























Monday October 24, 1983
Delegate: $id Chumlay’

Submissions to the Region of daltons proposed 1983 interim
vwaste disposal plans. , .

I nave been asked by a number of people from various parts
of tne Region (including a. }LA) wnat was &ll our concerns
about in ward 1.

I will give a brief rundown of what has beeu happening in
vard 1 in reference to the garbage situation in tae last
ten years. ais is necessary iun order to arrive at my
presentation to ve made today Fonday CCt. 24, 1983,

e Jwo illegal dumps started oy two small cowmpanies in
the .sesterly end of yard 1 in order to expand their
properties. [fauils was 1llegal and in conflict witia
ithe Ootario garoage act at taatr time. After one
months siruggle these two garbage dumps were closed
oy order of the City oI _uriington.

2. In 1970 the East Flawvorouga garbdaie dump, tnat was '
inherited vy the City of EBurlington snd is now knovn:
as _ayview rark, was closed late in 1970 as its cagacity
had run out. ' .

%. _he nresent landfill site operated by tne Region is
worxlna on its tnird expansion and is now 1n tne process
of beins expanded a fourth time, )

4. In 1981 the ﬁe ion had endeavored to locate three
Sewer Sludge A,é;daﬁsin order to accommodate all the
sludge from the®six region sewage treatmen. plaats
less tnan one half mile from tihne resideantial arew.
vhis was resolved on a five year temporary Gasise.

iyith the listing of these ltems anove surelj it must
oe realized ituat we are well on tane road to ‘creating a
depressed area in Ward 1, which will create a vexry serious
‘downturn in our property values,

I would like to refer you to the Hlueprint Wwaste
‘Managemenis (R4) that reads as follows; "Our disposal
practices must ensure that no waste ever becomes a threa
to either our environment or our well beinb

continuedeeeeos
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In reference to site A in its present condition; on the
surface it looks to be a reasonably well operated landfill
site, but below the surface Site A is very sick. The reports
of Gartner Lee Agsociates, Hydrogeologist, are so full of .
holes that I would have to find them as a healtn report una

unaceptible,

The resideants of wWard 1 did not create this problem,
they only contributed garbage.

I would like to stress at this time to the Administration
and the Regions Mayors and Councillors to:

1. Leave your polltlcal desires to one side also in voting
for your communities and Wards.

2. "o stand up and be counted as leaders and use your
energies and knowledge in a progressive way to settle
this problem for the benefit of the Region as a whole
and keeping in mind there are other generations to

follow,

» Chairman of Solid Waste Management
Committee

West Burlington Kate Payers

? Kwﬁ.ssociation
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Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the SWMC:

I would like to direct my comments today to the CAO REport 319/83 which is

before you this morjijf:fé&)

Although I did not have the opportunity to completely cover the report due to

time restraints, I did find the report productive and felt that it was g realistic

in its attitude regarding the problem facing the REgion at present.

ate fssuw ¢ M P o
to that of continuation. ,This is not the case - the site is due to close

'N( g@ My first comment is with régarito the change in wording tegarding the site

at éhat is considered to be its maximum capacity. Any changes must be

considered an expansion.

kﬁ’. L Asdijf?éion Jé%;éiﬁé that the Region approach the MOE in ovrder that

g d hearing '"'be waived by granting of the appropriate exemption under
the EAA and on the basis of urgenéy under the EPA"
If the proviﬁce has waived an environmental hearing for transfer stations
in order to take advantage of the export option, this changes the picture
because then the Region cannot claim this is an emergency, rather they
have a—cheisce—ef two options.

» Even if the province accepted the premise that this was an emergency,

there has élready been prior warning that "it still requires approval
and a hearing under Section 30(1l) of the EPA" and "aé you must appreciate
we cannot sanction any plans to request approval of modifications to the
site on an emergency basis‘;f‘the need is documented now!/ quoted from

el ' L}
MOE letters 83/3/25 andA§3/10/3. Any attempt to bypass the hearing process /-

be fought on the basis that if the province is serious about its



\%o

) .
commitment threugh its Blueprint for Waste Management) and therefore must live

o C . .
up to it by proceeding the a hearing. * i o Thore Lrsrommmenibl poolioy }‘é paa .

«’Wdasa*w gpprreas ¥ Btk E TR pve i) U TEL fpPekeeme s
~{che report states that the cost in money and delay could have serious effects i
not only on the interim proposal but also on the long term landfill component,. M%M
M .
s e SN ’%éj»vvf&ﬂuj

- this is certainly true «,\if the 75-25 export option had been put into effect A 1&3',«-/2,
P
by this time, we would have had the use of the present landfill site for at Es, C’“‘%‘

least another 3 years - without any hearing necessary - and daily we are i A0

5 Rt Sk

losing that advantage. 2 . Y

< g Iy &2 TX T AT D
—"-4_..;;';_‘ _.‘, & s L

"'w»-—, % > : 4 e
: he major ‘bbjection to the export option is “cost - certainly thz.s is NB tg,k

e

w2 a»
«  to the region, to the municipalities and certainly tokghe taxpayers a-nd-users
of t:he landfill site. We are now paying the priEe for years of delays - but
I think we must face,that higher costs for disposal of solid waste are an
A g f p p“...::a.. /44.—%_,

afﬁw/-egmo (Y P - MM%ZZLJ Slroe
indication of things to come.}. It will certainly create an even greater emphasis )’479/"“‘5"/

)ZQR—a [« 2
on the search for a viable EFW plant and at the same time could also bring Vool
g Z /)
about more innovative id2as regarding recycling - recycling asphalt, for Iy A
instance, has proven to be a boon to municipalities - not only saving money 644 trveo

but cutting dowm on landfill space. \ZL, % Wrido, W-&o W

L4

s,
The report raised an NB point -~ that of getting on with the long term plan.. 7’%%

Too long this

Region has been torn apart by the 1{ndividual desires of its municipalities -

and our community is a good example of Jaew—t-hekNIMBY synd?omeﬁ e Ae Lz.«.(
At 8 sebe o fd” /§' ,'n,m e bl _

a community fighting -for an environmetnal assessment im—its own area, push

. ( sZKe_.U\, Al PPt

for expansion in another eoniirued environmetnal comtrowes —

f agan e ":@«%W

I feel that the citizens have become weary of all this smd=es=s M
t

*/ The time has come for the region to stop putting its - -

eggs all in one basket, and get on m.th a lon term plan for solid waste disposal.
A 8
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HANS F KREPLIN

510-20 NORTHSHORE BL W

kBURLIN(.‘TON ONT
L7T 1Al

Regional Council Meeting November 9, 1983 _
Recommendation of Report CAO #319/83 - Comments of "Delegate"

A. The first comments to be made on the recommendation of CAQ

report #319/83 are:

It is incorrect ﬁ£n7% calliéng.. the expansion a

"continuation" of the landfill: The difference is that

the expansion goes beyond the existing 1limits of

approvals and site engineering.

The report contradicts itself by:

(a) setting out courses of action for all
eventualities, but then (b) in par. 3.1 says: "If

the Export Option is chosen by Regional

Council..." The point is that this report does

not ask Council to choose either Option, but

recommends a plan dealing with both.

In par. 1.2, by asking the Minister of Environment to
waive tribunal hearings for landfill expansion, it

seeks to do away with due process, which is not

acceptable.

The recommended actions are premature since the Region

did not seek a solution that is technically feasible .

and accepfable to all parties. We believe such a
solution is available; we have volunteered such a

solution, but the report sets out to force the issue,

instead.




The
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following comments are on the substance of the

recommendation and what that substance implies:

1'

As mentioned, compromise is possible, but the report

takes a confrontational stance.

You are asked to approve a complex plan of responses

that are predetermined to cover many eventualities,

instead of asking Council to choose an action or

policy. When you analyze the implications of that

feature, you find:

A) Approval becomes a decision to avoid making the

necessary decisions as and when they arise, as it

should be done.

B) This Council will have no further say in the

course of events: All  responses are
prédetermined, whether they remain appropriate or
not in the light of new turns of events: You are
losing control and you are abhogating your

responsibilities. o

C) Instead, actual decisions will be determined by

staff and other interested parties (except the

Regional Council) such as:

- MOE staff

- City of Burlington

- West Burlington Citizens
- Other Municipalities

- Other Citizen Groups

You may later be able to blame others for  the
outcome but you may not like the results either -

and wonder.




Cy
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D) This plan would also tend to set different parts

of the region against each other, which is not a

responsible action to take by the Regional
Council: Surely, the Region should act so as to
unify its parts. Some may argue that the Region
cannot live up to the unifying concept, saying "I

told you so".

So much for what is implied if you accept a plan

ZEF predetermined courses of action by the Region.

This hasty plan will probably miss the quick solution

it is intended to provide. Chances are that it gets

tangled in opposition where it failed to consult first.

The attempt to deny and/or delay until after the fact

any hearings to which the public is entitled has

- possibly the most serious implication: It follows that

someone decided that the democratic process is too

bothersome and should be set aside. None of 'us can

afford to agree with that thinking.

Our answer and proposal towards a solution is this:

1. That the CAO report 319/83 be rejected by Council

and be revised to include:

a) a more constructive approach, and
b) a recommended compromise solution, after

consultations.

2. If you don't turn back that report for improving
it, then the Option I should by rejected by you as
it élearly clashes with earlier responses: The
petition, our Citizen Group and the Region's
public meeting in Aldershot have left no doubt
about overwhelming opposition to that plan of

action, and the City of Burlington concurs.
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As we indicated before the SWM and PPW Committees and
can now state with the endorsement of the Citizen

Group's executive, a compromise is within reach: We

propose to accept without causing a public hearing:

a) operation of a transfer station at the landfill

site for the purpose of exporting 75% or more of

the waste; and

b)  the expansion of the landfill site through Phases

A and B only, their total being ca. 135000 tonne

expansion.

We propose that the Region accept and commit itself in

return, without causing a public hearing: that the

landfill site be expanded no farther than the same

Phases A and B beyond the presently approved limits of

the site, where A + B=¢a.135000 tonne.

We sincerely hope and believe that this proposal will

meet the needs of all parties,

We also believe that this is the full extent of

concessions the majority of citizens in West Burlington

will accept in recognition of the Region's problems.

Should this compromise be rejected by the Region, we

are obliged to continue opposing ahy expansion of that

landfill site.

To sum up, the main points were:

(A)

The recommendation of CAO 319/83 contains parts that:

are incorrect
are contradictory

seek to circumvent due process

are premature




(Cont'd) .

D.
(B) The substance of the report is one of confrontation, and it
implies:
0 avoiding the normal decision making
0 bypassing Council regarding future courses of action
) passing future decision-making to others than Council
0 contributing to disunity among component parts of the
Region
(C)  Our response to the| CAO report 319/83 is:
0 we ask you to reject the report in order to improve it
) failing rejection, we ask that you eliminate Option I
from the report
o we propose a compromise that we believe is a fair and
fast way to arrive at a mutually acceptable solution
without unnecessary confrontation.
H. Kreplin

HK :DS
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