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The Regional Municipality of York 

is completing an Individual 

Environmental Assessment (IEA) Study 

in the City of Vaughan to identify road 

improvements in the Teston Road area 

from Highway 400 to Bathurst Street 

and from Major Mackenzie Drive West 

to Kirby Road. 

As required under the Ontario 

Environmental Assessment Act, 

York Region is releasing the draft 

IEA Study Report for public review. 

THE STUDY 

To address transportation challenges 

in the area, the study considered 

improvements for vehicles, 

pedestrians, cyclists and transit. 

Consultation with interested and/or 

affected parties is an essential part of 

the planning process and allows for 

identification and response to issues 

before decisions are made. 

The draft IEA Report will be available for review and comment from November 8, 2024 to December 22, 2024 at 

york.ca/TestonRoad 

The Teston Road IEA Study will be submitted to the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks for review 

and approval following the public review period. 

Please let us know if you require accommodations to participate. Online materials and an accessible version of this 

notice are available upon request. 

This study is being carried out according to the approved Terms of Reference and the requirements of the Ontario Environmental 

Assessment Act. Personal information submitted (e.g. name, address and phone number) is collected, maintained and disclosed 

under the authority of the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act and the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of 

Privacy Act for transparency and consultation purposes. Personal information you submit will become part of the public record 

that is available to the general public, unless you request that your personal information remain confidential. 

This notice was issued on November 7, 2024. 

 

Wayne Emmerson 

York Region Chairman and CEO 
 

CONTACT US 

To submit a question, comment or request to be added to the project mailing list, please contact us using a method 

below. To better assist you, please quote ‘Teston Road IEA’ in your inquiry. 
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Neil Brown 
Director (A) 
Transfer Stations and Landfill Operations
Solid Waste Management Services 

Matt Keliher  Solid Waste Management  Services  Tel:   905-303-4017  
General Manager  Closed Landfill Operations  Fax:  905-832-4944   

7 Eaglet Court,   Lynda.Mulcahy@toronto.ca  
Vaughan, ON L6A 4E2  

Date: January 31, 2025 

To: Teston Road IEA Study Team 

From: Lynda Mulcahy, Manager Closed Landfill Operations, City of Toronto 

Re: Teston Road draft Individual Environmental Assessment (IEA) report comments 

The City of Toronto (Toronto) appreciates the consultation process by the IEA team, and this 
opportunity to provide comment on the draft IEA report. Toronto recognizes the importance of this 
IEA project and also the sensitivity and complexity of certain locations within the proposed project 
area. Toronto therefore completed a detailed review of the draft IEA report. 

If the existing conditions or the project description are not effectively represented, the robustness of 
the effects evaluation is biased and the recommended Mitigation Measures and Commitments to 
Future Work will also be inherently flawed. 

Substantial misrepresentations and inconsistencies in the Draft IEA Report have been identified by 
the Toronto. These have been summarized in Comment Response Table 1 in Attachment A. The 
conclusions of supporting studies conflict with statements made in the executive summary, project 
description and effects evaluation. Toronto is requesting a commitment of the authors to provide 
clarification and supplemental information prior to the finalization of this Draft IEA Report. 

Toronto would like to request that MECP require Toronto’s sign off on responses from the Region of 
York and/or supplemental information provided. 

With respect to the structure and completeness of the IEA Report, Toronto identifies critical conflicts 
or misinformation in the following sections. Details and further comments are contained in the 
Comment Response Table 1 in Attachment A. 

Consultation 
Toronto, along with its consultants, met to convey concerns to the York Region IEA Project Team 
regarding due consideration of the Keele Valley Landfill gas infrastructure. During these meetings 
information on the potential hazards associated with working near closed landfills, including the 
potential for landfill gas to be present in the subsurface were conveyed. Omitted from the 
consultation record (i.e., missing from Appendix C6) was the November 29, 2023 meeting between 
the York Region IEA Project Team, Toronto, WSP Canada Inc. and GHD Limited regarding landfill 
gas, hazards associated with landfill gas, and existing control and monitoring infrastructure. 
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Description of  the Environment  (Existing Conditions)  
a) Toronto requests that the proponent undertake a legal review of the land boundaries and covenants on 

lands within and adjacent to the Alternative Alignment option 4E, Section 2. The existing conditions 
assessments is incomplete with respect to ownership and encumbrances. 

b) The Approved Terms of Reference (Page 25) references Ministry of Environment Conservation and Park 
(MECP) D-4 Land Use On or Near Landfills and Dumps (1994). The D-4 Guideline is a tool for proposed 
projects to use when proposing works near existing and closed landfills. Project proponents, including 
undertakings subject to the Environmental Assessment Act, are expected to apply the D-4 guideline. To 
facilitate review of the Draft IEA, the project proponent should provide a summarizing document or 
section in the IEA Draft Report demonstrating how the proposed project meets the D-4 Guideline for each 
of the three landfills sites. This assessment should include technical reports prepared by qualified 
individuals which summarize the existing conditions of each landfill. 

c) Mention of several Keele Valley Landfill gas management infrastructure was omitted from the existing 
conditions presented in the Draft IEA Report as further detailed in comments provided in Table 1. The 
Draft IEA Report lacks information (e.g., cross-sections with sufficient detail) to determine if the omitted 
landfill gas infrastructure will be impacted by the transportation corridor project. On this basis, the Draft 
IEA Report has not fully evaluated the impact of the transportation corridor on the Keele Valley Landfill. 

Preferred Alternative Alignment 4E (Project Description) 

The project description of the Preferred Alternative Alignment (4E) does not convey the technical 
and regulatory challenges, which pose real risk to the project. This was conveyed to the proponent 
in response comments on August 16, 2021 following the first open house. 

a) The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment did not include an assessment of property 
boundaries and encumbrances at the Keele Valley Landfill Site. This incomplete assessment may impact 
the evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment from the Alternatives to the Project. Toronto 
requests that the proponent undertake a legal review of the land boundaries and covenants on lands 
within and adjacent to the Alternative Alignment Option 4E, Section 2. Toronto is likewise initiating a legal 
review for the benefit of all parties. Toronto directs the proponent to legal plans and covenants in 
Attachment 2, described below: 

i) The western portion of Teston Road through proposed Section 2 was closed on October 29, 1981 
By-Law 256-81 (instrument R283130). Toronto requests the proponent to confirm the reason for the 
road closure is no longer valid. 

ii) Toronto requests the proponent to identify and confirm that Area 1 on Schedule 1 in the attached 
1988 Joint Board Hearing for the Keele Valley Landfill is excluded from the proposed transportation 
corridor project. 

iii) An Easement agreement between the Town of Vaughan and Metropolitan Toronto were established 
in 1983 for Areas identified in Schedule E and F of Instrument R320409 Clause 3(6) and 4(1). 
Toronto requests that the proponent confirm areas of Parts 6, 9, 51 and Parts 8 and 53 on 
Reference Plan 65R-5832 are excluded from the proposed transportation corridor project. 
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iv) A transfer agreement between the City of Vaughan and Metropolitan Toronto for Part 9 and 10 of 

Reference Plan 65R-5832 was established in 1996 by Instrument R675034. The City of Toronto 
requests that the proponent confirm that these areas are excluded in the proposed transportation 
corridor project. 

Based on the above information it is Toronto’s understanding that the road allowance along the eastern 
portion of Alternative Alignment Option 4E, Section 2 is 66ft (20m; one chain) width and has been since 
first surveyed in 1820. 

b) The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment did not include an assessment of the regulatory 
framework governing the Keele Valley Landfill Site. This incomplete assessment may impact the 
evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment from the Alternatives to the Project. The amendments to 
the ECA for the Keele Valley Landfill are complex and are submitted with intentionality, supporting 
technical investigations and strong rationale. Minor administrative amendments to the ECA, which do not 
involve landfill infrastructure or changes to the approved monitoring program have recently taken up to 2 
years to obtain approval through the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP). The 
Draft IEA describes at least six major infrastructure, property, access or monitoring program alterations 
that would trigger amendments to the ECA for the Keele Valley Landfill Site. The timeline for applying for 
and obtaining the amendments described in the Draft IEA could be on the scale of decades. There is no 
guarantee of approval.  The Draft IEA report distorts and oversimplifies the rigorous process of altering 
approved works by means of amendments to the ECA. The project proponent should include MECP 
concurrence with any changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. The overall approvability of the 
Preferred Alternative Alignment (4E) was not adequately captured in the Project Description. 

c) The project proponent should identify how continued operation of landfill control systems during the road 
construction and post-construction period of the transportation corridor will be maintained to ensure 
compliance with site ECAs for the Keele Valley Landfill Site, and provides secure means to protect the 
landfill infrastructure, and provides ample maintenance access if repair or replacement of the 
infrastructure is required. Deferring coordination of the monitoring infrastructure and underground 
infrastructure servicing the landfills may also impact the evaluation of the preferred alternative. 

d) Deferring delineation of waste and coordination to the detailed design period may impact the evaluation 
of preferred alternative. 

e) The reasonable potential for landfill gas to be within the Preferred Alternative Alignment (4E) 
transportation corridor was not consistently acknowledged within the Draft IEA Report as further detailed 
in comments provided in Table 1. For clarity and to inform subsequent comments we provide the 
following general overview of landfill gas and general hazards for subsurface projects near landfills: 

Landfill gas results from the decomposition of refuse and is primarily composed of 45 to 60 
percent methane and 40 to 60 percent carbon dioxide, and trace gases including mercaptans, 
hydrocarbons, solvents, water vapour, and hydrogen sulfide. 

Methane is explosive in concentrations between 5 and 15 percent by volume in air. Methane, 
carbon dioxide, and nitrogen are simple asphyxiants. 

Trace gases in landfill gas may be toxic and odourous. 
Landfill/methane gas may be present during excavations on the subsurface in the vicinity of 
landfills. 
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Landfill gas may migrate along existing or new preferential pathways created during 
construction/maintenance work in the vicinity of landfills. The pathways for landfill gas to migrate in 
the subsurface may change over time (e.g., changes in groundwater levels). 

General hazards associated with subsurface projects near closed landfills include the following: 

there is the potential for landfill gas to be present in the subsurface during construction and post-
construction maintenance event; 

utilities, utility trenches, and/or conduits may create new preferential pathways for landfill gas 
migration in the subsurface, including to structures or electrical equipment; 

infrastructure installed in the subsurface may create new structures or spaces where landfill gas 
could accumulate; 

material that has the potential to generate methane gas may exist outside a suspected limit of 
waste for a closed landfill; and, 

landfill gas control systems may not always be in operation at landfills (e.g. maintenance, power 
failure, etc.). 

Due to the lack of consistent acknowledgement of the potential for landfill gas to be within the 
transportation corridor it is not clear if the impact of changes to the subsurface soil gas conditions 
imposed by the Preferred Alternative Alignment option (4E) have been evaluated and adequately 
mitigated in the Draft IEA Report. Additionally, the proposed Preferred Alternative Alignment has been 
identified as having impacts to the Vaughan Landfill gas collection system, which in turn has the 
potential to impact soil gas conditions in and south of the transportation corridor (e.g. north side of 
Keele Valley Landfill). This potential impact to the Keele Valley Landfill has not been identified nor 
mitigated in the Draft IEA Report. 

f) The project proponent should provide scaled drawings in plan view and cross section incorporating the 
information from “Section 2, Constrained Cross Section (Figure 8-9).” as well as property lines, 
topographical features, above grade and below grade landfill infrastructure. 

Effects Assessment, Mitigation and Commitment to Future Work 

a) The project proponent is not named on the Environmental Compliance Certificate for the Keele Valley 
Landfill Site and is therefore not in a position to offer Commitment to Future Works that would alter the 
approved technical controls or the compliance monitoring program. The project proponent offers 
Commitments that have not yet been discussed in sufficient detail with Toronto. Toronto cannot 
guarantee any additional financial regulatory or administrative burden to meet the proponents 
Commitment to Future Work. The project proponent should include MECP concurrence with any 
Commitment to Future work that proposes changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. Approved 
current landfill infrastructure and monitoring instrumentation for performance and compliance monitoring 
was placed with intentionality following the completion of technical investigations, interpretation and 
reporting. With respect to landfill gas, leachate collection and groundwater monitoring infrastructure 
(including purge wells), some basic proposed design changes and review could have been provided by 
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this stage in the IEA process. Toronto cannot comment on the ability to maintain compliance with the 
approved ECA until this information is completed, submitted and reviewed. 

b) The proponent has not put forth alternative options for management of the Teston Road Purge Well 
system and the environmental compliance monitoring of the Main Plume emanating from the Vaughan 
Landfill. 

c) Toronto has not been provided enough information to confirm the validity of several key statements and 
conclusions of the Draft IEA Report. Until further information is provided, Toronto cannot assess if the 
proposed Commitments to Future Works will impact affect the ability for Toronto to maintain compliance 
with the approved Environmental Compliance Approval for the Keele Valley Landfill Site. 

Closure 
With respect to existing conditions, in undertaking the review of the Draft IEA, Toronto has 
determined that existing conditions have not been effectively represented. 

With respect to the evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment (Project Description), the 
evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment may be impacted by the following: 

the incomplete assessment of options with respect to site boundaries and regulatory framework; 
the incomplete assessment of options with respect to landfill infrastructure; and, 
the omission of the health and safety hazard associated with the potential for landfill gas to be 
present in the proposed transportation corridor. 

The impact of these incomplete assessments and omissions to the overall evaluation of Alternates 
to the Project should be considered. 

With respect to the evaluation, Toronto disagrees with several of the significant ratings in the effects 
evaluation. In many cases, the proposed mitigation listed excludes or do not address the listed 
effect. 

If the effects and significance rating are prejudiced, then the proposed mitigation measures and 
Commitment to Future Works are also biased and likely to be incomplete. 

With respect to Commitments to Future Work, Toronto has not been provided enough information to 
confirm the validity of several key statements and conclusions of the Draft IEA Report.  Therefore, 
Toronto cannot adequately assess if the Commitments to Future Work provide will provide 
assurance that adequately captures the risk of the project to Toronto’s ability to maintain compliance 
with its ECA. 
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Toronto requests a formal response from York Region on its comments on the draft IEA Report. 

Toronto requests a meeting with York region to discuss the comments. 

Toronto would like to request the MECP require Toronto’s sign off on responses from York Region 
and/or supplemental information provided. 

Yours truly, 

Lynda Mulcahy 
Manager, Closed Landfill Operations 
Solid Waste Management Services 

LM/lm 

Copy to: 

Neil Brown, Director (A) Transfer Stations and Landfill Operations, City of Toronto 
Praveen John, Project Manager, York Region 
Andrea Brown, District Engineer, Ministry of Environment Conservation and Parks 
Tracy Meldrum, Lead, Senior Hydrogeologist, WSP 

Attachments: 
Attachment A: “Table 1: City of Toronto Comments Draft Individual Environmental Assessment for 

the Teston Road Area Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst 
Street” 

Attachment B: Property boundary and land use related Instruments 



         

     

  

     
   

  
  

    

Lynda Mulcahy, P.Eng, Manager of Closed Landfills GLD-19123055 

City of Toronto January 30, 2025 

ATTACHMENT A 

Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Individual Environmental 

Assessment for the Teston Road 
Area Transportation Improvements, 

Highway 400 & Bathhurst Street 



   
      
    

 

   

          
    

 

           

  

    
 

        
       

       
      

    
      

     
      

       
  

  

 

    
      

      
       

       
 

 

     

  

 

  

 

     
        

         
      

     
 

        
        

 
         

              
       

      
 

 
       

        

    
   

 

    
      

      
     

       

 

Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Report: Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area, Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street; 
Primary Author: Morrison Hershfield (MH); Proponent: York Region (YR) 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

City of Toronto 

1. Executive Summary – 
General 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

The Executive Summary (and generally the Draft IEA Report) does not acknowledge the 
potential for landfill gas to be present in the transportation corridor in the vicinity of the 3 
closed landfills, and by extension, has not considered this health and safety hazard in the 
evaluation of options (evaluation of preferred option) for the project. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should edit and reconcile the evaluation 
of options presented in the Draft IEA Report, including the 
Executive Summary, to acknowledge the potential for landfill 
gas to be present in the transportation corridor and the 
associated health and safety hazards, both during the 
construction period and after the road corridor has been placed 
into service. 

The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment may be 
impacted by the omission of the health and safety hazard 
associated with the potential for landfill gas to be present in the 
proposed transportation corridor. The impact of the omission to 
the overall evaluation of Alternates to the Project should be 
considered. 

Proponent’s Response 

2. Executive Summary – 

Recommendations – 

Soil/Contamination/ 

Landfills, 

Page XXVI 

The author states “Given the proximity of landfills and the associated monitoring 
infrastructure along a portion of the project, further coordination will occur throughout 
detailed design to ensure compliance with, or amendment to, existing approvals and to 
delineate underground infrastructure and address the potential for landfill waste to be 
present within the proposed right-of-way.” 

Comment: The potential for landfill gas to be present in the right-of-way / transportation 
corridor is omitted from mention of the potential for landfill waste to be present. 

If waste associated with a known municipal solid waste landfill (e.g., Vaughan Landfill) is 
suspected to be within the limits of the project, there should be no doubt about the need to 
consider the potential for landfill gas to be likewise present. Deferring delineation of waste 
and coordination to the detailed design period may impact the evaluation of preferred 
alternative. 

Deferring coordination of the monitoring infrastructure and underground infrastructure 
servicing the landfills may also impact the evaluation of the preferred alternative. 

The project proponent should edit and reconcile this omission 
throughout the report. 

The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment may be 
impacted by the deferred delineation of waste and the 
incomplete assessment of options with respect to landfill 
infrastructure. The impact of the omission to the overall 
evaluation of Alternatives to the Project should be considered. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

3. Executive Summary – 

Recommendations – 

Soil/Contamination/ 

Landfills, 

Page XXVI 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

The author states “The project will not impede the operation of the Keele Valley Landfill, 
its monitoring programs/requirements, or access to its infrastructure (including 
underground infrastructure).” 

Comment: This statement does not appear to reflect the contents of the Draft IEA Report, 
including its supporting documents. There are several instances of noted conflicts within 
Section 5 – Existing Conditions; Section 9- Project Description; and Section 10 – Effects 
Assessment with respect to the above statement. To reasonably make this statement, it 
should be confirmed that existing landfill-waste limits and the supporting infrastructure are 
sufficiently set-back from the proposed right-of-way work-limits. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should edit and reconcile these conflicts 
throughout the report. 

Proponent’s Response 

4. Executive Summary – 

Consultation - Issues 

Arising from 
Consultation 

– Landfills, 

Page XXIX 

The author states “The ultimate Recommended Plan respects all York Region policies and 
a 36.0 m right-of-way, however, an interim design has been created to eliminate impacts 
to the landfills.” 

Comment: The wider Recommended Plan appears to be the long-term plan for the 
transportation corridor in the vicinity of the landfills. This wider right-of-way (to the full road 
allowance, 36.0m) will increase the impact to the Keele Valley Landfill, including impact to 
accessibility of the landfill monitoring and control infrastructure. The wider right-of way 
appears to occupy the primary buffer area of the Keele Valley Landfill Site as defined in 
the Environmental Compliance Approval. The header pipe for the landfill gas collection 
system is located within the apparent proposed Recommended Plan road allowance. 
Clarity is required on the proposed timeline for the implementation of the Recommended 
Plan. 

The project proponent should clarify in the Executive Summary 
the expected timeline for the wider ultimate Recommended 
Plan that will occupy the north primary buffer area for the Keele 
Valley Landfill. 

The project proponent should confirm that the wider ultimate 
Recommended Plan implementation timeline aligns with the 
end of anticipated service life of the control systems for the 
Keele Valley Landfill. 

The project proponent should edit and reconcile the statement 
that the interim plan will eliminate impacts to landfills. 

Even with the narrower constrained interim cross-section (approximately 23.0m), 
encroachment into the landfill buffer area is probable. The primary buffer area will 
remain essential for operational support of the Keele Valley Landfill for the 
foreseeable future, specifically beyond 2050. Further the Draft IEA Report Section 
8.3.3., following Table 8-2, states “the full-width cross-section would not be 
implemented until such time as the landfill monitoring and various leachate and 
gas controls are no longer required and have been decommissioned. There is 
currently no timeline for decommissioning.” 

This statement is reasonable, but is not accurately reflected in the Executive Summary 
and other areas of the documents. The statement that the interim plan will “eliminate 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

5. Section 3 – 
Consultation; Section 
Agency & Municipal 
Consultation; Table 3-
6; 

Page 29 

6. Section 3 – 
Consultation; Section 
Agency & Municipal 
Consultation; Table 3-
6; 

Page 29 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution 

impacts to landfills” is not consistent with the detailed assessments within the Draft IEA 
Report as previously noted. 

The author includes on the meeting entry for February 15, 2022 Bullet 3 that “Road salt The project proponent should correct and clarify the text. 
may cause issues during landfill leachate testing.” is incorrectly summarized in both Table 
3-6 and consultation record in Appendix C.6. 

Clarification: The Vaughan Landfill does not have a liner for which leachate could be 
collected and conveyed. Therefore, leachate is not sampled from the Vaughan landfill and 
landfill leachate testing is not completed for the Vaughan landfill. Landfill leachate 
impacted groundwater from the unlined Vaughan Landfill has created a plume which 
emanates from the Vaughan Landfill and travels underneath the lined Keele Valley Landfill 
Site. Sodium and chloride are both landfill leachate indicator parameters (among others) 
that are used to characterize and delineated the groundwater plume from the Vaughan 
Landfill. Road salt impacted surface water infiltrating in the vicinity of this groundwater 
plume exists may confound the ability to continue to effectively monitor the status of the 
plume. 

The consultation record of “Update Meeting OH#4” is incorrect. The EA team requested a The project proponent should revise the meeting title. 
meeting with City of Toronto regarding the bridge design options and abutments. 

Comment: The City of Toronto noted that in both preliminary design scenarios fill would be 
placed on private property limiting access to the northeast monitoring well locations at the 
Keele Valley Landfill Site. 

At October 2023 meeting, the potential presence of landfill gas in the project corridor was 
identified and City of Toronto asked if the project team had landfill subject matter experts 
involved in the EA. It was restated that if Landfill Gas was not considered in the EA 
process, it may affect the constructability off the project. It was suggested that a follow up 
meeting with YR, MH the City of Toronto’s Landfill Gas experts be arranged. 

Proponent’s Response 

7. Section 3 – 
Consultation; Section 
Agency & Municipal 
Consultation; Table 3-
6; 

Page 29 

The consultation record with the City of Toronto is missing a meeting host by York Region 
with respect to Landfill Gas potential held on November 29, 2023. Following the October 
2023 meeting a follow up meeting was scheduled by the Region of York to include with 
City of Toronto, WSP Canada Inc. (WSP), and GHD Limited (GHD). This meeting was 
held on November 29, 2023. 

Comment: GHD presented information on landfill gas generation, mobility and 
considerations for design. WSP provided information on the construction details of the 
Teston Road Purge Well System. The presentation slides from GHD and selected 

The project proponent should update the consultation record to 
include the November 29, 2023 meeting. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution Proponent’s Response 

borehole logs from the Teston Road Purge Well System were provided to York Region on 
December 22, 2023. Correspondence record attached to this table. 

8. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.3.5.5 Groundwater 

Page 107 

to 

Appendix L --
Hydrogeology Report 
Section 3.4 
Hydrogeology 

The authors provide a summary of regional scale hydrogeology on page 7; however, the 
two 2018 Golder reports referenced on page 12 identify and offer a more detailed 
description of the local hydrostratigraphy. The local aquifer names and thickness would be 
more appropriately described for this section of the proposed project. 

The project proponent should expand this section to clarify the 
text. 

9. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.3.5.5 Groundwater 

Page 107 

to 

Appendix L -
Hydrogeology Report 
Section 3.4 
Hydrogeology 

Page 13 

The author states “The chloride concentrations were determined to be within the Ontario 
Drinking Water Standards.” 

Comment: The Keele Valley Landfill Site has approved site-specific groundwater 
compliance criteria. 

The project proponent should be aware there are site specific 
criteria site boundary and triggers for groundwater compliance. 

10. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.1 Keele Valley 
Landfill; 
Page 152 

The author states “The Keele Valley Landfill operates under a Certificate of Approval 
(CoA) and is subject to the CoA, as well as requirements under Section 46 of the 
Environmental Protection Act and the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 
(MECP) D-4 Guideline: Land Use On or Near Landfills and Dumps (1994).” 

Clarification: The Keele Valley Landfill Site does not operate under, nor is it subject to 
requirements of the MECP’s D-4 Guideline. The D-4 Guideline is a tool for proposed 
projects to use when proposing works near landfills. Project proponents are expected to 
implement the D-4 guideline and demonstrate how the project meets the guidance 
(including undertakings subject to the Environmental Assessment Act). 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document or section in the IEA report containing information 
demonstrating how the MECP D-4 guidance is met. 

11. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.1 Keele Valley 
Landfill; 

The author states “Per Section 5.2.2 of the D-4 Guideline, no land use may take place 
within 30 m of the perimeter of the fill area of a non-operating site where technical controls 
for leachate are required.” 

The project proponent should provide the City of Toronto with a 
series of figures in plan view and cross section indicating the 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

Page 153 

12. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.1 Keele Valley 
Landfill; 

Page 153 

13. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.1.2 (Keele 
Valley 

Landfill) Landfill 

Infrastructure, 

Page 153 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

Comment: The guideline “specifies restrictions and controls on land use that the Ministry 
wishes to see implemented in the vicinity of landfills and dumps, in order to protect the 
health, safety, convenience and welfare of residents near such facilities. It complements 
existing ministry abatement programs for landfills and dumps, and is a direct application of 
Guideline D-1: "Land Use Compatibility." Application of the guideline extends to all 
proposals for land use on, or near, operating and non-operating landfills, (as defined 
in O. Reg. 347) and dumps which contain municipal solid waste, industrial solid waste 
and/or sewage sludges. The guideline applies to all such facilities regardless of 
ownership.” 

The author states “As the IEA progresses, further discussions with the City of Toronto 
(currently own and maintain the Keele Valley Landfill) will be required to delineate the site 
boundaries, determine limitations of the CoA, and request input to the alternatives.” 

Comment: The City of Toronto has not been provided sufficient consultation from the 
proponent on the topics of site boundaries and regulatory compliance. This was identified 
as a requirement for meaningful participation in this process through comments submitted 
in August 2021 following the first open house. 

The proponent should delineate the site boundaries, establish ownership, easements, 
land use covenants and prepare a series of to scale drawings to reconcile and confirm 
project boundaries. 

The proponent should clarify what is meant by “determine limitations of the CoA”. 

The author states “The gas is used to power a 30 megawatt electrical generation plant 
that is located south of landfill.” 

Comment: There is no longer a landfill gas generation system at the Keele Valley Landfill. 
It ceased operation in 2015 and has since been demolished. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

location of the technical controls and 30 m buffer zone 
identified in the MECP D-4 Guideline. 

The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment may be 
impacted by the incomplete assessment of options with 
respect to site boundaries and regulatory framework. The 
impact of the incomplete assessment to the overall evaluation 
of Alternates to the Project should be considered. 

The City of Toronto requests that this be a future commitment 
prior to finalization of the Draft IEA. 

The project proponent should correct the text. 

Proponent’s Response 

14. Section 5 – Existing 

Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.1.2 (Keele 
Valley 

Landfill) Landfill 

Infrastructure, 

The author includes a summary of landfill infrastructure following the statement “A 
summary of the landfill infrastructure includes: …” 

The project proponent should correct and clarify the text. 

The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment may be 
impacted by the incomplete assessment with respect to landfill 
infrastructure. The impact of the incomplete assessment to the 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

Page 153 

To 

Appendix L -
Hydrogeology Report 
Section 3.4 
Hydrogeology 

Page 13 

15. 5.6.12.1.2 (Keele 
Valley 

Landfill) Landfill 

Infrastructure, 

Page 153 

To 

Appendix L -
Hydrogeology Report 
Section 3.4 
Hydrogeology 

Page 14 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

Comment: The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative may be impacted by the incomplete 
or inaccurate description of the existing landfill infrastructure. The following clarifications 
are provided to the description of the landfill infrastructure: 

- Landfill gas collection system maintenance chambers are around the perimeter of 
the fill area. The chambers for the LFG collection system are generally located on 
the east and west sides of the fill area. 

- The landfill gas header encompasses the limit of waste perimeter, including on the 
north side of the Keele Valley Landfill site near to the current north fence line. 

- Maintenance holes and valve chambers for the landfill gas header in the northern 
portion of the site, including near the current north site fence line. 

- Soil gas monitoring probes near the property boundary /fence line of the Keele 
Valley Landfill. 

Similar landfill infrastructure may be present around the boundary of the Vaughan Landfill 
located along the north boundary of the proposed right-of-way. 

The author states “The Southern Purge Well System (SPWS) is operated by the City of 
Toronto and consists of three (3) purge wells.” 

Correction: This is incorrect. The Southern Purge Well Systems is comprised of five 
operating purge wells and three stand by purge wells 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

overall evaluation of Alternates to the Project should be 
considered. 

The project proponent should correct and clarify the text. 

Proponent’s Response 

16. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.1 Keele Valley 
Landfill; 
Page 154 

The author states “MH [Morrison Hershfield] carried out a conflict check for the proposed 
road design with the purge wells and observation wells, and no direct conflicts were 
identified. Some observation wells including, but not limited to, 8/83, 16/88 and 17/88 may 
be directly impacted by the ground disturbance associated with the construction and 
excavation activities.” 

Comment: Insufficient information has been provided to the City of Toronto to assess the 
validity of this statement. Preliminary design drawings in plan view and cross section, 
showing legal property boundaries have not been provided in the EA report. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution Proponent’s Response 

The author should indicate how this meets Section 5.2.2. of the D-4 Guideline identified 
above with respect to the technical controls for groundwater compliance monitoring. 

17. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.1 Keele Valley 
Landfill 
Page 154 

The author states “MH [Morrison Hershfield] also carried out a conflict check for the 
proposed road design with gas probes located south of the proposed road (yellow 
triangles, south of proposed road, between the Keele Vally Landfill entrance and Vaughan 
Landfill entrance). These gas probes may be impacted by ground disturbance associated 
with the construction and excavation activities.” 

Comment: The author should indicate how this meets Section 5.2.2. of the D-4 Guideline 
identified above with respect to the technical controls for landfill gas compliance 
monitoring. Further the author should clarify if conflict checks with the landfill gas header 
pipes and other related landfill infrastructure were undertaken. 

Buffer areas around the landfill have restricted land uses to limit liability through protection 
of landfill gas and infrastructure in the immediate vicinity of the project. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. 

The project proponent should confirm the conflict check with all 
the landfill gas infrastructure for the Keele Valley Landfill. 

18. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.2.1 Groundwater 
Contaminant Plumes 
Page 154 

The author states “The largest plume that covers the Disposal Services Landfill and 
Vaughan Landfill, and migrating through the Keele Valley Landfill is referred to as the 
“Vaughan Landfill Chloride Plume”. The plume located to the west of the Keele Valley 
Landfill is referred to as the “Industrial Park Chloride Landfill”. 

Correction: The two groundwater plumes described exist in groundwater below the Keele 
Valley Landfill and do not flow through the Keele Valley Landfill, but rather underneath the 
lined Keele Valley Landfill and through property owned by the City of Toronto. 
Additionally, these plumes are referred to as the Main Plume and the West Plume (one of 
two) in the annual reports prepared for the Keele Valley Landfill. They are composed of 
leachate impacted groundwater for which chloride is one (of many) indicator parameters. 

The project proponent should correct and clarify the text. 

19. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.2.2 Vaughan 
Landfill Infrastructure 
Page 155 

The author states “The Teston Road Purge Well System (TPWS) is operated by the City 
of Toronto and consists of thirteen (13) purge wells in addition to approximately 21 
observation wells.” 

Comment: This infrastructure is owned by the City of Toronto and is part of the Keele 
Valley Landfill Site and should be moved to the appropriate section in the report. The 
proponent should indicate how this meets Section 5.2.2. of the D-4 Guideline identified 
above with respect to the technical controls for leachate collection. 

The project proponent should correct and clarify the text. 

The project proponent should clarify ownership of infrastructure 
for all three landfills. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
proposed project meets the MECP D-4 guidance. 

20. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 

The author states “A leachate main collecting leachate from all the purge wells runs 
underneath the proposed road in a north-south orientation between 21 Rodinea Road and 
Keele Valley Landfill and is considered a direct conflict with the proposed road design.” 

The project proponent should correct and clarify the text. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

5.6.12.2.2 Vaughan 
Landfill Infrastructure 
Page 155 

21. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.2.2 Landfill 
Infrastructure 
Page 155 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

Comment: This infrastructure is owned by the City of Toronto and is part of the Keele 
Valley Landfill Site and should be moved to the appropriate section in the report. 
Additionally, the “leachate main” is referred to as “the leachate collection pipe” and is 
transmitting groundwater impacted by leachate. 

The proponent should indicate how this meets Section 5.2.2. of the D-4 Guideline 
identified above with respect to the technical controls for leachate collection. 

The authors states “The gas is collected and flared at a plant located west of the TPWS. 
The flare facility emits combusted gases that are released into the atmosphere which may 
induce exposure to the construction workers and future road users.” 

Comment: The statement is not supported by the studies attached to the Draft IEA Report. 
There is no mention of a landfill gas flare in Appendix H – Air Quality Assessment. Further 
it is confusing to have the flare mentioned in the Draft IEA Report as the City of Vaughan 
has an environmental obligation to meet air emission regulatory requirements with respect 
to the operation of its flare. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should clarify ownership of infrastructure 
for all three landfills. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. 

The author should remove the unsupported statement. 

The project proponent should ensure that the supporting Air 
Quality Assessment have been review to ensure all receptors 
have been identified and assessed. 

Proponent’s Response 

22. Section 5 – Existing 
Conditions; Section 
5.6.12.2.2 Landfill 
Infrastructure 
Page 155 

The author states “MH [Morrison Hershfield] carried out a conflict check of the proposed 
road design with these gas extraction wells based on a review of available information and 
satellite image. The following conflicts and issues were identified: 

▪ Gas Manhole MH1, gas wells GW4/97 and GW597, and a gas header connecting 
them are within 2 m (and possibly underneath) of the proposed multi-use pathway 

The project proponent should identify how continued operation 
of landfill control systems during the road construction and 
post-construction period of the transportation corridor will be 
maintained to ensure compliance with site Environmental 
Compliance Approvals, and, provides secure means to protect 

(MUP), and 
may be impacted by ground disturbance associated with the construction and 
excavation activities. 
▪ Some of the on-site and off-site gas probes may be impacted as they most likely 
fall under the proposed pavement and/or MUP.” 

Comment: Any impact to the operation of the Vaughan Landfill Gas System has the 
potential to cause adverse impact to the Keele Valley Landfill property. The continued 
operation of landfill control systems during the road construction and post-construction 
period of the transportation corridor is essential for compliance with site Environmental 
Compliance Approvals. 

the landfill infrastructure, and provides ample maintenance 
access if repair or replacement of the infrastructure is required. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution Proponent’s Response 

The author should indicate how this meets Section 5.2.2. of the D-4 Guideline identified 
above with respect to the technical controls for the management and monitoring of landfill 
gas. 

23. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Section 8.3; 
Section 2: Rodinea Road 
to the East Don River 
Valley; 
Page 213 

The author states “To avoid the complicated landfill infrastructure present in this section, 
two basic roadway cross-sections were generated. The first cross-section is a full width 
section that is the standard design for new roads within York Region. The second is a 
smaller cross-section that could allow the roadway to pass between the landfills to the 
north and south.” 

Comment: The author should provide a scaled drawing in plan view and cross section on 
how the narrower section avoids the “complicated infill infrastructure present”. 

The project proponent should provide scaled drawings in plan 
view and cross section incorporating the information from 
“Section 2, Constrained Cross Section (Figure 8-9).” as well as 
property lines, topographical features, above grade and below 
grade landfill infrastructure. 

24. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Section 
8.3.2; Section 2, 
Constrained Cross-
Sections; 
Page 214 

The author states “The road is anticipated to be built on top of the narrow strip of raised 
elevation, adding to the justification of the constrained cross-section”. 

Comment: The “narrow strip of raised elevation” is part of the engineered side slope of 
the northern flank of the Keele Valley Landfill Site. The slope is not natural grade, but is 
rather engineered to facilitate stormwater management of the Keele Valley Landfill Site. 
This slope was re-engineered in the 1990s to incorporate gravel swales as part of the 
integrated storm management system. 

The project proponent should revise the preliminary 
stormwater and drainage design to account for the drainage 
works in place at the northern margin of the engineered landfill 
side slope. 

The description and function of the northern flank of the Keele 
Valley Landfill is not included in the Existing Conditions for 
landfill infrastructure. 

25. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Directed from 
Section 8.3.3 Evaluation 
Page 215 

to 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U: Section 2; 
Table item 1.3. 
Groundwater (sub factors 
1.3.3 Large Volume Wells 
and 1.3.4 Private Wells) 

While evaluating the criteria for Alternative Designs – Section 2, the author states that 
“there are no Large Volume Wells and no Private Wells within Section 2.” 

Comment: The Teston Road Purge Wells System is a series of dewatering wells for 
engineering controls of a groundwater plume emanating from the Vaughan Landfill. These 
wells are operated under Permit To Take Water (PTTW) Number 6724-AZ4P7K with a 
taking category of Remediation and the allowable takings are 1,046,880 Litres per Day. 

The project proponent should revise this evaluation to include 
permitted large volume wells. 

26. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Directed from 
Section 8.3.3 Evaluation 
Page 215 

to 

While evaluating the criteria of Alternative Designs – Section 2, the author states that 
“Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would have no impacts on the objectives of Municipal 
Landuse Planning Policies. The Criteria states “Development objectives of private 
property owners should be in conjunction with land use policies and future land use.” 

The project proponent should revise this evaluation to include 
and consider the development objectives of the planning for 
North Maple Regional Park. The integrity, access and nuisance 
effects of Alternate 1 and 2 on the future North Maple Regional 
Park is not considered. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U:Section 2; 
Table item 2.1 Land Use 
Planning Policies, Goals, 
Objectives; Subfactor 
2.1.3 Municipal Landuse 
Planning 
Policies/Goals/Objectives 
and Subfactor 2.1.3 Muni 

27. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Directed from 
Section 8.3.3 Evaluation 
Page 215 

to 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U:Section 2; 
Table item 2.1 Land Use 
Planning Policies, Goals, 
Objectives; Subfactor 
2.1.4 Development 
Objectives of Private 
Property Owners 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

Comment: The City of Toronto and the City of Vaughan have engaged in the Master Plan 
for North Maple Regional Park. This evaluation does not consider the severance of park 
access between the two landfills and the nuisance effects of a 4-lane road occupying 
lands within the park footprint. 

While evaluating the criteria of Alternative Designs – Section 2, the author states that 
“Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would have no impacts on the objectives of private 
property owners. The Criteria states “Development objectives of private property owners 
should be in conjunction with land use policies and future land use.” 

Comment: The City of Toronto is a private property owner. Conditions of the 
Environmental Compliance Approval involving maintenance and care of the Site are 
directed the City of Toronto. This may include future land use and infrastructure to 
maintain compliance. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should revise this evaluation to include 
and consider the future land use policies. 

Proponent’s Response 

28. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Directed from 
Section 8.3.3 Evaluation 
Page 215 

to 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U:Section 2; 
Table item 2.2 Land Use – 
Community; Subfactor 
2.2.4 
Commercial/Industrial 

While evaluating the criteria of Alternative Designs – Section 2, the author states that 
“Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would have no impacts on commercial or industrial land 
uses. The Criteria states “The potential and significance of encroachment, severance 
displacement; long term alteration/disruption/nuisance effects/change to access/travel 
time to commercial/industrial.” 

Comment: Both Alternate 1 and Alternative 2 would have impacts to current Land Use – 
Community. Throughout the text of the EA document ‘conflicts’ with landfill infrastructure, 
landfill access and long-term alteration and disruption of normal operations will be 
impacted by both Alternatives. 

The project proponent should revise this evaluation to include 
and consider the existing land use and operational 
requirements to repair and replace landfill infrastructure. 

- 10 -



   
      
    

 

  

           

    
  

 

 
 

 
   

 
    

 
 

 
  

        
        

       
      

     
  

 
         

      
             

   
 

     
        

     
       
    

 

    
  

  

 
 

 
   

  
  

 
 

  
 

  
 

        
             

       
   

 
         

       
      

 
           

       
      
   

    
    

    
       

  
  

 

    
 

     
    

  

 
    

   
     

        
   

 

     
   

  
   

 
  

 

         
          

         
       

       

      
      

     
   

 

    
      

 

Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

29. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Directed from 
Section 8.3.3 Evaluation 
Page 215 

to 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U:Section 2; 
Table item 2.2 Land Use – 
Community; Subfactor 
2.2.7 Municipal 
Infrastructure and Public 
Service Facilities 

30. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Directed from 
Section 8.3.3 Evaluation 
Page 215 

to 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U: Section 2; 
Table item 2.6 
Contaminated Property 
and Waste Management; 
Subfactor 2.6.1 Existing 
landfills under Provincial 
regulations and ECA 
requirements 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

While evaluating the criteria of Alternative Designs – Section 2, the author states that 
“Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would have the potential to provide new or continued 
access to the municipal and public service infrastructure in the area. The Criteria states 
“The potential and significance of encroachment, severance displacement; long term 
alteration/disruption/nuisance effects/change to access/travel time to municipal 
infrastructure and public service facilities.” 

Comment: The City of Toronto and the City of Vaughan have engaged in the Master Plan 
for North Maple Regional Park. This evaluation does not consider the disconnection and 
severance of park access between the two landfills and the nuisance effects of a 4-lane 
road occupying lands within the park footprint. 

While evaluating the criteria of Alternative Designs – Section 2, the author states that 
“Alternative 2 would pass between the landfills and avoid impacts to most or all of the 
landfill infrastructure in the area. It is anticipated that this alternative would no require 
amendments/revisions to existing Environmental Compliance Approvals.” 

Comment: The author should clarify and provide detail on what is meant by “most or all of 
the landfill infrastructure”. This statement is in conflict with the existing conditions 
assessment and the recommendations of the Hydrogeology report (Appendix L). 

Comment: The statement does not indicate an understanding of the access required to 
monitor, operate, and maintain the landfill infrastructure. Can the proponent enumerate its 
understanding of the access required for landfill infrastructure and confirm suitable access 
for this has been considered in the evaluation, including space for construction 
repair/replacement of the 
infrastructure, if this is required. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should revise this evaluation to include 
Community Land Use objectives for public access for North 
Maple Regional Park. The physical connection, integrity, 
access and nuisance effects of Alternate 1 and 2 on the future 
North Maple Regional Park is not considered. 

The project proponent should clarify the foundation of the 
statement “It is anticipated that this alternative would not 
require amendments/revisions to existing Environmental 
Compliance Approvals”. 

The project proponent should provide scaled drawings in plan 
view and cross section incorporating the information from 
“Section 2, Constrained Cross Section (Figure 8-9).” as well as 
property lines, topographical features, above grade and below 
grade landfill infrastructure. 

The proponent should enumerate its understanding of 
monitoring, operating, maintenance access required for landfill 
infrastructure. The proponent should demonstrate that 
sufficient access is provided to the landfill infrastructure in the 
vicinity of the transportation corridor. 

Proponent’s Response 

31. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Directed 

from 
Section 8.3.3 Evaluation 
Page 215 

to 

The full evaluation table in Appendix U; Section 2 item 4.3 Safety does not consider the 
reasonable assumption that there is a potential for landfill (methane) gas to be present 
within the transportation corridor/ right-of-way. It does not consider the 
potential health and safety implications of this on construction works, utility/appurtenances 
design, road design, and future maintenance workers. 

The project proponent should revise and include worker health 
and safety with respect to the potential for landfill (methane) 
gas to be present in the subsurface of the transportation 
corridor/ right-of-way. 

The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment may be 
impacted by the omission of the health and safety hazard 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U –Section 2; 
Table item 4.3 Safety 

32. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Directed from 
Section 8.3.3 Evaluation 

to 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U: Section 2; 
Table item 2.6 
Contaminated Property 
and Waste Management; 
Subfactor 2.6.2 
Contaminated Properties 

33. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Directed from 
Section 8.3.3 Evaluation 

to 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U: Section 2; 
Table item 4.6 
Engineering; Subfactor 
4.6.1 Constructability 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

While evaluating the criteria of Alternative Designs – Section 2, the author states that 
“Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 have “potential for encroachment and long-term 
alternation/disruption to the following “High Risk for Contamination” properties which 
includes the Keele Valley Landfill”. The evaluation includes the statement “If property is 
acquired a Phase II environmental Site Assessment (ESA) will be required.” 

Comment: The City of Toronto has not been provided preliminary design details to confirm 
the validity of this statement. The City of Toronto is not able to assess the impacts future 
property acquisition and requisite investigations will have on the ability of the Keele Valley 
Landfill to maintain compliance with the Environmental Compliance Approvals. 

While evaluating the criteria of Alternative Designs – Section 2, the author states that 
“Alternative 2 is more preferred because it is “easier to construct as there are fewer 
conflicts with the utilities and infrastructure associated with the Landfills. The evaluation 
criteria for Constructability is “Potential ease of implementation considering 
feasibility/difficulty of physical, property or environmental constraints”. 

Comment: The statement does not reflect the information provided in the Draft IEA 
Report with respect to impacts to landfill infrastructure. Further the evaluation appears to 
have omitted evaluation of the access required to landfill infrastructure 
(monitoring/maintenance) that appears to be impacted by the implementation of the 
transportation corridor. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

associated with the potential for landfill gas to be present in the 
proposed transportation corridor. The impact of the omission to 
the overall evaluation of Alternates to the Project should be 
considered. 

The project proponent should provide scaled drawings in plan 
view and cross section incorporating the information from 
“Section 2, Constrained Cross Section (Figure 8-9).” as well as 
property lines, topographical features, above grade and below 
grade landfill infrastructure. 

The project proponent should revise the constructability 
evaluation to include the additional receptors identified Existing 
Conditions; Section 5.6.12.2.2 Landfill Infrastructure (page 
155). 

The project proponent should revise the constructability 
evaluation to include the documented, high-probability of 
landfill gas present in the subsurface at the project site. 

The project proponent should revise the constructability 
evaluation to include the documented, reasonable potential of 
landfill gas present in the subsurface at the project site and the 
access required for maintenance of landfill infrastructure. 

Proponent’s Response 

34. Section 8 – Design 
Alternatives; Section 3: 
East Don River Valley 
Crossing 
Page 218 

to 

The author states that “Section 3: East Don River Valley Crossing does not have any 
landfills. Therefore, non of the Alternatives will have impacts in the sub-factor group.” 

Comments: The bridge abutments for Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 require the placement of fill 
on lands owned by the City of Toronto. Impacts to landfill infrastructure and access to 
compliance monitoring locations was not included in this evaluation. 

The project proponent should revise the evaluation to include 
the City of Toronto/Keele Valley Landfill lands required for the 
bridge abutments. 

- 12 -



   
      
    

 

  

           

   
  

  
 

 
   

 

        
           

  

    
 

  
  

     

       
      

       
       

 
         

      
    

 
           

     
  

   
  

   

 

    
 

     
    

  

 

    
 

  
  

     

      
         

         
 

           
      

   

    
      

  

 

    
 

  
  

     

    
         

        
      

      
 

         
           

           
           
        
   

    
     

 

Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

Full Evaluation Table in 
Appendix U: Section 3; 
Table item 2.6 
Contaminated Property 
and Waste Management; 
Subfactor 2.6.1 Exisiting 
Landfills 

35. Section 9 – Project 
Description; 9.1.3 Section 
1: Teston Road from 
Rodinea Road to West 
Side of Don River Valley; 
Page 240 

36. Section 9 – Project 
Description; 9.1.3 Section 
1: Teston Road from 
Rodinea Road to West 
Side of Don River Valley; 
Page 240 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

The City of Toronto is not able to assess the impacts future property acquisition will have 
on the ability of the Keele Valley Landfill to maintain compliance with the Environmental 
Compliance Approvals. 

The author states that “There is extensive landfill related infrastructure for monitoring and 
collecting leachate and landfill gas which is expected to remain in operation and in place 
for many years.” And that [The constrained cross-section] will allow the roadway to fit 
between the landfills with minimum impacts to landfill infrastructure.” 

Comment: The author should indicate how this meets Section 5.2.2. of the D-4 Guideline 
identified above with respect to the technical controls for the management and monitoring 
of landfill gas. 

The City of Toronto is not able to assess the validity of this statement without an 
accompanying drawing depicting the extensive infrastructure in relation to the constrained 
cross section. 

The author states that “Existing access to the landfills and the existing gas flare facility will 
be maintained. A future intersection on Teston Road may also be implemented to provide 
access to the North Maple Regional Park once the park expands this far south.” 

Comment: The City of Toronto is not able to assess the validity of this statement without 
an accompanying drawing depicting the extensive infrastructure in relation to the 
constrained cross section. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. 

The project proponent should provide scaled drawings in plan 
view and cross section incorporating the information from 
“Section 2, Constrained Cross Section (Figure 8-9).” as well as 
property lines, topographical features, above grade and below 
grade landfill infrastructure. 

The project proponent should clarify and restructure this 
section identifying the correct owner/operator of the described 
systems and infrastructure. 

Proponent’s Response 

37. Section 9 – Project 
Description; 9.1.3 Section 
2: Teston Road from 
Rodinea Road to West 
Side of Don River Valley; 
Page 240 

The author states that “While no property acquisition is proposed within Section 2 some 
embankment fill and grading may need to extend onto the adjacent properties although 
this will be reviewed further at the detail design stage of the project. Short retaining walls 
may be needed to limit grading encroachment particularly along the elevated section 
between the Keele Valley and Vaughan Township landfills.” 

Comment: This statement is in conflict with the conclusions of the Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment for ESA Property 5 (7 Eaglet Court) which depicts two areas, Area A and 
Area B that would be subject to Phase II if property is acquired. 
The City of Toronto is not able to assess the validity of this statement without an 
accompany drawing depicting the property lines and infrastructure in relation to the 
constrained cross section. 

A schematic of the proposed cut/fills incorporating existing 
property lines and landfill infrastructure should be provided. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

38. Section 9 – Project 
Description; 
9.1.3 Section 2: Teston 
Road from Rodinea Road 
to West Side of Don River 
Valley; Page 241 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

The author states that “Some impacts to existing landfill leachate and gas monitoring and 
collection infrastructure systems are expected although these will be kept to a minimum 
and will be subject to further site investigations and review at detail design.” 

Comment: Impacts to landfill infrastructure must be more comprehensively identified and 
assessed with respect to the intent of the infrastructure and its ability to continue to 
support the compliance of the Keele Valley Landfill with its Environmental Compliance 
Approvals. 

The City of Toronto will not accept any changes to its infrastructure without MECP 
concurrence to technical reports prepared by qualified individuals which conclude that the 
landfill infrastructure can continue to be operated and maintained in a manner that 
continues to support compliance with the Environmental Compliance Approvals for the 
Keele Valley Landfill. 

For clarity, fundamental to the potential environmental impact of the transportation corridor 
is the assessment of the impacts and potential changes to landfill infrastructure. The Draft 
IEA Report appears to be incomplete with the omission of this complete 

assessment. 

Further, the design basis of the transportation corridor must be based on protection of the 
environment and assessment as well as concurrence from the MECP for changes to 
landfill infrastructure, which should not be deferred to a later detail design stage, as the 

assessment may identify impacts which may alter the proposed right of way detailing.] 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should revise the report to include the 
omitted assessment of the impact to landfill infrastructure. This 
assessment needs to include technical reports prepared by 
qualified individuals which conclude that the landfill 
infrastructure can continue be operated and maintained in a 
manner that continues to support compliance with the 
Environmental Compliance Approvals for the Keele Valley 
Landfill. 

The project proponent should include MECP concurrence with 
any changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. 

The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment may be 
impacted by the incomplete assessment of options with 
respect to landfill infrastructure. The impact of the incomplete 
assessment to the overall evaluation of Alternates to the 
Project should be considered. 

Proponent’s Response 

39. Section 9 – Project 
Description; 
9.8 Utilities 
Page 251 

The author states “Some existing gas collection and monitoring infrastructure at the 
existing landfills will need to be relocated. Some existing leachate monitoring wells may 
need to be relocated.” 

Clarification: The author should identify which infrastructure and ownership. 

Correction: There are no existing ‘leachate monitoring wells’. All of the current 
groundwater monitoring wells are constructed in the groundwater below the landfill. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. 

The project proponent should clarify ownership of 
infrastructure. 

The project proponent should revise the statement about 
leachate monitoring wells. 

- 14 -



   
      
    

 

  

           

       

 

         
         

    
  

   
 

  

     
      

 

         
    

 

         
         

       
  

   
  

  

 

    

   

 

 

   
  

  
  

  
   

   
 

 
  

 

  

    
    
     

      
      

    

   

         
  

    

      
 

 

    
          

           
           

    
    

   
    

 

Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

40. Section 9 – Project 
Description; 
9.9 Property 
Requirements; Table 9-2 
Anticipated Property 
Requirements 
Page 298 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution 

Comment: Confirm how this meets the definition of a utility. 

Comment: The author should indicate how this meets Section 5.2.2. of the D-4 Guideline 
identified above with respect to the technical controls for the Keele Valley Landfill Site. 

The author describes the preliminary permanent property requirements for both The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
permanent acquisition and temporary construction easement required for the project. document containing information demonstrating how the 

MECP D-4 guidance is met. 

For the City of Toronto owned lands, the area of permeant acquisition is 1315 m2; while 
areas requiring temporary construction easements are 980 m2 . The project proponent should provide scaled drawings in plan 

view and cross section incorporating information where 
property acquisition may be required. 

Comment: The City of Toronto has not been provided preliminary design details to confirm 
the validity of this statement. The City of Toronto is not able to assess the impacts future 
property acquisition will have on the ability of the Keele Valley Landfill to maintain 
compliance with the Environmental Compliance Approvals. 

Proponent’s Response 

41. Section 10 – The authors states “three Potential Environmental Effect(s): The project proponent should revise this effects evaluation with 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 

 Changes in plume chemistry 
 Lowering of groundwater level 
 Conflicts with gas monitoring probes at landfill sites 

an experienced and qualified professional with respect to 
landfill gas and hydrogeology revisit the temporary and spatial 
nature of evaluation and significance rating. 

Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Source 
Water Protection / 
Hydrogeology; 
Page 259 

and further categorize the potential significance of these as Insignificant (I) meaning that 
an effect may exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: 

 Not widespread. 

 Temporary or short-term duration. 

 Recurring effect lasting for short periods of time during or after project 
implementation. 

 Not permanent. 

 Once the stimulus is removed, the integrity of the social/environmental 
components is resumed” 

Comment: The responsibility for compliance of monitoring for plume chemistry, 
groundwater levels and landfill gas relative to effects downgradient of the proposed project 
falls to the City of Toronto. The information and assessment provided to date are not, in 
the City of Toronto’s opinion, sufficient to classify the effects as insignificant. Changes in 

- 15 -



   
      
    

 

  

           

         
 

   
  

  
  

  
   

   
 

 
  

 

  

    
    
     

    

          
      

 

    
          

             
         

      

 

        
          

          

        
   

 

     
   

       
     

  

 

     
        

 

 

   
  

  
  

  
   

   
 

 
  

 

  

    
    
     

       
          

  
       

   
     

 

    
          

             
         

    
   

    

 

 

Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

42. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Source 
Water Protection / 
Hydrogeology 
Page 259 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution 

plume chemistry are neither reversable, localized, or hardly discernible in both the 
temporal and spatial sense. 

The author states “three Potential Environmental Effect(s): The City of Toronto does not accept enhanced monitoring as a 
mitigation measure for proposed effect.  Changes in plume chemistry 

 Lowering of groundwater level 
 Conflicts with gas monitoring probes at landfill sites The project proponent is not named on the Environmental 

and offers recommended mitigation Measures: Compliance Certificate for the Keele Valley Landfill Site and is 
therefore not in a position to offer recommendations that would 

 Enhanced monitoring of the eastern edge of the chlorine plume to be put in place 
alter the approved groundwater compliance monitoring 

at all outfalls to prevent contamination.” 
program. 

Comment: The responsibility for compliance of monitoring for plume chemistry, 
The project proponent should include MECP concurrence with 

groundwater levels and landfill gas relative to effects downgradient of the proposed project 
any changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. 

falls to the City of Toronto. The City of Toronto does not consider that the level of 
assessment is sufficient to assess potential long-term impacts on the Toronto’s (and 
Vaughan’s) ability to manage compliance of the landfills. 

Enhanced monitoring is not a mitigation measure, it is a collection of data which should be 
designed to assignment of the need for and design of mitigation The City of Toronto 
disagrees with the evaluation of these effect and the proposed mitigation measures. 

Proponent’s Response 

43. Section 10 – The author states “three Potential Environmental Effect(s): The project proponent should revise this effects evaluation and 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 

 Changes in plume chemistry 
 Lowering of groundwater level 

significance rating with an experienced and qualified 
professionals with respect to landfill gas and hydrogeology. 

Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Source 
Water Protection / 
Hydrogeology 
Page 259 

 Conflicts with gas monitoring probes at landfill sites 

and offers mitigation that further reduce the level of significance to Negligible/Moderate 
(N) which means an effect that may exhibit one or more of the following characteristics: 

▪ Reversible 
▪ Small/localized/limited to the construction phase of the project 
▪ A nearly zero or hardly discernable effect 
▪ Impacting a population at a localized area.” 

Comment: The responsibility for compliance of monitoring for plume chemistry, 
groundwater levels and landfill gas relative to effects downgradient of the proposed project 
falls to the City of Toronto. The City of Toronto does not consider that the level of 
assessment is sufficient to assess potential long-term impacts on the Toronto’s (and 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

44. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Source 
Water Protection / 
Hydrogeology 
Page 259 

45. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Archaeology 
Page 260 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

Vaughan’s) ability to manage compliance of the landfills. Changes in groundwater plume 
chemistry are neither reversable, localized, or hardly discernible in both the temporal and 
spatial sense. 

The author provides the following “Commitment to Future Works: 

 Perform detailed assessment of landfill conflicts in later design stages. 

 Perform desktop and field survey to further identify in-use water wells within 500m 
of the proposed alignment. 

 Amendments to the ECA if any changes are made to the landfill infrastructure.” 

Comment: The responsibility for compliance of monitoring for plume chemistry, 
groundwater levels and landfill gas falls to the City of Toronto. 

Associated with the Keele Valley Landfill in the area of the proposed road alignment, the 
Teston Road Purge Wells System is a series of “in-use” dewatering wells for engineering 
controls of a groundwater plume emanating from the Vaughan Landfill. These wells are 
operated under Permit To Take Water (PTTW) Number 6724-AZ4P7K with a taking 
category of Remediation and the allowable takings are 1,046,880 Litres per Day. 

The author states “Potential Environmental Effect(s); Recommended Mitigation Measures 
and Commitment to Future Works with respect to Archaeology: 

 Undisturbed Keele Valley landfill lands require Stage 2 test pit survey at five metre 
intervals prior to any soil disturbing activities.” 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent is not named on the Environmental 
Compliance Certificate for the Keele Valley Landfill Site and is 
therefore not in a position to offer recommendations that would 
alter the approved groundwater compliance monitoring 
program. 

The project proponent should include MECP concurrence with 
any changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. 

Authorization from the City of Toronto will be needed for any 
access or work on the Keele Valley Landfill Site. Access 
agreements may be required. 

Proponent’s Response 

46. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Heritage 

The author states “Potential Environmental Effect(s); Recommended Mitigation Measures 
and Commitment to Future Works with respect to Heritage: 

 A baseline vibration assessment should be undertaken during detailed design for 
Cultural Heritage Landscapes (CHL) 17, 18 and 27.” 

Comment: The EA does not speak to the requirement for a vibration assessment and 
potential monitoring requirements for other structures and utilities that could be impacted 
by the proposed project. 

In addition to the Heritage structures identified in the EA, the 
EA should confirm the requirement for the Design Team and 
Constructor, to identify, assess, mitigate and monitor (during 
construction) potential vibration impacts on structures and 
utilities that could be impacted by the proposed project. 

As the proposed project has the potential to impact City of 
Toronto infrastructure, the City of Toronto vibration limits for 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

Page 261 

47. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Property 
Requirements 
Page 261 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

The author states “Potential Environmental Effect(s); Recommended Mitigation Measures 
and Commitment to Future Works with respect to Property Requirements: 

 Review designs and gradient requirements to reduce acquisition and easements to 
the greatest extent possible.” 

Comment: The Keele Valley Landfill Site environmental compliance monitoring program 
includes at grade and below grade monitoring infrastructure that may be located on lands 
selected for acquisition or expropriation. 

Any modification of infrastructure required for compliance monitoring would be subject to 
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) approval following an 
Environmental Compliance Approval amendment application to by the City of Toronto. 

If 22,000m2 of temporary easements are required for project construction and 43,000 m2 

of public and private property are required to be acquired for operation, a detailed plan 
view drawing should be provided to the City of Toronto to identify which parcels are 
affected. 

If City of Toronto property ownership for the ongoing environmental compliance monitoring 
program are affected in a way that will require temporary or permanent changes to 
operations, this effect may not be adequately mitigated. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

construction activities should be considered and implemented 
as a vibration criteria in addition to the criteria identified in 
Appendix G. 

The project proponent should provide scaled drawings in plan 
view and cross section incorporating the information from 
“Section 2, Constrained Cross Section (Figure 8-9) identifying 
the temporary easements for construction and the proposed 
property acquisition. 

The project proponent is not named on the Environmental 
Compliance Certificate for the Keele Valley Landfill Site and is 
therefore not in a position to offer Commitment to Future 
Works that would alter the approved technical controls or the 
compliance monitoring program. 

The project proponent should include MECP concurrence with 
any changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. 

Proponent’s Response 

48. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 

The author states “Potential Environmental Effect(s); Recommended Mitigation Measures 
and Commitment to Future Works with respect to Access: 

 Consult with property owners to discuss impacts and mitigation measures if 
accesses are to be closed/relocated.” 

The project proponent should provide scaled drawings in plan 
view and cross section incorporating the information from 
“Section 2, Constrained Cross Section (Figure 8-9) identifying 
the temporary and permeant changes to access. 

Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Access 
Page 261 

Comment: If City of Toronto property access to complete the ongoing environmental 
compliance monitoring program are affected in a way that will require temporary or 
permanent changes to access, this effect may not be adequately mitigated. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

49. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: 
Contamination 
Page 262 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

The author states “four” Potential Environmental Effect(s) [including]: 

 Presence of landfill waste and/or gas in sub-surface within proposed right-of-way 
or construction limits. 

and further categorizes the potential significance of this (and other effects) as Significant 
(S).” 

Comment: None of the Recommended Mitigation measures apply to this effect, yet the 
level of significance following mitigation is assessed to be Insignificant (I). 

The author has not identified how potential landfill waste and/or gas will be mitigated 
during construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed project. 

Future investigations during the detail design stages of the project should only advance 
the reasonable assumption that landfill gas is present in the right-of-way and not eliminate 
the need to consider the potential for landfill gas to be present in the subsurface. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should revise the effects evaluation to 
include the documented, high-probability of landfill gas present 
in the subsurface at the project site during construction. 

The project proponent should acknowledge that the project 
must be developed based on the reasonable assumption of the 
potential for landfill waste and/or gas to be present in the 
subsurface regardless of the outcome of short-term 
investigations further into the design of the project. 

The project proponent should acknowledge that the project 
must be developed with due consideration of plans to mitigate 
hazards from landfill gas for workers (e.g., construction phase, 
maintenance during operating phase) that do not rely on the 
operation of landfill gas collection systems, 

Proponent’s Response 

50. Section 10 – The author provides a “Commitment to Future Works: The project proponent should acknowledge that the project 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 

 Further investigation of presence of landfill waste and gas 
 Develop mitigation plan should any landfill related waste and gases be found 

during excavation activities.” 

must be developed based on the reasonable assumption of the 
potential for landfill gas to be present long-term in the 
subsurface regardless of the outcome of short-term 
investigations later in the design of the project. 

Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Construction; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: 
Contamination 
Page 262 

Comment: The author has not demonstrated how potential landfill waste and/or gas will be 
mitigated during construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed project. 

Future investigations during the detail design stages of the project should only advance 
the reasonable assumption that landfill gas is present in the right-of-way and not eliminate 
the need to consider the potential for landfill gas to be present in the subsurface. 

The project proponent should acknowledge that the project 
must be developed with due consideration of plans to mitigate 
hazards from landfill waste and/or gas for workers that do not 
rely on the operation of landfill gas collection systems. 

The City of Toronto does not consider that the level of assessment is sufficient to the 
address the level of Commitment that may be required. This effect should be included in 
the existing conditions assessment. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

51. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Operations & 
Maintenance; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Source 
Water Protection / 
Hydrogeology 
Page 263 

52. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Operations & 
Maintenance; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Air Quality 
Page 263 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

The authors provide a “Commitment to Future Works: 

 Measures to ensure road salt doesn’t contribute to landfill chloride plumes are to 
be incorporated into the design.” 

The author does not identify landfill (methane) gas as a Potential Environmental Effect 
during operations and maintenance of the road. 

Comment: The potential for landfill (methane) gas to be present and migrate along 
preferential pathways in the subsurface will persist after construction. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

This Commitment to Future Works is noted and accepted. The 
City of Toronto would like to review the plans for future 
measures to ensure sodium and chloride impacted runoff does 
not infiltrate or recharge within Section 2. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. Within the D-4: Environmental 
Considerations for Non-Operating Sites, Section 4.2 states 
“Particular attention shall be given to the production and 
migration of methane gas” 

The proponent has not demonstrated how potential landfill gas 
will be mitigated during operation and maintenance of the 
proposed project. 

Proponent’s Response 

53. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; 
Table 10-1; Project 
Phase: Operations & 
Maintenance; 
Valued Ecosystem 
Components: Access 
Page 264 

The author states “Potential Environmental Effect(s) that “The project will not impede the 
operations of the Keele Valley Landfill, its monitoring programs or access to its 
infrastructure (including underground infrastructure).” 

Comment: This is in conflict with statements made in the Hydrogeology Section (page 
299), where the authors state “the current design appears to impact three Keele Valley 
Monitoring Wells and up to three Keele Valley Landfill Gas Monitoring Probes.” 

Comment: The City of Toronto has not been provided preliminary design details to confirm 
the validity of this statement. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. 

The monitoring wells and gas probes are included in the 
regulatory compliance monitoring program, this Commitment to 
Future Work is in conflict with statements made in Section 5 – 
Existing Conditions and Section 9 – Project Description. 

The project proponent should edit and reconcile this omission 
throughout the report. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution Proponent’s Response 

54. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.5.1 
Archeology 
Page 291 

Appendix I – Stage 2 
Archeological Assessment 
Figure 5: Sheet 3 

A recommendation of the Stage 2 Archeological Assessment states that “Some of the 
Keele Valley Lands (7 Eaglet Court) that overlap with the study area exhibit archaeological 
potential and require stage 2 test pit survey at 5 metre intervals for the undisturbed areas 
prior to any soil disturbing activities.” 

Comment: The Stage 2 report describes some areas without referencing a figure or 
corresponding area. Presumably this is Figure 5: Sheet 3 for the area denoted in Orange. 

The project proponent should provide properties and easement 
lines be added to Figure 4 (Sheet 2), Figure 5 (Sheet 3) and 
Figure 6 (Sheet 4). 

The project proponent should confirm the investigation 
locations are within the proposed project limits. The 

City of Toronto request the opportunity to review and comment 
on of the revised drawings, preferably provided in PDF and 
CAD format. 

55. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.1.5 
Soil Management 
Page 295 

The project proponent should be aware that Appendix O is not referenced in the text of the 
report. 

The project proponent should correct and clarify the text. 

56. Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 
Section 2.3 Field 
Screening Measurements 
Page 3 

For field screening methodology, the author states: “Methane elimination mode turned on.” 

Comment: Considering that the project site is located between three landfills and that 
there is a documented, high probability for landfill gas to be present in the subsurface, the 
City of Toronto questions why the field measurement methodology would exclude 
measuring for methane. 

The project proponent should provide justification why the field 
equipped for soil gas used a method that prevented methane 
field monitoring during the soil investigation. 

57. Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 
Results; Section 3.1.3. 
Hydrogeology 
Page 5 

The author states “The regional groundwater is expected to flow towards the tributaries of 
the Don River West Branch in the western portion of the Project Area and towards the 
tributaries of Don River East Branch in the eastern portion of the Project Area.” 

Comment: The aquifer systems in Section 2 have been extensively mapped in detail. The 
correct description for the prevailing groundwater flow should be adopted from Appendix 
K; Figure 7. 

The project proponent should ensure that all sources of data 
are incorporated into the conceptual model for the Site. 

58. Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 

The author states “The maximum values of CGI and PID readings for all soil samples 
were 15 ppm and 1 ppm respectively. A summary of the headspace combustible vapours 
for the soil samples is provided in Table C0 in APPENDIX C.” 

The project proponent should revise the report text or correct 
Table C-0. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

Section 3.3 Soil 
Conditions 
Page 6 

59. Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 
Section 3.7 Landfill Waste 
Page 9 

60. Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 
Section 3.7 Landfill Waste 
Page 9 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

Comment: There is no measurement of 15 ppm in Table C-0. 

The author states “On the other hand, the three boreholes drilled by MH (MH-BH2 through 
MH-BH4) and four boreholes drilled by WSP (BH-P9 through BH-P12) east of Rodinea 
Avenue and between Vaughan Landfill and Keele Valley Landfill, all within the Right-of-
Way, did not exhibit any evidence of waste/garbage in the soil. This information suggests 
that waste may be present in the subsurface within the road alignment, though, if present, 
it will be shallow and it will be in isolated pockets. The presence of waste within the road 
ROW should be further investigated during the geotechnical investigation that will be 
undertaken at later design stages.” 

Comment: The Soil Investigation Report appears to have omitted existing condition 
information provided by the City of Toronto. Specifically, The City of Toronto provided the 
most easterly and westerly borehole logs for the Teston Road Purge Wells to the project 
team in November 2023. Waste was noted in both of the borehole logs. The Soils report 
was issued on April 4, 2024, without the inclusion of this information provided by Toronto. 
At the west end of the Teston Road Purge System the borehole log for PW1-10 exhibited 
mixed sand and garbage to a depth of 7.6 metres below ground surface, while at the east 
end the borehole log PW1-95 describes layered sand, waste and clay to a depth of 7 
meters below ground surface. 

The author states “Landfill gas will likely be present in the sub-surface within the road 
Right-of-Way, and measures shall be included in the design to prevent its migration into 
new infrastructure (particularly storm sewers).” 

Comment: The statement does not fully address the mitigation needed to address the 
hazards associated with the reasonable potential for landfill (methane) gas in the 
subsurface. Refer to the cover letter provided with these comments for further comment. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should ensure that all sources of data 
are incorporated into the conceptual model for the Site. 

The project proponent should revise the statement “that waste 
may be present in the subsurface within the road alignment, 
though, if present, it will be shallow and it will be in isolated 
pockets”. 

The project proponent should acknowledge that the project 
must be developed based on the reasonable assumption of the 
potential for landfill waste and/or gas to be present in the 
subsurface regardless of the outcome of short-term 
investigations further in the design of the project. 

The proponent should review the cover letter provided with 
these comments and take reasonable action to expand the 
extent of mitigative measures considered for the project. 

The proponent should acknowledge that the project must be 
developed based on the assumption of the reasonable 
potential for landfill waste and/or gas to be present in the 
subsurface regardless of the outcome of short-term 
investigations further in the design of the project. 

Proponent’s Response 

61. Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 
Appendix D – Borehole 
Logs Page 48 and 49 

Borehole logs for MH-BH-3 and MH-BH-4 include the standard notation of an inverted 
triangle to depict the water table at the bottom of each borehole. 

The project proponent should ensure that all sources of data 
are incorporated into the conceptual model for the Site. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution Proponent’s Response 

Clarify: The author should clarify if groundwater was detected in these boreholes and if so, 
why is this omitted in the report text. 

62. Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 
Appendix D – Borehole 
Logs 

Regarding the borehole logs, there is no indication in the text or on the borehole logs if the 
borehole were backfilled with drill cuttings or grout. 

The project proponent should confirm if the boreholes not 
completed as monitoring wells were backfilled 

63. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.1.5 
Soil Management 
Page 295 

AND 

Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 
Section 5 
Recommendations, 4th 
bullet 
Page 11 

The authors states: “The presence of landfill waste within the road ROW should be further 
investigated during the geotechnical investigation that will be undertaken at later design 
stages.” 

Comment: Investigations of the presence of waste fill within the road right-of-way may be 
in proximity to City of Toronto landfill infrastructure. The proponent is advised to take due 
care to avoid existing infrastructure when conducting any subsurface investigations. 

This Commitment to Future Works is noted. 

The proponent should take due care to avoid the existing 
landfill and landfill infrastructure. 

64. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.1.5 
Soil Management 
Page 295 

AND 

Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 
Section 5 
Recommendations 
Page 11 

The authors states: “The presence of landfill gas beneath the road ROW should be further 
investigated in conjunction with the geotechnical investigation that will be undertaken at 
later design stages.” 

Comment: The author has not demonstrated how potential landfill gas will be mitigated 
during construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed project. 

The design basis of the transportation corridor must reasonably be based on the potential 
for landfill waste and/or gas to be present in the subsurface, regardless of the outcome of 
short-term studies.] 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. Within the D-4: Environmental 
Considerations for Non-Operating Sites, Section 4.2 states 
“Particular attention shall be given to the production and 
migration of methane gas.” 

The project proponent should acknowledge that the project 
must be developed based on the reasonable assumption of the 
potential for landfill waste and/or gas to be present in the 
subsurface, regardless of the outcome of short-term studies. 

65. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 

The author states: “A mitigation plan should be developed against the possibility of 
encountering any landfill related waste and gases during excavation activities. In such an 

[The project proponent should modify accordingly references to 
the operation of landfill gas collection systems in statements on 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.1.5 
Soil Management 
Page 295 

AND 

Appendix O: Soils 
Investigation Report; 
Section 5 
Recommendations 
Page 11 

66. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.2.1 
Drainage 
Page 298 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

event, the landfill operator should be immediately notified, and control measures should 
be taken to minimize the exposure of harmful chemicals and gases to construction 
workers.” 

Comment: While a mitigation plan for encountering waste and gases during excavation 
activities is needed for the project, the reference to the inclusion of the landfill operators in 
this plan may not always be feasible. Any plan to mitigate hazards on the project cannot 
and should not reasonably rely on the operation of landfill gas controls system. The 
construction of the transportation corridor cannot rely on the landfill gas control systems to 
mitigate the potential for landfill gas to be present in the subsurface. Operation of landfill 
gas control systems shall not be relied upon to protect workers for the construction or 
future maintenance of the transportation corridor, including its subsurface utilities, sewers, 
conduits, pipes or other enclosed subsurface spaces. 

The author states “Due to the site being located within High Volume Groundwater 
Recharge Areas, maintaining pre-development groundwater recharge rates is required by 
TRCA.” 

Comment: The TRCA require pre-development groundwater recharge be maintained; 
however, the hydrogeology section of the report states that “While the infiltration of storm 
water is a common practice for “Low Impact Development” or LID, it should not be 
included in the design of the current project between Keele Street and the Don River East 
Branch. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

plans to mitigate the hazards associated with landfill gas during 
construction activities. 

The project proponent should acknowledge that the project 
must be developed with due consideration of plans to mitigate 
hazards from landfill waste and/or gas for construction and 
future maintenance workers that do not rely on the operation of 
landfill gas collection systems. 

Any changes in the subsurface resulting from the proposed 
project that alter conditions, create preferential pathways or 
increase risk for gas migration must be controlled by the 
project proponent. 

The project proponent should clarify and restructure this 
section to address this conflict. 

Proponent’s Response 

67. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.2.1 
Drainage 
Page 298 

The authors states “It is recommended to conduct water balance analysis and further 
evaluate the feasibility of enhanced recharging measures during the detailed design 
stage. It is recommended that any recharging facilities be situated at more than 250 
meters from the boundary of landfill sites.” 

Comment: Landfill leachate impacted groundwater plumes from sources not attributed to 
the Keele Valley Landfill Site are monitored upgradient and downgradient of the proposed 
Teston Road for the entirety of proposed Section 2 and at distances greater than 250 from 
the Site Boundaries. 

The project proponent should incorporate site specific 
information into the Future Commitments. 

The stormwater design for the Keele Valley Landfill Site involves infiltration to maintain the 
Main Plume and under the Keele Valley Landfill and thus under control of the Teston 
Road Purge Well System and Southern Purge Wells System and any changes that spread 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution Proponent’s Response 

the plume in the upgradient area could be problematic for overall management and 
compliance of the Site. 

68. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.2.1 
Drainage 
Page 298 

The authors states “It is recommended to conduct water balance analysis and further 
evaluate the feasibility of enhanced recharging measures during the detailed design 
stage. It is recommended that any recharging facilities be situated at more than 250 
meters from the boundary of landfill sites.” 

Comment: The Teston Road Purge well system is an active dewatering system designed 
to capture impacted groundwater and manage plume migration. Enhanced recharge 
within the capture zone may affect the ability of Keele Valley Landfill Site operations to 
meet the objectives of the environmental compliance monitoring. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. 

The project proponent should not employ enhanced recharge 
measures that have the potential to alter the current and future 
operation and/or expansion of the Teston Road Purge Well 
System and Southern Purge Well System. 

69. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.2.1 
Drainage 
Page 298 

The authors states “A Stormwater Management plan was developed to meet the 
stormwater management objectives in terms of water quantity, quality, erosion, and 
balance. Further details regarding this can be found in Appendix L.” 

Comment: Appendix L is the Hydrogeology Report. Appendix K – Drainage and 
Stormwater Management report is not summarized in the text. Comments will be made for 
Appendix K, Parts 1 through 9. 

The project proponent should be aware that Appendix K is not 
referenced in the text of the report. 

70. Appendix K – Drainage 
and Stormwater 
Management Report 
Section: 
Page: 298 

The project proponent has identified options for drainage and stormwater management 
however have not identified a preferred option in Section 10 of the Draft IEA Report. Three 
options for Outlet 4 are discussed in Appendix K Part 2 but are not brough forward in the 
Draft IEA Report. 

This section of the report appears incomplete. 

The project proponent should expand this section to clarify the 
Options Analysis in Appendix K Part 2 regarding Alignment 
Section 2. 

The City of Toronto cannot evaluate the potential impacts to 
stormwater management of the Keele Valley Landfill Site 
without a clear option being summarized in the Draft IEA 
Report. 

71. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.4 
Source Water Protection 
Page 298 

The authors states “The aquifer beneath the Study Area is “vulnerable” to contamination 
by road salt specifically because of the existence of landfill-related chloride plumes within 
it.” 

Comment: This is incorrect. The vulnerability of the aquifer is a function of the intrinsic 
properties of the aquifer material and the presence or lack of a confining layer. The 

The project proponent should clarify and re-word this section. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

72. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.5 
Hydrogeology 
Page 299 

73. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.5 
Hydrogeology 
Page 299 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution 

presence of landfill-related groundwater plumes does not make an aquifer more or less 
vulnerable. 

The authors states “the current design appears to impact three Keele Valley Monitoring The project proponent should edit and reconcile the statement 
Wells and up to three Keele Valley Landfill Gas Monitoring Probes.” that the interim plan will eliminate impacts to landfills. 

Comment: The author should indicate how this meets Section 5.2.2. of the D-4 Guideline The evaluation of the Preferred Alternative Alignment may be 
identified above with respect to the technical controls for groundwater compliance impacted by the incomplete assessment of options with 
monitoring and landfill gas compliance monitoring. respect to landfill infrastructure. The impact of the incomplete 

assessment to the overall evaluation of Alternates to the 
Project should be considered. 

The authors states “The study has determined that the hard surfacing and drainage The project proponent should ensure that all sources of data 
changes may result in slight changes in landfill plume chemistry (less dilution of the are incorporated into the conceptual model for the Site. 
chloride plumes that are present beneath the landfills), but this is not expected to be 
significant and may not be detectable in the existing groundwater monitoring program.” 

Comment: The City of Toronto has not been provided preliminary design details to confirm 
the validity of this statement. As per Appendix K Stormwater management report, if all 
stormwater is being collected and conveyed how did the hydrogeology study conclude that 
drainage changes may result in changes to landfill plume chemistry. 

The City of Toronto is not able to assess the validity of this statement without the 
accompanying assessment and calculations used to draw this conclusion. 

Proponent’s Response 

74. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.5 
Hydrogeology 
Page 299 

The authors states “The study has determined that the hard surfacing and drainage 
changes may result in slight changes in landfill plume chemistry (less dilution of the 
chloride plumes that are present beneath the landfills), but this is not expected to be 
significant and may not be detectable in the existing groundwater monitoring program. 
Conversely, infiltration of salt-impacted road-runoff into the highly permeable soils in the 
area of the landfills does have the potential to contribute to the existing chloride plumes 
and to interfere with the ongoing landfill monitoring.” 

The project proponent should clarify and restructure this 
section to address this conflict. 

Clarification: Whereas chloride (and sodium) are a component of landfill leachate impacts 
delineated and defined as “plumes”, these are key indicator parameters and other 
parameters with the site boundary criteria also need to be considered. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

75. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.5 
Hydrogeology 
Page 299 

76. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.5 
Hydrogeology 
Page 299 

77. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.5 
Hydrogeology 
Page 299 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

The authors states “The study has determined that the hard surfacing and drainage 
changes may result in slight changes in landfill plume chemistry (less dilution of the 
chloride plumes that are present beneath the landfills), but this is not expected to be 
significant and may not be detectable in the existing groundwater monitoring program. 
Conversely, infiltration of salt-impacted road-runoff into the highly permeable soils in the 
area of the landfills does have the potential to contribute to the existing chloride plumes 
and to interfere with the ongoing landfill monitoring.” 

Comment: The author should provide the details on how this infiltration was assessed to 
be insignificant. Was a mass balanced approach used? If so, the author should provide 
the City of Toronto with the details and assumptions. 

The author states “The study has determined… infiltration of salt-impacted road-runoff into 
the highly permeable soils in the area of the landfills does have the potential to contribute 
to the existing chloride plumes and to interfere with the ongoing landfill monitoring.” 

Comment: Any additions to the subsurface that could interfere or distort the ability of the 
City of Toronto to perform compliance monitoring will require an amendment to the 
Environmental Compliance Approval. The City of Toronto does not consider that the level 
of assessment is sufficient to assess potential long-term impacts on the Toronto’s (and 
Vaughan’s) ability to manage compliance of the landfills. 

The authors states “The study has determined that there may be relatively minor lowering 
of the groundwater level at and around the dewatering locations, particularly at the 
proposed bridge…” 

Comment: Temporary dewatering was not included in the impact assessment Table 10-1 
during construction. The Keele Valley Landfill Site has an active, permanent dewatering 
system along Teston Road. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent should ensure that all sources of data 
are incorporated into the conceptual model for the Site. 

The project proponent should provide a summarizing 
document containing information demonstrating how the 
MECP D-4 guidance is met. 

The project proponent should revise Table 10-1 to include 
impacts of construction (temporary) dewatering. 

Proponent’s Response 

78. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.5 
Hydrogeology 
Page 299 

The authors states “All the conflicts identified with the Vaughan Landfill, Keele Valley 
Landfill and Disposal Services Landfill infrastructure should be communicated to the 
landfill operators. 

Detailed assessment of the severity of the conflict and the appropriate mitigation 
measures is recommended in later design stages. Any changes to the landfill 
infrastructure will require amendments to the ECAs under which the affected landfills 
operate.” 

The City of Toronto has not been provided sufficient detail 
regarding these conflicts. 

The project proponent should edit and reconcile the statement 
that the interim plan will eliminate impacts to landfills. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

79. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.5 
Hydrogeology 
Page 300 

80. Section 10 – 
Environmental Effects, 
Mitigation Measures & 
Commitment to Future 
Work; Section 10.6.6 
Contamination Overview 
Study & Phase One ESAs 
Page 301 

Appendix N – Phase I 
ESA 

Property 5 Figures 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

Comment: The City of Toronto does not consider that the level of assessment is sufficient 
to assess potential long-term impacts on the Toronto’s (and Vaughan’s) ability to manage 
compliance of the landfills. The City of Toronto has not been provided enough information 
to confirm the validity of this statement. 

The Author’s statement conflicts with several other passages from the executive summary 
to Section 10 that “The project will not impede the operation of the Keele Valley Landfill, 
its monitoring programs/requirements, or access to its infrastructure (including 
underground infrastructure).” 

The author provides a “Commitment to Future Work to include enhanced monitoring of the 
eastern edge of the chloride plume is recommended during construction of the bridge over 
the Don River East Branch.” 

Comment: Enhanced monitoring is not a mitigation measure, it is a collection of data 
which should be designed to assignment of the need for and design of mitigation. 

The authors states “Property 5 includes Navestark Contractors and the Keele Valley 
Landfill. Two areas of potential environmental concern were identified at the Phase One 
Property, due to a possible importation of fill material of unknown quality during the 
development of the Phase One Property, and waste disposal sites at the Phase One 
Property, adjacent north, and south as well as 75m northwest of the Phase One Property.” 

Comment: Clarification is required to determine ownership and scope. What is identified 
as a risk due to ‘a possible importation of fill material of unknown quality’ may in fact be a 
component of the engineering stormwater management system (swales) at the northend 
of the Keele Valley Landfill Site. 

Figure 4 for Property 5’s Phase One ESA fails to identify landfill gas a potential 
contaminant of concern. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The project proponent is not named on the Environmental 
Compliance Certificate for the Keele Valley Landfill Site and is 
therefore not in a position to offer recommendations that would 
alter the approved groundwater compliance monitoring 
program. 

The project proponent should include MECP concurrence with 
any changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. 

The project proponent is not named on the Environmental 
Compliance Certificate for the Keele Valley Landfill Site and is 
therefore not in a position to offer recommendations that would 
alter the approved groundwater compliance monitoring 
program. 

The project proponent should include MECP concurrence with 
any changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. 

The City of Toronto has not been provided sufficient detail 
regarding these conflicts. 

The project proponent should provide scaled drawings in plan 
view and cross section incorporating information where 
property acquisition may be required. 

The proponent should revise the Phase One ESA for Property 
5 to include mention of landfill gas. 

Proponent’s Response 

81. Section 11 – Future 
Commitments; Section 
11.2.4 Archaeological 
Studies 

The authors states a “Commitment to Future Work that recommends a portion of the 
Keele Valley landfill lands (7 Eagle Court) that overlap with the Project Study Area exhibits 

This Commitment to Future Works is noted and accepted. The 
City of Toronto would need to grant permission to provide 
access for future investigations. 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA Reviewer Comments & Rationale Review Proposed Action/Solution Proponent’s Response 

Page 304 archaeological potential and requires a Stage 2 archaeological assessment test pit survey 
at five metre intervals prior to any soil disturbing activities.” 

Comment: Permission to access property would need to be provided by the City of 
Toronto. 

82. Section 11 – Future 
Commitments; Section 
11.2.6 Phase 2 
Environmental Site 
Assessment 
Page 305 

The authors states a “Commitment to Future Work that includes a Phase Two 
Environmental Site Assessment is required for properties with PCAs before a Record of 
Site Condition (RSC) can be submitted for the site. A Phase Two Environmental Site 
Assessment is therefore recommended for Property 5 [among others] which all include 
APECs.” 

This Commitment to Future Works is noted. The City of 
Toronto would need to grant permission to provide access for 
future investigations. 

83. Section 11 – Future 
Commitments; Section 
11.3.5 Environmental 
Compliance Approvals 
Page 307 

The authors states a “Commitment to Future Work that includes numerous ECA’s are 
currently present for all three landfill sites adjacent to the Project Study Area: the Keele 
Valley Landfill, Vaughan Landfill, and Disposal Services Landfill sites. The ECA’s within 
the Project Study Area that may potentially require amendments include: Provisional 
Certificate of Approval of Keele Valley Landfill Site Parts of Lots 21 to 28 inclusive, 
Concession 3 (No. A230610).” 

Comment: The City of Toronto cannot proactively or voluntarily amend the Keele Valley 
Landfill Environmental Compliance Approvals for the proposed project. Any future 
amendments would be subject to legal and regulatory review and consultation. Toronto 
cannot guarantee at this time that any amendments can be implemented. 

The project proponent is not named on the Environmental 
Compliance Certificate for the Keele Valley Landfill Site and is 
therefore not in a position to offer recommendations that would 
alter the conditions of the Environmental Compliance 
Approvals. 

The project proponent should include MECP concurrence with 
any changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. 

84. Section 11 – Future 
Commitments; Section 
11.3.5 Environmental 
Compliance Approvals 
Page 307 

The authors states “Any changes to the landfill infrastructure and/or encroachment within 
the existing buffer zones will likely require amendments to the Environmental Compliance 
Approval (ECA) under which the landfill operates. These will likely need to be prepared by 
the owners of these facilities in consultation with the Ministry of the Environment 
Conservation and Parks and with input from the Regional Municipality of York.” 

Comment: The City of Toronto cannot proactively or voluntarily amend the Keele Valley 
Landfill Environmental Compliance Approvals for the proposed project. Any future 
amendments would be subject to legal and regulatory review and consultation. Toronto 
cannot guarantee at this time that any amendments can be implemented. 

The project proponent is not named on the Environmental 
Compliance Certificate for the Keele Valley Landfill Site and is 
therefore not in a position to offer recommendations that would 
alter the conditions of the Environmental Compliance 
Approvals. 

The project proponent should include MECP concurrence with 
any changes to landfill infrastructure in the IEA Report. 

85. Appendix D.1 – 
Transportation System 

Technical Report #1, 4.1.1 

The author states: “The City of Vaughan has plans to increase the size of the park through 
a phased planning approach. The expected final size of the park will be roughly 365 
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Table 1: City of Toronto Comments 
Draft Report Individual Environmental Assessment for the Teston Road Area 

Transportation Improvements, Highway 400 & Bathurst Street 

Comment # Reference to Draft EA 

North Maple Regional 
Park 

86. Appendix M – 
Contamination 
Overview Study 

87. Appendix N – Phase One 
ESA 

Reviewer Comments & Rationale 

hectares and will cover the land of the former Vaughan Landfill and the former Keele 
Valley Landfill.” 

Comment: The City of Toronto makes no guarantee regarding the incorporation of Keele 
Valley Landfill Site into North Maple Regional Park. This process is subject to legal and 
regulatory review. The timing and phasing of the project has not been confirmed. The 
estimated potential timeframe is minimum twenty years in the future. 

The Contamination Overview Study does not acknowledge the potential for landfill waste 
and/or gas to be present in the vicinity of the 3 closed landfills identified in the report. The 
purpose of the report was to “determine if there are any indications of environmental 
impairment to the subject property related to activities that have occurred at the subject 
property or from activities that have occurred at neighbouring properties.” The potential 
for combustible gas (e.g., landfill gas contains methane) to be present in the subsurface in 
the vicinity of the 3 closed landfill for decades to come is a potential environmental 
impairment and a health and safety risk that must be considered PRIOR to the 
development of Teston Road. 

The author states “This Phase One ESA was prepared in general accordance with Ontario 
Regulation (“O. Reg.”) 153/04 (as amended) to assess current and historic potentially 
contaminating activities (“PCAs”) that have occurred on the Phase One Property and on 
the surrounding properties within the 250 m radius (Phase One Study Area) that would 
contribute to an area of potential environmental concern (‘APEC’) on the Phase One 
Property. With the addition of some key information, that would become available at later 
stages in the Project, this Phase One ESA may be suitable to be used in support of a filing 
of Record of Site Condition (RSC).” 

Comment: The Phase One ESA for properties adjacent and in the vicinity of the closed 
landfills should NOT be considered suitable for filing an RSC due to omission to identify 
and confirm potential contaminating activities, specifically the failure to identify the 
potential for the presence of landfill waste and/or gas. 

Review Proposed Action/Solution 

The terms of reference for the Contamination Overview Study 
scope needs to be revised in consultation with MECP with full 
clarity on the location of the proposed project with respect to 
the 3 closed landfills. 

The proponent should revise the Phase One ESA for Property 
5 to include mention of landfill waste and/or gas. 

Proponent’s Response 

88. Appendix Q – 
Climate Change 
Assessment 
Report – IEA for Teston 
Road Area Improvements 
(Highway 400 to Bathurst 
Street) 

Comment: Methane is a greenhouse gas. The project proposes to have conflicts/impact to 
the landfill gas collection system at the Vaughan Landfill. No discussion is provided on the 
importance of restoring the Vaughan Landfill system for landfill gas collection and flaring 
when it is impacted by the transportation corridor project. 

The proponent should consider addressing the impact to the 
Vaughan Landfill’s system for collection of landfill (methane) 
gas with respect to its potential climate change impact of the 
proposed transportation corridor. 
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Lynda Mulcahy, P.Eng, Manager of Closed Landfills GLD-19123055 

City of Toronto January 30, 2025 

ATTACHMENT B 

Property boundary and land use 
related Instruments 
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August 12, 2025 VIA EMAIL ONLY TO: Lynda.Mulcahy@toronto.ca 

City of Toronto 
Solid Waste Management Services 
7 Eaglet Court 
Vaughan ON L6A 4E2 

Attention: Ms. Lynda Mulcahy, Manager – Closed Landfill Operations 

RE:   York Region’s  Response to City of Toronto’s January 31, 2025 Comments on the   
 Teston Road Area  Draft  Individual Environmental Assessment (IEA)  Report   
 Our File:  T02 99816 EA Corr  

Dear Lynda, 

York Region appreciates the comments received from the City of Toronto (City) and your participation in 
the Teston Road Area Improvements Individual Environmental Assessment (IEA), now being referred to 
as a Comprehensive Environmental Assessment (CEA), process. The following is a response to your 
letter dated January 31, 2025. 

We have prepared this letter as a summary response to several key issues and also attach specific 
responses to the 88 individual comments included in the Attachment A of your recent letter (See Table 1 
attached). All comments are considered constructive and have been reflected in a revised and 
strengthened CEA report. 

York Region continues to make every effort to respond to and address concerns that have been raised by 
the City of Toronto over the course of the Teston Road Area Improvements CEA study. Of note, this has 
included preparing a revised two-phase plan for both a long term (ultimate) and a near term (interim) 
recommended design plan for Teston Road between Keele Street and Dufferin Street in response to, 
primarily, the City of Toronto’s concerns about potential impacts to the Keele Valley Landfill (KVL) site. 

As noted in our February 15, 2022, meeting, and our previous correspondence to you of May 17, 2022, 
the interim design for the Preferred Teston Road Alignment 4E is proposed to pass between the KVL and 
the former Vaughan Township Landfill (VL) with a modified (narrow) roadway cross section. The 
proposed cross section (with no south side active transportation facilities, only a multi-use pathway on the 
north side, reduced boulevards on both north and sides, and, with short retaining walls where needed) 
can, for the most part avoid, encroachment onto City of Toronto property at the Keele Valley Landfill. 
Long term protection will be made in these areas for an ultimate full-width cross-section in keeping with 
the Region’s 36 m standard right-of-way. 

Based on the information provided to date from the City, we do not foresee any significant impacts to the 
KVL Teston Road Purge Well System (TPWS), although some impacts to the monitoring wells and landfill 
gas system are expected as noted below. The Preferred Alignment does not cross on top of the KVL with 
the area of the Approved Limit of Waste – although a grading easement is proposed on City of Toronto 
property east of the Approved Limit of Waste on the west valley slope of the Don River West Branch. In 
addition, the intent of the design is to leave the existing KVL service roads in place and to maintain both 
existing northern accesses with minor reconfigurations at the road connections with Teston Road. 

A. Consultation 
The consultation record in Table 3-6 has been updated to include the November 29, 2023, meeting with 
the City of Toronto and its consultants and the follow-up correspondence and slides have been included 
in Appendix C.6. The City’s input at that meeting – in particular regarding landfill gas generation, mobility 



  

    
    

    
 
 
 

        
 

   
 
     

  
   

     
    

    
  

 
  

 
     
     

    
 

   
 
 

  
  

  
 

    
  

   
 

 
  

 
 

   
    

  
     

  
 

  
     

    
 

 
     

 
     

   
   

and considerations for design; details of the Teston Road Purge Well System; and selected borehole logs 
from the Teston Road Purge Well System (showing the presence of waste in the vicinity of the Teston 
Road right-of-way) is documented in the CEA report. 

B. Description of the Environment (Existing Conditions) 
a) Legal Review of Land Boundaries and Covenants 

York Region is undertaking a legal review of the land boundaries and covenants on lands within and 
adjacent to the Preferred Alignment Alternative (4E) for Teston Road within Section 2 of the corridor in 
the vicinity of the Keele Valley Landfill. Land boundaries, including landfill buffer zones and easements, 
are discussed in detail in Appendix L – Hydrogeology Report and Appendix O – now called the Soil, 
Waste, and Landfill Gas Report, and text on the previous landfill related road closure, easement 
agreements and property encumbrances has been added to Section 5.4.2 Land Ownership within the 
Existing Conditions section of the CEA report. 

b) MECP D-4 Land Use On or Near Landfills and Dumps (1994) Guideline 

As you noted in your letter, the Approved Terms of Reference (Page 25) references Ministry of 
Environment Conservation and Parks (MECP) Guideline, “D-4 Land Use On or Near Landfills and Dumps 
(1994)”, in the paragraph below: 

• The closed Keele Valley Landfill area south of the Teston Road right-of-way, and Vaughan Waste 
Disposal site and the Disposal Services Landfill on the north side of the Teston Road right-of-
way, shown as yellow area #2 in Figure 4-5, fall under MECP guidelines. These guidelines state 
that no land use change may take place within 30 m of its perimeter, where technical controls for 
leachate, or leachate and gas surrounding a fill area are required (MECP, D-4 Land Use on or 
Near Landfills and Dumps, Section 5.2). These measures are required to protect the integrity of 
the clay liner of the Keele Valley Landfill site and gas and leachate systems surrounding the fill 
area (Keele Valley Landfill Site Approvals and Closure Plan). As noted in the Vaughan OP 2010 
Amendment 535, new policies regarding land use in the vicinity of the Keele Valley Landfill site 
which comply with the closure have been introduced in the form of the Maple Valley Plan. The 
purpose of this plan is to combine the approximate 254 hectares between the Keele Valley and 
other landfills, along with former MNRF lands to create a major city park incorporating open 
space/parkland, sports and recreation facilities (potentially a golf course), children’s play areas 
and picnic areas. 

In response to your request, we have included a summary in both the CEA Report and Appendix L -
Hydrogeology Report, describing the purpose of MECP’s D-Series (D-1 to D-4) Guidelines, their 
applicability to the three landfill sites, the extent to which the proposed Teston Road project complies (or 
conflicts) with the Guidelines and how the Region has committed to and proposes to address / mitigate 
any potential conflicts or issues. 

While not all objectives of the D-Series Guidelines can be met (e.g. maintaining a 20 m to 30 m buffer 
from technical controls for, respectively, landfill gas or leachate – See Attachment #2)), York Region 
commits to working with the landfill owners and MECP to reasonably mitigate and/or address any impacts 
or issues of concern. 

c) KVL Landfill Gas Infrastructure Omitted from Draft CEA Report – Implications for Evaluation 

Additional details have been added to the CEA Report and Appendix O – Soil, Waste and Landfill Gas 
Report to better describe all potentially affected landfill gas and other landfill monitoring and compliance 
infrastructure along the proposed Teston Road alignment at the Keele Valley Landfill site, the Vaughan 



  

    
 

 
 

       
  

   
 

 
     

    
  

      
   

 
     

 
     

  
      

 
  

 
 

 
  

     
    
     

   
   

 
       

        
 

 
  

    
 

   
    

   
    

   
 

 
   

   
   

 
   
     

    
   

Waste Disposal site and the Disposal Services Landfill. The confirmed and potential KVL impacts, and 
recommended mitigation measures, associated with the recommended interim Teston Road design are 
shown below. 

• Gas header and access chambers – to be located by field investigation and protected. 
• Gas probes along north fence line (GMP1-86, GMP13-86, GMP14-86, GMP15-88, GMP16-88, 

GMP17-88, and GMP18-89) – generally to be protected, though a small number may need to be 
relocated. 

Cross-sections at four key locations are provided in Attachment #1 which give an approximate indication 
of the proximity of the proposed Teston Road in relation to existing landfill infrastructure including landfill 
gas infrastructure on both the south and north sides. The locations of the four cross-sections are shown in 
plan view on the figures included as Attachment #2 and #3, the latter of which includes details based on 
available information on the location of landfill infrastructure. 

C. Preferred Alternative Alignment 4E (Project Description) 
We appreciate the City of Toronto’s concern that the project description of the Preferred Alternative 
Alignment (4E) does not convey, to the City’s satisfaction, the technical and regulatory challenges, which 
pose real risk to the project, as conveyed previously to the Region in the City’s response comments on 
August 16, 2021 following the first open house. Significant updates have been made to the CEA report 
and appendices to address the City of Toronto’s comments and concerns. 

a) Legal Review of Land Boundaries and Covenants 

York Region has undertaken a review of the land boundaries and covenants on lands within and adjacent 
to the Preferred Alignment Alternative (4E) for Teston Road within Section 2 of the corridor in the vicinity 
of the Keele Valley Landfill. The potential need for amendments to existing property boundaries, 
easement agreements and covenants the vicinity of the Vaughan Landfill and Keele Valley Landfill has 
been documented in the CEA report under Section 9.10 Property Requirements, Section 10.4.1 Property 
Requirements and Section 11.1 Future Consultation. 

York Region provides the following responses to the comments / questions included in the City letter 
which references the legal plans and covenants that were included in your Attachment 2: 

• The western portion of Teston Road through proposed Section 2 was closed on October 29, 
1981, under By-Law 256-81 (instrument R283130). Toronto requests the proponent to confirm the 
reason for the road closure is no longer valid. 

Response: The reason for the road closure is not given in the document that was attached to the 
City of Toronto’s submission. We may assume that at the time there was no longer a need for 
public access to this section of the road allowance and there was a need to protect against public 
access to the operationally active Keele Valley Landfill and Vaughan Township Landfill. 
Circumstances have changed in that both of the above landfills are now closed and there is an 
identified need to extend Teston Road through this area. 

• Toronto requests the proponent to identify and confirm that Area 1 on Schedule 1 in the attached 
1988 Joint Board Hearing for the Keele Valley Landfill is excluded from the proposed 
transportation corridor project. 

Response: York Region confirms that the Preferred Alternative Alignment Option 4E runs along 
the Original Road Allowance between Lots 25 and 26, Concession 3. Area 1 as indicated in 
Schedule I of the 1988 Joint Board Hearing for the Keele Valley Landfill falls within the road 
allowance between Lots 25 and 26, therefore, Area 1 is not excluded from the Preferred 



  

  
 

   
 

       
   

 
         

 
 

   
   

   
 

 
        

   
    

    
  

 
  

 
 

   
 

   
 

   
    

  
      

 
  

 
  

    
     

   
    

     
 

 
 

 
  

   
    

   
     

 
  

     
        

    

Alignment Option 4E. 

• An Easement agreement was established in 1983 between the Town of Vaughan and 
Metropolitan Toronto for Areas identified in Schedule E and F of Instrument R320409 Clause 3(6) 
and 4(1). Toronto requests that the proponent confirm areas of Parts 6, 9, 51 and Parts 8 and 53 
on Reference Plan 65R-5832 are excluded from the proposed transportation corridor project. 

Response: Parts 6, 8, 9, 51 and 53 shown on Reference Plan 65R-5832 all likely to be included, 
at least in part, in the required right-of-way for the Teston Road corridor project. 

• A transfer agreement between the City of Vaughan and Metropolitan Toronto for Part 9 and 10 of 
Reference Plan 65R-5832 was established in 1996 by Instrument R675034. The City of Toronto 
requests that the proponent confirm that these areas are excluded in the proposed transportation 
corridor project. 

Response: Parts 9 and 10 of Reference Plan 65R-5832 all both likely to be included, at least in 
part, in the required right-of-way for the Teston Road corridor project. Part 9 forms part of the 
Original Road Allowance between lots 25 & 26, Concession 3. Part 10 was acquired for road 
widening purposes. York Region confirms that Instrument No R471733 transferred Part 10, plan 
65R-5832 to the City of Vaughan. Instrument No R675034 is the transfer of a permanent 
easement over Parts 9 and 10, 65R-5832, from Vaughan to Toronto for a gas balancing header 
pipe and similar devices. The easement over Part 9 was released by Toronto via Instrument No 
YR2041534 in 2013. 

• The City of Toronto requests that the Region verify the City of Toronto’s understanding that the 
road allowance along the eastern portion of Alternative Alignment Option 4E, Section 2 is 66ft 
(20m; one chain) width and has been since first surveyed in 1820. 

Response: The Original Road Allowance between Lots 25 and 26, Concession 3 is 1 chain 
(66’/20m) in width. However, both the Region (Part 1, Plan 64R-4933) and City of Vaughan (Part 
10, 65R-5832) acquired a 27’ (8.23m) wide strip of property for road widening purposes. Bylaw R-
371-76-31 added Part 1, 64R-4933 to the Regional Road System. Instrument No R471733 states 
that Part 10, Plan 65R-5832 was transferred from the City of Toronto to the City of Vaughan for 
road widening. 

At this time, York Region anticipates that changes to at least some of the above agreements will need to 
be considered and negotiated between the affected parties in order to accommodate both the proposed 
new Teston Road corridor within Section 2 of the project and continued KVL access. York Region 
commits to ensuring that the City of Toronto’s requirements for landfill and infrastructure access for 
monitoring compliance of the Keele Valley Landfill is appropriately accommodated and asks that the City 
of Toronto commit to working with the City of Vaughan and the Region to help mutually resolve these 
requirements. 

b) Assessment of Regulatory Framework Governing Keele Valley Landfill Site 

York Region acknowledges the City of Toronto’s concerns regarding the potential implications to the 
regulatory framework governing the Keele Valley Landfill Site and understands that the cumulative 
amendments to the ECA to date for the Keele Valley Landfill are complex and that minor administrative 
amendments to the ECA, which have not involved landfill infrastructure or changes to the approved 
monitoring program have recently taken up to 2 years to obtain approval through MECP. 

York Region anticipates that amendments to the Keele Valley Landfill site Environmental Compliance 
Approval (ECA) will be required due to impacts to infrastructure, property, access and monitoring program 
requirements that are now fully detailed in the revised CEA report including Appendix L – Hydrogeology 
Report and Appendix O – Soil, Waste and Landfill Gas Report. These reports now itemize, in detail 



  

  
  

 
 

    
   

 
     

   
   

 
  

   
 

   
 

   
  

    
   

  
 

    
   

  
      
    

    
   

     
 

  
 

   
     

     
 

 
   

      
     

  
   

     
     

     
     

    
      

   
 

       
   

     
   

appropriate to an EA, the potential impacts and the required mitigations, which we understand is 
important groundwork for any future ECA amendments. 

York Region commits to ensuring that the City of Toronto’s requirements for landfill and infrastructure 
access for monitoring compliance of the Keele Valley Landfill are appropriately accommodated and asks 
that the City of Toronto agree to pursue, with York Region support, any required ECA amendments 
through MECP in a reasonable and timely manner given that the Region has advanced the construction 
of Teston Road between Keele Street and Dufferin Street into its 10-year Capital Plan. We understand 
that there is no guarantee of approval of the required ECA amendments but believe that these can 
reasonably be secured through the affected parties working together. 

York Region acknowledges that MECP concurrence with any changes to landfill infrastructure will be 
required and has documented this requirement in the CEA Report. 

c) Continued Secure Operation of Keele Valley Landfill Control Systems 

York Region acknowledges that it is of great importance to the City of Toronto that continued operation of 
the Keele Valley Landfill control systems be maintained during the construction and post-construction 
(operation) phases of the Teston Road project to ensure compliance with the ECAs for the Keele Valley 
Landfill Site; that landfill infrastructure be securely protected; and, that ample maintenance access be 
provided if repair or replacement of the infrastructure is required. 

Some impacts to existing landfill infrastructure have been identified, even under the narrower 
recommended interim design which are itemized in the CEA. The key impacts to landfill gas infrastructure 
are itemized above, while the key impacts to groundwater and leachate infrastructure are: 

• North leachate cleanout chambers - to be located by field investigation and protected. 
• Groundwater monitoring wells particularly those on the north KVL fenceline, and northwest and 

northeast of the waste (including 3/92, 8/83, 7/83, 9/83, 16/88, 17/88, 4/91 and 13/84) - generally 
are to be protected, though a small number may need to be relocated. 

• Leachate collection main – to be located by field investigation and protected. 

See Attachments #1, #2 and #3. 

When it comes to relocating monitoring infrastructure, York Region acknowledges that “relocation is not 
necessarily equivalency (anisotropy)” and that “relocation has considerable technical requirements” (see 
presentation by Golder, June 17, 2020) and has considered these concerns carefully in making 
recommendations in Appendix L – Hydrogeology Report and Appendix O – Soil, Waste and Landfill Gas 
Report. 

All existing landfill accesses will be maintained with some minor modifications to accommodate the 
Teston Road widening / extension. Access to all landfill monitoring and control infrastructure will be 
maintained, although a minor (65 m) relocation to the west of the northeast Keele Valley Landfill access is 
proposed to avoid impacts to the northern landfill service road. The existing Keele Valley Landfill fence 
line along the north edge of the landfill will, for the most part, be maintained in its current location under 
the recommended interim Teston Road design although a section along the northwest edge may need to 
be shifted slightly to the south. New fencing will be provided along the north edge of the right-of-way to 
ensure landfill infrastructure in this area is securely protected. Section 9.1.3 of CEA Report has been 
modified to include further consideration at detail design of retaining walls, alignment adjustments and 
cross-section optimization, and, the potential deferral of the proposed westbound left-turn from Teston 
Road to Rodinea Road to the ultimate stage of the project to reduce property acquisition and easements 
in the vicinity of the existing landfills. 

The recommendations of the CEA report include field investigations to locate and document the KVL gas 
header and access chambers and the northern leachate cleanout chambers, and it would be beneficial to 
properly locate and assess the condition of the potentially impacted gas probes and groundwater 
monitoring wells. These are considered to be reasonable next steps to be carried out, as the project 



  

 
   

 

    
  

 
        

 
 

    
    

    
        

   
    

  
 

     
 

  
    

  
    

     
      

  
      

   
     

   
  

 
   

 
    

   
    

    
      

    
     

   
 

      
       

 
    

 
     

     
  

   
    

      

proceeds through various stages of planning and design development. The results of such investigations, 
as well as input received through stakeholder engagement may affect the project’s final design (including 
its alignment, cross-section, environmental mitigation measures, phasing), associated approval 
processes (and timelines), and project costs, and therefore the project’s net environmental effects, 
affordability and feasibility.  At the time of the writing of this report the key study recommendations (i.e. to 
proceed with the Teston Road interim design subject to EA approval) remain unchanged. 

d) Deferring Delineation of Waste to Detail Design May Impact Evaluation of the Preferred 
Alternative 

York Region acknowledges the potential for landfill waste to be present in the proposed Teston interim / 
ultimate right-of-way and has ensured that this is clearly documented in the CEA Report. While landfill 
waste was not encountered in any of the boreholes that were drilled as part of the subsurface 
investigation conducted as part of the Teston Road Area CEA, we understand from mapping provided by 
the City of Toronto, that the KVL site approximate approved limit of waste in part follows the northern 
property line of the KVL site, and, also that the approximate Vaughan Landfill site approved limit of waste 
in part follows the southern property line of the Vaughan Landfill site. 

Based on the above mapping, augmented by detailed review of the landfill gas monitoring results, the 
recommended interim design for the Teston Road extension roadway and northern multi-use pathway 
(and the right-of-way) may encounter landfill waste associated with the VL but does not appear likely to 
encounter landfill waste associated with the KVL. See Attachments #1, #2 and #3. 

A commitment is included in the CEA Report that York Region will undertaken additional field 
investigations at the detail design stage of the project to determine if landfill waste associated with any of 
the three adjacent landfills is present within the proposed interim Teston Road right-of-way and grading 
limits where these extend beyond the proposed right-of-way, and to delineate the limits of landfill waste in 
these areas (as is reasonably practical). Based on the above investigations, York Region will work with 
the appropriate landfill owners / operators to confirm what, if any, actions and / or additional mitigation 
measures will need to be included in the project and at what cost. York Region has included contingency 
allowances in the project budget which should be adequate to address the risk of encountering waste 
within the proposed right-of-way. 

e) Reasonable Potential for Landfill Gas to be Present within the Teston Road Right-of-Way 

York Region acknowledges the potential for landfill gas to be present in the transportation corridor right-
of-way and this may result in certain health and safety hazards, both during the construction period and 
after the road corridor has been placed into service. Clear statements to this effect are included in the 
Appendix O – Soil, Waste and Landfill Gas report, which are carried through into the CEA Report. Given 
the long history of landfill gas monitoring on both sides of the road allowance, we have reconsidered and 
removed our recommendation for additional landfill gas investigations during detailed design. We have, 
instead, acknowledged that landfill gas is likely to be present beneath the roadway, and have proposed 
mitigation measures for short term and long-term protection of all people. 

The recommended interim design for the Teston Road extension roadway, northern multi-use pathway, 
grading designs (and the right-of-way) will have impacts to the VL gas collection system. These impacts 
and proposed mitigation measures are documented in the CEA Report. See Attachments #1 and #3. 

f)  Request for Scaled Drawings (Plan View and Cross Section) 

Draft interim and ultimate preliminary design drawings showing the proposed Teston Road design, 
grading and right-of-way limits in relation to the current City of Toronto property limits have previously 
been provided to the City of Toronto for review and comment. The interim designs have since been 
updated to refine the grading and retaining wall designs adjacent to the KVL to minimize encroachment 
and to avoid any encroachment beyond the KVL northern fence line, except potentially for a short section 
at the northwest end of the KVL property, and at the west and east KVL accesses, the profiles of which 



  

  
   

       
 

 
 

     
    

 
 
 

         
 

 
 

   
   

  
 

  
     

 
 

 
   

    
  

    
 

  
  

 
 

  
 

  
     

 
   

      
    

  
 

   
        

     
     

  
 

      
     

      
      

   

will need to be adjusted along with the minor relocation of the east KVL access a short distance to the 
west – all of which is subject to further review / refinement at detail design. Opportunities may also exist at 
detail design to optimize the Teston Road’s alignment and profile. (See Attachments #4 and #5) 

At the City of Toronto’s request, we have prepared scaled roadway cross-sections in the vicinity of the 
KVL to better demonstrate the recommended interim Teston Road project’s boundaries in this area. (See 
Attachment #1) The location, and in particular, depths of the landfill infrastructure shown on the cross 
sections is subject to some uncertainty, but this does not take away from our conclusion that the 
proposed Teston Road and the existing landfills are not incompatible land uses, and that any impacts can 
be mitigated. 

D. Effects Assessment, Mitigation and Commitment to Future Work 
a) Assessment of Regulatory Framework Governing Keele Valley Landfill Site 

As noted above, York Region acknowledges the City of Toronto’s concerns regarding the potential 
implications to the regulatory framework governing the KVL site and understands that the cumulative 
amendments to the ECA to date for the KVL are complex. 

York Region anticipates that amendments to the KVL site Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) will 
be required due to some (mostly) minor impacts to infrastructure, property, access and monitoring 
program requirements. 

York Region commits to ensuring that the City of Toronto’s requirements for landfill and infrastructure 
access for monitoring compliance of the KVL are appropriately accommodated and asks that the City of 
Toronto agree to pursue, with York Region support, any required ECA amendments through MECP in a 
reasonable and timely manner. We understand that there is no guarantee of approval of the required ECA 
amendments but believe that these can be made through a collaborative effort from the affected parties. 

York Region acknowledges that MECP concurrence with any changes to landfill infrastructure will be 
required and has documented this requirement as a commitment in the IEA Report. 

b)  Teston Road Purge Well System Management / Environmental Compliance Monitoring of 
Vaughan Landfill Main Plume 

The Teston Road Purge Well System (TPWS) is operated by the City of Toronto and consists of thirteen 
(13) purge wells in addition to approximately 21 observation wells. York Region has carried out a conflict 
check for the proposed road design with the purge wells and no direct conflicts were identified. The 
approximate locations of these wells are shown on Figures 7, 7b and 7c of the Hydrogeology Report. 
Although no direct conflicts were identified, the wells may be impacted by ground disturbance associated 
with the construction and excavation activities. This potential impact has been documented in the CEA 
Report along with a commitment to ensure it is mitigated. 

A leachate collection pipe which transmits groundwater impacted by leachate from the TPWS runs 
beneath the proposed Teston Road in a north-south orientation between 21 Rodinea Road and KVL as 
shown on Figure 7a (see Attachment #3) and is considered a direct conflict with the proposed road 
design. This potential impact has been documented in the CEA Report along with a commitment to 
ensure it is mitigated. 

York Region has carried out a conflict check for the proposed Teston Road design with the KVL 
observation wells. The approximate locations of these wells are shown in Figures 7 and 7a-c of the 
Hydrogeology Report (and in Attachment #3). Some observation wells, including 3/92, 16/88, 17/88, 4/91 
and 13/84, are within 5 metres of the proposed edge of pavement or within the approximate grading limits 
and may need to be relocated although most of these can remain in their current location as long as they 



  

    
 

      
      

      

   
    

 
 

    
 

       
 

 
    

    
       

     
    

   
 

 
   

    
    

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

     
    

    
  

   
 
  

are protected during and after construction. 

York Region has carried out a conflict check for the proposed road design with the leachate maintenance 
access chambers at the north side of the KVL. Based on the available information, the most likely 
locations for these are shown on Figure 7b and 7c of the Hydrogeology Report (see Attachment #3). At 
least one of these two leachate maintenance access chambers is within metres of the proposed edge of 
pavement. So long as these are protected during construction and so long as the interim Teston Road 
design does not significantly change the location of the northern fence line for the KVL, these leachate 
maintenance access structures are not likely to be in conflict. 

York Region acknowledges that some modifications to the current access to the Teston Road Purge Well 
System Management infrastructure and therefore some modifications to the Environmental Compliance 
Monitoring Program of the Vaughan Landfill Main Plume will be required to accommodate the proposed 
interim Teston Road design. 

It is important to note that all existing landfill accesses will be maintained with some minor modifications to 
accommodate the Teston Road widening / extension. Access to all landfill monitoring and control 
infrastructure will be maintained. The existing KVL fence line along the north edge of the landfill will, 
except potentially for a short section at the northwest end of the KVL property, be maintained in its current 
location under the recommended interim Teston Road design. Therefore, there will be little to no impact 
to the existing east-west service road that follows the north edge of the Keele Valley Landfill. 

York Region will work with the landfill owners / operators to ensure that sufficient monitoring, operating, 
maintenance access is provided to the landfill infrastructure in the vicinity of the transportation corridor. 
At this time, the Region does not consider access to monitoring compliance infrastructure do be a major 
issue for the project, although access coordination will be needed during construction. 

c) Ability to Maintain Compliance with Approved Keele Valley Landfill Site ECA 

We acknowledge the City of Toronto’s concerns regarding its ability to maintain compliance with the 
approved KVL Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA). We trust that the responses provided herein 
and in the revised CEA Report have addressed most of the City’s concerns. 

As noted above York Region anticipates that amendments to the KVL site Environmental Compliance 
Approval (ECA) will be required due to some (mostly) minor impacts to infrastructure, property, access 
and monitoring program requirements. York Region commits to ensuring that the City of Toronto’s 
requirements for landfill and infrastructure access for monitoring compliance of the KVL are appropriately 
accommodated and asks that the City of Toronto agree to pursue, with York Region support, any required 
ECA amendments through MECP in a reasonable and timely manner. 



  

 
 
 

  
     

  
 

     
 

  
   

 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
     

   
  

 
   

 
    

 
  

  
   

  
  

     

CLOSURE 

We look forward to continuing to engage with the City of Toronto on this project as it proceeds through 
the EA process and to working to ensure that any potential impacts to the Keele Valley Landfill are 
avoided or, if necessary, appropriately mitigated and addressed. 

We will also continue to share details of the design and any required mitigations as this work proceeds. 

We would be please to meet with the City of Toronto to discuss your comments and concerns and the 
Region’s responses prior to submission of the revised EA report for MECP review and approval. 

Thank you once again for your input to this important study. 

Regards, 

Billy Cheung, M.A.Sc., P.Eng., Project Manager 
Capital Delivery - Transportation, Capital Infrastructure Services, Public Works 
The Regional Municipality of York | 17250 Yonge Street | Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z1 
O: 1-877-464-9675 ext. 76046 | C: 905-716-5632 | Billy.Cheung@york.ca 

CC Emails to: 

Praveen John, Manager(A) - Engineering, York Region; Praveen.John@york.ca 
Andrew Harkness, Consultant Project Manager, Stantec, Andrew.Harkness@stantec.com 
Neil Brown, Director (Acting), Transfer Stations & Landfill Operations, City of Toronto; 
Neil.Brown@toronto.ca 
Andrea Brown, District Engineer, Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks; 
Andrea.J.Brown@ontario.ca 
Kate Dykman, Manager, Solid Waste, City of Vaughan; Kate.Dykman@vaughan.ca 
Tracy Meldrum, Lead, Senior Hydrogeologist, WSP; Tracy.Meldrum@wsp.com 



  

   
  

Attachment #1 – Typical Cross-Sections 





  

    
  

Attachment #2 – Landfill Limits of Waste and 30 m Buffers 
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Attachment #3 – Landfill Infrastructure 
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Attachment #4 – Updated Interim Design Plans 
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