20 July, 2020
Dear Sir or Madam,
Introduction

I am writing to submit my opposition to a new multi-media Environmental Compliance Approvals (ECA) for 2683517 Ontario Inc. located in the City of Toronto at 633 Coronation Drive. The proponent is seeking ECAs for Air/Noise and Waste Disposal Site – Processing and Transfer Facility. 
I understand that the Ministry is guided by the principals outlined in the Statement of Environmental Values (SEV) in its review of Environmental Compliance Approvals. I therefore would like to draw your attention to the specific clauses in the SEV that I think are particularly relevant in this application.

1. The people of Ontario have a right to a healthful environment by the means provided in the Act.
2. The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change’s vision is an Ontario with clean and safe air, land and water that contributes to healthy communities, ecological protection, and environmentally sustainable development for present and future generations

3. The Ministry considers the cumulative effects on the environment; the interdependence of air, land, water and living organisms, and the relationships among the environment, the economy and society.

4. The Ministry considers the effects of its decisions on current and future generations consistent with sustainable development principles.

5. The Ministry’s environmental protection strategy will place priority on preventing pollution and minimizing the creation of pollutants that can adversely affect the environment.
Status of Previous ECAs

There are two previous ECAs registered against this site. 

The first is 4568-AJTR84 which appears to have been approved on May 1st, 2017. This was for the processing of 399 tonnes/day of woodwaste and construction / demolition waste and was awarded to Optimum Disposal Services. The site is not approved for crushing, shredding or grinding of waste. I tried to obtain copies of the supporting documents listed in Schedule A but was told that they were no longer available on-line and they had been archived.
The second is 0608-AWLKA4 (ERO # 013-2624) and was approved on January 14th, 2019. This was for approval  for Optimum Disposal Services to process 880 tonnes /day of  ICI construction / demolition waste and 620 tonnes /day of organic food waste and an incidental amount of source separated organics, although the covering summary indicated an allowable maximum limit of 2500 tonnes of waste per day? We assume that this approval will be rendered void if the current application is approved. Can the Ministry please confirm or clarify this assumption?

At the same time as the second approval 0608-AWLKA4 was granted, it appears that the original 4568-AJTR84 approval was revoked and an amended version of 4568-AJTR84 was approved. This approval was awarded to a different company Optimum Environmental Corp., which apparently is the new name of Optimum Disposal Services. This amended approval covered processing of 1500 tonnes of waste per day, including up to 620 tonnes/day of organics waste, and 880 tonnes/day of  ICI construction / demolition waste. I assume this approval covers the current operation on the site and is still in effect. Can the Ministry please confirm or clarify this assumption? 

The Proposal

I first became aware of the current proposal in early March 2020, when I obtained a copy of the one-page Notice that was delivered by CH4 Biogas on behalf of 2683517 Ontario Inc. to some properties close to the site at 633 Coronation Drive. The Notice provided very limited information about the project and indicated that written comments should be submitted within 15 days of receipt of the Notice, however, there was no date shown on the Notice.
Not long after the Notice was delivered, the Province of Ontario started to circulate closure instructions related to the COVID-19 emergency, and on March 17th issued a State of Emergency notice. Just recently, the Province extended the emergency orders yet again to July 29th, and as of this date it is not clear when social distancing measures in Toronto will be relaxed. 

It is my understanding that Proponent proposes to truck predominantly decaying food waste from across Ontario onto the site, to process the waste material using anaerobic digesters, and to sell the biogas (methane) produced to the local natural gas distributor Enbridge Gas. The surplus waste material from the digesters (digestate) would be trucked off the site and sold as agricultural fertilizer across Ontario.

The Scale of the Project
This Waste Processing and Biogas Plant would be the largest of its type in the Province of Ontario. The magnitude of this proposal, whereby large volumes of decaying wastes could be trucked in from all of Ontario, means that more than 100 very heavy trucks, without fixed covers (with only a loose fitting tarpaulin cover), will have to travel 6 or 7 kilometres through residential neighbourhoods to get to and from the plant site from the 401 (more that 200 truck trips on the local streets). These trucks will operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week and 365 days per year, and will impact not just the residents who live within a few hundred metres of the plant, but potentially all the residents living in the area from the 401 South to the Lake, and from West of Morningside Avenue to the Rouge River. These trucks will be noisy and odorous, and will be travelling along roads, some purely residential, and many passing commercial shopping areas and schools.
Details of the Project
As noted above the Proponent made a very limited attempt to inform the communities that will be affected by this project. Then, the imposition of the COVID-19 Emergency measures made it impossible to inspect the supporting documents at the Ministry.
Given the multiple and extreme pressures most residents are facing due to COVID-19, and the unreasonably limited efforts by the proponent to inform the affected communities, it is reasonable to expect that most of the affected residents were not informed about the project.

Fortunately, a few community-minded residents who live close to the proposed plant, were able, after overcoming many significant obstacles, to obtain some more detailed information about the proposal.

After, an analysis of the additional data, it became evident that there were many areas of inconsistency and concern about the proposal. It was therefore decided that it was essential to try and inform the affected communities of the many impacts that they could be facing.
Circulation of Flyer and Online Petition
A flyer outlining the scope of the project was prepared by this community-minded group and was distributed to the residents closest to the plant site. The main local community associations were also informed. Finally, an on-line petition objecting to the project was posted, so that as many residents as possible could express their initial reaction to the proposal. Since the petition was posted on May 14th, more than 7000 people have signed, indicating that a large number of people have concerns about the proposed plant. 
A copy of the breakdown of the signees as of July 5th by location is shown below.
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Petition Summary
Location Signatures |
Postal Code - M18 9
| Centennial - Postal Code MIC 671
| Westhill - Postal Code - M1E 541
Postal Code - M1G 39
Gity of Toronto 235
GTA 2924
| Ontario 3532
Canada 4893
USA and Others 1641
Total to July Sth [ esa





A breakdown of the 220 comments received by location, and nature of comment, are shown in the tables below.
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Location Count
Postal Code - M1B 5
Centennial - Postal Code M!C 53
Westhill - Postal Code - M1E 65
Postal Code - M1G 2
Rest of Toronto 55
Rest of Ontario 28
Rest of Canada 12
Total to July 5th 220
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Do not build plant here 220
Too close to residences 142
Truck traffic concerns 70
Quality of life concerns 41
Environmental, safety, and air quality 77
Noise, odour, and health concerns 62
Others 24





A table of the actual comments received (without names), is included at the end of this letter.
Reason for the Project
I understand that the reason this project is being proposed at this time is because currently most of this type of waste material is disposed of in landfills, however after 2022, this will no longer be permitted in Ontario.
Concerns
The site at 633 Coronation is currently used for the sorting and recycling of construction and demolition waste, which has a relatively limited negative impacts on the environment. 

However, the proposed plant, if approved for this site, would have very significant negative impacts on the affected residents’ ability and right to enjoy a healthful environment.

There are many aspects of this proposal that are troublesome, as I will discuss below. The cumulative effect of these concerns will result in significant negative effects on the natural and human environments.
Experience of the Proponent
The Proponent is listed as 2683517 Ontario Inc., however no background of its history or experience in the operation of similar waste processing biogas plants, or its relationship to the operator of the existing construction waste processing operation on the site, is provided. This would appear to be a significant omission considering the scale of the proposed project.
Inappropriate Location 
The site is located in a relatively small industrial strip along Coronation Drive between the City of Toronto Horgan Drinking Water Plant and the Highland Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant. The area is surrounded by a number of sensitive land uses, including residential subdivisions, the Highland Creek ravine system, a City park and baseball recreation centre, Lake Ontario and the Scarborough Bluffs Waterfront Trail, and the Rouge River National Park. 
The proposed site at 633 Coronation is within 200m of residential homes, within 500m of neighbourhood parks and within 700m of schools. The 6 or 7 kilometre trip to the 401 (depending on the route) travelled by up to 200 trucks per day could pass hundreds of homes, several schools (primary, and secondary), the University, seniors living facilities, shopping malls, fire/police stations, and community centres. In contrast both the existing City-owned green bin waste processing plants are surrounded by larger industrial areas with direct major road access to 400 series Highways without going through residential neighbourhoods, which are at least 700m from the sites.
The Type of Plant
The plant plans to import, a variety of industrial, commercial and institutional and source separated organic material, and then process the material on-site in anaerobic digesters to produce biogas (methane) to be injected into the natural gas grid. The digestate (liquid waste residue) from the process will be trucked back off-site across the Province for use as a fertilizer

The Size of the Plant
There are various numbers indicated in the supporting material provided, but it appears that the plant will import at least 1250 tonnes per day, or about 450,000 tonnes per year, of wet decaying food and other wastes per day, that could come from all over Ontario. To put this in context, the City of Toronto already operates two biogas plants in the City to process all the food waste they collect from the green bin program. The Dufferin and Disco plants have rated capacities of 75,000 tonnes per year and 50,000 tonnes per year respectively, for a combined rated capacity of 125,000 tonnes per year. Thus, the Coronation plant will be designed to process almost four times as much organic waste as is produced by all the residences in the City of Toronto. This plant will be 6 times the size of the Dufferin Plant, which is the largest in North America.
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The Source of Imported Waste Material
The waste will be predominantly surplus food. It is expected that the imported waste material will be predominantly sourced from industrial, commercial and institutional clients, and will include source separated organics from all of Ontario, with the majority coming from the GTA. Based on some of the prior projects listed under the history of CH4 Biogas, other wastes such as agricultural, crop and animal wastes could be included; used diapers are also listed as a possible material. It is stated that the plant will not process any of Toronto’s residential green bin wastes.
Plant Air Emissions
The proposal confirms that particulate matter, and five gases which will severely affect the air quality, are to be emitted to the local environment from this processing system, some of which could exceed the recommended limits. There are also concerns that some other noxious gases may have been missed in this assessment.  
The existing industries on Coronation Dr also emit toxic substances. The recent 2019 ChemTRAC study (Ref 1.) considers the health impact of toxic emissions in the City. This report identifies the Coronation industrial area has having the worst air quality in the City with the highest potential for adverse health effects. I am therefore concerned about the impact of any additional emissions from the new plant.  It is essential that the Ministry consider the health effects of the cumulative emissions from the proposed plant combined with the existing emissions.

Impacts of Truck Traffic to and from the Site
The magnitude of this proposal, whereby large volumes of decaying wastes could be trucked in from all of Ontario, means that a large number of very heavy trucks  without sealed covers (with only a loose fitting tarpaulin cover), will have to travel 6 or 7 kilometres through residential neighbourhoods to get to and from the plant site from the 401. These trucks will operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week and 365 day per year. 

Since there has been no specific route designated, the trucks would likely use one of two routes to get to the 401, either bythe $ the Beechgrove/Lawrence/Port Union route, or the Coronation/Manse/Lawrence/Morningside route.
These trucks will impact not just the residents who live within a few hundred metres of the plant, but potentially all the residents living in the area from the 401 south to the Lake, and from west of Morningside Avenue to the Rouge River. These trucks will be heavy, noisy and odorous, and will be travelling along roads, some purely residential, and passing many commercial shopping areas and schools.
Recent Highland Creek  Biosolids Class Environmental Assessment

It is interesting to note that the recent Biosolids Class Environmental Assessment conducted by the City at the Highland Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant, included a detailed analysis of both on-site treatment and off-site trucking of waste biosolids. The off-site option involved the transport of 5 heavy truckloads of biosolids from the plant, 5 days per week, for use as fertilizer on Ontario’s farmlands. 
After the City had completed detailed health and traffic studies, and public consultation meetings, it was evident that the local communities were united in their opposition to the off-site trucking proposal. The final study recommendation that was approved by City Council was for one of the on-site treatment options. This Study contains a considerable amount of data and information that could readily be updated to evaluate the impacts of the proposed plant. I have attached a partial copy of the Study (Ref. 2.), showing the Table of Contents and the Conclusions. A complete copy of the report can be obtained from the City.
The local residents are already concerned about the existing volume of truck traffic in their community, and therefore are extremely worried about the environmental and health effects from the huge increase in truck traffic expected with this project. 

While the additional health impacts of 5 truck loads of biosolids were deemed to be acceptable in the Highland Creek Biosolids Health Impact Assessment, we are concerned that the addition of many truck loads per day in and out of the Coronation Site may have unacceptable health implications for the residents and children along the routes to the 401. 

The Design and Operations Report indicates that there will be about 60 trucks carrying waste material into the plant and 30 carrying the digestate out, and other miscellaneous trucks for total of about 100 per day. Since it is likely that the trucks bringing in waste will be different from those carrying residues out there could be 100 coming in and 100 going out for about 200 trips per day. 
However, it should be noted that these figures are based on 1240 tonnes per day of incoming organic waste. The ERO 019-1444 indicates there could be 2480 tonnes per day of waste imported per day. If the full 2500 tonnes per day waste limit is utilized, there could also be a similar or greater number of construction / demolition waste trucks going to and from the site.
“The maximum daily waste received is 1240 tonnes of non-hazardous waste and 1240 cubic metres of other liquid waste …..”
 Thus, I assume that it is reasonable to assume that there could 400 trucks per day running in a 24 hour period . This is a huge and unacceptable imposition on the safety and health of the local residents along the routes to the 401.
Need for Traffic and Health Impact Assessment Studies 
It is therefore essential that the Ministry require that the Proponent also conduct Traffic and Health Impact Assessment Studies. It is essential that both of these reports be prepared in consultation with the appropriate Departments of the City, to ensure consistency of the analysis methodology, and the use of appropriate historical data and future projections

These studies will assess both the cumulative effects of the additional emissions of gases, odours, noise, and traffic impact on the health of the local residents, and on their ability to enjoy a quiet and peaceful existence on their properties, now and into the future.
I understand the Proponent has agreed to conduct a Traffic Impact Assessment Study however I am not sure that he has discussed the proposed mehodolgy with eth City staff.
Renewable Energy Approval
I understand that the City biogas plants obtained a Renewable Energy approval. Considering the size and location of the proposed plant, we think that it is essential that the Proponent also be required to apply for an REA  for the Coronation plant. This process would require that a consultation meeting be held with the public.
Conclusion - My Comments on the Waste Disposal Plant;
I am opposed to the proposed Organic Waste Processing Centre and Anaerobic Digester Facility at 633 Coronation Drive for the following reasons.
1. The plant is too close to residential subdivisions, and environmentally sensitive areas such as public parks and recreation areas, and the Lake.
2. The plant will have 100 or more heavy odorous trucks going into and out of the plant, each and every day. 

3. The trucks will have to travel 6 or 7 kilometers through predominantly residential areas, past many schools and shopping centres, to get to Highway 401, and will be operating 24 hours per day, 7 days per week and 365 days per year, which will be a safety hazard for the school children and shoppers.
4. The plant will result in toxic emissions, some of which will exceed the permitted limits, which will negatively impact the health of the nearby residents, now and in the future.
5. The proponent has not clearly defined the exact nature of the waste material that will be imported and processed.

6. The plant will result in noise emissions all day and night which will negatively impact the life of the residents who live close to the plant.

7. The area proposed for the plant is already identified as having major air quality problems that will be aggravated by the emissions from the proposed plant, and which will negatively affect the health of the adjacent residents.

8. The noise, odours and emissions from the open-top waste transport trucks will negatively impact the health of the residents along the truck route. Now and in the future.
9. It is inappropriate to locate the plant at the extreme south end of the City remote from a major highway, as this will result in much longer trucking distances to and from the plant, which will increase the release of climate warming greenhouse gases.

10. The capacity of the plant is not clearly defined. In one document the capacity is shown as 1240 tonnes of waste per day, and various calculations are based on this figure. However, another document refers to 2500 tonnes of waste. This is a huge difference which will affect all the impacts discussed above. It is also not clear how many truck loads of demolition and construction waste will be going in and out of the existing operation on the site at the same time.
11.  It is essential that the Traffic and Health Impact Assessment Studies be undertaken in consultation with the City of Toronto staff, and be submitted sufficienlty in advance of the deadline for comments, so that the residents can submit their informed comments.
12. Because of the very limited circulation of project information to the residents who will be affected by this project, and because of the State of Emergency Notice issued due to COVID-19, the ability of the affected residents to hear about the project has been severely compromised. it is recommended that the deadline for comments submission be extended until after the State of Emergency is over.
13. Considering the large number of people affected by the project and the many unknown details of the project, a public information meeting should be held so that the proponent can explain all the details, and to allow the affected residents to ask questions, so that they can submit their comments to ERO on an informed basis, This meeting should be held at least three weeks before the deadline date for submitting comments, so that the residents have time to digest and react to the information provided by the proponent at the public meeting. 

14.  The proponent should be required to obtain and REA.

15. Considering totality of all the above comments and concerns, I recommend that the plant not be approved for the location at 633 Coronation Drive, but rather be relocated to a larger industrial area at the north end of the City, where access to major 400 series highways can be achieved without travelling through residential areas.

Thanking you for your assistance and cooperation on this very important issue that will affect the many residents of south eastern Scarborough, both now and in perpetuity.
Your sincerely

A resident of Southeast Scarborough in the City of Toronto
Referenced Documents:
1. City of Toronto 2019 ChemTRAC study: 
https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/945b-ChTR-2018-highlights_report_Dec_2_2019_Final.pdf
Attached documents:

2. Comments (without names) submitted to the on-line petition as of July 5th, 2020 sorted by postal code location.

3. City of Toronto Highland Creek Biosolids Class Environmental Assessment – Health Impact Assessment.


Attachment 1.  Online Petition Comments.
	Count
	Location
	Comment

	1
	M1B
	"Why in the middle of residential areas? How is this even a consideration? The effect on air and noise pollution should be obvious and so too should the impact on traffic."

	2
	M1B
	"This is literally a few minutes walk from house. This should not be permitted near residential neighbourhoods! The noise pollution from the plant and the trucks is unacceptable."

	3
	M1B
	"I live off of Beechgrove and know this will definitely intrude on our quality of life."

	4
	M1B
	"It is a residential area"

	5
	M1B
	"Don’t want this in my neighborhood"

	6
	M1C
	"I am thinking of my child and the pollution and noise. And we can’t forget about how it will affect the housing prices."

	7
	M1C
	"Do not agree with this being so close to a residential neighborhood and parks"

	8
	M1C
	"Glad to see the community is getting involved in this fighting this monstrosity that will degrade the health, safety and quality of life of our entire neighbourhood.  The organization behind the development has been working to  start operations in stealth mode as if no one would notice and there's nothing anyone can do. So far political representatives have been reluctant to engage in support of constituents. My only concern with the petition is that it understates the consequences of the proposed operation to the area.  The noise, pollution, health, safety and traffic issues are substantial and have not been evaluated at any level.  This plan must be examined in the full light of day in the public domain and defeated or we will all pay a heavy price.  It is quite clear that this operation is not appropriate for this location.  My concerns also extend to the existing construction waste recycling that is ramping at the site.  This operation is responsible for the increased heavy truck traffic on local streets"

	9
	M1C
	"The heavy industry proposed for 633 Coronation Drive that will process up to 2500 tonnes of waste each day should not be located near a residential neighbourhood. The plant will emit at least 6 toxic and greenhouse gasses including NOx, CH4, CO2, SO2, TRS particulate. I am concerned for the Health and Safety of my neighbours and myself. This processing and transfer facility should not be allowed to conduct business in our neighbourhood.  We own the neighbourhood collectively and I am sure no one wants this near their home.I am against this proposal."

	10
	M1C
	"This is too close to a residential area and schools where traffic flow and access routes in and out of the neighbour hood are already limited. This volume of heavy trucks is dangerous, environmentally unsound and puts too much load on an already over subscribed infrastructure."

	11
	M1C
	"Having many trucks filled with wet rotting waste driving through residential communities is not acceptable. This processing plant should be located in a rural area away from families."

	12
	M1C
	"This will cause unnecessary traffic, noise and pollution in a lovely residential area ."

	13
	M1C
	"We already have the waste treatment plant in this neighbourhood. We do not want more noxious smells and we don’t want the tremendous truck traffic going through our residential neighbourhood especially for the safety of children."

	14
	M1C
	"Toxic and other wastes have no business near residential properties"

	15
	M1C
	"We already have massive chemical plant in this area with bad history of pollution,  
fire,........neighborhood safety should come first . There are many transfer site near by That can retool themselves with huge properly to be used for any needs."

	16
	M1C
	"A waste processing plant at this scale in the middle of a community is no acceptable especially without a public consultation and  enviromental and health assessement. This processing plant should be built away from residential areas. We as citizens are already exposed to many health hazards and don't need any new ones."


	17
	M1C
	"I live, walk, shop, and cycle in the area.  During the summer months, the existing Highland Creek Treatment Plant already smells dreadfully.  Anyone who uses the Port Union and Lawrence area in the summer will agree.  I can only imagine the reeking odor those poor homeowners surrounding the proposed processing plant would have to put up with."

	18
	M1C
	"We cannot have you destroying our habitat and disturbing our peace. Not to mention the health implications for the families that live here"

	19
	M1C
	"Should not be in a residential neighbourhood. Roads currently can’t handle the existing traffic. Would not be safe for the children going to and from several schools. My understanding is that there would be noise. This site is next to the waterfront trail. Doesn’t make sense. Please find a more appropriate location!"

	20
	M1C
	"Concern for the residents who live in the area.  Not clear how the truck traffic will affect the community or the smells, spills, etc.  Just all around bad idea in our community."

	21
	M1C
	"West Rouge is a peaceful community filled with people using the outdoor space to the fullest. We don’t need pest issues and offensive sounds and odours to ruin the experience. Take this away to a more isolated location."

	22
	M1C
	"Our neighbour hood is already a busy port to many industrial companies driving recklessly at outrageous speeds. We had to put up with an extended inconvenience of construction and smell to rehabilitate the tunnels for the water filtration system. Now on top of that we now have a huge volume of RATS in our properties, so the idea that a company will have lots of organic waste to help feed the rats in Unconscionable. The heavy traffic this plant will bring will then destroy our air quality and any sense of tranquility we have left!!!!"

	23
	M1C
	"This area is already overrun with large trucks, which needs to be reduced as this is a residential community. Adding more trucks will be even more detrimental to our quality of life."

	24
	M1C
	"This is my neighborhood and we enjoy this area with my kids. It's be very disappointing to see this area go to waste. It has so much potential and there's a bird sanctuary nearby."

	25
	M1C
	"I don’t want toxic waste and regular waste being dumped in my neighbourhood. Not to mention the hundreds of trucks traveling up and down my neighbourhood"

	26
	M1C
	"I don’t want the traffic, pollution or waste in West Hill"

	27
	M1C
	"Because the traffic study they are conducting is not an accurate picture of the amount of traffic we already have traveling North and South on Port Union Road.  People are working from home we no longer have the huge amount of cars driving to and from the GO Station.  Many students use the sidewalks and traffic lights for most of the year. This is a very small environmentally protected community surrounded by the Rouge Vallery, Rouge River,  Highland Creek and Lake Ontario.  Small Family Population."

	28
	M1C
	"I love our neighborhood and would like the air quality and safety of our families to remain as untouched as possible."

	29
	M1C
	"Absolutely ridiculous to have more toxins In this area and 200 +heavy trucks transporting this in a  residential area"

	30
	M1C
	"This area is too residential to add another facility. During this lockdown, the one area that people were able to enjoy was the waterfront. Having this facility will destroy this area. We need to do projects to beautify the area vs making is worse."

	31
	M1C
	"This waste depot recovery and transfer plant needs to be located near the 400 series highways far from any residential areas. Not at the proposed site address 633 Coronation Drive which is 700 meters from homes, a school and a recreation centre!"

	32
	M1C
	"This proposal would severely negatively affect the quality of life in this residential neighbourhood."

	33
	M1C
	"Not wanted on our area and more trucks"

	34
	M1C
	"There is little doubt trucking to and from this project would put the residential areas and schools surrounding this site in Jeopardy."


	35
	M1C
	"This will create far too much heavy truck traffic through residential streets."

	36
	M1C
	"I do not want this truck travelling in my neighbourhood!"

	37
	M1C
	"We made the decision on this years ago! No trucking waste through West Hill neighbourhood."

	38
	M1C
	"I'm signing this because I don't want this through the neighbourhood"

	39
	M1C
	"This will create a lot of traffic for our community!"

	40
	M1C
	"I live in this community and I am very concerned about the potential routes these trucks will take through high pedestrian use areas. It's simply too dangerous."

	41
	M1C
	"I am against the planed plant and heavy truck traffic."

	42
	M1C
	"I think that transporting via Port Union is a major disruption in such a small throughway to get to the 401. We already have major traffic via Port Union to get to the GO train and 100 trucks a day would caused major delays. Morningside would be the better option."

	43
	M1C
	"I live in the neighbourhood; we don't need heavy trucks here."

	44
	M1C
	"Roadway arteries are not designed for this traffic scenario."

	45
	M1C
	"This is my neighborhood!"

	46
	M1C
	"I live in this area and there is no reason to have such a plant built here."

	47
	M1C
	"I’m signing because Scarborough has contributed enough. Let’s clean it up!"

	48
	M1C
	"Not wanted in our community."

	49
	M1C
	"The plant is too close to residential neighborhood."

	50
	M1C
	"Not in my backyard!"

	51
	M1C
	"Dont want it in the neighborhood"

	52
	M1C
	"This is way too close to residential homes!"

	53
	M1C
	"this area is too highly populated for any type of dump/waste site."

	54
	M1C
	"Not appropriate for a residential community!!!!"

	55
	M1C
	"We don’t need more garbage...thanks for the offer."

	56
	M1C
	"I already sent it to over 100 people living in the area.  This project was kept very secret, many people had not heard of it."

	57
	M1C
	"Strongly opposed"

	58
	M1C
	"I cannot believe that such a horrific proposal is even being considered."

	59
	M1E
	"This seems poorly thoughtout and potentially damaging the health of residents In obvious ways but also by impacting their sleep and peace of mind. Furthermore, it most certainly will have a negative impact o their property values!"

	60
	M1E
	"No trucking please, it’s right I’m the rail try building another side loading track. Much cheaper and more efficient."

	61
	M1E
	"The proposed facility at 633 Coronation Drive in Scarborough is located very close to residential neighbourhoods and natural spaces with abundant flora and fauna.  The dangerous operations and output of this facility would not only compound the existing hazards of the adjacent commercial-industrial complex, but would also threaten and adversely affect the quality of life for individuals who live in, and the natural environment—the air, the water, the soil, the plant life, the wildlife--that thrives in, the surrounding area.  The release of noxious gaseous emissions and foul odours; a parade of trucks hauling four types of waste along confined roads to and from the facility; undue pressure placed on, and a greater risk to, existing higher-volume vehicular and pedestrian traffic; and noise pollution.  The list is long for the havoc that this facility could inflict around the clock, 365 days per year.  The facility in this location must be rejected and relocated if not halted altogether.  All things considered"


	62
	M1E
	"This is a beautiful dense family neighbourhood. The increase in large trucks moving through this area will be dangerous since it passes multiple schools and a university where children need to walk. It is already busy enough. The potential smell will affect homeowners enjoyment of their own yards.  Not to mention the potential danger to people’s health in close proximity to a dense neighbourhood.  Since there is already a treatment facility in the area, share the love and consider another location that isn’t settled in a neighbourhood.  Also in light of covid, poor taste to push this through without an opportunity for the community to be consulted."

	63
	M1E
	"I do not want this in my neighbourhood, near our outdoor space, air quality, noise pollution, increased traffic, harmful to my quality of life. I'm a taxpayer and demand this plan cease immediately."

	64
	M1E
	"We have many children and schools in this residential neighbourhood.  It is not designed for this type of activity.  There is already more noise and traffic than the streets were  meant to handle.  Adding even more noxious smell than we already have from the water treatment plant would be too much for this small neighbourhood."

	65
	M1E
	"Are you frick'n Insane? We already have a problem with big rig trucks going up and down our 
"supposed" quite streets at all hours of the night... imagine 100 more carrying organic waste?!?!?! The smell alone would be insane as this stupid order to have it in our neighborhood! Plz sign this petition thank you!"

	66
	M1E
	"I enjoy my air quality and the nature in the area this will greatly decrease the health of locals in the air and ruin some key breeding grounds of local wildlife"

	67
	M1E
	"Our home backs on to Port Union Rd. and in the front of us we have 2 schoolyard so having that many trucks with so much pollution will definitely impact us negatively. We say no to any more truck traffic, odour, noise and harmful gas emissions."

	68
	M1E
	"This is a residential area and under no circumstances should this plant be located on Coronation Dr. with up to 100 trucks a day driving through our community. Not to menton the concerns over toxic biosolids."

	69
	M1E
	"This proposal is inappropriate for a highly residential area, with roads that were not meant for high volume traffic. The noise and fumes from so many trucks passing will be harmful to the quality of life for nearby residents. Not to mention the potential for smells!"

	70
	M1E
	"I live on Satok, a residential area with kids and pets.  I don't want hundreds of trucks on beechgrove day and night.  There are enough carcinogens on coronation now.  NO MORE."

	71
	M1E
	"We live in the area and are opposed to this project.  As seniors we have enough physical problems and don't need these gasses in our lungs."

	72
	M1E
	"The idea of this many trucks going through a residential neighbourhood that already has a lot of trucks going through it is bad for the community. They not only bring noise, but the smell they would bring is significant. About 4 years ago we fought against a possible plan to ship sewage waste from the base of Beechgrove after the proposed closing the the sewage incinerator. It was decided at that time that having that many trucks going through the neighbourhood would be bad for the environment (both smell and noise and air pollution caused by large diesel trucks). 
What has changed? Nothing. It wasn't right then and it isn't right now."

	73
	M1E
	"I am signing as I don't want our neighbourhood polluted with gases and excessive noise"

	74
	M1E
	"I live down the street. No way!! We don’t want that near our families near anything like this."

	75
	M1E
	"Supporting my awesome husband, and my neighbours to protect the health of our beautiful neighbourhood, the children, schools, parks and businesses. Thank you for supporting this petition!"


	76
	M1E
	"Prevent environmental damage to our neighbourhood from >200 heavy trucks per day transporting waste in and out of West Hill 24/7/365, resulting in the production of significant noxious gas emissions and raising neighbourhood noise/safety concerns."

	77
	M1E
	"Don’t want no waste company in my area! To many trucks ruin are road anyways! Plus not safe with all the school zones in this area! Pick and area with no homes or schools!"

	78
	M1E
	"Traffic issues aside, I would also like to say that I don't want my newborn to develop and suffer from respiratory illness or to have her children, one day suffer from birth defects. There is no conclusive evidence to suggest that this would be the case; however, how could I chance it? I don't want to be driven out of our home. So thank you, all for signing."

	79
	M1E
	"There must be better places along and close to the 401 for this processing plant.  In any case, no one has mentioned spillage along the truck routes as there surely will be!"

	80
	M1E
	"We already have noise and smells from the factories around Coronation. It’s not fair to add more to this area. Additional large trucks around these residential streets is a big NO."

	81
	M1E
	"This is near a residential area. The the noise from this facility currently is unacceptable. Every night, when trying to sleep, we can hear a "drone/hum" like sound."

	82
	M1E
	"I hate the smell of garbage"

	83
	M1E
	"I am against this due my compromised breathing due to COPD"

	84
	M1E
	"There are schools, homes and parks in this neighborhood.  The smell and the non-stop trucking is sometimes terrible.  Please don't make this even worse for our neighborhood."

	85
	M1E
	"I am signing because of the projected increased  traffic on local streets and the impact the facility will have on the environment.  Not to mention the increased amount of garbage that will end up in local wood lots and water front"

	86
	M1E
	"I have lived in this area for 47 years I remember the smell as a child we would get coming from there, before regulations changed. Think about the impact in this area. We have Creeks, Lake Ontario, wildlife, schools, businesses, Residents this will all impact. This is a wonderful area with all the parks etc. Please take a closer look at what this will do to our environment in the years to come. How would you like this in your neighborhood."

	87
	M1E
	"I have lived in Scarborough for a number of years.I am totally opposed to the proposed Waste Processing Depot.I am very concerned about the environmental and safety issues that will adversely impact the residents in the West Hill and"

	88
	M1E
	"I am a resident of Scarborough.I am totally opposed to the proposed Waste Processing Depot.I. 
am very concerned about the environmental and safety issues that will adversely impact the residents in the area."

	89
	M1E
	"It is too close to the waterfront trail, schools, parks and houses.  It does not make sense in this location."

	90
	M1E
	"I’m. Local home owner and do not want the smell and added traffic of large trucks in the neighborhood."

	91
	M1E
	"I do not support the expansion of plants in this industrial park by the Scarborough bluffs.  This area is already burdened with hazardous air pollutants (See the NPRI data at pollutionwaste.canada.ca).  It is time to phase out many of ,the ageing chemical plants that are still operating and replace them with parkland.   What comes next?  Converting Colonel Danforth park into a service road for this complex to handle the truck traffic?"

	92
	M1E
	"This is not the place for this type of plant in a residential area and on the edge of Lake Ontario"

	93
	M1E
	"Enough is enough! There is already a sewage plant, chemical plants and a nuclear power plant within 10 km. This is a neighbourhood with families,  schools, and expansive green spaces with stressed ecosystems. For the safety  and health of thousands of residents calling this place home I implore you to end this proposal. NIMBY!!!"


	94
	M1E
	"I am a resident in the area at Manse Road and coronation dr. For over 18 years. We DO NOT NEED A WASTE DISPOSAL SITE. It’s bad enough that we already have a Chemical plant that releases toxic’s in the air."

	95
	M1E
	"It is absolutly disgraceful to locate a heavy plant such as this in a residential area. The trippleing of heavy trucks, all hours of the day with noctious gasses and orders so close to schools and residential homes is simply unacceptable. There are many brown field sites already available for such an enterprise. How can this possibly be acceptable? Quite simply it is not."

	96
	M1E
	"I do not consider this a safe project to have near a school or homes."

	97
	M1E
	"I really don’t think this is gonna do any good than bad. This factory plant will only worsen the environment and increase global warming . Kindly prevent this from happening"

	98
	M1E
	"I have lived here my entire life. My son now lives here. We love walking down to the beach at the end of the road. There is already a sewage plant there. We don’t need another dump. The beautiful water and beachfront will no longer be beautiful."

	99
	M1E
	"This is an unacceptable plan that would be an enormous burden to our residential roads and community."

	100
	M1E
	"I am signing because this development appears severely detrimental to a residential area. The volume of trucks and waste appear to be excessive in the extreme for one site. I am concerned that insufficient care has been undertaken in reviewing this proposal  and lack of community input has been solicited."

	101
	M1E
	"Please don’t spoil our wonderful community!!!"

	102
	M1E
	"I live in the neighborhood. I’d like to retire in the neighbourhood. There are other places this can be deposited and not in anyone’s backyard. ."

	103
	M1E
	"The impact to our neighbourhood will be devastating. It says we must write to express any concerns is that still the best approach considering the time constraints how can we best have our voices heard. I found out about this about an hour ago"

	104
	M1E
	"As someone involved in construction, i deal with waste disposal sites on regular basis and never through my experince have i come across a waste facility that's planned to be located that close to residential area. As a resident of coronation drive, me and my family petition against the approval of this facility."

	105
	M1E
	"We live in this area. Reject this proposal."

	106
	M1E
	"A plant of this kind should NOT be anywhere near residential areas. There are already more then enough large loud trucks going up and down Manse and Coronation  24/7 (passing by schools and many homes)."

	107
	M1E
	"We don't need that kind of traffic passing through our community."

	108
	M1E
	"The sewage treatment plant is more than enough waste in this area!"

	109
	M1E
	"We already have a problem with dump trucks on Coronation west of Morningside...even though this area is clearly marked that heavy trucks are not allowed."

	110
	M1E
	"I do not agree with the proposal, while Coronation Drive is industrial, all access to it is residential.  Distance to the 401 is over 5 KM, and it's all residential.  A better location might be close to Hwy 400 which is largely zoned industrial/commercial."

	111
	M1E
	"This morning, I witnessed about 20 trucks going both ways down Manse Rd. alone.  I cannot fathom how congested the area where our children play and go to school will be from trucks cutting across intersecting roads to get to this new site more quickly. Even if there were only a  minimal environmental impact toward our health and safety, there is the congestion in the community that needs to be addressed--our little side roads aren't suitable for large trucks."

	112
	M1E
	"This is a residential area"

	113
	M1E
	"This is just too close to residential. There are many other areas that are better suited."

	114
	M1E
	"I live nearby"

	115
	M1E
	"I don’t want this in our community!"


	116
	M1E
	"This is not an appropriate location with residents living so close by. Please choose a location farther away from dense residential areas."

	117
	M1E
	"Proposed location is far too close to residential area."

	118
	M1E
	"We don’t need another dump. We definitely don’t need one close to where we live."

	119
	M1E
	"It is unthinkable to allow this type of operation in such close proximity to a residential community."

	120
	M1E
	"I don’t want this going on in my neighbourhood"

	121
	M1E
	"Please reject this proposal. This makes little sense for this community based on these facts. Thank you"

	122
	M1E
	"I live in the area"

	123
	M1E
	"I am signing this petition because... although I know getting rid of waste is needed, I think investing in proper recycling and green disposal methods are needed instead!"

	124
	M1G
	"We already have heavy trucks carrying chemicals day and night down our residential street (always above the speed limit) right through an elementary school zone, past a community centre, and several townhouse complexes... the noise and pollution is already too much for a high population area like this. The chemical plants were built long before this became such a dense community, but even their presence should be reconsidered based on the new demographics."

	125
	M1G
	"I do not support this proposal."

	126
	Toronto
	"This is a terrible idea.  There are 2,500 tones of waste expected per day. At least 100 trucks coming in daily using Beechgrove Drive. Emit at leas 6 toxic and greenhouse gases. Our property values will plummet."

	127
	Toronto
	"I’m thinking about the safety of my child, extra noise, and pollution generated in my area. Not to mention the obvious drop in housing prices."

	128
	Toronto
	"This plant shouldn’t be located so close to residential areas."

	129
	Toronto
	"Ken Toy    200 Heavy trucks in residential neighborhoods is totally out of the question. This proposed facility should never have even reached this stage for discussion. Our members in government  need to take a second look on their thinking that this was even considered."

	130
	Toronto
	"Further information should be provided to residents in the area. It is a small area surrounded by nature. This development would impact the community greatly and should be considered with input from residents."

	131
	Toronto
	"Don't want this in our neighbourhood.  Having this plant will bring down the value of our properties."

	132
	Toronto
	"There is enough treatment plants by the lake already."

	133
	Toronto
	"I am Totally against this Awful Project. Yet another Dumpster for Scarborough. How about a 
Project that Beautifies Scarborough which in case you didn't know has One Third of the Land Mass of Toronto but Nooooo Infastructure and all that is thought of is building a Dumpster! As per usual just the Scraps for Scarborough."

	134
	Toronto
	"Not enough community consultation has been done."

	135
	Toronto
	"Its a disgrace"

	136
	Toronto
	"It will mess up the naberhood and everything else i just read !"

	137
	Toronto
	"I am deathly afraid of a potential spill occurring in my  neighbourhood. I am deathly afraid of air pollution from the biosolids waste emitting from the plant in addition to the trucks passing right in front of my home day in and day out. I reject this proposal in no uncertain terms"

	138
	Toronto
	"Noise, vehicle and other pollution caused by this site outweighs any potential benefits. Has an environmental impact assessment been completed and what are the potential health impacts to the broader community."


	139
	Toronto
	"I live close to the area.  I do all that I can to prevent environmental damage to my community.  I know that noise and safety are a large concern. Our neighborhoods and neighborhood  roads are not built for this purpose. A health study needs to be conducted for so many reasons."

	140
	Toronto
	"I am a local resident and strongly object to this proposal. Placing a plant such as this within a busy community is the height of idiocy, not to mention placing all residents at great risk. There is absolutely no justification for this sort of disregard for community safety."

	141
	Toronto
	"Our community is too small to handle this. We already have the water treatment plant that stinks terribly- we don’t need to add more waste into our air!"

	142
	Toronto
	"Concerned about noise and safety in this community along with noxious gas emissions."

	143
	Toronto
	"we already have so many bad air days in westhill with the sewage plant .having another company contributing to even more bad air days does not sound good at all ."

	144
	Toronto
	"It’s a health hazard to the community"

	145
	Toronto
	"I am one of the residents living very close to the Coronation area. I greatly oppose this action. We already deal with significant volumes of trucks due to the existing factories. I am very concerned about additional traffic and noise."

	146
	Toronto
	"you cannot destroy people communities when other options are available just for profit business"

	147
	Toronto
	"The proposed location is too close to the waterfront trail, schools, parks and houses. Smell from 
Highland Creek Treatment Plant during warm months are already unbearable."

	148
	Toronto
	"My mother lives off of Beechgrove and this directly impacts their quality of life.  The addition of over 100 trucks using that road per day is a major safety issue on an already very busy street."

	149
	Toronto
	"I want to see the environment protected for my children. We live in the area right off 
Beechgrove and this will negatively impact us in many ways."

	150
	Toronto
	"I live in the neighborhood and I'm concerned about air pollution as well as infrastructure issues due to increased traffic from trucks."

	151
	Toronto
	"Not enough studies and consultation have been made and the mail came in just before covid pandemic. We already have factories in coronation and had our fair share of pollution. Please no more bio or more dump sites."

	152
	Toronto
	"This is far too close to the lake...we already have a problem with contaminants in the lake..and building this so close is asinine .   The trucks into this area must go through residential neighbourhoods to access this site...and this area was not built for this.  Build this out in the country away from any homes and built up areas.   In the future if people want to build homes there, they already know what they are building near.  This must not happen."

	153
	Toronto
	"Our neighborhoods should have clean air, especially for our children."

	154
	Toronto
	"This is not good for the environment"

	155
	Toronto
	"This is a quiet residential area adjacent to sensitive area rouge valley and Lake Ontario. This is a horrible plan and must be stopped. My senior father 96 and sister and brother in law live in this area. No one wants hundreds of big noisy trucks with toxic garbage running through their streets where children play, seniors walk and dogs walk daily.  Rethink this plan. Scrap this plan."

	156
	Toronto
	"I care about the location where I live with my family"

	157
	Toronto
	"There are already too many large transport trucks going up and down Manse Road past Joseph 
Brant & Community Centre. The very lives of children are already at risk.  No more trucks"

	158
	Toronto
	"It is much too close to residential area!"

	159
	Toronto
	"I believe the proposed processing plant is much too close to residential property and should be relocated to a more remote area!"

	160
	Toronto
	"The proposed site is just too close to residential neighborhoods."


	161
	Toronto
	"I don’t want this in my Community!!"

	162
	Toronto
	"I live right here."

	163
	Toronto
	"I live in the area, and do not want this!!"

	164
	Toronto
	"I live in this neighborhood."

	165
	Toronto
	"I live in the neighbourhood and care about the neighbourhood!"

	166
	Toronto
	"It is crazy to consider establishing such an impactful facility so close to residential properties."

	167
	Toronto
	"This does not belong so close to a residential neighbourhood"

	168
	Toronto
	"This site is much too close to too many people. What conversation has been had with those affected by this site?"

	169
	Toronto
	"No way this should be so close to homes and schools. Bad enough already with all the industry in the area and the sewage processing plant. Enough is enough."

	170
	Toronto
	"Do not want waste disposal site in our neigh ourhood."

	171
	Toronto
	"I’m signing as this is too close to neighbourhoods, schools, waterfront and residential streets"

	172
	Toronto
	"Too close to residential  and schools"

	173
	Toronto
	"This should not be near peoples homes!!"

	174
	Toronto
	"I do not want a waste management facility to allow hundreds of new trucks to import and export hundreds of tons of waste in a community surrounded by residences and schools."

	175
	Toronto
	"This is disturbing knowing how many residents and schools are located within close proximity."

	176
	Toronto
	"This is in the neighborhood of wear I grew up and where my parents still live after 55 years!"

	177
	Toronto
	"It will negatively affect the numerous families living in that area"

	178
	Toronto
	"It’s the right thing to do"

	179
	Toronto
	"This stinks."

	180
	Toronto
	"This location is not acceptable."

	181
	Ontario
	"Because it will negatively affect family who live in this area."

	182
	Ontario
	"NO WAY PUT IT DOWN TOWN TORONTO AND HEAR THE BULLSHIT FLY"

	183
	Ontario
	"This is terrible.  Since amalgamation Scarborough has been Toronto's dumping grounds.  Robbed the people of there social programs and there profitable Public Utilities to pay the City's debt.  Stop the travesty."

	184
	Ontario
	"I’m supporting my dear friend"

	185
	Ontario
	"That area is one of the few gems left in the city."

	186
	Ontario
	"I grew up in the neighborhood and still have friends and family there."

	187
	Ontario
	"It is unimaginably unhealthy and distasteful to truck waste through long established residential neighbourhoods exposing the residents to regular pollution, noise & danger. It's infuriating!!"

	188
	Ontario
	"Nothing justifies this amount of pollution and noise."

	189
	Ontario
	"An environment  issueKeep Scarborough  healthy"

	190
	Ontario
	"This is completely unacceptable; our residential neighbourhood is not a suitable location for this. Residents should not have their safety put at risk nor their homes be disrupted by constant noise."

	191
	Ontario
	"The effect on residents health"

	192
	Ontario
	"No waste through, in, or close by West Hill neighbourhood ever. Not safe. Too close to everything in the community and the environment. Horrible idea. Period."

	193
	Ontario
	"Enough pollution to our nearby neighborhoods. Our children have enough damage to undo."

	194
	Ontario
	"This location is not suitable to be so close to the lake and the homes in this area. There must be another location which is more industrial and not near Homes."


	195
	Ontario
	"This operation is not suited for the neighborhood. Also it’s too close to Lake Ontario"

	196
	Ontario
	"We should not have waste trucked (100 trucks /day) into a residential area."

	197
	Ontario
	"My family lives in the area. There isnalready too much truck traffic in the area. This is ridiculous."

	198
	Ontario
	"This would be a terrible thing for a neighbourhood I love."

	199
	Ontario
	"Nobody wants this is our neighborhood"

	200
	Ontario
	"My sister lives around the corner"

	201
	Ontario
	"I grew up in this neighbourhood and my parents still reside there. Choose an area that isn't residential."

	202
	Ontario
	"We need yomput waste away from people's homes"

	203
	Ontario
	"I don't believe such a site should be so close to residences."

	204
	Ontario
	"I'm backing up my neighbours. We don't need this."

	205
	Ontario
	"My kids live right there"

	206
	Ontario
	"Coronation Drive is the wrong location due too near residential area with limited access."

	207
	Ontario
	"There are plenty of places to put that plant . Its not need in that neibourhood. Is there not a more sucluded area that it could be put ?"

	208
	Ontario
	"This would seriously affect this small neighborhood."

	209
	Canada
	"I am signing this petition because this project would be a life threatening project for the neibourhood . It needs consultation from the neighbourhood."

	210
	Canada
	"Enough is enough, it’s about time the city council takes action to give this city back to the taxpayers- we are certainly paying more than enough in taxes !"

	211
	Canada
	"This is outrageous!"

	212
	Canada
	"We all ready  have a plant in the area"

	213
	Canada
	"This is not the proper place for a facility of this type. The principal area around the proposed site is residential. Infrastructure is not sufficient to handle the volume of trucks proposed. For those residents in the area with breathing issues, there is tremendous risk if there are any leaks/accidents/odors. No information has been provided as to how the City/Province is going to "inspect what they expect" from the operator in terms of gasses, odors, leakage etc.  This type of plant should be built outside of a residential area. The proposed site is adjacent to the Port Union Waterfront, an area the City has spent heavily on developing and spent a lot of time promoting. This does not make sense."

	214
	Canada
	"This is so close to family, recreation, schools and natural environment. Wrong place to put it!"

	215
	Canada
	"I love the biodiversity in the area that this residentially zoned neighbourhood is a steward for. 
Let's find another location for this obviously necessary service. I bet that won't be hard."

	216
	Canada
	"Potential climate affects detrimental to our parks and waters"

	217
	Canada
	"Do not want heavy trucks traffic in our neighbourhood streets"

	218
	Canada
	"I am signing as I do not believe a facility like this should be in such a congested residential and parks area. The area is already congested with traffic as it is. The residents in east Scarborough do not need to be faced with this adverse decision and lowering of property values. I am a real estate agent and know the impact of such a facility in close proximity to residential homes. Plus so close to the newly designated Rouge National parks and Conservation area. Not a good idea for this location. For this proposal."

	219
	Canada
	"This plant needs to be built away from our neighbourhood.  Rethink!"

	220
	Canada
	"Not in a residential area!"
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Executive Summary 
Background 
Currently, the Highland Creek Treatment Plant (HCTP) utilizes multiple hearth incinerators for biosolids management.  Ash is stored on-site in lagoons, and hauled offsite for disposal over a 2 week period each year.  The existing incinerators (referred to as the ‘Base Case’) are nearing the end of their service life, and a new biosolids management approach is required. 
The City of Toronto (City) undertook a Biosolids Master Planning process for all four of its wastewater treatment plants from 2002 to 2009.  In 2011, Council directed Toronto Water to implement beneficial use of biosolids from the HCTP) (i.e., biosolids directly applied to land as a nutrient source or further processing of biosolids into a fertilizer product). This decision required the City to undertake a new Class Environmental Assessment focusing on the HCTP facility. In November 13th, 2013, City Council authorised Toronto Water to issue and award a Request for Proposal for the Preparation of a Schedule B Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) to examine all reasonable and feasible biosolids management alternatives for the HCTP. The Class EA terms of reference included a Health Impact Assessment to be conducted under the guidance of the Medical Officer of Health.  
This HIA identifies and characterises the potential health impacts that may result from the three short-listed biosolids management alternatives that are being considered for the HCTP:  
· Alternative 1:  On-site fluidized bed incineration and off-site ash management 
· Alternative 2: Transporting biosolids off-site for further management, and  
· Alternative 3: On-site processing of biosolids into pellets (a fertilizer product) and transporting pellets off-site for further management.  
The HIA also examines two potential routes for the transport of ash, biosolids or pellets from the HCTP. 
The results of the HIA will be considered along with the environmental, social and economic impacts to determine the best biosolids management option for the HCTP.  
 Study Area 
The study area, as determined by the Class EA, includes Wards 43 and 44 within the City of Toronto. This study area, which surrounds the HCTP, was selected because this is the area that could potentially be affected by activities associated with managing biosolids at the treatment plant, or the transport of biosolids from the treatment plant for management off-site.    
HIA Process 
An HIA Stakeholder Group was formed to inform the assessment by providing local knowledge and perspectives. Groups representing local communities/neighbourhoods; environment and conservation authorities; parks and recreation; children; schools; daycares; people living with low income; and newcomers participated. An expert review team also provided input. Public and stakeholder input were also obtained through the public consultation processes of the Class EA (Public Information Centres and written submissions).  The HIA made use of information developed as part of the Class EA, including the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) and transportation and noise assessments. 
A literature review, expert input and consultation with the stakeholders were used to develop an HIA plan and determine the scope of the HIA. Preliminary results of the HIA were presented to the stakeholder group and the draft report was reviewed by external experts. Comments received were incorporated into this final report.  
Key Findings 
Air Quality 
Results from the HHRA were used to determine the potential short- and long-term human health risks to individuals in the study area who could be affected by emissions from the three proposed biosolids management alternatives. The HHRA examined the potential exposure to chemical contaminants in air coming from the plant itself as well as from the trucks that would be used for hauling biosolids or processed biosolids product to or from the HCTP.   
Health risks were estimated for each of the three biosolids treatment alternatives and compared to the current operations (Base Case). In addition, air emissions of priority substances from sources within and outside Toronto were modelled to provide an estimate of existing levels of pollutants in Wards 43 and 44. Emission estimates from current operations and the three alternatives were added to the background to provide an estimate of total exposures within the study area.  
The HHRA concluded that:  
1) All short-term or chronic exposures to toxic air contaminants were well below health benchmarks for the current HCTP incinerators (Base Case) and the three biosolids management alternatives. 
2) The three biosolids management alternatives are expected to result in a decrease in average levels of criteria air contaminants (carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, ozone, sulphur oxides, particulate matter) across the study area, compared to Base Case conditions. 
3) The differences in the potential risk among the three alternatives are very small. 
4) Traffic emissions from Highway 401 and other roads represent the most significant sources of air pollution in the study area. 
5) The three alternatives contribute less than one percent of the total air exposures to the contaminants of concern modelled in the cumulative air quality assessment, both in the study area overall and locations near the HCTP itself. 
Multi-Media Exposure Risk  
The HHRA also used a ‘multi-media analysis’ to examine the potential for health impacts resulting from ingestion, inhalation and dermal exposure to air, soil, dust, and ingestion of home-grown vegetables or fruits.  The HHRA found that: 
1) For all three alternatives, the health risks due to exposures to the selected contaminants would be well below their associated health benchmarks. 
For all alternatives, health risks related to contaminant risks are anticipated to be lower than for the Base Case.   
Traffic Safety 
Currently, approximately 86 trucks are used to haul ash (end-product of incineration) from the site to the Green Lane Landfill over a 2-week period every year.  Alternative 1 would represent no change from the existing conditions. Alternatives 2 and 3 would require year-round hauling ranging from 1-2 trucks per day (Alternative 3) to 4-6 trucks per day (Alternative 2).  These trucks would result in a very small increase in total truck traffic on the haul routes – an increase in percent of trucks of 0.66% (Alternative 2) and 0.5% (Alternative 3) compared to current truck traffic. The traffic safety risk associated with this increase is very low.  Based on the most recent data on rates of traffic injuries and fatalities for Toronto, it is estimated that for all alternatives the risk of injury would increase by less than one injury every 100 years.  Given the low risk, the differences between the alternatives are not appreciable.  
The two potential routes for the trucks were also assessed.  Route 4 (which primarily uses Lawrence Avenue and Port Union Rd) presents a lower risk profile for vulnerable populations, particularly children; it is therefore preferred to Route 1 (which travels along Morningside Avenue).  
Neighbourhood Characteristics 
Four different factors related to neighbourhood characteristics were considered: access to transport, recreation and leisure, property values, and social cohesion. Based on literature available, input from the local community, the fact that a facility already exists, and that truck traffic would primarily occur along routes that currently have heavy commercial traffic, no impacts to property values, access to transport, recreation and leisure and social cohesion are anticipated.  The existing and proposed cycling and pedestrian infrastructure and the temporary nature of odour and noise impacts suggest that there are unlikely to be any adverse impacts on health.  
Stress and Risk Perception 
Noise generated by truck traffic or odours from transporting biosolids waste associated with Alternative 2 and 3 might cause stress and perceived risk of health impacts.  However, if these impacts occur, they would be very small.  
Noise was assessed as a worst-case scenario, and therefore differences between the alternatives could not be identified. However, the assessment did conclude that a perceptible (4 decibel) increase in noise could occur along transportation Route 1, along one section of Coronation Drive in the community of West Hill.  Also, although odour producing potential will be mitigated on-site, there is some odour producing potential along the haul routes for Alternative 2 and 3.  Overall, it is unlikely that these factors would result in negative impacts on health. 
Greenhouse gases (GHGs) 
The Class EA estimated potential releases of GHGs from fossil fuel burned (natural gas), electricity usage and truck emissions due to hauling. All three biosolids management alternatives are expected to result in a decrease in GHG emissions (measured as carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalents) compared to current conditions at the HCTP. The current incinerator produces approximately 8.7 thousand kilograms of CO2 equivalent emissions per year.  Alternative 2 has the lowest estimated GHG emissions (1.4 thousand kg CO2 eq), followed by Alternative 1 (1.7 thousand kg CO2 eq) and Alternative 3 (3.4 thousand kg CO2 eq). Given the importance of reducing the global emissions of GHGs, all alternatives are expected to be beneficial to health; however, the difference among the alternatives from a health perspective is not discernable.    
Job opportunities    
Employment is an important determinant of health. Job opportunities on-site would essentially be the same as current conditions for each of the biosolids management alternatives.  While Alternative 2 and 3 would create additional employment due to the haulage of biosolids and pellets off-site these jobs would be available city wide and would be a very small increase in the context of Toronto as a whole. 
Health Equity 

An important component of an HIA is to evaluate the existing inequalities in the study area and assess the distribution of the potential impacts of the project. Vulnerable populations identified for this HIA by the HIA Stakeholder Group included children, seniors, people with pre-existing health conditions, the low-income population, Aboriginal Peoples and newcomers.  The Neighbourhood Improvement Areas are communities in Toronto that fall below the Neighbourhood Equity Score and the City has identified as requiring special attention. The study area includes four of these communities: West Hill, Scarborough Village, Morningside and Woburn.  
The three alternatives are not expected to result in inequitable health impacts for the study area population. However, improvements in air quality would be beneficial to children, seniors and people with pre-existing health conditions as well as low-income communities.  The community of West Hill, where the HCTP is located, will experience all impacts, both positive (air quality) and negative (traffic-related safety, noise and odour) most intensely, although all impacts will be very small. 
The haul routes or transportation routes is one aspect of the biosolids management alternatives that could result in equity-related impacts. Each proposed transportation route was assessed in terms of the proximity to vulnerable populations: Neighbourhood 
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Improvement Areas, locations with high senior and child/youth populations, schools, churches, senior homes, child care centres, cross walks, and bicycle routes. Route 4 is predicted to have a lower impact on vulnerable populations compared to Route 1 particularly around issues of odour, noise and traffic safety.   
Mitigation Measures 
A number of standard operating procedures will be put in place to reduce any impacts to community health depending on the preferred alternative that is selected.  These measures are listed below:   
1) In order to mitigate any potential odours from truck loading, the biosolids or pellet truck loading facilities would be constructed with bay doors that would be closed at all times except when trucks are entering and exiting the facility. Biosolids or pellets would be stored in closed silo bins. Trucks would not be filled until they have entered the facility and the bay doors have closed behind them. The doors will not open again until the trucks are ready to leave (Alternatives 2 and 3). 
2) All air from inside the truck loading facility would be captured and treated through an odour control unit before being released to the atmosphere (Alternatives 2 and 3). 
3) Similar to 2), odours generated within the pelletization facility will be collected and treated (Alternative 3). 
4) Trucks will be washed before leaving the truck loading facility to reduce odour potential on route (Alternatives 2). 
5) Mercury capture and wet scrubbers will be installed in stacks to remove mercury, particulate matter and water soluble contaminants (Alternative 1).  
6) Trucks will meet emission standards (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3). 
7) To reduce potential for air and soil contamination, the City of Toronto Sewer Use Bylaw will continue to be enforced, to minimize the presence of pollutants in biosolids (Alternative 1, 2 and 3). 
8) Standard Operating Procedures would be put in place for the safe transport of the biosolids material from the treatment plant to its end destination. Haulers would also be required to have the necessary permits and approvals for the specific biosolids management method being used (Alternative 1, 2 and 3). 
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9) All operations on-site will have to follow municipal bylaws for noise regulation (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3). 
Along with these procedures, the HIA Stakeholder Group and the expert review panel also provided strategies for the City to consider as it moves forward with this and other projects. 
Overall Conclusions 
The HIA examined the potential for the proposed biosolids management alternatives to affect a number of health determinants in the study area. This HIA supports the Class EA by providing a more in-depth assessment of the potential health impacts of biosolids management alternatives for HCTP and by providing a thorough review of the alternatives from a health risk and health equity perspective.  
Overall, the health impacts associated with the alternatives are very small and there are no appreciable differences in health impacts of the three short-listed alternatives. All alternatives evaluated achieve substantial reductions in air emissions compared to the current multiple hearth incinerators. However, among the three alternatives, modern fluidized bed incineration (Alternative 1) is anticipated to result in the highest releases of air pollutants, and the beneficial use alternative and haulage of biosolids off-site (Alternative 2) and on-site pelletizer and haulage off-site (Alternative 3) are expected to increase risks related to HTCP-related truck traffic (i.e., safety, odour and noise).  
The HIA also examined the potential health impacts along two short-listed transport routes as all three alternatives involve some trucking of materials off-site.  Compared to Route 1 (along Morningside Ave), Route 4 (along Port Union Rd) had lower predicted impacts on the community in terms of pedestrian safety, noise and vulnerable populations. These potential equity impacts should be taken into account when selecting the preferred transportation route. 
10.   Recommendations 

Recommendations form a key component of any HIA, as it is here where health impacts identified have the potential to be mitigated.  Since the HIA did not identify any significant health risks associated with the three alternatives, the need to identify recommendations for mitigation was minimized.  However, throughout the Class EA process and through the involvement of the HIA Stakeholder Group and expert review panel a number of recommendations were brought forward.  This section describes these mitigation strategies. Alternatives for which the mitigation is relevant are outlined in parentheses. 
Standard Operating Procedures 
The City has already committed to put in place a series of mitigation measures dependent on which alternative is selected.  Below is a list of those strategies:  
· In order to mitigate any potential odours from truck loading, the biosolids or pellet truck loading facilities would be constructed with bay doors which would be closed at all times except when trucks are entering and exiting the facility. Biosolids or pellets would be stored in closed silo bins. Trucks would not be filled until they have entered the facility and the bay doors have closed behind them. The doors will not open again until the trucks are ready to leave (Alternatives 2 and 3) 
· All air from inside the facility would be captured and treated through an odour control unit before being released to the atmosphere. (Alternatives 2 and 3) 
· Odours generated within the pelletization facility will be collected and treated (Alternative 3) 
· Trucks will also be washed before leaving the facility to reduce odour potential on route (Alternatives 2) 
· Mercury capture and wet scrubbers will be installed in stacks to remove mercury, particulate matter and water soluble contaminants (Alternative 1)  
· Trucks will meet emission standards (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 
· To reduce potential for air and soil contamination, the City of Toronto Sewer Use Bylaw will continue to be enforced, to minimize the presence of pollutants in biosolids (Alternative 1, 2 and 3) 
· Standard Operating Procedures would be put in place for the safe transport of the biosolids material from the treatment plant to its end destination. Haulers would also be required to have the necessary permits and approvals for the specific biosolids management method being used (Alternative 1, 2 and 3) 
· All operations on-site will have to follow municipal bylaws for noise regulation (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3)  
Suggestions by Stakeholders 
A final stage in the HIA process was to present the results back to the HIA Stakeholder Group to obtain their feedback on points of clarification for the HIA and to solicit suggestions for the wider decisionmaking process around projects such as the HCTP.  The meeting was held on June 11, 2015, results of which are presented in Appendix D.  A summary of the suggestions relevant for the development of the alternatives and future projects for the City of Toronto as provided by the HIA Stakeholder Group are presented below. See Appendix D for a complete list of recommendations and comments.  
· Consider how this project fits in with other infrastructure and community improvements in the community (i.e. how does it contribute to quality of life now and in the future)  

· Consider sharing data from this study with others working on other EAs or other projects in order to feed into the “bigger picture”   

· Consider how to leverage financial benefits derived from Alternative 2 and 3 back into the community (e.g. Build important facilities in community (access to food and shopping), provide jobs to local residents; use a community advisory board to decide on benefits to the community; installing bike lanes in the community to offset truck traffic) (Alternatives 2 and 3) 

· Provide better communication around extra trucks being added to the 401 – residents are interested in the cumulative impact over the long term from other activities in the community (Alternative 2 and 3) 

· Consider what may happen along the trucking routes in the future (e.g. new developments, change of land use, bicycle routes) (Alternative 2 and 3). 

· Health impacts of (biosolids management) enhancements should be integrated into the HIA results (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 

· Risk/accountability of pellet end point (i.e. labeling, usage, etc.) should be discussed with the community (Alternative 3) 

· Consider having the haul trucks move biosolids materials on road during the night time (less risk of accidents and nuisance), and choose the option with the least number of trucks (Alternative 1, 2 and 3) 

· Make sure contractors that manage biosolids and pellets are good actors with environmental, social and health impacts (i.e. ongoing evaluation) (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 

Additional Suggestions by Expert Review Panel 
Finally, the final HIA report underwent review by the expert review panel.  Within this processes reviewers suggested additional mitigation strategies that could be considered.  They are summarized below:  
· To reduce noise from trucks, include clauses in any agreements made with contractors that specify the type of trucks  (e.g. heavy trucks with low-noise emission, if possible) or the equipment to be used (e.g., exhaust stack outlet, muffler shell, exhaust pipes, etc.) or driving techniques to be used (e.g. no use of  “Jake” or “Jacobs” braking except in emergencies, a driving style that reduces noise when accelerating and decelerating).  Regular maintenance of vehicles should also be specified  (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 
· To maximize employment in the local area we recommend preferential hiring at the HCTP for the surrounding population (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 
· Consider safer road design, using, where relevant, traffic calming schemes to mitigate impacts on road safety and promote active transportation and physical activity (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 
· To minimize air quality impacts from trucks look at alternative means of power for the trucks such as natural gas or electricity, even though the overall impact of the trucks is deemed unimportant (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3). 
· To manage stress in the community, the results of ongoing regulatory oversight should be actively communicated to the affected communities through the Neighbourhood Liaison Group of the HCTP. The same applies to communicating about the risk of spills and the occurrence of spills and remediation (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 
· To manage stress in the community, there should be a mechanism specific to the project for voicing concerns (e.g. perhaps through the Liaison Group) (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 
· To reduced greenhouse gas events from occurring, consider using the haul trucks later in the day, outside of heavy traffic times (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3) 
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