz pek ton 40A each categoty 
and 4ukthe1t 

THAT the con4uttant4 be inztkucted to intekview att membeu 04 
the Sotid Wcote Management Committee pkiok to the 'study being 
commenced. 

Regional Council Approval: 	August 20, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 August 11, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 B.D. 7-80 



104. 	1. THAT the Minister of the Environment be respectfully requested to 
refuse any request of the Town of Milton and/or any other person 
or persons that The Environmental Assessment Act apply to the 
Regionally proposed sanitary landfill undertaking commonly 
known as Site F at the northwest corner of Tremaine and Britannia 
Roads in Milton, on one or other of the following basis: 

a) that such a request is not in order in that such an 
undertaking of The Regional Municipality of Halton is 
not covered by The Environmental Assessment Act at the 
present time by virtue of the exemption provisions 
of the Act itself and of Ontario Regulation 836/76 as 
amended by Ontario Regulation 468/80. 

b) if The Regional Municipality of Halton is not correct 
and if, by virtue of the provisions of The Environmental 
Assessment Act and Ontario Regulation 836/76 as amended 
by Ontario Regulation 468/80, the proposed undertaking 
is covered by both The Environmental Assessment Act and The 
Environmental Protection Act, then the Region believes that 
,the required order under Section 35 of The Environmental 
Assessment Act should provide that the public hearing 
required be held under The Environmental Protection Act and 
that The Environ mental Assessment Act and any regulations 
for any of the matters provided under The Environmental 
Assessment Act NOT apply to the proposed sanitary landfill 
at Site F nor to The Regional Municipality of Halton. The 
Region believes that the intent of the "Grandfather" exemption 
clause contained in Ontario Regulation 468/80 with respect to 
continuing the exemption under The Ehvironmental_Assessment 
Act for those municipal projects already -under way was 
meant to apply to just such a project as the proposed 

sanitary landfill at Site F. The Region believes that 
the application of The Environmental Assessment Act to 
any projects should be made at the commencement of such 
projects and prior to the undertaking of any approval 
process, not after the commencement of such projects and 
near the end of the approval process as is the case with 
Site F. To go under The Environmental Assessment Act at 
this point with Site F would mean substantial unanticipated 
costs to the Region as well as substantial delay and is 
unfair as the environmental approval application was geared 
to the Environmental Protection Act as was proper. 

Regional Council Approval: Sept. 17, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 104-80 
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105. 1. THAT the Regionat Municipatity o4" Hatton appeaA and de./end 
the Apptication by the Town c,4 Mitton against the Region, 
the Ministity o4 the Envikonment and the EnviAonmentat 
Assessment 8oaAd seeking an injunction and othek /Lelia 
with tespeU to the issue (14 Site "F" being unde4 The 
Envinonmentat Assessment Act and/ot The EnviAonmentat 
Pkotection Act. The Region's position on such Apptication 
is that Site "F" 4aa4 undet The Enviunmentat Pnotection 
Act and not uncle& The Envinonmentat Assessment Act, and thete- 
tiote the apptication kequested by the Town 4hout1 be te(used. 

2. THAT the Regional Municipatity oi Hatton Itetain Osten., Hoskin 6 
Hakcomt to act on behat4 o4 the Region with tespect to the 
above-mentioned Apptication, and to take any and att action 
and do att things which they deem necessatty in that ftegaiid. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Sept. 24, 1980 
Staff Report No, 	 R.S. 305-80 

106. 1. THAT the following reports prepared and submittnd by the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in support of its Application for 8 Certificate 
of Approval under the Environmental Protection it for the 
establishment and operation of a sanitary lftndfill at Site F 
in Milton are hereby adopted: 

cl) ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REPORT - PROPOSED LANDFILL  SITE F - 
prepared for M. M. Dillon Limited by &Ionians LiFtia-3---
dated February, 1980. 

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REPORT - PROPOSED TANDFILL SITE F - 
SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT - WILDLIFE STUDY - prepared for M. M. 

Turn—r—airSTECoTr—v—r—a-lrionLu IsLimiteated hugust, 1980. 

(c) REGIONAL LANDFILL SITE - HYDROGEOLOGICAL STUDY - prepared 
for M. M. Dillon Limited by Gartner, Lee Associates Limited 
dated October, 1978 and revised March, 1960. 

(d) REGIONAL LANDFILL SITE - NOISE IMPACT ANALYSIS - prepared for 
M. M. Dilloi-  Limited by Vale 	dated 
November, 1978, supplemented January, 1980 

(e) AEGIONAL  LANDFILL SITE - HYDROLOGY STUDY  - prepared for and 
ETE7-74. Dillon Limited dated May, 1980. 

(f) FEASIBILITY STUDY ON THE AGRICULTURAL REHABILITATION OF A  
•i'ROPOSED LANDFILL OPERATION: REGION OF HALTON  - prepared 
for M. M. Dillon Limited by Ecological Services for Planning 
Limited dated August, 1978 and revised February, 1980. 

(g) REGIONAL LANDFILL SITE - DESIGN AND OPERATIONS REPORT  - 
)repared for and by M. M. Dillon Limited dated December, 1978, 
revised May, 1980. 

(h) APPENDIX containing TABLE A: PROJECTED SOLID WASTE QUANTITIES  
AND TABLE 8: PROJECTED POPULATIONS  



2. THAT Regional Staff and the Region's Consultants and Sub-ConsultAnts 
are hereby authorizee to prepare and submit in support of the 
Region's Application for a Certificate of Approval for Site F 

any further reports as they deem necessary and to file those reports with 
the Environmental Assessment Board, the Director of Environmental Approvals 
and the Ministry of the Environment and/or any other interested parties 
and to attend before and/or give evidence to the Environmental Assessment 
Board, the Director of Environmental Approvals, the Minister of the 
Environment or any other interested person or parties, all with respect 
to the Region's application for a Certificate of Approval for Site F. 

3. THAT should a Certificate of Approval be received with respect to the 
establishment and operation of a sanitary landfill at Site F, that a 
Site F Landfill Advisory Committee"  be established to "watchdog" the 

sanitary landfill at Site F and to report thereon to the Public Works 
Committee and Council on its establishment and thereafter on its day-to-day 
operations and thereafter on its after-use. Such Advisory Committee 
shall receive any complaints and may makeanyrecommendations and/or any 
suggestions for improvement that it deems advisable. 

Such Advisory Committee shall consist if possible of one Pegional Councillor, 
the Regional Staff person in charge of the Site F establishment and/or 
operation, the Regional Contractor (if the operation of the Site is 
contracted out), one local Councillor from the Town of Milton, one 
Staff person from the Town of Milton, one member of EEAC and one 
representative from the Citizens resident near the proposed landfill site, 
e.g. from the Tremaine-Britannia Citizens Group, and one Member of the Halton 
Region Conservation Authority. 

4. THAT this Council hereby confirms its commitment made in January of 
1979 that once the Site had been fully approved and constructed to 
consider any possible injurious affection claims from persons resident 
near the site and to purchase the property of Miss Bessie Smith should 
she wish to sell, and only if she wishes to sell to the Region. 

5. THAT the Council of the Town of Milton be respectfully requested to pass 
forthwith the Official Plan and Zoning Amendments as ordered by the 
Ontario Municipal Board. If the Town of Milton Council will not pass 
the necessary amendments within a reasonable period of time from this 
request, then the Regional Legal Counsel (Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt) and 
Regional Staff are hereby authorized to take any and all proeeedings 
that may be necessary to finalize the Planning Authorization for it F. 

Regional Council Approval: October 1, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 110-80 
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107. 	1. THAT in tight o6 the Septembet 30, 1980 Decision o Mt. Juztice 
Southey o6 the Ontatio Divizionat Coutt, that the exemption 
("Gund6athet" ptovizion) in Ontatio Regutation 468/80 uncle& 
the Envitonmentat Assessment Act doez not appty to the Site "F" 
Ptoject, such that both the Envitonmentat Assessment Act and 
the Envitonmentat Ptotection Act woued both appty to the Site "F" 
Ptoject, this Councit heteby itecontiam Ltsuquesto eptembet 
17, 1980 to the Minista oti the Envitonment that the Mtet 
make an Otdet undet Section 35 o ti The Enviunmentat Assessment 
Act, that the Pubtic Heating undet the Envitonmentat Putection 
Act be picoceeded with and that the Envitonmentat Assessment Act 
on. the tegutationz theteundet not appty at au t to the Site "F" 
Ptojeet on. to the Regionat MunTapatity in that tegatd. 

2. THAT the Miniztet o6 the Envitonment be te4pect6ut1y nequested to 
make such Otdet az quickty az possibte and, in any case, beiote 
Oetobet 12, 1980, zo that Z the Otdet Lo that the Envitonmentat 
Ptotection Act "touten be Ottowed az utged by the Region, then 
thete witt be no need 6ot a Regionat Appeal o Mn.. Justice Southey'z 
Decizion not a detay in the ztatt o the atteady 6ixed Heating 
Date tot the Envitonmentat Ptotection Act Heating o6 Octobet 55, 1980. 

3. THAT zhoutd the Ministet o the Envitonment not make an Otdet unden 
Section 35 o the Envitonmentat Assessment Act by Octobet 12, 1980 
on. zhoutd the Miniztet o the Envitonment at any time, make an Otdet 
that the Envitonmentat Assessment Act 4hatt appty to the Site "F" 
Ptoject and the Pubic Heating not be hetd undet the Envitonmentat 
Puitection Act, then Regionat Legal Counzet, Oztet, Hoskin 6 
Hatcoutt, and Regional Sta46 ate heteby authotized to talinch an 
Appeat by the Region oi Mn.. Ju4tiee Southey'4 Deeizion. 

Regional Council Approval: 	Oct. 1, 1980 
Staff Report No, 	 R.S. 112-80 

108. 	1. THAT proposals be invited for consulting services from: 

1) Kilborn Limited 
2) McLaren Limited 
3) M.M. Dillon Limited 
4) R.E. Winter & Associates Limited 

regarding the provision by the Region of a Solid Waste Transfer 
Station in the Georgetown area of Halton Hills. 

2. THAT the Consultant be informed that this Committee and Council 
wish to analyse the completion of the provision of a Transfer 
Station in Halton Hills (Georgetown) on the basis of a complete 
"Turn Key" approach or a complete "Regional" approach or - 
something inbetween. The Consultant should therefore, break 
his proposal down firstly into the methods, procedures, timing 
and costs for analyzing and advising this Committee and Council 



as to what approach should be taken with respect to the 
completion of the project and then, secondly, methods, 
procedures, timing and costs for each option vis-a-vis 
the consultant work to complete any of the options which 
Council might choose. 

3. THAT any proposals submitted shall be submitted by Wednesday, 
October 29th, 1980 for submission to a meeting of the S.W.M.C. 
on Monday, November 3rd, 1980 at 8:30 a.m. for recommendation 
to Council on Wednesday, November 5th, 1980. 

Regional Council Approval: October 15, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 October 6, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 114-80 

109. 	THAT the 4ikm o4 M.M. Ditton, Conzutting Enginems and Ptannen4 be 
engaged at an upset 4iguke o4 $10,800.00 to undektake a 4tudy and 
to tepokt on the pkovizion o4 a Said Wazte Tkanz4ek Station in 
the Geokgetown akea o4 Hatton Hitt4. 

Regional Council Approval: November 5, 1980 
Committee Approval: 	 November 3, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 N/A 

110. 	THAT the RepoAt entitted "HYDROLOGICAL SUITABILITY OF THE N.S.P.L. 
LANDFILL SITE - BURLINGTON ONTARIO" by DU. Chetky and Lu4h be 
keceived. 

THAT Regionat 4ta44 be authonized to cikcutate 4ok comment within 
60 day4 the Hydkotogicat Study to Buttington City Councit and 4ta44, 
the Miniztky o4 the EnviAonment ist46, and Nationat Sewn. Pipe Limited 

THAT upon keceipt o4 the tezponza 4kom the City c14 BuAtington, the 
Minatky o4 the Envikonment, and Nationat Sewek Pipe Limited, 
Regionat Sta44 pupate a kepokt 4ot covoidekation by tha Committee 
and Council with kaput to the que4tion, "What tote 4houtd a 1and6itt. 
zite on N.S.P.L. tand4 in Buttington ptay, i4 any, in the Said Wazte 
Management Ptogtam 4ot Hatton?"; zuch tepokt to inctude kecommendation4 
concekning the "Option's 4ot Leachate Management" 6et 4okth by DA.Z. 
Chekty and Luzh in theik kepokt. 

THAT, to azzat Regionat Councit in detekmining what tote a tand4itt 
4ite on N.S.P.L. tand4 in BuAtington wowed ptay in the Region14 Sotid 
Wazte Management Pkogkam, a coist bene4it anatyza be compteted. 

Regional Council Approval: January 7, 1981 
Committee Approval: 	 November 21, 1980 
Staff Report No.: 	 R.S. 123-80 



111. 	1.1 THAT the tepott oi Rezoukce Integkation Syztemz be adopted 
az the guidetine dot the imptementation o4 a zepakation at 
zoukce zyztem 4oic the Regionat Municipatity ,q Hatton 
and tiutthet 

1.2 THAT the Regionat Municipatity o.6 Hatton teconiiitm that 
zepakation at zoukce 	one pant o4 itz atkeady appkoved 
Sotid Waite Ptogtam and the Region kequezV each o the 
put akea municipatitiez to co-opetate to make pozsibte 
the achievement oi th,iz azpect og out to-tat Sotid Wazte Syztem 
az zoon az pozzibte. 

1.3 THAT the Regionat zta.44 be authorized to meet with 
kepkezentativez o6 the akea municipatitiez and the Miniztky 
o the Envikonment to eztabtizh a ptogtam o imptementation 
based - on the R.I.S. kepokt 6ot the eztabtizhment o6 a 
zepatation at zoukce zystem in Hatton and liutthet 

1.4 THAT zta44 be inztxucted to 6otwatd to the Out a/Lea 
municipatitiez copiez (,4 the Regionat Sotid Wazte Solace 
Sepatation Makket Devetopment Phogkam kequezting thiz 
kepokt be ptaced be4ou that Councit 6ot conzidetation, 
tecommendation and adoption. 

Regional Council Approval: 
Committee Approval: 
Staff Report No.: 

January 21, 1981 
January 12, 1981 
P.W. 11-81 
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2,130 

73,857 
37,385 
5,000 

73,857 
35,255 
5,000 

$4,501 $73 $5,000 
$30,000 $30,000 $112,000 $31,162 $98,080 120,441 273,108 114,112 $11,264 	$77 	$5,909 	$496 	$5,000 

$4,574 $5,000 $11,341 $6,405 $60,000 Totals $112,000 $636,903 
M.O.E. $142,000 

$5.000 $841,223 Region 699,223 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

1974 
Area Waste Mgt. 
Study 

1976 
M.O.E./Region Resource 
Recovery, Landfill 

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES - SANITARY LANDFILL COMPONENT 

SOL/D WASTE DISPOSAL PROGRAM 

SITE F AND INTERIM WASTE DISPOSAL PLAN 

Jas. F. MacLaren Study, M.M. Dillon Ltd Site "FR Site "A' Site "H" Site "B" Site "D" Site "G" Totals 

M.O.E. Region M.O.E. 2.9.1212. 1976  1977 	1978 	1979 1980 1976 	1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 

$172,000 
$30,000 $30,000 $112,000 

$9,000 11,264 	77 5,000 4,501 73 5,000 34,915 

43,042 
20,470 22,572 

5,909 496 6,405 

845 51,743 52,588 

6,400 	2,531 	702 
9,633 

847 15,235 	9,710 	7,124 
32,916 

104,251 	80,930 
3,949 

185,181 
3,949 

68,552 68,552 
115,800 115,800 

A Site F 

Initial Studies 

I Hydrogeology, Stage I 
Investigations (walk over, 
wells etc.) 
Stage II and Stage III 
(drilling and dulling 
analysis) 
Stage IV (Included in (7) 
below) (establish design 
parameters) (included in 
(7) below) 

Feasibility Studies 

Conceptual Design 

) Legal Surveys, Appraisals, 
and Option Fees 

) Other (preparation for and 
attendance at meetings etc.) 

O.M.B. Hearing Preparation 
and Court Cases, 
Engineering 
Legal 
Other 

) O.M.R. Hearing, 
Engineering 
Legal 
Other 

Environmental Hearing 
Preparation, 

Engineering 
Legal 
Other 

0) Environmental Heating, 
Engineering 
Legal 
Other 





FINANCIAL ANALYSIS  

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES - SANITARY LANDFILL COMPONENT 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL PROGRAM  

SITE F AND INTERIM WASTE DISPOSAL PLAN  

B 	Interim Waste Disposal Plan 

Oakville Burlington 

Totals 
1978 1979 	1980 1981 

(Actual 
+ Est'd) 

1982 	1978 

(Est'd) 

1979 	1980 	1981 
(Actual 
+ Est'd) 

1982 

(Est'd) 

Interim Waste Disposal Feasibility 
Study (Engineering Co-ordination, 
Meetings etc.) $12,100 $7,500 $11,047 $1,430 $32,077 

Hydrogeo logy 681 50,386 53,380 104,447 

Environmental Assessment 2,369 6,664 9,033 

Design & Operations Reports $12,988 1,185 19,000 33,173 

Environmental Hearing, 
(Burlington, Phase II) 
Engineering 9,700 9,700 
Legal 
Other 6,306 6,306 

Property, 
Purchase 225,000 34,000 459,532 718,532 
Legal & Appraisal 3,334 1,144 1,360 	17,181 22,919 
Other (searches, surveys, etc.) 668 5,398 	4,477 6,817 17,360 

Construction (including design) 106,935 419,483 78,813 820,000 90,000 1,515,231 

Other (Misc. staff time, mileage, 
surveys, utility relocations etc.) 86 4,958 	7,915 3,000 	23,918 39,877 

16,869 70,611 358,459 453,483 12,232 72,651 	1,296,713 90,000 
137,737 

$899,422 $1,609,333 $2,508.755 

A + B Grand Total 
	

Gross 	$3,349,978 (Region + M.O.E.) 

Net 	3,207,978 (Region) 
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Ontario Municipal Board 

IN THE MATTER OF Section 17(5) of The 
Planning Act (R.S.O. 1970, c. 31L9), 

- and - 

IN THE MATTER OF a referer.ce to this 
Board by the Honourable Claude F. 
Bennett, Minister of !lousing, on a request 
by the Regional Municipality of Halton, to 
amend the Official Plan for the former 
Burlington Nanning Area (now in the 
Town of Milton) to permit a sanitary 
landfill site and for agricultural purposes, 
where feasible, at the north-west corner 
of Britannia Road and Treinaine Road and 
being composed of part of Lots 6 and 7, 
Concession VII, N.S., in the Town of 
Milton - Site "F" Minister's File OPC-
2919-17(3)A 

- and - 

IN THE MATTER OF an appeal by the 
Regional Municipality of Halton for an 
order directing an amendment to By-law 
1642 of the former Town of Burlington, 
now the Town of Milton, to change from 
"Conservation" and "Agricultural" to 
"sanitary landfill" the permitted use of 
lands comprising part of Lots 6 and 7, 
Concession 7, N.S., formerly in the Town 
of Burlington, now in the Town of Milton, 
to permit the establishment of a sanitary 
landfill operation on the said lands 

- and - 

IN THE MATTER OF Section 64 of The 
Ontario Municipal Board Act (R.S.O. 
1970, c. 323) 

- and - 

IN THE MATTER OF an application by The 
Regional Municipality of Halton for an 
order approving: 

(a) the acquisition of land and the 
design, and construction of a 
sanitary landfill site for the purpose 
of receiving, dumping and dispensing 
of waste located at the northwest 
corner of Tremaine and Britannia 
Roads in the Town of Milton at an 
estimated cost of $3,700,000.00 and 
the borrowing of money by way of 
temporary advances not exceeding 
in the aggregate such estimated 
cost pending the sale of debentures, 
and 
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(b) the borrowing of money therefor, 
and the issuance of debentures in 
the sum of $3,700,000.00 for a term 
of five years 

COUNSEL: 

J. Edgar Sexton, Q.C. 
Fraser Berrill 
D. Perlin 

- for The Regional Municipality of Halton 

Frederick E. Leitch 	- for The Town of Milton 
Larry S. Gangbar 

David Estrin 	 for Tremaine-Britannia Citizens Group 
Robert K. Timberg 	 and others 

Rodney H. Crown 	 for Hama Investments Limited and Wolf 
Teichman 

Gerard Balciunas 	 for J. Zabulionis and S. Kalytis 

Richard R. Arblaster 	for II. Reid and others 

G. J. Smith,Q.C. 	 for Duff erston Holdings Limited 
Jack D. Winberg 

Mark T. Adamson 	 for Josephine Peric and others 

Peter K. NIcWilliams,Q.C.- for Bessie Smith 

DECISION OF THE BOARD delivered by W. T. SHRIVES AND 
A.J.L. CHAPNIAN 

The public hearing of these applications was commenced on the 8th 

day of January, 1979 in the Town of Milton and completed on the 28th day of 

March, 1979. 

The matter under Section 17(5) of The Planning Act was referred to 

this Board as indicated in the style of cause by the Honourable Claude F. 

Bennett, Minister of Housing, because the Council of the Town of Milton failed 
_ 

to act on a request from the Council of the Regional Municipality of Halton to 
_ 

amend its Official Plan. There is also a companion application under Section 

35(22) made by the Regional Municipality of Halton requesting this Board to 

instruct the Town of Milton to amend By-law 1642 to implement the proposed 

Official Plan amendment. The third application simply seeks the necessary 

authorization to make the capital expenditures. 

The Regional Municipality of Halton requested the Town of Milton to 

designate certain lands in the Town, namely, part of Lots 6 and 7, Concession 

7, N.S. for the purpose of establishing a landfill site on the said lands. It is an 
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area of some 246 acres located at the north-west corner of Britannia Road and 

Tremaine Road to the south of the urban area of the Town of Milton. The 

existing designation on the subject lands is found in the Official Plan of the 

former Burlingtron Planning Area and is known as Amendment No. 49. This 

document was approved by an order of the Board dated the 16th day of June, 

1971 and designates the subject lands as Agriculture. (For purposes of 

identification, these lands will be referred to as Site "F" throughout the 

remainder of this decision.) 

The permitted land use on Site "F" is contained in By-law 1642, which 

is a by-law of the former Town of Burlington, and shows the zoning as 

agriculture and conservation. 

The provisions of the existing Of 	Plan are silent with respect to 

a sanitary landfill site although By-law No. 1642 provides for a "dump" as a 

•land use permitting it in "M2", "M3" and "M4" zones. The Region takes the 

position that the provisions for a sanitary landfill should be spelled out both in 

the Official Plan and the restricted area  by-law in order that the specific use 

can be detailed and also that a variety of other uses cannot be allowed. 

In addition to the above, there are two other planning documents 

which, from a planning standpoint, have an influence on Site "F". The first of 

these is the new proposed Official Plan for the Milton Planning Area which has 

been approved by Council but has not as yet been approved by the Minister. 

The new Milton Official Plan designates Site "F" as agriculture. The second 

document filed as Exhibit No. 76 at the hearing is the draft Official Plan for 

the Regional Municipality of Halton which is again a document which has 

Council approval but as yet has not been approved by the Minister. It is 

intended that this latter Official Plan will be dealt with at some length later 

in the decision. 

Section 131(2) of The Regional Municipality of Halton Act, 1973, 

reads as follows: 
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"(2) On and after the 1st day of January, 
1974, the Regional Corporation shall 
provide facilities for the purpose of 
receiving, dumping and disposing of 
waste, and no area municipality shall 
provide such facilities." 

This statute, therefore, clearly places the responsibility of providing the 

necessary facilities for receiving the waste materials of the four area 

municipalities on the Region. 	It is the exercise of this duty which 

brings these applications before this Board. 

In order to more clearly understand the background, it is essential 

that the chronology of events be outlined leading up to the present. 

The process seems to have started even before the Region come into 

existence when in 1972 the former County of Halton commissioned the firm of 

James F. tvlacLaren Limited to ana ement study. 

This study, which was sponsored by the Government of Ontario, was completed 

in the summer of 1974 at which time the Region had come into existence. The 

study was filed as Exhibits No. 27A and No. 27B at the hearing and identified 

some 30 potential landfill sites in the Region. It is not intended to deal with 

this study in this decision because the Region, in presenting its case, did not 

rely on it other than to identify its existence. It is interesting to note, 

however, that at the time Regional Government come into existence, there 

were six landfill sites operating in the Region and this has now been reduced to 

three. 

In the latter part of 1974, the Provincial Government offered to fund 

municipalities to study their waste management problems with a view to 

introducing resource recovery. As a result of this offer, the Region engaged 

the firm of M.M. Dillon Limited to carry out a Resource Recovery Study for 

the Region of Halton and an interim report was filed with the Region on the 

6th of February, 1976 (Exhibit No. 9). This report, as well as others, will be 

dealt with in detail later in the decision but the report can really be identified 

as the starting point of the Region's search for a landfill site. 

It should be pointed out that although the early intention of the 
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Region was to study the matter of landfill it also looked at the subject of 

resource recovery and while his acknowledged by the Region that the study of 
_ 	- 

resource recovery will continue, that subject did not form a part of this 

hearing and will not be considered in the _decision. It is quite apparent that 

resource recovery is a matter which is still in its infancy and while it may 

some day become an integral part of waste management and to some extent 

reduce the need for landfill sites, it is not going to solve the immediate needs 

of the municipality. 

In February, 1975, prior to the appointment of the Dillon firm, the 

Region, by a resolution, established a committee composed of elected repre-

sentatives and staff of the Region and four area municipalities, as well as 

representatives of the Ministry of the Environment. This Committee became 

known as the Technical Co-ordinating Committee and was given the task of 

directing and monitoring the study carried out by the consultants. 

A resolution of the Regional Council dated April 16, 1975 also set out 

certain terms of reference which were to be considered by the consultants. 

These are as follows: 

I. 	Establishing more than one landfill site within the Region 

(possibly one in the north and one in the south). 

2. Establishing a site or sites for the acceptance of any dry solid 

waste (demolition material etc.). 

3. The feasibility of using quarries, the National Sewer property 

and the Milton Brick yard as landfill sites. 

4. Using Class 111, or lower agricultural lands only on which to 

locate landfill sites. 

5. The matter of minimizing haulage costs to the area munici-

palities. 
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6. Extending the life of the existing sites. 

7. The economies in relation to the operation and capital costs 

of the reclamation plant and transfer station. 

It was as a result of these factors that Dillon decided to divide the 

study into two separate phases. The first phase dealt with the report which 

has already been mentioned and received by the Region in February, 1976. 

This report dealt mainly with the selection of a landfill site. The second phase 

of the Report was completed sometime later and presented to the Region in 

July of 1976 (Exhibit No. 10) and dealt with the feasibility of a resource 

recovery plant. 

In August, 1975, the consultant Dillon began at once by organizing a 

team to carry out the first phase of the study. The engineering and planning 

was done by Dillon, the public participation portion by Connor Development 
_ 

Services Ltd., the environmental analysis by Ecoplans Ltd., and the hydro-

geology by Gartner Lee Associates Limited. At the outset, the team set up 

certain parameters which it used in the process of selecting, acquiring, 

engineering and establishing a site suitable for landfill. These are as follows: 

terrain evaluation for selection of areas suitable for landfills. 

analysis of hydrogeologically suitable areas against existing 

and future land use. 

environmental analysis of related areas 

public response programs for rating alternatives 

analysis of transportation systems as related to the centre of 

waste generation and the potential landfill locations 

analysis of economic consideration of alternate locations. 
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These factors were the ones used in identifying landfill sites in the 

Dillon Interim Report of January, 1976 and clearly set out that following the 

choice of any site or sites that further studies would have to be carried out. 

These included such things as hydrogeology, ownership of land, engineering 

design and proposed operational methods. 

It is quite clear that the public participation aspect of these studies 

was commenced at an early stage as evidenced in the resolution of Regional 

Council dated October 15, 1975 and filed as Exhibit No. 7 at the hearing. 

Examples of the brochures and the newspaper tabloid were entered at the 

hearing and it was explained that they tried to give these as v,ide distribution 

as possible but there were certain difficulties due to an ongoing mail strike. 

During the month of December, 1975, public meetings were held in Milton, 

Oakville, Georgetown and Burlington to familiarize the public with the waste 

management studies. 

Regional Council had also narrowed down the original 11 sites 

proposed in Exhibit No. 9 to six sites, at this time, and these were sites "A", 

"B", "D", "F", "G" and "H". It should be pointed out that site "A", referred to 

here for the first time, should be identified since it will be subsequently 

referred to many times in this decision. It is in fact the existing landfill site 

in Burlington and any reference to site "A" is that site or the _land immediately 

surrounding it. 

On the 15th day of September, 1976, the Council of the Region 

passed a resolution which authorized Stage II drilling on site "F" and at the 

same time Dillon was authorized to prepare an initial conceptual design of "13", 

"D" and "F", a Stage 1 study on site "D" and a Stage II study on sites "B" and 

"D". The same resolution authorized the Tremaine-Britannia Citizens' Group 

the opportunity of having a report prepared by their consultant, Dr. A. 

Benedet, on site "A" as an alternative to consider. 

In June, 1977, the consultant Dillon presented a Stage III Report to 

the Region with respect to site "F". This report presented a three-dimensional 
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interpretation of groundwater movement in the site "F" area. It also reduced 

the size which had been considered as site "F" up until that time to a much 

smaller acreage and iuentified the area as acing north of Britannia Road and 

west of Tremaine Road. 

1 he record indicates that on the 6th day of September, 1977, the 

Regional Council requested the [own of Milton to amend its Official Plan in 

order that a landfill site could be established at site "F". The Council of the 

Town of Milton, by a resolution dated April 3, 1978, requested further 

information from the Region with respect to site ''F" as well as information on 

alternative sites. 

On the 17th of May, 197b, the Council of the Regional .,.;unicipality 

of Halton passe° the following resolution: 

"That for the purposes of clarity this 
council hereby confirms that the applica-
tions for Official Plan amenaments and 
for restricted area by-law amendment to 
permit a proposed regional sanitary landfill 
waste disposal site at 'Site F' only.encom-
passes approximately 246 acres consisting 
of the lands of Mogi! Properties Limited 
with an acreage of approximately 102.129 
acres and the lands of Kowal and Micallef 
with an approximate acreage of 143.534 
acres with the life of proposed site to be 
for a tonnage of not more than 2,000,000 
tons (1,814,000 metric tons) of waste." 

This same resolution also authorized the staff and Dillon to prepare a 

response to the Town's request in the hope that the Town would change the 

decision and approve the Region's request to amend the Official Plan and the 

zoning by-law. In a resolution dated July 5, 1978, Regional Council recognized 

the fact that a crisis may develop before the longer term plan could be 

implemented and authorized the Dillon firm to carry out an Interim Waste 

Disposal Feasibility Study. The resolution set out certain parameters which 

Council wanted further study on. These included such items as updating refuse 

projection, maximizing the three existing sites as well as expanding the 

existing sites onto small portions of available adjacent lands. This report was 

forwarded by Dillon to Regional Council on the 29th day of August, 1978. The 

report set out seven options which the Region could choose from to give the 
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Region additional waste disposal capacity. 

The Region, by a resolution dated September 6, 1978, selected the 

2nd option proposed and this was the expansion of the existing Burlington and 

Oakville sites together with a stream diversion at the Oakville site. The 

resolution further authorized Dillon to carry out all the necessary studies to 

implement these expansions. 

In a letter from the Region to the Town of Oakville dated September 

15, 1978, the Region asked the Town of Oakville for its comments on the 

proposal of expanding the existing site in Oakville. Oakville responded to this 

proposal with a recommendation from the General Committee of Oakville 

which was endorsed by Council on the 20th of November, 1978 and this read as 

follows: 

"That this Committee recommended to 
Council that it notify the Region that 
Oakville is strongly opposed to any expan-
sion of the Fourth Line Sanitary Landfill 
Site." 

In October, 1978, Dillon submitted a final report entitled "Review of 

Landfill Alternatives" and this in effect was a follow-up on the 11 sites 

identified in the January, 1976 report (Exhibit No. 9). This report again re-

evaluated the potential landfill sites but this time based their analysis on an 

alternate capacity of two million tons. It again identified and recommended 

the selection of site "F" based on the knowledge at hand as the more 

preferable alternative at the present. 

In the months that followed, many reports were prepared by the 

consultant Dillon and the other consulting firms engaged by them. r'ollowing 

Is a list of these reports: 

1. Hydrogeological Study (Gartner Lee Associates) 

2. Design Operations Report ((A.M. Dillon Limited) 
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3. Planning Report (M. M. Dillon Limited) 

4. Review of Waste Quantities and Characteristics (M.tv1. Dillon Limited) 

5. Woodlot Vegetation Analysis (Ecoplan Limited) 

6. Transportation Analysis (M.M. Dillon Limited) 

7. Noise Impact Analysis (Valcoustics Canada Limited) 

8. Potential Bird Hazards to Aircraft (L.G.L. Ltd. Environmental Research 

Associates) 

9. Study For Agricultural Rehabilitation (Ecological Services for Planning 

Ltd.) 

The foregoing chronology of events and list of studies are set out to 

indicate the extensive imput which must go into the selection of a site for 

sanitary landfill. 

This chronology does not in any way reflect the list of documents 

which were filed as exhibits during the course of the hearing and which detail 

such things as reports, submissions to council and minutes of council. 

There is no doubt in the mind of the Board that garbage is one of 

those facts of life that, although it is acknowledged, no one wants anything to 

do with it. It is probably the natural reaction of any municipality that it does 

not want it located in its backyard and this view is reflected in the reaction of 

the Council of the Town of Oakville concerning the expansion of the existing 

site in that municipality. 

The Region, in presenting its case, called many qualified witnesses on 

such matters as engineering, land use planning and environmental aspects. In 

dealing with the evidence adduced by these witnesses, the Board does not 



R 781380 
R 781381 
E 781673 

intend to review this evidence in great detail. A great deal of this evidence is 

of a highly technical nature and will no doubt form an integral part of future 

approvals, but needless to say, it was evidence which aided the Board in 

reaching its conclusions. 

The present Director of Public orks, Mr. Robert Moore, was called 

to outline to the Board the history of the applications at hand. In tracing the 

history, he emphasized such matters as need and related it to his former 

position in the Town of Oakville and, in addition, filed many of the main 

reports from the Dillon firm, which laid the foundation for the decision of the 

Regional Council in selecting site "F". 

Mr. Hubert Barque, who is an engineer arid a former employee of the 

Region, was the author of a report placed in evidence as Exhibit No. 31. 

During the time of his employment with Halton, he was responsible for the 

planning, design and operation of sanitary landfill sites as well as any sampling 

or testing at the three existing sites. It is also interesting to note that Mr. 

Borque has a continuing association with sanitary landfill in Halton in that his 

present firm has assigned him as project engineer for designing a leachate 

collector system for the existing Burlington landfill site. 

The report of this witness (Exhibit No. 31), details such matters as 

site operations at the existing landfills, operational improvements to existing 

landfill sites, site record keeping and operating plans, and site capacity 

estimates. This latter portion of the report is the critical one in establishing 

the urgent need to find a new and suitable site. Based on the calculations 

which Mr. Borque made, it is expected that the three existing sites will close 

on the following dates: 

March 1979 for Halton Hills (Georgetown) (It has in fact been 

closed.) 

October 1979 for Oakville 

December 1979 for Burlington 
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It should be noted that Mr. Borque did not include in his capacity 

estimates any additional capacity either at Burlington or Oakville with respect 

to the proposed extensions. He felt that since these applications had not been 

made they should not be included, lie also strongly emphasized the problems 

which are encountered when filling takes place beyond the final contours such 

as erosion. 

It probably can be safely said that the key witness called by Mr. 

Sexton to support the Region's position in these appeals was Mr. W.F. Wells of 

the M.M. Dillon firm. Mr. Wells has an extensive background in the field of 

solid waste management not only with Dillon whom he joined in 1973 but also 

as an employee of the Ministry of the Environment in the Province of Ontario. 

The Dillon firm was retained by Halton in August, 1975 and the 

complete terms of reference covering this retainer are shown under Appendix 

"A", Exhibit No. 10, filed at the hearing. This was the second and the last of 

the two Resource Recovery Studies done by Dillon. This latter report dealt 

primarily with resource recovery while the earlier report of February, 1976 

dealt with the problem of landfill. The report of February, 1976, which was 

marked as Exhibit No. 9, set out to identify locations within the Region which 

could be used for landfilling and did not attempt to identify a particular site. 

In this connection, the following quote is taken from this reports 

"This Report does not recommend a 
specific solution to the landfill situation 
but presents four alternative solutions 
which are acceptable from a technical 
point of view. Obviously, the final deci-
sion rests with the Region and should take 
into account the social concerns which 
were generated as a result of the public 
participation program." 

Mr. Wells emphasized that the costs of extensive drilling to prove the 

hydrogeological capabilities of a site are quite expensive and caution must be 

exercised. This may have influenced Council in making its decision to proceed 

with detailed drilling at site "F" and if the results were satisfactory, it would 

not be necessary to drill at the other sites which were still under considera-

tion. In any event, Regional Council, by a resolution dated the 5th day of July, 
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1978, directed the Dillon firm to carry out the necessary work which led to the 

Interim \'‘ aste Disposal Feasibility Study (Exhibit No. 19) forwarded to the 

Region under cover of a letter dated August 29, 1978. 

The Study (Exhibit No. 19) identified the iact that the need for 

interim waste disposal was apparent and looked at the problem under the 

following headings: 

recommend additional landfill capacity in areas physically 

suitable 

recommend a program that will permit approval of new capacity 

at the earliest possible dates 

recommend a program that provides sound waste management 

practices and is compatible with Regional policies on waste 

management. 

Four specific locations were selected for review in the Study and 

these are the existing Burlington and Oakville landfill sites, the Nlilton brick 

yard and the NATCO quarry in Burlington. The report set out the technical 

feasibility of extending the life of the Burlington and Oakville sites and 

although data was provided on the NATCO quarry it seems to have been 

dropped because of development problems. 

Again in October, 1978, Mr. Wells sent a report to the Regional 

Council which updated the information on the 11 sites identified in the 

January, 1976 report. This report (Exhibit No. 41) attempted to answer the 

specific points raised in Resolution No. 671 dated April 3, 1978 of the Council 

of the Town of Milton. It aglin concluded that for all the reasons cited in the 

report that site "F" was the most desirable site for sanitary landfill. 

Mr. Wells pointed out to the Board that in the beginning of study the 

area identified as site "F" consisted of some 2500 acres. This much larger 
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acreage was as a result of the early studies which dealt with an area on the 

east side of Tremaine Road and north of Britannia as well as the area west of 

Tremaine and north of Britannia. The hydrogeological results, however, 

reduced the area and the land on the west side of Tremaine Road was the final 

choice. 

In December, 1978, a report entitled "Design and Operations Report", 

which was prepared under the supervision of Mr. Wells, was received by the 

Region. This is a crucial document in that it details the actual operation of 

the site from its very beginning to the final day when the site closes and the 

after use begins. The latter point is a very important one because it is one on 

which a great deal turns. The number of options open to the after use of the 

landfill site are quite limited. In the instant case, it was first felt that upon 

completion of the landfill the site could be used for recreation purposes. It 

was found, however, after investigation that nobody seemed interested in the 

recreational aspects of the site. In the final analysis, therefore, it was 

decided to put the site back into an agricultural use and this had a very strong 

influence on the Design and Operations Report (Exhibit No. 42). In order to 

prepare the design it was necessary to have the input of the various experts 

such as the hydrogeologist for the leachate collection system, the planner for 

visual considerations, an engineer for surface drainage, a traffic engineer and 

several other persons qualified in their own fields. It has already been pointed 

out that each of these experts dealt with their concerns in great detail and 

this decision does not intend to review this evidence unless it applies to 

specific points raised by the objectors. 

In the opinion of the Board, Mr. Wells appeared to be completely 

confident that site "F" could be engineered to meet all the requirements 

demanded by the Ministry of the Environment in establishing a landfill site. It 

should also be borne in mind that the proposed design details presented by Mr. 

Wells are not considered by him to be the final design details. These details 

will have to be available at a later date when application is made to those who 

have the jurisdiction of approving them. 
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In the event that one set out to make a list of points in their order of 

importance concerning the establishment of a sanitary landfill site, there is no 

doubt that ranking number one would be hydrOgeology. The Board, having 

heard this important evidence, is convinced that although many sites may be 

found in a municipality which could meet all of the criteria essential to 

establishing a landfill site, if the hydrogeological corioitions were unfavour-

able, the site in all probability would not be approved. NIr. Grant Anderson of 

the firm of Gartner Lee Associates Limited gave extensive tecnnical evidence 

on this subject at the hearing and the details ol that evidence are contained in 

his report filed as Exhibit No. 51. 

It was under his supervision that all of the testing and drilling was 

done at site "F". The Board cannot help but note that the job of testing 

groundwater in the vicinity of site "F" was made much more difficult by the 

circulation of a notice to ratepayers in the area. This notice was filed as 

Exhibit No. 1b2 at the hearing and is signed simply as "Interested Citizens' 

Group". The notice points out that Gartner Lee will seek to investigate every 

well in the area before it can effectually evaluate the site for landfill. The 

following is extracted from the notice: 

"We feel that to cooperate with Gartner 
Lee Associates would be an admission of 
consent to the landfill. We feel that to 
not cooperate with them will serve to 
delay their decision. As you know, their 
decision has to be made within a specific 
period of time. Do not let them come un 
your property." 

The memo then goes on to advise the residents to inform the land 

agent of the Region that they will riot grant permission to come on their 

property. 

This seems like a rather unusual step for people who may have 

certain fears about groundwater pollution and could have their fears supported 

through technical engineering information and thus rule out the possibility of 

site "F" being further considered as a landfill site. 

In spite of this hurdle, however, Mr. Anderson was able to carry out 

his drilling program and where necessary do it within the road allowances. 
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A great deal of evidence was adduced with respect to the generation 

and collection of leachate which will occur at site "F", and the large annual 

cost of removing it from the site. There was, however, no disagreement with 

the fact that when the generation of leachate reaches its peak some years 

hence that steps would be taken to connect it with one of the existing sanitary 

sewers at that time. 

Mr. Anderson concluded that because site "F" is located on a glacial 

clayey silt till in a discharge area that a properly designed and operated 

landfill will have no adverse impact on the ground and surface water quality in 

the area. 

In view of the fact that these appeals are made under the pertinent 

sections of The Planning Act, the evidence given by qualified planners at the 

hearing becomes extremely important. The Board also feels that because of 

its ruling, which allowed the Town of Milton to introduce evidence on other 

sites, it had a much broader scope to assess the planning details. 

The planning evidence in support of the Region's case was given by 

Mr. James Bali our and Mr. Edward Cumming. 

Mr. Balfour, who is a qualified planner, is a member of the Dillon 

Staff and prepared a report which was entered as Exhibit No. 66. 

Mr. Balfour approached the matter first of all from the various 

planning documents which are presently in force on the subject lands. This 

investigation revealed the fact that it was necessary to amend the Official 

Plan to set out the specific proposed use of the site and amend the land use 

by-law and set out a special landfill site use. 

In addition to the local Official Plan and by-law presently in force, 

there are two other planning documents which have a bearing on the subject 
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site and one of these is the new Official Plan for The Milton Planning Area 

(Exhibit No. 75). This document is approved by the local council but is still 

before the Minister pending approval. The second document is the new 

proposed Official Plan for The Regional Municipality of lialton (Exhibit No. 

76), which is also before the Minister awaiting approval. It is the intention of 

the Board to deal with this latter Official Plan in some detail because of its 

references to such matters as Agriculture, Environmental Protection, Solid 

Waste Management and Resource Management Policies. Mr. Balfour also had 

the input of other specialists such as traffic, site operation, site rehabilitation 

and woodlot vegetation. 

The site consists of some 246 acres of which 136 acres \yin be used 

for landfill and 110 acres surrounding the interior lands will be used for 

buffering etc. At the present time, 64 percent of the site is used for forage 

production, pasture and 17 percent for corn and cereal grain production. The 

remaining 48 acres or 19 percent of the site is comprised of farm buildings, a 

woodlot and old fields which are out of production. Ninety six percent of the 

site is made up of Classes 1 to 3 soils but since 65 percent of rural Halton 

possesses these I to 3 capability soils, this is not unusual. The subject site 

would represent about 0.2 percent of the good farmland In the Region. 

The present predominant use of land in the area Is agriculture 

although there are a number of small holdings in the area which have been 

improved by residences and show up quite visibly on Figure 4 of Exhibit No. 

66. As a matter of fact, there are 25 residences with 2/3 of a mile of site "F" 

and of these residences only about five are farm residences. There appears to 

be an attempt now to stop the creation of these small lots for urban type 

residences since most recent applications for severances have been denied, 

Mr. Balfour described the area as one where the agricultural economy 

is relatively stable. The evidence, however, indicates that many farms in the 

area have been sold in recent years, including the subject site, and are now in 

the ownership of non-farmers. This means that although large acreages are 

still actively farmed, it is on a short-term lease basis and the continued use is 
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not at the discretion of the farmer. 

The report also deals with the problem of the possible conflict of 

removing good farmland even in a temporary basis and the need to establish 

adequate waste disposal facilities. Mr. Balfour recognized the problem and 

dealt with it on the basis of there having to be a trade-off between the 

requirements of the proposed Regional Official Plan and also the Food Land 

Guidelines (1978). It is quite clear that both of these documents emphasize 

the need to keep good farmland in production. 

Section 3 subsection 9 of the proposed Regional Official Plan under 

the heading of Solid Waste Management reads as follows: 

"Recognize that, in Halton, the nature of 
the operation of landfills and the need to 
protect ground and surface water supplies 
may conflict with the need to preserve 
agricultural land expressed elsewhere in 
this Plan." 

There was also reference to Section 3.12 of the Guidelines (Exhibit 

No. 77) which deals with the matter of competing uses for land, which in this 

case would be agriculture versus landfill. It points out that it may be 

necessary to make certain trade-offs in such cases but again it must be 

recognized that the landfill use is a temporary one and that it will ultimately 

return to a farm use after rehabilitation. 

Mr. Balfour recognized the possibility of a conflict between the 

movement of farm machinery on Britannia Road and the increase of traffic 

between Highway No. 25 and the site. It is pointed out, however, that even if 

these applications are not allowed, there will be an increase in the traffic on 

Britannia Road in this area because the road has been upgraded on both the 

proposed Regional Official Plan and the Milton Plan to the status of an 

arterial road. 

The planner also dealt with the effect on the residential uses situated 

within 2/3 mile of the area of actual landfill operation. He pointed out that 

there may well be some disruption of the rural lifestyle and their reliance on a 
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quiet pastoral atmosphere. This is met, however, with the point that the use is 

an interim use only and with proper operation of the site, these matters can be 

controlled. 

Mr. Balfour, as a result of his study, drew some 10 conclusions, which 

in his opinion, justified the proposed land use on site "F". These are as follows: 

I. Site "F" is an acceptable site for a regional landfill operation 

from a land use planning point of view. 

2. The potential effects of the landfill operation on agricultural 

uses are not significant. 

3. The potential effects of the landfill on agricultural operation in 

the vicinity of the site are minimal. 

The small size of the Smith property, its proximity to the landfill 

operation and the potential noise effects of the operation on the 

residence make it advantageous for the Region to acquire the 

property and develop it in conjunction with the proposed agri-

cultural after-use of the site. 

5. Other residences in the vicinity of the landfill will not be 

significantly affected by allowing dust and litter or noise from 

the landfill operation. 

6. Residences along the major access routes to the site 

will not be adversely affected by truck traffic volumes 

or noise. 

7. The shape of the landform and sequence of landfill operation 

have been designed with various screening and operating tech-

niques to minimize disruption to the visual quality of the area. 

8. The landfill operation will not have an adverse effect on the 

quality of the existing woodlot on the site provided that the 
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recommended management guidelines are implemented. 

9. The fencing and supervision of the landfill site, and the routes, 

traffic pattern and stops of the school buses will minimize 

potential hazards to children posed by the landfill operation and 

truck traffic to the site. 

10. The landfill operation will not adversely affect commercial 

activities in the vicinity of the site or along the major access 

routes. 

Mr. Edward Cumming, the Director of Planning for the Region, gave 

evidence as to his involvement in the selection of a landfill site for the 

Region. It was his opinion that sufficient comparative studies had been done 

in connection with the selection of site "F" to satisfy any requirements. He 

also felt that based on the information which the Region had that it had made 

a reasonable decision in selecting site "F" and he was not aware of any better 

location. 

Mr. Charles R. Smith of Ecoplans Limited, prepared a report at the 

request of the Dillon firm which described and evaluated the woodland 

vegetation on the site. Mr. Smith looked at this from the point of view of its 

environmental sensitivity and made recommendations for the appropriate 

management and protection of this vegetation. 

This witness concluded that the woodland located on site "F" is of 

high aesthetic quality and made certain recommendations for its preservation. 

Another member of the Dillon Staff, Mr. Paul Hill, who is a qualified 

traffic engineer, and heads up the transportation planning and traffic engi-

neering for that firm, did the transportation analysis. His report entitled 

"Transportation Analysis" was filed as Exhibit 88. 

In preparing his report, Mr. Hill used three criteria which he listed as 
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classification, geometries and physical condition of the roads. The purpose 

was to determine the road requirement necessitated by the additional loading 

because of trips to and from the proposed landfill site. He pointed out that 

Mr. Wells had supplied certain information such as the number of trucks which 

will be generated by the landfill and also inaicated that all of the traffic 

counts which were taken were done during the hours when the site would be 

open. 

His conclusions indicate that it will be necessary to improve certain 

roads such as Britannia and other changes in the Highway No. 25 intersection 

to ensure the flow of traffic north and south will not be disrupted. Generally 

the witness felt that the additional traffic generated on the selected routes 

would not overtax the capacity for which they are designed. 

In view of the fact that there is an existing airport within Ili miles of 

the proposed site, it became necessary to take a close look at the probable 

results of opening a landfill site and its effect on aircraft. In order to study 

this matter the Dillon firm engaged the services of Dr. W. John Richardson of 

LGL Limited, who is an ornithologist, and one who has done considerable work 

in the field of bird migration. 

Dr. Richardson's Report, (Exhibit No. 90), spells out quite clearly the 

potential problem between birds and aircraft and there is no doubt that when 

site opens and birds are attracted, the potential danger will increase. The 

witness pointed out, however, that the danger to small piston type aircraft is 

far less than to jet type aircraft. The only type of aircraft at the Burlington 

Air Park is the smaller piston type plane because of the limited length of the 

grass runways. 

Dr. Richardson stated that since the beginning of flight there have 

been only 12 recorded accidents caused by birds in which there were fatalities. 

He also pointed out that there is a very high population of gulls at the Toronto 

Island Airport and several thousand takeoffs and landings and this does not 

seem to hamper the operation of the airport. 
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The report also contained certain mitigative measures which may be 

taken and five of these are suggested in Section 5.4. These measures, if taken, 

may reduce the potential bird hazard but will not entirely eliminate them. 

Dr. A.D. Lightstone of Valcoustics Canada Ltd., prepared a study 

(Exhibit No. 99) on the aspects of the noise impact of the proposed landfill 

operation at site "F". The primary purpose of the study is to look at the 

potential noise effects on the surrounding residential uses in the vicinity of the 

site as well as the approaches to the site. 

There are two important criteria which Dr. Lightstone uses in 

preparing his report and these are that first of all a landfill operation is not a 

stationary sound source and secondly the acceptable maximum L.eq level in a 

rural area is 55. He draws comfort in using these standards because they are 

acceptable to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment. 

In his conclusions, Dr. Lightstone stated that the traffic noise 

generated by the landfill operation will affect some eight residences but in no 

case will the sound exposure exceed an L.eq of .55. There are a total of 21 

existing residences within a radius of 3000 feet of the operational boundary of 

the site. In many cases there will be no significant noise increase from the 

site operation. The sound environment for some of these residences, however, 

will experience a noticeable temporary increase but not above the L.eq 55 

level. Two homes, namely, the Smith and Katz residences, will likely exceed 

L.eq 55 and a third home may exceed that level in a minor amount. 

It has already been stated previously in this decision that the 

intended after use of the proposed landfill site is to be an agricultural use. In 

order to investigate this possibility, the Dillon firm engaged the services of 

Dr. Erven Mackintosh, a member of Ecological Services for Planning Ltd. The 

report of this witness was filed as Exhibit No. 103 at the hearing. Dr. 

Mackintosh whose qualifications were filed as Exhibit 101, is a qualified soil 

scientist and at the present time is studying the reclamation of land in both 

England and Germany. The state of the art in both of these countries is much 
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more advanced than in this country and in the case of Germany, several 

thousand acres have already been reclaimed to agricultural uses. 

The report recognizes the fact that because this is a landfill site, 

certain problems may be encountered but he feels that there is enough 

technology available to take care of them. It also recommends that the whole 

project be carefully monitored throughout the course of the operation of the 

site and in this connection, he makes some 45 recommendations leading up to 

the actual cropping operation on the site. 

This, in summary, was the evidence adduced by the Region in support 

of its appeals to this Board. The only other witness called and not referred to 

above was Donald Farmer, who is the Regional Treasurer, and gave evidence 

with respect to the financial capability of the Region regarding the capital 

expenditure application. This evidence was not seriously challenged during the 

course of the hearing so it was felt that it was unnecessary to deal with it. 

We turn now to consider the concerns and objections raised by the 

Town of Milton, the Tremaine-Britannia Citizens' Group, the farmers in the 

immediate area and the public, to establishing a sanitary landfill site at site 

"F". No particular significance should be attached .to the order in which we 

deal with these concerns and objections, but as the public indicated in their 

answers to a questionnaire circulated by the Region that a site for a garbage 

landfill was useless unless it was a safe site, we will start there. 

The precipitation that falls on site "F" either evaporates or goes into 

the ground and eventually becomes part of the groundwater system or drains 

away on the surface and eventually ends up in the Indian Creek which flows 

into the Bronte Creek which drains into Lake Ontario. Several wells in the 

area of the Bell School Line, north and south of Britannia Road, produced 

water from a layer of sand and gravel located about 18 feet more or less below 

the surface. This layer, or seam of sand and gravel, appeared from the well 

records to be from 0 feet to 10 feet thick and to be more or less continuous 

for some distance. Every spring at the time of the spring runoff when the 
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snow melts, and after a very heavy rain, ponding occurs on site "F", as it does 

on most fields in the area,and the Bell School Line is flooded near and at its 

intersection with Britannia Road and just south of its intersection with Derry 

Road. There was not enough information in the M.M. Dillon design and 

operations report to determine, firstly, if you could keep all the sediment toe 

construction of the landfill would produce out of the Indian Creek, and 

secondly, if construction of the berms and operation of the landfill would 

contribute to greater flooding in the area. To some the drilling program 

carried out by Gartner Lee Associates Limited seemed haphazard, inadequate 

and more related to the area east of Tremaine Road than the area west of that 

road. 

From this, the objectors reasoned that leachate and methane gas 

could migrate from the site via the sand and gravel seams to their land and 

wells, polluting their drinking water and causing vegetable kill. From this, the 

farmers worried that leachate could be carried from site "F" via the surface 

runoff to the Indian Creek, in which they watered their cattle, causing 

pollution of the creek with the resultant danger of sickness breaking out in the 

dairy herds sufficient to put a dairy farmer out of business. From this, some 

objectors were concerned that sediment would be carried from the landfill site 

by the surface runoff to the Indian Creek, which could affect the quality of 

the water resulting in possible harmful effects on the fish population of the 

Bronte and Indian Creeks. 

Two persons gave evidence, on behalf of the objectors, who could be 

described as having some knowledge of hydrogeology and groundwater in the 

area. One of them, Mr. B.W. Beatty, is a qualified hydrogeologist and a man 

with knowledge of methane gas. Mr. Beatty had made no study of site "F" and 

he was unable to help the Board as to the easterly extent of these sand and 

gravel seams that appeared in the area of the Bell School Line north and south 

of Britannia Road. He could not say if these layers of sand and gravel 

extended in an easterly direction as far as site "F", a distance of over 2000 

feet, so as to act as a conduit for leachate from site "F" to the objectors' 

wells. He did say that even if the sand seams extended to site "F", something 
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he did not know and would not speculate on from the evidence of the well 

records, they would not carry methane as as they were below the watei table 

ond methane will not pass through water. 

The other witness was Mr. Marcel Peltier, a well 6.186er who orilled 

many of the wells in the area. Mr. Peltier is not an hydrogeulogist and he had 

no information about where the sand and gravel seams came from or went to 

or their extent. He would not even guess how far easterly they extendeu let 

alone whether they extended as far east as site "F". 

On behalf of the Region, Mr. Grant Anderson, an hydrogeologist With 

Gartner Lee Associates Limited, had made a study of site "F". Ills firm had 

drilled the test holes that Mr. Stuart MacFadden, the President of the Trernaine-

Britannia Citizens' Group and a layman, had felt were inadequate arid more 

related to the area east of Tremaine lioad thorn site "F". It was Mr. Anderson's 

professional opinion that the holes his firm had drilled told him all he needed 

to know about the stratigraphy of site "F" arid that the information revealed 

by the well records and the evidence of Mr. Peltier correlated well with the 

stratigraphy he had plotted from information obtained: through his bore holes. 

Mr. Anderson knew of the existence of these sand seams through his test 

drilling. He found them much more common in.the sandy silt till than in the 

clayey silt till, but regardless of where they occurred it was his professional 

opinion that because of the nature of the deposition, that is because the till 

was put down by glacial ice on the ground and not in water, while you have a 

mixture of soils in the glacial till the sand scams are not likely to have large 

lateral extent and certainly not from the wells on the Bell School Line to the 

proposed landfill site. 

Mr. Anderson advised the Board that the proposed landfill would he 

situated in a glacial clayey silt till that was presently under groundwater 

discharge conditions. As such, there was very little risk of contaminating 

groundwater supplies even if groundwater mounding in the fill occurred which 

would tend to reverse the present groundwater discharge conditions. Even 

under these conditions the risk would be minimal because the downward 
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flooding which occurs on the Bell School Line will not reach site "F" because 

site "F" is so much higher than the area where the flooding occurs and no 

contaminated water will leave site "F". 

The Board is satisfied that site "F" is safe. 

Some people objected to increased traffic due to the landfill site. It 

was pointed out that road traffic was light at the moment on Britannia and 

Tremaine Roads; just people going to and corning from work, shopping, etc. 

The only heavy vehicles on those roads at the moment were trucks on delivery, 

school buses and farm machinery in the summer. 

The evidence of the witnesses with knowledge about roads and traffic 

volumes was that there was no road in the vicinity of the site that did not have 

the capacity to handle easily this increased traffic once the recommended 

road improvements had been made. Indeed we do not recall a single witness 

who was concerned about the capacity of the road system to take the traffic 

generated by a landfill at site "F". 

Mr. Holmes was a little concerned about the possible effect of traffic 

on his horses. He resides on the east side of Bell School Line and trains 

trotters and pacers there. Trucks carrying garbage will not be using the Bell 

School Line and while there may be some increase in motor cars going to and 

from the landfill it is not expected to be great. In any event Mr. Holmes 

admitted horses get used to traffic noise very quickly and conceded that 

traffic to and from the landfill was not really much of a problem or concern to 

him or his operation. 

A number of persons were concerned about the increased traffic and 

the safety of their children. The children are bussed to school. The school 

buses do not use Britannia Road between the landfill and Highway No. 25. The 

school buses only stop when there is good visibility for a very considerable 

distance in either direction. The routes and travel times of the school buses 

are such that there is little conflict with users of the landfill. Like so many of 
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the concerns expressed in this hearing this is a problem that could exist at just 

about any location in Halton. In our view, the danger is minimal at this 

location. While we understand the concerns we feel the danger to children as 

a result of increased traffic due to the landfill is remote and minimal. 

Some of the farmers in the area were worried about the possible 

conflict between the increased traffic and slow moving farm machinery, some 

of it quite large, entering onto, moving along, and exiting from roads in the 

area. This would affect particularly Mr. Earl Snow who owns a farm south of 

Britannia Road and rents land on the north side of Britannia Road. He uses 

Tremaine Road and Britannia Road to move his farm equipment. Again this is a 

problem that could exist at just about any location in rural Halton. While we 

recognize the possibility of conflict we do not find it as something that should 

be the cause of undue concern. The only road that could be a problem is that 

short stretch of Britannia between Highway 25 and the entrance to the landfill 

site. Very few farmers will be moving equipment along that road. Considering 

the hours the farmer has available to him to move his equipment, and the 

hours of operation of the landfill, and the expected peak hours of landfill 

traffic, we feel conflict will be minimal. Undoubtedly, there will be the odd 

time when the farmer, for some reason, has to move equipment along Britannia 

Road during an hour when landfill traffic is heavy. This may result in some 

inconvenience and annoyance to each side. But that would happen just about 

anywhere you put the landfill in a rural area and at this location we believe 

the suggested conflict is minimal and not as bad as perceived. It must be 

remembered that Milton arid the Region have designated this road to be an 

arterial road, not a road restricted to slow moving vehicles, or the few. 

Witnesses for the Region explained to the Board the routes traffic 

using the landfill site would use. While small private vehicles may come to 

and leave the site from and in any direction, it was felt the bulk of the traffic, 

and certainly all the heavy commercial vehicles, would travel north or south 

on Highway No. 25, and west and east along that stretch of Britannia Road 

lying between the entrance to the site arid No. 25 Highway. Not , too much 

concern was shown about small private cars, but fear was expressed that the 
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heavy commercial vehicles would use other routes such as the Bell School 

Line, Tremaine Road, to get to and from the site. We do not think that will 

happen for two reasons. First Highway 25 is a short distance east of site "F". 

No north-south road closer to site "F" than No. 25 is within "a country mile" 

of No. 25 for moving traffic. When Britannia Road is straightened and 

improved, as will be done, and when changes in the Highway No. 25 

intersection to ensure the flow of traffic north and south will not be disrupted 

have been completed, the fastest, safest, most economical way of getting to 

site "F" from any point in Halton that generates garbage is north or south on 

No. 25 and west to the site on Britannia. Garbage truck owners and operators 

will be looking for the fast, safe, most economical route. The Board was taken 

on a bus tour of the area which proved most helpful. The second reason is that 

the region has a great deal of control over these big commercial garbage 

trucks. Many of these vehicles will be owned and operated by or under 

contract to the Region or the area municipalities. It will be a condition to 

being allowed to use the landfill that the prescribed routes are followed. If 

the rules are broken, pressure can be brought to bear to ensure the rules are 

followed, and if that does not work there are still other means that 

appropriate authority can impose to make sure the heavy trucks stay off the 

more residential streets and roads of the area. 

We have every confidence the heavy truck traffic will be restricted 

to Highway No. 25, a provincial highway, and the material section of Britannia 

Road. It is of considerable significance to the Board that not one single 

residence is located on Britannia Road between the westerly limit of the 

landfill site and Highway No. 25. 

From conflicts due to traffic generated by the landfill, we believe 

site "F" to be an excellent choice. 

The fear that the proposed landfill would attract rodents such as 

mice and rats, and birds, mainly seagulls, was a concern of a number of 

people for different reasons. 
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John Hughes maintains 3500 cherry trees on his farm on the Bell 

School Line 1/2 mile north of Derry Road, a fair distance north of site "F". He 

spends up to $5,000.00 a year now in measures to keep birds away from his 

fruit. The measures are reasonably effective. Dorothy Walker raises chickens 

on her farm on Derry Road at Tremaine. Rats are dangerous to chickens and 

attracted to them. At the present time, she is taking steps to control this rat 

problem and these steps are proving effective. Eleanor Bousfield has a fruit 

farm, mainly apples and pears, on the south side of Derry Road, north of site 

"F". She was worried about birds and rodents attacking her fruit. Ii. Craig 

Reid has a farm between Appleby Line and the Bell School Line and farms 

other land in the area. He was also concerned about rodents and birds being 

attracted to the dump. They are a problem now, nesting and eating the grain, 

and he fears location of the dump will make matters worse. 

We have used the word "dump", deliberately, because there is really no 

comparison between the old municipal "dumps" we all know, some alas of 

fairly recent memory, and more unfortunately, some still operating, and the 

fairly recent development of the professionally engineered sanitary landfill 

site. The state of the art has advanced tremendously. Richard Block told us 

about a dump still operating in Mississauga just north of the Queen Elizabeth 

Way. Here they are putting garbage in a worked out quarry and there have 

been many problems. But to make the point here, it is sufficient to say that at 

that dump garbage was at one time being filed 40 to 75 feet away from Mr. 

Block's parent's home and that kind of a design, if you can call it that, is a long 

way from the design and operations report of Mr. Wells that represents a 

modern landfill site and which is before the Board in this application. We do 

not intend to go into detail as to how the site will be opened, operated and 

finally closed and rehabilitated. It is in the exhibit to read. We wish to point 

out here that one of the important procedures is that at the end of each day's 

operations the garbage deposited that day will be covered, not with sand that 

tends to blow away and leave the garbage exposed as happens at the North Bay 

dump, but with a sufficient cover of earth that will stay put so that at any 

time the only garbage that will be exposed will be the garbage deposited that 

day, and that will be covered before the workmen leave for the day. We 
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believe this will discourage rodents and birds. The 'pickings will be pretty 

slim. 

It is expected, however, that large numbers of birds, particularly 

gulls, will be attracted by the landfill on a daily basis through much of the 

year. Dr. John Richardson, in his evidence, suggested a number of other 

methods that should be used at the landfill site to keep the bird population as 

small as possible. He explained that the gulls nest at Lake Ontario and would 

fly north in the morning to the landfill, spend some hours at the landfill, and 

fly back to Lake Ontario in late afternoon or evening. They would not, it 

would appear, pose 'ouch of a treat to the farms of John Hughes and Eleanor 

Bousfield whose farms lie some distance north of the landfill and not in the 

path of the gulls. There was also no evidence that gulls were a problem in 

fruit orchards. 

These gulls and their habits are of considerable concern to Victor 

Kovachik, the owner of the Burlington Air Park. Mr. Kovachik owns 140 acres 

of land 1Y2 miles south-west of site "F". On this land are located two houses, 

two hangers, two storage buildings, a paint shop, an office building, and two 

landing strips, one 2300 feet long, soon to be extended to 3000 feet, and the 

other 1700 feet long. At this site Mr. Kovachik's main business is the 

servicing, modifying and repairing of aircraft. This operation accounts for 

about 80 percent of his business. About 65 aircraft are based there and 

parking fees account for further 10 percent of his business. The remaining 10 

percent of his income comes from honorariums paid for instruction, etc. The 

Burlington Air Park is a licenced airport, but it is not licenced for night flying. 

Many of the gulls coming from and going to Lake Ontario would fly over his 

airport and planes taking off from and landing at the Air Park and using 

circuits in usual use at that Air Park would be in the vicinity of the landfill at 

500 feet to 1000 feet. Mr. Kovachik was concerned that he would lose 

business because pilots would not want to fly into and out of his airport due to 

Increased danger from the presence of these birds. There was no evidence 

that he would lose business. 
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There was evidence that the Federal Government has a guideline that 

airports should not be located within 5 miles of a landfill and landfill should not 

be located within 5 miles of an airport. Mr. Andrew Carswell, the safety 

officer in Ontario for the Federal Department of Transport, made it quite 

clear however that it was only a guideline. That same guideline was anxious 

not to have airports near fruit and cattle farms. You use, as Mr. Carswell 

said, common sense. 	To Mr. Carswell's knowledge, the Department of 

Transport had never revoked a licence for being too near a landfill site nor had 

the department ever refused to issue a licence for being too close to a landfill 

site. The Board learned there are airports near landfill sites, for example, at 

Maple and at Trenton, and there have been no complaints concerning birds 

received from those airports. 

There is a "dump" within 1/2 to 3/4 of a mile of the North Bay 

Airport. That is a large municipal airport. Air Canada and the airforce use 

the North Bay Airport and the oirds constitute a much greater hazard to jet 

aircraft than to propeller driven aircraft. It is also a bad "dump". Sand was 

used to cover the garbage and the wind blew the sand cover away exposin3 the 

garbage. As a result, very large numbers of birds are attracted to that "dump" 

- 100,000 to 200,000 birds in the immediate area is the estimate with at times 

as many as 15,000 birds actually nesting on the rum% ay. 

The Board is entirely satisfied that the proposed landfill at site "F" 

cannot be compared with the landfill at North Bay. Our knowledge of how to 

locate, design and operate landfill has improved beyond measure since the 

North Bay "dump" was started. Covering the garbage each day, and other 

methods such as the use of falcons, if necessary, will keep the bird population 

at site "F" to a minimum. In no way will their numbers approach the numbers 

found at North Bay or at the Island Airport in Toronto. 

While the Board accepts the evidence that garbage attracts birds and 

birds in great numbers constitute a hazard to aircraft when in the vicinity, the 

question still remains, how great is the hazard? The evidence was that no 

accident had occurred at North Bay due to the presence of birds in the area in 
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spite of a much greater risk there than that expected at the Burlington Air 

Park - there are two private flying schools at North Bay, the airport is used by 

jets, etc. 

Dr. Richardson's evidence that in the history of flight, there had only 

been 12 recorded accidents anywhere in the world in which there were 

fatalities caused by birds was not challenged. Pilots using the Burlington Air 

Park would be aware of the possible presence of birds in the area through the 

books they carry and consult and would, in the opinion of the pilots who gave 

evidence, be able to adjust accordingly - for example, they could make their 

turns before or after the area of the landfill, thus avoiding site "F". 

At the hearing, Dr. Richardson explained his.  report, Exhibit No. 90, 

on this point by saying that while the location of a landfill at site "F" xould 

increase the hazard rating of the airport, the risk of an accident due to the 

presence of birds at that airport was still no higher than a mere possibility. 

The Region had that evidence and decided to choose site "F". The Board 

agrees with the Region's decision. 	In our view, a proposal so entirely 

acceptable from other points of vie % should not be put off by a remote 

possibility. 

Nobody wants a landfill and several objectors wanted some other 

method of disposing of the area's garbage. Many felt it should be reduced at 

source, that is by the garbage maker. Still more people wanted some form of 

resource recovery. Mr. Julian Reid was anxious that the Board not approve 

the Region's proposal, reasoning that lack of approval would keep the pressure 

on the Region to move faster toward resource recovery. Desirable as these 

goals are, the better evidence was that for the foreseeable future a landfill site 

would be required and to decide otherwise at this time would mean staggering 

costs at best and, regardless of costs, considerable risk of garbage filing up in 

the streets if the bugs in the resource recovery could not be ironed out in 

time. 

There were objections, particularly from persons living and working 
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near the proposed site, as to litter, odours, the visual aspects that they feared 

the landfill would produce. Having listened to these worried people, we 

believe that their concerns here are largely based on their idea of a garbage 

"dunip". We are satisfied, having heard the Region's evidence, that what will 

be produced here will be far better in appearance, far better in controlling 

litter and odours, than the old dumps where one just dumped the garbage. 

While no one would expect it to be a thing of beauty, it will not be anything 

like as bad as the objectors fear. The provisions for berms, the landscaping, 

fencing, the method of dumping and covering the garbage, thu control and 

maintenance of the site, all of which the engineers ate capable of designing 

and we have every confidence the Region will carry out, will assure this. In 

addition, the location of the existing houses re the woodlots, trees and shrubs 

that exist today, their distances from the site, the prevailing winds, all assure 

much less impact from site "F" than is feared, with one exception, and that is 

the home of Miss Smith which the Region has offered to buy if she wishes to 

sell. 

One objector felt that Milton had been uniairly "ganged up on" oy the 

other municipalities, but when asked to give one example of this, he was 

unable to do so. The evidence was that the objectors had numerous occasions 

to present their views to Regional Council and did so. The objectors received 

answers to their questions and material was supplied to them on request by the 

Region. We believe they were kept informed and listened to by the Region. 

The fact that the Region did not accept their submissions is not evidence that 

Milton was "ganged up on". 

Dr. Derek Coleman did not agree with the study process adopted by 

M.M. Dillon. He felt the selection process used was one of "elimination" 

rather than "evaluation". In Dr. Coleman's view, there was too much 

importance given to hydrogeology; too much engineering and not enough 

planning. He would have done it differently. He would have considered 

expanding the existing sites more and evaluated all sites under a number of 

different headings. When you look at Dr. Coleman's headings, however, you 

find they are not very different from the ones Dillon used and M.M. Dillon did 
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consider expanding the existink, sites. We cannot agree v. ith Dr. Coleman's 

lack of concern for the h?.achate landfills produce. lie is oil record as saiing 

he did not care if the site "spewed leachate" as long as there was no one 

around to be bothered. Unfortunately, it is not possible to find a site in Ilaltun 

where there is not somebody around. M.Na. Dillon have selected sites for 

landfills in the past. They have designco landfills. Dr. Colerr.an has owe 

neither. kt e see nothing wrong with the process adopted by Dillon and we 

prefer the evidence of the Region to that of Dr. Coleman. Dr. Coleman was 

an advocate for a cause - nothing wrong with that - but his facts and reasoning 

in support of that cause on this point die not stand up to Mr. Sexton's cross-

examination. 

Vrs. Ethel Gudgeon and others were concerned that the vice from 

the escarpment, particularly the view Iron, Mount Nemo and Rattlesnake 

Point, where considerable sun s of money have been spoil to develop the 

areas, would be ruined. Many others felt the winds in this area were greater 

than anywhere else in Halton. We believe these people to be sincere, but while 

one can say something often enough to come to sincerely believe it, that does 

not make it so. We do not think, having heard all -the evidence, that the view 

from the escarpment will be destroyed. It is quite a considerable distance 

away and the working face is not that large. The existing woodlots, the plans 

for opening and closing the site a little at a time, the landscaping as the site is 

closed, the return to an agricultural use, will all help to hide the landfill 

operation and site. Nor do we think there was any credible evidence to 

suggest the wind is stronger at site "F" than anywhere else in Halton on any 

given day. it is recognized that there will be windy days and it is intended to 

shut the site down if the wind is too strong to control litter and garbage on the 

site. 

Harold Middlebrook, the past President of the Halton Federation of 

Agriculture, Craig Reid, Richard Sovereign, Dr. Coleman, and others, were 

worried about the loss of good farmland and the effect the landfill might have 

on the continuation of farming in Milton. In our view, it is desirable that good 

farmland which forms part of a viable farming operation, should be kept as 
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farmland. But desirable as this is, it is, as the Region of Halton draft Official 

Plan recognizes, not always possible. The Food Land Guidelines, in Section 

3.12, also recognizes that "A parcel of land may be suitable for several uses, or 

several uses may be competing to locate on it. The municipality must decide 

which use will be permited. These trade-offs must be made for all land on 

which more than one use might be feasible". 	In this case, the Region of 

Halton, who have the responsibility of picking and developing a site for a 

sanitary landfill, decided the trade-off must be made and we think they were 

right. Land that is within the urban area, like land that has not yet been 

mined of its mineral assets, is very expensive to buy. Here we are dealing 

with about 0.2 percent of a good farmland in the Region. It will not be 

permanently lost to agriculture. Section 3.8 of the Region's draft Official 

Plan reads as follows: 

"View the use of land for landfill during 
the operational life of the site as an 
interim use. until such time as the land is 
rehabilitated in accordance with the long 
term and uses suggested by local plans, 
and in accordance with the requirements 
of the Ontario Ministry of the 
Environment." 

Here the long term end use suggested by the Milton Official Plan is 

agriculture, and that is the use the Region proposes for the land when the 

landfill is closed. 	Dr. Mackintosh told the Board about landfill sites in 

Germany and Britain that had been successfully rehabilitated for an agricul-

tural use. While initially the yields that may be obtained from a rehabilitated 

site "F" might not be as great as Dr. Mackintosh contemplates, we have no 

doubt the site can be rehabilitated to an agricultural use. Dr. Mackintosh gave 

one the feeling that in his quiet way, he knew what he was talking about. He 

knows what has to be done to make it work and we are satisfied it will work. 

So, in our view, we have the temporary loss of a very tiny portion of 

the farmland of Halton to set off against an inexpensive but safe site for a 

needed municipal facility. We believe the trade-off is justified. 

We cannot agree that the location of a landfill at site "F" will deter 

the continuation of farming in Milton. We are convinced that the final design 
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for development and operation of site "F" will be entirely satisfactory in the 

sense that it will be a safe site, there will be no pollution of the ground and 

surface water due to site "F", litter, birds and rodents can be and will be 

controlled, and like traffic will not prove to be the bugbear the farmers fear. 

We do not think a sanitary landfill is an incompatible use in an agricultural 

community. If it is a safe site, and it is, it will not intertere with the :;row ing 

of crops or the maintenance of cattle. Crops and cattle are not much 

interested in what is in the field next door. Estate residential development, 

with all the resulting conflicts between City folk and farmers, with increosiei; 

land costs which make farming uneconomical eventually, is a greater deterrent 

to the farming community than a sanitary landfill, in our vie\k. 

The point was made by nr. c:olernan and Mr. 	 the planner 

for the Town of Milton, that the Region's proposal did not conform with the 

Region's draft Official Plan or the existing or proposed local k ,ificial Views or 

the present zoning by-law. We can find no conflict with the 12egion's draft 

Official Plan, indeed that Plan actually contemplates the situation we have 

here. With regard to conflict with the zoning hy-law ane local plan, that is the 

reason for the applications under Sections 17 and 35. of The Planning Act. 

It was also suggested that Milton had the right to know that site "F" 

was the best location for a lanolin in the Region. Put another way, it was 

suggested that the Region must show that other sites in Halton coule not be 

made to meet its needs before Milton should be obliged to accept site "F". 

With great respect we cannot agree. We do not think the legislature, when it 

gave the Region the job of disposing of the Region's garbage, placed upon it 

the burden of proving that the site chosen was the best site, or the only site 

that could be found in Halton for that purpose. Such a process coulo cost a 

fortune and go on forever and even then somebody would probably come 

forward with a site that had not been proven inferior to the selected site. We 

believe the job of the Board is to hear the evidence for and against the 

proposal, to hear the objections to the proposal, to hear the argument for and 

against, and then to approve or not approve the site selected by the elected 

representatives of the Region, the body charged with disposing of the garbage. 
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In spite of this, the Board did hear evidence concerning site "A" 

because it was the position of the Town that site "A" was at least as good as, 

and probably better than, site "F" and Regional Council knew or could have 

known this, but nevertheless chose site "F". The Town said they would prove 

that, and if they did, then site "F" ought not to be approved. We turn 

therefore to consider site "A" and compare it to site "F". 

The exact location of the landfill at site "A" seemed to move around 

a little. At one time, the Town seemed to be suggesting the lands to the west 

of the Bayview Park Landfill known as the Natco property, but this location 

was abandoned perhaps because the valuable shale it contained had not yet 

been removed and perhaps for other reasons. The part of site "A" that the 
— 	- - 

Town chose at the hearing to advance was the property to the north of the 

Natco property, referred to at the hearing and in this decision as the "Goodings 

Site". We mentioned this because one of the points advanced by the planners 

for the Town was that site "A" did not require the destruction of farmland. 

This is certainly true if one is advocating the Natco property or the so-called 

"badlands", but it is not true of the "Goodings Site". The "Goodings Site" consists 

of 60 acres more or less and fully 51 acres of that are Class I soils with the 

remaining 9 acres being Class 3 soils. 

Another point advanced by the Town planners in support of site "A" 

was that it was located in the Parkway Belt and therefore no rezoning was 

needed. We are not at all sure 	out this certainly, the Parkway Belt 

regulations would have to be amended to permit a landfill at site "A" and we 

can see no advantage to site "A" over site "F" on this point. 

Another factor advanced by the planners for the Town was that 

because there were fewer people around site "A" than "F", the impacts on 

people are less. As site "A" was not before the public, we really do not know 

how much opposition there would be to it if the Re ion had chosen site "A". 

There may well be more people within a mile of site "F" than within a mile of 

site "A" but that does not mean the impacts will be less at "A" than "F". When 

one considers that the traffic will move along Britannia Road from No. 25 
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Highway to and from the site on which there is riot a single home located; 

when one considers the location of the homes near site "F" and the woodlots, 

etc., we are satisfied not as many people will be adversely affected by the 

landfill at "F" as they honestly think at the moment. On the other hand, we 

cannot say the same thing about site "A". 

Even if one concedes that there is a greater detriment to farming 

with a landfill at "F" than "A", we feel because it is minimal, because it is 

temporary, at "F", it is worth the trade-off when one considers the dis- 

advantages of "A". Even if one concedes that there is adverse impact on more 

people at "F" than "A", something we do not feel is at all established siniply by 

showing that more people live within say a mile of site "F" than site "A", 

because it is minimal, because it is temporary, we do not feel it is worth taking 

the chance on "A". Because "chancy" site "A" surely is from the hydro-

geological and costs' point of view. 

Vie do not intend to review in detail the highly technical evidence of 

Mr. Beatty and Mr. Anderson on the hydrogeology of site "A". Mr. Beatty 

made a brief field study, not a detailed study. The site was the Natco property. 

He did not study the "Goodings Site". He atteinpted to study the migration of 

leachate from the Bayview Park Landfill and to draw certain conclusions about 

the landfill at site "A". He admitted that landfills in gravel pits are difficult 

to engineer. He admitted that there were few if any studies of landfills on 

Queenston shale. The only Jansaills_on_Queenston shale he was aware of are 

all in Halton and all of them have problems with leachate migration. 

Mr. Beatty argued that the bulk of water movement in shale is in the 

shallow or local groundwater flow, that is the upper 20 feet, perhaps 30 feet 

of the shale, and because of the many streams that run through site "A", that 

is the Natco property, site "A" is a discharge area and any leachate produced 

would be carried by the local groundwater flow to the streams and by the 

streams to a sanitary sewer. 

Mr. Anderson was not so sure that the Natco property was a 

discharge area. We prefer his theory on the migration of leachate in shale, 
_ 	_ 	_ 



- 41 - 
	 R 781380 

R 781381 
E 781673 

which put simply, amounted to the very distinct possibility that some .of the 

leachate would get into the Regional groundwater flow. In any event to be 

sure you had to know the groundwater flow and the kind of testing that 

required had not been done by Mr. Beatty at the Natco property. 

Mr. Beatty had not tested the "Goodings Site" at all. But he agreed 

on cross-examination that the "Goodings Site' was an area of local recharge. 

In our view, that admission makes the construction of a liner of some sort 

absolutely necessary at the "Goodings Site". Mr. Beatty also admitted that 

without extensive controls leachate would get to the property of Natco where 

valuable deposits of shale are located and he knew of no tests on the elf ect of 

leachate on Queenston shale. 

Mr. Beatty stated: "1 would not recommend site "A" on what we 

know now". What we do know is that site "A", the "Goodings Site", because it 

is small in area, the landfill would have to be at least 60 feet high and perhaps 

higher; because it will be a landfill on Queenston shale in a recharge area, the 

site will require very extensive and expensive controls to make it safe, and 
_ 	 — - 

even then it might not get the approval of the appropriate authority. 

What the evidence clearly revealed was that while the "Goodings 

Site" might be approved for a landfill, it was by no means certain. There 

appeared to the Board a very good chance that after spending considerable 

money on the "Goodings Site", the necessary approvals might not be forth-

coming. The chances were much better at site "F". W hat the evidence also 

indicated was that even if the "Goodings Site" could be approved, the costs of 

engineering would be higher than at site "F". V. hich leads us to another 

factor advanced by the Town as being favourable to site "A". 

We do not intend to deal at great length with the considerable 

evidence of Mr. Goodings and Mr. Wells as to the costs to the municipalities of 

a landfill at "A" and a landfill at "F". Mr. Goodings, in his evidence, presented a 

picture that on the surface clearly indicated the costs being much greater at 

"F" than at "A". But as a result of the Region's cross-examination the cost gap 
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between the two sites was narrowed dramatically and after Mr. Wells had 

given his evidence in reply and been cross-questioned, we are satisfied it will 

be more expensive to the municipalities to construct and operate a landfill _at 
_ 

."A" with a transfer station at Highway_401 and No. 25 Highway than a landfill 

at site "F". We do not intend to go into detail on this, but a few examples will 

demonstrate what we mean. Mr. Goodings' land requirements at site "A" and 

the price per acre, rose from 60 acres and $4,500.00 per acre to 113.74 acres 

and $5,500.00 per acre or from $270,000.00 to $625,600.00 and we feel these 

figures could be low. It does not include the purchase of land for a transfer 

station. 	Mr. Goodings' site clearance allowance for site "A" went from 

$22,000.00 to $62,000.00. His allowance for leachate collection system at "A" 

went from $100,000.00 to $1,700,000.00, if you needed a liner, and we are sure 

you will. Road reconstruction at site "A" from $240,000.00 to $355,000.00. 

His allowance from contingencies went from $234,000.00 to $533,000.00 if you 

allow something for a transfer station. These are just examples of increases in 

the cost of site "A", admitted to by Mr. Goodings in cross-examination, over 

his original figures. 

In a like manner, Mr. Goodings, under cross-examination, reduced the 

costs of several items charged to site "F". For example, screening and 

planting was reduced to $370,000.00 from $805,000.00. Much more serious was 

the reduction in costs for leachate removal. There it went from $273,500.00 a 

year for perhaps 100 years to a one time figure of $423,000.00 and we believe 

that figure will turn out to be high. 

Mr. Wells considered a number of items as well - for example, site 

rehabilitation, that in the case of site "F" was reduced from $1,825,000.00 to 

$259,000.00. In our view, Mr. Wells' conclusions were not shaken in cross-

examination. 

We could go on, but the evidence that we accept, having heard the 

witnesses, comes down to this, that it is more probable that a landfill at the 

"Goodings Site" will cost more to locate and operate than a landfill at site "F". 
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Having heard the evidence and studied all the exhibits, we cannot 

agree with the Town's submission that site "A", the "Goodings Site", is as good 

as, let alone better than, site "F" for a sanitary landfill. At first blush it 

appeared so, but when site "A" was subjected to the scrutinity that site "F" 

received, it began to look more and more like second best. 

We wish to touch on one other objection raised and that is to the 

noise the landfill would produce at site "F". Professor Keeler gave evidence 

on behalf of the Tremaine-Britannia Citizen's Group. He had been retained 

shortly before he gave evidence to consider Dr. Lightstone's report and to 

comment upon it. 

Professor Keeler had three concerns. First, what was a proper 

guideline to assess the noise that would be produced. He felt an hourly L.eq of 

48 decibels should be the maximum with the preferred hourly L.eq of 45 

decibels. Dr. Lightstone had suggested an hourly L.eq of 55 decibels was 

acceptable. We do not find it necessary to spend much time on this as 

Professor Keeler admitted on cross-examination that he would accept the 

guidelines of the Ministry of the Environment on this; their guideline should be 

applicable was his view. Later in the hearing we heard that the Ministry 

guideline was an hourly L.eq of 55 decibels. 

We are not prepared to accept Professor Keeler's findings about the 

number of homes that would experience noise levels greater than 45 or 48 d 

BA, because the correct guideline is 55 d BA. We accept Dr. Lightstone's 

evidence already referred to in this decision on that point. 

In passing we note that Professor Keeler regarded the noise produced 

by operations at the landfill face as coming from a stationary source and 

therefore a lower guideline should be applied, but we cannot agree. We accept 

the evidence of Dr. Lightstone and the Model Municipal Noise Control By-law 

that the operations of the face are best described as a non-stationary source 

and the guideline of L.eq = 55 d BA should apply. 
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Professor Keeler's next concern v,as that much more noise would be 

produced at the working face than Dr. Lightstone had anticipated. Hz. felt 

that all the vehicles and equipment using the site would not conform to the 

present regulations. He felt that even if the vehicles and equipment did 

conform when new, they would not be maintained and thus be noiser than Dr. 

Lightstone allowed. Professor Keeler did not hear Dr. Lightstone's evidence. 

We are satisfied having read Exhibit No. 99 and heard Dr. Lightstone that 

there is nothing wrong with Table 4 on page 26 of Exhibit No. 99. All new 

equipment is being designed and built to meet, and more than meet, the 

proposed guidelines. Apart from trucks, it will be all new equipment working 

in the landfill. Table 4 is dealing with a 1991 peak hour and it can be assumed 

that by then many trucks on the road today will not be operating. Most of the 

trucks and all of the equipment v ill be post 1977 and therefore designed 

and built to ifleet the proposed guideline. We note that the range for the truck 

sound output allows for the presence of older vehicles which may have been 

manufactured prior to 1979 or have grown noisier - see page 1.6 of Exhibit No. 

99. We also note that most of the equipment will be under the control of the 

Region and, therefore, we assume well maintained. We also note that Table 4 

assumes all equipment is working at full blast steadily, for one hour ano this 

simply will not be the case. 	e find that Dr. Lightstone has in Table 4 allowed 

for the worst possible situation and that in actual tact the noise produced will 

not be as great as Dr. Lightstone has estimated. For instance, all Dr. 

Lightstone's trucks are operating with open throttle. In actual fact, only a few 

trucks will be in the landfill site at any given time and they will be operating 

at slow speeds and this will not produce the noise of trucks operating at open 

throttle. 

Professor Keeler was also critical of 1 able 5 on page 27 of Exhibit 

No. 99. He felt that total attenuation of sound was not as great as Dr. 

Lightstone had estimated it to be. He felt that "Total Attenuation", being the 

sum of "Geometric Attenuation" and "Ground Attenuation", is about 6 to 8 

decibels for every doubling of distance and he had conducted measurements to 

confirm this. Dr. Lightstone, in reply, did not agree with this. He thought it 

might be accurate for short distances from the sound source, but the further 
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out you went, the more credit you had to give to ground attenuation and this 

Professor Keeler was not doing by giving only two decibels for each doubling 

of distance due to ground attenuation. Dr. Lightstone felt it might work out if 

you are in a vast paved parking lot, but it did not work out in a field with 

berms and woodlots and growing grass, etc. 

Both men are well qualified, but because Dr. Lightstone Iwo had 

much more time to study site "F" than Professor Keeler, because Lightstone 

had heard all of Keeler's evidence and was still unshakeable in his opinion 

whereas Keeler nad not had an opportunity to hear Lightstone, and because it 

makes sense that grass and trees must absorb sound better than a concrete 

parking lot, we are inclinec to prefer Dr. Lightstone's view on this point. 

When all is said and done, the two men are probably not that far apart for at 

the two critical homes, the Smith home at about 350 feet and the Katz home 

at about 850 feet, Lightstone has total attenuation at 15 to 16 decibels and 23 to 

26 decibels, respectively, and Keeler at 12 to 16 and 18 to 24 decibels, 

respectively. 

We accept Dr. Lightstone's evidence that based on the very worst 

situation, two homes, namely, the Smith and Katz homes, will experience for 

short periods noise levels exceeding L.eq 55. Because of the distance and 

trees in front of the Katz home, the problem will only be severe at the Smith 

home in our view, and the Region has offered to buy that property. While this 

is not ideal, it may well be as good as you are likely to get. Like the 

temporary loss of good farmland, this is a trade-off. 

After considering all the evidence, the advantages and disadvantages 

of site "F", the objection and concerns of the Town and the citizens, we have 

come to the conclusion that the Region has made out a sound case for approval 

of its proposal which has not been weakened by those in opposition. 

It is probably trite to say that in the case of many land uses some 

ratepayers are going to be more directly affected than others and indeed in 

the instant case the most direct effect will be on the Smith property and to 
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some extent the Katz property. The Region has recognized this in the case of 

Bessie Smith and offered to acquire that property and it may well be that the 

Katz. property 'sill also have to be given some consideration. In any event the 

benefit to be derived from this facility will accrue to all of the residents of 

the Region. 

It should also be borne in mind that up until now all of the other three 

area municipalities have shared the responsibility in receiving the Region's 

waste. It may now be time for the Town of Milton to assume some of that 

responsibility. 

It is also clear to the Board that although there may be small 

inaccuracies in estimating the remaining life of the existing sites that 

immediate steps must be taken to provide for the future. It is quite obvious 

that the matter of resource recovery is too indefinite at the present time to 

rely on it as an alternative. 

The Board accepts the argument made by Mr. Sexton that these 

applications differ greatly from those usually brought under the pertinent 

sections of The Planning Act. In this case, the appellant does not come as a 

volunteer seeking something which the land use provisions do not provide for 

but rather as one seeking to fulfill a statutory requirement of the legislation. 

In the circumstances, therefore, the Board is going te approve the 

proposed amendment to the Official Plan of the former Burlington Planning 

Area (now in the Town of Milton) which will permit an area composed of part 

of Lots 6 and 7, Concession VII N.S. in the Town of Milton for the purpose of a 

sanitary landfill and for agricultural purposes. 

The Board will also direct that the Council of the Town of Milton 

amend Restricted Area By-law No. 1642, which is a by-law of the former Town 

of Burlington relating to lands formerly in the Town of Burlington to permit a 

sanitary landfill. 
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lhe Board suggests that both the Official Plan amendment and the 

amending by-law follow the draft form submitted by the Region. If there is 

any difficulty with either the form or the wording of these documents, the 

Board may be spoken to. In any event, the Board's order will not issue until 

the draft of the by-law and amendment to the Official Plan approved by both 

parties have been received. 

The Board is also going to approve the application by the Regional 

Municipality of Halton to acquire the land, design and construct the site at an 

estimated cost of $3,700,000.00. The Board also authorizes the issuance of 

debentures for a term of five years to cover the above amount. 

There will be no order as to costs in this matter. 

DATED at Toronto this 15th day of June, 1979. 

W. T. SHRIVES 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

4'7  
( 	 / 

(19-3.L. CHAPMAN 
MEMBER 





C 333/80 

11:3=M Am= 
Ontario 

Executive Council 

Copy of an Order-in-Council approved by 

Her Honour the Lieutenant Governor, dated the 30th 

day of January, A.D. 1980. 

The Committee of Council have had under 

consideration the report of the Honourable the 

Chairman of Management Board of Cabinet and Chairman 

Cabinet Committee on Legislation, wherein he states 

that, 

WHEREAS the corporation of the Town of 

Milton, the Tremaine Britannia Citizens Group, 

Victor Kovachik and others, and H. Craig Reid and 

others have filed Petitions praying that the 

decision of the Ontario Municipal Board made on the 

15th day of June 1979, (whereby the Ontario Municipal 

Board approved an amendment to the Official Plan 

for the Town of Milton pursuant to S.17(5) of the 

Planning Act and allowed an appeal pursuant to S.35(22) 

of the said Act and approved an application under 

S.64 of the Ontario Municipal Board Act and the effect 

of the decision was to approve the acquisition of land, 

and the design and construction of a sanitary landfill 

site at the northwest corner of Tremaine and Britannia 

Roads in the Town of Milton at an estimated cost of 

$3,700,000 and the borrowing by way of debentures for 

the cost thereof) be rescinded or be the subject of a 

new public hearing; 



-ne Honourable the Chairman of Management 

Board of Cabinet, and Chairman, Cabinet Committee 

on Legislation, after due consideration of the said 

Petition, therefore recommends that pursuant to the 

provisions of Section 94 of The Ontario Municipal 

Board Act, R.S.O. 1970, Chapter 323, the afore-

mentioned decision of the Ontario Muncipal Board, 

dated the 15th day of June, 1979, be confirmed. 

The Committee of Council concur in the 

recommendation of the Honourable the Chairman of 

Management Board of Cabinet, and Chairman, Cabinet 

Committee on Legislation, and advise that the 

same be acted on. 

Certified, 

Deputy Clerk, Executive Council. 



THE FOL. 4ING STATEMENT WAS APPROVL_ BY CABINET AND 

FORMS PART OF THIS ORDER-IN-COUNCIL  

PETITIONS OF THE TOWN OF MILTON AND OF OTHERS 

Cabinet has confirmed the decision of the Board in 

regard to the Milton site (Site F.). There has yet 

to be a hearing before the Environmental Assessment 

Board. The Region has retained an independent 

hydrogeologist to advise it on the hydrogeological 

suitability of Site A on the National Sewer Pipe 

lands but this advice must await the completion of 

the testing program. While the Region will, no doubt, 

retain an interest in site A, it seems important to 

Cabinet that the Regional Council should have a 

number of alternative options to meet its immediate 

and medium term needs concerning sanitary landfill 

sites. 





OsLE1t , 
HOSKIN & 
HA_RC 0 UnT 

BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS 

RECEIVED BY 

JAN 2 7 N1 

tegal Dept.- 	

R O. Box 50 

FIRST CANADIAN PLACE 

TORONTO, CANADA 

IASX IB8 

TELEPHONE (416) 362-2111 

CABLE ADDRESS CARTHOS 

TELEX 06-22457 

January 23, 1980. 

Mr. Dennis Y. Perlin, 
Regional Solicitor, 
The Regional Municipality 
of Halton, 
P.O. Box 7000, 
1151 Bronte Road, 
Oakville, Ontario. 
L6J 6E1. 

Dear Mr. Perlin, 

Re: The Regional Municipality of Halton 
and The Society for the Quiet Use 
and Enjoyment of Lands in Central 
Halton; Our File No. 40,248 

I am enclosing herewith copy of a letter I have received 
from Mr. Estrin with respect to the costs payable by Squelch. 
As instructed by him, I am holding the cheque received in escrow. 

As the Town of Milton paid their share of the costs, 
without interest, I would suggest that notwithstanding the delay 
in receiving payment from Squelch, that the sum of $1,672.50 be 
accepted in payment of the balance of the costs. 

- If you are in agreement, I would ask that you have the 
enclosed Satisfaction Piece signed by the appropriate official of 
the Region. It has been prepared on the basis that you will act 
as the informing solicitor and your signature is also required. 

Once I have forwarded this executed Satisfaction Piece 
to Mr. Estrin, I will be in a position to release to you the cheque 
payable to the Region. 

Yours very truly, 

OS ff7 HOSKIN & HARCOURT 

Linda Nascher 
Law Clerk 

Encl. 
LN:sh 



erely 

DAVID E 
DE/cm 
Encl. 

cc: Saul, O'Connor, MacLeod, Leitch & Hays 
Attn: Larry Gangbar 

David Estrin 
Barrister & Solicitor 

EdenMills,Ontario,NOBIPO. 
tel (519) 856-9040 

David Estrin, B.A., LLB 	 yotaW 	40-248 

Stephen R. Garrod,B.A.,11.B., M.Env.S. 	 our file 

January 15, 1981 

Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt 
Barristers & Solicitors 
P.O. Box 50 
First Canadian Place 
TORONTO, Ontario 
M5X 1B8 

ATTENTION: Linda Nascher, Law Clerk  

RE: TOWN OF MILTON AND SQUELCH VS. REGION OF HALTON  

Dear Ms. Nascher 

RECEIVED 

JAN 2 0 1981 

ANSWERED 

This is in regard to your letter to the firm of Saul, O'Connor, MacLeod, 
Leitch & Hays, Barristers & Solicitors, re the Taxation of Divisional 
Court Costs regarding the above matter. 

I enclose herewith our trust cheque in the amount of $1,672.50 which 
represents one half of the taxed costs in this matter. 

This cheque is being transmitted to you on the understanding we have 
been given from you that your client will accept this amount in full 
payment of any costs due from our client in regard to costs and that 
accordingly your client is foregoing any interest that it may be 
entitled to in this regard. If that is your position then please 
provide us with a Satisfaction Piece prior to forwarding this cheque 
to your client. 

We thank you for your indulgence. 

Practice restricted to Environmental and Energy Law 



No. D/C 512/79 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF ONTARIO 

BETWEE N: 

THE SOCIETY FOR THE QUIET USE AND ENJOY-
MENT OF LANDS IN CENTRAL HALTON, carry-
ing on activity as TREMAINE BRITANNIA 
CITIZENS GROUP 

Applicant 

- and - 

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HALTON 

Respondent 

SATISFACTION PIECE 

Satisfaction is acknowledged of the Certificate of 

Taxation bearing date the 9th day of November, 1979, in a 

proceeding in the Supreme Court of Ontario wherein The Society 

For The Quiet Use And Enjoyment Of Lands In Central Halton, 

carrying on activity as Tremaine Britannia Citizens Group was 

applicant and The Regional Municipality of Halton was respondent, 

whereby it was adjudged that the respondent should recover against 

the said applicant the sum of $3,345.00 for costs. 

And the said The Regional Municipality of Halton also 

acknowledges that it had expressly nominated and appointed 

Dennis Y. Perlin, as its solicitor, to inform it of the nature and 



effect of this acknowledgement of satisfaction before the same 

was executed, and the said Dennis Y. Perlin did so inform it. 

Executed by the said 

The Regional Municipality of Halton 

on the 	day of January, 1981. 

c/s 

Per: 

and I the said Dennis Y. Perlin, 
a solicitor entitled to practice 
law in Ontario have informed The 
Regional Municipality of Halton of 
the nature and effect of this 
acknowledgement of satisfaction 
before the same was executed on its 
behalf and I verily believe that 
the said signature of 

above is that of the 

of The Regional Municipality of 
Halton. 



OsEER , 

HOSKIN 8c 

HARCOTJRT 

BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS 

 

P. O. Box SO 
FIRST CANADIAN PLACE 

TORONTO, CANADA 

M5X 1B8 

RECEIVED BY 

FEB 3 - 1981 

Legal Dept-________ 

TELEPHONE (416) 362-2111 

CABLE ADDRESS CARTHOS 

TELEX 06-22457 

January 30, 1981 

Dennis Y. Perlin, Esq. 
Regional Solicitor 
Regional Municipality of Halton 
P. O. Box 7000 
1151 Bronte Road 
Oakville, Ontario 
L6J 6E1 

Dear Dennis: 

Re: Regional Municipality of Halton 
- Proposed Landfill Site "F" 
- Amendment to Official Plan and 
Zoning By-law - Town of Milton 

Thank you for your letter of January 26, 1981. 
In my view, proceedings should be taken for contempt 
against the Town of Milton. 

Yours very truly,— 

J. Edgar Sexton, Q.C. 

JES:mc 



THE 
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 

OF 
HA LION 

1981 01 26 

0. BOX 7000 
1151 BRONTE ROAD 
OAKVILLE. ONTARIO L6J 6E1 
TELEPHONE: AREA CODE 416 

BURLINGTON 1 
OAKVILLE 	1 827-2151 MILTON 
TORONTO 	1 

BY COURIER 

J. Edgar Sexton, Q.C. 
Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt 
'Barristers & Solicitors 
Box 50 
First Canadian Place 
Toronto, Ontario 

Dear Ea 

Re: Regional Municipality of Halton - Proposed 
Landfill Site "F" - Amendment to Official 
Plan and Zoning By-law - Town of Milton  

I appeared at the Town of Milton's Council Meeting on the 
19th of January, 1981 and made a presentation, however my 
personal plea fell on deaf ears. 

Mr. Leitch was also in attendance and the Resolution which 
resulted from that meeting was as per the attached letter. 

The writer is not overly anxious to have the matter proceed 
to the Courts. I am seeking your advice as to whether you 
feel we should proceed or whether you feel that my 
continuous correspondence and the type of responses received 
from the Town such as that shown in the most recent letter 
of January 21st, 1981, will be sufficient to offset arguments 
by soliditors, such as Mr. Estrin who said that the 
environmental application should not have been made and 
in any case should not be allowed to continue, until the 
Official Plan and Zoning By-law have been passed. 

I look forward to your response as to what you think would 
be .the best course of action for the Region at this point. 

Yours very truly, 

Dennis Y. Perlin 
Regional Solicitor 
DYP/gh 
Attach. 

cc Fraser Berrill, Esq. 

HALTON HILLS 	 GUELPH 	 HAMILTON 
878-8113 	 853-0501 	 639-4540 



THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF MILTON 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK \\\\\  

January 21, 1981. 
	

RECEIVED BY 

cifIN 23 1981 

Mr. D. Perlin, 
	 Legal Dept.- 

Regional Solicitor, 
Region of Halton, 
1151 Bronte Road, 
Oakville, Ont. 

Dear Sir: 
	

Re: Proposed Landfill Site "F" - Amendment to 
Official Plan and Zoning By-law - Town of 
Milton. 

Further to your attendance at the Milton Council meeting held on 
January 19th, 1981 with regard to the above captioned matter, I wish 
to advise that Council passed the following resolution referring your 
correspondence to our Solicitor for consideration and recommendation 
back to Council:- 

Verbal Res. 

	

	 THAT the correspondence received from 
Mr. Perlin, dated December 11th, 1980 re: Proposed 
Landfill Site "F" Amendment to Official Plan and Zoning 
By-law, be referred to Mr. F. Leitch for consideration 
and recommendation back to Council. 	CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

RM/md 

c.c. Mr. F. Leitch. 

Yours truly, 

Clerk Co-ordinator. 

251 MAIN ST. E. MILTON. ONTARIO, LOT 1P1 CANADA 416-878-7211 

   

  

"MILTON - THE STEAM CAPITAL OF ONTARIO - HOME OF STEAM-ERA" 
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P.O. BOX 7000 
1151 BRONTE ROAD 
OAKVILLE, ONTARIO L6J 6E1 
TELEPHONE: AREA CODE 416 

BURLINGTON ) 
OAKVILLE 	) 827-2151 

Mayor G. Krantz and 
Members of Municipal Council, 

Corporation of the Town of Milton, 
251 Main Street East, 
Milton, Ontario L9T 1P1 

Attention: Mr. R. Main, Clerk-Administrator  

Dear Mayor Krantz and Members of Council: 

Re: Proposed Landfill Site F Amendment to 
Official Plan and Zoning By-law - Orders 
of Ontario Municipal Board Respecting 
Same dated June 15th, 1979. 

As you know, the responsibility for solid waste disposal in 
Halton has been given to the Regional Municipality of Halton. 

To that end, the Regional Municipality of Halton has adopted 
a Solid Waste Management Program consisting of four basic 
components: Source Separation, Transfer Stations, Resource 
Recovery Facility and Sanitary Landfill Sites. 

While one of the major objectives of the Solid Waste Disposal 
Program is to reduce reliance on sanitary landfill, technology 
today and for the foreseeable future is such that the sanitary 
landfill component will have to remain a component of the 
Solid Waste Disposal System for the foreseeable future. 

The Regional Municipality of Halton began its Solid Waste Disposal 
Program back in 1975, a continuation of a program initiated by 
the County of Halton in 1972. As far back as the County of 
Halton studies and the 1975 study done by the Region, the above 
four components to a Solid Waste Disposal Program were identified. 

With respect to the sanitary landfill component: in 1975, it 
was recognized by Regional Council that the then existing sanitary 
landfill sites in Milton, Georgetown, Oakville and Burlington 
would reach their capacities in the very near future, and 
therefore, that component had to be dealt with immediately. 
A number of approaches were examined such as "multi-site", 
i.e. one site for each area municipality, or two sites, one to 
serve the northern part of Halton and one to serve the southern 
part of Halton and a single Regional site. In addition, locations 
had to be identified for such site or sites. 

HALTON HILLS 	 GUELPH 	 HAMILTON 
878-8113 	 853-0501 	 639-4540 
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M. M. Dillon Limited, a Planning and Engineering Consulting 
firm were retained to advise the Region with respect to this 
matter. M. M. Dillon identified that a Regional site would be 
the most cost-effective approach as opposed to two or more 
sites and identified ten possible locations. 

Some of those locations were quickly eliminated on the basis that 
they would not be hydrogeologically suitable. Then the sites 
were further narrowed down by further investigation called the 
"Stage One Investigation" to where the primary location being 
recommended was a location called "Site F" in the "Milton West" 
or "Burlington North" part of the Town of Milton. 

The location first identified was some 2500 acres. When Location F 
was chosen by Regional Council as the location to pursue, more 
detailed investigation and study narrowed the study down to some 
300 acres at the northwest corner of Tremaine and Britannia Roads 
and since that day, comments from the then existent Council for 
the Town of Milton, opposition by a Group known as the Tremaine 
Britannia Citizens' Group, etc. have cut the size of the site 
now to 246 acres with approximately 137 acres only for landfilling 
with a limited site life of 2,000,000 English tons. 

As you may know, a number of approvals are required before a 
sanitary landfill site can be established and operated at any 
location. 

One of the approvals that may be required for any location is 
Planning Approval, i.e. an amendment to the Official Plan and/or 
Zoning by-law. As you know, Planning responsibility is shared 
by the Region and the area municipalities in Halton and one of 
the agreed upon aspects to sharing the Planning responsibilities 
is that actual land use designation would be left to the area 
municipality to determine with Regional input where required. 

For that reason the Regional Municipality of Halton applied to 
the Town of Milton to amend its Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
to permit a sanitary landfill at the northwest corner of Tremaine 
and Britannia Roads on a site specific basis for the 246 acres 
proposed by the Region for a sanitary landfill site. 

The then Town of Milton Council refused •to pass either the Official 
Plan amendment or the Zoning By-law amendment. As a result 
the matters were referred to the Ontario Municipal Board. 

A three-month Hearing took place during the months of January, 
February, and March of 1979, after which the Ontario Municipal 
Board reserved its Decision. In June of 1979, the Ontario 
Municipal Board issued its Decision in favour of the Region 
and ordering the Town to amend its Official Plan and Zoning 
By-law. 

The Town then appealed to the Courts and to the Cabinet and 
in both cases, the Appeals were turned down. 
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Since the Appeal process was completed, the writer has been 
attempting to have your predecessors comply with the Order 
of the Ontario Municipal Board and amend the Official Plan 
and Zoning By-law. With no reasons given to the Region, 
the writer was surprised that the Town Council continued to 
refuse to pass the Official Plan and Zoning By-law. The writer 
was surprised because as a legislative body who had passed 
all sorts of by-laws and resolutions with which they expected 
people to live by and comply with, that very same body, when 
also faced with a valid and proper Order, one issued after 
the Appeal process itself had been exhausted, refused to comply. 

The other approval that is required by the Region before it 
can establish and operate a sanitary landfill at Site F is 
Environmental Approval. The Region has made application for 
Environmental approval under The Environmental Protection Act 
and after a successful challenge by the Town of Milton in 
the Courts, the Minister of the Environment is now faced with 
the decision as to whether Environmental Approval shall proceed 
under The Environmental Protection Act or shall instead go 
under The Environmental Assessment Act. 

At the same time, the Region is being faced with an argument 
by those in opposition to Site F that until the Official Plan 
and Zoning By-law amendments are in place, no type of Environmental 
Approval can be given or even applied for. 

Thus, the writer approaches you, the New Council for the Town 
of Milton, and respectfully requests that you please comply 
with the outstanding Orders of the Ontario Municipal Board, 
concerning an amendment to the Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
to permit the sanitary landfill at Site F. 

I believe it has been made fairly clear by past Town Councils 
that the Town of Milton is not in favour of a sanitary landfill 
at Site F and that is has opposed that particular decision 
of the Regional Council and did so in an honourable and 
respectful manner by way of the Ontario Municipal Board and 
Appeals processes. 

However, I further believe that once proper Orders have been 
issued, then those persons in authority, such as yourselves, 
must show respect for other authority such as the Ontario 
Municipal Board or else you leave yourselves open to derision 
and disrespect as far as the passage of laws yourselves which 
you expect people to comply with. 

The writer, by copy of this letter, is also requesting an 
opportunity to appear before your at your next meeting to make 
a presentation concerning this matter and to answer any 
questions that you may have. I believe, Mr. Main, the Administra- 
tor, does have copies of both Orders in his possession. 
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Thanking you in advance for your cooperation, 1 remain, 

Yours very truly, 

Dennis Y. Perlin, 
Regional Solicitor. 

DYP:js 

blind cc: F. R. Berrill 
J. E. Sexton, Q.C. 



Yours ruly, 

, tan, / 
Clerk Co-ordinator. 

\\\\ 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK 

THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF MILTON 

October 1, 1980. 

Mr. D. Perlin, 
Regional Solicitor, 
Region of Halton, 
1151 Bronte Road, 
Oakville, Ont. 

RECEIVED BY 

OCT 2 1980 

Legat Dept."------ 

Dear Sir: 	Re: Proposed Landfill Site "F", 
Amendment to Official Plan 
and Zoning By-law - Orders of 
O.M.B. dated June 15th, 1979. 

-------7------------ --------------- 

Further to your letter of September 8th, 1980 with regard to 
the above, please be advised that Milton Council, at their meeting 
of September 22nd, 1980 requested me to advise you that the Town 
of Milton is not refusing to enact the required Official Plan and 
Zoning Amendments but will consider the By-laws at the appropriate 
time. 

RM/md 

251 MAIN ST. E. MILTON, ONTARIO, LOT 1P1 CANADA 416-878-7211 

"MILTON - THE STEAM CAPITAL OF ONTARIO 	HOME OF STEAM-ERA" 



THE 
REGIONAL MUNICIPALI1 

OF 
HALTON 

1980 06 02 

P.O. BOX 7000 
1151 BRONTE ROAD 
OAKVILLE, ONTARIO L6J 6E1 
TELEPHONE: AREA CODE 416 

BURLINGTON 1 
OAKVILLE 	) 827-2151 MILTON 
TORONTO 	) 

BY COURIER 

Mr. R. Main 
Clerk Co-ordinator 
Town of Milton 
251 Main Street 
Milton, Ontario 
L9T 1P1 

Dear Mr. Main 

Re: Proposed Sanitary Landfill Site - Site F- 
Northwest Corner of Tremaine and Britannia 
Roads - Milton - Official Plan Amendment 
and Zoning By-law Amendment 

Further to your recent letter in which you indicated that 
your Council was considering the adoption of the Official 
Plan Amendment and the passage of the Zoning By-law 
Amendment as required under Ontario Municipal Board Orders 
dated June 15th, 1979, could you please submit to me copies 
of the Official Plan Amendment as adopted and the Zoning 
By-_Law Amendment as passed. 

If the Official Plan Amendment has not been adopted and/or 
the Zoning By-law Amendment passed, could you please indicate 
to this writer at what Council Meeting they will be presented 
for adoption and passage respectively. 

Yours very truly, 

Dennis Y. Perlin 
Regional Solicitor 

DYP/gh 

bcc J. Edgar Sexton, Q.C. 

	

4 	Fraser Berrill, Esq. 

HALTON HILLS 	 GUELPH 	 HAMILTON 

	

878-8113 	 853-0501 	 639-4540 



1980 03 27 

The Corporation of the Town 
of Milton, 

251 Main Street East, 
Milton, Ontario L9T 1P1 

Attention: Mr. R. Main, Clerk Coordinator  

Dear Mr. Main: 

Re: Proposed Sanitary Landfill Site - Site F - 
Northwest Corner of Tremaine and Britannia 
Roads - Milton - Official Plan Amendment 
and Zoning By-law Amendment  

The writer acknowledges receipt of your letter under date of 
March 25, 1980. 

The writer looks forward to your early advice as to when the 
Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendments will 
be adopted and/or passed, as the case may be, with respect 
to the above captioned matter. 

Yours very truly, 

Dennis Y. Perlin, 
Regional Solicitor. 

DYP:js 

BCC: E. Sexton and F. Berrill, Osler, Hoskin, & Harcourt 
together with copy of my letter dated March 12 on the 
same subject. 



, 	k Co-ordinator 

251 MAIN ST. E. MILTON, ONTARIO, LOT 1P1 CANADA 416-878-7211 

  

 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK 

THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF MILTON 

March 25, 1980 

Mr. D. Perlin 
Regional Solicitor 
Regional Municipality of Halton 
1151 Bronte Road 
Oakville, Ontario 

Dear Dennis 

RECEIVED BY 

MAR 2 6 1980 

Legal Dept. 	- 

RE: Site 'F'  

Further to your recent correspondence requesting information 
as to the date when Council will pass the amending by-laws to Zoning 
and Official Plan to accommodate Site 'F', please be advised that the 
matter was referred by Council at its recent meeting of March 24th, 1980. 
Council at that time requested further legal opinion on the Board's 
Directive and I am awaiting that response from Mr. F. Leitch prior to 
returning the matter to Council. 

I will keep you apprised of the date when Council will 
consider the enactment of the By-laws in accordance with the Board's 
Order. 

Yours 	truly 

RM/lw 

"MILTON THE STEAM CAPITAL OF ONTARIO - HOME OF STEAM-ERA" 



By-law No. 109-78 	 - 2 - 

2. THAT the Chairman and the Treasurer may agree with any 
bank or person to borrow on behalf of the Regional Corporation 
by way of temporary advances from time to time such sums as 
may be necessary not exceeding the estimated cost of the 
work in all, to meet the expenditures incurred for the 
purposes aforesaid pending the issue and sale of debentures, 
and the receipt of any grants, subsidies and funds from 
other sources. 

3. THAT for the purposes of such temporary borrowing the Chairman 
and the Treasurer may execute on behalf of the Regional 
Corporation and under its common seal, promissory notes for 
the sums so borrowed and may agree with the lender that the 
Regional Corporation will pay interest on the sums so borrowed 
at a rate not exceeding the then bank rate and may, in like 
manner, execute an hypothecation of the debentures as security 
for the borrowing and may deliver the note or notes, hypotheca-
tion and debentures to the lender. 

4. THAT for meeting the obligations of the debentures issued to 
defray the costs of the work, the Treasurer chargesthe said 
obligations against all rateable property in the Regional 
Municipality of Halton in a sum sufficient to pay the annual 
instalments of principal and interest due in each year upon 
the debentures issued for the work. 

5. THAT the debentures issued to defray the costs of such 
temporary advances when the work is complete shall bear 
interest at such rate as the Council may determine and shall 
be made payable within five years. 

6. THAT this by-law has no effect until the Ontario Municipal 
Board approves of the work described here. 

7. THAT this by-law comes into force on the later of: the date 
of its passage or the Ontario Municipal Board approves of the 
work described herein. 

READ a FIRST and SECOND time this 1st day of November, 1978. 

CHAIRMAN 

READ a THIRD time and PASSED on the day of 	 , 1978. 

CHAIRMAN 

CLERK 



THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HALTON 

BY-LAW NO. 109-78 

SCHEDULE 'A'  

ACQUISITION OF LAND AND DESIGN AND 
CONSTRUCTION OF A PROPOSED SANITARY 
LANDFILL AT SITE F IN THE TOWN OF 
MILTON IN THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
OF HALTON. 

No. 	Item 	 Estimated Cost 

1. Reconstruction of Britannia Road from 
Hwy. 25 to site including new rail 
crossing protection 	 $ 	315,000 

2. Site clearance 	 50,000 

3. Additional fencing around site boundary 	3,000 

4. Construction of perimeter ditch and sed- 
iment basins. 	 30,000 

5. Construction of initial perimeter berms 	805,000 

6. Leachate collection system 	 442,000 

7. Site access road and paved site compound 	225,000 

8. Scale house and scales 	 125,000 

9. Maintenance building 	 80,000 

10. Container system 	 12,000 

11. Security fencing around compound 	 14,000 

12. Site services 	 50,000 

2,131,000 
15% Engineering and Contingencies 	319,000 

Total construction cost 	 2,450,000 

Acquisition of Land 	 800,000 

Engineering Studies and Legal Expenses 	450,000 

TOTAL Estimated Cost 	 $ 3,700,000 
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