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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

STUDY OF ABANDONED WASTE DISPOAL SITES (LAND) 
FOR SELECTED FEDERAL AGENCIES IN ONTARIO 

PHASE 1 EXTENSION 

1. BACKGROUND, PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

M.M. Dillon Limited, Consulting Engineers and Planners were 
retained by the Ontario Region of Environment Canada's 
Environmental Protection Service to locate, identify and 
investigate abandoned waste disposal sites at five selected 
federal agencies in Ontario. A list of agencies and a 

summary of the number of sites is attached. 

The study is an extension to the Phase 1 study completed by 
Dillon in mid-June 1983. It is part of Environment Canada's 
multi-phase national program dealing with abandoned waste 
sites and was funded through EPS's Waste Management Branch. 
Field activities were completed during the winter of 1984 and 
the report was finalized in September 1984. 

2. FINDINGS 

2.1 Priority I Sites 

There were no Priority I sites, defined as sites which could 
present a high risk potential to health or the environment.



2.2 Priority 11 Sites 

Priority 11 sites are defined as sites which coq present a 

medium risk potentiaT to heaith or the environment, and 
shoq be assessed at a future date. The three sites identi- 
fied were at the foTTowing Tocations; the former McGee Farm 
aTong the Ottawa River Parkway in Ottawa, the Ridge Road 
LandfiTT in the City of Gioucester, and the former Coniagas 
Reduction Company site in Thoroid. 

2.3 Priority 111 Sites 

A totaT of 11 Priority 111 sites were identified. These 
sites are considered to present no danger to human heaTth or 
the environment but may require occasiona] future 
monitoring. 

3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The consultant recommends that the three sites identified as 

Priority 11 be considered for further assessment by the owner 
agencies.



STUDY OF ABANDONED HASTE DISPOSAL SITES (LAND) 
FOR SELECTED FEDERAL AGENCIES IN ONTARIO 

Agency 

St. Lawrence Seaway 
Authority 

Nationai Capitm 
Commission 

Nationai Research 
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Department of Pubiic 
Works 

Department of NationaI 
Defence 
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PHASE 1 EXTENSION 

Priority I Priority II Priority III 
Sites Sites Sites Totai 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

In June 1983, M.M. Dillon submitted to Environment Canada the 
Phase 1 report of the Study of Abandoned Waste Disposal Sites 
(Land) for Selected Federal Agencies in Ontario. The study 
was divided into three phases, defined by the Terms of 
Reference as: 

Phase 1 Identification and verification of closed or aban— 
doned land disposal site locations together with 
available data on the nature and quantity of the 
materials deposited therein. 

Phase 2 Preliminary assessment of the manifested or poten- 
tial impact of each site on the environment. 

Phase 3 Examination of candidate sites to verify the preli- 
minary assessment. Recommendations should be made 
regarding mitigation of potential problems and the 
undertaking of corrective works if necessary. 

The federal agencies included in the 1983 Phase 1 study were: 

Department of Indian and Northern Affairs 
Department of National Defence 
Department of TranSport 
Department of the Environment (Parks Canada) 
Department of Agriculture 
Department of the Solicitor General 
Canadian National Railways 
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited 
Transferred Property



A total of 111 sites were identified and, following field 
inspection, were assigned a priority rating concerning their 
need and urgency for further investigation. The Executive 
Summary of the Phase 1 report is provided in Appendix C. The 
study was carried out by M.M. Dillon with Golder Associates 
providing expertise in hydrogeology and terrain analysis. 

1.2 Scope 

This study is an extension to the aforementioned study. The 
agencies considered are: 

St. Lawrence Seaway Authority (a Crown corporation 
under the Department of Transport) 
National Capital Commission 
National Research Council 
Department of Public Works 
Department of National Defence 

These agencies were included because of known or suspected 
sites. All but National Defence are additions to the earlier 
list of agencies. The new National Defence sites were 
brought to light after release of the initial Study of 
Abandoned Waste Disposal Sites. The St. Lawrence Seaway 
Authority was not included as part of the Department of 

Transport in the initial study which focused on airports and 
harbours. 

1.3 Study Team 

The study team of M.M. Dillon and Golder Associates was 
retained for this study. The emphasis placed by Environment



Canada on the study team was to ensure that identica] methods 
of inventory, assessment and reporting were used in the 
extended study as were used in the initial Phase 1 study. 
This W111 permit direct co-reiation of the resuits of this 
study with the initia] study.



2. STUDY PROCEDURES 

2.1 Data Collection 

Each of the agencies were first contacted by Ontario Region, 
Environmental Protection Service (EPS) by phone and informed 
of the study. This was followed by phone calls and, in some 
instances, visits by the consultant to gather available 
information on known or suspected sites. 

Sources of information were often found outside the agency, 
such as municipal governments, provincial ministries, other 
federal agencies, other consultants, private firms and 
individuals. 

Several sites were well documented, having been the subjects 
of various investigations and studies. Relevant reports were 
assembled and reviewed for these sites. Six sites were 
identified by the 1979 Ontario Ministry of the Environment 
(MOE) inventory. This information was used as input for 
subsequent investigations. The remaining sites, often the 
older ones, tended to have few if any written records of 

their existence. In such instances, the only sources of 
information were the recollections of various individuals and 
the historical air photo records at the National Air Photo 
Library. 

2.2 Reporting 

Close contact was kept with the EPS throughout the study. 
When the sites had been identified and confirmed, a meeting 
was held with EPS to review the findings and authorize



follow-up investigations. A letter report summarizing the 

site list was submitted following this meeting. Another 
meeting was held after review of the draft report, prior to 

preparation of the final report. 

2.3 Field Inspections 

The Site Inspection Form from the original Phase 1 study was 
retained. A sample form is attached (see Figure 1) with 
sources of information for certain items (identified by 
circled numbers) listed on a following page. 

Field inspection programs were developed for two geographical 
areas in the province. These were the Ottawa area and the 
Thorold-Welland Canal area. Arrangements, where necessary, 
were made by phone with the appropriate agency for field 
visits. On-site investigation was usually limited to visual 
inspection and questioning local sources.
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FIGURE 1 

IDENTIFICATION 
OF CLOSED OR ABANDON 

SITE INSP 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Site No: Site Name: 

AND VERIFICATION 
ED LAND DISPOSAL SITES 

ECTION FORM 

SITE LOCATION 

[Z] City [Z] County 
[Z] Borough [Z] District 
[Z] Town Name: [Z] Reg. Munic. Name: 

[Z] Village [Z] Other (specify) D Township 
[Z] Other (specify) 

DESCRIPTIVE LOCATION: 

Concession or U.T.M. Coordinates <:) 
Lot No. E N Zone 
Part of Lot See attached Map to scale [Z] Yes, or 
Municipality 
Street Address 

Tie in to nearest permanent structure 

Reference Plan No. (Please attach if available) 
Sketch map on back [Z] Yes [Z] No 

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP 

Present Owner: Name: 
Address: 

Past Owner: Name: 
Address: 

EPS FILE 4517-1 07/82
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IIII 

IIII 

IIII 

IIII 

IIII 

IIII 

IIIfl 

IIII 

4. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

Current use of Site: 

2 of 4 

Description of Landform and Surrounding Topography: 

Dimensions of Disposal Area: 
or Size of Area: 

Approximate thickness of Waste: 

Present Condition: 

Vermin or Vectors: 
(rats, birds, etc) 

Evidence of Leachate: 

Leachate Control: 

Evidence of Methane Gas or 
Odours: 

Gas Control: 

Signs of problems associated 
with leachate or gas: 

Vegetation: 

Local Geology: 

(On-site Observations) 

Length ft. Width 
acres 

ft. 

Cl Open 
[Z] Covered (specify) 
[Z] Other (specify) 

[Z] Yes [Z] No 

[Z] Yes [Z] No 

D Yes I: No 
(Description, if Yes) 

[Z] Yes [Z] No 

[Z] Yes [Z] No 
(Description, if Yes) 

[Z] Yes [Z] No 
(Description, if Yes) 

EPS FILE 4517-] 07/82



Approximate elevation: 

Site Drainage: 
(describe and evaluate) 

Water Table: 

Local Hater Hells: 

Distance to nearest Hell 
down gradient: 

No. of People served by Nell: 

Distance to nearest Surface 
Water: 

Surface Water Description: 
(quality, flow, uses) 

Distance to Sensitive 
Environments or Critical 
Habitat (endangered species): 

3 of 4 

ft. Geodetic A.S.C (:) 

Depth below Surface ft. 
Contact with Waste I I Yes 

[IMO 
[I] Unknown 

ft. or mi. (:> 

Identify 
Distance ft. or mi. 

Specify 
_ (:) 

Distance ft. or m1. 

Distance to nearest House: ft. or mi. Direction 

Land Use of Adjoining Properties: 

0-1/4 mi. 1/4-1 mi. > 1 mi. 
BESidential 
figgreational 

N RURal (bush or uncultivated) 
Egfimercial 

E INDustrial 
INSTitutional 

S PARK 
AGricultural 

H 'Other (Specify) 

Climate: Mean Annual Precipitation in. 
(:) Mean Annual Hater Surplus in. 

Prevailing Wind Direction (:) 

EPS FILE 4517-1 07/82
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4 of 4 

SITE OPERATION 

Period of Operation: IQ__ to 1Q__ 

Open dump 
Open dump with burning 
Dump with occasional cover 
Sanitary landfill 
Other (specify) 

Method of Operation: 

DECIDE 

List of known users of 
site: 

Haste Characteristics: 
% of 

, Total 
[Z] Low concern wastes (specify) 
[:3 Medium conCern wastes (specify) 
[I] High concern wastes (specify) 

Quantity of Waste: tons or yd3 

Known problems at site: 

Reasons for closing or abandoning site: 

Closing procedures: 

PERSONS CONTACTED 

Name: Name: Name: 
Address: Address: Address: 

Phone: Phone: Phone: 
Position: Position: Position: 

Researcher's Name: 
Date: 

EPS FILE 4517-1 07/82
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

Information Type 

UTM Coordinates & 
Approximate elevation 

Local Geology 

Well Data 

Sensitive Environments 

Climate Data 

Wind Data 

Source 

1:50,000 topographic mapping 
Department of Energy, Mines and Resources 

Various maps of Bedrock and Quaternary 
geology, 1:50,DOO or smaller 
scales (typically) 

Ontario Ministry of the Envi- 
ronment water well records 

Ecologically Sensitive Areas 
Inventory for the Lower Great 
Lakes Watershed, Upper Great 
Lakes Watershed, St. Lawrence 
and Ottawa River's Watershed 
Environmental Protection Service 
March 1977 

Areas of Importance of Migratory 
Bird Protection in Ontario 
Ministry of Natural Resources 1978 

Maps of Sensitive Areas of Migratory 
Birds in Ontario 
Canadian Wildlife Service 
Environment Canada 1976 

The Climate of Southern Ontario 
and the Climate of Northern Ontario 
(Climatological Series Nos. 5 & 6) 
Department of Transport, Meteorolo- 
gical Branch 1968 

Hydrological Atlas of Canada 
Fisheries and Environment Canada



2.4 Site Evaluation 

The numerical scoring system developed for the 1983 Study of 
Abandoned Waste Disposal Sites was used for this extension to 
the work. The Site Evaluation Form is illustrated in 

Figure 2. 

Items for evaluation extracted from the Site Inspection Form 
were assigned to one of the three sections on the Site 
Evaluation Form: 

Potential for Hazard 
Potential for Off-Site Migration 
Potential for Impact 

The sites were evaluated by accumulating the points scored 
for each item. The total score and the subtotal scores are 
means of comparing sites. The total score is an attempt to 
measure both the probability and the potential seriousness of 

a harmful impact resulting from the site. 

On the basis of the total score, a priority rating was 
assigned to each site. The priority groups were defined in 

the following manner in the General Criteria accompanying the 
original Terms of Reference: 

Priority I - Sites which could present a high risk 
potential to health and the environment 
which should be immediately assessed. 

Priority II - Sites which could present a medium risk 
potential which should be assessed at a 

future date.



Priority III - Sites which should not present a danger to 
human health or the environment but which 
may require occasional monitoring in the 
future. 

The appropriate scoring ranges for the priority groups were 
established using these definitions. As noted on the Site 
Evaluation Form, the scoring ranges are: 

Priority I Total score 3 140 points 
Priority II Total score 115 to 139 points 
Priority III Total score 5 114 points 

Because numerical scoring systems may be unable to account 
for special circumstances which reduce the degree of hazard, 
the Site Evaluation Form incorporated a Hazard Reduction 
Factor to permit score modification. The value for such 
factors was subjective but limited to 20 points maximum or 

the value of the item which it would modify. A commonly 
applied factor was for dilution. It was applied to reflect 
the reduced potential for contaminant impact on water 
supplies where the waterbody could have a significant dilu- 
tion effect. 

A shortcoming of the scoring system recognized from the 
previous work was that factors concerning water contamination 
were weighted more than those concerning methane gas. As a 

result, possible hazards due to methane gas tend to be de- 

emphasized. The evaluation form and process was retained 
without modification, though, to provide an evaluation 
consistent with the 111 sites in the 1983 study.
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B - POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE MIGRATION C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts. Pts. 

10_ 50“ Type 15a. Proximity to Potable Hater Supply (worst case only) 
(score only if downstream, downgradient or unknown) 

c)“, 5 Communit! Domestic 
5“‘ 1° 0 m - 90 m 40 20 
Granular Soil 20 90 m - 300 m 30 15 
Bedrock 20 300 m - 1.5 km 20 

1.5 km - 5 km 10 

11. Estimated Depth to Water Table > 5 km 2 0 

o m _ 1_5 m 5 15b. Population affected by worst case 
1.5 m - 5.0 m 3 

)5 00° ls 
> 5.0 1

' m 1,000 - 5.000 10 
101 - 1,000 7 

12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) 1 _ 100 3 (score only if downgradient or unknown) 

16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 
0 M - 90 m 10 potable water supply) 
90 m - 300 m 
300 m - 1.5 km 3 Recreational 5 

> 1.5 km 1 Irrigation 3 

Commercial or Industrial 2 

I3. Flood Potential 
I7. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 

column and total) 
Flooded annually or other 10 
Flooded occasionally 5 

Never flooded 0 
°‘ °" ' °' 

Pro osed Housin 
ns .. or or 

Recreational 
II. Vectors . 

Industrial 
gr cu ura Yes 

No 
L... ura 

Sub-Total B 

(“‘X- 50 pts') 18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

0 m - 300 m 
300 m - 1.5 km 
>I.5 k- l 

0- 

NUIO 

Sub-Total C 
(max. 95 pts.) 

Classification: Priority I )140. Priority 11 115—139, Priority III (114 m“ “ ’ 3 * c 
(max. 200 pts.)



2.5 Presentation of Data 

Appendix A contains a Site Evaiuation Form and Synopsis for 
each site. The Synopsis, which is accompanied by a map, 
gives an overview of each site and 1ends understanding to the 
Site Evaiuation Form. 

Subsequent investigations shouid be preceded by review of 
Appendix B which inciudes, in addition to Appendix A, the 
Site Inspection Forms and other base data. Appendix B has 
not been reproduced to accompany each report copy. Instead a 

singie origina] copy of Appendix B has been deposited with 
the Environmentai Protection Service, Ontario Region.



3. RESULTS 

3.1 General 

A total of 14 sites were identified and investigated. The 
consecutive numbering system established from the previous 
report has been continued. Each site number incorporates a 

prefix letter which indicates the agency to which it 
belongs: 

National Defence 
National Capital Commission 
National Research Council 
Public Works 
St. Lawrence Seaway Authority (Transport Canada) 

42020 

The sites are listed by agency with their assigned number and 
priority rating in Table 1 below. 

TABLE 1 

LIST OF SITES 

SITE NO. SITE NAME SCORE PRIORITY 

D-119 R.C.E. Armoury - Lees Avenue 102 III 
D—IZO L.E.T.E. Burn Quarry 104 III 

N-121 Driscoll Pit - Cedarview Road '98 III 
N-122 McGee Farm 125 II 
N-123 Nepean Bay 110 III 
N-124 Riverside Drive 108 III 
N-125 Ridge Road Landfill 135 II 
N-126 Commissioner Park Unscored III 
N-127 Central Park Unscored III 
N-128 Maple Island and East Bank of Unscored III 

Rideau River 
N-129 Stoney Swamp Unscored III 

N-13O Kent Street ‘ 105 III 

T-131 Coniagas Reduction (Ontario Paper) 136 II 
T-132 Walker Bros. Quarry 113 III

9



There were no sites identified on National Research Council 
lands. 

Six sites were previously identified in the 1979 MOE inven- 
tory. The corresponding site numbers are listed below:~~ EPS # MOE # 

0-119 1017 
N-121 9002 
N—122 1007 
N-123 1011 
N-124 1015 
N-129 ’9009 

There were three sites where information was insufficient for 
completion of Site Inspection Forms. These were among five 
which came to light as a result of some City of Ottawa 
Council minutes from 3 December 1984 (a copy of which is 

found in Appendix B). These minutes discussed waste disposal 
practices in Ottawa from 1906 to 1945 and listed parcels of 
low-lying land where filling with refuse had taken place. A 

fourth site N-129, identified by the 1979 MOE inventory as 

#9009, was very small. These four sites were not evaluated 
by the numerical scoring system and instead were given brief 
descriptive evaluations. 

There were no sites scored as Priority 1. Three sites 
received scores in the Priority 11 range. The potential for 
hazard is considered sufficient to warrant further investiga- 
tion at these sites. The remaining 11 sites were scored as 

Priority III and should not present a danger to human health 
or the environment.

10



The Priority 11 sites are discussed in Section 3.2. 

3.2 Priority 11 Sites 

N-122 McGee Farm 

The high score for this site arises from its potential for 
impact. It is located very close to one of the Region of 
Ottawa-Carleton's two water intakes, the Britannia Bay 
Filtration Plant. Considerable dilution by the Ottawa River 
of any leachate emanating from the site would occur. Despite 
the application of a hazard reduction factor to account for 
dilution, the site retained a Priority II status. Hater 
contamination is not expected to be a concern here, however, 
because of dilution. 

The other contributing component to the high potential for 
impact is the proximity of residential dwellings. Although 
the east and west boundaries of the fill are not known with 
certainty, there is potential for methane gas migration over 
the relatively short distances between the site and adjacent 
buildings. It is this potential hazard that warrants further 
investigation. 

N—125 Ridge Road Landfill 

The Ridge Road Landfill received a high score because of 
evidence of both leachate and gas present at the time of the 
site inspection. Because of the site's remote location, the 
gas does not represent a hazard to local residences. 
However, contamination of Black Creek has been a concern of

11



neighbouring farmers since shortly after the landfill began 
operation in the mid—1960's. The 1975 closing out study by 
the City of Ottawa reported moderate pollution of Black Creek 
as did a later study in 1979. There has been no study of 

surface water quality since the site was closed and capped. 
The Ontario Ministry of the Environment intends to investi- 
gate surface water quality in the summer of 1984 to see if 

the capping and grassing of the site has improved conditions. 

T-131 Coniagas Reduction (Ontario Paper) 

The site receives a Priority II rating mostly because of the 
high concern nature of the waste (tailings from the refining 
of silver ores that contain elevated levels of lead, zinc, 
arsenic, nickel and silver). The potential for impact of 
these wastes on the ground water system is considered to be 

low since most ground water flow would likely be directed 
into the Welland Canal. Water testing has shown that the 
impact on the Welland Canal is measurable but it is noted 
that concentrations of heavy metals and arsenic meet MOE 
drinking water quality objectives. There is no evidence of 
methane gas so, despite the proximity of buildings to the 
site, there is little potential for gas impact. 

Although the potential for impact is relatively low, further 
study is warranted to establish the full extent of the 
disposal area to avoid problems with any future development 
of the preperty.

12



3.3 Recommendation 

0n the basis of the priority rankings and an understanding of 
conditions specific to each site, it is recommended that the 
three sites identified as Priority II, nameiy 

N-122 McGee Farm 
N-125 Ridge Road Landfiii 
T—13l Coniagas Reduction (Ontario Paper) 

be considered for further assessment by owner agencies.

13
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APPENDIX A 

SITE SYNOPSES 81 EVALUATION



SYNOPSIS‘ 

SITE NAME: RCE Armoury - Lees Avenue - 

_ SITE N0: 0-119 "
< 

‘From the 1ate 1920's to the 1ate 1940's, the City of.0ttawa 
disposed of its wastes on dowfIXjng lands a1ong the Rideau 
River south of Lees Avenue. A150 Cinders from the Ottawa Gas 
p1ant on the north side of Lees Avenue were used as fiI]. In 
'1940, about 3.7 hectares of these Iands were transferred from 
the Dept. of Mines and Resources to the Dept. of National 
Defence. 'The armoury was estaished on the fi11ed area in 

1946. No prob1ems have been encountered on the site although 
the property shows distinct settlement re1ative to Lees Avenue.

\
I 

:.II
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I - POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE MIGRATION C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts. Pts. 

10. Soil Type 15a. Proximity to Potable Hater Supply (worst case only) 
(score only if downstream, downgradient or unknown) 

CI“, 5 Community Domestic 5‘” 1° 0 m - 90 m 40 20 
Granular Soil 90 m - zoo in 30 15 
Bedrock 20 300 m - 1.5 km 20 5 

1.5 km - 5 km 10 1 

11. Estimated Depth to Hater lable > 5 km <:) 0 

o n _ 1.5 I (3) 15b. Population affected by worst case 
1.5 m - 5.0 m 3 
) s o m 1 

>S.000 15 
' 

1,000 - 5,000 10 
101 - 1,000 7 

12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) 
1 _ 100 (:> (score only if downgradient or unknown) 

16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 
0 fl - 90 m <E:> potable water supply) 
90 m - 300 m 5 

300 m - 1.5 km 3 Recreational 5 
> 1.5 km 1 Irrigation 3 

Commercial or Industrial 2 

13. Flood Potential 
17. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 

column and total) 
Flooded annually or other 10 
Flooded occasionally 5 

es en a or ne'er f‘°°d°d (:3 Pro osed Mousin 
ns .. ar or 

1‘. Vectors Recreational
e 

Industrial 
'93 5 gr cu ur 

ho _® ura 
Sub-Total B 

("“- 5° "‘5', 18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

0 m - 300 m 10 
300 m o 1.5 km 5 

>1.s m - _z 
Sub-Total C 
(max. 95 pts.) 3‘, 

Classification: priority 1 >140, Priority 11 115-139, Priority® (114 m" " * B * C 102 
(max. 280 pts.)



SYNOPSIS 

SITE NAME: L.E.T.E. Burn Quarry SITE N0: D-120 

Up to about 1966 or 1967, the National Research Council burned 
waste oil, gas and chemical wastes from its labs inza limestone 
quarry at the Land Engineering Test Establishment (L.E.T.E) near 
Orleans. Waste oil and gas were poured onto shallow water on the 
quarry floor, ignited, and bottles of waste chemicals were thrown 
into the blaze. As the fire died down, cardboard and waste wood 
were often added to be burned. Only glass would remain after the 
fire, often melted by the intense heat. Because of complaints 
about the smoke, the practice was halted and all residues were 
cleared from the quarry floor. The quarry remains unused today. 
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B - POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE MIGRATION 

10. Soil Type 

Clay 
Silt 
Granular Soil 
Bedrock 

11. Estimated Depth to Hater Table 

0 m - 1.5 m 
1.5 m - 5.0 m 
> 5.0 m 

0 m - 90 m 
90 m - 300 m 
300 m - 1.5 km 
> 1.5 km 

13. Flood Potential 

Flooded annually or other 
Flooded occasionally 
Never flooded 

1‘. Vectors 

12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) 
(score only if downgradient or unknown) 

Pts. 

10 
20 

C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts. 

15a. Proximity to Potable Hater Supply (worst case only) 
(score only if downstream, downgradient or unknown) 

Community Domestic 
0 m - 90 m 40 20 
90 m - 300 m 30 15 
300 m - 1.5 km 20 5 

1.5 km - 5 km 10 1 

> 5 km (2) 0 

15b. Population affected by worst case 

>5,000 15 
1,000 - 5.000 10 

101 - 1,000 7 

I - 100 <:) 

16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 
potable water supply) 

Recreational 5 

Irrigation 3 

Commercial or Industrial 2 

l7. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 
column and total) 

es en a or 
Pro osed Housin 
ns ., ar or 

Recreational 
er 

Industrial 
Yes 5 

gr cu ur 

Ho _@ ura 
Sub-Total B 

("'X- 50 P‘s-) 18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

0 m - 300 m 10 
300 m - 1.5 km 5 

>1.5 km ' _2 
Sub-Total c 
(max. 95 pts.) 3° 

Classification: Priority 1 3140, Priority M 115-139. Priority m (114 m“ i ’ 3 * ‘3 :04- 
(max. 280 pts.)



~ 
SYNOPSIS 

SITE NAME: Driscoi] Pit - Cedarview Road SITE NO: N-121 * 

In 1958 the Township of Nepean Teased a 2 acre sand pit for waste 
disposaT. The property was acquired by the National CapitaT 
Commission in 1960 priorto TandfiTIing. Waste disposaT appears 
to have taken pTace from 1960 to 1965 from aeriaT photographs. 
Waste depths are presumed to be aTmost as deep as the originaT 
pit depth, about 10 m. Burning was conducted at the site which 
is reported to have raised concerns. The site was covered with 
sandy soil when fuTT. The site is weTT vegetated with grass 
and young trees and is used as a recreation area. 
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l - POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE MIGRATION C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts. Pts. 

10. Soil Type 15a. Proximity to Potable later Supply (worst case only) 
(score only if downstream. downgradient or unknown) 

c1ay 5 Community Domestic 
5‘”. 1° Om- 90111 no 20 
Granular Soil @ 90 m _ 300 m 30 15 
BQGFOCK 20 300 m - 1.5 km 20 5 

1.5 km - 5 km 10 1 

11. Estimated Depth to iiater Table > 5 km Q) 0 

0 m - 1_5 I 5 150. Population affected by worst case 
1.5 m - 5.0 m 3 

5 000 15> 
> 5.0 . 

"' (D 1,000 - 5,000 10 
101 — 1,000 7 

12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) 
1 _ 100 <:) (score only if downgradient or unknown) 

16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 
0 M ' 9° m 10 potable water supply) 
90 m - 300 m 5 

300 n - (.5 km (:) Recreational 5 
> 1.5 km 1 Irrigation 3 

Commercial or Industrial 2 

13. Flood Potential 
17. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 

column and total) 
Flooded annually or other 10 
Flooded occasionally 

y
5 

ES en a or ne'er f1°°d°d (:> Pro osed Housin 
ns ., ar or 

Recreational 14. Vectors re 
Industrial 

Yes 5 
gr cu ura 

iio @ ura 
Sub-Total B 

‘m°" 5° "‘5', :y* 18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

0 m - 300 m 10 
300 m - 1.5 km 5 

>1.5 km ‘ ._2 
Sub-Total C 30 
(max. 95 pts.) 

1 f :p 140, P101 1 11-3, Pi it 114 T°”"‘*°*C 95 C 3551 (cation riority > r r ty I 5 l 9 r or y@ d (an. 280 NS.)
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SYNOPSIS 

SITE NAME: McGee Farm SITE NO: N-122 

The City of Ottawa operated the site from ApriT 1957 to January 
1959,according to records, for disposai of domestic garbage and 
construction materiais. The site is about 2 hectares in area 
and the depth of waste is estimated to range between 1.5 m and 
3.0 m. The Ottawa River Parkway was constructed through the 

site in 1966. The width of the road bed was excavated and back— 
fiiied with sand. 
fiiT Cioser to the 
the Parkway are developed as park. 

The excavated garbage was reburied in roadway 
Ottawa River. The Tands on either side of~ 
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B - POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE NIGRATION C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts. Pts. 

10_ 5011 Type 15a. Proximity to Potable Hater Supply (worst case only) 
(score only if downstream. downgradient or unknown) 

c‘ay Community Domestic 5‘” 1° 0 m - 90 m 40 20 
Granular Soil so In - 300 m 30 15 
Bedrock 20 300 m - 1.5 km 5 

1.5 km - 5 km 10 1 

11. Estimated Depth to Hater Table > 5 km 2 0 

o m _ 1.5 n 5 15b. Population affected by worst case 
1.5 m - 5.0 m (:3 >5,ooo ® > 5.0 m 1 1,000 - 5,000 10 

101 - 1,000 7 
12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) _ 1 100 3 (score only if downgradient or unknown) 

16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 0 m - 90 m potable water supply) 
90 m - 300 m 5 

300 m - I.5 km 3 Recreational 5 
> I.5 km 1 Irrigation 3 

Commercial or Industrial 2 

13. Flood Potential 
I7. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 

column and total) 
Flooded annually or other 10 
Flooded occasionally 

I

5 
es en a or "e'e' f1°°d°d (:) Pro osed Housin 
ns ., or or 

1" Vectors Recreational 
Industrial 

'es 5 
gr cu ura 

No __2 ura 
Sub-Total 8 

‘”°*- 50 Pts-’ 18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

0 m - 300 m 10 
300 m - 1.5 km 5 

>1.s km - __2 
Sub-Total c 
(max. 95 pts.) 60 

Classification: Priority 1 >140, Priority® 115-139, Priority m ‘114 m" A * B ’ c [25 (max. 280 pts.)



'SITE NAME: Nepean Bay 
_ 

‘ ‘ 

SITE N0: N4123 

SYNOPSIS

C 

A portion of Nepean Bay was fi11ed between March 1963 and 
February 1964 with_wastes from the City of Ottawa; A dyke was 
built across the bay and Wastes fi11ed in behind. The fiiied 
area represents about 7.7 hectares. ‘Waste depths are estimated 
‘to be between 3 and 6 m. Much conStruction rubbie and earth 
fii] was piaced over the waste for construction of the Ottawa 
River Parkway between 1965 and 1967. The area is 1andscaped, 
with grass and piantings of trees. ‘ 

- II
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B - POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE MIGRATION C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts. [3&- 

1°_ Sci, Type 15a. Proximity to Potable Hater Supply (worst case only) 
(score only if downstream. dawngradient or unknown) 

c“’ 5 Community Domestic 
$11: 10 o .1 - 90 II so 20 
Granular Soil GD 90 m - 300 In so 15 
Bedrock 20 300 m - 1.5 km 20 5 

1.5 km - 5 km 10 
11. Estimated Depth to Hater Table > 5 km <:) o 

o m _ 1.5 n 5 15b. Population affected by worst case 
1.5 m - 5.0 m 
> 5 0 m @ )5'000 15 

' 

1.000 - 5,000 10 
101 - 1,000 7 

12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) 
1 , 100 <:> (score only if downgradient or unknown) 

16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 
0 m - 90 m potable water supply) 
90 m - 300 m 5 

300 m - 1.5 km 3 Recreational 5 
) 1_5 km 1 Irrigation 3 

Commercial or Industrial <:) 
13. Flood Potential 

17. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 
column and total) 

Flooded annually or other 10 
Flooded occasionally 

_

5 
es en a or Never flooded <:> Pro osed Nousin 
ns ., ar or 

14 Vectors Recreational 
rc 

Industrial 
5 

gr cu ur Yes 
In E ura 

Sub-Total B 33 
(“3‘- 50 P“-’ 18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

o m - 300 m 10 
300 III -1.5 km 5 

>1.5 km 
Sub-Total C 
(max. 95 pts.) 3‘* 

Classification: Priority 1 a140, Priority 11 115-139, Priority@ (114 Total I i B i C no 
(max. 280 pts.)



SYNOPSIS 

.SITE NAME: Riverside Drive 
7 

~ 

" SITE N0: N-124 

The City of Ottawa leased fiood plain 1and aiong the east bank 
of the Rideau River from the Federai District Commission (now 
'Nationai‘Capitai commission) for disposai of refuse. Landfiiiing 
commenced about 1948 in the fiood piain at the end of Smyth Road 

‘ between Riverside Drive and the river bank and initialiy pro- 
gressed southward to Biiiings Avenue. Fiiiing was iater con- 
tinued northward aimost to Hurdman Bridge in 1963. Waste depths 
are estimated to be 1 m to 4 m. The site has been subject to 
much investigation in connection with construction of the 
South East Transitwayi ‘ 
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SITE EVALUATION FORM
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I - POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE MIGRATION C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT~ Pts. fits; 

10. 50.1 Type 15a. Proximity to Potable Hater Supply (worst case only) (score only if downstream, downgradient or unknown) 

:1“, Community Domestic Silt 1° 0 m - 90 ll 40 20 
Granular Soil 90 m - zoo in 30 15 
Bedrock 20 300 m - 1.5 km 20 5 

1.5 km - 5 km 10 
11. Estimated Depth to Hater Table > 5 km (:) 0 

o u _ 1_s n 5 15b. Population affected by worst case 
1.5 m - 5.0 m 
> 5 o n ? >5,000 l5 

' 

1,000 - 5,000 10 
101 - 1,000 7 12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) 

1 - 100 <:) (score only if downgradient or unknown) 

16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 0 in - 90 m potable water supply) 
90 m - 300 m 5 

300 m - 1.5 km 3 ReCreational 5 
, 1_5 km 1 Irrigation 3 

Commercial or Industrial 2 

13. Flood Potential 
1?. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 

column and total) Flooded annually or other 
Flooded occasionally 
Never flooded es en a or 

Pro osed Housin 
ns ., or or

I 

owe 

14. Vectors Recreational 
Industrial 

Yes 5 gr cu ura 
No ura 

Sub—Total B 33 
("'X' 50 pts') 18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

0 m - 300 m 10 
300 m - 1.5 km 5 
>l.5 kin - J 

Sub-Total C 30 
(max. 95 pts.) 

Classification: Priority 1 one, Priority 1] 115-139, Priority@ sin Tot“ A + B i C I08 
(max. 280 pts.)



SYNOPSIS 

SITE NAME: Ridge Road LandfiII SITE N0: N-125 

l

I 
This site was leased from the NationaI Capital Commission by,- 
the City of Ottawa for use as a IandfiII from 1964 to 1978. 

I 
Domestic garbage and refuse were accepted at the site. As the 
site neared capacity in 1975, a cIosing out study was conducted 
which reported moderate Ieachate poIIution of the nearby BIack 

I Creek. In 1979, the Environmenta] Protection Service carried 
out a surface water study which again reported that Ieachate was 

I a probIem. The site has since been covered and seeded. A foHow- 
up study on surface water quaIity is expected to be carried out 
by the Ontario Ministry of the Environment in summer 1984. 
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I - POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE MIGRATION 

10. Soil Type 

Clay 
Silt 
Granular Soil 
Bedrock 

11. Estimated Depth to Hater Table 

0 m - 1.5 m 
1.5 m - 5.0 m 
> 5.0 m 

0 m - 90 m 
90 m - 300 m 
300 m - 1.5 km 
> 1.5 km 

13. Flood Potential 

Flooded annually or other 
Flooded occasionally 
Hever flooded 

1C. Vectors 

Ves 
Ho

~ 

H9... 

12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) 
(score only if downgradient or unknown) 

Fume

5 

Sub-Total B 

(max. 50 pts.) 

C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts.~ 
15a. Proximity to Potable Hater Supply (worst case only) 

(score only if downstream. downgradient or unknown) 

Community Domestic 
0 m - 90 m 40 20 
90m- 300m 30 15 
300m- 1.5 m 20 G) 
1.5 km - 5 km 10 1 

> 5 km 2 0 

15b. Population affected by worst case 

>5.000 15 
1,000 - 5,000 10 

101 - 1,000 7 

I - 100 (:J 

16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 
potable water supply) 

Recreational 5 
Irrigation 6 
Commercial or Industrial 2 

17. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 
column and total) 

es en a or 
Pro osed Housin 
ns .. or or 

Recreational
, 

Industrial 
gr cu ur 

ura 

18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

0 m - 300 m 10 
300m-1.5km Q 
>l.5 km ‘ __£ 

Sub-Total C 
(max. 95 pts.) 

Classification: Priority! )l40, Priority®llS-l39, Priority III ‘lld Total A 0 a + C [35 
(max. 280 pts.)
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SYNOPSIS AND EVALUATION 

SITE NAME: Commissioner Park SITE N0: N-126 

This site was identified by the 1945 City Council minutes. 
Part of the property was a Iumberyard untiI converted to a park 
between 1928 and 1931. Air photos from the time period do not 
record evidence of fiIIing. If fiIIing did take place and if 
refuse was used, the site-shouId be oId enough to have stabiI— 
ized. It now supports mature trees and grass. Because of its 
age and present condition, the site is cIassed as Priority III. 
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SYNOPSIS AND EVALUATION.

C . SITE NAME: Centrai Park ” 
‘ 

SITE N0: N-127 

Centra] Park is owned in part by the Nationa] Capita] Commission. 
It is located at the end of Patterson Creek which f1ows into 
the Rideau Canal. "This part of the city was deve1oped ear1y 
in this century. Central Park was created around 1915; Any 

' 

filiing referred to in the City Council minutes wou1d have to 
rhave taken piace between 1906 and 1915. Waste of this age 

‘ 

wou1d have stabi1ized by now. The site is therefore ciassed 
as Priority III,



SYNOPSIS AND EVALUATION 

SITE NAME: Maple Island and East Bank of 1 SITE N0: N-128 
S'I the Rideau River 

3 . 

These lands were identified by the 1945 City Council minutes as 
having been filled. However, there is no evidence in the air photo 

' record from 1925 to 1945 to support that filling took place in this 
’ 

time period. The air photos show two small low spots subjett to. 
I 

flooding on the island upstream of Maple Island where the CPR 
bridge was. They no longer exist. The island was joined to the 
'east shore by infilling of a channel with sewer excavation debris 
in the 1960's. It it now known as Maple Park. Any filling with 
waste that may have taken place is probably so old as to have 

- stabilized. Accordingly the site is classed as Priority III.‘ 
_.- 
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SYNOPSIS AND EVALUATION 

SITE NAME: Stoney Swamp Site No: N-129 

This is a small site apparentIy used by a few families for about 
ha a year around 1958. It is Iocated on Moodie Drive in the 
City of Nepean on Iands formerTy part of Rae's farm, now part 
of the greenbeIt. The Ontario Ministry of the Environment 
inventory identified this site as #9009. Because of its Timited 
use and anticipated 10w voiumes, the site is concluded to be 
a Priority III site. 
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SYNOPSIS 

SITE NAME: Kent Street SITE N0: w-130 

In the Tate 1920's and earTy 1930's, fiITing took piece in 
the bay at the foot of Kent Street and Bank Street in the City 
of Ottawa. This work is evident in air photos from that time 
period. City Council records of 1945 refer to waste disposal 
in this area. Further fiTTing with rock fiTT from construc- 
tion in the mid sixties is beTieved to have brought the fiTTed 
area up to its present eTevation, about 5—6 metres above river 
TeveT. The site is presentTy used as a parking Tot. 
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B - POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE MIGRATION 

10. Soil Type 

Clay 
Silt 
Granular Soil 
Bedrock 

11. Estimated Depth to Hater Table 

0 m - 1.5 m 
1.5 m - 5.0 m 
> 5.0 m 

HQ... 

12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) 
(score only if doungradient or unknown) 

0 m - 90 n 
90 m - 300 m 
300 m - 1.5 km 
> 1.5 km 

13. Flood Potential 

Flooded annually or other 
Flooded occasionally 
Never flooded 

14. Vectors

®
5

3

I 

10
5® 

C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts. 

15a. Proximity to Potable later Supply (worst case only) 
(score only if downstream, doungradient or unknown) 

Communitx Domestic 
0 m - 90 m 40 20 
90 m - 300 m 30 15 
300 m - 1.5 km 20 5 

1.5 km - 5 km 10 1 

> 5 km (:) 0 

15b. Population affected by worst case 

>5.ooo 15 
1,000 - 5,000 10 

101 - 1.000 7 

1 - 100 (:) 

16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 
potable water supply) 

Recreational 
irrigation 3 

Commercial or Industrial 2 

17. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 
column and total) 

es en a or 
Pro osed Housin 
ns .. ar or 

Recreational
e 

Industrial 

(max. 280 pts.) 

yes 5 
gr CU ur 

lo __@ ura 
Sub-Total B 

(“3" 5° 9‘5“) 18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

o m - 300 m (E) 
300 m - 1.5 km 5 

>1.5 km ' 

__Z 
Sub-Total C 

(max. 95 pts.) 33 

Classification: Priority 1 3140, Priority 11 115-139, Priority@ (114 m" ‘ * a * c [05



SYNOPSIS 

SITE NAME: Coniagas Reduction (Ontario Paper) SITE N0: T-131 

This site is Tocated just east of the Weiiand Cana], and extends 
onto the adjacent Ontario Paper property. ReTativeTy high concern 
wastes from the refining of siTver ores were buried at the site 
during operations of the now defunct Coniagas Reduction Company 
in the earTy 1900's. The waste was encountered during excavations 
at the Ontario Paper site and during recent widening of the WeTTand 
CanaT. The extent of the waste is not known, but coq include 
much of the Ontario Paper site. The area has been investigated 
by Monenco for MOE and by the Seaway Authority in conjunction with 
Toca] construction work. Studies indicate that the waste has 
eTevated Teveis of he
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B - POTENTIAL FOA OFF-SITE MIGRATION 

10. Soil Type 

Clay 
Silt 
Granular Soil 
Bedrock 

11. Estimated Depth to Hater Table 

0 m - 1.5 u 
1.5 I - 5.0 m 
> 5.0 m 

12. Proximity to Surface Hater (transport mechanism) 
(score only if downgradient or unknown) 

0 m - 90 m 
90 m - 300 m 
300 I - 1.5 km 
> 1.5 km 

13. Flood Potential 

Flooded annually or other 
Flooded occasionally 
Never flooded 

14. Vectors 

Pts. 

10 
20 
20 

..@u. 

C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts. 

15a. Proximity to Potable Hater Supply (worst case only) 
(score only if downstream, doungradient or unknown) 

Community Domestic 
0 m - 90 m 40 20 
90 m - 300 m 30 15 
300 m - 1.5 km 20 
1.5 km - 5 km 10 1 

>5km ® 0 

15b. Population affected by worst case 

>5,000 15 
1,000 - 5,000 10 

101 - 1.000 7 

1- 100 ® 
16. Surface Hater Use of Item 12. (other than 

potable water supply) 

Recreational 5 
Irrigation 3 
Commercial or Industrial NAVIGATE” ® 

17. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 
column and total) 

es en a or 
Pro osed Housin 
ns .. ar or 

Recreational 
IndustriaI 

Yes 5 
gr cu ur 

no _© ura 
Sub-Total B

' ‘”°*- 5° "‘5', 8 
18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

0 m - 300 m 10 
300 m - 1.5 km 5 

>1.5 km ' __£ 
Sub-Total c 
(max. 95 pts.) 29 

Classification: Priority 1 >140, Priority® 115-139, Priority 111 (114 Total I + B i C ’36 (max. 280 pts.)



SYNOPSIS 

SITE NAMEz-Waiker Bros. Quarry 
V 

SITE N0: T-132 ‘ 

This site is iocated on the top edge of the Niagara escarpment 
in a former iimestone quarry. A portion of the quarry was 1eased 
to Wa1ker Bros. Ltd; by the St. Lawrence Seaway Authority for the 
purpose of fi11ing the site to originai eievation. Waiker Bros. 
operated the site as a 1icensed faciiity for disposa] of soiid 
industriai waste such as foundry sand and paper waste. The site 
has been covered with Ciay and a series of monitoring weiis were 
instaiied. They are monitored on a reguiar basis by Gartner Lee 
Associates for Waiker Bros. 
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O - POTENTIAL FON OFF-SITE MIGRATION C - POTENTIAL FOR IMPACT 

Pts. Pts. 

‘0_ 50" Type 15a. Proxility to Potable Nater Supply (worst case only) 
(score only if downstream, downgradient or unknown) 

c"’ 5 Community Domestic 
sue 10 o m - 90 m to 20 
Granular Soil 20 90 m - 300 m 30 15 
Bedrock 300 m - 1.5 km 20 (5) 

1.5 km - 5 km 10 1 

11. Estimated Depth to later Table ’ 5 Km 2 0 

o m _ 1.5 a 5 15b. Population affected by worst case 
1.5 m - 5.0 m 3 

s 000 15) 
> 5.0 . 

"' G 1.000 - 5.000 10 
101 - 1,000 7 

12. Proximity to Surface later (transport mechanism) 1 , loo <1) (score only if donngradient or unknown) 

0 "I _ 90 m 
16. :3:c 5:3: g::po;)ltem 12. (other than 

90 m - 300 m 5 

300 m - 1.5 km 3 Recreational 5 

> 1.5 km 1 Irrigation 3 

Commercial or Industrial (:) 
13. Flood Potential 

17. Surrounding Land Use (select worst case in each 
column and total) 

Flooded annually or other 
Flooded occasionally es en a or Never flooded Pro osed Housin 

ns .. ar or 
Recreational

_ 

@«o 

ll. Vectors 
Industrial 

5 
gr cu ur Yes 

No __® ura 
Sub-Total B 3' 
("3‘- 5° "ts-I 18. Distance to Sensitive Environments 

0 m - 300 m 10 
300 m - 1.5 km 
>1.5 n ' _2 

Sub-Total C 
(max. 95 pts.) 

(II 

, _ 
‘ TotalA+a¢C H3 Classification. Priority I )140. Priority II ‘15 139. Priority® £114 (In. no Du.)



ADPENDIX C 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1983 STUDY OF ABANDONED WASTE DISPOSAL SITES



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

STUDY OF ABANDONED HASTE DISPOSAL SITES (LAND) 
FOR SELECTED FEDERAL AGENCIES IN ONTARIO 

1. BACKGROUND, PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

M.M. Dillon Limited, Consulting Engineers and Planners were 
retained by the Ontario Region of Environment Canada's 
Environmental Protection Service to locate, identify and 
investigate abandoned waste disposal sites at eight selected 
federal agencies in Ontario. A list of the agencies and 
summary of the number of priority sites is attached. 

The study is in support of Environment Canada's multi-phase 
national program dealing with abandoned waste disposal sites 
and was funded through EPS's Waste Management Branch. Field 
activities were completed during the summer and fall of 1982, 
and the report was finalized in mid-June 1983. 

2. FINDINGS 

2.1 Priority I Sites 

Priority I sites are defined as sites which could present a 

high risk potential to health or the environment which should 
be immediately assessed. Six sites were so designated and a 

synopsis of each follows: 

St. Regis Indian Reserve 

The site is close to residential land and consists of a 

former domestic garbage dump which reportedly received



mercury contaminated dredge spoil from the St. Lawrence 
River. Odour problems, uncovered garbage and stressed vege- 
tation are referenced in the report. 

Serpent River Indian Reserve (Cutler Acid Plant) 

The site of the demolished sulphuric acid plant contains 
acidic contaminated soils and extensive calcine, pyrite and 
sulphur wastes. 

Canadian Forces Station - Lowther 

Waste oils containing PCB contamination were reportedly 
disposed at the site. A secondary water supply well for the 
station is located some 90 m away, warranting further site 
and soils investigations. 

Canadian Forces Base - Kingston 

The site received laboratory wastes from RMC labs for several 
years and reportedly recefied the incinerated carcasses of 
animals involved in biological warfare testing in the late 
1950's. Several domestic wells are recorded in the limestone 
aquifer, the closest being about 300 m away. 

Township of Gloucester Landfill 

Chemical wastes, banned pesticides and herbicides from 
federal facilities were disposed of by the Federal government 
in a small portion of the Township'sGEhe. A contaminant 
plume has been established and local wells may be affected in 
the future.

ii



Point Pelee National Park 

The site received domestic garbage, demolition debris and 
incinerator residue. It is located in a wetland area with 
good potential for leachate migration and is close to a 

nearby well, a swimming area and a sensitive environment for 
fish species. 

2.2 Priority 11 Sites 

Priority II sites are defined as sites which could present a 

medium risk to health or the environment, and should be 
assessed at a future date. The eleven sites identified were 
at the following locations; the former CNR facility at 
Niagara Falls, the Oshawa Harbour Lands, Smiths Falls on the 
Rideau Canal, a former DND Base near Cape Henrietta Maria, 
and at the seven Indian Reserves of Walpole Island, Kettle 
Point, Alderville, Garden River, kfishechewan, Pikangikum and 
Sachigo Lake. 

2.3 Priority III Sites 

A total of 94 Priority III sites were identified and noted as 
not presenting a danger to human health of the environment 
but requiring occasional future monitoring. 

3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The consultant recommends that the 6 identified Priority I 

"sites be given precedence for further investigation; and that 
the 11 Priority II sites plus 4 Priority III sites be consi- 
dered for further investigation.



STUDY OF ABANDONED NASTE DISPOSAL SITES (LAND) 
FOR SELECTED FEDERAL AGENCIES IN ONTARIO 

Priority I Priority II Priority III 
Agency Sites Sites Sites TotaI 

Department of Indian and 2 7 64 73 
Northern Affairs 

Department of NationaI 2 0 14 16 
Defence 

Departnent of Transport 1 1 7 9 

Department of Agriculture 0 0 O 0 

Department of the Solicitor 1 1 
General 

Departnent of the Environment 1 1 2 4 

Canadian National Raiays 1 2 3 

Atomic Energy of Canada 0 0 0 0 
Limited 

Transferred Property 19 _I _5 __§ 
TOTALS 6 11 94 III
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