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REGION OF OTTAWA-CARLETON REPORT
RÉGION D’OTTAWA-CARLETON RAPPORT

Our File/N/Réf. 50 14-93-0021-V
Your File/V/Réf.

DATE 22 February 1999

TO/DEST. Co-ordinator
Planning and Environment Committee

FROM/EXP. Acting Deputy Commissioner
Environment and Transportation Department

SUBJECT/OBJET LEACHATE MANAGEMENT -
CONSULTATION RESULTS ON THE LEACHATE
TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL OPTIONS

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATIONS

That Planning and Environment Committee recommend Council:

1. Approve the off-site conveyance of leachate from the Trail Road Waste Facility and
leachate contaminated groundwater from the Nepean Landfill Site by pipeline to the
R.O. Pickard Environmental Centre for treatment and disposal;

2.  Authorize the Environment and Transportation Department to undertake a pipeline
route selection process.

BACKGROUND

In 1994, a consultant was retained to develop a leachate management plan for the Trail Road
Landfill Site.  The firm’s report was submitted in May 1995 and one of its recommendations was
“periodic removal of leachate to central sewage treatment plant by dedicated pipeline to the
existing sanitary sewer system”.  This assignment was carried out under Schedule ‘B’ of the Class
Environmental Assessment for Municipal Water and Wastewater Projects.  The report did not
identify routes for the proposed pipeline.

Work then proceeded to the next phase which was the design of the pipeline.  Three possible
pipeline routes were evaluated.  All three routes were located within existing road right-of-ways
and/or utility corridors.  The preferred route (1A) was located north along Cedarview Road to the
CN tracks, then east along the CN tracks across Greenbank Road to the East Barrhaven
Collector.  In March 1998, a number of Barrhaven residents raised concerns with pipeline route
1A and, as a result, the design process was stopped and a public meeting scheduled.



During the public meeting on 01 June 1998, public concern resulted in the Planning and
Environment Committee, at its meeting of 09 June 1998, directing staff to examine the following
items and report back to Committee at its next meeting:

1. the original recommendation of piping the leachate, addressing the economics and
environmental risks;

2. the timing of the expansion of the West Rideau Collector, examining the premise and the
economies of moving forward with this capital project to permit the piping of leachate
directly to this sewage line;

3. more detailed information regarding treatment on site; and

4. should the pipeline concept be reconfirmed, that a higher level of Environmental
Assessment (EA) be carried out for the various pipeline routes.

To address Items 1 and 3, a peer review of the 1995 Leachate Management Study was carried
out.  This review updated the study with respect to new technologies which may have emerged
for on-site treatment of leachate as well as incorporating leachate contaminated groundwater from
the old Nepean Landfill Site.

The firm of CH2M Gore & Storrie Limited was retained to carry out a peer review.  Their report
was tabled with the Planning and Environment Committee on 27 October 1998.  The Executive
Summary of this report is included in Annex ‘A’.  The report pre-selected eight treatment options
and reviewed them using the following four criteria:  Technical, Economic, Natural Environment
and Social/Health.  The pipeline option scored highest in all categories.  The findings of this
report were included in a public consultation program, which is summarized below.

CONSULTATION

As discussed at the Planning and Environment Committee Meeting of 27 October 1998, staff
committed to consult with the public on the technical review completed by the consultant.  The
consultation program for the leachate management project was developed to ensure that all
communities of interest and stakeholder groups had sufficient opportunity to participate.
Consultation methods used included:  public meetings/open houses, newsletters, community
newspaper advertisements, public tours of the landfill, written and e-mail comments, a phone poll
and individual meetings with stakeholder groups.

The consultation received different input from individuals, stakeholder groups and the general
public.  The common message from the public throughout the consultation was that if there is to
be a pipeline, it should not go through a residential area.

Aside from this common element there was a divergence of opinions, as follows:

• The Barrhaven Sewer Action Committee indicated that there should be no pipeline through
Barrhaven and on-site treatment is preferred.



• The Citizens Review Committee for Waste Management of Ottawa-Carleton suggested a one
year moratorium on the pipeline project and further review of on-site options.

• The phone poll found that there was i) very low awareness from the general public on this
issue (10%), ii) strong support for on-site treatment which lessens upon consideration of other
factors such as health and safety and the environment impacts - which rated extremely high as
the most important factors to reach a solution, and iii) the majority of residents indicated that
the method judged by experts to be technically best should be used.

• Individual submissions ranged from support for on-site treatment to support for the pipeline
and the majority of submissions stated that the pipeline should not go through a residential
area.

• The Ministry of the Environment, as part of the consultation, submitted comments indicating
that they concur with the methodology and the recommendations of the CH2M Gore and
Storrie Limited September 1998 report on Leachate Treatment and Disposal Options.

A detailed summary of the consultation is attached as Annex ‘B’, the executive summary from the
telephone poll is attached as Annex ‘C’, a summary of written submissions is attached as Annex
‘D’, a copy of the letter from the MOE is attached as Annex ‘E’, and a summary of the
submissions from the Barrhaven Sewer Action Committee and the Citizen Review Committee for
Waste Management of Ottawa-Carleton is attached as Annex ‘F’.

DISCUSSION

1.  Issues Arising From The Consultation

There were many issues arising from the consultation requiring clarification.  Questions and
concerns were addressed at the public meeting, in the meeting notes and in written replies.
However, some main themes persisted throughout the consultation, which are addressed
below:

No Pipeline - On-Site Treatment Is Preferred

Most forms of “on-site treatment” ultimately require either piped discharge of a liquid
to a sanitary sewer, or discharge to a receiving body of water (in this case the Jock
River), or a large land area for some form of moisture uptake by vegetation.  The latter
option would also require seasonal storage in this climate.  Trucking of leachate, as is
the current practice, has a higher risk of an uncontrolled release to the environment
than transport through a properly constructed underground pipeline.  On-site treatment
was considered in both reports, but generally scored lower for reasons such as lack of
demonstrated ability to meet discharge criteria, potential longer term impacts to the
natural environment and possible visual and odour impacts.

One Year Moratorium And Conference

At the public meeting of 03 November 1998, the Citizens Review Committee for Waste
Management of Ottawa-Carleton suggested a one-year moratorium on the leachate
issue and subsequently suggested in a letter to the Regional Chair, a conference be
sponsored by the Region to further consider on-site opportunities.  In the initial



technical analysis, and again in the peer review, consulting experts have looked at on-
site options.  In the September 1998 report, the consultant states that “co-treatment of
sanitary landfill leachate at a municipal sewage treatment plant is the most frequently
used method in Ontario”.  The R.O. Pickard Environmental Centre has been receiving
Trail Road leachate, as well as leachate or leachate contaminated groundwater from
other landfills since 1996.  Although on-site treatment of leachate has been
demonstrated in other areas, implementation at Trail Road would involve modelling,
pilot testing, design and construction and in some cases, still require a piped discharge.
An on-site treatment system would be unique to our situation, more costly than the
piping option and not necessarily meet the discharge criteria on a consistent basis.

A conference on this issue would, no doubt, further the background of technical
options, which may or may not assist with the specifics of  this issue.  Sponsoring the
conference would require a commitment of funds and staff resources.  It is staff’s
opinion that we not proceed with the moratorium and conference.

The Study Was Flawed By Not Considering The Contaminated Nepean Groundwater

As outlined in the consultant’s report (September 1998), the study had a number of
objectives, including identification of new technologies, assessing treatment options and
identifying the appropriateness of the preferred alternative for the management of the
contaminated groundwater from the Nepean site.  This is, in fact, exactly the
assessment done by the consultant.  It is staff’s opinion that a design based on dealing
with the more concentrated wastewater (leachate vs contaminated groundwater) is a
more prudent engineering approach.

2. Timing Of The Preferred Solution

The preferred solution for the Trail Road leachate presents an opportunity for dealing with the
contaminated groundwater from the Nepean site.  Staff have concerns over potential timelines
required to proceed with an on-site solution for leachate.  On-site treatment would require
design, approvals, construction and pilot testing, which would take years and, ultimately, may
or may not be a satisfactory solution.

In November 1996, Councillors received a report dealing with the Nepean bufferland and
contaminated groundwater.  That report proposed a sub-drain collector system and
engineered wetland to treat the contaminated groundwater from the Nepean Landfill and
suggested that design, land acquisition and construction could take three years.  The MOE has
approved and monitored progress of our closure efforts for the Nepean site and is expecting
timely resolution on this issue.

A delay in the leachate solution for Trail Road may necessitate proceeding with the original
Nepean solution, ultimately resulting in two different systems and additional capital and
operating costs.

3. Route Selection



The most appropriate route for a pipeline to convey leachate from the landfill to the central
sewage system remains to be determined.  The previously identified pipeline route 1A along
the CN tracks between Cedarview Road and Greenbank Road will not be considered further
as it was eliminated by Regional Council on 19 October 1998.  The attached map (Annex G)
identifies some possible pipeline routes.

Planning and Environment Committee in June 1998 directed staff to investigate the timing and
feasibility of expansion of the West Rideau Collector Sewer system with regard to moving this
capital project forward to permit the piping of leachate to this sewage line.  Staff propose this
alternative be investigated as phase 1 of the route selection process.  A connection to the
extension to the West Rideau Sewer on the south side of the Jock River could be carried out
following existing road right-of-ways and utility corridors.  Staff propose to have a feasibility
assessment of this route completed and report back to Committee the results prior to review
of other possible routes for connection to the central sewer system.  This assessment would be
inclusive of the information assessed to date of possible routes.

The phase 1 feasibility assessment will address the impacts on existing right-of-way, corridors
for connection points to the extension of the West Rideau, costing of the West Rideau Sewer
extension, community impacts, land use planning issues, operational and servicing issues, and
input from landowners adjacent to the route, etc.  It is noted that with the adoption of the
Wastewater Master Plan in 1997, the EA requirements for an extension of the West Rideau
Sewer are completed.

The pipeline route will require a Regional Official Plan Amendment before construction can
proceed.  The evaluation of the route selection will be designed so that wherever possible all
contacts with the public will satisfy both the Environmental Assessments and the Official Plan
Amendment.  Staff note that the evaluations of alternatives for leachate management carried
out by CH2M Gore & Storrie Limited and the public consultation carried out to date
including the public meeting on 3 November 1998 fulfil Phase 1 and 2 of the Class
Environmental Assessment process.  In this manner, the direction of Planning and
Environment Committee in June to address a higher level of Environmental Assessment is
being fulfilled.

CONCLUSION

The public was properly consulted in 1994-95 in accordance with provincial requirement for a
wastewater pipeline; however; public concern regarding the conveyance of leachate was
underestimated.  The recent consultation process has been successful in achieving a degree of
consensus.  It also has given the public an excellent opportunity to make their views known to
staff and conversely, allowed staff to increase public awareness of a very technical and complex
problem.

The common message that was clear from the majority of the public was that if there is to be
pipeline, then it should not go through a residential area.  This, in part, led to the removal of
pipeline route 1A as a routing option.  One of the further key findings from the consultation,
specifically the phone poll, was that although the majority thought that on-site treatment was a



better option, they also agreed that the advice of technical experts should be accepted as to the
best solution for treatment of leachate.

The Region has commissioned two studies by separate leading engineering consultants.  After in-
depth analysis and rating, both of these studies have recommended off-site treatment at the
R.O. Pickard Centre and conveyance by pipeline.  Accordingly, it is recommended that the Region
proceed with off-site treatment of leachate.

Approved by
Nancy B. Schepers, P.Eng.
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ANNEX B
LEACHATE M ANAGEMENT DISPOSAL OPTIONS

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SUMMARY
Background

In 1995, the Region conducted a study on management of leachate, which has been an ongoing
operational issue at the Trail Road Landfill.  That report studied various options, including on-site
treatment, trucking to the R.O. Pickard Centre and pipelining to the wastewater collection system.
The recommended solution was conveyance by a pipeline and off-site treatment at the R.O.
Pickard Centre.  As part of this process, the Region embarked on a public consultation program.
A public meeting was held in June 1998 and concern from the public was registered.  As a result
of this meeting, the pipeline project was put on hold and the options for the management of
leachate were further evaluated.  In September 1998, a “peer review” was conducted to review
the technologies considered in the 1995 report and to determine if any new technologies had
emerged.

Consultation

The consultation program was designed in accordance with the Regional Public Consultation
Guideline (September 1993).  Principles of the consultation included:

• communication and consultation methods reflect clearly and simply the current
knowledge and that the process is transparent;

• work closely with the communities of interest and stakeholder groups to ensure that
they have a sufficient opportunity to participate in the development of solutions;

• provide an open and inclusive process for all participants.

A chronological summary of the consultation process is presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Public Consultation Summary

Event Date
First Public Meeting 01 June 1998
First Open House - Trail Road Landfill 04 July 1998
Presentation to Nepean Works Committee 07 July 1998
Second Open House - Trail Road Landfill 15 October 1998
Tour - Trail Road Landfill Site 17 October 1998
Meetings with Stakeholder Groups ongoing
First Newsletter November 1998
Second Public Meeting 03 November 1998
Meeting Minutes distributed to attendees 16 December 1998
Telephone Survey December 1998
Second Newsletter January 1999
Written and E-mail Comments ongoing



Details of the main components of the consultation process are as follows:

1. Open Houses And Tour - Trail Road Landfill

As shown in Table 1, open houses at the Trail Road Landfill were held on 04 July and
15 October 1998 and a tour was conducted on 17 October 1998.  The purpose of the open
houses and tour was to give the public an opportunity to gain a better understanding of the
operations of the landfill.  These events were not well attended.

2. Presentation To Nepean Public Works Committee

On 07 July 1998, the Nepean Public Works Committee received a presentation from staff on
the Leachate Management Plan study.

3. Public Open House And Meetings

Open houses and public meetings were held at the Walter Baker Sportsplex in Barrhaven on
01 June and 03 November 1998.  About 70 people attended the first meeting and about 63
attended the second.

4. Newsletters

Newsletters were distributed to the community in November 1998 and January 1999.  About
8,000 residents in the Barrhaven and Longfields areas received a copy of both newsletters.

5. Meetings With Stakeholder Groups

Meetings were held with and written inquiries were received from two primary stakeholder
groups:  The Barrhaven Sewer Action Committee and the Citizens Review Committee for
Waste Management of Ottawa-Carleton.  The meetings were useful to examine in greater
depth the various technologies set out in the 1995 report and the 1998 peer review.  Written
responses were also prepared by Regional staff.

6. Telephone Survey

In December 1998, a telephone survey was conducted to determine the public awareness of
and views on the leachate management project.  The poll has a sampling error of plus or minus
5.7% at a 95% confidence level.

Findings of the Consultation

Public Meetings

At the first public meeting in June 1998, public concern about off-site treatment and specifically,
about pipeline route 1A were registered.  A summary of these concerns was included in a
previous Planning and Environment Committee report (Inquiry #8-98, dated 22 June 1998).  As a



result of the June public meeting, a peer review of a wide range of on-site and off-site treatment
technologies was conducted and a more vigorous public consultation program commenced.
The results of the technical review were presented at the second public meeting.  Also at that
meeting, presentations were made by representatives from the Barrhaven Sewer Action
Committee (BSAC) and the Citizens Review Committee for Waste Management of Ottawa-
Carleton (CRC).  The BSAC indicated that a leachate pipeline should not go through Barrhaven
and that on-site treatment is preferred.  The CRC suggested a one-year moratorium on the
leachate management project and has indicated a preference for on-site spray irrigation.  The most
common comment from the attendees indicated that a pipeline should not go through a residential
area.  Other concerns included the integrity of the pipeline, the potential for contamination to
drinking water, lowering of property values, and public health and safety.

Minutes of the second meeting were distributed to all attendees.  Questions from the public that
could not be fully answered at the time of the meeting were addressed in endnotes within the
minutes.  A copy of the minutes of the meeting is available from the Solid Waste Division.

Ministry of the Environment Comments

Ministry involvement in the process is primarily as the regulating body.  The Ministry has
reviewed the Peer Review Report and submitted comments.  On the whole, they are supportive of
Regional efforts to solve this problem and concur with the conclusions of the report.

Telephone Poll

The telephone poll indicated that there is very little public awareness on this issue, only about
10% of respondents knew what leachate is or were aware of the leachate management project.
The majority of the public polled had a preference for on-site treatment (77%) over off-site
treatment in that they felt that the leachate should be treated where it is produced.  However this
preference lessens upon consideration of other factors such as health and safety and environmental
impacts (to 59%).  The majority felt that the most important factors for deciding on treatment
options are community health and safety and environmental impacts (9.7 and 9.2 out of 10
respectively).

Cost of treatment registered lower (6.9 out of 10), however the majority (70%) of respondents
agreed that if both methods are deemed to be equally safe, the lower cost option should be used.
Two-thirds of the respondents thought that the technical experts should decide on the best
solution.  Finally, over half (56%) of the public felt that a pipeline would be acceptable if it did not
run through any residential areas.

Summary

The consultation received different inputs from individuals in the general area of the landfill,
stakeholder groups and a sampling from the general public.  The common finding of the
consultation process was that if off-site treatment is chosen, then the pipeline should not run
through Barrhaven or any other residential area.  Other findings from the consultation indicate
that there is support for on-site treatment; however, this preference lessens upon consideration of



other factors.  The primary criteria for deciding on treatment options are community health and
safety and environmental impacts and that experts should decide upon the best technical solution.











ANNEX F

SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS FROM THE

BARRHAVEN SEWER ACTION COMMITTEE AND

CITIZEN REVIEW COMMITTEE FOR WASTE M ANAGEMENT OF OTTAWA -CARLETON

Two joint submissions were received from the Barrhaven Sewer Action Committee and the
Citizen Review Committee for Waste Management of Ottawa Carleton.  Combined, these
submissions had comments under the following general headings or topics:

• “Need to Know for Leachate Decision Making”- question on the Notes from the public
meeting of 3 November 1998;

• “A Better Way for Dealing with Trail Road Leachate”;
• “Conference Proposal - Giving Micro-organisms a Chance”;
• “Environmental Hazard of Processing Leachate in Sewage Plant”;
• “Advantages of Processing Leachate on Site”.

Staff responded to the questions arising out of the “End Notes” of these submissions, on
15 February 1999.

Below is a brief outline of the comments from the Committees:

The submission titled “A Better Way For Dealing With Trail Road Leachate” suggests that a
heuristic approach should be taken at Trail Road to deal with leachate.  The document discusses
trying different methods:  micro-organisms, forestation, wetlands and drawing on the expertise in
the community to develop a solution.  The document suggests that trucking could be continued
until a solution is found.  A summary of the performance of the sewage treatment plant in
handling the constituents of leachate is also presented.

To assist with the development of the knowledge base in this area, a conference is proposed and
possible topics are identified.

The submission on the “Environmental Hazard of Processing Leachate in Sewage Plant” draws
on a number of statements by various authors on the subject of wetland treatment for leachate.
The information presented is from the publication “Constructed Wetlands for the Treatment of
Landfill Leachates” which is a compilation of papers given at an international symposium,
Wetlands for Treatment of Landfill Leachates, held in Detroit in June 1997.  The book
introduction describes the symposium as a forum for researchers and practitioners to address the
issues and concerns related to this ecotechnological approach.

The final submission from the citizen committees is titled “Advantages of Processing Leachate on
Site” and, again, draws on various statements from the above noted text and conference.




