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MEMO 

 

To: 

William Tigert, CAO 
Town of Ingersoll 
130 Oxford Street 
Ingersoll, Ontario, N5C 2V5 

Copies: 

Jack Coop and Joel Farber, Partners 
Fogler Rubinoff LLP 
77 King Street West, Suite 3000 
Toronto, Ontario, M5K 1G8 

From:  

Dr. Barbara Hard, P.Biol., R.P.Bio., QPRA 
Senior Terrestrial Biologist 

Date: Project No.: 

May 26, 2017 351312 

Subject:  

Ecological Assessment Review of Walker Environmental Group Southwestern 
Landfill Environmental Assessment Submissions 

 
1.0 Introduction 
 
Arcadis has been retained by the Town of Ingersoll as experts on Ecology in connection with the 

Southwestern Landfill Proposal (the Walker Environmental Group (WEG) landfill or waste disposal site).1  

Specifically, I have been retained to provide comments on reports prepared by or for WEG under the ongoing 

Environmental Assessment Act approval process for the WEG landfill.   

In preparation of this memorandum, I have reviewed the following WEG document: 

 Ecological Assessment Work Plan- revised Draft for Discussion, dated February 2017, prepared 

by Beacon Environmental, submitted to Walker Industries. 

The following other documents were also reviewed in conjunction with the document above: 

 Walker Environmental Group Inc., Work Plan: Cumulative Effects Assessment In the Southwestern 

Landfill EA – Draft For Discussion, January 12, 2017.  

                     

1 The Curriculum Vitae of the author of this report is attached as Appendix A. 
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 Walker Environmental Group Inc., Southwestern Landfill Proposal: Approved Amended Terms of 

Reference, May 10, 2016. 

I have limited my review comments to aspects specific to the Ecological Assessment Work Plan. 

2.0 Background 

The purpose of this review was to determine whether the Work Plan for Ecological Assessment is adequate 

to consider the potential effects to ecology and the natural environment, and whether it is consistent with the 

requirements of the Environmental Assessment (EA) Terms of Reference (ToR) as approved by the Minister 

of the Environment and Climate Change on March 17, 2016 and amendments to the Work Plan arising from 

comments from various stakeholders and agencies such as Upper Thames River Conservation Authority and 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. 

This review is primarily focused on the principles of Ecological Assessments.  Other technical reviews of work 

plans specific to issues such as hydrogeology, air quality, noise, geotechnical engineering, landfill design, 

human health risks, etc. are being conducted under separate cover. 

3.0 General Observations and Comments 

The elements of the Ecological Assessment Work Plan are in line with general requirements of natural 

resources inventory and environmental impact assessments for EAs.  However, review of the Work Plan 

noted a number of deficiencies with regards to details of the execution of the Work Plan.  It appears to be 

written as a proposed Terms of Reference for the Ecological Assessment rather than a work plan that is 

ready to be implemented.  For example, site reconnaissance and selection of sampling and reference 

locations should have been made at this stage and should be available for review by stakeholders and 

agencies.  The selection of appropriate survey and reference locations is of great importance for natural 

environment surveys.  Therefore, this is considered a significant deficiency that make it impossible to 

properly assess the work plan.  

The Work Plan does not include provisions for the development of mitigation plans and implementation of 

mitigation measures, should they be deemed necessary. 

4.0 Specific Observations and Comments 

Section 4 Study Areas 

Page 5: No overview of the study areas was provided.  Therefore, an assessment of whether the proposed 

study areas are appropriate was not possible. 

Section 6.2 Land Use Forecast 

Page 1, 1st Paragraph: It is mentioned in this paragraph that cumulative effects will be assessed. However, 

there is no discussion under Section 8, Data Analysis that discusses cumulative effects and how they may 

be assessed, monitored and possibly mitigated, if needed.  This is a deficiency in the report.  Cumulative 

effects may originate from effects of the landfill on the natural environment, including potential failure of the 
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liner and the sudden release of contaminants, the effects of the operational quarry and truck traffic or a 

combination of both.  Details of the methodology should be provided. 

Section 7.2.1 Aquatic 

Page 3: There is no indication of number of samples proposed, sampling locations and number and location 

of reference sites for both fish and benthic invertebrate studies.  Although a figure is cited that shows 

proposed sampling location, it was not provided.  This should be part of the proposed Work Plan as review 

of suitability of locations is necessary before sampling commences. 

Page 4, 1st Paragraph: The Scope of Work states that fish sampling will occur twice annually, during the 

spring and fall, but no indication is given for how many years this will be implemented.  It is also not clear if 

this sampling is meant to be part of the long term effects monitoring. 

Benthic Invertebrate Study: 

Page 4: OBBN Protocol Manual (Jones et al., 2004)- an updated version is available (2007).  

It is proposed to use the Hilsenhoff Biotic Index only.  However, in order to ensure that differences in samples 

and sample locations in comparison to reference locations are captured, additional indices and criteria are 

suggested: Simpson’s Evenness, Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index, % EPT (Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera, 

Trichoptera), % Worms, % Dominants, % Diptera, % Insects, total number of individuals. 

Section 7.2.2 Terrestrial 

Ecological Land Classification (ELC) and Floral Surveys 

Page 5: The fall survey should be completed in September/October, rather than August/September, as an 

August survey would be too close to a July summer survey and would potentially not reflect a true fall survey. 

Page 5, last line: The year should be added to the Lee et al. reference. 

Page 6, 3rd Paragraph: The floral surveys should not be confined to the property and should include all study 

areas such as Vicinity Study Area and Haul Roads and should also be included in the description of 

benthic/fish sampling locations. 

Qualitative Surveys for Species at Risk and Rare Species 

Page 6: Species at Risk Ontario (SARO) lists 32 Species at Risk (SAR) in the Ingersoll area (Oxford County). 

Since this is a Work Plan and not a proposed Terms of Reference document, the screening for SAR should 

have already been completed and a work plan to address (include/exclude) each species with justification 

should have been developed.  A location plan for species specific surveys should be shown.  None of these 

tasks have been completed.  This is a significant deficiency in the Work Plan. 
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Breeding Bird Surveys 

Page 6: It is not indicated which protocol is proposed for the breeding bird surveys and how they will be 

carried out (timing, spacing between locations etc.).  The standard breeding bird atlas protocol calls for 

surveys to be 15 days apart rather than 7 days as proposed in the work plan.  

Survey locations for breeding bird surveys should be provided on a figure.  This has not been done. 

Amphibian Surveys 

Page 7: It is stated that amphibian survey locations have been selected, but no figure, description or 

rationale for survey location selection is given.  It is also not indicated how many survey locations have been 

selected. 

Survey locations for amphibian surveys should be provided on a figure.  The above deficiencies are 

significant. 

Bird Hazards 

Page 8: It is proposed to review background information before a field sampling plan is developed.  However, 

as this is a Work Plan and not a proposed Terms of Reference document, the field program should have 

been developed and should be able for review and comments by stakeholders.  This is a significant 

deficiency. 

Section 8.1.1 Index of Biotic Integrity 

Page 9, 1st Paragraph: It is stated that the Index of Biotic Integrity analyzes fish for 12 possible metrics which 

will be determined by professional judgement.  Only five (5) metrics are listed.  It is not clear what the 

remaining 7 metrics are and, given that this is the Scope of Work, these should have been already 

established at this point.  The absence of this information does not allow for the review of adequacy and 

suitability of the unnamed metrics for the Index of Biotic Integrity. 

Section 8.2 Terrestrial 

Page 11, Paragraph 4: More information should be provided on the suitability of the benchmarks to assess 

impact of dust on plants as well as the methodology and implementation.  It is unclear if the benchmarks 

referred to have been accepted by environmental agencies such as Ministry of Environment or US EPA. 

Further discussion is required. 

Section 10 References 

There are a number of references listed in the reference section that are not cited in the text. References 

should be cross referenced for ease of review. 

 

  
Dr. Barbara Hard, P.Biol., R.P.Bio., QPRA 
Senior Terrestrial Biologist 
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APPENDIX A 
Curricula Vitae 

Barbara Hard



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 


