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Meeting No. 1 – January 27, 2025 

Date:  January 27, 2025 

Time:  6:00 pm – 8:00 pm 

Location: Club Italia, Niagara Falls & Virtual (MS Teams) 

Materials 
• Agenda 

• Presentation 

• Terms of Reference 

• Committee Charter

Meeting Objective 
The purpose of this meeting was for committee members to get to know each other, develop an 

understanding about the South Landfill Phase 2 EA & Environmental Assessment (EA) Process, review 

committee Charter and discuss committee housekeeping items such as preferred meeting 

dates/times/location. 

Discussion Topics 

1. Introductions 

Walker welcomed committee members and noted the objectives for the meeting. Committee members 

introduced themselves, shared their backgrounds and reasons for joining the Committee. It was noted 

that the Facilitator, Anneliese Grieve, is also an expert in the EA process and is available as a resource for 

the EA Advisory Committee should they have questions about the process. 

2. Presentation: South Landfill Phase 2 EA & EA Process 

• Walker provided an overview of the operations/activities at its Niagara Resource Management 

Campus, the proposed South Landfill Phase 2 EA Project and Ontario’s EA Process. 

• The approvals process to expand a landfill can take approximately 8 yrs.  

• The first step, the EA Process is a 2-Step process; 1) The Terms of Reference, and 2) 

Environmental Assessment (EA) 

• Step 1 is complete. The Terms of Reference was approved on September 10, 2024. 

• Step 2 is starting. The key parts of Step 2 (the EA) include; collecting data & developing an 

understanding of the existing conditions, reviewing alternative method/options on how the 

project can be developed, selecting a preferred alternative/option and then doing the detailed 

impact assessment.  
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• Walker shared the names of the independent technical experts and the studies that they will be 

doing. 

• Walker offered a tour of the Niagara Campus to the committee. 

3. EA Advisory Committee & Expectations 

• The Facilitator reviewed the objectives of the EA Advisory Committee which is to provide 

feedback on the project and information presented, reviews materials before public events, 

advise on communicating information, and act as a conduit for information when connecting 

with others within the community. 

• The Committee will be expected to meet approximately 3-4 times in 2025 at key project 

milestones. The committee will meet prior to forthcoming public consultation events for 

Alternative Methods and Preferred Alternatives. 

• Meeting materials will be provided a minimum of one (1) week prior to meetings to allow time 

for Committee members to review. If the meeting materials are large, Walker will provide them 

earlier.  

• The Facilitator is an independent, impartial, third-party. The Facilitator will manage the 

meetings, ensure all voices are heard, and that discussions remain ‘in scope’.  A meeting 

summary will be provided by the Facilitator after each meeting. Walker will make the meeting 

summaries publicly available on the project website. 

4. Committee Charter 

• The Committee was provided with an overview of the draft Committee Charter. The Committee 

Charter identifies how the Committee will operate. The Committee was asked to review the 

draft Charter and to share any feedback with the Facilitator. The Charter will be finalized at the 

next meeting.  

Committee Discussion, Feedback & Action Items 

• A Committee member inquired about recycling efforts (i.e. as they increase) and if it had slowed 

the rate of filling the landfill. Walker noted that recent advancements have been made in 

recycling rates but that population growth and the type of waste (e.g. single-use) have offset 

these advancements to some degree.  

Action - Walker committed to providing additional information on waste disposal and waste 

diversion per capita.  

• A question was asked about the project timeline and key milestones and if additional 

information could be provided. Walker noted it is difficult to establish fixed milestone dates but 

that a timeline can be provided.  

Action - Walker committed to providing additional detail on anticipated dates/periods for key 

project milestones.  
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• A question was asked if a species inventory be done within the ecology study? Walker confirmed 

the species inventory will be completed. An initial round has already been completed and a 

confirmatory inventory will be completed again this year.  

Action - Walker committed to ensuring this information is shared with the Committee. 

• This issue of confidentiality was discussed and clarified. It was noted that EA’s are subject to the 

Freedom of Information Act and information is made available to the public. However, sensitive 

issues (e.g. the exact location of a species at risk) are protected and personal 

information/privacy will be protected.  

• A question was asked if the Community Liaison Committee referred to in the Terms of Reference 

was this committee. Walker confirmed this and stated the name was changed to EA Advisory 

Committee to help align the name with the objectives and intentions of the Committee (e.g. to 

provide advice about the project from a community member’s perspective).  

• The Committee inquired if there were other public forums they should be attending. Walker 

noted that Committee members could attend upcoming public consultation events as a 

Committee member. It was agreed to discuss this further at the next committee meeting.  

• An inquiry was made about making meetings hybrid. Walker stated the preference is for 

meetings to be in-person; however, a virtual option will be provided to accommodate travel 

safety or schedule requests.  

Closing Remarks 
It was agreed the next Committee meeting will take place on Monday, March 3rd. The main purpose of 

this meeting will be to discuss Alternative Methods (different facility design options). 

Summary of Action Items from EAAC Meeting #1 
TASK LEAD STATUS 

1 Facilitator to provide contact information to Committee 
members. 

AG New 

2 Walker to provide additional information on waste disposal and 
waste diversion per capita. 

DF New 

3 Walker committed to providing additional detail on anticipated 
dates/periods for key project milestones.   

DF New 

4 Walker to provide a copy of the Committee Charter. DF New 

5 Walker to provide an EA Advisory Committee Contact sheet. DF New 

6 Set a series of meeting dates at the next Committee meeting. AG New 
 

Preferences for Committee Members 

• Meetings on Monday night @ 5:30 pm 

• Electronic copy of materials one week prior (as attachments, not links). Additional time will be 
provided if document set is large. 

o A working draft type file to be able to add comments right in the documents. 

• One committee member would like a hard copy of materials. 



EA Advisory Committee 
South Landfill Phase 2 EA 
 

Agenda 
Date: January 27, 2025 
Time: 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm 
Location: Club Italia (Marconi Room), Niagara Falls, ON 
 
 

 Agenda Item Duration 

1 Welcome & Introductions 25 min 

2 Dinner 20 min 

3 Presentation: South Landfill Phase 2 & EA Process Overview 15 min 

4 EA Advisory Committee Objectives & Expectations 20 min 

5 Committee Charter Review 15 min 

6 Committee Administrative Items 10 min 

7 Next Meeting Availability 5 min 

8 Other Business & Q&A 10 min 
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South Landfill Phase 2

Agenda

• Welcome & Introductions

• Presentation: South Landfill Phase 2 & EA Process Overview

• EA Advisory Committee Objectives & Expectations

• Committee Charter Review

• Committee Administrative Items

• Next Meeting Availability

• Other Business & Q&A



South Landfill Phase 2 EA
Project & EA Process Overview

EA Advisory Committee

Meeting #1 – January 27, 2025



Walker Overview

Providing Essential 
Services & 

Infrastructure

Part of the
Niagara Community 

for 136+ Years

Committed to 
Resource Recovery

• Fifth-generation, Niagara 
based family-owned 
company

• 1,200+ employees

• Resource Management 
Campus

• Safely managing Niagara’s 
waste for over 40 years

• Recovering & repurposing 
waste into sustainable 
materials & products

Building a sustainable future, together.
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Walker’s Resource Management Campus

Campus Operations Include:

A dynamic operation that 
efficiently manages waste and 
sustainably recovers resources.

More than a landfill

Residential Drop-off

Niagara Compost 

Facility
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N-Viro® Biosolids 
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Aggregates Recycling 

& Processing Area

Agricultural 

Rehabilitation
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South Landfill Phase 2

Planning for the Future

• South Landfill (Phase 1) is nearing capacity

• A need exists for future waste disposal capacity

• Despite recycling & green bin composting efforts, safe disposal is 
still needed for non-recyclable materials.

• Phase 2 of the South Landfill can provide future capacity while 
supporting recycling & resource recovery in Niagara



Project 
Location
Key Facility Information

1.1 million tonnes of 

waste per year

18 million m3 total capacity

20 years of safe disposal

~ 500 jobs supported

Renewable energy to 

power the equivalent of 

10,000 homes
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Illustrative Example of South Landfill Phase 1

• 12-foot multi-

layer liner

• Leachate 

collection & 

treatment system

• Landfill gas 

collection system

• 0.75 m thick final 

landfill cap

Key Features

* Illustrative example of the existing South Landfill Phase 1
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Ontario’s Approval Process
For Landfills

• Environmental Impact Assessment

• Planning level process

• Approved by Minister of Environment, Conservation & Parks

Step 1 - Environmental Assessment Act (EA)

• Environmental Compliance Approvals (ECA)

• EPA (Waste Disposal), OWRA (Water), ARA (End-use), others

• Approved by Directors, MECP

Step 2 - Environmental Protection Act (EPA)

• Official Plan Amendment

• Site Plan Approval

• Approved by Municipal Governments 

Step 3 - Local Approvals (Official Plan, etc)
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Environmental Assessment (EA)

Terms of Reference (ToR)
Scoping Phase:

• Rationale and Need for the Project

• ‘Road Map’ and Scope of how the EA 
will be done

• Approved by the Minister (Sept 10th, 
2024)

Environmental Assessment (EA)
Study Phase:

1. Evaluation of Alternative Methods (Options 
Analysis)

2. Preferred Alternative (Facility Design) 

3. Technical Studies (Impact Assessment) 

4. Mitigation & Final Design

5. Approval required by Minister

The Environmental Assessment process ensures that governments and public bodies 

consider potential environmental effects before an infrastructure project begins.

There are 2 key steps/phases to carry out an EA
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Key Steps in an EA

1. Baseline Studies – description of the existing environment.

2. Alternative Methods - different options/ways of developing the 
project. (ToR Section 5)

3. Preferred Method - the preferred option/project design.

4. Impact Assessment – modelling and prediction of project 
impacts.

5. Impact Mitigation & Management - ways to reduce and/or 
manage negative effects.

6. Net Effects – residual effects (positive/negative) of the project.



Where are effects studied?

Each technical expert will determine the extent of the study 
area to properly evaluate the effects of the project.

The study areas will be:
• Site Study Area (SSA)
• Local Study Area (LSA)
• Regional Study Area (RSA)

The study areas will be adjusted (increased/ decreased) 
depending on the extent of impacts.

By using common receptor points the technical experts can 
compare their study results (i.e., what are the noise, dust 
and visual impacts at a specific location which could be a 
residence or local environmental feature). This allows for a 
Cumulative Effects assessment.
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Technical Studies Being Conducted

Agriculture Air Quality Archaeology Cultural Heritage

Land Use Ecology Economic Noise

Social Surface Water & 

Groundwater

Traffic Visual
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Technical Disciplines
South Landfill Phase 2

Walker
(Proponent)

GHD
(Lead EA Consultant)

Air Quality
(RWDI)

Economic
(Avaanz)

Ecology/ 

Visual
(GHD)

Cultural Heritage/ 

Land Use
(MHBC)

Agriculture
(Colville Consulting)

Archaeology
(ARA)

Social
(SLR Consulting)

Traffic
(TMIG)

Engineering/ 

Groundwater/ 

Surface Water
(WSP)
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Some Things to Consider

• Ask questions

• Become familiar with the Approved Terms of Reference

• Effects / Impacts are not always negative (economic, 

social, etc.)

• Are there specific studies/topics you are interested in?

• Would you like any experts to present to this group?

• Would you like a tour of South Landfill Phase 1/Campus?
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Communication Methods

PROJECT WEBSITE
Visit to learn more &
sign up to receive notifications
southlandfillphase2.com

EMAIL
Send us an email at
info@southlandfillphase2.com

PHONE
Call us at
1-866-699-9425

EVENTS
Attend public
information sessions



Thank you!
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South Landfill Phase 2 Environmental Assessment 

 
Mission Statement 
The Environmental Assessment (EA) Advisory Committee will provide a focused forum for community 
advice and input to Walker Environmental Group (Walker) during the EA process for the proposed South 
Landfill Phase 2 at Walker’s Resource Management Campus in Niagara Falls.  
 

Purpose and Mandate 
The purpose of the EA Advisory Committee will be to review and provide input to the EA for the South 
Landfill Phase 2. This input will be part of the public consultation activities required under Ontario’s 
Environmental Assessment Act.  As an advisory body, the EA Advisory Committee will not make decisions 
on the EA but instead provide advice and input that Walker will be required to consider as part of 
consultation and decision-making process. Should there be dissenting opinions within the committee all 
opinions will be noted equally.  
 
The EA Advisory Committee will: 

• Facilitate an understanding of the site’s and neighbouring communities' characteristics 
• Enhance alignment of the project with community interests, goals, aspirations and social and 

economic development objectives by providing insight into these areas. 
• Help identify potential impacts, issues, concerns and opportunities that are important to the local 

community. 
• Offer suggestions on impact mitigation or enhancement opportunities.  
• Offer suggestions on public consultation efforts necessary to enhance community participation. 

 

Membership 
By participating in the EA Advisory Committee, members agree to abide by this Charter. 
 
Walker acknowledges that membership in the EA Advisory Committee does NOT constitute support for the 
South Landfill Phase 2 project. 
 
Members participate in the EA Advisory Committee as individuals. It is understood that the views and 
comments expressed by Members do not necessarily represent the views of the community, the 
neighbourhood, or specific community groups.   
 
The EA Advisory Committee will consist of up to 14 local stakeholders (e.g., neighbours and interested 
members of the public), together with representatives of Walker and local municipal governments, and 
MECP representative’s (EA Special Projects Officer or Local District Officer), as well as a Facilitator. EA 
Advisory Committee members will be selected by Walker. 
 
Members are expected to: 

• participate voluntarily 
• strive to attend all meetings 
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• declare any situation that is, or has the potential to be, a conflict of interest before agenda items 
are presented 

• carry out their functions with integrity 
• act responsibly and fairly with the care, diligence and prudence of a reasonable individual 
• respect all members time, viewpoints and follow rules of decorum 

 
EA Advisory Committee Members will participate voluntarily and will be reimbursed only for reasonable out 
of pocket expenses, as agreed to in advance by Walker. 
 
A staff representative from each local area municipal government (Niagara Falls, Niagara Region, Niagara-
on-the-Lake and Thorold) and the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks, will have a standing 
invitation to attend and participate in the EA Advisory Committee meetings. Attendance of these 
representatives will be at their discretion. It is noted that Walker will be directly engaging and consulting 
with local municipalities and agencies separately throughout the EA process.    
 
Role of the Facilitator 
The Facilitator will preside over meetings and coordinate activities of the EA Advisory Committee.  The 
Facilitator will: 

• Be responsible for managing the meetings including timing of agenda items and adherence to this 
Charter 

• Be responsible for ensuring that discussions are focused to matters considered to be ‘in scope’ 
with this Charter 

• Moderate the discussion to ensure a balanced and inclusive exchange of ideas 
• Encourage advice and feedback from all committee members during meetings, with no tolerance 

for members who make it difficult for others to have their opinions heard 
• Determine and enforce options for managing disruptions to meeting decorum 
• Promote consensus-based decision making when the opportunity arises 
• Issue meeting summaries that capture the essence of the meeting, important information and key 

outcomes 
 

The Facilitator will be an independent third-party consultant to the EA Advisory Committee and will have 
experience and knowledge with Ontario’s Environmental Assessment process and experience facilitating 
committees. The Facilitator, with prior approval by Walker, will provide EA process guidance to EA Advisory 
Committee members as required.  
 
The Facilitator will be appointed by Walker. 
 

EA Advisory Committee Meetings 
The agenda for each meeting will be set by Walker in consideration of the EA process and through 
discussion with the EA Advisory Committee. The agenda and meeting materials will be distributed to 
Members at least seven (7) weekdays in advance of a scheduled meeting. EA Advisory Committee 
meetings will generally include review of agendas, presentations by Walker and its consultants, 
opportunities to discuss materials and presentation content, review of any action items and review of 
meeting summaries that will be made available to the public.  
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A quorum of committee members is not necessary for EA Advisory Committee meetings to proceed. 
 
EA Advisory Committee meetings are scheduled by Walker with consideration to Member schedules. EA 
Advisory Committee meetings will occur at key decision-making milestones which are outlined in Section 
9.2.4 of the Approved Terms of Reference.  Walker will consider additional opportunities for meetings 
through discussion with the EA Advisory Committee. The EA Advisory Committee will meet throughout the 
EA process until the formal conclusion of the process. 
 
Meetings will be scheduled for up to two hours. A meal and/or refreshments will be provided by Walker for 
Members ½ hour prior to each meeting to accommodate everyone’s busy schedules and provide an 
opportunity for informal discussion. 
 
Meeting Summaries, Documentation and Administration 
Meeting summaries will be prepared after each meeting by a notetaker and the Facilitator and will include 
an overview of meeting discussions and outcomes. Draft meeting summaries will be provided to the EA 
Advisory Committee for review before being disclosed to the public. 
 
Meetings summaries will be made accessible to the public through the project website at 
southlandfillphase2.com.   
 

Alternates and Resignations 
In the event an EA Advisory Committee member is not able to attend a meeting, they may designate an 
alternate who can attend in their absence.  It will be the responsibility of the respective EA Advisory 
Committee members to provide the alternate with a suitable briefing in advance of the meeting so that the 
alternate is sufficiently prepared at the meeting. 
 
Members who wish to have an alternate will submit the name of their alternate to Walker. Alternates are 
specific to one EA Advisory Committee member and cannot be the alternate for multiple members.  
 
In the event that an EA Advisory Committee member wishes to resign, they must provide notice in writing to 
Walker. If a member resigns, their seat is vacant, and Walker may seek applications to fill the vacant seat 
and will consider recommendations from the EA Advisory Committee regarding membership.  
 
Walker reserves the right to amend this Charter from time to time. 
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Key Decision-Making Milestones & Community Consultation  
 

March 18, 2025 (Confirmed) – Alternative Methods: Public Information Session & 
Consultation 

• Confirm the Final EA Study Area 
• Present Study Area existing conditions 
• Review the developed Alternative Methods 
• Confirm the evaluation criteria and indicators to be applied to the Alternative 

Methods, and the evaluation methodology to be used Presentation of Alternative 
Methods 

May, 2025 (Estimate) – Preferred Alternative: Public Information Session & 
Consultation 

• Review the comparative evaluation process and confirm the recommended 
alternative 

• Confirm the methodology for the detailed impact assessment of the preferred 
alternative 

Early 2026 (Estimate) - Review of the Draft EA Report: Public Information Session & 
Consultation 

• Review the potential environmental eBects, recommended impact management 
measures, resulting net environmental eBects, proposed monitoring requirements, 
and proposed approvals/permits required for implementing the Preferred Method. 

• Review the draft EA Report prior to its finalization and formal submission to the 
Minister for approval.   

Mid 2026 (Estimate) - Notice of Submission of the EA: 

• Initiates the formal review of the EA Report 
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1.0 Introduction
Municipal governments play a pivotal role in Ontario 
and across the country in ensuring residential waste is 
properly managed to protect the health and safety of our 
communities and our environment. Significant progress 
has been made by municipal governments in Ontario to 
operate integrated waste management systems that are 
cost effective, efficient, accessible, and ultimately result 
in improved environmental outcomes. 

However, municipal governments only have a 
limited sphere of influence on waste generation 
and management. Costs and generation rates are 
steadily increasing, and more waste is ending up in 
our environment, including waterways, parks, and 
communities. There is a need to move to a more circular 
economy, whereby resources are recirculated within the 
economy to conserve resources, reduce greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, and generate local jobs and investment. 
For the transition to occur, further provincial, and federal 
policies are required. 

Over the past few decades, Ontario has stumbled from 
one waste crisis to another, from the failed Interim Waste 
Authority, which recommended the siting of new disposal 
sites, to the Hagersville tire fire that burned for 17 days, 
and international disputes over waste being exported to 
Michigan for disposal.  

Pressure on limited waste disposal capacity will be 
exacerbated by the provincial government’s goal of 
building 1.5 million new homes by 2031. Municipal 
governments support the goal of building new and 
affordable homes but ensuring sufficient waste disposal 
resources to accommodate this growth will be crucial. 
Some of the pressure on finding new disposal capacity 
can be alleviated by increasing waste reduction and 
diversion efforts and keeping resources in the economy

Did you know?
Waste to Resource Ontario estimates that given 
Ontario’s current landfill capacity and current waste 
disposal rates it only has 10 years of remaining 
disposal capacity.
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Successive provincial governments have pledged  
to address Ontario’s growing waste issue, culminating in 
the Waste-Free Ontario Act passed in 2016 and  
the accompanying Waste-Free Ontario Strategy  
(the strategy) and the Made-In-Ontario Environment 
Plan. The Act and strategy were heralded by many as 
providing a pathway to finally address Ontario’s waste 
crisis. In the past six years, a number of important 
actions from the strategy have been implemented  
that municipal governments supported:

	ü Establish the Resource Productivity and Recovery 
Authority to provide oversight and enforcement 
over waste diversion policies and provided tools 
such as Administrative Monetary Penalties

	ü Establish outcomes-based producer responsibility 
regulation for packaging and paper products, 
tires, hazardous special products, electrical and 
electronic equipment, batteries, and lighting

	ü Establish requirements to ensure better tracking 
and management of waste (e.g., Producer 
Responsibility Registry, Excess Soil Registry  
and the Hazardous Waste Program Digital 
Reporting Service)

	ü Initiating a process to modernize approvals 
and expedite ability to site and construct waste 
management infrastructure.

However, there remains a number of outstanding actions 
that the province has yet to undertake: 

	û Revise the recycling requirements for industrial, 
commercial, and institutional (ICI) entities  
to increase waste diversion

	û Designate new materials in extended producer 
responsibility policies (EPR) in 2020 and 2023  
(e.g., additional electronic and electrical equipment, 
mattresses, carpets, furniture)

	û Implement disposal bans to direct materials away 
from disposal (e.g., food waste, materials under 
existing waste diversion programs)

	û Implement an action plan to reduce the volume  
of food and organic wastes going to landfill

	û Issue policy statements to provide clear direction  
on the provincial interest to support waste 
reduction and diversion efforts

	û Implement coordinated green procurement 
practices to build market demand for recovered 
materials
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The purpose of this report is to provide a better 
understanding of Ontario’s efforts to tackle non-
hazardous solid waste (past, present, and future)  
to assess its performance and identify actions that  
may be necessary to meet its goals. This includes 
providing an overview on: 

• how Ontario currently manages resources and 
describing how this has changed over the past  
few decades; 

• progress towards the performance goals established 
in the strategy (i.e., achieve 30% waste diversion rate 
by 2020; 50% by 2030; an 80% by 2050 as well as 
reducing total waste disposed per capita each year); 
and

• opportunities to improve outcomes.

Since 2017, when the province released its strategy, 
there has been an increase in the amount of materials 
diverted. While this is a positive trend, the amount  
of overall waste generated has also increased as has  
the amount of waste disposed. 

1 Based on RPRA Residential Datacall disposed and diverted and Statistics Canada Waste Management Industry Survey disposed and diverted non-residential 
tonnes. Note data was modelled for 2022 based on a 10-year trend. It is considered a low generation calculation as data surveyed by Waste to Resource 
Ontario indicate disposal rates that are 20% - 30% higher,

2  Diverted refers to waste materials diverted from landfill, incineration, and energy from waste.

Table 1: Waste data trends 2017- 2022 based on low generation scenario1

Indicator 2017 2022 Environmental Trend
Total waste generation (tonnes) 11,884,804 12,686,610 Increased by 7% or 801,806 tonnes

Per capita waste generation (kg/capita) 897.28 925.49 Increased by 3% or 28.21 kg/capita

Total waste disposed (tonnes) 8,328,833 8,819,224 Increased by 6% or 490,391 tonnes

Per capita waste disposed (kg/capita) 628.81 643.36 Increased by 2% or 14.55 kg/capita

Total waste diverted2 (tonnes) 3,555,972 3,867,386 Increased by 9% or 311,414 tonnes

Per capita waste diverted (kg/capita) 268.47 282.13 Increased by 5% or 13.66 kg/capita
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1.1 Methodology
The data included in this report is based on multiple 
sources to establish a comprehensive review of waste 
management in Ontario. Data was gathered from the 
following sources to provide a more complete picture:

•	the Resource Productivity and Recovery Authority’s 
(RPRA) Municipal Datacall

•	Annual Reports from Producer Responsibility 
Organizations

•	RPRA Resource Recovery Reports

•	Statistics Canada Waste Management Industry Survey

•	Reports by Waste to Resource Ontario 

•	Continuous Improvement Fund / Stewardship Ontario 
Waste Composition Audits

Although generated for different reasons, each of these 
sources is updated regularly and have quality control 
elements in place. Appendix A provides a comparison 
of each of the data sources. While every effort was 
taken to ensure the integrity of the data used, there are 
differences in methodologies, material classifications, 
and data collection and verification methodologies with 
potentially varying levels of rigour.

There is no one data source in Ontario that allows for  
a proper assessment of the current context. As a result, 
the report has used these various sources. In some 
cases, it was necessary for modelling to be done:

•	Statistics Canada Waste Management Industry Survey 
data is only available biennially. For the odd years 
data was modelled based on the proceeding and 
preceding years.

•	2022 data for generation, disposal, and diversion  
are modelled based on a 10-year trend.

•	A high and low generation rate were developed 
given the disparity between reporting on the amount 
of waste disposed per year between survey work 
completed by Waste to Resource Ontario on Ontario 
landfills and Statistics Canada Waste Management 
Industry Survey.

	- The low generation rate is based on RPRA 
Residential Datacall disposed and diverted, and 
Statistics Canada Waste Management Industry 
Survey disposed and diverted ICI tonnes.

	- The high generation is based on RPRA Residential 
Datacall diverted, Statistics Canada Waste 
Management Industry Survey ICI diverted tonnes 
and Waste to Resource Ontario landfilled tonnes.

•	Tonnes landfilled are based on Waste to Resource 
Ontario survey data were modelled for proceeding and 
preceding years based on the Statistics Canada Waste 
Management Industry Survey disposal trends.

The discrepancies in data particularly related to disposal 
underlines the need for standardized data capture in 
Ontario. The RPRA Residential Datacall will also no 
longer be available with the transition of the blue box, 
which will make it increasingly difficult to accurately 
measure progress.



Ontario Baseline Waste & Recycling Report

7

2.0 Sector Overview
2.1 Total Waste Generation
In 2022, Ontario generated between 12.7 million 
tonnes3 and 15.5 million tonnes4 of non-hazardous 
waste (equivalent to between 0.925 and 1.127 tonnes 
per person). The amount of waste generated has been 
gradually increasing over the last two decades with 
about 30-40% generated from residential sources and 
60-70% generated from industrial, commercial and 
institutional (ICI) sources (e.g., schools, restaurants, 
office buildings, retail stores, factories, hotels). 

As there is significant disparity between reporting 
on the amount of waste disposed per year between 
survey work completed by Waste to Resource Ontario 
and Statistics Canada through the Waste Management 
Industry Survey, two generation rates have been 
calculated. Figure 1 illustrates a low waste generation 
trend and Figure 2 illustrates a higher waste generation 
trend based on the higher disposal rates reported  
by Waste to Resource Ontario. 

Figure 1: Low Waste Generation Scenario 
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3	  Based on RPRA Residential Datacall disposed and diverted and Statistics Canada Waste Management Industry Survey disposed and diverted non-residential 
tonnes.

4	 Based on RPRA Residential Datacall diverted, Statistics Canada Waste Management Industry Survey non-residential diverted tonnes, and Waste to Resource 
Ontario landfilled tonnes
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Figure 2: High Waste Generation Scenario 
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The Ontario government typically uses the low generation calculation in their reporting but this may significantly 
underestimate the amount of waste being generated and disposed of.



Ontario Baseline Waste & Recycling Report

9

2.2 Performance
As part of Ontario’s strategy, the province has established two sets of targets:

•	Waste generation - progressive reductions in the amount of non-hazardous waste disposed per capita per year; and

•	Waste diversion targets - increase the amount of waste diverted 

	- 30% of total waste generated diverted by 2020;

	- 50% of total waste generated diverted by 2030; and

	- 80% of total waste generated diverted by 2050.

This section provides an overview of provincial efforts that contribute to both sets of targets, offer insights on where 
gains have been made and suggests areas where further actions are required. 

2.2.1 Reduction and Reuse
While more attention has focused on improving reuse and preventing waste in the last few years, data on the state  
of reuse and prevention have not been well tracked. Reuse systems are visible across the economy, including  
from business-to-business (B2B) materials often reused (e.g., pallets, beverage and bakery trays, milk crates)  
and business-to-consumer (B2C) materials (e.g., BBQ tanks, carbon dioxide cylinders, shopping bags, beverage cups, 
beer bottles and growlers). There are also new types of reuse systems emerging in the sharing economy in form  
of new types of libraries (e.g., tool libraries), rental platforms (e.g., car and scooter rentals), and community  
‘Buy Nothing’ social media sites. While momentum is growing to pilot and expand reuse/refill models; these systems 
still are in the minority. In some cases, reuse markets are shrinking. For example, Figure 3 shows since 2010  
the percentage of refillable alcohol bottles sold (e.g., beer bottles) in Ontario has steadily decreased from almost  
70% in 2010 to under 20% in 2022.

Figure 3: Share of refillable alcoholic beverage containers (excluding kegs) in Ontario
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2.2.2 Waste Diversion from Landfill
Ontario currently diverts almost 4 million tonnes of materials from disposal annually, which is a result of a steady 
increase in the total amount of materials recycled over the last two decades (Figure 4). This growth has mainly been 
driven by the municipal government investments in organic waste diversion programs, with a 124% increase in the 
amount of residential organic waste composted over this period. The amount of other residential materials recycled 
by weight has decreased by 19%. This decrease can partially be explained by the changes in the composition of 
the packaging materials residents consume with a shift from heavier materials such as paper, glass and metal to 
lightweight plastics that can be more difficult to recycle.5 There has also been a 20% growth in ICI waste diverted. 
While the available data for ICI diversion is less detailed, it does appear based on 2018 and 2020 data that increases 
in organic waste collection are also helping to drive diversion increases in this sector.

Figure 4: Materials diverted in Ontario between 2002-20226

0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

2,000,000

2,500,000

3,000,000

3,500,000

4,000,000

To
nn

es

Residential Organic 
Waste Diverted

Residential Waste Diverted 
(excluding organic waste)

ICI Waste Diverted 
(including organic waste)

2006
2007

2008
2009

2010
2011

2012
2013

2014
2015

2016
2017

2018
2019

2020
2021

2022

Figure 5 provides an overview of the proportion of materials diverted by type in Ontario in 2020. Organic waste  
and paper fibres are the most prominently diverted materials by weight.

Figure 5: Proportion of Materials diverted by type in Ontario7
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5	  Resource Recycling, The Evolving Ton Explained, May 2015. Available at  
https://www.cmconsultinginc.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/EvolvingTonMayRRFinal.pdf

6	  Based on RPRA Residential Datacall diverted and Statistics Canada Waste Management Industry Survey non-residential diverted tonnes.
7	  Based on 2020 Statistics Canada Waste Management Industry Data with organic waste adjusted based on The Environmental Research & Education 

Foundation of Canada (2021). State of the Practice of Organic Waste Management and Collection in Canada. Retrieved from www.eref-canada.ca.
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2.2.3 Organic Diversion
Municipal governments have championed efforts to reduce and divert organic material (e.g., food waste and leaf and 
yard waste) from disposal through operation of residential organic waste collection programs for nearly two decades. 
These programs have tripled the amount of residential organic waste diverted from under 300,000 tonnes in 2002  
to over 1.2 million tonnes in 2021 (Figure 6).8 This increase in the capture rate is primarily due to implementation of 
green bin programs that collect household organics (e.g., food waste). Organic waste is now the largest stream  
of waste by weight diverted by municipal governments based on data reported through RPRA’s Residential Datacall. 

Figure 6: Total residential organic waste diverted in Ontario
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8	  Based on the RPRA Residential Datacall.
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Ontario has established over 100 different facilities  
(e.g., compost and anaerobic digestion) that help 
to reduce the demand for landfill capacity, reduce 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and transform organic 
waste into nutrient amendments. Organic waste being 
diverted from ICI sources significantly trails behind  
the performance of municipal government programs. 
Over 65% of all the organic waste processed in Ontario  
is diverted by municipal governments, despite the  
ICI sector generating a larger proportion of the overall 
waste disposed (Figure 7). 

Figure 7: Organic waste diverted by sector in Ontario9
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Despite increases in the amount of organic waste being 
diverted, it is estimated that over 2.3 million tonnes  
of organic waste generated in Ontario is still being sent 
to landfill and most of that is generated by ICI sources.10 
While the Food and Organic Waste Policy Statement 
includes targets for certain ICI entities to achieve by 
2025, little action has been taken to increase diversion 
of organic waste from this sector. The provincial 
government has yet to provide any outreach or guidance 
to promote compliance with these targets. 

9	 Based on RPRA Residential Datacall and Environmental Research and Education Foundation of Canada, State of the Practice of Organic Waste Management  
and Collection in Canada, July 2021.

10	  Ontario government. Food and Organic Waste Policy Statement, 2018. Available at https://www.ontario.ca/page/food-and-organic-waste-framework.
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Did you know?
In 2021, AMO’s Food and Organic Waste Discussion Paper recommended  
the following actions related to Ontario’s organic waste:

1.	Develop and implement a coordinated provincial plan to address  
food loss and waste, including:
a.	 A public awareness/education campaign to drive sustained consumer  

behaviour change in all sectors to avoid and reduce food loss and waste.

b.	Working with retailers to develop and promote “smart shopping” offerings and merchandising  
in grocery/food stores to support consumer behaviour change (e.g., smaller size offerings, information  
on best before dates, uses for left over foods).

c.	 Promoting and participating in reallocation of surplus food by supporting food rescue organizations through 
food donation provisions in government catering contracts including food waste reduction measures.

2.	Implement an organic waste disposal ban, including:
a.	Establishing progressive source separation requirements for industrial, commercial, and institutional 

entities starting with the largest organizations.

b.	Establishing mechanisms to help maintain and expand current infrastructure, develop new infrastructure, 
and incent better environmental and economic outcomes.

c.	 Ensuring enough time is provided to allow for proper planning and consultation.

d.	Phase-in of smaller generators and allow exemptions for unique environments.

e.	Establishing reporting requirements for all organic waste processing facilities.

f.	 Ensuring proper oversight and enforcement mechanisms.

3.	Establish an escalating landfill levy for all waste disposed in Ontario or being exported for disposal outside 
Ontario to address climate change, GHG reduction and to create incentives for reduction or diversion 
activities. 
a.	Funds raised from this levy should be allocated to municipal governments through a joint fund  

established to reduce waste, increase waste diversion, offset costs related to municipal operations  
(e.g., diversion at municipally operated buildings, administrative costs associated with the ban and levy), 
and promote other activities that reduce GHG emissions.

4.	Address issues related to compostable products and packaging by:
a.	Establish reporting, collection and management requirements for compostable materials  

in the Blue Box Regulation.

b.	Enforce labelling requirements to ensure only products and packaging that can be proven to compost  
at scale and in practice without contaminating end products are labelled as compostable.

c.	 Researching the efficacy of compostable materials in existing organics processing facilities  
(e.g., compost and anaerobic digestion) and make recommendations on how producers  
of these materials should best manage them at end-of-life.
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2.2.4 Disposal
Ontario disposes between 9 to 12 million tonnes of waste 
annually with the majority being generated from ICI 
entities (Figure 8). The range in the estimated tonnes 
disposed is a result of the significant discrepancies 
between the survey work undertaken by Statistics 
Canada and Waste to Resource Ontario. The provincial 
government currently does not track how much waste  
is disposed via waste exports, so verification is difficult. 

11 Low disposal rate is based on RPRA Residential Datacall disposed, and Statistics Canada Waste Management Industry Survey disposed.  
The high rate is based Waste to Resource Ontario disposed tonnes.

Did you know?
Since 2010, Ontario has shipped over 40 million 
tonnes of garbage into  
the U.S., which is  
equivalent to over  
2 million long-haul  
truck return trips. 

Figure 8: Waste Disposed between 2006-2022 in Ontario11
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Between 2006 and 2022, approximately one-third of 
Ontario’s waste disposal needs were met by landfills  
in Michigan, New York and Ohio (Figure 9). The remaining 
non-hazardous waste was disposed of in Ontario landfills. 
While Ontario waste sent to energy-from-waste facilities 
is not well tracked, it is estimated that only a small 
portion of residential waste is treated at these facilities 
(e.g., Emerald EFW in Brampton, which has a capacity  
of 90-110 tonnes per day; Durham-York Energy Centre  
in Clarington, which has a capacity of 140,000 tonnes  
per year; and Covanta Niagara in New York State, 
which is likely only taking a small proportion of Ontario 
generated waste).

Did you know?
In 2021, Ontario’s Auditor General stated:

“The lack of government action on reducing 
business and industrial waste means that Ontario 
will be faced with questions about where to put  
all this waste and how to pay for it in the very  
near future.” 

The accompanying report notes that the Ministry of 
the Environment, Conservation and Parks estimates 
that all existing landfill capacity in the province  
will be exhausted in the next 11 to 14 years. 
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Figure 9: Ontario waste disposal exports (data not available for New York and Ohio for 2022)
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According to Waste to Resource Ontario, the province’s landfill capacity was estimated at 144.5 million tonnes at 
the start of 2020 and is expected to be depleted in 2034. While several landfill facilities and two energy-from-waste 
facilities are currently seeking approval and/or amendment to increase capacity, the entire approval process of these 
facilities can take up to ten years before a final decision is issued by the Ministry. A number of Ontario municipal 
landfills are nearing capacity or have reached capacity in the last few years. Increasingly Ontario municipalities are 
becoming dependent on a handful of private disposal sites.

Waste composition studies from single-family residential waste stream over the last five years (Table 2), show that 
packaging, and paper products, and organic waste (including, both edible and non-edible organic waste) remain the 
majority of waste disposed. Figure 10 provides a more detailed breakdown of blue box materials found in the waste 
stream in 2022. Paper and plastics have been the most predominant materials disposed of over the last five years.

Table 2: Proportion of certain materials in the single-family residential waste stream

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Blue Box & DRS materials 17.97% 21.63% 22.10% 24.14% 20.54%
Textiles 0.15% 1.44% 0.71% 1.01% 1.71%
Organic waste 38.65% 35.73% 30.13% 38.13% 42.12%
Construction and demolition 2.29% 5.29% 3.41% 1.56% Not tracked
Electronics 1.06% 1.40% 1.42% 0.83% Not tracked
Batteries 0.15% 0.09% 0.11% 0.08% 0.08%
Tires and other rubber 0.25% 0.20% 0.13% 2.30% Not tracked
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Figure 10: Average proportion of blue box materials in the single-family residential waste stream12 
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12	 Based on 2022 CIF Waste Composition data. Available at https://thecif.ca/centre-of-excellence/policy/waste-composition-studies/
13	 National Waste Characterization Report: The Composition of Canadian Residual Municipal Solid Waste, 2020. Available at  

https://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2020/eccc/en14/En14-405-2020-eng.pdf 

Data on material composition in the ICI sector are not as well tracked or publicized in Canada. There have been recent 
efforts by Environment and Climate Change Canada to better characterize the materials in the ICI waste stream. 
Figures 11 and 12 illustrate the waste compositions of the ICI solid waste stream and demolition and construction 
(C&D) solid waste stream respectively.13 

Figure 11: Average proportion of material by type in Canada’s ICI solid waste stream
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Similar to the residential sector, the majority of waste generated by the ICI sector is organic waste and packaging and 
paper products. For the C&D sector, the majority of waste materials consists of wood and building materials (Figure 12).

Figure 12: Average proportion of material by type in Canada’s C&D solid waste stream
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3.0 Provincial Targets and Progress
Figure 13 illustrates Ontario’s current waste diversion performance based on a high generation rate (i.e., using Waste 
to Resource disposal data) and low generation rate (i.e., using the RPRA’s Residential disposal data and Statistics 
Canada ICI disposal data). 

Figure 13: Ontario Diversion Rate 
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Depending on the disposal data used, Ontario is diverting either 25% or 30% of all waste generated. Residential 
waste diversion accounts for 67% of all material diverted, despite being representing less than 30%-40% of all waste 
generated. 

Figure 14: Ontario’s 2022 waste diversion rate based on high and low generation rates
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While the provincial government’s efforts to transition 
existing diversion programs to full producer 
responsibility and expand diversion of food and organic 
waste from disposal have helped Ontario to achieve  
a 25% or 30% diversion rate, there is still significant  
work needed to meet future targets. As noted in  
section 2.2.3, the recent progress to achieve the 2020 
target is due to the implementation of residential organic 
waste diversion programs. Table 3 provides estimates  
of the amount of tonnes Ontario would need to divert 
based on Ontario’s high and low waste generation rates. 

Table 3: Additional tonnes necessary to meet  
diversion targets

Performance 
Target

Low generation 
– Additional 
tonnes* 
necessary to 
meet diversion 
rate

High generation 
– Additional 
tonnes* 
necessary to 
meet diversion 
rate

2020 – 30% 
Diversion Rate

0 768,264

2030 – 50% 
Diversion Rate

2,475,921 3,858,698

2050 – 80% 
Diversion Rate

6,281,905 8,494,348

*Rounded to the nearest 10

To meet Ontario’s 2030 diversion targets, the province 
would need to divert an additional 2.48 – 3.86 million 
tonnes of material, and for the 2050 diversion target,  
the province would need to divert an additional  
6.28 – 8.49 million tonnes of material. For perspective, 
the total tonnes of materials supplied into Ontario under 
the existing producer responsibility programs equates  
to 1.31 million tonnes (Table 4). Substantial new efforts 
are needed for Ontario to meet future diversion goals.

14	 Based on RPRA 2022 Resource Recovery Reports. Available at https://rpra.ca/resource-recovery-reports/. Batteries, ITT/AV, and tires published December 
22, 2022. Blue Box, hazardous special products and lighting published March 31, 2023.

15	 Based on doubling current performance.
16	 Based on capturing 60% of the current amount disposed (see section 4.2.2).

Table 4: Total supplied into Ontario based on tonnes 
reported under producer responsibility designations

Designated Materials Total Supplied Tonnes14 
Batteries 9,800
Blue Box 917,740
Information Technology, 
Telecommunications, Audio-
Visual Equipment

60,630

Lighting 3,360
Tires 183,260
Hazardous Special Products 131,880*
TOTAL 1,306,670

*Rounded to the nearest 10

Table 5 provides the potential additional diversion that 
could be achieved if Ontario were to designate additional 
target materials for producer responsibility requirements 
and add ICI diversion requirements for the ICI sector 
(based on conservative estimates). The government has 
discussed targeting these materials at numerous points. 
Action on these materials, as well as improvement  
of current producer responsibility policies, could help  
the government meet the targets they have set for 2030.

Table 5: Additional tonnes necessary to meet  
diversion targets

Additional Designated 
Materials

Potential Additional 
Tonnes Diverted

Additional Electronics 16,940
Textiles 155,500
Mattresses 12,300
Additional Hazardous Special 
Products

3,600

Furniture 76,160
Carpet 63,200
ICI Organics15 1,800,000
ICI Paper Products and 
Packaging16 

1,239,000

TOTAL 3,366,700 

*Rounded to the nearest 10
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Did you know?
In 2018, the Ontario government committed to 
designate the following materials by 2020 and 2023:

•	Small appliances;

•	Electrical tools;

•	Mattresses;

•	Carpets

•	Clothing and other textiles; and

•	Furniture and other bulky items

And in 2020, committed to:

•	Consult on a proposal to phase out food  
and organic waste from landfills by 2030.

•	Consult on an ICI waste reform framework.

•	Conduct waste audits to inform new producer 
responsibility designations.

To date, no progress has been made on any  
of the above items.
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4.0 Producer Responsibility Regulations
Since the Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act 
passed in late 2016, the province has been transitioning 
all of its recycling programs from government directed 
systems to a system based on producers being required 
to meet enforceable, outcomes-based targets. Municipal 
governments have been supportive of this approach  
so long as:

•	there are the resources and ability to provide proper 
oversight and enforcement; and

•	high performance targets are established to drive 
economic activity and innovation.

The following section provides an assessment of 
Ontario’s current producer responsibility regulations. 
Understanding the performance of these regulations will 
be essential as the costs for the improper management  
of these materials often falls to municipal governments. 
Certain conclusions can already be drawn from the 
current regulations to improve outcomes.

Five main lessons to improve Ontario’s EPR 
Regulations:

1.	Performance targets need to be measurable, and 
drive meaningful and continual improvement;

2.	Additional materials should be designated  
at a minimum to align with other Canadian 
provinces and terrotories;

3.	Unnecessary exemptions, deductions and credits 
should be removed from regulations;

4.	Annual third-party performance audits should 
be mandatory in all regulations to reduce 
enforcement costs and ensure a level playing 
field; and

5.	A clear timeline should be established for 
new material designations to allow for proper 
planning.
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4.1 Batteries Regulation (O.Reg.3 0/20)
The batteries regulation includes the following designated materials:

•	Single-use (primary) batteries weighing 5 kg or less, and 

•	Rechargeable batteries weighing 5 kg or less.

4.1.1 Performance
Overall, the amount of single-use batteries collected has steadily increased 
over the last decade (Figure 15), however, this significantly declined in 2021 
and appears far short of existing targets. There are significant concerns 
about the performance of the program since the new regulation was passed 
and what steps might be taken to ensure producers are compliant with the 
requirements of the regulation. RPRA noted in Statement in August 2023 
that producers, and PROs on their behalf, have reported in the aggregate 
managing 12% of the calculated supply for single-use batteries and 13%  
for rechargeable batteries (the target for 2022 was 40% for both single-use 
and rechargeable batteries). 

Figure 15: Single use batteries supplied and collected in Ontario 2010-2021 
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Did you know?
There are increasing incidents 
of fires at recycling and waste 
management facilities as a result 
of improperly managed electronics 
and batteries. This underlines  
the importance of policies  
to drive better 
management.
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4.1.2 Issues
The following key issues have been identified with the regulation:

1.	Performance targets 
a.	The amount of single-use batteries necessary to meet the management requirement appears to be lower than 

previous years. This may be an indication that the targets were set too low as the amount of batteries supplied 
into the market does not appear to be declining based on previous years of data (e.g., the target for single-use 
batteries in 2022 is 2,945 tonnes; this target has been surpassed in all years between 2016 and 2019.).

b.	The current management targets do not provide an incentive for continuous improvement beyond 2025 as they 
only increase to 2025 and then remain static at 50%.

2.	Unnecessary exemptions, deductions and credits 
a.	The regulation provides an exemption for small producers (i.e., if a producers management requirement is less 

than 1.25 tonnes of rechargeable batteries or less than 2.5 tonnes of single-use batteries). While the overall 
impact of this exemption is unclear, any exemptions provided lower the targets. This is because materials are 
supplied by these small producers into the marketplace (i.e., are available for collection) but are not included  
in the denominator for which the targets are calculated. This creates an unlevel playing field for battery 
producers and may lead to less efforts to properly collect and recycle batteries. Ontario is the only province  
in Canada to include these exemptions.

b.	The regulation allows producers to reduce their management targets if they use recycled content in the 
batteries they supply into the market. This approach is counterproductive to driving better environmental 
outcomes in Ontario as reductions in management targets decreases the need to ensure these batteries  
are properly collected and recycled. The ability to audit the use of recycled content is also extremely difficult  
for these products, which could lead to future compliance issues.

3.	Annual third-party performance and supply audits
a.	Third-party audits are only required every three years from producers, instead of annually. While on the surface 

this appears to reduce regulatory burden, producers are still required to provide audits for all three years. 
This delay in audit information adds costs to RPRA as it means they have to use alternative means to ensure 
producers are compliant. 
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4.1.3 Summary
Table 6 provides a broad assessment of the battery regulation as compared to the previous requirements  
and performance.

Table 6: Assessment of the Ontario Battery Regulation (O.Reg. 30/20)

Indicator Status Progress
Materials designated The regulation designates the same materials that were designated 

under the Waste Diversion Act (i.e., single-use and rechargeable 
batteries).

Neutral

Exemptions Unlike the previous Waste Diversion Act regulation, the new regulation 
exempts producers that only generate small amounts of batteries.  
The severity of the impact of this is unclear, but it would impact targets 
as these materials are not included in the denominator. This type  
of exemption is not used in other Canadian jurisdictions.

Worse 

Performance
Recycling Targets Targets are lower than previously achieved. Producers can also 

discount recycling targets through the use of recycled content in their 
batteries. While not many producers are using this discount, it would 
be difficult for RPRA to properly audit. 

Worse 

Promotion and Education No promotion and education requirements for producers post 2022 
to inform to public on how to properly manage batteries despite 
increasing incidents of battery fires in the waste stream.

Worse

Performance Trend Performance significantly declined in 2021 with producers, and PROs 
on their behalf, reporting in aggregate managing only 12% of the 
calculated supply for single-use batteries and 13% for rechargeable 
batteries.

Worse

Oversight and Enforcement RPRA has the ability to conduct audits and take compliance actions  
if issues are identified.

Better 
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4.2 Blue Box (O.Reg. 391/21)
The blue box regulation includes the following 
designated materials:

•	blue box product packaging (e.g., primary, 
transportation, and convenience packaging; service 
accessories; ancillary elements),

•	paper products (e.g., magazines, greeting cards,  
office paper, calendars, notebooks), and

•	product-like packaging (e.g., pie plates, boxes, 
beverage cups, envelopes).

4.2.1 Performance
Overall, the amount of blue box materials collected 
and marketed to recyclers by weight has been steadily 
declining (Figure 16) from a high of 938,000 tonnes 
in 2006. This decline is in part due to the material 
composition changes to the types of paper products and 
packaging we consume with a significant shift away from 
heavier materials like paper and glass to lighter weight 
plastics. As noted in section 2.2.4, blue box materials still 
make up a significant portion (18-24%) of the residential 
waste stream.

Figure 16: Blue box materials marketed to recyclers in Ontario 2001-2021
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Did you know?
A Conference Board of Canada report found that increasing Ontario’s waste diversion  
to 60% could create more than 12,500 new jobs and generate an additional $1.5 billion  
to the provincial gross domestic product. 
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4.2.2 Issues 
The following key issues have been identified with the regulation:

1.	Performance targets 
a.	 It is unclear yet whether the current targets set will be sufficient to drive improved outcomes, given recent 

changes to allow for more exemptions (e.g., newspapers) and deductions (e.g., allowing producers to deduct 
supplies tonnage that is collected from a business or institution that producers are not required to provide  
blue box collection services to under the blue box regulation). These changes decrease the amount of materials 
producers need to process to meet their management targets. Ontario municipalities have significant concerns 
that the latest deductions will be very difficult to audit and verify and could significantly reduce the supply 
numbers and reduce targets. 

2.	Additional materials 
a.	Overall, the new regulation should provide Ontarians with greater access to blue box collection. However, there 

remains a lack of focus on ICI sources of blue box materials. By extrapolating BC’s IC waste composition data, 
Ontario could be disposing 1.68-2.45 million tonnes of packaging and paper products on an annual basis.17  
Even collecting 60% of these materials could provide over 1.2 million tonnes of diversion and significantly 
increase Ontario’s diversion rate. 

3.	Unnecessary exemptions, deductions and credits 
a.	Packaging-like products made of flexible plastics, as well as packaging used for food protection, containment 

and handling, have been exempted despite being collected in both the recycling and waste streams and being 
included in most other jurisdictions. This exemption affects the amount reported as supplied into the market  
and this impacts management targets despite these materials still being managed in the blue box.

b.	Compostable packaging has been exempted from collection and management targets despite the fact  
it is a growing packaging format. This exemption affects the amount reported as supplied into the market  
and this impacts management targets despite these materials still being managed by municipal governments. 
A 2022 study undertaken by the Ministry of Environment, Conservation, and Parks on compostable packaging 
recommended that “producers should be responsible for the full cost for collection and processing of their 
products”.

c.	 Expanded deductions related to blue box materials managed outside the blue box system (e.g., materials 
collected from a business or institution that are not part of a blue box program for residents) will be difficult,  
if not impossible, to be able to properly oversee. The scale of these deductions could significantly reduce  
the materials needed for producers to meet their targets. 

4.	Annual third-party performance and supply audits
a.	Third-party audits are only required every three years from producers, instead of annually. While on the surface 

this appears to reduce regulatory burden, producers are still required to provide audits for all three years. 
This delay in audit information adds costs to RPRA as it means they have to use alternative means to ensure 
producers are compliant. 

17	  Canada Plastics Pact. British Columbia Industrial, Commercial and Institutional Packaging and Paper Products Baseline Report: Waste Flows Study,  
April 2023. Available at https://plasticspact.ca/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/CPP_BC-ICI-Baseline-Report.pdf 
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4.2.3 Summary
Table 7 provides a broad assessment of the blue box regulation as compared to the previous requirements  
and performance.

Table 7: Assessment of the Ontario Blue Box Regulation (O.Reg. 391/21) 
Indicator Status Progress
Materials 
designated

New regulation creates a consistent list of designated materials and expands to 
packaging-like products, as compared to previous regulation under the Waste 
Diverison Act.

Better

Exemptions The regulation allows for exemptions for the following materials, which affects the 
amount reported as supplied into the market and this impacts management targets:

•	newspapers

•	packaging-like products made of flexible plastics and used for food protection, 
containment, handling.

•	compostable packaging18

A recent amendment also enables producers to deduct materials (excluding 
beverage containers) collected from a business or institution that producers are not 
required to provide blue box collection services to under the  
blue box regulation. The ability for RPRA to properly audit these deductions will be 
extremely difficult and the impact on targets could be significant.

Worse

Performance
Collection Common collection system is required in every community in Ontario  

except in the Far North, which will expand current servicing.

Blue box material must be, at a minimum, collected in the same manner  
that garbage is collected. This is generally consistent with current  
blue box servicing.

Better

Recycling While targets appear higher, it is unclear what the impact of exemptions and 
deductions will have. Targets should be added for compostable packaging to align 
requirements with all other packaging. Targets may need to be re-visited to ensure 
they are driving improved environmental and economic outcomes. 

Neutral 

Promotion and 
Education

Similar requirements for producers to provide promotion and education  
as to what municipal governments are currently providing.

Neutral 

Performance 
Trend

The weight of materials collected and recycled from the blue box programs have 
been gradually decreasing over the last number of years.  
This decrease is largely due to the change in material composition  
(i.e., the light weighting of packaging from glass and metal to plastics). However, the 
recycling rate has also declined by over 8% in the last  
five years.

The new regulation expected to increase quantities of material captured  
as new communities will be added and, in many cases, new materials will  
be included in curbside collection (i.e., flexible packaging, single use items).

Worse  
(but new 
regulation 
expected to 
improve)

Oversight and 
Enforcement

RPRA has the ability to conduct audits and take compliance actions if issues are 
identified.

Better 

18	  Note compostable packaging is still required to report so there is an ability to understand the impact of the exemption.

https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/10f18
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4.3 Electrical and Electronic Equipment Regulation (O.Reg. 522/20)
The EEE regulation includes the following designated materials:

• computers • headphones • Parts of information • Peripherals and 
technology, cables used to • printers • speakers
telecommunications and support the function of 

• printer cartridges • cameras, including audio-visual equipment information technology, 
security cameras• video gaming systems sold separately, such as telecommunications and 

• video recorders• headphones hard drives audio-visual equipment, 
• audio recording including drones 

• display devices • Handheld point-of-sale 
equipment with audio or visual terminals or devices

• radios and stereos equipment
• musical instruments

4.3.1 Performance
The amount of EEE recycled has dropped 
precipitously since 2013 (Figure 17). This is not the 
trend one would hope to see given that the amount 
of these products in our daily lives are becoming 
increasingly ubiquitous. A recent University of 
Waterloo study found that e-waste has tripled  
in the last two decades.19 

Figure 17: Electrical and Electronic Equipment (EEE) collected in Ontario 2009-2020
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Did you know?
British Columbia, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Quebec, PEI 
and the Yukon Territory designate more types of electrical 
and electronic equipment than Ontario, including items 
like microwaves, power tools, large and small appliances, 
electronic toys and outdoor power equipment. 

19  Journal of Hazardous Materials, A first comprehensive estimate of electronic waste in Canada. Komal Habib, Elham Mohammadi, Sohani Vihanga Withanage. 
April 15, 2023. Can be found at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0304389423001474
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Based on an assessment of units sold and applying standards weights, it appears that the weight of materials was 
generally increasing up to 2019 (Table 9). However, producer data supplied based on the requirements in the new 
EEE regulation shows supplied tonnage for the last three years of between 55,000 to 60,000 tonnes is substantially 
lower. This drop of potentially 50,000 tonnes may indicate an issue with compliance or with exemptions included  
in the regulation.

Table 9: Designated EEE Supplied 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
EEE Supplied (Tonnes) 90,386 83,228 84,410 95,927 100,045 105,561 57,666 55,321 60,632

*Note: Black #s – based on reported;  
Red #s – modelled based on units supplied;  
Blue #s – based on Supplied Tonnes reported to RPRA
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4.3.2 Issues
The following key issues have been identified with the regulation:

1.	Performance targets 
a.	The amount of EEE necessary to meet the management requirement appears to be lower than previous years. 

This may be an indication that the targets were set too low as the market does not appear to be declining based 
on previous years of data (e.g., the management target for EEE in 2022 is 33,124 tonnes; this performance  
has been surpassed in all years between 2011 and 2019).

b.	The reported supplied numbers in the last three years have dropped significantly and might indicate an issue 
with compliance or with exemptions included in the regulation.

c.	 The current management targets do not provide for continuous improvement as they only increase to 2025  
and then remain static at 70%.

2.	Unnecessary exemptions, deductions and credits 
a.	The regulation provides an exemption for small producers (three and a half tonnes with respect to ITT/AV  

or not more than 350 kilograms with respect to lighting). While the overall impact of this exemption is unclear, 
any exemptions provided lower the targets. This is because materials are supplied by these small producers 
into the marketplace (i.e., are available for collection) but are not included in the denominator for which  
the targets are calculated. This creates an unlevel playing field for EEE producers and may lead to less efforts 
to properly collect and recycle EEE and lighting. Ontario is the only province in Canada to include these 
exemptions.

b.	The regulation allows producers to reduce their management targets if they use recycled content, or if they 
allow for repair or extended warranties. While incentives to encourage these activities support the broader 
circular economy goals, this mechanism appears to be counterproductive to driving better environmental 
outcomes in Ontario as reductions in management targets decreases the need to ensure these EEE are properly 
collected and recycled. EEE producers were able to reduce their management requirements by 18% in 2023.  
In order to offset this, targets would need to be raised to ensure these reductions do not offset the need  
to collect and recycle these materials. 

3.	Annual third-party performance and supply audits
a.	Third-party audits are only required every three years from producers, instead of annually. While on the surface 

this appears to reduce regulatory burden, producers are still required to provide audits for all three years. 
This delay in audit information adds costs to RPRA as it means they have to use alternative means to ensure 
producers are compliant. 

4.	Additional materials 
a.	Ontario lags behind other provinces of designating new types of materials (e.g., small appliances, power tools, 

personal care appliances, sports equipment, toys, outdoor power equipment, large appliances).
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4.3.3 Summary
Table 8 provides a broad assessment of the electrical and electronic equipment (EEE) regulation as compared  
to the previous requirements and performance.

Table 8: Assessment of the Ontario Electrical and Electronic Equipment Regulation (O.Reg. 522/20) 

Indicator Status Progress
Materials designated The regulation covers slightly more designated materials (e.g., lighting 

and electronic musical instruments and audio recording equipment) 
than the previous regulation under the Waste Diversion Act, but less 
materials than most other provinces in Canada (e.g., small appliances, 
power tools). 

Neutral

Exemptions Unlike the previous Waste Diversion Act program, the new regulation 
exempts producers that only generate small amounts of EEE and 
lighting. It is unclear of the scale of the impact of this exemption, but 
it would impact targets as these materials are not included in the 
denominator. This type of exemption is not used in other Canadian 
jurisdictions. 

Worse 

Performance
Recycling Targets are lower than previous performance levels and producers  

can discount management targets through recycled content, warranties 
and repair, which is difficult to audit and can create perverse outcomes. 

Worse

Promotion and Education No promotion and education requirements for producers post 2022 
to inform to public on how to properly manage electronics despite 
increasing incidents of electronics related fires in the waste stream.

Worse

Performance Trend Performance significantly declining. Worse
Oversight and Enforcement RPRA has the ability to conduct audits and take compliance actions  

if issues are identified.
Better 
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4.4 Deposit Return (O.Reg. 293/15)
The deposit return regulation includes all alcoholic beverage containers.

4.4.1 Performance
The composition of the materials managed under deposit return has changed significantly over the last decade  
with the move away from glass to aluminum containers (Figure 18). Since glass is heavier than aluminum cans,  
this shift alone has reduced the overall tonnes of materials supplied and returned (Figure 19). 

At the same time, the returns for beer containers (i.e., units of bottles and cans) have dropped by 16% over this time 
period and other alcoholic containers by 4%. It is important to highlight that the deposit return fees, and associated 
redemption rates have not been adjusted since 2010, which may be impacting return rates. Accessibility has also 
declined for returns at the same time that the availability of purchase of deposit return containers has increased, 
meaning deposit return containers are more accessible than opportunities to return them

Figure 18: Supplied deposit return containers (excluding kegs) in Ontario 2010-2022
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Figure 19: Collected deposit return materials in Ontario 2011-2022
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This shift from glass to aluminum has also meant a shift away from refillable containers. Over the last decade,  
the share of refillable containers has dropped from 67% to 18% (Figure 20).

Figure 20: Share of refillable alcoholic beverage containers (excluding kegs) in Ontario 2010-2022
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4.4.3 Issues
The following key issues have been identified with the regulation:

1.	Performance targets 
a.	There continues to be a significant amount of deposit return material that ends up in the curbside recycling 

system. A reassessment of deposit rates as well as aligning the accessibility of deposit return containers  
to return locations (e.g., retail locations) are needed.

b.	Consideration should also be made by the government as to what mechanisms could be used to improve  
the proportion of refillable containers.

4.4.3 Summary
Table 9 provides a broad assessment of the deposit return system regulation as compared to the previous 
requirements and performance.

Table 9: Assessment of the Ontario Deposit Return Program (O.Reg. 293/15) 

Indicator Status Progress
Materials designated The types of alcoholic beverage containers included in the program 

have not changed in a number of years. The province has established  
a working group to discuss the potential of expanding the deposit 
return system to include non-alcoholic beverage containers.

Neutral

Performance
Performance Trend Diversion rates have been trending down from 95% for beer bottles 

and 77% for other alcoholic containers in 2010 to 79% for beer bottles 
and 74% for other alcoholic containers in 2022. 

Worse
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4.5 Hazardous Special Products Regulation (O.Reg. 449/21)
The hazardous special products (HSP) regulation includes the following designated materials:

•	oil filters,

•	refillable and non-refillable pressurized cylinders,

•	antifreeze,

•	oil containers,

•	paints and coatings,

•	solvents,

•	pesticides,

•	mercury containing devices (e.g., barometers, thermometers, thermostats), and

•	fertilizers.

Table 10 provides an outline of the requirements associated with the different designated HSP materials. 

Table 10: Requirements associated with designated HSP materials

Material Collection 
System

Management 
System

Minimum 
Management 
Targets

Promotion & 
Education

Registration Performance 
Reporting

Oil Filters       
Non-Refillable 
Pressurized 
Cylinders

      

Refillable Pressurized 
Cylinders

  
(call-in only)

     

Antifreeze      
Oil Containers      
Solvents      
Paint & Coatings      
Pesticides      
Mercury Containing 
Devices

  
(call-in only)

    

Fertilizers     
Propane Cylinders 
(refillable)

  
(call-in only)
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4.5.1 Performance 
The weight of materials collected through the HSP regulation are small, representing only 0.15% of Ontario’s total 
waste generation. However, due to potential hazards and environmental damage that improper disposal can cause,  
it is an important material stream that requires safe management. 

In 2021, 18,980 tonnes of HSP material were collected. This represented a drop of 6, 248 tonnes versus the previous 
year’s performance. Historically the annual tonnage collected have averaged 25,659 tonnes (Figure 21). 

Did you know?
The HSP regulation currently only includes on average 11% of the pesticides, 7% of the miscellaneous  
organics (including solvents), and 51% of aerosols returned to municipal depots. As a result, municipal 
taxpayers are forced to pay for the cost of managing these materials instead of the companies that  
produced them. 

Figure 21: HSP collected in Ontario by material type 2009-2021
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4.5.2 Issues 
The following key issues have been identified with the regulation:

1.	Additional materials 
a.	While the province committed to add designated items to the regulation for over a decade, they have not 

followed through. On the contrary, instead of expanding the materials list, the regulation eliminated some items 
like fertilizer. Other Provinces such as Alberta, British Columbia, and Manitoba have significantly more items 
designated under their regulations such as lubricating oil, lead acid batteries and a full suite of pesticides. 
Designating additional items could increase collection by 3,594 tonnes (~19% increase). 

b.	A more comprehensive policy under the Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act, 2016 is required for 
pharmaceuticals and sharps. The current regulation still places much of the burden on municipal governments 
to collect these materials. It is estimated that municipal governments collect over 52,800 kg of pharmaceuticals 
and over 20,150 kg of sharps at municipal taxpayers’ expense.20 Pharmaceuticals are covered under EPR 
policies in British Columbia, Manitoba, PEI, and Quebec (2024) and sharps in British Columbia (proposed). 

2.	Performance targets
a.	The regulation does not have targets for collection or the management of HSP items except for oil filters and 

non-refillable cylinders. This is a glaring miss and does not provide adequate incentives for producers to invest 
in maximizing collection and management of materials. 

b.	The accessibility targets are difficult to discern for the regulator and assessing producer compliance with  
the target has not yet occurred more than 8 months into implementation of regulatory requirements. 

3.	Annual third-party performance and supply audits
a.	Third-party audits are only required every three years from producers, instead of annually. While on the surface 

this appears to reduce regulatory burden, producers are still required to provide audits for all three years. 
This delay in audit information adds costs to RPRA as it means they have to use alternative means to ensure 
producers are compliant. 

20	 Surveys of municipalities collecting pharmaceuticals and sharps were completed in 2020. The population of the sampled communities equated to 25% of the 
Province’s total population. These results were extrapolated to estimate Provincial totals.

https://www.amo.on.ca/sites/default/files/assets/DOCUMENTS/Waste/Waste-Diversion/2022/Expanding Designated Materials Under Ontario's Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act 2022-08-05.pdf
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4.5.3 Summary
Table 11 provides a broad assessment of hazardous special products (HSP) regulation as compared to the previous 
requirements and performance.

Table 11: Assessment of the Hazardous Special Products Regulation (O.Reg. 449/21) 

Indicator Status Progress
Materials designated The regulation does not designate all of the products collected 

and deemed hazardous at municipal collection sites/events e.g., 
pharmaceuticals and sharps, automotive additives and cleaners, 
automotive additives and cleaner containers, fuels, miscellaneous 
flammable materials, oxidizers, corrosives – acids, corrosives – 
caustics, reactive chemicals, and lubricating oil. The regulation 
removed some items previously included like fertilizer

Worse

Exemptions Unlike the previous Waste Diversion Act regulation, the new regulation 
exempts producers that only generate small amounts of HSP.  
It is unclear of the scale of the impact of this exemption but it would 
impact targets as these materials are not included in the denominator. 
This type of exemption is not used in other Canadian jurisdictions.

Worse 

Performance
Collection The accessibility targets are complex and problematic to quantify  

as they can be reduced/ supplemented/ augmented by producers 
based on a combination of depots, events, collections and use of 
return-to-retail locations. This lack of clarity makes enforcement 
challenging and is compounded by the lack of management targets  
for most HSP materials.

Worse 

Recycling The regulation does not include targets except for oil filters  
and non-refillable pressurized containers.

Worse 

Promotion and Education Similar requirements for promotion and education as to current 
conditions

Neutral 

Performance Trend In 2021, 18,980 tonnes of HSP material were collected. This 
represented a drop of 6,248 tonnes versus the previous year’s 
performance and historically annual tonnage collected has averaged 
25,659 tonnes. There may be some rationale for recent declines due  
to consumption changes and product design.

There is concern however that regulation will see lower quantities  
of material captured as a number of items previously included have 
been eliminated (e.g., fertilizer) and collection site requirements  
are opaque and not being enforced.

Neutral

Oversight and Enforcement RPRA has the ability to conduct audits and take compliance actions  
if issues are identified. However, accessibility targets are difficult  
to enforce and there no collection or management targets for most  
of the materials. 

Better
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4.6 Tires Regulation (O.Reg. 225/18)
The tire regulation includes the following designated materials:

•	automobile tires, 

•	motorcycle tires,

•	motor assisted bicycle tires (e.g., mopeds, non-kick scooters),

•	tractor tires,

•	tires on industrial and agricultural vehicles and equipment,

•	transport truck tires,

•	trailer tires (e.g., boat trailers, RVs),

•	all-terrain vehicle tires,

•	riding lawn mower tires,

•	aircraft tires if not supplied on aircraft,

•	snow blower tires,

•	wheelbarrow tires,

•	hand truck tires,

•	dolly tires,

•	push lawn mower tires,

•	segway tires, and

•	any other tire that weighs 1 kg or more

4.6.1 Performance
Overall, the amount of tires collected has been increasing steadily (Figure 22) for the last 12 years with no concerns 
with tires being stockpiled or illegally dumped. A report completed by Waste to Resource Ontario completed several 
years ago indicated the policy was supporting roughly 800 well-paid jobs and contributing over $65 million annually 
to Ontario’s economy through the collection of tires that were being recycled into new products.

Did you know?
In 1990, a site with 14 million stockpiled tires caught fire in Hagersville, Ontario and burned  
for 17 days forcing 4,000 residents from their homes. The fire forced the government to put  
measures in place to ensure used tires were being properly managed that eventually lead  
to a producer responsibility regulation. 

Figure 22: Tires collected in Ontario 2009-2021
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4.6.2 Issues
The following key issues have been identified with the regulation:

1.	Unnecessary exemptions, deductions and credits 
a.	The regulation provides an exemption for small producers. While it is unclear of the overall impact of this 

exemption, it has the potential to impact targets (as materials are supplied but not included in the denominator) 
and creates an unlevel playing field. Similar exemptions are not provided in other Canadian jurisdictions.

2.	Annual third-party performance and supply audits
a.	Third-party audits are only required every three years from producers, instead of annually. While on the surface 

this appears to reduce regulatory burden, producers are still required to provide audits for all three years. 
This delay in audit information adds costs to RPRA as it means they have to use alternative means to ensure 
producers are compliant. 

4.6.3 Summary
Table 12 provides a broad assessment of tires regulation as compared to the previous requirements  
and performance.

Table 12: Assessment of the Tires Regulation (O.Reg. 225/18) 

Indicator Status Progress
Materials designated The regulation covers all passenger and large format tires that were 

included in the previous regulation under the Waste Diversion Act.
Neutral

Exemptions An unnecessary exemption for small producers is included but 
considered minor. Other provinces do not include a similar exemption.

Neutral

Performance
Collection There are less collection sites required Worse
Recycling Targets are consistent with previous performance Neutral 

Promotion and Education Promotion and education requirements included in the regulation  
to ensure consumer protection were removed.

Worse

Performance Trend Performance has remained relatively steady over the duration  
of the policy.

Neutral

Oversight and Enforcement RPRA has the ability to conduct audits and take compliance actions  
if issues are identified. 

Better 
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4.7 Pharmaceutical and Sharps Regulation 
(O.Reg. 298/12)
The pharmaceutical and sharps regulation includes:

•	a drug within the meaning of section 2 of the Food 
and Drugs Act (Canada) and includes a natural health 
product within the meaning of the Natural Health 
Products Regulations made under that Act, and

•	a needle, safety engineered needle, lancet or other 
similar instrument that is designed to puncture the 
skin of individuals or companion animals for medical 
purposes.

4.7.1 Performance
The amount of pharmaceuticals and sharps has  
increased over the last seven years (Figure 23) with 
growth in the number of pharmacies participating  
in the program. However, there has been concern about 
the lack of rigour associated with this regulation and 
the amount of materials that end up at municipal sites. 
Municipalities collected 52,500 kg of pharmaceutical 
waste and 20,000 kg of sharps in 2019 at the taxpayer’s 
expense, despite the existence of a sharps and 
pharmaceuticals program.21 Municipal governments  
have advocated that the existing program should be 
shifted to a regulation under the Resource Recovery  
and Circular Economy Act to ensure better performance 
and oversight.

Did you know?
Home health care waste (e.g., dialysis tubing, 
urinary bags, and tubing, IV bags, needles and 
sharps) is a growing area of concern for waste 
management workers as more people are receiving 
care at home. In 2019, the Region of Peel reported 
that processing line stoppages  
at their recycling facility  
had increased by 32%  
since 2016 due to  
these materials. 

21	 This is about 14% of all pharmaceuticals and 6% of all sharps collected in 2019, including by producers and municipalities collectively.  
Available at https://www.amo.on.ca/advocacy/waste-diversion/hazardous-special-products-ie-municipal-hazardous-special-wastehousehold

Figure 23: Amount of Pharmaceutical and Sharps 
Collected
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Figure 24 – Number of Ontario Pharmacies Participating
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4.7.2 Issues
The following key issues have been identified with the regulation:

1.	Performance targets 
a.	Municipal facilities continue to be the backstop for collection of these products. Based on data from 

municipalities, over 14% of all pharmaceuticals and 6% of all sharps are collected by municipal governments  
at the cost to the property taxpayer.

b.	There are few requirements for collection sites to advertise that they collect pharmaceuticals and sharps.

2.	Oversight and Enforcement 
a.	No dedicated resources and oversight are provided as part of the global Ministry budget.

b.	 It is unclear if any actions have been taken on non-compliance as the Ministry does not provide reports.  
There is no transparency.

3.	Additional materials 
a.	Although established a decade ago, there have been no new materials added despite growing number  

of individuals receiving medical care at home. Common home health care items such as dialysis waste, 
catheters, urinary bags and tubing, and colostomy bags should be added.

4.7.3 Summary
Table 13 provides a broad assessment of pharmaceutical and sharps regulation as compared to the previous 
requirements and performance.

Table 13: Assessment of the Pharmaceutical and Sharps Regulation (O.Reg. 298/12) 

Indicator Status Progress
Materials designated The regulation covers pharmaceutical and sharps but no new materials 

have been added to since 2014
Neutral

Exemptions n/a n/a 
Performance

Collection Required to meet a minimum of participating pharmacies Better
Recycling n/a n/a 

Promotion and Education No promotion and education requirements Neutral
Performance Trend The amount of materials collected has generally increased  

as has the participating pharmacies 
Better

Oversight and Enforcement Oversight and enforcement by the Ministry lacks transparency Neutral 
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5.0 Other Potential Material Designations
In 2022, a review was undertaken to explore 
opportunities associated with designating additional 
products under extended producer responsibility (EPR) 
policies in Ontario, with a focus on adding products 
under existing regulations (for EEE, and HSP) and 
new designations under new regulations (for carpets, 
furniture, mattresses, and textiles). 

The tables below rank the largest opportunities in 
terms of additional tonnes diverted, GHG emissions 
reduced, jobs created, and estimated annual income 
by designating additional materials under EPR. These 
are meant to be illustrative. While HSP ranks lowest in 
all categories, these measurements do not capture all 
impacts (e.g., toxins, health and safety related issues).
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Ranking Material Categories Estimated Amount Collected in Ontario under  
an EPR Approach (Tonnes, per Year)

1 Textiles 155,497
2 Furniture 76,157
3 Carpet 63,203
4 Electrical and Electronic Equipment 16,944
5 Mattresses 12,296
6 Household Hazardous or Special Products 3,594

Ranking Material Categories Estimated GHG Emissions Reduced under  
an EPR Approach (tCO2e, per Year)

1 Textiles 1,243,973
2 Furniture 251,319
3 Carpet 167,337
4 Electrical and Electronic Equipment 46,409
5 Mattresses 27,297
6 Household Hazardous or Special Products 1,978

Ranking Material Categories
Estimated Jobs Related to Diversion 
Activities, under an EPR Approach 

(Low Estimate)

Estimated Jobs Related to Diversion 
Activities, under an EPR Approach 

(High Estimate)
1 Furniture 1,557 4,211

2 Electrical and Electronic 
Equipment 1,036 1,036

3 Textiles 423 1,022
4 Carpet 570 758
5 Mattresses 81 141

6 Household Hazardous 
or Special Products 31 31

Ranking Material Categories Estimated Annual Income (Salary Generated) (per Year)
1 Electrical and Electronic Equipment $51.0M
2 Textiles $50.0M
3 Furniture $24.5M
4 Carpet $20.4M
5 Mattresses $4.0M
6 Household Hazardous or Special Products $1.5M

It is important to emphasize EPR policies are not the only policy mechanism that could be used to improve outcomes. 
Other tools such as mandatory recycled content mandates, disposal bans, disposal levies, and source separation 
requirements can be successfully implemented either in combination or instead of EPR. 
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6.0 Litter
There has been an increasing focus on waste products 
and packaging ending up in our oceans, lakes, rivers,  
and other bodies of water that pose a dire threat 
to sensitive ecosystems, wildlife, communities, and 
individuals. This is a growing public health and safety 
issue as well as an environmental concern. It is of 
particular concern to municipal governments, which 
are forced to deal with plastics at the “end of the pipe” 
as litter in the garbage stream, in recycling programs, 
or at wastewater treatment facilities. Studies estimate 
8 million tonnes of plastics are ending up in our oceans 
annually.22 An additional 10,000 tonnes per year are 
estimated to be entering the Great Lakes.23 This has 
profound impacts on marine mammals, fish, and 
birds. At the same time, microplastics are being found 
increasingly in our drinking water with uncertain health 
impacts. 

Municipal governments play a key role in helping  
to address litter through: 

•	creating and maintaining infrastructure (e.g., collection 
bins in public spaces, equipment within wastewater 
facilities, street cleaners), 

•	dedicating costly resources to collect litter, 

•	planning and leading community clean-up days  
(as well as providing resources to community groups 
on an on-going basis), 

•	performing litter audits and resulting data analysis, 

•	providing education and awareness campaigns  
on the issue, 

•	enacting bylaws (e.g., fines, requirements related  
to collection bins), and 

•	ensuring compliance and enforcement  
(e.g., bylaw officers and public reporting hotlines). 

In 2020, the provincial government enacted legislation 
to recognize the second Tuesday of every May as the 
Provincial Day of Action on Litter to raise awareness 
and encourage action to reduce waste and litter. Within 
the blue box regulation, it also created requirements 
for public space recycling. There are no benchmarks 
currently established to measure the impact of these 
initiatives on litter. Some municipal governments 
have done litter composition audits but there is not 
a consistent approach being taken, which makes 
comparisons difficult. 

Did you know?
The City of Toronto estimates that litter costs  
the City approximately $36 million annually.24

22	 J. R. Jambeck et al., Plastic waste inputs from land into the ocean (Science, 13 February 2015).
23	 M. J. Hoffman and E. Hittinger, Inventory and transport of plastic debris in the Laurentian Great Lakes (Marine Pollution Bulletin, Vol 115, 15 February 2017).
24	 City of Toronto. 2019 Budget Report on Solid Waste Management Services.  

https://www.toronto.ca/wp- content/uploads/2017/11/931b-Budget-Notes-SWMS-op-nov17-503p.pdf (p. 14).
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Recommendations to reduce litter: 
1.	Enact legislation, regulations, and proper enforcement

a.	Ensure most commonly littered items are designated under producer responsibility requirements  
and strengthen requirements related to public spaces

b.	Strengthen litter and illegal dumping laws especially related to roadside litter

c.	 Review requirements related to waste management vehicles to ensure these vehicles are not contributing 
to litter

2.	 Invest in proper data management, research, analysis and innovation

a.	Better track litter data to ensure progress is being made similar to other jurisdictions like England  
and Scotland

b.	Create a litter innovation fund to pilot, implement and evaluate small scale local research projects

c.	 Fund municipal and provincial litter audits

3.	Help to educate, train, and encourage collaboration

a.	Coordinate province-wide messaging and seek partnership opportunities with sponsors to help fund  
or support municipal clean-up efforts

b.	Provide information about best practices in addressing litter

c.	 Provide greater recognition to community leaders or community groups, and

d.	Collaborate or initiate voluntary actions across the Province especially related to problematic litter such 
as fast-food packaging, cigarette butts, plastic bags, snack wrappers, fast food packaging, drink containers, 
beverage cups and chewing gum

4.	 Invest in infrastructure and servicing

a.	Require businesses such as gas stations and drive-thru restaurants to provide accessible collection bins  
to reduce roadside litter

b.	Provide funding to upgrade municipal stormwater and wastewater systems to help reduce the amount  
of contaminants making their way into lakes and rivers
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7.0 Conclusion
From border disputes with U.S. Senators to burning 
tire piles and rising tensions related to the siting of new 
landfill capacity, managing Ontario’s increasing waste 
generation has been a chronic concern for decades. 
Current estimates show that Ontario only has 10 years 
of remaining disposal capacity available. The Provincial 
government’s goal of building 1.5 million new homes  
will only exacerbate the issues related to disposal 
capacity. Ensuring sufficient waste disposal resources  
to accommodate this growth will be crucial. Some  
of the pressure on finding new disposal capacity  
can be alleviated by increasing waste diversion  
efforts and keeping resources in the economy. 

Ontario municipalities understand the importance of 
transitioning to a circular economy, including the benefit 
of re-directing resources from disposal and keeping 
them in the economy. The transition will help conserve 
resources, reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions  

and generate local jobs and investment. However, further 
provincial and federal policy development is required  
to support this transition. 

The provincial government’s efforts to transition existing 
diversion programs to full producer responsibility  
and expand diversion of food and organic waste from 
disposal have helped. Based on the low generation rate,  
it is estimated that Ontario achieved its goal of 30% 
waste diversion in 2022. However, in order to reach the 
provincial government’s goal of 50% diversion by 2030 
and 80% diversion by 2050, significant new effort and 
new policies are required. 

The Made-in-Ontario Environment Plan updated in 
late 2020 commits to a number of circular economy 
policies and initiatives that could enable the provincial 
government to meet the 50% diversion goal for 2030. 
However, actions need to made on these commitments.

Figure 25: Additional tonnes necessary to meet Ontario’s diversion goals
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Recommendations to increase diversion:

1.	Target regulations to drive ICI waste diversion

Actions taken by the government to date have mainly 
focused on residential materials, including the Ontario 
blue box regulation. As this paper identifies, the 
waste generated by the ICI sector offers a significant 
opportunity to drive increased diversion (Figure 26). 
There are various policy mechanisms that could  
be used to achieve this from a disposal levy  
(i.e., similar to Quebec, Manitoba and a number of 
other U.S. States) to expanding producer responsibility 
requirements to small businesses or at least a larger 
range of businesses (i.e., similar to Quebec and other 
U.S. States). A policy for ICI paper and packaging 
could provide a solution for stranded small businesses 
who are not eligible for blue box services under  
the current blue box regulation.

Figure 26: Potential additional diversion tonnes from 
new policies.
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2.	Enhance current EPR regulations and expand material 
designations

Addressing issues with current EPR regulations could 
help to improve outcomes and ensure a stronger 
foundation for new designations, including:

i)	 Ensuring performance targets are measurable,  
and drive meaningful and continual improvement;

ii)	 Ensuring designations align with other Canadian 
jurisdictions;

iii)	Removing unnecessary exemptions, deductions  
and credits;

iv)	Requiring annual third-party performance audits  
in all regulations to reduce enforcement costs  
and ensure a level playing field; and

v)	 Establishing clear timelines for new designations 
with ample lead time to allow for proper planning.

Further, by following through with the provincial 
government’s commitments to designate small 
appliances, electrical tools, mattresses, carpets, 
clothing and other textiles, furniture, and other bulky 
items could provide an additional 327,700 tonnes  
of diversion per year.

Finally, the province needs better mechanisms to track 
and analyze waste data. Given the province already 
requires annual reporting from most waste management 
facilities, including landfills, it should have a better 
understanding of how materials are currently being 
managed. The RPRA Residential Datacall will also  
no longer be available with the transition of the  
blue box, which will make it increasingly difficult  
to accurately measure progress.

Without these actions or other significant steps taken, 
Ontario will not achieve its goal of 50% diversion  
by 2030, and given the state of Ontario’s landfill capacity, 
significant new disposal capacity will be needed.  
Most of the recommended actions are initiatives  
that the provincial government has previously committed 
to implementing in the Waste-Free Ontario Strategy  
and the subsequent Made-in-Ontario Environment Plan. 

We urge the government to continue moving forward 
with policy efforts to advance a circular economy that 
will improve economic and environmental outcomes  
for Ontarians.
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Appendix A
Table 14: Data sources

Parameters/ Entries How Captured When Captured Quality Control
RPRA 
Municipal 
Datacall

Information submitted includes 
tonnage and financial information 
for blue box material and tonnage 
managed through all waste diversion 
activities, including Municipal 
Hazardous Special Products (HSP), 
Electrical and Electronic Equipment 
(EEE), organics, garbage, and other 
materials. 

Survey needs to be 
completed by all municipal 
programs participating  
in the blue box program.

Programs that have 
transitioned to full 
producer responsibility  
no longer report.

Annual (since 
2002)

* Programs 
that have 
transitioned  
to full producer 
responsibility no 
longer report.

Data accessed 
by RPRA but 
certain data 
entries have 
greater focus 
than others.

Stewardship 
Annual 
Reports

Information includes on designated 
materials collected, available for 
collection and diverted, promotion 
and education metrics and financials 
for both designated materials 
(batteries, tires, EEE, HSP, packaging, 
pharmaceuticals and sharps) and 
voluntary (agricultural plastics).

Annual reports completed 
by producer responsibility 
organizations

Annual (up to 
date materials 
transitioned to 
RRCEA)

Data accessed 
by RPRA for 
all designated 
materials. 
Pharmaceutical 
and sharps 
accessed  
by MECP.

RPRA 
Resource 
Recovery 
Reports

Information provided includes amount 
of designated material supplied, 
management requirements and 
performance data for all designated 
materials under the RRCEA.

Reporting required 
annually to RPRA. 

Annually Data accessed 
by RPRA for 
all designated 
materials.

Statistics 
Canada 
Waste 
Management 
Industry 
Survey

Information included the amount  
of material by type and by province 
and territory that is disposed or 
diverted from residential and ICI 
sources. It also includes information 
on financial and employment for both 
private and public sector entities.

Surveys received from 
Statistics Canada are 
mandatory to complete

Biennial Data accessed 
by Statistics 
Canada

CIF Waste 
Composition 
Audits

Information has been captured from 
composition audits of the garbage, 
recycling and organics streams 
undertaken from single-family 
and multi-family homes in various 
communities across Ontario.

Waste composition audits 
completed of garbage, 
recycling and organics 
stream in participating 
municipalities

Annually for the 
last 7 years

Data accessed 
by CIF

Waste to 
Resource 
Ontario

Information was gathered through 
surveys or public reports from 
landfills and organic waste 
processing facilities across Ontario 
that included general information 
about operations and the waste 
received on an annual basis. 

Survey Landfill surveys 
completed in 
2014, 2017, 2018

Organics 
surveys 
completed in 
2014, 2016, 2018

Data assessed 
versus other 
available data 
and previous 
years. 
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Meeting No. 2 – March 3, 2025 
Date:  March 3, 2025 

Time:  6:00 pm – 8:00 pm 

Location: Club Italia, Niagara Falls & Virtual (MS Teams) 

Materials
• Agenda 
• Presentation – Alternative Methods 

• Committee Charter 
• Evaluation Criteria & Indicators Table

Meeting Objective 
The purpose of this meeting was to finalize and agree to the Committee Charter, discuss and gather 
feedback on the Alternative Methods, discuss the upcoming public event, and review next steps in the 
EA process. 

Discussion Topics 
1. Introductions 
The Facilitator welcomed committee members and noted the objectives for the meeting. The 
Committee was reminded that the municipal representatives are attending as observers, and Walker is 
consulting with the Municipalities directly. It was noted that the City of Niagara Falls would no longer be 
participating in the Committee. 

2. Meeting #1 Summary and Action Item Review 
The Committee accepted the Draft Meeting #1 Summary as presented.  

The committee reviewed the Action Items from Meeting #1. No additional questions or comments were 
raised; all members were satisfied with the information provided. 

A Committee member inquired how tariffs might impact waste sent to Michigan. Walker advised that 
30% of Ontario’s waste (3 million tonnes/yr) are exported to Michigan and that previous legal rulings 
determined that current tariffs do not apply to waste. However, the situation is rapidly evolving.   

Walker was asked if it could prolong the lifespan of the next landfill through increased recycling habits 
and if Walker is part of the circular economy. Walker noted it is an active participant in the circular 
economy; it converts all of Niagara Region’s foodwaste into compost (and is the largest food waste 
composter in Ontario) and also supports the Region of Halton’s blue bin program. 

 



EA Advisory Committee | Meeting Summary No. 2 

 2 

3. Committee Charter Review & Acceptance 
The committee reviewed the Committee Charter and all members agreed to accept and abide by the 
Charter. 

4. Presentation: Alternative Methods 
Walker presented key information that will be made publicly available at the Public Information Session 
on Mar. 18 and virtual session from Mar. 6 to the 21st. The presentation covered the Existing Conditions, 
the Study Area, Evaluation Criteria & Indicators, and Alternative Methods. The following key discussion 
points occurred: 

• The Public Information Session will have a virtual component available online for 2 weeks. 

• A committee member noted that that the Public Information Session details were shared with 
the Niagara-on-the-Green Facebook group. 

• An inquiry was made if the Facilitator is a Walker employee. The Facilitator advised that she is a 
third-party, independent facilitator and not a Walker employee. She noted her role which is to 
ensure agendas and action items are managed, everyone’s voice is heard, and decisions are 
made fairly. She noted she is also qualified to provide guidance to the committee on EA process.  

• A question was asked about what is considered “noise”. Walker noted there are guidelines, 
which are a set of rules and/or regulations that identify the levels and types of noises that are 
allowed during certain hours. Background noise levels are monitored then compared to the 
predicted noise levels from the project to determine if limits are exceeded and mitigation is 
required. Walker noted the collection of background noise is still underway and offered to have 
the consultants obtain samples at specific properties.  

• An inquiry was made about questions that arise from the Public Information Session and if they 
will be presented to the EA Advisory Committee. Walker noted that a summary of input received 
at the Public Information Session will be prepared and this can be shared with the EA Advisory 
Committee. Action: Walker to share the public event summary at the next committee meeting. 

• Discussion took place around alternative locations (also known as ‘Alternative To’). Walker 
noted that during the development of the ToR, Walker assessed Alternative To the project. The 
assessment, which was approved by the Minister, can be found in Section 3 of the ToR and also 
in Supporting Document #1. Walker agreed to adjust the boards for the Public Information 
Session to illustrate why certain things (i.e. incineration) were no longer being evaluated. 

• A committee member suggested it would be helpful to identify how best practices are being 
considered and where they are incorporated into the design. Walker agreed and noted its food 
waste recovery/composting program and its Renewable Natural Gas project as examples of best 
practices.  

• A committee member noted that the current visual screening berm (east of Ten Mile Creek) is 
not providing the visual coverage it was intended to provide. Some trucks when tipping are still 
visible from specific receptors east of the existing operation. This should be fully considered 
(visual impacts) when evaluating the proposed landfill configuration options.  
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• Discussion around Leachate Management occurred and it was identified that additional 
information was needed to lead into the Leachate Management Options such as; what to 
consider, and the criteria and indicators used to evaluate the options. 

5. Upcoming Public Information Session Review – March 18, 2025 
•  A virtual component of the public information session will be live on the project website from 

March 6 – March 21. Copies of the boards and links to reports will be available. Comments can 
be provided online. 

• An in-person public information sessions (Open House format) will take place at Club Italia, 
Niagara Falls from 5 pm – 8 pm. 

• Four (4) of Walker’s technical consultants will be attending: water, agricultural, ecology, and air 
quality. These are areas where the public has expressed the most interest. 

• The committee agreed and encouraged citizen committee members to attend the event 
representing themselves as committee members (with a name tag). Several Committee 
members noted they would like to attend the Event. 

Committee Discussion, Feedback & Action Items 
• Discussion took place around existing conditions and a request for links to the reports be 

distributed to the Committee. 
Action: Walker to provide links to the existing conditions report and studies. 

• A request was made to have a map of Walker owned properties suggesting it would be good 
information for the public to know as it relates to operations and buffers. Action: Walker to 
make available a map of Walker-owned properties. 
 

• Discussion took place around odours; what is the source, what Walker does to prevent them 
and how complaints are addressed. The context of the discussion was that the sharing of 
information, open communication and timely response is important in resolving the issue and 
building trust with the community. It was noted that the Walker fridge magnet with the toll-free 
number was a helpful tool in engaging the community.  

Closing Remarks 
It was noted the next Committee meeting will take place in mid-May. The main purpose of this meeting 
will be to discuss the Preferred Alternative, why it is recommended, gather feedback and tour Walker’s 
Campus operations. 

The annual Neighbour Appreciation Day is on Saturday, June 7. The event will include a BBQ, tours, 
activities for kids, falconry, and more.  

 

 



EA Advisory Committee | Meeting Summary No. 2 

 4 

Summary of Action Items from EAAC Meeting #1 
TASK LEAD STATUS 
1 Facilitator to provide contact informa2on to Commi4ee 

members. 
AG Complete 

2 Walker to provide addi2onal informa2on on waste disposal and 
waste diversion per capita. 

DF Complete 

3 Walker commi4ed to providing addi2onal detail on an2cipated 
dates/periods for key project milestones.   

DF Complete 

4 Walker to provide a copy of the Commi4ee Charter. DF Complete 
5 Walker to provide an EA Advisory Commi4ee Contact sheet. DF Complete 
6 Set a series of mee2ng dates at the next Commi4ee mee2ng. AG Complete 

 
 

Summary of Action Items from EAAC Meeting #2 
TASK LEAD STATUS 
1 Update EA Advisory Commi4ee Contact List.  AG New 
2 Walker to add an agenda item to next mee2ng - Summary of 

feedback from Public Informa2on Session #1. 
DF New 

3 Provide the EA Advisory Commi4ee links to the studies AG New 
4 Walker to make available a map of walker owned proper2es.  DF New 
5 Walker to adjust the Public Informa2on Session boards to 

incorporate feedback from the commi4ee: 
• Alterna2ve loca2ons 
• Add ‘masl’ to the Landfill Site Configura2ons 
• Use both m3 and acres or hectares 

DF New 

6 Add South Landfill Configura2on informa2on to the Landfill 
Configura2on Summary slide 

DF New 

7 Send out a Mee2ng Poll for Campus Tour Date/Time. AG New 
 



EA Advisory Committee 
South Landfill Phase 2 EA 
 

Agenda – Meeting #2 
Date: March 3rd, 2025 
Time: 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm (dinner at 5:30 pm) 
Location: Club Italia (Marconi Room), Niagara Falls, ON 
 
 

 Agenda Item Duration 

1 Welcome & Introductions 5 min 

2 Agenda Review 5 min 

3 Meeting #1 Summary & Action Item Review 15 min 

4 Committee Charter Review & Acceptance 10 min 

5 

Presentation & Discussion – Alternative Methods 
Including a review of: 
• Existing Conditions (Draft) 
• EA Study Areas 
• Criteria & Indicators 

45 min 

6 Upcoming Public Event Review – March 18th  15 min 

7 Next Meeting 5 min 

8 Other Business & Q&A 10 min 

 



EA AC Meeting 2
Alternative Methods

March 3, 2025



South Landfill Phase 2

Presentation Agenda*

Existing Conditions1

2

3

4

Study Area(s)

Review of Alternative Methods

Criteria & Indicators

* In accordance with Section 9.2.4 – Key Decision-Making Milestones when Consultation will Occur, Alternative Methods.
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1. Existing Conditions

To ensure South Landfill Phase 2 can 
be developed safely, existing 
environmental conditions are being 
studied to understand what changes 
could be expected.

All Draft Existing Condition Reports will be 

available on our project website from March 6 - 21

https://southlandfillphase2.com/virtual-open-house 

https://southlandfillphase2.com/virtual-open-house
https://southlandfillphase2.com/virtual-open-house
https://southlandfillphase2.com/virtual-open-house
https://southlandfillphase2.com/virtual-open-house
https://southlandfillphase2.com/virtual-open-house
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1. Existing Conditions

Agriculture

Air Quality

Archaeology

Cultural

Heritage

Land Use

Ecology

Economic

Noise

Social

Surface Water 

& Groundwater

Traffic

Visual

Range of Technical Studies Underway
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2. Study Area

• Adjacent map is a summary of the 
discipline study areas
• Discipline specific Study Areas can be found 

in the Draft Existing Condition Reports

• Study areas may differ by discipline

• Study areas may adjust once impact 
assessment begins
• e.g.  If noise exceeds a guideline at the 

study area limit, the area will be expanded 
until predicted effects are below guidelines
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3. Evaluation Criteria & Indicators

Why

• Used by technical 
experts & scientists 
to identify potential 
effects on the 
environment.

• Help evaluate what 
and how existing 
conditions may or 
may not change.

What are Criteria & Indicators?

Criteria Indicators

Identifies areas of 
interest that will 

be evaluated.

Identifies 
what will be 

studied.
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Example of Criteria & Indicators

“I’m concerned about water quality.”

Criteria Indicator

Effect on 
groundwater 
quality.

• Predicted effects to 
groundwater quality at 
property boundaries and off-
site

Effect on 
groundwater 
flow.

• Predicted effects to 
groundwater flow at property 
boundaries and off-site
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Alternative Methods

• The Approved Terms of Reference identifies Alternative Methods that will be 
evaluated during the Environmental Assessment

• Several things will not change from the current South Landfill Phase 1 
operations, such as the haul route and site entrance.

• There are two (2) Alternative Methods being considered for further 
evaluation.

1. Landfill Site Configurations

2. Leachate Management Options

Alternative Methods are different ways the project can be build.
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Alternative Methods for Consideration

Landfill Site Configurations

• Peak elevation & height

• Slopes / Contours of the 
final cover

Leachate Management 
Options

• Continued use of existing 
municipal wastewater treatment 
infrastructure

• Development of a wastewater 
treatment plant on Walker’s 
campus

1

Site Configurations are different 

concepts of the design for the landfill.

2

Leachate is water (typically precipitation) 

that comes into contact with waste.

Concepts being explored 
include:

Options being explored 
include:
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Site 
Configuration - 
Reference

Site Configurations are different concepts of the 
design for the landfill. The configurations being 
explored include elements such as height, slope and 
capacity.

Site Configuration Considerations

Maximum Height
The maximum height 

identifies the highest point 
of the landfill.

Slope Steepness
The slop identifies how 

steep or flat the sides & top 
of the landfill will be.

Landfill Capacity
The landfill capacity is the 
total amount of waste the 
landfill can accept before it 

is closed.



South Landfill Phase 2

Current South Landfill Phase 1



Landfill Site 
Configurations

Three Landfill Site 
Configuration options 
are presented on the 
next few slides showing 
different concepts for 
heigh, slope, waste 
capacity, and area 
available for agricultural 
end use.

South Landfill Phase 2 
Options

1



South Landfill Phase 2

Option A Same Height & Slopes as Current 
South Landfill Phase 1



South Landfill Phase 2

Option B Maximized Agricultural
End Use Option



South Landfill Phase 2

Option C Average Agricultural
End Use Option



South Landfill Phase 2

Option A Option B Option C

Maximum Height (m) 212 m 211 m 205 m

Total Capacity (m3) 20,205,000 m3 18,277,400 m3 17,893,000 m3

Area Available for Agricultural 
End-Use (m2)

366,719 m2 513,600 m2 450,216 m2

Landfill Site Configuration Summary



South Landfill Phase 2

Leachate Management

There are two leachate treatment options being explored.

2

Option A

Continued Use of the Municipal Wastewater Treatment System

Current form of treatment for the South Landfill Phase 1.

Utilizes unused capacity in the municipal system.

Sewer use fees will be a revenue source for municipalities.

May include upgrading existing infrastructure.



South Landfill Phase 2

Leachate Management2

Option B

Development of an On-Site 
Wastewater Treatment Plant

Development of a treatment 
plant at the Walker Resource 
Management Campus.

Feasibility of this option requires 
further analysis.



Thank you
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Table 1 Preliminary Criteria, Indicators, and Data Sources for each Environmental Component 

Environmental 
Component 

Evaluation Criteria Indicators Data Sources 

Geology & 
Hydrogeology 

Effect on groundwater 
quality 

– Predicted effects to groundwater 
quality at property boundaries 
and off-site 

– Hydrogeological and geotechnical studies 
– Water well records 
– Determination of water well users in the area 
– Annual Monitoring Reports 
– Proposed leachate control concept designs 
– Environment Canada Canadian Climate Normals 
– Leachate generation assessment 
– Provincial Water Quality Monitoring Network (PWQMN) 
– Niagara Watershed Plan 
– Geology and Hydrogeology Existing Conditions Report 

Effect on groundwater 
flow 

– Predicted effects to groundwater 
flow at property boundaries and 
off-site 

– Hydrogeological and geotechnical studies 
– Water well records 
– Determination of water well users in the area and water use survey 
– Annual Monitoring Reports  
– Niagara Watershed Plan 
– Geology and Hydrogeology Existing Conditions Report 

Surface Water 
Resources  

Effect on surface 
water quality 

– Predicted effects on surface 
water quality on-site and off-site 

– Topographic maps 
– Contemporary Mapping of Watercourses Dataset, Niagara Open Data 
– Permanent or Intermittent Watercourses (NES Perm Int Watercourses – 

Dataset Niagara Open Data) 
– Waterbodies – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 
– Quaternary Watersheds – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 
– Shoreline Areas (NES Shoreline Areas – Dataset – Niagara Open Data) 
– 1 m contour layer for the Niagara Region (2018) 
– Air photos 
– Facility layout, drainage maps and figures 
– Proposed on site stormwater management concept designs for vertical 

expansion alternatives 
– Existing leachate management system 

Effect on surface 
water quantity 

– Predicted change in drainage 
areas and land use 

– Predicted occurrence and degree 
of off-site effects 
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– Annual Monitoring Report 
– Interviews and discussions with Ministry of Environment, Conservation 

and Parks (MECP) staff, Conservation Authorities, and Environment 
Canada 

– Published water quality and flow information from MECP, Environment 
Canada and conservation authorities 

– Niagara Watershed Plan 
– Site reconnaissance 
– PWQMN 
– Surface Water Existing Conditions Report 
– Terrestrial and Aquatic Environment Existing Conditions Report 

Atmospheric 
Environment  

Effect of air quality on 
off-site receptors 

– Predicted off-site point of 
impingement concentrations 
(mg/m3) of indicator compounds 

– Number of off-site receptors 
potentially affected (residential 
properties, public facilities, 
businesses, and institutions) 

– Frequency of any exceedance of 
applicable standards, limits, or 
guidelines at identified receptors. 

– Environment Canada or MECP hourly meteorological data and climate 
normals 

– Applicable MECP guidelines and technical standards (i.e., O. Reg. 419/05, 
Standard, guidelines, and screening levels, MECP Ambient Air Quality 
Criteria, and Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards) 

– Aerial photographic mapping and field reconnaissance 
– Off-Site receptors confirmed on recent mapping, with consideration of 

future land uses (e.g., Glendale Secondary Plan and Northwest 
Secondary Plan).     

– Emissions Summary and Dispersion Modelling (ESDM) reports 
– Annual Monitoring Reports  
– Available background ambient air data, obtained from sources such as: 

• Site ambient air monitoring 
• Local Air Monitoring Network data 
• National Air Pollution Surveillance (NAPS) and/or MECP Ambient Air 

Monitoring Stations 
– Waste materials, landfill gas, and leachate characterization and sampling 

data  
– Proposed facility characteristics 
– Landfill design and operation data and associated topography 
– Site dust / air quality complaint history 
– Atmospheric Existing Conditions Report  
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Effect of odours on 
off-site receptors 

– Predicted off Site odour 
concentrations (µg /m3 and odour 
units)  

– Number of off Site receptors 
potentially affected (residential 
properties, public facilities, 
businesses and institutions) 

– Frequency of any exceedance of 
applicable standards, limits, or 
guidelines at identified receptors 

– Published odour studies for similar source types 
– Site specific odour source data  
– Environment Canada or MECP hourly meteorological data and climate 

normals 
– Applicable MECP guidelines and technical standards  
– Site odour complaint history 
– Annual Monitoring Reports  
– Aerial photographic mapping and field reconnaissance 
– Off-Site receptors confirmed on recent mapping, with consideration of 

future land uses (e.g., Glendale Secondary Plan and Northwest 
Secondary Plan). 

– Odour assessment reports 
– Waste materials, landfill gas, and leachate characterization and sampling 

data 
– Proposed facility characteristics  
– Landfill design and operation data and associated topography 
– Atmospheric Existing Conditions Report 

Effect of noise on 
off-site receptors 

– Predicted off-Site noise level 
– Number of off-Site receptors 

potentially affected (residential 
properties, public facilities, 
businesses, and institutions) 

– Predicted sound from traffic 

– Site-specific equipment noise measurements 
– Manufacturer-provided noise specifications 
– Traffic reports for existing and future conditions 
– Applicable MECP guidelines and technical standards 

• Noise Guidelines for Landfill Sites, October 1998 
• Publication NPC-115, “Construction Equipment” 
• Publication NPC-118, “Motorized Conveyances” 
• Publication NPC-300, “Environmental Noise Guideline, Stationary and 

Transportation Sources – Approval and Planning, Publication NPC-
300", August, 2013 

• Publication NPC-233, "Information to be Submitted for Approval of 
Stationary Sources of Sound", October, 1995 

• Draft technical publication NPC-207, “Impulse Vibration in Residential 
Buildings”, November, 1983, supplementing the Model Municipal 
Noise Control By-Law, Final Report, August 1978, as amended 

• Publication NPC-119, “Blasting”, Model Municipal Noise Control By-
Law, Final Report, August 1978 

• Publication NPC-233, "Information to be Submitted for Approval of 
Stationary Sources of Sound", October, 1995 
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• Basic Comprehensive Certificates of Approval (Air), User Guide, 
Appendix A - Supporting Information for an Acoustic Assessment 
Report or Vibration Assessment Report Required by a Basic 
Comprehensive CofA" prepared by the Environmental Assessment 
and Approvals Branch, Version 2.1, April 2011 

– Aerial photographic mapping and field reconnaissance to confirm off-Site 
receptors 

– Land Use Plans, and Zoning By-laws 
– Off-site receptors confirmed on recent mapping, with consideration of 

future land uses (e.g., Glendale Secondary Plan and Northwest 
Secondary Plan). 

– Acoustic Assessment Reports 
– Annual Monitoring Reports 
– Proposed facility operational characteristics and scenarios 
– Landfill design and operation data and associated topography 
– Off-site topography 
– Atmospheric Existing Conditions Report 

Terrestrial & Aquatic 
Environment 

Effect on terrestrial 
ecosystems 

– Predicted impact on vegetation 
communities 

– Predicted impact on wildlife 
habitat 

– Predicted impact on vegetation 
and wildlife including rare, 
threatened or endangered 
species 

– Previous site surveys 
– Site investigations 
– Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) databases 
– MECP databases 
– Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) mapping 
– Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority (NPCA) databases and 

mapping 
– Contemporary Mapping of Watercourses Dataset, Niagara Open Data 
– Permanent or Intermittent Watercourses (NES Perm Int Watercourses – 

Dataset – Niagara Open Data) 
– Waterbodies – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 
– Shoreline Areas (NES Shoreline Areas – Dataset – Niagara Open Data) 
– Quaternary Watersheds – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 
– Ecological Land Classification (2020), Niagara Region 
– Other Wetlands Non PSW (NES Other Wetlands Non PSW – Dataset – 

Niagara Open Data) 
– Other Woodlands (NES Other Woodlands – Dataset – Niagara Open 

Data) 
– Linkages (Linkages – Dataset – Niagara Open Data) 

Effect on aquatic 
ecosystems 

– Predicted impact on aquatic 
habitat  

– Predicted impact on aquatic biota 

Effect on culturally 
significant species to 
Indigenous peoples, 
and rare (vulnerable), 
threatened or 
endangered species 
of flora or fauna or 
their habitat 

– Predicted impact on culturally 
significant, rare, threatened, or 
endangered flora and fauna 
species and their habitat 

Effect on wetlands – Predicted impact on wetlands 
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Effect on wildlife 
habitat, populations, 
corridors or 
movement 

– Predicted impact on wildlife 
habitat, populations, corridors or 
movement 

– Significant Woodlands – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 
– Beaverdams and Shriners Creek Watershed Plan 
– eBird 
– iNaturalist  
– Land Information Ontario (L.I.O) 
– Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) 
– Ontario Butterfly Atlas (OBA) 
– Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (ORAA) 
– Rare Vascular Plants of Ontario 
– Species at Risk of Ontario List (SARO) 
– Natural Environment Existing Conditions 
– Atlas of Canada (Toporama) 
– Niagara Official Plan, its schedules and associated mapping 
– City of Niagara Falls Official Plan 
– Niagara Escarpment Plan 
– Facility layout and figures 
– Natural Heritage Information Centre (N.H.I.C) 
– Draft list of plant species of importance to the community of Six Nations 

Effect on fish or their 
habitat, spawning, 
movement or 
environmental 
conditions (e.g., water 
temperature, turbidity, 
etc.) 

– Predicted impact on fish, fish 
habitat, spawning behaviour, 
movement or environmental 
conditions 

Effect on locally 
important or valued 
ecosystems or 
vegetation 

– Predicted impact on locally 
important or valued ecosystems 
or vegetation 

Land Use Effect on existing and 
proposed planned 
future land uses and 
associated 
infrastructure 

– Current and planned future land 
use 

– Proximity to off-Site sensitive land 
uses (e.g., dwellings, churches, 
parks) and features (e.g., 
wetlands, woodlots, etc.) 

– Aerial photographic mapping and field investigations 
– Land Use Existing Conditions Report 
– Site surveys and assessments 
– Published data sources (i.e., Official Plans, Secondary Plans, Zoning 

By-laws) 
– Provincial Policy Statement 
– Growth Plan  
– Discussions with municipalities and, if required, property owners local to 

the Site 
– Review of findings of all the supporting studies (in relation to relevant 

policies and provincial guidelines) 
– Agricultural Land Base – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 
– Ortho Imagery (2020), Niagara Region 

Effect on views of the 
facility  

– Predicted changes in views of 
the facility from the surrounding 
area 

– Visibility of project features from 
selected receptor locations 

– Alternative methods 
– Site grading plans 
– Aerial mapping and field investigation 
– Land Use Existing Conditions Report 
– Satellite imagery 
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– Level of visual contrast of project 
features from selected receptor 
locations 

– Google Earth 
– Web mapping sites 
– Existing Site-specific studies and reports 
– Visualization software and simulations 
– Ortho Imagery (2020), Niagara Region 

Agriculture Effects on existing 
Agricultural Land 
Base  

– CLI Soil Capability classification 
– Soil Suitability classification 
– Climate 
– Level of Fragmentation 
– Proximity to Non-farm Land 

Uses 

– Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 
– Niagara Escarpment Plan 
– Greenbelt Plan 
– Niagara Falls Official Plan 
– Niagara Falls Zoning 
– Niagara Official Plan (2022) 
– Agricultural Systems Portal 
– AgMaps Portal 
– Aerial photographic mapping and field reconnaissance 
– Canadian Lands Inventory (CLI) mapping 
– Agricultural Existing Conditions Report 
– Terrestrial and Aquatic Environment Existing Conditions Report 
– Historic reports associated with the Campus (e.g., Agricultural Impact 

Assessment for the quarry expansion, and Vegetation Screening and 
Naturalization Reports) 

– Agricultural Land Base – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 

Effects on Agri Food 
Network 

– Type(s) and proximity of 
agricultural operations 

– Type(s) and proximity of 
agricultural related facilities 

– Predicted impacts on surrounding 
agricultural operations & 
agricultural related facilities 

– Agricultural Systems Portal 
– Field inventories 
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Transportation Effect on traffic – Operational Level of Service at 
intersections around the Campus  

– Previous transportation studies 
– Local data (e.g., turning movement counts, signal timing plans, AADT, 

etc.) from Niagara Region, City of Niagara Falls, City of Thorold, field 
observations, etc.  

– Site-specific operations data and observations 
– Transportation Existing Conditions Report 
– Roads – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 
– Strategic Cycling Network (Bicycle Routes), Niagara Region 
 Bike Routes – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 

Road Safety and 
Geometry 

– Traffic collision assessment 
– Vertical and Horizontal Sightlines 

– Five-year collision history 
– Site-specific observations 
 In-field sightline review 

Social Displacement of 
Residents from 
Houses 

– The number of 
households/residents (property 
owners and tenants) to be 
displaced (i.e., forced relocation) 
by the project itself regardless of 
whether their property has been 
purchased or not 

– The potential for or likelihood of 
voluntary out-migration of 
residents for consideration of the 
indirect effects on community 
character and cohesion 

– South Landfill Phase 2 project description 
– Field mapping of residences 
 Household/property owner questionnaire 

Disruption to Use and 
Enjoyment of 
Residential Properties 

– The number of existing 
residential households and/or 
future households that are 
located at specific receptor 
locations and potentially affected 
by noise, dust, odour, traffic, 
agricultural and visual effects; 
and the potential for and 
likelihood of changes in the 
presence of vermin and gulls 

– The number of existing 
residential households 
fronting/backing onto a haul 
route and potentially affected by 
changes in project related traffic 
and traffic noise 

– South Landfill Phase 2 project description 
– Field mapping of residences 
– Household/property owner questionnaire 
 Results from other discipline analyses  
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– Potential for or likelihood of 
changes in peoples’ use of 
residential property 

Disruption to Use and 
Enjoyment of Public 
Facilities and 
Institutions 

– The number of existing public 
facilities and institutions that 
may be affected by nuisance 
factors such as noise, dust, 
odour, traffic and visual effects; 
and the potential for and 
likelihood of changes in the 
presence of vermin and gulls 

– Potential for or likelihood of 
changes in operations of public 
facilities and institutions 

– Potential for or likelihood of 
changes in use and enjoyment of 
public facilities and institutions 

– South Landfill Phase 2 project description 
– Secondary source data 
– Field mapping of public facilities and institutions 
– Interviews with facility operators 
– Results from other discipline analyses 
– Strategic Cycling Network (Bicycle Routes), Niagara Region 
 Bike Routes – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 

Loss/Disruption of 
Recreational 
Resources 

– The number/nature of existing 
recreational resources and/or 
future features potentially 
affected by noise, dust, odour, 
visual effects and changes in 
project-related traffic; and the 
potential for and likelihood of 
changes in the presence of 
vermin and gulls 

– Potential for or likelihood of 
changes in operations of 
recreational features 

– Potential for or likelihood of 
changes in use and enjoyment of 
recreational resources 

– South Landfill Phase 2 project description 
– Secondary source data 
– Field mapping of public facilities and institutions 
– Interviews with recreational facility operators / recreational resource 

users 
– Interviews with key local and regional governmental agency 

representatives  
– Interviews with key stakeholders 
– Results from other discipline analyses 
– Strategic Cycling Network (Bicycle Routes), Niagara Region 
 Bike Routes – Dataset – Niagara Open Data 

Changes to 
Community Character 

– Compatibility of landfill 
operations with the existing and 
likely future character of the 
community 

– Compatibility of the proposed end 
use with the existing and likely 
future character of the community 

– South Landfill Phase 2 project description 
– Secondary source data 
– Public attitude research 
– Interviews with key local and regional governmental agency 

representatives  
– Interviews with key stakeholders 
 Results from social assessment and other discipline analyses 
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Changes to 
Community Cohesion 

– The extent of displacement 
– The potential for or likelihood of 

voluntary out-migration 
– Loss and the extent of disruption 

of recreational resources, public 
facilities and institutions, and the 
use and enjoyment of residential 
properties 

– South Landfill Phase 2 project description 
– Secondary source data 
– Public attitude research 
– Household/property owner questionnaire 
– Interviews with key local and regional governmental agency 

representatives  
– Interviews with key stakeholders 
 Results from other social assessment and other discipline analyses 

Economic Effect on Local 
Economy 

– Impact on businesses 
• Disruption/displacement of 

businesses (including 
tourism and farms) 

• Business opportunities 
– Labour market impacts 

• Impact on direct, indirect, 
and induced employment 

– GDP impacts 
• Impact on direct, indirect, 

and induced GDP 
– Retention of economic benefits 

within local economy 

– Interviews & surveys (businesses, associations, economic development 
organizations, labour organizations, etc.) 

– Economic development plans and reports 
– Niagara Economic Development 
– Niagara Employment Inventory 
– Walker 

• Employees 
• Employees place of residence 
• Geographical distribution of expenditures 
• Vendors/suppliers 

– Statistics Canada 
• Interprovincial input output model 
• Census profiles 

– Lightcast – Labor Market Analytics 
• Occupation reports 
• Industry reports 

 Input-output reports 

Effect on Real Estate – Property value impacts – Interviews (real estate association and realtors) 
– Teranet Geowarehouse  

• Property reports 
– Canadian Real Estate Association 
 Area real estate reports 

Effect on Public 
Finance 

– Impact on municipal revenue 
– Impacts on municipal cost 
– Impact on assessment base 

– Interviews (municipal finance and other municipal departments) 
– Municipal financial documents 
– Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
 Financial information return reports 
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Cost of Services – Impact on customer cost of waste 
services 

– Waste management industry scan 
 Waste management industry reports 

Cultural Heritage 
Resources 

Effect on 
archaeological 
resources and areas 
of archaeological 
potential 

– Number and type of 
archaeological sites affected 

– Area (ha) of archaeological 
potential (i.e., areas with the 
likelihood to contain 
archaeological resources) 

– Published data sources (e.g., City of Niagara Falls, Niagara Region, past 
archaeological assessments) 

– Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism screening checklist Criteria for 
Evaluating Archaeological Potential 

– Ontario Archaeological Sites Database records 
– Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports 
– Area of Archaeological Potential (NOP Area of Archeological Potential – 

Dataset – Niagara Open Data 
 Niagara Region Archaeological Management Plan, December 2023 

(Noting this modelling was not the result of a property-specific 
assessment and, therefore, does not fully account for land-use history 
and current conditions) 

Effect on known or 
potential built heritage 
resources and cultural 
heritage landscapes  

– Number of known and potential 
built heritage resources and 
cultural heritage landscapes 
displaced or disrupted 

– Published data sources (e.g., City of Niagara Falls, City of Thorold, 
Niagara Region) 

– Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism Screening checklist Criteria 
for Evaluating Potential Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage 
Landscapes  

– Ontario Heritage Trust 
– Museums, archives, other historical sources (as applicable) 
 Municipal registers of heritage properties (for designated and non-

designated resources) 
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Date:  June 9, 2025 

Time:  6:00 pm – 8:00 pm 

Location: Club Italia, Niagara Falls 

Materials
• Agenda • Presentation – Recommended Method 

Meeting Objective 
The purpose of this meeting was to tour Walker’s Niagara Campus, discuss and gather feedback on the 

Comparative Analysis of Alternative Methods, the Recommended Method, discuss the upcoming public 

event, and review the next steps in the EA process. 

Niagara Campus Tour 
The Committee toured Walker’s Niagara Resource Management Campus which included the quarry, 

Niagara Biosolids facility, Residential Waste & Recycling Drop-off, Resource Recovery Area, South 

Landfill, Landfill Gas Utilization facility, the Proposed South Landfill Phase 2 location and leachate 

lagoons. 

• It was noted that the deodorizer from the compost facility can occasionally be noticed in the 

NOTG neighbourhood. 

Action: Walker to relay that the compost deodorizer can be detected in the NOTG 

neighbourhood to operations so that adjustments can be made.  

• Discussion took place around bank swallows in the quarry/stockpiles and how Walker identifies 

and protects any nests during breeding season.  

• Inquiries were made about companies keeping waste materials clean. It was noted that Walker 

provides outreach and raises awareness with the public and businesses about keeping 

recyclables clean.   

• Nuisance controls, such as falconry, dust, odour were discussed. 

• Walker explained that a drill rig is drilling new landfill gas extraction wells – these wells help 

control odours and reduce GHG emissions by collecting landfill gas which is then used to make 

renewable energy. 

• It was noted that video footage of the different stages of the landfill liner constructions would 

be of interest. 

Action: Walker to consider a time-lapse of cell 15 construction. 

• Discussion took place around Renewable Natural Gas (RNG) produced by the landfill and how 

power is added back to the grid. 

• The current operating quarry has 5-7 years remaining based on current projections. 

• The South Landfill (Phase 1) has approximately 5 years of capacity remaining. 
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• South Landfill Phase 2 would not increase traffic on local roads – its a continuation of existing 

operations (i.e. Phase 2 will not receive more waste on a daily or annual basis than what is 

currently received. Once the quarry is depleted, traffic related to quarry operations will 

decrease.)  

• The height of the current South Landfill Phase 1 is the same as the proposed South Landfill 

Phase 2. 

• Leachate is treated on-site in 2 lagoons and sent to the municipal sewer system for final 

treatment at the Port Weller Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

EA Advisory Committee Meeting - Discussion Topics 

1. Meeting #2 Summary and Action Item Review 

• Action items from Meeting #2 were reviewed and completed. There were no comments or edits 

on the draft Meeting #2 Summary, it will be finalized.  

2. Presentation: Comparative Analysis & Recommended Method 

Walker presented key information (see attached presentation) that will be provided at Public 

Information Session on June 18 and virtual session from June 18 – July 7. The presentation covered the 

Comparative Analysis of the Alternative Methods, the Recommended Method, and next steps in the EA.  

The following discussion points occurred: 

• As a refresher, Walker reviewed the Alternative Methods that were assessed in the Comparative 

Analysis (presented at the April 18th Public Information Session) and key aspects of the options. 

o A comment was made that Walker should make it clear that the fertility of native soils 

has been enhanced due to the addition of compost as it considered the agricultural area 

from the different options.  Action: Take into consideration that Walker can improve 

‘native’ soils via compost and fertilizers (N-Rich) from the Campus during the 

development of the Phase 2 end use options. 

• Walker reviewed the feedback it received from community consultation on the different options 

being considered (Alternative Methods) 

• A comparative analysis is a rigorous process that weighs the advantages/disadvantages of each 

of options against each other to identify which option is most preferred. This process is required 

by the Terms of Reference. 

Landfill Configuration – Recommended Method 

• Option A – Same height & slope as South Landfill Phase 1 was selected as the recommended 

method.  

• Walker noted that while Option A & B were tied in terms of their rankings, the 1 m difference in 

height and minor agricultural area difference could be minimized through further design and 

mitigation work.  

Leachate Management – Recommended Method 

• Option A – Continued & Expanded Use of the Municipal Sewer System was selected as the 

recommended method.  
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• A discussion took place around the capacity of the Port Weller Wastewater Treatment Plant and 

comparing how much capacity is available, is currently being used, and how much Walker 

anticipates requiring. The discussion was based on ensuring that capacity exists to support 

future community growth in the area.  

 Action: Walker to illustrate the available WWTP capacity, and percentage of capacity 

required from Walker on a board at the upcoming public information session. 

3. Next Steps / Detailed Impact Assessment 

• Consultation on the Recommended Method will continue over the next several weeks via a 

Public Information Session being held on June 18, 2025, with the virtual component from June 

18, 2025 – July 7, 2025. Consultation activities with government agencies, Indigenous 

communities and interested members of the public will continue.  

• Development of the Facility Characteristics Report; this report will provide additional detail on 

the design of the project so that the technical experts so they can complete their detailed 

impact assessment 

• Detailed Impact Assessment – this study will assess potential impacts from the projects, 

mitigation opportunities and will incorporate climate change and cumulative effects. This is the 

key step in the Environmental Assessment.  

4. Upcoming Public Information Session – June 18, 2025 

• A Public information session is being held on June 18, 2025, at Club Italia from 5 pm – 8 pm. 

Information presented to the committee is reflected at the public information session. 

• The invitation is open to the EA Advisory Committee to attend anonymously or as a member of 

the committee (unique name tags will be provided).  

• Virtual component of the Public Information Session will be available from June 18, 2025 – July 

7, 2025. 

Committee Discussion, Feedback & Action Items 

• The Committee was in general agreement with the Recommended Methods that have been 

selected and agreed that the conclusions of the analyses were reasonable.  

• The group expressed interest in meeting in the Fall to receive an update on the EA, learn more 

about the additional detailed developed in the Facility Characteristics Report and hear from 

select technical experts on any preliminary findings on the Impact Assessment. The committee 

would like to hear from the following disciplines – Social, Visual, Ecology and from the EA 

Technical Experts. 

Action: Walker to arrange a meeting with the EA Advisory Committee meeting in the Fall. 

• The EA Advisory committee would like timelines for field studies remaining. It was expressed 

that advanced notice is important from a safety perspective. 

Action: Walker to share approximate timelines for upcoming field studies, specifically Social.  

Closing Remarks 
There were no further comments on the tour or materials presented on the Comparative Analysis or 

Recommended Method. It was noted that Walker will look to schedule a follow-up meeting in the Fall to 

further elaborate on the comparative analysis and hear from technical experts.  
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Summary of Action Items from EAAC Meeting #2 
TASK LEAD STATUS 
1 Update EA Advisory Committee Contact List.  AG Complete 
2 Walker to add an agenda item to next meeting - Summary of 

feedback from Public Information Session #1. 

DF Complete 

3 Provide the EA Advisory Committee links to the studies AG Complete 

4 Walker to make available a map of walker owned properties.  DF Complete 
5 Walker to adjust the Public Information Session boards to 

incorporate feedback from the committee: 

• Alternative locations 
• Add ‘masl’ to the Landfill Site Configurations 

• Use both m3 and acres or hectares 

DF Complete 

6 Add South Landfill Configuration information to the Landfill 
Configuration Summary slide 

DF Complete 

7 Send out a Meeting Poll for Campus Tour Date/Time. AG Complete 
 

Summary of Action Items from EAAC Meeting #3 
TASK LEAD STATUS 

1 Walker to relay that the deodorizer can be detected in the NOTG 
neighbourhood to operations so that adjustments can be made. 

DF New 

2 Walker to consider time-lapse of cell 15 construction. DF New 

3 Take into consideration that Walker can improve ‘native’ soils via 
compost and fertilizers (N-Rich) from the Campus during the 
development of the Phase 2 end use options. 

DF New 

4 Walker to demonstrate the available WWTP capacity, and 
percentage of capacity required from Walker on a board at the 
upcoming public information session. 

DF New 

5 Walker to arrange a meeting with the EA Advisory Committee 

meeting in the Fall. 

DF New 

6 Walker to share approximate timelines for field studies 
specifically Social. 

DF New 

 
 



EA Advisory Committee 
South Landfill Phase 2 EA 
 

Agenda – Meeting #3 
Date: June 9, 2025 
Time: 4:00 pm – 8:00 pm (Dinner at 5:00 pm) 
Location: Club Italia (Marconi Room), Niagara Falls, ON 
 
 

 Agenda Item Duration 

1 Tour of South Landfill Phase 2 Site & Surrounding Area 60 min 

2 Dinner 30 min 

3 Welcome & Agenda Review 10 min 

4 Meeting #2 Summary & Action Item Review 15 min 

5 

Presentation & Discussion – Comparative Analysis & Recommended 
Method 

Including a review of: 
• Review of the Comparative Analysis 
• Preferred Landfill Configuration 
• Preferred Leachate Management Option 

45 min 

6 Next Steps / Detailed Impact Assessment 15 min 

7 Upcoming Public Event – June 18, 2025  15 min 

8 Next Meeting 5 min 

9 Other Business & Q&A 10 min 

 



Environmental Assessment 
Advisory Committee
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June 9, 2025



South Landfill Phase 2

Presentation Agenda

Review of Alternative Methods1

2

3

4

Comparative Analysis Example & Summary

Next Steps - Detailed Impact Assessment

Recommended 
Methods
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Option A
Same as Existing 

South Landfill (Phase 
1)

Option B
Max Agricultural 

Area

Option C
Avg Agricultural 

Area

Maximum Height (m) 212 m 211 m 205 m

Total Capacity (m3) 20,205,000 m3 18,277,400 m3 17,893,000 m3

Area Available for 
Agricultural End-Use (m2)

366,719 m2 513,600 m2 450,216 m2

Landfill Site Configuration Summary

There were three landfill configuration options being explored.
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Leachate Management

There were two leachate treatment options being explored.

Option A Option B

Continued & Expanded Use of the 
Municipal Wastewater Treatment System

Development of an On-Site Wastewater 
Treatment Plant
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Summary of Community Feedback

Landfill Configurations

• Minimize visibility

• Maximize volume/capacity 
• Maximize agricultural end-use

• Ensure cost-effectiveness to 
residents & businesses

Leachate Management

• Ensure cost effectiveness to 
residents & businesses

• Source of revenue for 
municipalities

• Utilize existing infrastructure
• Do not displace future WWTP 

capacity for community
• Reduce impacts at Campus
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Comparative Analysis

Used to select a preferred option amongst a 
range of options.

What is a Comparative Analysis?

An evaluation of options.

A systematic process to determine which 
options have more advantages than others 
(or least negative effects).
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Examples of a Comparative Analysis (Landfill) 
Evaluation Criteria Indicators Option A Option B Option C
Natural Environment
Geology & 
Hydrogeology

Effect on 
groundwater 
quality

• Predicted effects to 
groundwater quality at 
property boundaries and 
off-Site

No effect to groundwater flow at 
property boundaries and off-Site.

NO NET EFFECT

No effect to groundwater flow at 
property boundaries and off-Site.

NO NET EFFECT

No effect to groundwater flow at property 
boundaries and off-Site

NO NET EFFECT

Ranking 1st 1st 1st 

Rationale

There is no distinction between the Options in relation to geology and hydrogeology. All Options rank the same.

Given the landfill will be designed to meet or exceed O.Reg. 232/98 requirements, and that inward hydraulic gradients will 
be maintained into the Site, there are no predicted effects at the property boundaries and off-Site for any of the three 
Landfill Configuration Options in terms of groundwater flow or groundwater quality. Therefore, all Options are equally 
acceptable from a Geology/Hydrogeology perspective.

Evaluation Criteria Indicators Option A Option B Option C
Built Environment
Agriculture Effects on 

existing 
agricultural 
land base

• CLI soil capability 
classification

Minor reduction in agricultural 
capability from existing conditions 
(36.7 ha of CLI Class 2T lands and 
25.87 ha of CLI Class 5T lands).

LOW NET EFFECT

Minor reduction in agricultural capability 
from existing conditions (51.4 ha of CLI 
Class 3T lands and 11.17 ha of CLI 
Class 5T lands).

LOW NET EFFECT

Minor reduction in agricultural capability 
from existing conditions (45.0 ha of CLI 
Class 2T lands and 17.57 ha of CLI 
Class 5T lands).

LOW NET EFFECT

Ranking 3rd 1st 2nd 

Rationale

Option B is preferred over Option C, and Option C is preferred over Option A. The three alternatives primarily differ in 
the amount of land available for an agricultural end use, with Option B having the greatest area of agricultural end use. 
Although Option B will be primarily comprised of CLI Class 3 lands and Option A and C will be primarily comprised of CLI 
Class 2 lands, the greater area of land available for agricultural production will outweigh any potential decreases in crop 
yields associated with the lower CLI Capability.

Less PreferredMost Preferred Least Preferred
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Landfill Configuration
Comparative Analysis

Environmental Component Option A Option B Option C Rationale

Natural Environment
(Includes Geology & Hydrogeology, Surface Water, 
Atmospheric, and Terrestrial & Aquatic)

No material difference between options.

Built Environment *
(Includes Land Use, and Agriculture)

Options B & C have slightly lesser visual 
and agricultural net effects

Social Environment
(Includes Transportation, and Social)

No material difference between options.

Economic Environment
(Includes Economic)

Option A has slightly greater economic net 
(positive) effects

Cultural Environment **
(Includes Cultural Heritage Resources)

No material difference between options.

Less PreferredMost Preferred Least Preferred

* Visual considerations are included in the Land Use component.
** Cultural Heritage Resources considers built heritage resources, cultural heritage 

landscapes and archaeological resources.
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Preferred Landfill Configuration

Same Height & Slopes as Current 
South Landfill Phase 1
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Why it was Recommended

•Most substantial long-term benefits
•Moderate visual impact that can be mitigated/managed
• Economic benefits
• Longer lifespan / greater waste capacity = extended employment & 

increased municipal revenue

•Offers enhanced regional waste management stability
• Design refinements and mitigation can offset the minor 

differences between Option A vs Option B & C
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Leachate Management
Comparative Analysis

Environmental Component Option A Option B Rationale
Natural Environment
(Includes Geology & Hydrogeology, Surface Water, Atmospheric, and 
Terrestrial & Aquatic

Option A has lesser net effects due use of 
existing infrastructure (vs constructing & 
operating a new facility)

Built Environment *
(Includes Land Use, and Agriculture)

Option A has lesser net effects due use of 
existing infrastructure (vs constructing and 
operating a new facility)

Social Environment
(Includes Transportation, and Social) No material difference between options.

Economic Environment
(Includes Economic) No material difference between options.

Cultural Environment **
(Includes Cultural Heritage Resources) No material difference between options.

* Visual considerations are included in the Land Use component.
** Cultural Heritage Resources considers built heritage resources, 

cultural heritage landscapes and archaeological resources. Less PreferredMost Preferred Least Preferred
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Preferred Leachate Management Option

Continued & Expanded 
Use of the Municipal 
Wastewater Treatment 
System

Option A

• Existing Infrastructure
• Community Feedback
• Cost effective for businesses and residents
• Available Capacity

Why it was recommended

• Reduced impacts from construction & operation of 
new infrastructure 
• Capacity exists within existing municipal sewer system
• Most cost-effective option for customers
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Next Steps – June to Dec 2025

1. Consultation on the Recommended Method
• Review and gather feedback from the Public, Government Review 

Team/Agencies, Indigenous communities

2. Develop a Facilities Characteristics Report
• Develop additional facility details from a design & operation perspective 

3. Commence the Detailed Impact Assessment 
• Will incorporate climate change mitigation & adaptation elements
• Will include a cumulative effects assessment  
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Public Information Session – June 18th 

In Person
June 18, 2025
Drop-in anytime between
5 pm – 8 pm at Club Italia
2525 Montrose Road
Niagara Falls, ON  L2H 0T9

Virtual
Available June 18 – July 7, 2025
at www.southlandfillphase2.com

• Review the comparative evaluation process and confirm the 
recommended method.

• Confirm the methodology for the upcoming detailed impact 
assessment of the recommended method.

Session’s purpose:



Thank you
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Option A Same Height & Slopes as Current 
South Landfill Phase 1
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Option B Maximized Agricultural
End Use Option
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Option C Average Agricultural
End Use Option



 

EA Advisory Committee 

Meeting No. 4 – November 12, 2025 
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South Landfill Phase 2 EA 
 

Agenda – Meeting #4 
Date: November 12, 2025 
Time: 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm (Dinner at 5:30 pm) 
Location: Club Italia (Marconi Room), Niagara Falls, ON 
 
 

 Agenda Item Duration 

1 Dinner 30 min 

2 Welcome & Agenda Review 10 min 

3 Meeting #3 Summary & Action Item Review 15 min 

4 

Presentation & Discussion – SLF PH2 Update and Updates from select 
Technical Experts: 

• Project Update (Walker) 
• Social Impact Study Overview (SLR Consulting) 
• Visual Impact Study Overview (GHD)  
• Ecology Impact Study Overview (GHD) 

60 min 

5 Next Steps / Detailed Impact Assessment 15 min 

6 Next Meeting 5 min 

7 Other Business & Q&A 10 min 
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November 12, 2025
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Presentation Agenda

EA Process Recap/Update1

2

3

4

Summary of Community Input

Facility Characteristics Report

EA Activities Since Last Meeting
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EA Process Recap/Update

•Selected a Recommended Method (June)
• Landfill Configuration & Leachate Treatment

•Consultation loop on the Alternatives/Options and 
Recommend Method (June-Sept)
•Continued data collection (July-Dec)
•Developed the Facility Characteristics Report (Ongoing)
• Engineering & Operations input



South Landfill Phase 2

Community Input

• In Person Event – June 18, 2025
• 8 Attendees

• Virtual Event (June 18 to July 7)
•Community, Gov’t Agencies & Indigenous Communities
• Summary of Feedback
• Continued/Expanded Use of Current Leachate Treatment preferred

• Less construction/operations impacts, if capacity exists in system – use it, 
economic considerations

• Landfill Options A-B preferred
• Maximize use of the footprint, manage visual impact, maximize agricultural end 

use
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Data Collection/Field Work
•Odour and dust monitoring & sampling
• Noise monitoring & sampling 
• Archaeology fieldwork 
• Ecology surveys
• Surface water/groundwater sampling
• Social & Economic surveys & interviews

•Responding to comments on Alt. Methods Report

EA Activities Since Last Meeting
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EA Activities Since Last Meeting

Data Collection 
/ Field Work

Odour 
Sampling
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EA Activities Since Last Meeting

Data Collection 
/ Field Work Dust Sampling

Noise 
Monitoring
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EA Activities Since Last Meeting

Field Work

Archaeology
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Facility Characteristics Report
• Describes the preliminary site design and 

operations assumptions
• Prepared by WSP (design) & Walker 

(operations)
• Provides a standardized set of assumptions 

for the technical experts when completing the 
technical studies and impact assessments
• Proposed Landfill Site Design 
• Key Infrastructure
• Haul Road & Internal Roads
• Operating considerations (hours of operation, 

traffic volume, types of equipment, etc.) 
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Facility Characteristics Report



Thank you
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