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Private Members’ Public Business 

Commercial fill 

Mr. Granville Anderson: I move that, in the opinion of this House, since commercial fill 

poses unique challenges for the sustainability and safety of our watersheds, the Ministry 

of the Environment and Climate Change should compile the relevant data and consider 

the development of a strategy for disposing of it in a sustainable and environmentally 

conscious fashion. 

 

 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Mr. Anderson has moved private 

members’ notice of motion number 15. Pursuant to standing order 98, the member has 

12 minutes for his presentation. 

Mr. Granville Anderson: Today it is my intention to shed light on commercial fill, an 

issue faced by many rural communities such as the ones I represent in Clarington, 

Scugog and Uxbridge. 

Since coming into office, I have had the opportunity to sit down with constituents from 

each of these municipalities who have concerns regarding the disposal of commercial 

fill and its potential effects on the environment. I have made sure to speak with some of 

my colleagues here at Queen’s Park and have come to realize that these concerns are 

common across the province primarily, as I have said, in rural areas. 

For those unfamiliar with commercial fill, it is often referred to as excess soil that has 

been excavated predominantly from construction sites in urban areas. If there is no 

room on the current site for storing the soil, or if it has no functional use, the fill is 

relocated. These relocation sites can be pits, former quarries, farms or other designated 

areas. This process is accomplished with the use of large trucks; in some cases, 

hundreds per day, depending on the amount of fill, across rural highways and roads. 

Residents of rural communities are also sometimes offered the fill for their own private 

lands, as a way of adding to landscaping and levelling out of their properties. I begin to 

see an issue with this process when the fill has not been tested properly for 

contaminants and dangerous chemicals. Residents are concerned that gasoline, heavy 

metals, hydrocarbons and other pollutants can come saturated in the fill and end up 

unnecessarily at distant fill sites, seemingly without forewarning. This poses a risk for 

those who come in contact with the fill, especially in instances where it has been offered 

to a private landowner with a home or a farm. 
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The risk is especially pronounced when we can see the impact that these pollutants 

could have on our water. Rural Ontarians rely heavily on groundwater for their wells and 

irrigation. The pollution of such a necessary commodity would have a significant impact 

on our communities. These transplanted chemicals have the potential to leak into the 

water table, which affects not only those in the vicinity but those in a much greater area 

who may share the common watershed. 

Without proper testing, it is possible that landowners will find out too late that the fill they 

have received has been contaminated. A concern arises before the contaminants are 

dealt with. A labour-intensive process begins to test and remove the fill as necessary, 

and an appropriate place for disposal must be found. As it stands, residents have to rely 

on the word of the company moving the soil that it is safe, and municipalities, given 

fiscal and other resource constraints, are simply not equipped to alleviate these 

concerns. 

While some municipalities have bylaws in place, such as site-alteration bylaws, to 

regulate what can and can’t be added to sites within their borders, most do not have 

either the resources or staff necessary to monitor the practice. I do not feel they have 

the jurisdiction to ensure that what is being brought into their area is not tainted. 

Unfortunately, several examples of concerns around commercial fill come from my own 

riding across all three municipalities that I represent. One of them comes from 

Newcastle in Clarington at a fill site known as Morgans Road. From 2010 to 2012, 

hundreds of trucks drove through Newcastle on their way to a dump site off Highway 2. 
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To the knowledge of the residents, there had been no warning that a fill operation would 

begin. The residents were subjected to the noise and dust brought by these trucks and 

the discomfort of not knowing the origin or nature of the fill. They worked with their local 

municipal councillors, their government representatives and the Ministry of the 

Environment to learn more about the situation, and testing that was done on the soil. 

When a portion of it was found to have exceedingly high levels of contaminants, the re-

excavation of some of the fill began, and the residents of the area were again subjected 

to the process in reverse. This occurred several times, with the new fill added and 

removed after being tested, and the residents have expressed to me that they still do 

not feel that they have a full understanding of the status of the fill now in their 

community. 

Another example comes from Greenbank in Scugog. The Greenbank Airport is a small 

grass airport just northwest of Port Perry. Over the last several years, hundreds of 

truckloads of fill have been sent through Scugog and neighbouring municipalities to a 

location that was initially nondescript—to the residents in the area, it appeared simply to 

be a fill site. Then, however, it was announced by the federal government that the 

construction of an aerodrome was to eventually begin and that the fill was necessary to 

prepare the site. However, the fill in question had failed inspection standards on at least 

two occasions before this announcement, but the residents of Scugog were now told 



that the matter was under federal jurisdiction. Reports of trucks onto the site still abound 

while there seems to be no ongoing construction of an aerodrome. 

I share the concerns of my constituents that the fill being used in this site needs to be 

properly tested within the proper jurisdiction but that we need to work together to ensure 

that jurisdiction is properly established and clearly laid out and that the sustainability 

and environmental integrity of this area and all areas in Ontario are protected. 

I would like to commend the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change for its 

ongoing work in this area. The Management of Excess Soil guide is a step in the right 

direction. It has a lot of great pieces and clearly lays out ways in which brown fill and 

soil must be transported, regulated and evaluated. The minister has made it clear to me 

that there are intentions in place to deal with these situations and that his staff is 

working diligently on a plan. 

I am bringing this motion before the House because a lot of work is still to be done on 

ensuring that soil is tested properly, that the specificity of commercial fill is managed 

within this plan and that we work side by side with our municipal partners, both rural and 

urban, and our federal partners to ensure that our precious water resources remain 

protected, and that those who rely on them—that is, all Ontarians—can rely on that 

resource to be protected. 

It is my intention, by raising this today, to shed some light on the need for our 

government and the appropriate ministries, as well as municipalities, to ensure that we 

take a hard look at how we manage the environmental integrity of the landfill that is 

being brought to these communities. 

Our current strategy on sustainability that is coming from the ministry is admirable and 

covers very important issues. There are implications for certain oversights here that 

extend beyond commercial fill alone, but if we work together, we can create some 

efficiencies to ensure that we are all on the same page so that tainted fill is not ending 

up in our communities. 

This is a complex, multi-faceted issue that will take some time to address, but my intent 

is to keep it at the attention of all parties so that we can start working together to 

promote the safety of all Ontarians. 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further debate? 

Mrs. Julia Munro: I’m very pleased that the member for Durham has taken on this 

responsibility. We certainly heard from his predecessor, my good friend John O’Toole, 

who led the charge for quite some time on this issue. So I want to congratulate the 

current member for Durham for picking up this rather gritty problem and making sure it 

stays in the forefront of public attention. 

One of the reasons why I feel strongly about it, of course, is that I have constituents who 

have faced similar issues. It’s a very difficult question to find a way to respond, because 

there are designated landfills, there are processes that are in place, but there are too 

many opportunities for getting around those rules and regulations. Some of them are 

the problems of the lack of oversight. Some of them are the fact that people in the 

neighbourhood look the other way. “It isn’t quite in my backyard, so I don’t think I want 



to do anything at this point.” So there are all kinds of reasons why this simply gets left to 

percolate that much more. 

The other problem is a practical one. Somebody has a truck full of fill that needs 

dumping. I recall looking—well, driving, actually—along Bloor Street a couple of 

seasons ago, and the dump trucks were all the way from the conservatory, almost at 

Avenue Road, all the way back past St. George. You couldn’t help but wonder: Where is 

all that going? How is it being treated? Who is there to monitor? 

We have some legislation, but not enough. We have the Oak Ridges moraine and the 

greenbelt, which are protected from development, but they’ve become a bit of a back-

door destination for illegal fill. So we need very specific regulations that track, assess 

and enforce the movement and disposal of commercial fill. 

My constituents have eyesores sitting outside their windows. They have pools of water, 

and material in those pools. The value of their property is declining as we speak. 

This is a very important issue that does require all of our attention. Thank you for giving 

us that opportunity. 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further debate? 

Ms. Catherine Fife: Thank you very much for bringing the motion back to the House. I 

remember Mr. O’Toole talking about this issue at length—and I kind of miss him. 

Ms. Lisa M. Thompson: So do we. 

Ms. Catherine Fife: I know. I kind of miss him. I never thought I’d say that, but he could 

talk about almost anything, this man. He really could. 

The NDP agrees with the member from Durham that there should be a comprehensive 

regulation on the disposal of commercial fill. We’ve actually agreed with this for a long 

time, and so it’s good that you’ve brought it back. 

The government has done, quite honestly, an abysmal job at regulating soil disposal, so 

there’s room for improvement. Obviously, because this is a long-standing issue, 

Ontarians have been at risk of exposure to contaminated soil. This is a problem; there 

are solutions. We look forward to the passing of this motion and then action on this 

issue. 
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For quite some time, the government has lagged on the issue of safe disposal of 

commercial fill. There is little government oversight with respect to where soil is 

disposed of. There is inadequate oversight of private contractors and what they do with 

the excavated soil. There is no clear definition of clean soil. There is no tracking system 

for the soil. There are few rules about where soil can be dumped. Private developers, 

you may be interested to know, are allowed to hire so-called “qualified persons” to test 

the soil they plan to dispose of, but there is no regulation of the plans for disposal, and 

the government only steps in if something goes wrong. 

Obviously this is not a sustainable plan. This is an inadequate plan, because 

contaminant tests are not always immediately accurate, so we oftentimes end up 

picking up the pieces after the fact. We do need, in the province of Ontario, a proactive 

plan to deal with contaminated soil instead of a reactive one. Quite honestly, this is 



actually an emerging theme here at Queen’s Park. It is not appropriate to wait until 

something goes wrong to deal with potentially harmful soil. 

For some time now, municipalities have actually been attempting to pick up the slack in 

regulation of soil disposal, but they cannot regulate the disposal of commercial fill that 

crosses municipal borders. That is why a provincial regulation is actually needed. Toxic 

soil is being spread on otherwise good farmland because there isn’t adequate regulation 

of where it can be disposed of. 

According to the Residential and Civil Construction Alliance of Ontario, there are 50 

million tonnes of dirt excavated in Ontario construction projects in peak construction 

years, at a cost of $1.7 billion. I think we should all acknowledge that this motion from 

the member for Durham is quite timely, because there is more excavated soil than ever 

before, due to the Pan Am Games, and more contaminated soil than any other project 

before. 

Once again, the Residential and Civil Construction Alliance of Ontario says that about 

7.5 million tonnes of dirt is contaminated and should be going to approved landfills and 

sites. Because of a lack of regulation, it is wholly unclear how much of this 

contaminated soil is actually going to proper landfills. The government obviously does 

not have a clear picture right now about where the contaminated soil is going, but 

clearly much of it does not end up in approved sites. Contaminated soil has been 

dumped on prime farmland in Ontario. 

I think it’s always helpful to peel back the layers of an issue like this and tell you how it’s 

actually affecting regular people in the province of Ontario. It’s true that when 

contaminated soil is dumped on unapproved sites, this is often discovered accidentally. 

This case is from the Toronto Star: Sheep farmers Ruco and Kimberly Braat found 

“polyaromatic hydrocarbons and heavy metals like barium, cadmium, copper and lead” 

in supposedly clean soil delivered by a company called Green For Life. The Braats say 

that 700 truckloads were dumped on their land. They’ve had to sell almost 100 of their 

450 sheep to pay for legal costs. 

Green For Life—the private garbage collector for the city of Toronto; also of interest—

has said they are not to blame, and that it is the fault of their so-called “qualified 

person.” That’s another missing part of the oversight, if you will, and the enforcement. 

The Ministry of the Environment charged GFL and a soil broker called Earthworx, and it 

is currently in front of the courts—something we hear a lot about here at Queen’s Park. 

Toxic soil can obviously impact our food and drinking water. Carmela Marshall, of 

Lakeridge Citizens for Clean Water, said to the Toronto Star, “How many years before it 

gets in our groundwater? Five years? People are afraid.” As development happens, as 

big, major mega-projects like the Pan Am Games happen, soil obviously needs to be 

placed elsewhere across the province, and in many jurisdictions the aquifers are 

becoming more and more stressed. In Waterloo region, our aquifer in certain parts does 

not have the integrity it once had. This is something we have to be cognizant of. 

There is a list of recommendations that I hope can actually help with the issue of 

disposal, if this motion goes forward—I suspect that it will, because it should—can 

actually help with the issue of disposal: 



—Requirements for testing of excavated fill at specific minimum frequencies: That 

needs to happen. 

—Documentation of where all excavated soils are transported must be included in the 

record of site condition. 

—Qualified persons—actually, really qualified persons—must sign off on the quality and 

the quantity of the soil excavated and removed from the brownfield site. 

—Documentation from the receiving site indicating acceptance of the soils must also be 

included. 

The city of Toronto recommended to the government that they should “enact regulations 

to ensure that excess soil placement is provincially regulated in a manner that is 

consistent across the province and in accordance with the provisions of the 

Environmental Protection Act.” 

The RCCAO has also recommended a more complete strategy for the disposal of 

contaminated soil. They recommended “that the province establish a pragmatic, risk-

based and affordable framework that distinguishes excess construction soils, 

particularly those from municipal roads and rights of way, from historic industrial 

hazardous wastes which are the primary focus of laws such as Ontario regulation 

153/04.” 

The Ministry of the Environment has a guideline of best practices, as the member from 

Durham will know, for disposal, but they are generally unenforceable. This is the 

missing link. 

More excavated soil, obviously, is moving around the province. It should be of note for 

the people of this House that TO2015 has hired Green for Life to dispose of 200,000 

tonnes of contaminated soil to an approved landfill, but so far only an eighth has made 

it. It is unclear where the rest of the soil has ended up, and even Green for Life, the 

company, is not sure. 

There are obviously environmental consequences for not having the appropriate 

enforcement, for not having the appropriate oversight, to ensure that contaminated soil 

is placed safely in an approved site. I think that many environmental groups agree that 

the government is not doing a good enough job with respect to contaminated soil. The 

NDP agrees. For the protection of Ontarians and Ontario’s farmlands, we must do better 

and we should do better, but the missing piece is the oversight and the enforcement. 

I look forward to listening to more of the debate on this important issue. 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further debate? 

Ms. Eleanor McMahon: I’m pleased to stand in support of this motion and to join my 

colleagues from York–Simcoe and Kitchener–Waterloo. I’d like to thank the member 

from Durham for bringing forth this motion and shedding light on a topic that can affect 

us all, Mr. Speaker. 

This issue is rarely talked about, but it is a conversation that is worth having. 

Sometimes, as we all know, simply raising awareness about a problem can help, in 

itself, to find a solution. 

The problem of commercial fill being dumped onto rural properties has the potential to 

cause significant environmental and ecological damage. I think the members opposite 



have noted that. We must make sure that we do everything possible to minimize its 

inherent risks. Ensuring that hazardous or toxic soil does not get redistributed to other 

areas is something that I think we can all agree with. Collecting data and forming a 

strategy to deal with the issue is an important step and safeguard. 

As parliamentary assistant to the Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry, I 

understand, perhaps in a particular way, how much it is our responsibility as 

parliamentarians to protect and maintain the environment for future generations, and it 

is a responsibility that this government takes very seriously. 

Most people probably don’t think about or even realize that the soil and other matter that 

is removed during construction and development needs to be relocated. It is a practice 

that is taken for granted. The reality, however, is that this material is often transported 

long distances and has the potential to contain many harmful or hazardous components 

in addition to just soil. 

Large urban municipalities are most often unable to accommodate the volume of 

commercial fill produced within their boundaries, so the burden falls upon nearby rural 

communities. By collecting and analyzing the data on these types of transactions, we 

can help both sides better understand the risks and the benefits. Clean fill is something 

that could be used in many applications for the benefit of a community, such as helping 

in the rehabilitation of exhausted aggregate resource sites, so we should encourage 

them to use it to their advantage. 

Developers may not even be aware of the potential hazards contained within the soil 

they remove, so we must help them understand and manage these situations when they 

occur, which they invariably will. Without careful observation and management, this 

issue has the potential to become very serious, and it is something that many 

municipalities are facing already, including my community, the city of Burlington. 
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Many communities that contain valuable agricultural land are finding themselves faced 

with difficult choices. Farmers who are having trouble making ends meet are offered 

money to accept soil dumped on their property, an offer that they sometimes find 

difficult to refuse. These individuals, these farmers, often do not know where this fill is 

coming from or what it may contain. They do not have the resources or knowledge to 

have this material tested, and so something must be done to ensure that they are not 

putting themselves or others at risk of serious harm. 

Agricultural land is extremely valuable, as we all know, both to the economy and to our 

food security. Once this land is damaged by toxins, it’s very difficult—nearly impossible, 

in fact—to reverse the impacts. Our province is blessed with some of the best 

agricultural land in the country, but we must not take that for granted. Protecting this 

resource is of the utmost importance, increasingly so as ensuring our food supply 

becomes more difficult, and removing risk factors like contaminated soil will play a key 

role. 

This motion will take some important steps towards mitigating these risks and help to 

safeguard communities and families in areas where this is becoming a problem. Food 



security is becoming an ever more important issue, so we must make sure that our 

farmland is protected in every way possible. The agricultural and agri-food sector is a 

significant contributor to the economy of Ontario, and harming it in any way would be 

irresponsible. 

The dumping of commercial fill can have other impacts on the economy too. Residents 

exposed to hazardous material could become ill and unable to work, reducing their 

positive impact on their local economy and potentially putting additional stresses, 

Speaker, on our health care system. There can also be significant costs associated with 

cleanup once contaminated soil is dumped in a location. 

These types of operations, in addition to their costs, can take extensive amounts of time 

to complete, and are often unable to turn the land back to its original state. We simply 

cannot afford to put Ontario’s economy at risk by allowing commercial fill to be dumped 

anywhere, without first taking into account all of the risk factors and doing what we can 

to reduce them as much as possible. 

Polluted soil can also have effects on wildlife, threatening the habitat and health of 

species in a given area. Consideration must be given as a priority to protect their well-

being when we think about dumping potentially harmful material. Flora and fauna are 

often very sensitive to the environment around them, and subtle changes can have 

serious and lasting effects. Introducing foreign toxins into these habitats can decimate 

populations of birds, mammals, aquatic life and even insects. 

Ecosystems maintain a careful balance, and disturbing a single species can have a 

ripple effect that is felt throughout. This is especially true of species at risk and 

endangered species, which already face mounting pressures from every corner of 

society. Adding additional stress could be what pushes them over the brink into 

extinction, a possibility which is all too real and one which is clearly unacceptable. 

Creating a plan that will take the safety of local residents into account will have the 

added effect of protecting the habitat of local wildlife, helping to ensure their survival 

and removing pressure from those species most at risk. 

In addition, watersheds and local groundwater are relied upon heavily by residents of all 

areas, but those in rural communities are often the most sensitive. Even small amounts 

of pollutants introduced into a system can have long-lasting, pervasive and devastating 

effects on residents in the area, including health problems and negative economic 

impacts. 

Beyond the impact to people in these areas, watershed issues can also adversely 

impact wildlife, including endangered species, as I mentioned, and add further pressure 

to already weakened and declining populations. Water, like food security, is something 

that we must do everything within our power to protect. 

For the reasons I’ve cited, and so many more, I would like again to thank the member 

from Durham for bringing this very important issue to light and helping us to ensure that 

we protect our environment for generations to come. Our government is committed to 

protecting the health and well-being of all Ontarians. Initiatives like this will make a 

positive contribution to that commitment. I would encourage all members of this House 



to support this motion, given its potential to safeguard our environment, our watersheds, 

our food security and our economy. 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further debate? 

Ms. Lisa M. Thompson: I’m pleased to rise to speak to this particular private member’s 

initiative because I want to underscore the importance of soil management in all of 

Ontario. Presently, commercial fill is unregulated, it’s rarely checked, and when it is, the 

consistency and the capacity of the qualified people making the decisions on the soil is 

often questioned; and at the end of it all, the soil’s final destination is often unknown. 

With this, the compounding issues in relation to the booming construction in the GTHA 

has led to increased issues: the increased dumping of commercial fill into rural areas 

and the increased incidence of contaminated or compromised soil being dumped under 

the guise of clean fill. 

Speaker, action must be taken on this issue, but frankly, this action should have already 

happened. This is not a new issue, and as you know, it has been raised in the House 

many times before. 

Since 2011, my colleague John O’Toole did a wonderful job standing up and 

representing his particular riding on this issue. I’d like to also give a nod and my 

appreciation to the member from Wellington–Halton Hills. He has done an outstanding 

job representing his concerned citizens on this issue as well. You couple their initiatives, 

dating back to 2011, that this government ignored, turned a blind eye to and voted 

down—all of their actions were captured by the media, dating back to 2011, 2013, and 

again this year. 

If this government was truly interested in addressing this issue, the Minister of the 

Environment and Climate Change and the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing 

should be working together to table meaningful legislation, as opposed to just the nudge 

that this particular initiative represents. 

Again, I commend the member from Wellington–Halton Hills. He arranged a meeting 

with the Environmental Commissioner, Gord Miller, to allow his concerned citizens to 

further explore what their options are as they see compromised soil, which very well 

could be contaminated, coming in truckloads, literally, to their community around the 

Erin area. 

What we find on the order paper today—really and truly, when you peel away the 

layers—is just a recommendation. It’s a recommendation that the government should 

compile relevant data. Well, Speaker, I suggest to you, based on the real-life examples 

we’ve seen and read about in the news recently, we need to be developing a strategy, 

as opposed to just compiling relevant data. And we have to go on from that, because 

we know this is a sizable issue. 

We’ve heard earlier that the RCCAO finds that, on average, 25 million cubic metres of 

excess soil is excavated annually from sites across Ontario. In peak construction years, 

up to 50 million tonnes of dirt was excavated in Ontario projects, most from the GTA 

region, with experts estimating 15% of that soil—as much as 7.5 million tonnes—was 

contaminated and en route to approved landfill or remediation sites. 



I want to talk about those remediation sites as well. It underscores the importance of 

having an action plan. 

My community of South Bruce undertook, in the last three years, a huge infrastructure 

project with water and sewers, and the soil that came into the community this past 

spring was compromised. People were looking forward to walking on their green grass 

again, and lo and behold, they were finding sharp objects in it. Up on the hill, they were 

literally collecting Baggies full of foreign objects out of the soil. This should not be 

happening in Ontario. 

We also note that the construction of the athletes’ village for the Pan Am and Parapan 

Am Games saw 500,000 tonnes of soil removed. And guess what, Speaker? The 

government, this Liberal government of the day, can only account for 134,000 tonnes. 

That’s unacceptable. 

Speaker, we talk about this initiative—nudging the government to compile relevant data. 

Well, I think it’s clear the issue already is in existence. So I encourage this government 

to step up and develop an action plan and meaningful legislation. I want to implore this 

government that we want an effective solution to this problem and provincial action 

across Ontario. 

If the government was really concerned about this issue, this motion would not be 

needed and you would instead be seeing a Liberal government spending its time putting 

forward legislation to fix this problem, not wasting our time and taxpayers’ time with a 

nudge. 

This motion does not force the minister to take any action on the issue of contaminated 

soil or excess soil management. 

So while, yes, I do support this motion, I believe more than just a nudge is necessary. I 

sincerely hope this government will take this issue seriously. 
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The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further debate? 

Mr. John Vanthof: Once again, it’s a pleasure to rise in this House—I apologize for my 

rusty throat—and speak on this issue that the member from Durham brought forward 

regarding disposal of contaminated soil. 

Everyone I’ve heard so far has agreed with this motion. What makes this motion unique 

is it was initially proposed by a previous member for Durham, who was a Conservative. 

Conservatives are traditionally seen as anti-regulation, but this is a case where the 

Conservative Party agrees that this issue, the issue of contaminated soil, needs more 

regulation. 

The member from Durham—the current member from Durham—has proposed this, and 

I’ve heard all the Liberal members speak on this and say that this should be done. It 

leaves me somewhat perplexed, Speaker. It truly does. Because I’ve listened to the 

Minister of the Environment and Climate Change, and he’s obviously—obviously—

passionate about the environment. We’ve watched this government in action in this last 

session, and they are certainly not afraid of pushing legislation through this House—

some that’s fairly egregious, in our opinion. But this stronger environmental control on 



contaminated soil is a no-brainer. This is something that we don’t need a motion for. 

The government could do this, and the Conservatives would agree with it, because they 

proposed it. What’s the problem? 

We all agree that this is a huge issue. It’s an old issue. I can remember when I was on 

the board of Dairy Farmers of Ontario, and a farmer came and he had contaminated soil 

on his land. He drilled a well into it. He didn’t know it was from the Ministry of 

Transportation. It was asphalt, and his cows died. This isn’t a new issue; it’s an old 

issue. 

I don’t understand why the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change doesn’t 

move on this today—today. It isn’t an issue for today. It was an issue a year ago, two 

years ago, 10 years ago. Now with the Pan Am/Parapan Games—the first time I’ve said 

that in the Legislature—it’s a huge issue. If this government was really concerned—if 

the former Minister of the Environment was really concerned, he would have moved on 

this, instead of talking about these motions. 

This is one where no one is going to disagree. The Conservatives are going to agree to 

more regulation. Look at that. And the Liberals should agree. But the Liberals have a 

majority. They’ve pushed everything else through this House, yet they’re unwilling to 

push actual relevant environmental legislation. 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further debate? 

Mr. Chris Ballard: I’m pleased to rise and speak in support of the spirit of the motion 

put before us by the member for Durham. I haven’t heard, and I would never have 

expected to have heard, any contrary discussion to this motion in the House today, 

because it really is a fundamental issue that needs to be looked at, to be dealt with. As I 

said, I’m pleased to support the spirit of the motion. 

I’ve heard from my residents. On a number of occasions, I think, when I’ve been 

speaking in the House, I’ve talked about how important the Oak Ridges moraine is to 

the residents of Newmarket–Aurora. I’ll continue to speak to that, because when I 

knocked on doors, many, many people told me how important it is to protect the 

moraine, which really is the rain barrel of southern Ontario. 

You can imagine the horror that struck Aurora a few years ago—two years ago, I 

believe; it will be three years this spring—when an owner of a piece of vacant property 

proceeded to punch a laneway from Yonge Street onto the property and cut down 

hundreds of trees and trucked in hundreds of truckloads of soil, right on top of the Oak 

Ridges moraine, without permission from the region, from the municipality of Aurora or 

from anyone else. Our concern, as residents of the area, was about what was in the soil 

that was coming from wherever it came from. 

It’s an interesting observation, because a number of people from towns to the north of 

us—East Gwillimbury and Georgina—have talked about the impact of fill on farmland in 

that area and their concerns about what is contained in that soil. I know a number of 

them contacted us to talk about the need for regulation and the need to make sure that 

the soil heading north is clean. They told me that when Toronto announces a subway 

project, a chill runs up and down their spine because they know that that’s going to 



mean an awful lot of fill moving north. They just want to be sure that it is clean fill that’s 

being used. 

As a speaker said earlier, a lot of the time, that fill is put to good purpose. A lot of low-

lying areas—under the supervision of the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation 

Authority—that fill is placed appropriately. It’s clean and it’s used to enhance the viability 

of marginal agricultural land and to turn it into more productive land. So there is a place 

for clean fill to be used appropriately. 

But going back to our property in Aurora and the boldness, I think this is what is so 

frustrating for residents. It’s not just necessarily the proper regulation or enforcement. 

We had a lot of that in place in our town and in our region, and yet when officials 

confronted the owner of the property and ordered them to stop dumping truckloads in—

they were doing it at nighttime and they were doing it on the weekend. Finally, only 

because a number of citizens and a certain councillor with the town of Aurora 

threatened to chain themselves across the laneway, the region moved in and put a 

tandem wheel dump truck across the illegal laneway to stop the owner of that property 

from dumping more soil, only to find out the next day that they had pushed it out of the 

way with their bulldozer and had brought in yet more soil. So the town got to play. It 

brought its dump trucks in and parked them. We had a security camera set up and 

security guards on-site. 

That’s what made everyone so angry: that even when you have rules, even when you 

have enforcement, if you have an industry that can act that way without getting into too 

much trouble—or so they thought—they will get away with it. I can say that in our neck 

of the woods, I believe things have ended happily. The province, the region and the 

town have had the soil removed, hundreds of truckloads. The land has been reshaped, 

topsoil put down and trees replanted. It was a lengthy process, quite frankly, and it was 

a real scare because we were never sure what was in all of that soil that was being 

dumped. We had no assistance whatsoever from the owner of the property. 

But I know things haven’t gone well to the north of us, in municipalities to the north of 

my riding. I think it behooves us all to take a closer look at how we regulate and how we 

enforce the transportation of those soils, be they clean or not so clean. 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further debate. 

Mr. Ted Arnott: It’s interesting to hear the consensus that seems to be emerging 

around this issue on this debate. 

I want to commend the member for Durham for bringing this private member’s 

resolution forward today. He is following very effectively in the footsteps of his 

predecessor, John O’Toole, the former member for Durham, who, as I’m sure you know, 

was very vocal on this issue over a number of years while he was still serving in the 

Legislature, before his retirement. 

This is an issue that has affected my constituents as well. I think it was around two 

years ago that I met with a number of concerned residents in the town of Erin who 

brought their concerns to my attention about the fill that was coming into their area. I 

listened, and I investigated some of the facts. What they were telling me was correct. I 

wrote a letter to the Minister of the Environment of the day and urged the appointment 



of an inter-ministerial committee involving senior civil servants from the various 

ministries that have an interest in this issue, and I’ve followed up on a couple of 

occasions. I think that would be another reasonable approach to trying to come up with 

a comprehensive provincial strategy to deal with this issue. 

But it was just over a year ago that, working with the Environmental Commissioner, we 

came up with the idea of using the Environmental Bill of Rights mechanism to request a 

comprehensive review of the issue of the disposal of fill. I’m pleased to say that the 

Minister of the Environment of the day, the member for St. Catharines, agreed and 

launched a full review of the issue. We’re now, I think, about 12 months into that review. 

We were told the review would take between 12 and 18 months. So again, I want to 

thank him. 
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We also asked for the Ministry of Municipal Affairs to review the issue. Again, we 

believe that they have a significant part to play in terms of developing the strategy. 

Unfortunately, the Ministry of Municipal Affairs chose not to launch the review, but we 

continue to call upon that ministry to assume some responsibility for this issue in terms 

of working towards a solution. 

I also want to compliment and thank our environment critic, the member for Huron–

Bruce, who has taken a real keen interest in all of the issues affecting her riding, as well 

as those involving her critic responsibility in the time that she’s served in the Legislature. 

She’s doing an outstanding job, and I want to thank her. 

Also the member for York–Simcoe, I know, had brought forward an initiative like this a 

couple of years ago and has shown real leadership towards trying to find a way to come 

to a solution that ensures that this compromised soil, as we call it, is disposed of safely 

and not just dumped in rural Ontario in such a way that will compromise the 

environment for, perhaps, generations to come. 

I think this is a very important issue. I do want to, again, commend the member for 

Durham. I think it’s likely that this motion is going to pass, and so we would call upon 

the various ministers of the government to take it seriously and not just sort of assume 

that it’s a done deal: “It was passed by the Legislature, and now we can forget about it.” 

Hopefully there will be follow-up from the government, and I would encourage the 

member for Durham to continue to work with his colleagues to push the relevant 

ministers from within the government caucus to do the right thing and get moving on this 

issue to ensure that compromised soil is, in fact, disposed of safely. 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): I now turn to the member for Durham for 

his response. 

Mr. Granville Anderson: I’d like to thank the members from the opposition: the 

member from Huron–Bruce, the member from York–Simcoe and the member from 

Wellington–Halton Hills for supporting this motion and for their very kind words. I would 

also like to thank the members from the third party: the member from Kitchener–

Waterloo and the member from Timiskaming–Cochrane for their support as well. From 

my colleagues on this side of the aisle, I would like to thank the MPP from Burlington 



and the MPP from Newmarket–Aurora. I very much appreciate all of my colleagues who 

have spoken on this motion today for their insights and opinions, and for helping me to 

bring attention to this issue. 

We are being diligent in ensuring that our way of living is sustainable, and that our 

environment is protected and secure for current and future Ontarians. Our government 

and the Ministry of the Environment are making every effort to move forward in a 

conscious and prudent way. We must pay special attention to issues, such as 

commercial fill, as we develop and grow the province, so that the process is equitable 

for all Ontarians. The movement of commercial fill is part of this process and we must 

ensure that our precious resources remain protected, and that our rural residents are 

comfortable with the soil in their communities. 

Ensuring that we have the requisite information and data to have a full understanding of 

the impact of commercial fill is what I’m bringing attention to today. Having a plan and 

strategy for dealing with this—one that co-operates with all parties from residents to 

municipalities to government officials—is my goal. 

Thank you again to all of my colleagues for aiding me in this effort. Please support this 

motion. I look forward to working with my constituents. 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): We’ll take the vote on the motion at the 

end of private members’ public business. 
 


