
January 7, 2025

Joe Lyng, General Manager
Emerald EFW
7656 Bramalea Rd.
Brampton, ON L6T 5M5

Sent via email: EAscreening@emeraldefw.com

Dear Mr. Lyng:

Re: Revised Environmental Screening Report – Emerald EFW (Brampton)

The undersigned hereby request that the project referred to in the above-noted
Environmental Screening Report (ESR) be designated for a full environmental
assessment prior to the granting of any new permits for the burning of waste at the
Emerald EFW facility.

The concerns raised by 14 environmental and community organizations in the letter
sent on April 1, 2024, remain after analysis of the amended ESR. We note that the
request we sent you for an extension to review the amended material was declined
and we are proceeding to provide comments on the original deadline. We
nevertheless reserve the right to follow up with any additional comments or
questions that emerge as we continue to examine the amended document.

We will not repeat the concerns we expressed in the previous community
submission, which continue to be relevant. We are appending the April 1 letter here
for reference. We focus below on comments specific to the amended ESR and new
concerns that have arisen on review of the document.

Ongoing concerns with the Emerald proposal to expand the Brampton
waste incinerator to handle 900,000 tonnes of waste per year

In the April 1 letter, we noted that pollution from the expanded facility will increase
cancer and other health risks for the local community, which is already burdened
with significant pollution. As a waste incinerator, Emerald is already one of the
major point-source emitters of toxic pollution, including dioxins and furans and
mercury, in Brampton. The proposed 5-fold expansion would significantly increase
the pollution in Brampton and neighbouring communities.

The people living in the area are twice as likely to be non-White than the Ontario
population and to have a first language other than English, and much more likely to
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be working in non-managerial trades and manufacturing occupations. In other
words, expanding a waste-burning facility in this community is characteristic of
environmental racism.

Community concerns about the proposed incinerator expansion remain significant.

● Emissions of air pollutants, including dioxins and furans, remain a
primary concern from the waste incinerator and its expansion. The original
(January 2024) Emerald ESR used the in-stack limit of 60 pg/Rm3, (which is
the Durham-York incinerator in-stack limit), to estimate the dioxin/furan
emission rate of 4.15E-09 g/s for each unit. The amended Emerald ESR,
however, uses “historical stack testing data” to estimate the dioxin/furan
emission rate, resulting in a drop of the estimate to 4.98E-10 g/s for each
unit. This revised estimate is only 12% of the rate used in the original ESR.
Dioxin and furan emissions from waste incinerators can vary widely in
practice due to changes in operating conditions, equipment failure and/or
variability of waste feedstock. A more precautionary approach – the one used
in the original ESR – is to assume emissions will be close to limits imposed in
regulation. Under the assumptions used in the original ESR, the project
would exceed the Ontario AAQC at full expansion. There is no justification to
remove the more conservative estimation of the emissions from the ESR in
favour of relying on data from historical stack tests that cover less than 0.3%
of Emerald’s operating time and explicitly exclude testing during
“other-than-normal” operating conditions (OTNOC). Incinerators experience
operational issues frequently and dioxin/furan emissions can vary widely and
be much higher under OTNOC.1

● Further, the ambient dioxin/furan background concentrations used in
the revised Emerald November 2024 ESR are much lower than those used in
the January 2024 ESR. From the limited information in the Emerald
documents, it appears the January and November ESRs have in common
about five months of ambient dioxin/furan data for the downwind station,
and the November ESR has, in addition, downwind data for the 4.5 months
that followed. The first five months of ambient dioxin/furan data for the
downwind station and the overlapping first two months of data for the
upwind station showed high dioxin/furan background concentrations: the
January 2024 ESR dioxin background concentration was about 84% of
Ontario ambient air criteria at both stations. It is not clear why the results
from the subsequent 4.5 months differ so markedly from the previous five
months to produce significantly reduced values for the background

1 For one example, seeWeber, Roland et al., “Reviewing the relevance of dioxin and PCB sources for food
from animal origin and the need for their inventory, control and management”, Environmental
Sciences Europe, vol.30(1):42, November 2018, page 17 of 42
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dioxin/furan concentrations at each location. While even these revised
background values remain high, and a concern for the community, the
conclusions drawn in the amended ESR need further scrutiny and
assessment.

● In our April 1st letter we stated that one of the deficiencies with the Emerald
January 2024 ESR was that process upset conditions were not considered.
While the revised AQIA now includes a process upset scenario, the
assessment is misleading since it does not actually align with the method
developed by California Air Resources Board (CARB) cited in the ESR. The
2009 Durham/York air quality assessment for the Durham-York incinerator
followed CARB, increasing short-term (1-hour to 24-hour) emissions by a
factor of ten.2 The Emerald ESR only increased emissions by a factor of 1.375
for the short-term 24-hour concentrations.3 Furthemore, Durham used a
factor of 2.84 to estimate annual concentrations while Emerald used a factor
of only 1.360 by revising the assumption of process upset time from the 20%
outlined in the CARB method to 4%.5 The variance from the CARB model
used in the Emerald ESR serves to minimize the anticipated impact of
emissions during upset conditions, which appears to be the main rationale for
applying the changes. For this reason, the Emerald assessment of process
upsets does not address our concerns.

● The actual state of background concentrations of Hydrochloric Acid in the
vicinity of the Emerald facility are unknown. The amended ESR appears to
rely on a different method and monitoring location – which appears to be
York University, located more than 21 kms away – to provide a much lower
background HCl concentration which, in turn, informs Emerald’s air impact
conclusions. The vast differences between the January and November ESRs
raise questions about the integrity/robustness of the studies and values used.
Accurate and conservative assessment of the sensitive pollutants, including
HCl, is critically important to the decisions around the mega expansion
proposal.

● The amended ESR does not provide any further information about long-term
deposition of bioaccumulative pollutants, including dioxins and furans and
mercury, to soil or biota. Emerald’s modelling does not appear to be based on
actual soil tests in the surrounding community to determine whether there
are already persistent pollutants – from the existing Emerald facility and
other sources – in the soil and/or biota in gardens and play areas in the

5 GHD, Emerald October 2024 AQIA, Section 4.4.4, page 20
4 Jacques Whitford AAQTSR, December 2009
3 GHD, Emerald October 2024 AQIA, Section 4.4.4, page 20 (pdf page 201/824)

2 Jacques Whitford, Air Quality Assessment Technical Study Report (AAQTSR), Durham York Residual
Waste Study, December 2009, Section 4.2.2, page 56,57 (pdf p.88/329):
https://www.durhamyorkwaste.ca/en/resources/Archived%20Documents/Environmental%20Assessme
nt%20Appendix%20C1%20Air%20Quality%20Assessment%20Technical%20Study%20Report.pdf
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vicinity of the facility. Given the magnitude of the proposed expansion, the
continued refusal to examine existing soil concentrations is concerning. We
recommend that a soil and biota study be conducted, in consultation with
independent public health experts at the regional and/or provincial level,
prior to any permits. A full environmental assessment would allow for such
an examination of the effects and risks posed by these bioaccumulative
contaminants.

● We also did not find any reference to per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances
(PFAS), also known as “forever chemicals,” in the amended ESR despite
questions about the fate of these substances in the April 1 letter. Municipal,
commercial and institutional waste contains PFAS, which are present in
consumer goods including clothing, textiles and packaging. The US
Environmental Protection Agency has recently noted that it is unknown
whether municipal waste incinerators can effectively destroy PFAS6 and it is
likely that they are not destroyed but rather found in stack emissions and
ash. Testing should be carried out for these substances and modelled for the
proposed incinerator expansion.

● The fate of the fly and APC ash, which is highly contaminated with
persistent pollutants, must be further explored. It is unclear where Emerald
will send this contaminated ash and how it will be treated. In any case, it will
be full of metals and dioxins and furans, posing a risk to surface- and
groundwater, soil and air wherever it is treated. For 2023, Emerald reported
(in a letter to Environmental Defence and Toronto Environmental Alliance
dated March 15, 2024) 3,423 tonnes of fly ash and APC residue combined
from processing of 156,000 tonnes. Assuming a similar rate of ash and APC
residue generation, processing 900,000 tonnes of waste would generate
some 20,000 tonnes of hazardous ash and residue in a given year. It is
important to know the destination facility and community for this waste and
how it will be treated.

● The uncharacterized nature of the waste treated at Emerald, coming
from a variety of municipal/household and business sources, remains
problematic. We are concerned that Emerald’s plan is designed around
accepting waste that is mostly recyclable or compostable by their own
modelling. Considering new Provincial regulations and policies requiring
better diversion of these materials, these materials should be diverted to the
appropriate facilities for processing in a more environmentally-sound manner.
We also remain concerned that there is an insufficient process to screen out

6 US EPA, Interim Guidance on the Destruction and Disposal of Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl
Substances and Materials Containing Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances— Version 2
(2024):
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/2024-interim-guidance-on-pfas-destruction-an
d-disposal.pdf
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hazardous waste from the material that is sent to the facility for combustion.
A full environmental assessment would permit the examination of
alternatives to waste combustion and policies aimed at reducing the
generation of waste in the first place.

● Public awareness and participation in the environmental screening
process remains very low.

Further, we note that Emerald is proposing a lower minimum temperature (850
degrees C vs. 1000 degrees C) and longer combustion gas residence time (2
seconds vs. 1 second) than provided for in Guideline A7: Air Pollution Control,
Design and Operation Guidelines for Municipal Waste Thermal. There is no fulsome
analysis of or justification for the impact of this variance, including whether lower
temperatures could boost the release of persistent pollutants, including dioxins and
furans and PFAS, which – according to the US EPA interim guidance cited above –
likely require temperatures of at least 1100 degrees celsius for destruction.

Finally, we note that Emerald and the Ministry of Environment, Parks and
Conservation indicate in the amended ESR that Guideline A-7 is out of date. We
share this view, particularly considering updates other jurisdictions are applying to
guidelines and regulations for waste incinerators. We urge Emerald to review
updates from key jurisdictions, including the US and Europe, and commit to
implementing the most protective measures for the environment and human health.

A note on transparency

The timing of the release of the revised ESR was an unfortunate impediment to
fulsome public participation, given that the comment period includes an extended
holiday season that is widely observed in Ontario. Furthermore, the document itself
did not provide guidance to the public on what had changed from the previous
version. In practice, those wishing to review the amended ESR were required to sift
through 1,400 pages of documents to determine what, if anything, was changed
from the previous version. This approach is not respectful of public involvement and
bodes ill for future public transparency regarding a project of this magnitude.

We reiterate that we believe this project should be subject to a full environmental
assessment. Waste combustion is a polluting practice that will be magnified by the
size of the proposed facility. Further, the proposed site is in a growing community
populated by people who are more likely to be racialized as non-White and to have
a language other than English as a first language. Given the barriers to participating
in the review of this project to date, we believe that a full environmental
assessment would be an opportunity for the public to engage in a fuller discussion
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about the impacts of waste management on local communities and alternatives to
it.

Yours sincerely,

Karen Wirsig, Senior Program Manager, Plastics
Environmental Defence

Steve Papagiannis, Director
Brampton Environmental Alliance

Steven Kirby, M.Sc. Chemistry
Sierra Peel Executive Committee

Divya Arora, Co-Founder
Community Climate Council

Liz Benneian, Founder
Ontario Zero Waste Coalition
And chair
Biodiversity and Climate Action Niagara

Mili Roy, MD, Ophthalmologist, and Sehjal Bhargava, MD, Public Health and
Preventive Medicine Resident
Canadian Association of Physicians for the Environment, Ontario Regional
Committee

Mark Brown, Communications and Social Media Officer
Coalition of Black Trade Unionists, Ontario Canada

Wendy Bracken, Director
Durham Environment Watch (DEW)

Emily Alfred, Waste Campaigner
Toronto Environmental Alliance

Linda Gasser, Co-Founder
Zero Waste 4 Zero Burning

Sue Maxwell, Board Chair
Zero Waste BC
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Lyn Adamson, Co-Chair, and Linda Nicholson
ClimateFast

David Burman, DDS PhD, Co-chair
Regenerating Toronto

Carol Essex and Laura Lindberg, Co-leads
Citizens Climate Lobby, Toronto West

Lorraine Green
Co-chair, Grandmothers Act to Save the Planet (GASP)

Anne Keary, Co-lead
For Our Kids Toronto

Doug Pritchard, Toronto East Coordinator
Citizens’ Climate Lobby

Corey Helm and Lynn Blaxley, Co-Organizers
Toronto East Residents for Renewable Energy

Michael Barkley, Leadership Team Member
Climate Action for Lifelong Learners (CALL)

Ann Russell, Chair
Green 11

Rita Bijons, Chair
Green 13

CC.
Minister Andrea Khanjin, Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks,
Minister.mecp@ontario.ca
Kathleen O’Neill, Director, Environmental Assessments Branch, MECP,
Kathleen.Oneill@ontario.ca
Tesfaye Gebrezghi, Director, Environmental Permissions, MECP,
Tesfaye.Gebrezghi@ontario.ca
Abby Laforme, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation, abby.laforme@mncfn.ca
Six Nations Land and Resources, lrcs@sixnations.ca
Haudenosaunee Development Institute, info@hdi.land
The Indigenous Network (Peel), info@theindigenousnetwork.com
Bonnie Crombie, Leader, Liberal Party of Ontario, info@bonnieforleader.ca
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Sandy Shaw, NDP Environment Critic, SShaw-QP@ndp.on.ca
Mike Schreiner, MPP, Green Party of Ontario, mikeschreiner@gpo.ca
Charmaine Williams, MPP, Charmaine.Williams@pc.ola.org
Patrick Brown, Mayor, City of Brampton, patrick.brown@brampton.ca
Rod Power, Councillor, City of Brampton, rod.power@brampton.ca
Carolyn Parrish, Mayor, City of Mississauga, carolyn.parrish@mississauga.ca
Nando Iannicca, Chair, Peel Region, Nando.Iannicca@peelregion.ca
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