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The concept of environment 

Over the past few decades, the concept of the environment has taken on a much broader waning. It 
is now agreed that the environment is not limited solely to biophysical components, but also 
encompasses social, economic and cultural aspects. The joint panel’s terms of reference were to 
review the environmental impacts of the project in light of this broader concept of the environment. 
Moreover, this view is supported by Canada’s highest courts. In 1992, the Supreme Court of 
Canada, in Friends @r/w Oldman River So&~, clearly indicated that the concept of environmental 
quality should be interpreted according to its broader definition. Likewise, in 1993, the Quebec 
Court of Appeal confirmed in tlellejlmr the importance of taking account of the impacts of a project 
on people and their cultural and social life in decisions affecting the enviromncnt. 
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JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL REVIEWING 
THE LACHINE CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJECT 

Montreal, September 13, 1996 

The Honourable David Cliche 
Minister of Environment 
and Wildlife 
Marie Guyart Building 
675 Rene Levesquc East 
30th Floor 
Quebec City, Quebec 
GlR 5V7 

The Honourable Sheila Copps 
Deputy Prime Minister and 
Minister of Canadian Heritage 
Room 509-S Centrc Block 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, Ontario 
KIA OA6 

The Honourable Sergio Marchi 
Minister of the Environment 
Room 103-S, Centre Block 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, Ontario 
KlA OA6 

The Honourable Diane Marleau 
Minister of Public Works and 
Government Services 
Room 256, Confederation Bldg. 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, Ontario 
KlA OA6 

Dear Ministers: 

The joint environmental assessment panel has completed its review of the above-mentioned project, in 
accordance with the terms of reference assigned to it on October 29, 1990. We are pleased to present the 
joint panel’s final report. 

As requested, the joint panel has reviewed the potential environmental and social impacts of the proposed 
project. 

Johanne Gelinas 
Provincial Co-Chair 

Michel Slivitzky 
Federal Co-Chair 

Encl. 





JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL REVIEWING 
THE LACHINE CANAL DECONTAMlNATION PROJECT 

Montreal, September 13, 1996 

Ms. Claudette Journault 
Vice-Chair and Acting Chair 
Bureau d’audiences publiques sur 
l’cnvironnement 
625 Saint-Amable, 2nd Floor 
Quebec City, Quebec 
GlR 2G5 

Mr. Michel Dorais 
President 
Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Agency 
Fontaine Building, 14th Floor 
200 Sac&Coeur 
Hull, Quebec 
KlA OH3 

Dear Sir and Madam: 

The joint environmental assessment panel is pleased to present a copy of its final report on the Lachine 
Canal Decontamination Project. A public review of this project was conducted by a joint panel set up by 
the federal and Quebec environment ministcm in October 1990. 

In accordance with the agreement concluded between the environment ministers, the joint panel today 
presented its report to the Honourable David Cliche and to the Honoumble Sergio Marchi, as well as to 
the Honourable Sheila Copps, Minister of Canadian Heritage, and the Honourable Diane Ma&au, Minister 
of Public Works and Government Services Canada, 

The joint panel would like to point out the excellent contribution of the entire team which supported it 
in carrying out its terms of refcrcnce. 

Sincerely, 

Johanne Gelinas 
Provincial Co-Chair 

Michel Slivitzky 
Federal Co-Chair 

Encl. 
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Chapter 1 Background of the joint 
environmental assessment 
process 

Context of the joint public review 
In June 19S9, in accordance with the provisions of the Envivonmenlul Assessnzenr and 
Review Process Guidelines Order (the Guidelines Order), the Canadian Parks Service 
asked the federal environment mini&r to appoint an environmental assessment panel 
to conduct a public review of the Lachine Canal decontamination project. In October 
1989, the Old Port of Montreal Corporation requested that the proposed work in the 
downstream portion of the canal, which lies within its jurisdiction, be subject to the 
same public review, to be conducted in conjunction with the Canadian Parks Service. 

Parks Canada and the Old Port of Montreal Corporation proposed to conduct a clean- 
up of their respective sections of the canal and to dispose of contaminated sediments 
in order to reopen the canal to the public for recreational use. Given the scope and 
nature of the project and its potentially significant environmental and socio-economic 
impacts, the federal author-ities requested, in accordance with the Guidelines Order, 
that the project be referred for public review by an indcpcndent panel. The presence 
of contaminated sediments upstream from the canal, partly in the sector within the 
jurisdiction of the Quebec government, was deemed to pose a potential risk of 
recontamination of the canal. It was also r-ecognized that any decontamination work 
carried out in this sector would be subject to the Quebec environmental impact 
assessment and review process. In light of this situation and in order to avoid 
duplication and overlap, the federal and Quebec environment ministers agreed to 
conduct the two environmental asscssmcnt processes jointly. 



In October 1990, the two environment ministers announced their decision to conduct 
a single public review for the entire project. The ministers indicated that the public 
review would follow a joint assessment process which would meet both Quebec and 
federal requirements (Document CAL 1. l-l). 

Finally, the ministers agreed that the public review would be undcttaken by a joint 
Canada-Quebec four-member panel, with two members appointed by the federal 
government and two by the Quebec government. 

Terms of reference of the joint panel 
In a news release issued on October 29. 1990, the federal and Quebec environment 
ministers announced the members of,the joint panel. The Qucbcc members were 
Claudette Journault, panel co-chair, replaced in Mat-ch 1996 by Johanne Gelinas, a 
member of the Bureau d’audicnccs publiques sur l’environnement (BAPE), and 
Jean-Baptiste S&odes, a member of BAPE and director of the Department of Civil 
Engineering, Lava1 University. The federal members were Michel Slivitzky, panel co- 
chair, Professor at the Institut national dc la recherche scientifique, and 
Patrice Dionne, former Regional Director of Environment Canada. 

The environment ministers indicated that the joint panel’s terms of reference were: 

[...I to assess the environmental and social impacts of the 
decontamination of the Lachine Canal and to report its findings and 
recommendations to the [,.] ministers [...I. The panel will examine 
various techniques to deconkzminate, treat and dispose of the 
contaminated sediments at the bottom of the Lachine Canal and the 
basin located upstream. The panel will recommend the most 
appropriate method and define the manner in which it is to be 
implemented. With respect to the part of the project under the 
.jurisdiction of the Old Port of Montreal Corporation, the panel’s 
mandate is to examine the environmental and social impacts of the 
depollution of this section of’ the canal which has been drained and 
filled. Furthermore, the panel will examine the different methods of 
disposing qf the material (fill and sediments) originating fi’om the 
Locke which could prove to be contaminated at or beyond criterion 
“C” of the Politique qkbkoise de rihabilitation des terrains 
contamink. (Appendix 1) 
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With regard to the scope of the review, the ministers stated that: 

The panel will evaluate the project with regard to the potential 
impacts, both positive and negutive, in the overall context of the water 
qua&v in the region a&cent to the Lachine Canal and of the basin 
located upstream: the potential for the introduction of new 
contaminants: and the potential for the recontamination @ the 
restored areas. [...I The public review includes a discussion qf the 
d@rent uses qf the canal waterway ,for recreational purposes. II 
excludes specific management choices that would be impkemented qfrer 
the decontamination process. (,Appcndix 1) 

Stages of the public review 
In the context of the joint review process the environment ministers agreed that the 
joint panel, in accordance with the federal process, would be responsible for 
developing the guidelines for the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) and for determining whether the EIS complied with these guidelines. They also 
agreed that an information and consultation period as well as public hearings would 
be held in accordance with the Quebec environmental impact assessment and rcvicw 
process. 

The joint panel’s first task was to identify the key issues and the information it would 
need to assess the potential impact of the project. In December 1990, the joint panel 
began a series of public meetings to solicit input regarding the project’s environmental 
assessment requirements. On the basis of the comments reccivcd, the joint panel 
prepared draft guidelines and invited the public to submit comments in writing. On 
May 15. 199 1, the joint panel released the final guidelines. 

On May 18, 1993, the Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office. which has 
since been replaced by the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, made funds 
available under the participant funding program to help interested groups and 
individuals study the EIS and participate in the public review. 

On December 7. 1993, the joint panel released the EIS prepared by Parks Canada and 
the Old Port of Montreal Corporation. The joint panel invited public comment on the 
compliance of the EIS with the guidelines. 



Backmound 01. the ioint environmental assessment D~OC~SS 

On May 11, 1994, the joint panel concluded, on the basis of the comments received 
and its own analysis, that the EIS did not contain all the information required to 
conduct public hearings. It sent the proponents a deficiency statement identifying the 
additional information required to proceed with the public hearings and the 
information which could be provided during the hearings. 

On March 2, 1995, the joint panel received the additional information requested in 
response to the deficiency statement and, on April 5, 1995, it concluded that the EJS 
provided the information needed to conduct public hearings. In accordance with the 
joint review process agreed upon by the environment ministers, the joint panel 
informed the Quebec Minister of Environment and Wildlife of its decision and 
indicated that it was ready to proceed with the joint public assessment and rcvicw 
process. 

On February 28, 1996, the Quebec Minister of Environment and Wildlife asked BAPE 
to make the EIS public and to begin the information and consultation period. The 
minister also directed BAPE to hold public hearings following the consultation period. 
The public information and consultation period began on March 18, 1996; Part I of 
the public hearings was held on May 13, 14 and 15 and Part II on June 17 and 18, 
1996. 
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Chapter 2 Description of the 
decontamination project 

This chapter briefly outlines the history of the canal and provides a short description 
of the proposals of Parks Canada and the Old Port of Montreal Corporation. For the 
purposes of the public review, the joint panel considers that Parks Canada and the Old 
Port of Montreal Corporation Inc. together constitute the “proponent” for the entire 
Lachine Canal decontamination project, The information contained in this chapter is 
based on the EIS and the documents submitted to the joint panel (Appendix 2) as well 
as on comments received during the public review. 

History of the canal 
Construction of the Lachine Canal began in the nineteenth century in order to improve 
shipping by bypassing the Lachine Rapids. The 13-kilometre-long canal, which has 
a curmnt depth of 5.5 metres, consists of five basins sepatatcd by a system of locks. 
The new waterway attracted a number of industries to its banks. Industrial expansion 
in this area is considcrcd the main source of the contamination of the adjacent lands 
and of the sediments in the Lachine Canal. 

With the opening of the St. Lawrcncc Seaway in 1959, Lachine Canal was closed to 
navigation. In the 1960s. the downstream section of the canal, which currently lies 
within the jurisdiction of the Old Port of Montreal Corporation, was filled in with 
matetial provided primarily by the excavation of the Montreal subway system. 

Lachine Canal Decontamination Project 



Tkscrintion of the decontamination rxoiect 

Management of the upstream section of the canal was transferred from Transport 
Canada to Public Works Canada in 1974’ and to Parks Canada in 1977. The section 
of the canal opening into the Old Port is still under the responsibility of the Minister 
of Public Works and Government Services Canada. 

In 1979, Parks Canada prepared a master plan for the development of this long 
corridor. The objective of the plan is to preserve, enhance and develop heritage 
resources. In the document entitled Canal de Luchine. Enjem et orientations, 
planification des aires patrimoniales, Parks tinadd cites this master plan: 

The functional and spatial organization of the canal property is 
defined, in accordance with this plan, as a corridor of activities 
punctuated by crossroads (acress, links, integration with the 
surrounding environment) and stopping places (points of interest, 
interpretation elements, stopping points) linkirzg the two historical 
poles of Machine and Old Montreal (entrances to the corridor). 
(Document DA4, p. 8) 

In 1982, citing poor water quality and a level of sediment contamination, Parks 
Canada closed the canal for recreational uses (Document D4A, p. 19). 

In the 1980s road infrastructures built between basins 4 and 5 (Pigure 2.1) partially 
obstructed the locks in this area, rendering them unusable. 

In 1985 and 1986, the Old Port of Montreal Corporation held public consultations in 
order to identify the needs and expectations of the public regarding the development 
of the Old Port. The Corporation relied on the input from this consultation in 
determining the future uses of this arca, which was redeveloped in the early 1990s. 

The dates indicated in various documents submitted to the joint panel do not always agree with 
those in the Environmental Impact Statement. Some of the dates indicated in this report may 
therefore be subject to confirmation. 
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Descriotion of the decontamination aroiect 

Parks Canada’s proposal 
The section of the canal under the responsibility of Parks Canada extends from lock 5, 
located downstream from the Lachine Basin, to an area upstream from basin 2 of the 
Old Port (Figure 2.1). Parks Canada wants to decontaminate the sediments in order 
to reopen the canal to the public. 

Description of the environment 

The terrestrial and human environments 

The canal was built partly in the bed of a lake and a river and partly above the natural 
water level, which required the construction of embankments. Some 93 per cent of 
the canal’s banks are comprised of walls, which are generally in a state of disrepair. 
These walls are composed of various materials (concrete, wood, armouring, gabion) 
depending on the section of the canal and the portion of the wall. 

The Lachine Canal, which is fed by Lac Saint-Louis, crosses the southetn tip of the 
Island of Montreal and ends at the Old Port of Montreal. It passes through the 
Montreal neighbourhoods of Griffmtown, Faubourg-des-Recollets., Pointe-Saint- 
Charles, La Petite Bourgogne, Saint-Henri, CBte-Saint-Paul and Villc-Emard. as well 
as the municipalities of LaSalle, Lachine and Saint-Picrrc. 

The region through which the canal runs has a population of approximately 80,000. 
This population, which historically bcncfittcd from the industrial era of the Lachine 
Canal, is now in economic decline. 

The buildings and lands along the canal are primarily industrial, but there are also 
some residential, commercial and recreational areas. In addition, some of the old 
canal structures, foundations of old industrial buildings and remnants of even oldet 
structures are still standing. 

There is currently a significant presence of infrastructures and utilities. More 
specifically, the EIS indicates that there are some 20 bridges and foot bridges, two 
tunnels, one subway line cl-ossing, a large concentration of railways, industrial water 
intakes and several wastewater outfalls. Utilities include hydro and telephone lines 
and natural gas mains. A bicycle path was built along the canal by Parks Canada in 
1979. 



Description of the decontamination project 

Hydrological environment 

Upstream from the canal is the Lachine Basin, which ranges from 1 to 6 metres in 
depth and which is delineated by a large pier separating it from Lac Saint-Louis. Part 
of the Lachine Basin is comprised of basin 5, along Promenade Pkre-Marquette, a part 
which no longer connects with the canal but is linked directly to Lac Saint-Louis. 

Analysis of the hydrological conditions of the Lachine Basin and of the Lachinc Canal 
indicates in general a low flow rate. Fed csscntially by waters from the Lachine 
Basin, the average flow of the canal was cstimdted at 13 m’is and its average speed 
at 10 cm/s. These conditions make the Lachine Basin an area conducive to the 
deposition of suspended particulate matter, which range in conccntrdtion from 7 to 15 
mg/L. In the canal, however. concentrations range from 2 to 5 mg/L. The canal is 
not very conducive to the deposition of particulate matter and therefore seems to be 
in a state of sedimentological equilibrium. 

Concentrations of chromium, copper, lead and phosphorus in the water in the Lachinc 
Basin slightly exceed the levels which the Quebec Department of Environment and 
Wildlife (MEF) considers safe for the protection of aquatic life. Concentrations of 
cadmium, lead and copper in the canal are also equal to or slightly higher than the 
criteria for protecting aquatic life. The bacteriological quality of the water at the 
entrance to the canal makes this arca unfit for recreational activities (EIS, Summary, 
p. 7 and 8). 

Flora and fauna 

The plant and animal life of the Lachine Canal is not distinctive. The aquatic flora 
is characterized by the presence of a few rare beds of water-milfoil, eel-grass and 
Canada waterweed. The ten-estrial vegettltion comprises trees, shrubs and herbaceous 
species. 

In terms of aquatic life. the EIS identified 11 benthic taxons, primarily molluscs. and 
16 species of fish, the most common being the pumpkinseed. Some 15 species of 
birds were inventoried. Interestingly, few species of mammal occur in or near the 
canal. 
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Descriution of the decontamination Droiect 

Sediment contamination 

The EIS makes reference to sediment contamination levels 1, 2 and 3 and soil 
contamination values A, B and C. In order to facilitate the understanding of these 
contamination criteria, the joint panel felt it would be useful to review the definition 
of these criteria in the inset below. 

In the Lachine Basin, only 3 to 6 per cent of the sediment analysed contained level 3 
concentrations of cadmium, mcrcmy, nickel, lead, PCBs, organic carbon or oils and 
greases. The proponent concludes that the level of contamination of the sediment 
sampled in the Lachine Basin is relatively low (EIS, Summary, p. 8). 

Howcvcr, the situation is different for most of the sediment sampled in the Lachine 
&lld: 

copper, chromium lead, zinc and PCB concenhations generally far exceed 
level 3 for virtually the entire cad; 

mercury concentrations are particularly high in basin 4 of the canal, where 
they exceed level 3. 

According to these surveys, only the sediments in the canal would require 
decontamination, not those in the basin. According to the EIS, the volume of 
contaminated sediment is cstimatcd at 122,000 m3 with an accuracy of plus or minus 
32 per cent. This represents a layer 26 cm thick on average over the entire length of 
the GUXd 
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Description of the decontamination project 

Sediments 

- Level 1: 

- Level 2: 

- Level 3: 

Source: 

soils 

- Value A: 

- Value B: 

- Value C: 

Definition of sediment evaluation levels and the values 
assigned to soils, based on their degree of contamination 

Background concentration, no effect threshold, considered free of contaminants; above 
this level, there is still no restriction on dredged materials, but efforts must be made 
to ensure that there is no degradation of the receiving environment. 

Minor effects threshold, affects 15 per cent ofbenthic organisms; above this threshold. 
a review and analyses are conducted and efforts must be made to ensure that dredged 
materials do not contribute to the degradation of the receiving environment. 

Adverse effects threshold, affects 90 per cent of benthic organisms; above this lcvcl, 
dredged materials must be treated or contained. 

Adapted from Critt+es int&imaives paw I’haluation de la qualit des .skdiment.s du 
Saint-Lauwnt, Environment Canada and Quebec Department of the Environment, 
April 1992 (Document CAL 02.02-9). 

Background concentration of contaminants occurring naturally in the environment and 
the dctcction limit for organic chemicals. 

Threshold above which detailed analyses are necessary; above this value, 
decontamination is not required unless there is an impact on the water table, in which 
case certain restrictions may be imposed on the use of soils. 

Threshold above which immediate corrective action may be necessary. There arc 
restrictions on the use of soil contaminated above this level. 

Adapted from Politique de r&habilitation des terrains contumin& Quebec Department 
of Environment, February 1988 (Document CAL 02.01-l). 



Description of the decontamination project 

Decontamination options 
The EIS describes six decontamination options. Three of the options consist of 
containment techniques, namely terrestrial containment, in situ containment of the 
sediments on the bottom of the canal and encapsulation of the sediments on the bank. 
The other three options consist of treatment techniques, namely CT situ and in situ 
solidification/stabilization and physico-chemical extraction. Table 2.1 provides a brief 
description of each option. 

In order to determine the best option, the proponent relied on a comparative analysis 
method adapted from the method developed by Holmes (1971). This method involves 
identifying a series of criteria and assigning each a relative importance. The method 
is applied by evaluating the criteria for each option in order to compare them to each 
other. The criteria selected were of a technical, economic and environmental nature, 
both permanent and temporary. Table 2.2 describes each of the 12 criteria, their 
category of importance as well as the possible evaluation rankings. 

Determination of the category of importance makes it possible to assign a relative 
weight to each criterion, with the criteria deemed more important (category 1) having 
a higher weight. Each option was evaluated based on these criteria by determining 
a ranking, with the top ranking corresponding to the highest performance. Finally, the 
option which obtains the highest number of top rankings weighted by the categories 
is the one preferred by the proponent. 



Description of the decontamination project 

Table 2.1 Alternatives examined by the proponent 

ODtions Description cost Timetable 

The sediments are excavated with a 
dredge, transported and then contained 
at the chosen sire. 

$6 M new cell 
$22 M Model City 
(NY) 

$28 M Cintec LaSalle 
(19Y3 dollars) 

1 year 

In sinr containment of sediments on Tbc scdimcnts arc covcrcd wilh B 
the bottom of the canal geotextile membrane placed directly on $6 M 27 weeks 

the bottom of the canal which is then (1993 dollars) 
covered with crushed stones. 

r:ncapsulati”n on the bank The scdimcnls arc excavated with a 
dredge, then contained inside 
contaimnent cells built in the calal. 

$10 M 
(1993 dollars) 

2 years 

In sifu solidification/stabilization Tbe sediments are fixed in a matrix 
inside the canal. Reagents and 
chemicals arc added. The sediments 
then become solid and are no lougcr 
nameable. No dredrine is rewired. 

%I2 M to $24 M 
(1993 dollars) 

scvcral m”“lhs 1” 
18 mouths 

lix situ solidificatiodstabilization The sediments are treated as in the 
preceding method except that the work 
is done out of the water. Dredging of 
Ihe scdimcnts is lhcrcforc neces~ as 
well as transportation of the solidified 
and stabilized sediments to a storage 
site. 

$6 M to $12 M 
(excluding the 

disposal techoique) 
(lYY3 dollars) 

18 m0nths 

Pbysico-chemical extraction The scdimcnts EXE lint excavated with a 
dredge. They are treated using various 
methods to remove metals and organic 
contaminants. On completion of the 
process, the sediments are rcgcucmled 
and therefore reusable. 

$30 M to $43 M 
(lY93 dollars) 

2 years 

Source: Developed from data in the EIS, Volume 2, p. 39 to 72. The proponent provided an update of these costs iu May 1996 
(Document DA8). 
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Descrintion of the deconlanination rroiect 

Table 2.2 Evaluation criteria for the options 

craerta Cate- Posstble ranktng 
!PY 

Permanent environmental criteria 

1. Elimination of contaminants 

2. Sediment management in the federal 
study area 

4. Risks of contamination of canal water 
and groundwater afrer completion of the 
work 

5. Substrate characteristics after completion 
of the work 

1”‘: 

2”“: 

1”: 

2% 

3% 

I”: 
2e 

treatment and complete elimination of contaminants 
containment or fixation of the contaminated sediments 

the sediments remain in the study arca (federal property) 
part or all of the sediments are transported outside the 
study area 

no risk of contamination: the contaminants are no longer 
in the study area 
low risk of contamination: the contaminants arc contained 
or fined in the canal, in a completely hermetically sealed 
enclosure 
moderate risk of contamination: the contaminants are 
contained or fmed in the canal, but not in a completely 
bennelically sealed enclosure 

substrate similar to the natural state 
substrate composed of pebbles (added materials) 

7. Inconveniences caused by trucking 1 1”: minimal trucking (mobilization, demobilization, 
retixlling) 

3”: substrate made of cement 

Temporary environmental criteria 

6. hconveniences caused by the presence 1 1%‘: most of the work done outside the study area: minimal 
of a construction site work on the site, little storage and work completed within 

a year or less 
2% work i,, the study arca: work done on site, including 

storage, and work completed within a year or less 
3”: work in the study area: work done on site, including 

srorage, and work requires more than a year to complete 

2”: higb level of trucking (mobilization, demobilization, 
refuelling and transport OC Iill material) 

3”‘: ver/ high level of trucking (mobilization, 
demobilization, reCuelltig and transport of sediments 
outside the study area) 

8. Impact of work on fauna and flora 3 1”: littlc or no redwAion in waler level, minimal dredging and 
mechanical agitation 

2? little or no reduction in water level, dredging 
3”: sirmificant reduction in water level 
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Description of the decontamination project 

crueria cate- Possible rsnklng 
!wY 

Technical crlterla 

9. Infrastructure-related work 2 1% canal bottom similar to the natural state 
2”: canal bottom similar to the natural state but presence of 

e,,closurcs on the banks 
3% charac&:ristics of the canal bottom altered (e.g.: cement “I 

geomembrane) 

Technical and economic criteriun 

11. Follow-up measures in study area and 
associated c”sts 

2 1”: 11” follow-up required 
2”“: monitoring required, easy 
3’“: monitorine required. difficult 

Economic crltfrlon 

12. Tulal cost 1 1”: $lOM 
2+ $10 to S30 M 
3”: over $30 M 

Source: Adapted Srom Ibe Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 2. p. 75 to 91. 

Option selected and impacts of the project 
The option of encapsulation on the bank chosen by the proponent would rcquirc the 
construction of three capsules in the canal. Two would be constructed in basin 4 and 
another in basin 3. They would be made of granular material and impermeable 
membranes to contain the contaminated sediments. The encapsulation would require 
the partial drainage of the canal to maintain a water level of approximately 1 metre 
during the installation of the cells. 

The proponent identified several impacts and proposed a number of mitigation 
measures. During the decontamination phase, the water quality would be affected by 
the work. However, the proponent is of the opinion that the weak flow velocity, the 
closure of the downstream end of the canal and monitoring during the work would 
minimize the impacts. According to the EIS. other elements might be affected by the 
work, specifically vegetation, land traff?c and the visual aspects. For example, road 



Description of the decontamination project 

traffic and the bicycle path would bc disrupted, but an information program would 
inform the public of the necessary detours in a timely manner. In tetms of the risks 
of this option, the proponent points out that thcrc would be no health risk to the 
public either during or after the work. 

According to the proponent, once the work is completed, the project will have a 
positive effect. For example, it cites the improvement in recreational and tourism 
activities and in the quality of life of most residents as well as economic spinoffs for 
businesses along the canal. However, real estate development could lead to the 
gradual displacement of certain segments of the population. Since Parks Canada has 
no authority in this regard, it suggests that the municipalities concerned have a 
important role to play in preventing such an occurrence. 

To ensure that the mitigation measures are applied, the proponent is proposing an 
environmental monitoring and follow-up program. It plans, among other things, to 
monitor water quality in the spillway downstream from each capsule during the 
decontamination activities. Upon completion of the work, it plans to verify the 
recolonization of the site by faununa and flora, the impermeability of the cell and the 
quality of the sediments to determine if any recontamination has occurred. 

According to the proponent, thcrc arc various sources of potential recontamination of 
the canal, notably the Rockfield overflow, the Lachine Basin and contaminated lands. 
The proponent states that analysis of the various sources identified has shown that 
there is generally little risk of recontamination of the Lachine Canal. 

Old Port of Montreal Corporation’s proposal 
The portion of the Lachine Canal under the responsibility of the Old Pott of Montreal 
Corporation is located in the western section of the Old Port of Montrcdt. It includes 
basin 1 and the part of basin 2 located downstream from the Bonaventure Autoroute. 
As part of its heritage enhancement and development efforts, the Corporation has 
completely redevclopcd the Old Port area. Its designation as a regional park 
coincided with Montreal’s 350th birthday celebrations. All work in this arca was 
completed in 1992, i.e., during the public rcvicw and prior to the hearings on the 
decontamination project, 

This work on the canal included the partial excavation of basins 1 and 2 by removing 
the till material that had been placed in the canal during the construction of the 
subway system. One of the locks was also restored and is now functional. 
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Description of the decontamination project 

In 1990, at the start of the public review, the Old Port of Montreal Corporation 
informed the joint panel that, of the 187,300 m3 of material characterized and 
excavated during the work, only 4,050 m3 had been managed by the proponent as 
follows: 

All “@uestionable” materials and those that exceeded criterion ‘%” 
were temporarily and safely stored in UN impervious cell at the Old 
Port sile. 
(EIS, Volume 3, p. 34) 

A second characterization of these 4,050 m3 was conducted in 1991 and revealed that 
3,371 m’ were within the A-B range and that the remaining 689 m, were in the B-C 
range. This material was left in the cell and was capped with a geotextile membrane 
and convered with 1 mctre layer of A-B soil, which was then seeded with grass. 

The sediments on the bottom of the canal below the unexcavated fill material were 
not touched. In the EIS, the proponent explains that it is highly unlikely that the 
bottom sediments, which slightly exceed criterion “C” for lead content, could 
contaminate the water since the unexcavated material in the basins acts as a barrier 
limiting contaminant migration from the bottom sediment into the water. 

Since none of the material excavated to conduct this work was contaminated above 
criterion “C” and since all the work has been completed, the joint panel therefore 
devoted the rest of its analysis to Parks Canada’s project. 
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Chapter 3 Participants’ 
concerns 

This chapter outlines the concerns and comments expressed by the participants at each 
stage of the consultations during the public review. Over the past few years, the 
participants have had three separate opportunities to express their views. First, the 
joint panel held public meetings and gathcrcd comments on the guidelines for 
preparing the EIS. Following the submission of the EIS, the participants wcrc invited 
to comment on its compliance with the guidelines. Finally, once the joint panel was 
satisfied that the EIS was in compliance with the guidelines, the public was able to 
participate in two rounds of public hearings. In Patt I, participants were able to ask 
the proponent and the resource persons questions and, in Part II, they were able to 
express their opinions about the project. 

Table 3.1 summarizes the three phases of consultation since 1990 and presents, by 
category, the number of participants involved at each stage as well as the issues 
addressed. 

Consultations on the guidelines 
Between December 10 and 13, 1990, the joint panel held eight public sessions to 
identify and discuss the issues raised by implementation of the decontamination 
project. These sessions were also intended to dctcrmine the key issues that should bc 
addressed in the EIS. Some 30 participants attended these public meetings, 22 of 
whom responded to the joint panel’s invitation to submit written briefs. 

In February 1991, the joint panel released draft guidelines prepared on the basis of the 
briefs and comments received. to give the participants an opportunity to submit 
written comments on their form and substance. The final guidelines, which took into 
account all the comments received, were issued to the proponent in May 199 1. 
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Particioants’ concerns 

Rather than reviewing all points addressed, the joint panel will present, in order of 
importance, the issues raised most frequently by the participants, notably the role and 
use of the canal and its development and enhancement, the search for a permanent 
solution, the possible recontamination of the canal, the contaminated lands bordering 
the canal, the transport of sediments and the possibility of decontamination in phases. 

Role and use of the canal and its 
development and enhancement 

The overwhelming majority of participants stressed the importance of enhancing and 
developing the canal in order to promote the economic development of southwest 
Montreal. However, not all shared the same vision of what the role of the CdtXd 
should be. 

The group Action-Gardien argued above all for the reestablishment of industry along 
the canal: 

[Trans.] A consensus exists concerkng the urgency of developing light 
manufhcturing industries along the L&tine Cunal and creating the 
road i@astructures needed to support these industries. 
(Brief, December 1990. p. 1) 

Some envisioned development based mainly on the recreation and tourism industry: 

[Trans.] [...I why sacrif;ce the canal by industrializing it (f we cm 
creute more jobs for the southwest by making the canul attructive und 
interesting for everyone? [,,.I The canal mainly has a recreational, 
cultural and tourism potential. 
(Mr. Pierre Savariil, session of Dcccmbcr 12, 1990, evening, p. 38) 
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Pariicipants’ concerns 

Finally, others believed that industrial and rccreationabtourism activities can co-exist: 

[Trans.] It is very important in our view that the Lachine Canal region 
conserve its industrial role while increasing its recreational/tourism 
potential, thereby once again becoming a ,factor which promotes 
economic growth in the region. 
(Brief presented by Conseil central de Montreal (CSN), December 
1990, p. 5) 

[Trans.] The issue is the future of the local community, oizce the canal 
has been decontaminated. 
(association of four Community Health Departments (CHD), 
Comments on the draft guidelines, March 14, 1991, p. 2) 

A number of participants felt that the role of the canal should be dcfincd even before 
proceeding with its decontamination: 

[Trans.] Tire decontamination objectives normally depend on the 
planned use. Once the future users have been defined, it will be 
possible to review the necessity and the scope qf the work required 
and to make an enlightened choice of the methods to be used. 
(Brief presented by Monsanto Canada Inc., January 1991, p. 1) 

Certain groups expressed their concerns about the possibility of real estate 
developments. They believed that a decontaminated and improved canal might attract 
the development of luxury condos and thus result in the displacement of part of the 
local population. 

A permanent solution 

The overwhelming majority of the participants would like to see a definitive solution 
to decontamination: 

[Trans.] For us, the residents, the idea of going through this whole 
proce.rs again is not very appealing [,.,I A few years later, is this 
issue going to be brought up again and all the work redone? [...I Ij 
we’re going IO do it, let’s do it right, once and,fbr all. 
(Mr. Arthur Sanborn, session of December 11, 1990, afternoon, 
p. 104) 
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Participants concerns 

[Trans.] More permanent solutions, such as incineration or 
stabilization (and detox@ation) qf the sediments, represent in our 
view a much more realistic and acceptable solution. 
(Brief presented by Conseil central dc Montreal (CSN), December 
1990, p. 4) 

Possible recontamination of the canal 

Various groups addrcsscd the question of the possible recontamination of the canal, 
notably by the Rocktield overflow, by the contaminated lands bordering the canal, by 
the Lachine Basin and its effluents and by industrial wastes dischar-gcd into the canal. 

The City of Montreal identified the occasional discharges from the Rockfield overflow 
as a potential source of recontamination of the canal: 

[Trans.] Generally speaking, we know that the repercussions of this 
type of discharge involve a loading qf solid debris near the ou&fall, a 
certain bacteriological contamination in the discharge plume and a 
loading oforganic matter and sediments in the receiving environment. 
(Brief, December 1990, p. 9) 

For its part, the City of Lachine considered that the Lachine Basin: 

[Trans.] [...I must be an integral part @‘the area under stud>) since it 
is impossible to contemplate reopening the lo& without studying the 
consequences of contaminated sediments being put back into 
suspension by currents and nautical activities. 
(Brief, December 1990, p. 2) 

Other groups would like a more comprehensive picture of all the potential sources of 
recontamination: 

[Trans.] In our view it is also important that the proponents have 
some concern for the possible recontamination of the canal after the 
clean-up operations, either by the industries still present or by other 
sources. 
(Brief presented by Conseil c,entral de Montn5al (CSN), 
December 1990, p. 6) 
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Contaminated Sites 

A number of participants raised the issue of the contaminated sites bol-dering the 
canal. Some think that these sites represents not only a source of possible 
recontamination of the canal, but also an even more serious pollution problem than 
the canal sediments. Some suggested that these sites should be cleaned up at the 
same time as the canal sediments, while others preferred that they bc decontaminated 
on a priority basis, 

Union representatives addressed the subject of contaminated sites in these terms: 

[Trans.] Theptwence ofu sig@xznt quantity of‘heavily contatninated 
sites udjacenf to the canal banks must be taken into considemtion and 
must be decontaminated at the same time as the decontuminution of 
lhe canal walelway. 
(Brief pl-escntcd by Conscil cenh-al de Montrbal (CSN), December 
1990, p. 4) 

[Trans.] We would like to see the caruzi.finul~v decontaminated. [...I 
But, ai the same time, we .should also lake advantage of the 
opportunity to deconlaminate the a&cent sites because there are a 
lot of industrial and other sites that are heavily contaminated. 
(Mr. Normand Guimond, session of December 12, 1990, evening, 
P. 18) 

Transport of sediments 

Some believe that the h-ansport of scdimcnts must be reduced as much as possible in 
order to minimize the environmental and social impacts: 

[Trans.] [...I to transport this material uncovered well, we’ll be 
bread2ing the ,fime.r from that .for quite u while because there :F a 
pretty thick layer of that st@“in the canal. [...I What we would like to 
,ree, if there is a technology which makes it possible to avoid all this 
.stiiTirzg-up, which makes it possible to avoid all this tran.rport, which 
can be done more on-site, not by big shove!ful.i, but in a way that 
would avoid the impacts on the air and over the longer term on the 
po@ation, that would be much appreciated. 
(Mr. Normand Guimond. session of December 12. 1990. evening, 
p. 30 and 31) 



Participants’ concerns 

Decontamination in phases 

A number of participants mentioned the possibility of carrying out the 
decontamination step-by-step or sector-by-sector, which would make it possible to 
adjust the level of decontamination according to the planned use in the various sectors 
and to USC the most appropriate technology depending on the type of contaminants. 

As a representative of McGill University pointed out: 

[,,,I it seems to us that a solution in steps will be appropriate. And 
what I mean by that, even if’the final solution is in situ or not, if‘yo~ 
consider that the whole canal has five ba.sic sections, as they are 
explained on the document, and each one of the sections has its 
history, has its problems, considerations and so on, it seems to me 
that is a very appropriate solution to discuss each problem separately, 
because each one q” the sections has its weak characteristics. 
(Mr. John Hadjinicolaou, session of December 11, 1990, afternoon, 
P. 88) 

The City of Montreal, for its part, considered that: 

[Trans.] We should also keep open the possibility of .selecting a 
combined decontamination option which would take into account the 
spatial variations in toxici& levels as well as the specific 
characteristics of the surrounding environment. 
(Brief, December 1990, p. 10) 

At the end of this first phase of consultations, it appears that the majority of the 
participants agree with the Lachine Canal decontamination project. The pcrccption 
of a serious sediment contamination problem explains such unanimity. However, it 
is also quite obvious that decontamination is only one of the steps necessaty for the 
enlx&ncement and development of the Lachine Canal. The future role and use of the 
canal or its development, in fact, generate more interest than the decontamination 
project itself. 



Participants’ concerns 

Consultations on the compliance of the EIS 
with the guidelines 

The joint panel received the EIS from the proponent in December 1993. The 
document was then made public for comments. The purpose of the consultation 
period, which began on December 7, 1993 and ended on February 25, 1994, was to 
enable the joint panel to ensure that the document submitted by the proponent 
complied with the guidelines issued in May 1991. The joint panel was to determine 
whether the ETS contained the required information and whether each issue was 
properly covered, so that it could serve as a basis for discussion during the next phase 
of public hearings. At this stage of the review, the joint panel was therefore not 
asking for opinions on the project itself, but on whether the EIS was in compliance 
with the guidelines. 

Twenty-one participants submitted comments to the joint panel. The majority of the 
comments received were from representatives of governments and socio-economic 
agencies (Table 3.1, p. 23). 

The comments received at this stage are varied and technical. For example, Fisheries 
and Oceans Canada requested additional information on the potential of fish habitats 
in the study area. The industries bordering the canal and the Quebec Department of 
Industry, Commerce and Technology were concerned with the water supply and water 
quality during the work. Heritage Montreal and the Quebec Department of Culture 
wanted a more complete picture of the archeological potential and were concerned 
about the project’s impacts on hcritagc. The comments of the Quebec Dcpartmcnt of 
Environment were rather technical and dealt with the EIS as a whole. Health Canada 
and community health officials wanted more information on the health risks to 
workers during the implementation of the project. 

Other issues were also addressed, particularly the role and use of the canal, the 
comparative analysis and the potential for recontamination, 

Role and use of the canal 

The participants believe that the proponent does not provide sufficient details about 
the role and use of the canal, Hence, they find it difficult to offer an opinion on the 
possible impact of one method rather than another on future uses of the canal. Some 
participants mentioned reopening the canal to navigation as a possibility that should 
be taken into account in the EIS. 
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The Association professionnelle des gbographes du Quebec considers that: 

[Trans.] From the stundpoint of the suggested recreational activities, 
there is a serious lack of details which does notpermii an enlightened 
analysis of the needs, ejj&ts and scope of the decontamination work 
required to attain the desired objectives. 
(Brief, Februmy 1994, p. 5) 

For its part, the City of LaSalle believes that: 

[Trans.] [...I we cannot ignore the possible impacts of the chosen 
decontamination option on the eventual reopening of’ the car& in the 
long term. 
(Brief, February 1994, p. 16) 

Comparative analysis criteria 
A number of participants called into question the choice of the criteria used by the 
proponent to select the decontamination method. In particular, they criticized the 
weight given to the various selection criteria. 

The Regroupement pour la relance konomique et sociale du Sud-Ouest (RESO) 
commented on the comparative analysis in these terms: 

[Trans.] We consider the method of choosing the evaluation criteria 
tmsatisfactory. There are no criteria which take into account: the 
potential for industrial development, the irreversibility of the solution, 
respect for the 3R concept. The criterion relating to management in 
the study area is considered positive only for encupsulation. The 
possibility of implementing other options in the studJ’ area must be 
verified. For example.. burying in cells can be done in the study area. 
The evaluation qf the criteria also .strikes us as arbitrary. 
Management in the study area does not mean that we must absolutely 
in every case leave the pollution where it i.r. 
(Brief, February 1994, p. 7) 
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The representative of Polydec Environnement Inc. asked the following question: 

[Trans.][...] is it more important that the sediments be managed in the 
federal area (assigned 1st priority in the EIS) than the criterion 
Wimination of contaminants in the contaminated sediments, ” which 
was assigned a 2ndpriorily in the EIS? The latter criterion is, in our 
opinion, more important in terms of the justification of the project. 
(Brief, February 1994, p. 3) 

For its part, Environment Canada believes that: 

[Trans.] The EIS should present a precise definition and justification 
fi)r each of the categories as.yigned to the criteria deemed relevant for 
the analysis of the option, since they are the very foundation of the 
decision to choose a particular decontamination option. A 
rea.rsessment of criteria 1 and 6 is called for in terms of a better 
definition of the categories. Criterion II, presented twice in the 
tables, deals in fact with two separate aspects: the technicul 
complex&~ @the .fMow-up and the economic cost of‘ the jbllow-up, 
these should have been made two separate criteria. 
(Brief, February 1994, p. 4) 

Potential for recontamination 

Some participants feel that additional information on the potential sources of 
recontamination is necessary. 

Among other things, the community health representatives would like: 

[Trans.][...] to see in tabularform the overall cumulative impact o,fthe 
various sources of recontamination that have been identljied by the 
authors, rather than the separate impact of each of them as is 
currently the case. 
(Brief presented by the Direction de la Sante publique of the Regie 
regionale de la same et dcs services sociaux du Montreal 
metropolitain, March 1994, p, 1 and 2) 

For its part, Health Canada has questions about the pot&al sources of new 
contaminant loadings from soils bordering the canal. These contaminants could affect 
the water quality and, indirectly, the health of users. 
(Brief, March 1994, p.2) 
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Public hearings 
This section summarizes public input during Parts I and TI of the public hearings, 
baaed on the questions raised during the three public sessions held in LaSalle in May 
1996 and the comments, opinions and positions contained in the briefs submitted a 
month later. 

Questions raised during Part I 

During Part I of the hearings, the participants had an opportunity to ask questions of 
the proponent, as well as of the representatives of the government departments and 
municipal agencies invited by the joint panel to participate in the public sessions. The 
questions dealt with a limited number of issues, which are outlined in Table 3.2 

Table 3.2 Number of times issues were addressed in Part I of the public 
bearings 

Issues Number 

Encapsulation on the bank option 16 

impacts of the project 11 

Comparative analysis of the options 7 

Project cost 5 

Total 39 

The economic development groups for southwest Montreal and of the decontamination 
industry were particularly interested in the decision to opt for encapsulation on the 
bank as the containment method for contaminated sediments. They questioned the 
advisability of this option in view of its temporary character, costs, impact and 
economic repercussions. A number of participants wanted more information on the 
technical characteristics of encapsulation on the bank. 
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Through their questions, they sought to compare the merits of the proposed option 
with other solutions, notably terrestrial containment. In this regard, a number of 
points were raised concerning the method used for the comparative analysis of the 
various options. 

Other participants had questions about the probable impact on the enhancement and 
development of the site of carrying out or not carrying out the Lachine Canal 
decontamination project. 

Some members of the public addressed the issue of uses, mainly from the standpoint 
of accessibility to the bicycle path during the work and the eventual opening of the 
Lachine Canal to pleasure craft. 

Finally, industries questioned the proponent about the quality of canal water during 
the work as well as about possible disruptions in rail transport. 

Opinions expressed during Part II 

In total, the joint panel received 24 briefs (Appendix 3) while one participant 
preferred to present an oral brief. The overwhelming majority of participants 
represented municipal agencies, social and economic organizations and the 
decontamination industry. One association, two companies and several individuals 
also expressed their opinions about certain aspects of the project. 

Opinions appear to be unanimous concerning the urgency of taking action to enhance 
and develop the Lachine Canal. However, a significant number of participants called 
into question the proponent’s choice of encapsulation on the bank as the preferred 
method. This option, in the opinion of a number of participants, would restrict the 
potential uses associated with the development of the canal. In this regard, a number 
of participants, mainly cities that support the GrandMondzl bleu project, asked the 
proponent to take into account the possible reopening of the canal to pleasure craft. 

In this section, the joint panel summarizes the opinions expressed, which are grouped 
under four headings, namely, enhancement and development of the canal, comparative 
analysis of the options, the encapsulation on the bank option and the impacts of the 
project. 
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Participants’ concerns 

Enhancement and development of the canal 

A number of participants addressed the decontamination issue in the broader context 
of the canal’s development. They based their opinion on the fact that, since the canal 
was closed in 1959, it has continued to deteriorate, thereby causing the social and 
economic decline of the region, Hence, in the view of some participants, steps must 
be taken to develop the canal as soon as possible regardless of whether or not the 
canal decontamination project is carried out: 

[Trans.][...] the development of the canal is ardently desired by 
everyone, and as qu.ickly as possible. This development, even (fit is 
carried out in phases, must begin as soon as possible. This will give 
our region a much needed boost, given the depressed climate porn 
which it s@ers particularly. 
(Ekef presented by Pole des Rapides, June 1996, p. 7) 

What is urgent is to develop the canal, regardless of whether or not the 
decontamination project is carried out. This is a unanimous position which was aptly 
summarized by one participant: 

[Trans.] Moreover, a socio-economic summit was held last fall, and it 
was clear that, in southwest Montreal, on the Island qf Montreal, the 
economic development tool is the Lachine Canal. 
(Mr. Bernard Magnan, session of June 17, 1996, p. 108) 

Thus, all the participants agree that the time has come to take action, that the time for 
studies is over and that action must be taken to develop the canal, with or without 
decontamination. 

Moreover, some participants expressed the opinion that the decontamination project 
should be reviewed in light of the development objectives. 

In its brief, Pole des Rapides confirmed that there is no unanimity among its members 
on the necessity of decontaminating the Lachine Canal: 

[Trans.] However, ifit is necessary to decontaminate the canal, and we 
deliberately ask the question in order to demand a justiJication of the 
operation, should the proposed method, i.e. encapsulation on the bank, 
be supported? 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 5) 

Lachine Canal Decontamination Project 33 



Particioants’ concerns 

In the view of the City of Montreal, the project could have advantages for the 
enhancement and development of the canal: 

[Trans.][...] rhe symbolic value of removing the toxic .sediments ,from 
the site and thereby improving the quality of the aquatic environment, 
combined with the other development projects, should have very 
positive spin-offeffects on the image and development ofthe area. The 
investment in decontamination could generate a spin-of effect on the 
entire canal development project and on the resulting revival of 
Montreal. 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 4) 

The City of Lachine expressed a different point of view. It questions the advisability 
of decontaminating, notably in light of the findings of the risk study: 

~rans.][...] since the most recent risk studies conducted in 1992-1993 
concluded that the canal’s contaminated sediments did not pose 
significant risks .for human health, for public access to secondary- 
contact recreational activities, and that this is the ultimate objective of 
Parks Canada, we have serious doubts about the advisability of the 
decontamination project in light ofthese new data and we question the 
proponentS justtfication for carrying out this project in the 1996 
context. [...I we understand that the status quo may be acceptable in 
the immediate future, both for use qf the canal waterway for 
secondary-contact recreational activities and for its reopening to 
pleasure craft. 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 2) 

The Regie regionale de la Sante et des services sociaux de Montreal-Centre also notes 
that: 

[Trans.] The risks for the population associated with the chemical 
contamination of the sediments do not in fact just@ the 
decontamination project. We can understand that the ,federal 
government wants to set an example through the Lachine Canal 
decontamination project. However, we believe that instead of inve.sting 
large sums to restore an environment where no sigmficant inpact will 
be observed on water quality, on contamination of the fish, and on the 
health of the population, it should invest the,se suI1z.s in .sites where 
beneficial effects would be observed. 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 10 and 11) 
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Without taking a position on the advisability of decontaminating the Lachine Canal, 
the City of Montreal considers that the decontamination should be based on: 

[Trans.][...] the goals of not compromising the opening of the canal to 
pleasure craft, ofproceeding without delay with work to enhance and 
develop the canal and the area, of’ avoiding significantly mod@ng the 
integrity of the sites and of adapting the decontamination project to the 
costs and the actual risks to public health and the environment. 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 4) 

Reopening of the canal to navigation 

All of the socio-economic agencies and associations exprcsscd a wish to see the canal 
reopened to navigation. 

These included the Association des gens d’affaires du Sud-Oucst dc Montreal 
(AGASOM), which has sought to bring together the RESO, the Rcgroupcment pour 
la relance economiquc ct socialc du Sud-Ouest, the Chambre de commerce du Sud- 
Ouest, Pole des Rdpidcs and clectcd municipal officials in the five cities (including 
Verdun) located along the Lachine Canal so that they can work together to promote 
the development of the canal. According to AGASOM, recreating a navigable 
waterway and facilitating access to it, promoting pleasure navigation and creating a 
potential traffic of pleasure craft are among the preferred means of promoting the 
revival of the southwest Montreal area (Brief, June 1996, p. 6). 

All of these participants agree that the development of the recreational and tourism 
potential of the Lachine Canal depends on reopening the canal to navigation: 

[Trans.] In our region, there is a unanimous consensus ii1 @VOW qf 
reopening the Lachine Canal to marine traffic: small pleasure waft, 
recreational boa& and sightseeing vessels. 
(Brief presented by Pole des Rapides, June 1996, p. 5) 

Like the other municipalities, the City of Montreal considers that reopening the canal 
to pleasure craft and to traffic transiting between the Old Port of Montreal and Lac 
Saint-Louis is an essential and priority component of the Lachine Canal development 
and redevelopment project: 
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[Trans.] The reopening of the canal to pleasure craft is an essential 
component of the Grand Montreal bleu project, a vast project, 
approved by 132 reeves and mayors ia the greater Montreal area, 
aimed at developing the region’s waterways for recreational and 
tourism purposes. 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 2) 

Comparative analysis criteria 

The comparative analysis of the options was the target of numerous criticisms by the 
participants, notably in terms of the choice and weighting of the criteria: 

[Trans.] We would like to point out that the proponent did not take 
advantage of the Holmes multicriteria method, incorporating public 
participation in decision-making regarding the choice of the 
decontamination option. On the contrary, it limited the advantages of 
this technique to a simple tool for aiding decisionmaking, 
(Brief presented by Les ami-e-s de la Terre, June 1996, p. 5) 

Some participants questioned the importance of the criterion “elimination of 
contaminants in contaminated sediments”: 

Frans.] We were surprised that the proponent assigned criterion I, 
“Elimination of contaminants in contaminatedsediments’: to the second 
category, while it i,s the very essence and raison d’etre of this EIS. In 
our opinion, tiEis criterion should have been assigned to the first 
category. 
(Brief presented by Les ami-e-s de la Terre, June 1996, p. 5) 

In the view of the representatives of RESO: 

[Trans.] This criterion is practically useless zf we consider the initial 
parameters (budget), but what is even more serious is that it conceals 
the absence of a useful criterion (capable of discriminating among the 
options that are genuinely economically feasible), i.e. a criterion that 
would make it possible to measure the dejinitive character of the 
solution, not for the sediments, but.for the canal and its ecology. 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 6) 

Several participants also emphasized the importance of preserving the hcritagc value 
of the Lachine Canal. They expressed astonishment that this criterion only rated a 
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category 3, while the very mandate of the proponent is to preserve and promote 
heritage. 

Some argue that the criterion “Sediment management in the federal area” biased the 
results of the comparative analysis: 

[Trans.] We think that this criterion alone, applied without 
qual$cation, is inadequate to reJect the responsibility qf the ,federal 
government in environmental matters. 
(Brief presented by RESO, June 1996, p. 6) 

[Trans.] This criterion could have been presented as follows: 
“‘Adequate management of sediments” und would certainly have 
changed the analysis results. 
(Brief presented by Les ami-e-s de la Term, June 1996, p. 6) 

According to others, the criterion “Inconveniences caused by trucking” should have 
been assigned a category lower than 1. considering the temporary nature of this 
negative effect on the environment: 

[Trans.] This criterion was assigned a category I (the highest), while 
this is only a temporary impact. 
(Brief presented by RESO, June 1996, p. 7) 

The criterion relating to “total cost” also elicited numerous comments: 

[Trans.] The economic criterion should include the development 
potential of the environment industry. In general, the absence of an 
as.ressment of the impacts on economic development associated with 
the various options is regrettable. We are thinking about direct and 
immediate jobs as well as about the longer term spin-offs associated 
with the development qf the Quebec and Canadian environment 
industry. 
(Brief presented by RESO, June 1996, p. 7) 
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The majority of participants said they agreed with the importance attached to this 
criterion. However, some believe that too much importance was assigned to the 
economic criterion: 

[Trans.] Technical and economic considerations are omnipvesent 
(duplication in the just@ation of the weighting of the criteria) in the 
series of criteria definedfor conducting the comparative analysis of the 
six decontamination options. 
(Brief presented by Les ami-e-s de la Terre, June 1996, p. 6) 

[Trans.] [..,I the three initial categories (environment, technical and 
economic) are not equally important. The economic criterion involves 
only the “total cost” and since it is assigned a category I in the 
weighting, its weight is very signiJcant. Meanwhile, the eight 
environmental criteria reflecting various aspects of the project ranging 
from the heritage value to the inconveniences caused by trucking, since 
they are assigned to different categories, will have a lower overall 
weight in the total. Hence, it is the economic criterion which takes 
precedence in terms of importance. 
(Brief presented by Bokor et al., June 1996, p. 24) 

Finally, going beyond the c,riteria, some participants such as Les ami-e-s de la Terre 
would have preferred that the status quo option be evaluated on the same basis as the 
other options in the context of the comparative analysis and that other discriminating 
criteria be considered such as water quality during the work and the r-epercussions of 
the work on the local economy. 

Decontamination options 

The encapsulation on the bank option proposed by the proponent was overwhelmingly 
rejected by the participants, mainly because it is not a permanent solution and because 
it would compromise the integrity of the environment: 

[Trans.] [...I it is vital to recall the importance of favouring 
decontamination options which ofltir a permanent solution to the 
contamination problem. The encapsulation option which was selected 
strikes us as a temporary solution because ef the uncertain I[fetim,e qf 
the encapsulation cells. Furthermore, this choice completely fails to 
take into account the progress in decontamination technologies which 
has taken place in recent years. 
(Brief presented by Verreault Navigation Inc., June 1996, p. 3) 
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In the view of Le Groupe Serrener Inc.: 

[Trans.] The goal therefore is not, if you will, long-term storage, but 
rather to eliminate the problem today in order to avoid, in 15, 20 or 
30 years or in the long term, havblg to eventually review the solution 
proposed. 
(Mr. Jean Shoiry, session of June 18, 1996, evening, p. 134) 

According to BESO: 

[Trans.] We must emphasize an option which constitutes a genuine 
solution to the contamination problem and, to this end, we aim to 
eliminate the risks of possible recontamination, risks entailed by 
encapsulation, which leaves the sediments in the canal [...I. 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 8) 

Even though it agrees with the general concept of dredging and containment, the City 
of Montreal: 

[Trans.] [...I also has serious reservations about the choice ofthe bank 
containment site, notably with regard to the proposed bac@lling of the 
canal. The City oj’Montreal believes that the bacQiliing of the canal, 
even in limited areas, will have negative impacts on navigation and on 
the integrity ofthe canal in visual and heritage terms as weli as on the 
redevelopment potential of the properties on either side of the canal. 
[...I In finctional terms, even {f a minimum corridor is maintained, it 
will substantially reduce manoeuvrability in the canal as well as its 
attractiveness for pleasure craft. In visual terms, the proposal to 
reduce the width of the canal from 50 to 20 metres in three places 
would substantially reduce the presence and visual impact of the water. 
In heritage terms, it would mod@ the historical boundaries and would 
bury certain characteristic elements (notably the walls). In addition, 
despite the efforts to camouflage the capsules and to demonstrate that 
they are safe, the fact that the capsules are so visible risks leaving a 
daily reminder that the contaminated sediments are still there. All 
these impacts risk generating negative itnpacts in terms qf the 
development of the lands adjoining the canal. 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 8) 

Socio-economic development agencies have insisted on the importance of the heritage 
character of the canal. In their opinion, the encapsulation on the bank option 
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disfigures the canal and compromises its heritage integrity (brief from RBSO, June 
1996, p. 8 and brief from Pole des Rapides. June 1996, p. 5). 

Moreover, the Association des climatologues du Quebec. on the basis of a study on 
the effects of climatic change, considers that the encapsulation on the bank option 
should not be selected because of the anticipated drop in water levels which could 
have an impact on elements such as water quality. It could also: 

[Trans.] [...I erode the protective layer of sand and expose the 
protective geomembrane IO the ultraviolet rays of the sun> which could 
cause a rapid deterioration of the material and leakage of the 
encapsulated contaminated sediments. 
(Mr. Bhawan Singh, session of June 18, 1996, afternoon, p. 31 and 32) 

A number of participants preferred the option of terrestrial containment: 

[Trans.] [...I in our view it is essential that the sediments be removed, 
contained and transported away .from the site. Moreover, in this 
regard, there are places Aat are authorized to receive these sediments 
and which could veg> easily accept them. 
(Mr. Benoit Longpre, session of June 18, 1996, evening, p. 92) 

Throughout the hearings, a number of participants pointed out the advantages of the 
option proposed by a local decontamination firm: 

[Trans.] [...I we believe that the panel must take into consideration the 
presence in the study area @‘a soil and sediment decontamination 
plant and the new possibilities which it offers, notably the possibifiv 
of pumping the sediments without resorting to trucking, the possibility 
of reducing them by dehydration and the possibility qf reusing, at low 
cost, a lurge part of the sediments (those classified in the B-C range) 
as maierial.for covering refuse. 
(Brief prcscnted by RESO, June 1996, p. 8) 

Cintec Environnement Inc. pointed out that, contrary to what is described in the EIS, 
it does not necessarily propose burying the Lachine Canal sediments using its 
maximum security cell: It believes: 

[Trans.] [...I that the characteristics of these contaminated sediments, 
once dredged by a hydraulic aspiration pump, ,jlocculated and 
dehydrated by a system of pressure belt jilters, equipment which we 
have in our plant in southwest Montreal, would meet the B-C 
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standards of the Miron landfill site for most of the dredged material. 
Our cost estimate, based on this assumption, would make this proposal 
even more economical for the proponent. 
(Brief, June 1996, p. 2) 

Finally, the joint panel received information on new decontamination technologies. 
Two companies made brief presentations on the techniques which they offer. 
Le Groupe Serrcner Inc. proposed a technique based on an electrokinetic process, 
while Verreault Navigation Inc. submitted one which relies on a technology which 
modifies the trcatmcnt processes used by the mining sector. 

In the event that the decontamination work is carried out! several municipalities and 
public agencies have proposed that a performance specification be used by the 
proponent to issue public tenders and avoid conducting yet another exhaustive study 
aimed at choosing one decontamination method over another: 

[Trans.] [.,,I the idea of using a performance spec$cation is based on 
the fact that we may be able to agree on certain objectives or certain 
results to be attained, such as excavating the problem contaminants, 
removing them from the canal, and then waiting a while to see what 
the various contractors who have equipment propose for disposing of 
these sediments. 
(Mr. Pierre Legcndre, session of June 18, 1996, afternoon, p. 60) 

Impacts of the project 

Several participants have expressed doubts about the mitigation measures and about 
the proponent’s efforts to attenuate certain impacts of the project on the environment, 
mainly with respect to the use of the bicycle path and the water supply for industries: 

[Trans.] I have not been persuaded that the proposed attenuation or 
mitigation measures would be suf/in’ent to enable the users to continue 
their recreational activities (bicycling, inline skating and other 
outdoor sports). 
(Brief presented by Ms. Henriette Leger, June 1996, p. 1) 

[Trans.] We are concerned about the negative impacts which the 
closure or extended detour of the bicycle path during the work could 
have according to the proposed decontuminution scenurio [...I 
(Brief presented by Pole des Rapides, June 1996, p. 6) 
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[Trans.] h 1994 and 1995, there were mq’or interruptions in the cunal 
wafer supply, due to work on the Wellington Bridge. During thi,r time, 
we had to use City of Montreal water to meet our cooling needs. We 
discovered that the City could not provide the necessary pressure to 
supply ou,r entire plant. 
(Ekef presented by Aliments CanAmera, June 1996, p. 1) 

[Trans.] I can tell you that during the past year [1995] we experienced 
a problem with poor water qua&, and that is why I have come back 
and whJ> I am insisting on this point [...I the water supplied by the Ci(v 
of Montreal is much more expensive than the water from the canal. 
(Ms. Nicole Patenaude, session of June 1X, 1996, afternoon. p. 101) 
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Chapter 4 Project justification 
According to the terms of reference of the joint panel, the scope of the public review 
includes evaluating the rclcvancc of the project and various issues associated with the 
environmental impacts and uses of the canal. 

In this chapter, the joint panel analyses the two aspects which comprise the project 
justification. It also examines them in light of the opinions expressed by the public 
and reported in the previous chapter. 

In 1989, the intention of the Canadian Parks Service was to open the canal to all types 
of recreational activities, including swimming. Hence, this justified the 
decontamination project on the grounds of safeguarding public health. Moreover. the 
joint panel developed its guidelines with this USC in mind. However, in 1993, the 
proponent scaled back its plans for recreational activities in the canal to secondary- 
contact activities only. Nonetheless, in the proponent’s opinion, these activities still 
justify decontamination of the canal sediments. Moreover, in the context of the 
federal policy which calls for the Covernmcnt of Canada to set an example in the area 
of environmental clean-up, the proponent considers its project a measure to clean up 
the aquatic environment. 

As submitted, the Parks Canada project proposes secondary-contact recreational 
activities in the canal, such as rowing, canoeing and paddle-boating, without reopening 
the locks. In order to assess the potential health risks posed by the presence of 
contaminated sediments in a canal which would bc used for such activities, the 
proponent commissioned a study (Document CAL 2.1-36). The findings of that study 
are unequivocal: the health risk associated with the ingestion of water and sediments 
is considered very low, even insignificant. The health risks of skin contact with the 
water and sediments are also considered negligible. In its brief, the Regie regionale 
de la Sante et des services sociaux (RRSSS) de Montreal-Centre concurs with these 
findings (brief, p. 10). 
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The joint panel understands that, in its initial plan for maximum use of the canal, 
inc,luding swimming, the proponent had concerns about public health. However. the 
joint panel has difficulty understanding why the proponent continued to maintain its 
decontamination objective after a study showed that the contaminated sediments did 
not pose a threat to public health during secondav-contact activities. 

Parks Canada also justifies the decontamination of the Lachine Canal as a means of 
cleaning up the aquatic environment. In support of its project, Parks Canada cited the 
federal environmental clean-up policy and indicated that it wanted to set a good 
example by beginning with one of its own properties. This approach is in keeping 
with the objectives of the St. Lawrence Action Plan, introduced in 1988. and of 
St. Lawrence Vision 2000. adopted in 1993. which are aimed at protecting the waters 
of the St. Lawrence River. 

Support for the decontamination project is based on the connection between the 
presence of contaminated sediment on the bottom of the canal, benthos, which is one 
of the links in the food chain, and contamination of fish tissue. The proponent is of 
the view that decontamination of the sediments will help clean up the aquatic 
environment by eliminating an adverse effect on bcnthic organisms. However, it 
concedes that improving the living environment of benthic organism will have no 
significant effect on the level of contamination of fish in the canal (EIS, Information 
Supplement, p. 22). In fact, these fish, which come primarily from Lac Saint-Louis, 
are exposed to other sources of contamination besides the canal sediments. Moreover, 
their level of contamination is similar to that of fish that occur in the Lachine Basin, 
Lac Saint-Louis and the St. Lawrence River. 

The joint panel notes that the arguments advanced to justify the decontamination 
project have changed over time. Nonetheless, the proponent still wishes to proceed 
with the decontamination of the sediments. While the decontamination of an 
enviromncnt is in itself a laudable objective and one which the joint panel supports, 
the panel cannot fully endorse the validity of decontaminating the canal scdimcnts 
solely on the basis of the arguments submitted. 

The joint panel therefore wonders why decontamination of the sediments should 
receive so much attention within the context of cleaning up the aquatic environment 
of the St. Lawrence River. Given the fact that the presence or absence of 
contaminated sediment would scarcely change the level of contamination of the fish, 
which come from the St. Lawrence River, the joint panel has difficulty understanding 
the proponent’s insistence on taking action to decontaminate these sediments on the 
basis of these grounds, 
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Moreover, it is important to point out that the views expressed by the participating 
individuals and organizations regarding the use of the canal and the need to 
decontaminate it also changed over the course of the public review. 

At the beginning of the public review, the health risks associated with contact with 
the water were perceived as real concerns. Decontamination of the sediments was 
therefore endorsed by the participants at the outset. There was no particular public 
concern about cleaning up the aquatic environment. Most of the participants 
considered decontamination of the sediments a worthwhile end in itself but it was no 
longer viewed as essential to the protection of their health or to the development of 
the canal. Moreover, some participants questioned the need to decontaminate the 
canal, preferring to see public funds used to enhance rather than decontaminate the 
canal. 

With few exceptions, the participants view the enhancement of the canal as being 
dependent on the reopening of the canal to pleasure boating. Originally. they wanted 
to see development along the banks of the canal, including new industries. However. 
at the public hearings, the main message conveyed by most of the participants was 
focused primarily on development of the canal through recreational and tourism 
activities. 

That being said, the joint panel is of the view that beyond the arguments in favour of 
the project, other aspects of the decontamination of the canal merit more detailed 
analysis: first, because there are other sources of contamination besides the sediments; 
second, because there arc good reasons to question the proposed decontamination 
option; and finally, because the possibility of reopening the canal to pleasure boating. 
as called for by the participants and not ruled out by the proponent, raises the risk of 
contaminating the waters by putting the sediments back in suspension. These aspects 
will be dealt with in the next chdptcr. 
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Chapter 5 Sources of contamination 
of the Lachine Canal 

A number of sources of contamination were identified in the ETS and during the 
public hearing. However, they were evahratcd only from the perspective of possible 
sources of recontamination of the bottom sediments in the eventuality that the 
decontamination work on the canal was carried out; very little consideration was given 
to them as a factor limiting future uses of the canal. Although one of the project 
objectives is to reopen the canal to the public for secondary-contact recreational 
activities, data on water quality and specifically on the bacteriological aspects remains 
sketchy and is not linked with local sources of contamination that might still exist. 

Some sources of contamination, such as the Rockfield overflow outlet, received 
considerable attention while others, such as the discharge of wastewatcr directly into 
the canal, were not brought to the attention of the joint panel until quite late in the 
review process. In this chapter, a detailed analysis of these sources of contamination 
puts their relative importance into perspective, not only from the standpoint of 
recontamination of the bottom sediments, but also from the standpoint of the 
limitations imposed on recr-eational uses of the canal. 

Rockfield overflow outlet 
The Rockfield overflow outlet was built between 1930 and 1933. This structure 
carries part of the wastewater and runoff from the C&e-Saint-Luc collector to the 
Lachine Canal (Figure 2.1, p. 8). The discharge of overflow from the Rockfield outlet 
into the Lachine Canal is permitted under the terms of a lease between the federal 
government and the City of Montreal, However, the federal government reserves the 
right to withdraw this permission at any time and without compensation 
(Mr. Mohamad Osseyrane, session of May 14, 1996, p. 66). 
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The rectangular conduit connecting the Rockfield outlet to the Lachine Canal is 
3.35 metres wide by 1.60 metres high and approximately 400 metres long. This 
conduit receives only overflow from the Cote-Saint-Luc collector. Although water 
from the Lachine collector (Saint-Pierre collector) cannot overflow into the Rockfield 
outlet, it dots contribute to the backflow of water from the Cbte-Saint-Luc collector 
when its flow is at the maximum. 

Work is currently under way to stop wastewater from the Saint-Pierre collector from 
flowing directly into the St. Lawrence River. This project, scheduled to be completed 
by the end of 1996, will divert water from the Saint-Pierre collector to the southern 
intercepting sewer of the Montreal Urban Community (MUC) wastewater treatment 
plant, thereby changing the flow regime in the Saint-Pierre collector and, 
consequently, the frequency of overflows from the Rockficld outlet 
(Mr. Mohamad Osseyrane, session of May 14, 1996, p. 69). 

The EIS provides projections of recontamination of the Lachine Canal bottom 
sediments caused by overflows from the Rockfield outlet based on a study conducted 
in 1992 (Document DB12). That study estimated the frequency of overflows at twice 
a year and, once the drainage basins emptying into the Cote-Saint-Luc and Lachine 
collectors are fully developed, at 40 times a year. The latter situation would result 
in annual sediment loadings of 100,000 kg, 70 per cent of which would be deposited 
in the canal. Based on the metal content of this suspended matter, recontamination 
of the bottom sediments to level 3 would take only 25 years, prompting the proponent 
to state that the “Rockfield outlet represents a significant potential for 
recontamination” (ElS, Information Supplement, p. 26). 

Furthermore, the 1992 study recommended that retaining basins be constructed, at a 
cost of $44.8 million, to reduce water flow in the three main collectors, thereby 
reducing the frequency of overflows from the Rockfield outlet. In this case, the 
sediment loadings would be reduced to 18,000 kg, of which only 50 per cent would 
be deposited in the canal. According to this new scenario, it would take nearly 
300 years for recontamination of the bottom sediments to reach level 3, thereby 
prompting the proponent to state that “the potential for recontamination by the 
Rocktield outlet, once the retention measures are put in place, would bc very low” 
(EIS, Information Supplement, p. 29). However, the work proposed in the 1992 study 
was not completed. 
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Nonetheless, a number of changes have occurred since 1992 which have altered the 
situation described above. These changes are: 

retention at the source of runoff from new developments in the municipalities 
of Lachine and Saint-Pierre and the CBte-Saint-Luc district; 

diversion of runoff from the Lachine industrial park to the Lachine collector; 

decision to drop the construction of a spillway at the Saint-Pierre Haut-Niveau 
collector; 

diversion of water from the Saint-Pierre collector to the MUC southern 
intercepting sewer (which has an interception capacity of 21.2 m%). 

In order to take these new factors into account, the City of Montreal commissioned 
a study in May 1996 to update the 1992 study regarding water flows in the sewer 
system during rainfalls (Document DB2). According to this simulation study, the 
frequency of overflows from the Rockfield outlet is estimated at once a year for the 
current development conditions of the tributary basin and at three times a year once 
the basin is fully developed. However, the findings of the City of Montreal indicate 
an actual frequency of once every two years (Mr. Mohamad Osseyrane, session of 
May 14, 1996, p. 77). 

However, since no information was provided on the volumes of water and the 
pollutant loadings associdtcd with overflows, it was still difficult to evaluate the 
potential for recontamination of the bottom sediment of the canal under these new 
conditions. The joint panel therefore requested additional information. According to 
the latest study dated July 1996 (Document DB24), with an overflow of once every 
two years, annual loadings of solids to the canal would bc only 6,129 kg, of which 
4,300 kg would accumulate on the bottom of the canal. Under these conditions, it 
would take centuries, not 25 to 30 years, to recontaminate the bottom sediments of 
the canal to level 3. 

This succession of often contradictory figures inevitably generates confusion regarding 
the relative importance of the Rockfield overflow outlet as a source of current 
contamination and of recontamination in the event that the canal is decontaminated. 
It is also important to bear in mind that estimates of the time required to 
recontaminate the canal bottom sediments is based on loadings of suspended matter 
determined by simulation and not on actual measurements taken during an overtlow 
event. Given that the number of overflows was also established by simulation, it 
follows that some uncertainty remains regarding the actual importance of the 
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Rocktield overflow outlet as a source of current contamination and of future 
recontamination. 

However, the joint panel is of the opinion that, although significant, contaminant 
loadings from storm overflows from the Rockfield outlet do not in themsclvcs 
represent a compromising source of recontamination of the canal sediments in the 
event that the canal is decontaminated. 

Vezina/Saint-Patrick conduit 
It was not until June 1996 that it was brought to the joint panel’s attention that there 
is a conduit that empties directly into the Lachinc Canal. This conduit, which was 
never mentioned in the previous studies, is located in LaSalle and is called the 
Vezina/Saint-Patrick outlet, The City of LaSalle has confirmed that a storm sewer 
900 millimetres in diameter empties into the Lachine Canal and that a sanitary sewer 
375 millimetres in diameter is connected to it (Document DB23). 

This sanitary sewer acts as a by-pass in the event of a major breakdown or failure at 
the sewage pumping station located on Lyette Street (Figure 2.1). According to the 
City of LaSalle, such incidents have occurred only twice in the last five years. 
However, it could not provide the joint panel with information on the average duration 
of a failure or the average total pollutant loadings to the water of the canal during 
such incidents. 

However, the 900 millimetre diameter storm sewer drains runoff from the arca around 
the intersection of Saint-Patrick Street and VBzina Street toward the Lachinc Canal 
during every rainfall event. 

Although it is impossible to detenninc the loadings due to the VezinaiSaint-Patrick 
conduit, the fact remains that urban runoff is regularly discharged into the Lachine 
Canal. The joint panel is of the opinion that these discharges are currently a 
significant and definite source of contamination and that they could repr-esent a major 
source of recontamination. 

The joint panel deplores the fact that this intermittent source of contamination was not 
identified earlier or taken into consideration in the EIS or in the Information 
Supplement that followed. In view of the proposed uses of the canal, the joint panel 
recommends that every effort be made to eliminate discharges from the VCzinaiSaint- 
Patrick conduit into the canal, 
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Lachine Basin 
The studies revealed that water quality in the Lachine Basin is characterized by very 
low loadings of suspended matter and that water quality is essentially the same as in 
the Ottawa River which feeds it (EIS, Volume 1, p. 30). 

The nautical activities which take place in the basin as well as periods of heavy winds 
or rises in water level do not appear to notably increase the loadings of solids to the 
canal, which remain very low fEIS, Information Supplement, p. 32). 

It was originally thought that the Lachine Basin might represent a significant source 
of contamination of the canal. However, in light of the available information, the 
joint panel is of the view that the Lachine Basin has only limited potential for 
recontamination of the Lachine Canal sediments in the event that the canal is 
decontaminated. 

Contaminated sites along the banks of the 
canal 

Based on an additional characterization study of the canal banks conducted in 1993. 
the EIS mentions the existence of contamindted sites along the canal banks and in the 
study area (Document CAL 2.1-28). It points out that of the seven areas known to 
be highly contaminated, five could represent a potential source of recontamination of 
the canal. Two of the seven arcas recognized as being heavily contaminated have 
been decontaminated since 1992. One is the site previously occupied by the 
Laboratoire hydraulique LaSalle (Figure 2.1, site 3-4) and the former Stelco plant site 
(Notre-Dame Works) (Figure 2.1, site 13-3) (Documents DA19 and DA20). 

The other five heavily contaminated sites are: 

the lands ledscd by Parks Canada successively to Sew Properties Inc., 
Dominion Bridge and Cintub (Figure 2.1, site 3-l); 

the land leased by Parks Canada to Mills Steel Products Ltd. (Figure 2. I, 
site 13-Q; 

the land leased by Parks Canada to the Complexe industriel Ldchinc 
(Figure 2.1, site 3-2); 
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the land owned by Parks Canada adjacent to Acier Vaudreuil (Slacan) and 
Domfer Poudres m&alliques (Figure 2.1, site 4-1). 

the lands adjacent to Century M&tal (Figure 2.1, site 4-2). 

The five sites which represent a potential source of recontamination of the canal are 
those numbcrcd 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 4-l and 4-2 on Figure 2.1; of these sites, only site 3-4 
has been decontaminated (Documents DA21, p. 1 and CAL 2.1-28. p. 22). 

The 1993 characterization study points out that the contaminants present in the soil 
in concentrations above MENVIQ criterion “c” are primarily metals and mineral oils 
and greases, which have low mobility (Document CAL 2.1-28, p. 22). This study also 
showed that the contamination levels of the sites were gcncrally higher than B or C. 

According to federal and provincial public health officials. the health risks posed by 
contaminated sites are closely linked to the probability of direct contact by an 
individual with the soil. The risks are therefore particularly high for children because 
they have more frequent skin and mouth contact with soil (Mr. Than L&Van and 
Mr. Luc Lefcbvre, session of May 14, 1996, p. 141 to 143). 

However, the proponent pointed out that the most contaminated sites along the 
Lachine Canal are currently used by industry and are therefore seldom frequented by 
the public (Mr. Michel Caron, session of May 14, 1996, p. 143). 

Because of the type of contaminants found in the sites along the canal and because 
of groundwater movement, the joint panel is of the opinion that contaminant loadings 
from sites along the canal can be expected to have only a minor impact on the 
recontamination of the canal. 

However, the level of contamination of certain sites may seriously limit their use. 
The joint panel therefore supports the position expressed by Parks Canada during the 
hearing, namely that as soon as the Lachine Canal bank management plan is 
completed and the role and uses of the various sites has been determined, Parks 
Canada will begin the decontamination of all its lands that are to be used for 
recreational purposes, 
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Sources of conl~amination of the Lachine Canal 

Occasional illegal discharges 
The EIS identified overflows from the Rockfield outlet as being the greatest, if not 
the only, source of bacteriological contamination of the water in the canal. The 
bacteriological pollution caused by every overflow event should last only 72 hours 
@IS, Volume 2, p. 12). However, in addition to the V&i&Saint-Patrick conduit, 
other sources of contamination have recently been brought to light. 

During the hearings, the joint panel wondered about the possible causes of 
bacteriological contamination observed at point No. 4, near the Lafleur Bridge (Figure 
2.11 p. 8), during the canal water quality sampling program callied out in October 
1994. Since this point is located immediately downstream from the Rockfield 
overflow outlet and since there was no overflow from the Rockfield outlet in the days 
preceding the sampling, the possibility that other still unidentified sources of 
discharges thus came to light. 

A brief inspection of a section of the Rockfield outlet on June 14, 1996 provided 
visual confirmation of the presence on the conduit connecting the overflow to the 
canal of “a connection that should not be there” (Mr. Pierre Legendre, session of June 
IS, 1996, afternoon, p. 89). In addition, the water analyses conducted by the MUC 
further upstream had a fairly high colifoim count, leading the joint panel to suspect 
that there were other illegal connections in the area. In fact, in August 1996, the City 
of Montreal confirmed to the joint panel that four other connections had been 
discovered. Since these conduits drain territory under the jurisdiction of the City of 
Lachine, the City of Montreal asked it to correct the situation (Document DB25). 

Although it is impossible to dctclminc the extent of the loadings due to these 
numerous connections, the joint panel feels that they would constitute a significant 
source of recontamination, should the canal be decontaminated. Once again, the joint 
panel considers it unacceptable that these intermittent sources of contamination wcrc 
not identified earlier or considered in the EIS or Information Supplement. In view of 
the planned uses for the canal, the joint panel rccommcnds that every effort be made 
to locate and eliminate all illegal connections. 

In addition. a 1986 study dealing with the restoration of the contaminated bottoms of 
the Lachine Canal and the Lachine Basin (Document CAL 02.01-10) indicated the 
presence of 26 outfalls emptying into the canal. Although these conduits wcrc not 
mentioned in the EIS, the joint panel was concerned about their condition and their 
possible use since leases are still in effect between Parks Canada and various 
municipalities and industries. The City of LaSalle confilmed to the joint panel that 
the conduits on its territory have since been eliminated (Document DB23, p. 2). 
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However, under one of the leases which Parks Canada provided to the joint panel, the 
City of LaSalle is able to maintain and use the drains which it says it has eliminated 
(Document DA24). Finally, in August 1996, the City of Montreal forwarded to the 
joint panel copies of three leases to which it was a party, which wcrc not among those 
submitted previously by Parks Canada. These documents confirm that the drainage 
water and runoff from the Atwater and Saint-Remi tunnels discharge into the Lachine 
Canal. 

The joint panel is of the opinion that Parks Canada should clarify its position 
regarding leases granted to municipalities along the canal as well as to certain 
industries. In view of the fact that these leases allow the discharge of water of 
varying degrees of contamination into the canal, Parks Canada should also study the 
impact which they have on water quality. 

The proponent focussed little attention on the bacteriological quality of the water in 
the canal despite the fact that it plans to allow secondary-contact recreational 
activities. By considering, a priori, that the Rockfield outlet was the only source of 
contamination, the EIS failed to determine whether thcrc were any other sources of 
contamination. 

Now that the existence of such sources has been brought to light, the joint panel is 
of the opinion that Parks Canada should monitor the water quality of the canal not 
only to identify discharges, both legal and illegal, but more importantly to ensure that 
the bacteriological quality of the water meets MEF requirements for the planned 
activities. Compliance with the standards should be assured once these activities have 
been permitted, even if the bottom sediments are not decontaminated. 

Conclusion 
After analysing the known sources of contamination and the new sources of 
contamination brought to light, the joint panel feels it is a priority that, even if the 
bottom sediments of the canal are not decontaminated, corrective action be taken to 
eliminate these sources and thereby prevent continued poor water quality from 
compromising planned and potential recreational uses, 

The joint panel also believes that the risks of recontamination of the canal are too 
high to consider a project to decontaminate the sediments without first taking action 
to control the main sources, in particular the VezinaSaint-Patrick conduit and the 
illegal connections, notably those on the Rockficld overflow outlet. 
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Chapter 6 Decontamination 
options 

This chapter looks at the comparative method used by the proponent to select a 
decontamination option. It looks at the option of encapsulation on the bank and 
terrestrial containment as well as new technologies. The sfal~s quo option requested 
by the joint panel in its guidelines is also considered, as well as the possibility of 
reopening the canal to navigation. 

Comparative analysis 
The proponent used a comparative method to analyse the various options. The details 
of this method were presented in Chapter 2. The analysis was based on twelve pre- 
determined evaluation criteria that fall into one of the following catcgorics: pcrmancnt 
environmental criteria, temporary environmental criteria, technical criteria, technical 
and economic criterion and economic criterion. 

The results of this analysis led the proponent to conclude that encapsulation on the 
bank represented the best option, followed, in order, by terrestrial containment, 
physico-chemical extraction, iit sill* solidification/stabilization, in situ containment at 
the bottom of the canal and, finally, ex situ solidification/stabilization. While 
recognizing the merits of the analytical method used by the proponent to determine 
the best possible decontamination option, the joint panel has identified certain 
deficiencies in how it was applied. 

The joint panel notes, among the main shortcomings of the EIS, the absence of a 
breakdown of the costs and the lack of precision concerning the total cost for each 
option. 
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At the hearings, the proponent presented, at the request of the joint panel, an update 
of the cost breakdown for the various options based on the SNC-Lavalin study of 
1985 (Document DA8). Following the analysis of this document, the joint panel 
noted that the proponent had not felt it was useful to review the 1985 breakdown and, 
hence, was unable to take into account the changes in the decontamination market 
since that date. 

Moreover, during the public hearings the joint panel received substantially different 
information concerning the estimation of dredging costs. While the proponent stated 
that dredging represented the largest component of construction costs 
(Mr. Michcl Caron, session of May 14, 1996, p. 56), the proponent submitted a 
document to the joint panel in which the updated dredging costs were estimated at 
$400,000 (Table 4.2) or less than 6 per cent of the total cost of encapsulation on the 
bank. However, in the same document, Table 3.5 provides a much higher cost for the 
dredging operation, which the proponent has never been able to explain 
(Document DAS). Finally, the proponent submitted another document in which the 
dredging costs were estimated at $800,000 (Document DA15). 

Given the inconsistency of the cost figures submitted by the proponent and its 
inability to provide reliable figures, the joint panel has doubts about the validity of the 
proponent’s conclusions in terms of an equitable comparison of the options and about 
the results which would have been obtained had a rigorous cost estimate been 
conducted. 

Moreover, the comparative analysis of the costs completely fails to take into account 
the economic benefits of each option. This analysis would have been more useful if 
it had highlighted the local economic spin-offs, such as job creation and the 
development of industries specialized in the area of the environment and 
decontamination. 

Still with regard to the comparative analysis, many participants in the public review 
called into question the importance accorded by the proponent to the categories of 
criteria and the ranking of the options. The joint panel concurs with this criticism, 
notably with respect to analysis criteria 1, 2 and 3, namely “elimination of 
contaminants in the sediments,” “sediment management in the federal area” and 
“heritage.” While the elimination of contaminants constitutes the raison d’etre of the 
project, in the joint panel’s view, this criterion should have been assigned to the first 
category of importance. Secondly, in its analysis and throughout the public review, 
the proponent’s insistence on managing sediments on its own property is such that this 
consideration becomes a prerequisite rather than one criterion among others, 
Presented in this manner, this criterion undoubtedly favours the encapsulation on the 
bank option, 
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Moreover, participants in the hearings indicated that, if they had been consulted, they 
would have assigned less importance to this factor. Finally, the joint panel is of the 
opinion that the heritage criterion should have received greater weight than the 
“sediment management in the federal area” criterion. It is important to recall that part 
of the mandate of Parks Canada is to “[Trans.] ensure the commemorative integrity 
of national historic sites [,.,I, protect them and develop them for the benefit, education 
and enjoyment of current and future generations, with all the consideration which the 
precious and irreplaceable heritage represented by these sites and their resources 
represent” (Document DA4, p. 7). Given the proponent’s role in the field of hcritdgc 
conservation and promotion. the joint panel has difficulty understanding why this 
criterion was assigned only a category of importance 3. 

One of the other weaknesses of the comparative analysis is undoubtedly the exclusion 
of the status guo from the options analysed. On several occasions since the beginning 
of the public review, the joint panel asked that the s&z/us quo be analyscd on the same 
basis as the other options. This would have made it possible to establish a 
comparative basis for a fairassessment of the advantages and disadvantages of each 
option. To this request the proponent replied that: 

The status quo option is not retained [...I because it dues not respect 
the will of the jkderal government, which is to rehabilitate this 
property. 
(Environmental Impact Statement, Information Supplement, p. 46) 

All of these shortcomings lead the joint panel to consider the results of the 
comparative analysis inconclusive. 

Choice of technologies 
During the public hearings, the participants focussed almost exclusively on two of the 
options presented by the proponent, namely encapsulation on the bank, the option 
preferred by the proponent, and terrestrial containment. There was very little 
discussion of the other options analysed by the proponent. The joint panel is of the 
opinion that these two options are more noteworthy than the others and deals with 
them in greater detail. Among the new technologies, the joint panel briefly examines 
two suggested methods since they meet one of the objectives of the guidelines, 
namely promoting the “definitive decontamination of the sediments.” 
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Encapsulation on the bank 

Despite the proponent’s decision to manage the contaminated sediments on its own 
land and although encapsulation on the bank appeaxed to be the least costly option, 
this option nonetheless has major disadvantages from technical, economic and 
environmental perspectives. 

The concept submitted by the proponent appears to be very preliminary and entails 
numerous uncertainties and technical deficiencies. Several basic technical questions 
were not considered in the option, such as the addition of strainer wells, pumping, the 
construction of embankments with clay rather than pit mn materials, the consolidation 
of the sediments with granular material and the installation of a leakage detection 
system (Brief presented by Mr. AndrB Poulin, June 1996, p. 3). 

Furthermore, as one participant pointed out: 

[Trans.] The pre-engineering studies were conducted more than ten 
yews ago. Given that environmental technologies have progressed 
considerably since thai time, I believe it would be appropriate for the 
proponent’s engineers to review this method in light of the new 
solutions recently developed on the market. 
(Brief presented by Mr. Andi- Poulin, June 1996, p. 3) 

Needless to say, these technical deficiencies, which come on top of the uncertainties 
regarding dredging costs, result in an under-estimation of the costs of implementing 
the project. In this regard, the joint panel points out that the cost factor was a 
decisive criterion in assigning this option to the first rank. However, under the 
current circumstances, the joint panel is absolutely unable to estimate the costs of 
implementing this option. 

When the guidelines were issued, the joint panel had asked the proponent to favour 
options that would, whenever possible, provide a permanent solution to the 
contamination problem identified. However, encapsulation on the bank does not 
permanently solve the contamination problem because of the uncertain lifetime of the 
cells, Ihe risks of recontamination from the capsules which hold the sediments in the 
canal and uncertainties concerning the impact on future uses, which could eventually 
require the removal of the cells and the resumption of work at the site with all the 
disadvantages this entails. 

58 Lachtie Canal Decontamination Project 



Decontamination options 

With respect to the option preferred by the proponent, the representative of the 
Quebec Department of Environment and Wildlife described the situation as follows: 

[Trans.] The problem we have is that there is no way of knowing how 
long our site will continue to perjorm. How will our site behave in 
IO, 20 or SO year.r? [...I We can build syfe site.?, but we must be 
aware that the problem of contaminants in our sediments has not 
necessarily been eliminated. 
(Mr. Gilles Brunet, session of May 14, 1996, p. 37 and 38) 

In addition, the presence of three cells in the canal would substantially reduce its 
width (from 50 to 20 mctrcs) and would compromise its possible rcopcning to 
navigation by limiting manoeuvrability in the canal. These cells would also create a 
significant visual impact which, regardless of the nature of the landscaping, would 
constitute a daily reminder for visitors and users of the presence of contaminated 
sediments. 

Finally, the major shortcoming of this decontamination option is that it would 
jeopardize the heritage integrity of the canal. The joint panel concurs with the many 
participants who are keen to preserve this heritage mtegrity Moreover, changing the 
configuration of the canal would be contrary to the very mission of Parks Canada, 
which is to preserve heritage. 

The proponent has not succeeded in convincing the joint panel that encapsulation on 
the bank represents the best method for decontaminating the Lachinc Canal, notably 
because of the technical deficiencies it entails and uncertainties regarding the costs. 
Moreover, from an environmental standpoint, the joint panel considers encapsulation 
on the bank unacceptable mainly because it would compromise the heritage value and 
because of the non-permanent nature of the proposed solution. For these reasons, the 
joint panel recommends that the method of encapsulation on the bank be rejected. 

Terrestrial containment 

During the public hearings, several participants discussed the method of terrestrial 
containment of sediment, The joint panel learned with great interest that by dredging 
and dehydrating the contaminated sediments, it would probably have the 
characteristics of a soil contaminated to the B-C level, which would make it 
acceptable as capping material in sanitary landfill sites. On the other hand, if some 
of the sediment so treated still remained contaminated to a level in excess of ctitetion 
“c”, it could be contained in maximum security cells, as required by the applicable 
regulations. This new information would have a major impact on the costs of the 
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terrestrial containment option. One participant pointed out that the costs of disposal 
at a sanitary landfill site, such as the former Muon quarry, are $5 a tonne, compared 
to the costs of burying in a maximum security cell, which can range from $85 to $110 
a tonne (Mr. Tony Lemme, session of June 17, 1996, p. 125). 

The joint panel believes that if the bulk of the treated sediment could be sent to a 
sanitary landfill site, this option would be very attractive from an economic 
standpoint, while being acceptable from an environmental standpoint. 

However, this possibility raises the question of whether aquatic sediments, once 
dredged and treated, can be considered soil. Indeed, the criteria in the aquatic 
environment and the terrestrial environment cannot be directly compared. While 
recognizing that sediment criteria 1,2 and 3 are relevant for determining the necessity 
of intervening in the aquatic environment, the joint panel is of the opinion that the 
dredged sediment designated for management in the terrestrial environment should be 
considered soil and be subject to the applicable criteria. Thus, if the same evaluation 
scale is used for the dried sediment and for soils, it is quite possible that the sediment, 
once physically treated and dehydrated, would become acceptable as capping material 
in sanitary landfill sites, at competitive prices. The joint panel suggests that the 
Quebec Department of Environment and Wildlife clarify this question of applicability 
of the criteria, a fundamental concept in cases of dredging and management of 
contaminated sediment in the terrestrial environment. 

The joint panel considers that this option, ranked second by the proponent despite the 
high estimated costs, could have appeared as the best option. 

Moreover, if it is deemed necessary to decontaminate the sediments in the Lachine 
Canal, the joint panel is of the opinion that this type of treatment should be 
considered on the same basis as other competing methods. 
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Other proposed technologies 

Two companies presented new technologies which mainly involve treating the 
sediments to extract the contaminants. 

The first technology proposed is based on an electrokinetic process which is dcscribcd 
as: 

[Trans.] [...I highly effective in terms of the decontamination offine 
relatively impermeable matrices such as sediments, silty and clayey 
soils as well as fine residues produced by conventional washing 
processes. 
(Brief presented by Le Groupe Serrener Inc., June 1996, p. 1) 

[Trans.] Hence, this is a kind of extraction, ifvou will. It is in fact a 
leaching process directed at the contaminants in the matrix, which are 
then precipitated and con@ed in a mud. Hence, there is a very 
significant reduction in volume. I,..] The treated sediments can then 
be reused. 
(Mr. Jean Shoiiy, session of June 18. 1996, evening, p. 143) 

The other method submitted is based on a technology which modifies the treatment 
processes used by the mining sector: 

[Trans.] The gout of the method which we are currently exploring is 
to treat the sediments sufjciently so that the bulk of them can be 
discharged in open water. At that point, the processing plant could 
be on a barge orfloatingplatform [...I. There would then be a small 
quantity [of sediments] relative to the total volume, [...I which would 
have to be treated or sent [...I it could be sent directly, for example, 
to foundries or to oil and grease recovery centres, ujier treatment. 
(Mr. Vital Julien, session of June 18, 1996, evening, p. 69 and 70). 

The joint panel believes--albeit on the basis of very incomplete information--that these 
technologies could reduce the concentration of certain contaminants in the sediment 
and offer a more permanent solution than other methods. However, as even the 
companies promoting them will concede, these technologies require farther research 
to validate their large-scale effectiveness and to make them competitive in terms of 
cost. 
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The option of not decontaminating the sediments 

At the outset of this public review. when the proponent was proposing a wide range 
of uses for the canal, up to and including swimming, the need to decontaminate 
seemed obvious. In the current context, in which it is contemplating only secondary- 
contact activities, the question of whether or not it is necessary to decontaminate the 
sediments becomes entirely legitimate. Although the proponent has not considered 
the status quo option in its EIS. this option was raised on several occasions during the 
hearings both by the participants and by the joint panel. 

In fact, the joint panel is of the view that, in addition to requiring substantial 
expenditures, the decontamination of the canal sediments offers very few 
environmental benefits. Indeed, it has been demonstrated. both by the proponent and 
by the participants, that the presence of contaminated sediments within the context of 
the proposed use of the canal (secondary-contact recreational activities) poses no 
public health risks. The same is true for contamination of the fish tissue, which 
would be virtually unchanged. Finally, the joint panel has demonstrated that the 
project would have no beneficial effects on the bacteriological quality of the water 
since this is influenced by other factors. 

Moreover, the joint panel considers that the option of not decontaminating the 
sediments has certain advantages, notably by allowing the development of the canal 
to proceed without further delay. No impact would be felt by the users of the canal, 
particularly with regard to the heritage value of the site and the use of the bicycle 
path. Not decontaminating would eliminate the need for a work site, would avoid the 
impact on water quality for industry as well as the inconveniences caused by trucking. 

Although decontamination is a laudable objective in itself, the joint panel 
recommends, on the basis of all these facts, that the contaminated sediments in the 
Lachine Canal not be decontaminated. 
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Reopening the canal to navigation 
The majority of the participants believe that reopening the canal to pleasure craft and 
vessels transiting between the Old Port of Montreal and Lac Saint-Louis is a critical 
element of the Lachine Canal development project. The reopening of the canal is 
supported by the GrandMan~~al bleu regional project, whose objective is to link the 
waterways of the greater Montreal region by carrying out work on the Soulanges 
Canal, the Lachine Canal and the dam on Riviire des Prairies (Document DB20). 

Very little information has been forwarded to the joint panel on the impact of 
reopening the canal to navigation. In fact, a single document was prepared in 
June 1996 on behalf of the proponent in order to evaluate the potential of putting 
sediments back into suspension. This document concludes that putting the locks back 
into service and the movement of vessels in the canal could put sediments back into 
suspension (Document DA22). 

Should the canal be reopened to navigation, the joint panel feels it is essential to 
examine the risk of putting sediments back in suspension by the passage of boats, by 
the lock operations and by an eventual modification of the hydraulic conditions which 
would increase the flow of water Tom the Lachine Basin. In the panel’s opinion, the 
proponent could dctcrmine fairly quickly the risk of contamination and make an 
informed decision concerning the necessity and extent of the decontamination. 

In the event that the reopening of the canal requires some decontamination of the 
sediments, the joint panel proposes that the proponent select a decontamination 
method based on a performance specification which would set objectives to be met 
and constraints to be followed. 

Without specifically determining the content of this performance specification, the 
joint panel believes that the following elements should be considered on a priority 
basis. The proponent should select an option which would preserve the layout of the 
canal and its heritage value, reduce the impact on water quality and on the bicycle 
path during the work, and minimize the transport of sediments over long distances. 
In addition, this method should, preferably, provide a permanent solution to the 
problem of the sediments and be tested on a pilot or commercial scale. The costs and 
duration of the work should also be decisive in the choice of a technology. 
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Conclusion 
The analysis of the various sediment decontamination options leads the joint panel to 
consider the option of encapsulation on the bank as unacceptable because of its 
technical and economic deficiencies as well as its environmental disadvantages. For 
these reasons, the joint panel recommends that the method of encapsulation on the 
bank be rejected. 

Moreover, in light of the fact that no significant environmental gain would be 
obtained by the decontamination and that, furthermore, there are certain advantages 
to not decontaminating the sediments, the joint panel recommends that the sediments 
in the Lachine Canal not bc decontaminated. 

However, if the canal is in fact reopened, the joint panel is of the opinion that the 
risks posed by putting sediments back into suspension should be evaluated. In this 
eventuality and if the risk is found to be acceptable, the joint panel is of the opinion 
that the non-decontamination option would remain valid. On the other hand, if this 
risk were to be unacceptable, the joint panel recommends that an appropriate 
decontamination of the sediments be carried out. The choice of the decontamination 
option should be based on a performance specification. 
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Conclusion 
In accordance with its terms of reference, the joint panel studied the environmental 
impacts of the Lachine Canal decontamination project proposed jointly by Parks 
Canada and the Old Port of Montreal Corporation, both of which arc subject to the 
federal environmental assessment and review process. 

Because some work could be necessary in the Lachine Basin, which lies partly within 
provincial jurisdiction, the federal and Quebec environment ministers agreed to submit 
the entire project to a public review under the authority of a joint Canada-Quebec 
panel. 

For the section within the jurisdiction of the Old Port of Montreal Corporation, the 
joint panel considers it regrettable that the work was. undertaken and completed during 
the public review, thus putting it in front of a fait accompli. The joint panel notes 
that the project as implemented, in particular the refilling of the partially excavated 
basins with water, does not constitute a risk of recontamination of the water. The 
joint panel also notes that the excavated material was managed in accordance with the 
applicable rules. 

For its part, Parks Canada justified its proposal to decontaminate the sediments of the 
Lachine Canal on the basis of two factors. namely secondary-contact activities, 
excluding swimming, and the remediation of the aquatic cnvironmcnt. Where 
necessary, the decontamination of an environment is in itself a laudable objective and 
is supported by the joint panel. However, the joint panel is of the view thzzt the 
reasons advanced to justify the decontamination of the canal sediments are not 
sufficient in themselves. 

On the basis of its analysis of the various sediment decontamination options. the joint 
panel considers the option of encapsulation on the bank unacceptable because of its 
technical and economic dcficicncies and its environmental disadvantages. This option 
compromises the heritage integrity of the canal, could eventually restrict certain uses 
and does not permanently resolve the contamination problem. For these reasons, the 
joint panel recommends that the option of encapsulation of the sediment on the bank 
be rejected. 



Conclusion 

The joint panel is also of the view that in addition to requiring substantial outlays, 
decontamination of the sediment offers veiy few environmental benefits. It has been 
demonstrated by both the proponent and the participants that the prescncc of 
contaminated sediments in the context of the proposed use of the canal (secondaty- 
contact recreational activities) does not pose a public health risk. The same is true 
for contamination of fish tissue. Finally, the joint panel has shown that the project 
would have no beneficial effect on the bacteriological quality of the water because this 
is influenced by other factors, The joint panel is also of the opinion that there arc 
certain advantages to not decontaminating the sediments, notably allowing the 
development of the canal to proceed without further delay. 

On the basis of all of the above factors into consideration, the joint panel recommends 
against the decontamination of the contaminated sediments in the Lachine Canal. 

Furthermore, in the course of its work, the joint panel had an opportunity to analyse 
known sources of contamination and to identify new sources which hdvc an impact 
on water quality and which might recontaminate the sediments. The panel considers 
it regrettable that these sources were not identified earlier or considered by the 
proponent in its EIS or Information Supplement. 

Regardless of the future uses of the canal, the joint panel finds it incomprehensible 
that the proponent is proposing to decontaminate the sediments in the Lachine Canal 
for the purpose of cleaning up the environment, without first ensuring that it is aware 
of and controls the main sources of contamination of the local environment. The joint 
panel therefore recommends that the proponent develop, on a priority basis, a plan to 
locate and eliminate direct sources of contamination whether they come from legally 
or illegally connected conduits. 

With regard to the Lachine Basin, the joint panel is of the opinion that the basin 
represents only a limited potential for recontamination of the sediments in the canal 
and that its role was overestimated at the outset. 
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Conclusion 

Finally, the joint panel is of the opinion that if the canal were to be reopened to 
navigation a proposal which was strongly supported by the participants but which 
was not one of the objectives of Parks Canada or adressed in its EIS - the risks posed 
by putting sediments back into suspension would have to be assessed. In this 
eventuality and if the risks were found to be acceptable, the joint panel is of the view 
that the option of not decontaminating would remain valid. On the other hand, if 
these risks became unacceptable and required decontamination, the joint panel 
recommends carrying out the appropriate decontamination of the sediments by 
selecting a method based on a perfcnmance specification which would set out the 
objectives to be attained and the constraints to be followed. 
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Appendix 1 

Terms of Reference 

Machine Canal Decontamination Project 





Minister of the Environment Ministre de I’environnement 

JOINT PUBLIC REVIEW OF LACHINE CANAL 
DECONTAMINATION PROJECT 

MONTREAL -- OCTOBER 29, 1990 -- The federal and Quebec 
Environment ministers, Robert R. de Cotret and 
Pierre Paradis, today announced the membership and terms of 
reference of the environmental assessment panel responsible 
for the joint public review .of the Lachine Canal 
decontamination project. 

The panel members are: 

Michel Slivitzky, panel co-chairperson, Technical Advisor to 
the Nationai Institute for Scientific Research; 

Claudette Journault, panel co-chairperson, permanent member 
of the Bureau d'audiences publiques sur l'environnement; 

Jean-Baptiste Serodes, Vice Dean of Research, Faculty of 
Science and Engineering, Lava1 University; and 

Patrice Dionne, former Regional Director General, Environment 
Canada and former Chief of operations of the Canadian Parks 
Service. 

This project was submitted to the federal Environment 
Minister for public review at the request of the Canadian 
Parks Service and the Old Port of Montreal Corporation, which 
is under the jurisdiction of the federal minister of Public 
Works. Because part of the project involves an upstream area 
under provincial jurisdiction, it is also subject to the 
Quebec environmental impact assessment and review procedures. 

The Environment ministers have agreed to have the entire 
project assessed through a joint public review that will 
satisfy both the federal and Quebec requirements. 

. ../2 
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The panel will assess the environmental and social impacts 
of decontaminating the Lachine Canal and the upstream area 
at its entrance. It will submit its findings and 
recommendations to the federal and Quebec Environment 
ministers and the federal Minister of Public Works. 

The panel's mandate is to study the environmental impacts of 
various methods of decontaminating, treating and disposing 
of the sediments in the Lachine Canal and the basin located 
upstream. It will recommend the best method and will set out 
the conditions of implementation, 

The Environment ministers emphasized that, although several 
co-operative environmental assessment panel reviews have been 
undertaken in the past, this is the first joint assessment 
panel allowing for a full integration of the federal and 
Quebec procedures. 

Further information: 

Andre Latreille~ 
Minister's Office 
Environment Canada 
(819) 997-1441 

(Aussi disponible en francais) 

Danielle Pare 
Minister's Office 
Environment Quebec 
(418) 643-8259 



TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL 
LACHINE CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJECT 

In June 1989, the Canadian Parks Service asked the federal Environment 
Minister to appoint an environmental assessment panel to hold a public 
review of its project to ~decontaminate the Lachine Canal. In October of 
the same year, the Old Port of Montreal Corporation decided to submit to 
the public review panel its decontamination operations in the area of the 
Lachine Canal under its jurisdiction. 

Furthermore, the presence of contaminated sediments in an area located 
upstream, part of which is under provincial jurisdiction, could 
recontaminate the canal. Because any decontamination activities in this 
area would be subject to the Quebec environmental impact assessment and 
review procedure, it was agreed that the project would undergo a joint 
Canada-Quebec review. 

A public review of the proposed decontamination project was requested in 
view of the magnitude of its potential environmental and socio-economic 
impacts, given the scope of the project and its location in an urban 
centre. 

The purpose of this document is to define the scope of the review and the 
methods to be used, and to specify the Environmental Assessment Panel's 
terms of reference., 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Lachine Canal is part of the national historic sites system. Most of 
the Canal is administered by the Environment Canada, Canadian Parks 
Service. 

The surrounding area was the site of intensive industrial development at 
the turn of the century, and wastewaters from municipalities and 
industries located upstream and along the canal were dumped into the 
waterway, As a result, contaminated sediments are still present at the 
entrance and on the bottom of the canal. 

Although the bacteriological quality of the water in this area has been 
considerably improved, if the sediments are disturbed, the sediments 
contained therein could be released and recontaminate the canal. 

The federal Parks Service wishes to re-open the canal to the public for 
recreational purposes and, to do so, plans to clean up the canal and 
dispose of the contaminated sediment in order to eliminate any risk to 
human health. The decontamination of the canal is part of the. 
St. Lawrence River Action Plan. 

The depollution operations of the Lachine Canal consist of either removing 
or neutralizing the up-to-one-metre-thick layer of sediments on the bot om 
of the canal. The volume of sediments is estimated at over 215,000 m 3 . 
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To ensure that the project is profitable in the long term, and to prevent 
possible recontamination in the event of restoration, all contaminant 
sources that flow into the canal should be eliminated, whether they 
originate from the basin located upstream from the entrance to the canal, 
which is the source of a water supply, from run-off waters or from other 
sources. The bottom of the basin located upstream of the Lachine Canal 
is covered with an estimated volume of 230,000 m3 of contaminated 
sediments, roughly two-thirds of which is found in a sector under Quebec 
jurisdiction. The risk of recontamination of downstream areas must be 
taken into account. 

The depollution project also includes an area downstream from the 
Bonaventure Autoroute, which is administered by the Old Port of Montreal 
Corporation, but which is under the jurisdiction of the federal Minister 
of Public Works. The canal was drained at this location a number of years 
ago and packed with fill material. An outfall was set up to ensure the 
flow of water toward the river. The Old Port of Montreal intends to 
refill this section of the canal with water and to re-open it to the 
public. 

There are a number of decontamination methods available to the proponents. 
Their implementation would use the latest technology and equipment and 
should be in compliance with standards and regulations currently in force. 

PANEL'S TERMS OF REFERENCE 

The Panel's terms of reference are to assess the environmental and social 
impacts of the decontamination of the Lachine Canal and to report its 
findings and recommendations to the federal Quebec ministers of the 
environment and to the Minister of Public Works Canada. The Panel will 
examine various techniques to decontaminate, treat and dispose of the 
contaminated sediments at the bottom of the Lachine Canal and the basin 
located upstream. The Panel will recommend the most appropriate method 
and define the manner in which it is to be implemented. 

With respect to the part of the project under the jurisdiction of the Old 
Port of Montreal Corporation, the Panel's mandate is to examine the 
environmental and social impacts of the depollution of this section of the 
canal which has been drained and filled. Furthermore, the panel will 
examine the different methods of disposing of the material (fill and 
sediments) originating from the locks which could prove to be contaminated 
at or beyond criteria c(C)) of the Politique quebecoise de rehabilitation 
des terrains contamines. Preliminary work, such as repairs to the locks. 
and retaining walls, are not included in the Panel's terms of reference. 
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SCOPE OF THE REVIEW 

The review will evaluate the project with regard to: 

the potential impacts, both positive and negative in the overall 
context of the water quality in the region adjacent to the canal and 
the basin located upstream; 

the potential for.the introduction of new contaminant; and 

the potential for the recontamination of the restored areas. 

The panel's review will cover matters concerning the duration, nature and 
magnitude of the project's impacts on the environment, including water, 
air and soil quality, aquatic and terrestrial plant and animal life, 
noise, visual context, and the modification or loss of habitats. 

The review will cover questions related to socio-economic impacts of the 
decontamination projects. They include risks for public health, changes 
in land use patterns, customs and quality of life for the residents in the 
project area, risks of accidents, impacts on industries and nearby service 
corridors; and the historical and archaeological aspects of the area. 

The public review includes a discussion of the different uses of the canal 
waterway for recreational purposes. It excludes specific management 
choices that would be implemented after the decontamination process. 

Other activities planned by the Parks Service in the area, especially on 
sites along the canal where especially soil is contaminated, are excluded 
from the terms of reference. However, the panel will take these 
activities into account as well as any information regarding their impact 
on the recontamination of the canal. It will also consider the scope of 
these activities'in order to better assess the cumulative effects of all 
activities planned in the region. 

REVIEW PROCESS 

At this project is subject. to the federal Environmental Assessment and 
Review Process (EARP) in certain respects, and is in other respects, 
partially subject to the Quebec environmental impact assessment and review 
process, the public review involves a joint assessment procedure which 
meets the requirements of both the federal and the Quebec process. 

. 
The public review includes the following steps: 

1. a joint environmental assessment panel will be appointed by the 
federal and Quebec environment ministers; 
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2. 

3~. 

4. 

5. 

‘6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

the paraineterb :of the envitbnm&ital assessment will be established by 
determining Yhe'irrajoriss& ~to%e.examined. The Panel will take into 
account 'previous studies conducted on the ,project. ,and the results of 
prelimi;na?y consultatibns~uhder"take'n by the federalParks Service, and 
it will 'hold public consuWatidns -regarding ,guidel'ines for the 
~preparation of -Ahab en.v:i,ronmental impa~ct statement (EI:S):; 

the guidelines will -be released by the ,Quebec Minister of the 
Envirdnmelidnd .by the Panel;; ':, ~. 

the proponents will p~repare an environmenta~l imp~act statement for 
submission to the ~Panel; .'. i 

the -Panel .will d'i,stribute the ,EIS to the .pu~blic 'and ,government 
organi2a.tion.s'for cormiieiitsah~ decisions es to.whethe~r it contains all 
info+tipn~ required ~3?0 ~hold :a publ'ic 'hearing on the ,pt-eject. The 

panel may,request zaddi:tiona'l ,information as needed in .order to make 
the EI~S accep%able; : 

: I. .: ':, 
4tien 'it isdeemed acceptable, the panel Gill ~forward the EIS to the 
Envi~ron~ent~~Mini;ssterof~Quebec'who, witch minimum delay Will officially 
make publiic~tne'enviro~~ental Iinpac~t Statement, instruct the ~project 
initiatory that :'he 'may p'roceed -with then informa~tion and public 
consultatitin stagers, and direc~tthe Bureau d'audiences publiques sur 
l'envirorinement 'to hold ~public hearings~on the project:; 

an information 'period and the ,pu~blic hearing will be held in 
accordance,wilth the~requirements of'the ~Quebec,procezis,and within six 
m0nth.s. The:%nel ,will hoWpubl.ic hearings In ;two p.arts., .first to 
examine ~the ' .proj~&t candy its envi~ranment:al~~, social .and economic 
impacts, :~and :then ~to~-see'k ';the views and comments off the ,public and 
interested. nrganisbtions; 

the,panel ,will :submit:a report of its.conclusitins and recommendations 
to the federal -and ~Quebec 'ministers oaf 'the environment and the 
Minister of Public Works Canada, ~who will then release it within 
60 days of its receipt; 

'. 
participants ln the public hearings ,will be informed, ~by both '. 
governments.:df thee Joint decisionbnthe project: 

. 



Government 
of Quebec 

Minister of Environment 
rind Wildlife 

Quebec City, Febtwy 28, 1996 

Ms. Claudette Journault 
Acting Chair 
Bureau d’audicnces publiques 
sur l’environnement 
625 St-Amable Street, 2nd F1oo1 
Quebec City, Quebec 
GlR 2G5 

Dear Ms. Joumault: 

In accordance with the joint environmental assessment process 
established for the lachine Canal decontamination project, the public consultation 
period and public hearings must be held in accordance with the Quebec process and 
within six months. 

In this context, I would like to inform you that I will be making the 
environmental impact statement concerning the project, public on March 18, 1996, in 
accordance with the provisions of the first paragraph of section 31.3 of the 
Environment Quality Act. 

I would therefore ask that the Bureau d’audiences publiques sur 
l’environnement prepare the file of the Canadian Parks Service and Old Port of 
Montreal Corporation for public consultation, as provided for under s&ions 1 I and 
12 of the Regulation r-especting environmmtal impact as~ewnent and review. 

As Minister of Environment and Wildlife and in keeping with the 
authority granted to me under the third paragraph of section 31.3 of the Environment 
Quality Act (R.S.Q., c. Q-2), I direct the Bureau d’audiences publiques sur 
l’environnement to hold public hearings on this project and to report its findings and 
analysis to me. 



The Bureau will begin its mandate on May 18, 1996, immediately 
following the consultation period. 

Yours sincerely, 

(original signed) 
David Cliche 

CC.: FranCois Ouirnct, MNA, Marquette 
Liza Fmlla, MNA for Marguerite-Bourgeois 
Russell Copeman, MNA for Notre-Dame-de-G&x 
Nicole Lois&, MNA for Saint-Herr--Saint+Anne 
Jacques Chagnon, MNA for W&mount--Saint-Louis 
Amirk Boulerice, MNA for Sainte-Marie--Saint-Jacques 



Government 
of Quebec 

Minister of Environment 
and Wildlife 

Quebec City, April 10, 1996 

Ms. Claudette Journault 
Acting Chair 
Bureau d’audieuces publiques 
sur I’environnemeut 
625 St-Amable Street, 2nd Floor 
Quebec City, Quebec 
GlR 2G5 

Dear Ms. Journault: 

Further to your letter of April 9, 1996, and accompanying letter from 

Johanne G&as, co-chair of the panel charged with conducting an environmental 
assessment and public review of the Lachine Canal decontamination project, I hereby 
agree to move fotward the date on which the Bureau d’audiences publiques sur 
l’environncment will begin its enquiry and public hearings mandate to May 13, 1996. 

Yours sincerely, 

[original signed] 
David Cliche 
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The refercncc numbers betinning with CAL correspond lo the liling system of the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency. All other numbers correspond ro the tiling system of the Bureau d’audicnces publiqueii sut 
l’environnemenl. 

Initial file 

News releases 

CAL 1.1-l 

CAL 1.1-9 

CAL 1.1-11 

CAL 1.1-13 

CAL 1.1-1s 

JOINT RELEASES FEDERAL ANC PROVMCLU ENVTROWNT MLNISTERS. 
Joint Public Review of Lachine Canal Decontamination Prqject, news 
release, October, 29, 1990, 2 p,. (French version available). 

CAL 1.1-Z Panel Members Biography. 

CAL 1.1-3 Terms of Rcfcrcnce, 5 p. 

JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL WVKW~C THE LACHINE 
CANAL DKZONTAMINATION PROJECT. Public Meetings to Ident@ the 
Important Issues in the Environmental Assessment, news release. 
November, 19, 1990, 3 p., (French version available). 

JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSWNT PANEL REVIEWING TI~X LACHINE 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJECT. Correction Concerning the Location 
of Public Meetings held by the Panel and Public information, news rclcase, 
December 4, 1990, (French version available). 

JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL REVIEWK+ TF~E LACHINE 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJECT. Reminder of Period .jtir Public 
Comments jbr the Preparation of Draft Guidelines, news rclcasc. December 
21, 1990, 1 p.. (French version available). 

JOWT ENVLRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL Fwmwu% THE LACHINE 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJKT. Panel Makes Public Druji 
Guidelines to Receive Comments ,from the Public, news release, 
February 15, 1991, 2 p.. (French version available). 

CAL 1.1-16 Draft Guidelines, 23 p., (French version available). 
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CAL 1.1-19 

CAL 1.1-21 

CAL 1.1-23 
PR2 

CAL 1.1-27 

CAL 1.1-33 

CAL 1.1-39 

CAL 1.1-41 

CAL 1.1-43 

JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSKWWT PANFL REVEWING ‘WI LACHINL: 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJECT. T~MJXIIZ~~ Closing of the Panelk 
Information Ojjke, news release, March 21, 1991, 1 p. (French version 
available). 

JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL REVTEWMG THE LACHINE 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJKT. Panel Req1ond.s to the Letter of 
Vieux-Port of‘ Montreul Corporation Concerning Dmfi Guidelines, news 
release, April 23, 1991, 1 p,, (French version available), attachment. 

JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSFSSMENT PANEL REVIEWING THIX LACFIINI' 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJECT. Panel Releases Final Guideline.s,ftit 
the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement, news release, 
May 15, 1991, 2 p.. (French version avdikbie). 

CAL 1.1-25 Guidelines for the Preparation of the Environmental lmpac,t 
Statement, 20 p.. (French version available). 

JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL ~R~~IWING THIT LACHINJT 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROIKT. Panel Releases a Progress Report 
on the Status of the Environmmlul Impact Statement, news rclcasc. 
July 17, 1992, 1 p,, (French version available), attachment. 

FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSFSSMNT R!zvl~w OWKL. Federal 
Participant Funding for Public Review of the Lachinc Canal 
Decontamination Prqject, news release, December 22, 1992, 2 p., (French 
version available), attachments. 

FEDERAL ENV~OMNTAL ASSESSMENT REVIEW OFFICE. Exierasion f?;f 
Deadlines .for Applications jbr participant Funding, IKXVS rclcasc, 
January 14, 1993, 2 p.. (French version available). 

FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT REVIEW OFFICE. Federal 
Participant Funding for Joint Public Review of’ the Lachine Canal 
Decontamination Project, news r&ax, May 18, 1993, 3 p., (French 
version available). 

JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMFN PANEL RWLLWNG THL LACHIIW 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJECT. Public Invi/ed to Provide Writtetl 
Comments on the Confkmiry of’ the Environmental Ivpact Statement with 
the Guidelines, news reieasc, Dcccmber 7, 1993, 2 p.. (French version 
available). 



CAL 1.1-45 JOINT ENVIRONMIZNTAL ASSF.SSMENT PANEL REVXTWING THE LACHINE 
CANAL DKONTAMINATION PROJECT. lnfovrnatiun Meetin@, news release, 
January 26, 1994, 1 p., (French version available). 

CAL 1.1-47 Guide for Conformity Analysis of EIS. January 26, 1994, 
6 p,, (French version available). 

CAL 1.1-48 JOINT ENVIRONMFNTAL ASSESS~~ENT PANEL R~n?wwG THE LACHINE 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJECT. Panelfssues Decision on Cocfirmiry 
of Proponent :Y Environmentul Impact Statement, news release. 
May 11, 1994, 1 p,. (French version available), attachment. 

CAL 1.1-50 
PR7 

JOWT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMFNT PANEL RWIWINC; TIE LACII~E 
CANAL DECONTAMINATIUN PROKIT. Punel Releases Its De&ion on the 
Adequacy @” the Environmenlal Impact Sfatement. April 5, 1995, 1 p., 
(Frenc,h version available). 

Correspondence 

FEDEML MINISTER OF THE ENVIRONMENT. Letter to the Quebec 
environment minister concerning an agreement respecting a joint public 
review of the project, May 11, 1990, 1 p. 

OLD PORT OF MONTREAL COFZOFNION Letter lo the join, pcrn~l 
regarding the draft guidelines, March 15, 1991, 1 p. 

JOINT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL RWKWMG THE LACHINE 
CANAL DECONTAMINATION PROJECT. Punel’s response to the letter,+om 
the Old Port of Montreal Corporation concerning the drafr guide1ine.r. 
April 17, 1991, 3 p. 

JOINT ENVTRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PAUL REVIEWING THE LACHINT 
CANAL DECONXMWATION PROJECT. Letter to the proponenls 
transmitting the d@iciency statement, April 29, 1994, 1 p. 

JOINT ENWRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL REVIEWING THE LACHINE 
CANAL DECONTAWNATION PROJKT. Letter to the Quebec Minister qf 
Environment and Wildlife announcir~g the panel’s decision regarding /he 
adequacy qfthe EIS. April 3. 1995. 2 p. 
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Documentation 

Documents submitted by the proponent 

CAL 2.1-2 

CAL 2.1-3 
PR8.1 

CAL 2.1-4 

CAL 2.1-5.1 

CAL 2.1-7 

CAL 2.1-8 

CAL 2.1-9 

CAL 2.1-10 

CAL 2.1-11 

CAL 2.1-12 

CAL 2.1-13 

CAL 2.1-14 

CAL 2.1-15 

OLD PORT OF MONTREAL COPKJRATION Restomtion of a Section of lhe 
Lachine Canal, November 1, 1990, 4 p. 

PAIW CANADA. Lachine Canal: Decontamination Project. 
October 1, 1990, 60 p. 

PARIS C~ANADA. Canal de Lachine : dossier photogruphiyue. 
February 1, 1978, 70 p. 

BEAUCHEMW-BEAT~N-LAPOI?~TIZ INC. L&de des niveauJ d’eau 
permissihles dam le canal de Lachine, December 1, 1988, 60 p. 

MARSAN, AND& ET ASS. D&nonstration de h.an.sfkt et.fixution de boue,s 
et de sidiments contumin~s, in situ : bassin Wellington, canal de Lachine, 
volume I : sommaire exkut$ June 1, 1986, 41 p. 

R/IAFGAN, ANDFS ET ASS. Inventaire el analyre biophysigue, 
November 1. 1977.200 p. 

MARSAN, AND& ET ASS. Canal de Lachine : ktude de kdiments, 
October 1, 1978, 150 p. 

LAVALIN EIWIRO~~NT. Restauration des ,fundr contuminks du canal 
et du bussin de Lachine. November I1 1986, 70 p. 

MARSAN, AND& IZT ASS. irude pour la d~~pollution du canal de Lachine. 
April 1. 1984, 200 p. 

LAVALIN ENWRONNFTV%&T. Rc’sultats des essais en laborutoire sur la 
performance de nouvelles membranes de g&textile, January 1, 1987, 70 p. 

LAVALIN ENVLRONNUIIZNT. Les contraintes de r&lisution du pwjet, 
November 1, 1986. 52 p. 

LAROSE, JO&E. Aperqu de.7 moyens de @tention des ions nktalliques 
prkents dans l’eau des bassins, encapsulation des .sktiments conturninr’s 
du canal rle Luchinel December 4, 1986, 30 p. 

MARSAN, ANI& ET ASS. Stabilisation des bows de ,ftind du canal de 
Lachine, rupport Parts Canada. March 1, 1984. 200 p. 
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CAL 2.1-17 

CAL 2.1-18 

CAL 2.1-19 

CAL 2.1-20 

CAL 2.1-21 

CAL 2.1-22 

CAL 2.1-25 

CAL 2.1-29 

CAL 2.1-30 

CAL 2.1-31 

CAL 2.1-32 

CAL 2.1-33 

LAVALIN ENWRONNEMENT. Plan de restauration des retnblais et des 
skdinzents du canal de Lachine dam le V&r-Port. Rapport. Le Viem-Port 
de Montkal, May 31, 1990, 50 p. 

LAVALW ENWROM‘JEMNT. Examen prialable du projet d’enkvement 
d’une parlie des remhlais situ& dans Ie secteur ouest du territoire dw 
Vieux-Port. Rapport. Le Vielu-Porf de Montrkal, r&vision 02, 
July 1, 1990. 30 p. 
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SAVARIA, PIERFX Brief; June 17, 1996, 2 p. 

Oral briefs 

Ms. Nicolc Patenaude of Krugger 
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Appendix 3 

Information Respecting the 
Joint Public Review Process 

Lachine Canal Decontamination Project 





Project 

Environmental impact Statement 

Environmental Assessment. Lachine Canal Decontamination Project 

Proponent 

Parks Canada* and Represented by 
Canadian Heritage 
L LAURENT TREMBLAY, Director General, Eastern Quebec 
w PIERRE PARENT, Acting Director, Montreal District 
b LYNE BERNIER-MOREL, Coordinator 
l DENIS VEILLETTE, Specialist, Environmental 

Assessments 

Accompagnied by 
Environment Canada 
+ CAROLL B~LANGER, Head, Federal Contaminated 

Aquatic Sites Remediation Program 

Dessau 
b EL HADI HAMMOUDA, Consultant 

Tecsult 
b MICHEL CARON, Consultant 
. NATHALIE DUSSAULT. Consultant 

Old Port of Montreal 
Corporation 

Represented by 
t PIERRE BEAUDOIN, Assistant Director 
+ LAURENT COMTOIS, Consultant 

* Formerly the Canadian Parks Service, until September 1993 
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Inl%rrnation respecting i,he joint public review 

Panel, support team and collaborators 

Panel Team 

JOHANNE GELINAS, Provincial Co-chair 
MICHEL SLIVITZKY, Federal Co-chair 
PATRICE DIONNE, Member 
JEAN-BAPTISTE S~RODES, Member 

PASCAL BARRETTE, Analyst 
FRR%RIC BEAULIEU, Analyst 
J.-MICHEL BOURGON, Federal Co-secretary 
SERGE DAOUST, Analyst 
JOHANNE DESJARDINS, Officer, Secretariat 
ANDRE POIRIER, Information Officer 
GUYLAINE RICHARD, Officer, Secretariat 
MARC TESSIER, Analystrrrainee 
MARIE-FRANCE THERRIEN, Analyst 
MARTINE TOUSIGNANT, Provincial Co-secretary 

The joint panel was assisted in the phases preceding the public hearings by other individuals. 
Yves LeBlanc, Sylvie Desjardins and Jocelyne Beaudet successively filled the position of provincial 
co-secretary. Paula Caldwell, Yves C6tB and Catherine Badke acted as analysts. 

Consultation centres 

Saul-Bellow Library, Lachine Octogone Cultural Centre, LaSalle 

Notre-Dame Library, Montreal Verdun Library 

Saint-Pierre Municipal Library BAPE office in Montreal and 
Quebec City 

Undergraduate Library 
Lava1 University, Sainte-Foy 

Central Library 
University of Quebec in Montreal 

When the public review began in November 1990, a consultation centre was set up at the Marie- 
Uguay Library in Montreal. An information office was also opened on Notre-Dame Street in 
Montreal from November 1990 to April 1, 1991. 
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Information respecting the joint public review 

Steps in the joint public review 

Preparation of the guidelines 

Draft guidelines 

+ Public meetings 

December 10. 11, 12 and 13, 1990 
MaisonneuveiDorchester Room 
Le Nouvel Hotel Montreal 

Final guidelines 

b Written comments from the public 

February 15, 1991 
to March 18, 1991 

+ Presentation of briefs 

December 10, 1990 
to January 18, 1991 

+ Publication 

May 15, 1991 

Compliance of the EIS with the guidelines 

Written comments from the public from December 7, 1993 to February 25, 1994 

Deficiency statement, May 11, 1994 

Decision on the adequacy of the EIS, April 5, 1995 

Public hearings 

Part I Part II 

May 13, 14 and 15, 1996 June 17 and 18,1996 

Saint-Telesphore Church Saint-Telesphore Church 
City of LaSalle City of LaSalle 

Special activities 

Visits to the site in November 1990, on September 8, 1992 and on May 9, 1996 
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Information respecting the joint public review 

Resource-persons for the public hearings 

Quebec Department of Environment 
and Wildlife 

Montreal Public Health Branch 

GILLES BRUNET 
PIERRE MICHON 
GUYLAINE PEPIN 

Luc LEFEBVRE 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada Heath Canada 

RICHARD BAXTER 
JACINTHE LECLERC 

THANH LE-VAN 
Luc FORTIN 

Montreal Urban Community 

DANIEL HODDER 

City of Montreal 

PIERRE LEGENDRE 
MOHAMAD OSSEYRANE 

City of Lachine 

MAURICE SAW& 
PIERRE VILLENEUVE 

City of Saint-Pierre 

PIERRE BERNARDIN 
SYLVAIN GOYETTE 

City of LaSalle 

CLAUDE BERTRAND 
PATRICK PROVOST 
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Information respecting the joint public review 

Participants in the joint public review 

Preparation of the guidelines 

Participation in public meetings from December 10-l 3, 1990 

McGill University 

Quebec Department of Recreation 
Hunting and Fishing 

MARCEL GENDRON 

Community health departments 

DANY WRIGHT 

Regroupement pour la relance economique 
et sociale du Surf-Ouest de Montreal 

McGill University 

Action Gardien 

R.C.M. 

RENE PRATTE 

Les amis du village Saint-Augustin 

Confederation of National Trade 
Unions (CNTU) 

Groupe ecologiste STOP 

Quebec Environment Department 

We Act 

Coalition Verte 

RAYMOND N. YONG 

MONIQUE BOULET 

Private individual 

CLAUDINE CHRISTIN 
CATHERINE COMMANDEUR 
JOCELYN LAVIGNE 
ROBERT ROU%XAU 

Private individual 

NANCY NEAMTAN 
ROBERT GOYET~E 

ROSA CLOUTIER 
JOHN HADEDJINICOLAOU 

ARTHUR SANBORN 

SERGE FORTIER 

Private individual 

JEAN GILBERT 
PIERRE PINARD 

ROGER LAROCHE 

BRUCE WALKER 

GILLES BRUNET 

DON WEDGE 

SYLVIA OWEMARK 



Information respecting the joint public review 

Le monde a bicyclette 

Conseil des travailleurs et travailleuses 
du Montreal metropolitain 

PIERRE SAVARIA 

Gens d’affaires du Sud-Ouest 

City of Montreal 

City of Lachine MAURICE SAUVE 

Table de concertation des organismes 
communautaires de Saint-Hem et de 
Petite-Bourgogne 

Quebec Department of Transportation 

MANON BEAULIEU 

ROBERT SHIETTEKATTE 
CLAUDE GREFFE 
GUY HAMEL 

Monsanto Canada Inc. 

Montreal Urban Community 

City of LaSalle 

Luc FALARDEAU 

PAUL BOUCHER 

MARTHA BROOKS 

NORMAND GUIMOND 

Private individual 

ANDRE PILON 

PIERRE LEGENDRE 
JO&E PLESSIS-BELAIR 
JEAN GIRARD 
DAO DONG 

MONIQUE GILBERT 

MICH~L LEDUC 
FERNAND CADIEUX 
GUY DESCHAMPS 
BERNARD !XGUIN 
PATRICK CEJKA 

ROBERT LEDUC 
ROBERT BARBEAU 

Private individual 

Private individual 
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Presentation of briefs, January 1991 

PIERRE SAVARIA 

Action Gardien de Pointe-Saint-Charles 

Conseil central de Montr6al (CSN) 

Association des marchands de Saint-Henri 
Ville de Montreal 

BERNARD MULCAHY 

JONATHAN P. LENTON 

Mount Royal Confirmation Center 

Sidbec-Dosco Inc. 

McGill Geotechnical Research Center 

ROSA GALVEZ-CLOUTIER 

Community healh departments of 
Verdun, Lakeshore, Montreal 
and Saint-Luc hospitals 

City of Lachine 

Montreal Urban Community 

City of LaSalle 

Table de concertation des organismes 
communautaires de Saint-Henri et de 
Petite-Bourgogne 

Monsanto Canada inc. 

MAURICE LEDIJC 

Quebec Department of Recreation, 
Hunting and Fishing 

Les idifices industriels Notre-Dame lt6e 

Quebec Department of Environment 

Private individual 

ROGER LAROCHE 

SERGE LEVY 

Private individual 

Private individual 

CORALIE WADE 

ROEERT S~VIGNY 

RAYMOND N. YONG 

Private individual 

MICHEL LEDUC 

MANON BEAULIEU 

MONIQUE GILBERT 

Private individual 

ROBERT PARENT 

GERRY WEINSTEIN 

GILLES BRUNET 



Information respecting the joint public review 

Submission of comments on the proposed guidelines, April 1991 

Quebec Department of Municipal Affairs 

Quebec Department of Recreation 
Hunting and Fishing 

SERGE MORRISSETTE 

Sidbec-Dosco inc. 

CLARENCE BARIL 

PIERRE SAVARIA 

Association of Community Health 
Departments 

icole polytechnique 

City of Montreal 

Old Port of Montreal Corporation 

Canadian Parks Service 

Monsanto Canada Inc. 

Quebec Deoartment of Environment 

Private individual 

RoEERT %VIGNY 

Private individual 

Private individual 

CATHERINE COMMANDEUR 

CLAUDE DELISLE 

Compliance of the El-S with the guidelines 

Submission of comments, January 1994 

Association des climatologues du Quebec BHAWAN SINGH 
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Information rcspccting the joint public review 

Regional occupation health 
coordinators at Maisonneuve- 
Rosemont and Saint-Luc hospitals 

RESO 

City of LaSalle 

Association professionnelle des 
geographes du Quebec 

McGill University 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

PIERRE SAVARIA 

Sidbec-Dosco Inc. 

Anti-Ammo Cement0 Inc. 

Heritage Montreal 

Quebec Department of Transportation 

Polydec Environnement Inc. 

Quebec Department of Municipal Affairs 

Environment Canada 

University of Quebec at Trois-Rivieres 

Health Canada 

Quebec Department of Tourism 

Quebec Department of Industry, Commerce 
and Technology 

Quebec Department of Culture 

Quebec Department of Environment 

LOUIS DROUIN 
LUG LEFEBVRE 
JOCELYN LAVIGNE 

NANCY NEAMTAN 

MARIO VACHON 
MICHEL LEDUC 
ROBERT BARBEAU 

NIC~LE TANGUAY 

ROSA GALVEZ-CLOUTIER 

JACINTHE LECLERC 

Private individual 

ROBERT G. S~VIGNY 

PETER G. TSANTRIZOS 

DINU BUMBARU 

LOUISE MAURICE 
ROBERT MWTPLAISIR 

ANDRE POULIN 

FLORENT GAGNE 

JEAN-PIERRE GAUTHIER 

Group of students 

THANH LE-VAN 

RAYMOND DEPATIE 

LUG C6Tc 

ANNE-MARIE BALAC 

GILLES BRUNET 
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Information resoectine the hint nublic review 

Public hearings 

Participation in Part I of the public hearings 

CHRISTIAN BARRETTE Private individual 

FRANCIS BOUCHARD 

ROLAND CARRIE 

PIERRE-PHILIPPE CLAUDE 

LOUIS COSSETTE 

ROBERT GARDNER 

MARIE-JOSEE GRIMARD 

Private individual 

Regroupement pour la relance 
Bconomique et sociale du Sud-Ouest (RESO) 

Private individual 

Private individual 

Cornit de citoyens pour la preservation 
des rapides de Lachine 

Les ami-e-s de la terre de Montr6al 

YVES GU~RARD 

RACHEL LAPERRIERE 

GAGTAN LEDUC 

ROGERLEDUC 

HENRIETTE LEGER 

SUZANNE LEUTHEUSSER 

BENOiT LONGPR~ 

BERNARD MAGNAN 

CLAUDE NAUD 

NICOLE PATENAUDE 

RICHARD P~RODEAU 

Groupe de recherche appliqtke en 
macro-kologie (GRAME) 

PBle des Rapides 

Les ami-e-s de la terre 

Cintec Environnement Inc. 

Private individual 

Canadian National (CN) 

Environnement Jeunesse 

Association des gens d’affaires 
du Sud-Ouest de Montreal 

Private individual 

Krugger 

Groupe SankMobile Inc 



ANDRE POULIN Cintec Environnement Inc. 

JEAN-CLAUDE PWVOST Private individual 

FRANCE RATEL Private individual 

PIERRE RICHARD Private individual 

ST~FANIA RIPAMONTI Private individual 

Participation in Part II of the public hearings 

June 17,1996, evening session 

Regroupement pour la relance economique 
et sociale du Sud-Ouest (RESO) 

PIERRE SAVARIA 

ANDRE POULIN 

Pole des Rapides 

HENRIETTE LEGER 

Association des gens d’affaires 
du Sud-Ouest de Montreal 

Cintec Environnement Inc. 

June 18.1996. afternoon session 

ROLAND CARRIE 
PIERRE RICHARD 

Private individual 

Private individual 

RACHEL LAPERRI~RE 

Private individual 

BERNARD MAGNAN 
PATRICIA DIAMENTE 

ROGER LEDIJC 
TONY LEMME 
ANDRE POULIN 

City of LaSalle 

Association des climatologues du Quebec 

City of Montreal 

Krugger 

City of Lachine 

MARIO VACHON 

BHAWAN SINGH 

PIERRE BOUCHARD 
PIERRE LEGENDRE 

NICOLE PATENAUDE 

PIERRE VILLENEUVE 

1 Lacline na 



Information respecting the joint public rcvicw 

June 18,1996. evening session 

City of Saint-Pierre PIERRE BERNARDIN 
SYLVAIN GOYETTE 

Groupe de citoyens de Mont& 

Les ami-e-s de la terre de Montreal 

LOUIS COSSETTE 

MARIE-JO&E GRIMARD 
JEAN-DENIS MAROIS 

Verreault Navigation VITAL JULIEN 
ANNE GOSSELIN 
HUGO ST-LAURENT 

Centre de consultation et de concertation 

HAROLD GELTMAN 

Groupe Serrener 

LUG OUIMET 
BENO~T LONGPR~ 

Private individual 

JEAN SHOIRY 

Briefs received but not presented at the public hearings 

Les aliments CanAmera 

ST~FANIA RIPAMONTI 

Rkgie regionale de la sant6 et des services sociaux de Montrbal-Centre 

Heritage Montreal 

Health Canada 

Conseil central du Montreal mbtropolitain (CSN) 
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Technical support 

Logistics Stenotype services 

Government Services 
Direction des moyens de 
communication 
JEAN M~TIVIER 
DANIEL MOISAN 
MARTIN Roy 

Mackay, Morin, Mhard et associh 
LISE MAISONNEUVE 

Printing 

Editing 

Bureau d’audiences publiques 
sur I’environnement 
GUYLAINE RICHARD 

Maps 

Tecsult 
FRAN~OIS MOISAN 

Printing 

Copies de la Capitale 
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