TERMS OF REFERENCE
DUFFIN CREEK WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PLANT (WPCP)
STAKEHOLDERS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (CLASS EA) TO ADDRESS
CAPACITY LIMITATIONS OF THE EXISTING OUTFALL/DIFFUSER
1. INTRODUCTION
The Regional Municipalities of York and Durham (Regions) have commenced a joint Schedule
C Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) study to identify a preferred method
for addressing future capacity limitations of the existing outfall and diffuser system at the
Duffin Creek WPCP. Limitations were identified during the Schedule C Class EA for the Stage
3 expansion of the Duffin Creek WPCP, completed in 2006.
To meet the requirements of the Schedule C Class EA process, an essential element of this
study will be effective communication and consultation with potential stakeholders. One of the
planned activities in meeting this goal is to establish a Stakeholders Advisory Committee
(SAC) that will meet at key stages of the Class EA study. This document sets out the Terms
of Reference for the SAC.

2. MANDATE
The SAC is a non-political Advisory Committee established by the Regions in accordance with
these Terms of Reference. Committee members are guided by these Terms of Reference.
The mandate of the SAC is to review and provide comments on the materials prepared
through the various stages of the Class EA study. In particular, the role of SAC will include
assisting the Regions’ project team in the following areas:


Identifying stakeholder and public issues that are pertinent to the Class EA study;



Providing insight on public consultation activities;



Providing input into proposed alternatives and evaluation criteria;



Providing input to the project team regarding the development of the preferred alternative,
including mitigation.

3. RESPONSIBILITIES OF SAC
In fulfilling their mandate, members of the SAC will be responsible for the following:


Reviewing all relevant study materials;



Attending and participating in all SAC meetings;
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4.

Providing comment and input to the Regions on information presented and any other
information relevant to the Class EA study;

RESPONSIBILITIES OF REGIONS


SAC members will receive project information for review approximately one week prior to
each scheduled SAC meeting;



SAC members will receive project information made available to the public and be invited
to attend public meetings / workshops;



While SAC members will provide input to the project team on the planning process and the
preferred alternative, final decisions about SAC procedures and the Class EA will rest with
the Regions;



All comments and suggestions made by SAC members will be recorded in a “Comment
and Response” table to provide a record of how the comments and suggestions were
incorporated into the Class EA process and final documentation.

5. MEMBERSHIP AND STRUCTURE OF THE SAC
The SAC will include invited representatives from organizations that may have an interest in
this Class EA study. Invitees will include representatives from the following groups:


Local municipalities



Conservation authorities



Environmental stakeholders



Development community



The Provincial government

Each organization may appoint one person as a representative to participate on the SAC. This
person must be a full time employee or authorized representative of the organization. One
alternate can be appointed to attend when the designate is not available, and that person
must also be a full time employee of the organization.
The SAC will include members of the project team, including Regional staff and the project
consulting team. SAC meetings will be chaired and facilitated by a member of the consulting
team. Other technical advisors from the project team will attend meetings as required based
on the materials to be discussed at each meeting.

6. TERM OF THE SAC
The SAC will be in effect for the duration of this Class EA study, with an anticipated
completion in Fall 2013. Each organization on the SAC will be expected to participate on the
SAC for the full term of the Class EA study. SAC members may send delegates or alternates
to meetings . A total of four SAC meetings are planned.
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7. SAC MEETINGS
SAC meetings are to be held at the Regional Municipality of Durham Headquarters (605
Rossland Road East, Whitby) Proposed meeting topics are as follows:


SAC Meeting 1: Review of the existing conditions and development and ranking of
evaluation criteria;



SAC Meeting 2: Review of the short list of proposed alternatives and initial findings from
environmental inventories;



SAC Meeting 3: Evaluation of alternatives and discussion on selection of a preferred
alternative;



SAC Meeting 4: Review detailed description of preferred alternative conceptual design
including construction methodology, timing and mitigation.

The first meeting is scheduled to be held on Wednesday, March 9, 2011. The schedule of
subsequent meetings will be determined in consultation with the SAC at the first meeting.
Other interested parties may, upon prior approval of the Regions, be allowed to observe the
SAC meetings; however, these parties will not be permitted to participate in the formal
meeting.

8. GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR SAC
1.

The SAC is an advisory group to the Regions. It will not function as a:


Public hearing



Steering committee



Regulatory mechanism



Complaint review committee



Peer review panel

2.

The opinions of all SAC members will be valued and taken into consideration. As the SAC is not a
decision-making body, the facilitator is not seeking a consensus on discussion topics. However,
anytime a consensus emerges during the discussions, the facilitator will make a special note of this.

3.

The Regions will attempt to incorporate SAC’s advice wherever possible, as appropriate. Where
the Regions choose a different course of action on an issue, the SAC will be provided with a
detailed explanation of the reasoning.

4.

SAC meetings will be run in a workshop format to create a meaningful problem-solving
environment.

5.

SAC meetings will be organized, conducted and reported on by a facilitator. The facilitator’s role is
to conduct these sessions in an objective and neutral manner that provides all participants with a
fair opportunity to participate in the discussions. A facilitator serves as a guide or a catalyst to help
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the group get its work done. The facilitator provides the structure for the SAC to focus its energy
and creativity on a particular task.
6.

Discussion Ground Rules:


Findings and Conclusions - In facilitating the discussions, the facilitator will periodically
determine the “sense of the session” and present this to the SAC to see if it is acceptable.



Views and Opinions - SAC members are encouraged to express the perspectives of the
organizations they represent. SAC members must feel free to express these ideas without
fear of being misquoted outside of SAC meetings.



“Level of Discussion” - Once an issue or problem has been dealt with, the issue is closed and
should not be reintroduced at subsequent times unless new information is tabled that makes a
compelling case for the issue to be re-visited. Dissatisfaction with the conclusions is not
reason enough to revisit the issue.



A Climate of Respect - all SAC members must agree to respect the opinions, positions and
legitimacy of each other’s roles and responsibilities. This does not mean they have to agree
with each other, simply respect each other’s rights to be there and to hold different opinions.
The approach should be one of critiquing ideas, not individuals. A warning will be given the
first time that a SAC member critiques an individual or organization; and a second
infringement of this nature will be cause for dismissal from the SAC at the discretion of the
facilitator.



Equality - All SAC members should treat each other as equals, regardless of “rank” or position
in their respective organizations.
7. Views and Opinions:
SAC members are encouraged to express the views and policies of their host organizations, not
their personal opinions.
8.

Time frames:
The SAC is expected to operate from March 2011 until the completion of the Class EA study,
currently anticipated to be Fall 2013. This may be extended by mutual agreement.

9.

Some Information is Not for Distribution
By and large, most of the information tabled by the Regions and the Regulatory Agencies will be
available for public distribution, however, there may be some information that members will be
asked not to distribute because it is of a confidential or draft nature at a given point in time. SAC
members will be asked not to share this information with anyone outside of their associated
organization. Any comments on draft or confidential material should be issued to the Regions only.

10.

Spokesperson for the SAC:
SAC members are encouraged to provide advice and comments to the project team. It should be
noted that materials that are presented to the SAC members will also be made available to the
general public and media at Public Information Forums to be held at the various phases of the
Class EA study process. In the event a media enquiry is made to a SAC member regarding the
project or Class EA study, SAC members are strongly encouraged to refer the media to one of the
Regional Project Managers – Rich Tindall or Wayne Green:
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Rich Tindall, P.Eng.
Project Manager
The Regional Municipality of Durham
Works Department
605 Rossland Road East. PO Box 263
Whitby, ON L1N 6A3
Tel: 905-668-7711 Ext. 3547
Fax: 905-668-2051
Rich.Tindall@durham.ca

Wayne Green, P. Eng.
Project Manager
The Regional Municipality of York
Environmental Services Department
17250 Yonge Street
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z1
Tel: 905-830-4444 Ext. 5049
Fax 905-830-6927
wayne.green@york.ca

11.

Replacements or Alternates:
In view of the multi-year time lines for the Class EA, replacements may be required due to changing
circumstances. In order to provide continuity between SAC meetings, may we suggest that each
SAC member designate only one alternate. This alternate would attend sessions in which the
appointed member was unable to attend. It is the SAC member’s responsibility to brief his/her
alternate and the alternate is expected to follow the views and opinions expressed by the member.
SAC alternates are to adhere to the SAC Terms of Reference as these apply to SAC members and
SAC meetings.

12.

Parking Lot / Cache:
The Parking Lot / Cache is the facilitator’s mechanism for keeping relevant Class EA study issues
before SAC that have not been adequately resolved. The Parking Lot /Cache will be discussed at
the end of each SAC meeting and include any and all issues relevant to the study that are pending
further discussion

13.

Although SAC meetings are not open to the general public, copies of all summaries and supporting
documentation, including the Comments and Response summary will be posted on the project
website.

14.

Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest
(a) Where a SAC member, either on his or her own behalf or while acting for, by, with or through
another, has any pecuniary interest, direct or indirect, in any matter and is present at a SAC
meeting at which the matter is the subject of consideration, the SAC member, shall, prior to any
consideration of the matter at the meeting, orally disclose the interest and its general nature and
excuse themselves from discussion on the matter and will not attempt in any way, whether before,
during or after the meeting, to influence the discussion on any question in respect of the matter;
For the purposes of the SAC, "pecuniary interest" means a situation or circumstance where a
person, or a someone related to the person, could derive a monetary benefit from the person's
involvement in the Advisory Committee or a decision or action of the Advisory Committee. Related
persons include those related by blood relationship (as that term is defined by s. 251 of the
Canadian Income Tax Act), marriage, common-law partnership or adoption. A pecuniary interest
also exists where the person is a shareholder in or a director or senior officer of a corporation that
does not offer its securities to the public, or has a controlling interest in or is a director or senior
officer of a corporation that offers its securities to the public, and the corporation has a pecuniary
interest. Monetary benefit is not necessarily limited to acquiring money, and can include benefits
such as an increase in value of securities or other financial instruments, employment or business
opportunities, or preventing or limiting a potential loss or liability.
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9. MINUTES AND AGENDAS
Meeting agendas will be prepared by the Class EA project team and distributed to SAC
members at least one week in advance of SAC meetings. Minutes of each meeting will be
recorded by the project consultants and will be circulated to the SAC members for review.
The SAC minutes and agendas as well as the Comment and Response log will become part
of the communication log that will be submitted to the MOE as part of the EA study
documents.
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January 28, 2011
Steve Hounsell
Senior Advisor – Sustainable Development
Ontario Power Generation
700 University Avenue
Toronto, ON M5G 1X6
Subject:

Invitation for Stakeholder Advisory Committee Membership
Schedule C Class Environmental Assessment to Address Outfall Limitations
at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant

Dear Mr. Hounsell,
A Schedule C Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) has been initiated by The
Regional Municipalities of York and Durham to address outfall limitations at the Duffin
Creek Water Pollution Control Plant. In order to create a suitable framework for
stakeholder input to the Class EA, a Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) comprising
representative agencies, municipalities and local interest groups is being formed.
We would like to invite you or a representative from your organization to be a member of
the SAC. The mandate of the SAC, along with a list of SAC invitees, is attached for your
reference. Your acceptance of the invitation would be appreciated. Please note that the first
SAC meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, March 9, 2011 at the Region of Durham
Headquarters in Whitby from 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. A formal agenda will be issued prior to
the meeting, and we look forward to your participation and comments.
If you have any questions, or require any additional information, please do not hesitate to
contact Rich Tindall at 905-668-7711, Ext. 3547 or Rich.Tindall@durham.ca; Wayne Green at
905-830-4444 Ext 5049 or wayne.green@york.ca. The Regions have engaged the consulting
firm of CH2M HILL to assist with this study, and you may also contact Laurie Boyce, Senior
Project Manager, CH2M HILL at 416-499-0090 Ext. 73500 or Laurie.Boyce@ch2m.com.
Sincerely,

Rich Tindall, P. Eng
Project Manager–Durham Region
Encl:

Wayne Green, P. Eng.
Project Manager-York Region

Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) Terms of Reference
List of SAC Invitees

From: HOUNSELL Steve -SUSTAIN DEV
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2011 3:55 PM
To: MCCALLA Raphael -NUCLEAR
Subject: FW: Duffin WPCP Outfall EA: Invitation to be a Member on the Stakeholder Advisory Committe
Importance: High

Hello Raphael
Please see email below and attachments re a request to be a member of the Stakeholder Advisory Team for
the Class EA to address outfall limitations at the Duffin Creek Water pollution Control Plant.
My guess is that you are in a much stronger position than I am to determine the relevance and need for
participation. Please advise whether you or one of your staff are interested in participating on this Stakeholder
Advisory Team. You can either contact Arun directly with a cc to me, or let me know your preferences and I
will advise Arun. My sense is that we would only participate where our participation could favourably affect a
positive outcome from our perspective.
Many thanks for your help.
Steve

Steve Hounsell
Senior Advisor
Sustainable Development
Ontario Power Generation
700 University Ave.
Toronto, Ontario
M5G 1X6
Tel: (416) 592-2766
Steve.hounsell@opg.com

From: Arun.Jain@ch2m.com [mailto:Arun.Jain@ch2m.com]
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2011 3:33 PM
To: HOUNSELL Steve -SUSTAIN DEV
Cc: Leah.Weller@ch2m.com; Laurie.Boyce@ch2m.com
Subject: Duffin WPCP Outfall EA: Invitation to be a Member on the Stakeholder Advisory Committe
Importance: High
Mr. Hounsell,
As a follow up of my earlier voice mails, we are resending the Invitation Letter for you to be a member on the Stakeholder
Advisory Committee (SAC) being formed for the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA.
Please find enclosed the Invitation Letter dated Jan 28, 2011 along with the Terms of Reference for the SAC as well as a
list of proposed SAC members. The Notice of Commencement for the project is also attached for your ready reference.
You may also consider designating other personnel from your organization to attend meetings and provide inputs to the
project team.
As the first meeting of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee is scheduled for March 9th, 2011 at the Region of Durham
Headquarters from 9am-1pm, we will appreciate an early response from you.
2

best regards,
Arun
____________________________

Arun P Jain, P.Eng.
Environmental Assessment Specialist
CH2M HILL
arun.jain@ch2m.com
Phone: (416) 499-0090, Ext. 73750
Fax: (416) 499-4687
255 Consumers Road
Toronto, ON M2J 5B6

THIS MESSAGE IS ONLY INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED RECIPIENT(S) AND
MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY AND/OR
CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review,
retransmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy or other use of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this message
in error, please notify me by return e-mail and delete this message from your system. Ontario Power
Generation Inc.
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February 10, 2012

Dr. Douglas A. Holdway,
Tier 1 Canada Research Chair in Aquatic Toxicology
Associate Dean of Science, Professor of Ecotoxicology,
Faculty of Science, UOIT
2000 Simcoe Street North
Oshawa ON L1H 7K4
Dear Dr. Holdway:
Re: Stakeholder’s Advisory Committee Membership
Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant Outfall Environmental
Assessment
Please accept this letter formally requesting that you sit as an academic member of
the Stakeholder’s Advisory Committee (SAC) for the Duffin Creek Water Pollution
Control Plant Outfall Environmental Assessment. Please know we consider that your
input to the SAC would be of great benefit to this project.
If you have time, we would greatly appreciate if you would take a moment prior to our
next SAC meeting to look over the attached SAC Terms of Reference. We also
encourage you to visit the project website at, http://www.durham.ca/outfallEA.
Please know that we are finalizing the SAC schedule and a member of the project
team will be contacting you shortly with the details of the next SAC meeting. Thank
you very much for your interest in this very important project and we look forward to
working with you. If you have any questions please feel free to contact either of the
undersigned.
Sincerely,

Barry Laverick, P.Eng.
Project Engineer
Regional Municipality of Durham
Phone: 905-668-7711, Ext. 3840
E-mail: barry.laverick@durham.ca

Wayne Green
Project Engineer
The Regional Municipality of York
Phone: 877-464-9675 ext 5049
E-mail: wayne.green@york.ca

Attachment
Cc (by email): Blair Labelle, Town of Ajax
Barbara Hodgins, Town of Ajax
Laurie Boyce, CH2M Hill
Dan Olsen, CH2M Hill

February 10, 2012

Paul Kuebler
1 Coomer Crescent
Ajax, ON
L1T 3B7

Dear Mr. Kuebler:
Re: Stakeholder’s Advisory Committee Membership
Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant Outfall Environmental
Assessment
Please accept this letter confirming that you have been selected to sit as a citizen
representative on the Stakeholder’s Advisory Committee (SAC) for the Duffin Creek
Water Pollution Control Plant Outfall Environmental Assessment. We would greatly
appreciate if you would take a moment prior to our next SAC meeting to look over the
attached SAC Terms of Reference. We also encourage you to visit the project
website at, http://www.durham.ca/outfallEA.
Please know that we are finalizing the SAC schedule and a member of the project
team will be contacting you shortly with the details of the next SAC meeting. Thank
you very much for your interest in this very important project and we look forward to
working with you. If you have any questions please feel free to contact either of the
undersigned.
Sincerely,

Barry Laverick, P.Eng.
Project Engineer
Regional Municipality of Durham
Phone: 905-668-7711, Ext. 3840
E-mail: barry.laverick@durham.ca

Wayne Green
Project Engineer
The Regional Municipality of York
Phone: 877-464-9675 ext 5049
E-mail: wayne.green@york.ca

Attachment
Cc (by email): Martin deRond, Town of Ajax
Barbara Hodgins, Town of Ajax
Laurie Boyce, CH2M Hill
Dan Olsen, CH2M Hill

February 10, 2012

Sherry L. Croteau
275 Stover Crescent
Pickering, ON
L1V 6R1

Dear Ms. Croteau:
Re: Stakeholder’s Advisory Committee Membership
Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant Outfall Environmental
Assessment
Please accept this letter confirming that you have been selected to sit as a citizen
representative on the Stakeholder’s Advisory Committee (SAC) for the Duffin Creek
Water Pollution Control Plant Outfall Environmental Assessment. We would greatly
appreciate if you would take a moment prior to our next SAC meeting to look over the
attached SAC Terms of Reference. We also encourage you to visit the project
website at, http://www.durham.ca/outfallEA.
Please know that we are finalizing the SAC schedule and a member of the project
team will be contacting you shortly with the details of the next SAC meeting. Thank
you very much for your interest in this very important project and we look forward to
working with you. If you have any questions please feel free to contact either of the
undersigned.
Sincerely,

Barry Laverick, P.Eng.
Project Engineer
Regional Municipality of Durham
Phone: 905-668-7711, Ext. 3840
E-mail: barry.laverick@durham.ca

Wayne Green
Project Engineer
The Regional Municipality of York
Phone: 877-464-9675 ext 5049
E-mail: wayne.green@york.ca

Attachment
Cc (by email): Tony Prevedel, City of Pickering
Deepak Bhatt, City of Pickering
Laurie Boyce, CH2M Hill
Dan Olsen, CH2M Hill

Class Environmental Assessment to address Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant
Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #1
Agenda
Date:

Wednesday, March 9, 2011

Location:

Durham Region Headquarters,
605 Rossland Rd. East, Whitby
Meeting Room - CLK -1H-40

Time:

9:00 am to 12:30 pm

Attendees

Deepak Bhatt, Planner II, City of Pickering
Barbara Hodgins, Senior Planner, Department of Planning and Development
Services, Town of Ajax
Mara Samardzic, Planning and Policy Analyst, Building Industry and Land
Development Association - Durham Region
James Dike, Frenchman's Bay Yacht Club
Danielle Chin, Municipal Government Advisor, Building Industry and Land
Development Association - York Region
Gary Bowen, Watershed Specialist, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
David Fumerton, District Manager, York Durham District Office, Ministry of the
Environment
Hida Manns, Durham Environmental Advisory Committee (DEAC)
Wayne Green, Project Manager, Region of York
Tamara Kondrachova, Hydrogeologist, Region of York
Jonathan P’ng, Manager – Water and Wastewater Planning, Region of York
Rich Tindall, Project Manager, Region of Durham
Donald Yu, Works Department, Region of Durham
Barry Laverick, Works Department, Region of Durham
Michael Cook, Planning Department, Region of Durham
Jacques Perreault, Health Department, Region of Durham
Ken Gorman, Region of Durham
Laurie Boyce, Senior Project Manager, CH2M Hill
Arun Jain, Assistant Project Manager, CH2M Hill
Mario Parente, Senior Technologist, CH2M HILL
Leah Weller, Environmental Planner, CH2M HILL

Item
1.

Welcome and Introductions

Time

Presenter

9:00 – 9:10

Rich Tindall, Region of
Durham

2. Review of Agenda

9:10 – 9:15

Rich Tindall, Region of
Durham

3. Review SAC Terms of Reference
and Project Expectations

9:15 - 9:45

Laurie Boyce, CH2M HILL

4. Presentation and Discussion–
Project Purpose and Approach

9:45 – 11:30

Laurie Boyce, Arun Jain,
Leah Weller, CH2M HILL

•

Background, Project Opportunity
Statement, Class EA/CEAA, Overview of
Consultation Plan

•

Evaluation Approach (Future
Requirements, Alternatives and Evaluation
Criteria)

•

Project Schedule, including Peer Review
Process

(With 15
minute
Break at
10:30)

5. Update on Geotechnical
Investigations in Lake Ontario

11:30 – 12:00

Arun Jain, Mario Parente,
CH2M HILL

6. Concluding Session

12:00 – 12:30

Wayne Green, York Region

•

•

Review of Proceedings - Parking
Lot / Cache
Next SAC meeting

WELCOME
Class Environmental Assessment
to Address The Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water
Pollution Control Plant
Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC)
Meeting #1
March 9, 2011
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Class Environmental Assessment to Address the Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant

AGENDA ITEM 1 - INTRODUCTIONS
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Class Environmental Assessment to Address the Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant

AGENDA ITEM 2 – REVIEW OF AGENDA
3

SAC MEETING # 1 - AGENDA
•
•
•
•

Review SAC Terms of Reference and Project Expectations
Presentation and Discussion – Project Background,
Purpose and Approach
Update on Geotechnical Investigations in Lake Ontario
Concluding Session
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Class Environmental Assessment to Address the Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant

AGENDA ITEM 3 - REVIEW OF SAC “TERMS OF
REFERENCE” AND PROJECT EXPECTATIONS
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SAC MANDATE
• SAC is an advisory committee to provide assistance to the
Project Team on the following:
– Identifying issues that are pertinent to the Class Environmental
Assessment (EA) study;
– Providing insight on public consultation activities;
– Providing input into proposed alternatives and evaluation criteria;
– Providing input into the development of the preferred alternative,
including mitigation.

6
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SAC RESPONSIBILITIES
• Reviewing relevant study materials;
• Attending and participating in all SAC meetings;
• Providing comments (which express the perspectives of the
organization they represent) and inputs to the Regions.

7
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RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE REGIONS
• To provide SAC members with relevant project information for
review prior to meetings;
• To consider SAC input into the Class EA process prior to
making final decisions;
• To record comments and suggestions made by SAC members
in a “Comment and Response” table that will provide a public
record of how the comments and suggestions were
considered during the Class EA process.

8
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GENERAL GUIDELINES
• We all operate in an environment of respect;
• All opinions and comments are valued and will be taken into
consideration;
• The term of the SAC will be the duration of the Class EA study
with estimated completion in Fall 2013.

9
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TIMING AND FOCUS OF SAC MEETINGS
Date

SAC Meeting Focus

Meeting 1
March 2011

Review of the background leading to project
opportunity statement, design criteria, preliminary
alternative solutions and evaluation criteria

Meeting 2
October 2011

Review of the short list of proposed alternatives
and initial findings from environmental inventories

Meeting 3
April 2012

Evaluation of alternatives and discussion on
selection of a preferred alternative

Meeting 4
February 2013

Review detailed description of preferred
alternative conceptual design including
construction methodology, timing and mitigation
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OBJECTIVE OF THIS SAC MEETING
• Clear understanding of:
– Class EA and Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA)
processes
– Review of project background

• Input into:
– Project Opportunity Statement
– Evaluation Process
• Future Capacity Requirements
• Preliminary Alternatives
• Preliminary Evaluation Criteria and Approach

– Public Consultation Plan
11 11

PROJECT EXPECTATIONS
• What are you expecting to get out of the SAC meetings and
your involvement in the Class EA?
• What do you see as the key project success factors?

12 12

Class Environmental Assessment to Address the Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant

AGENDA ITEM 4 - PROJECT PURPOSE AND
APPROACH
13

OVERVIEW OF PROJECT PURPOSE
AND APPROACH
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Background
Project Opportunity Statement
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment and Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act
Overview of Consultation Plan
Evaluation Process
a)
b)
c)

f)

Future Capacity Requirements
Preliminary Alternatives
Preliminary Evaluation Criteria and Approach

Project Schedule
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a)

Background
15

YORK-DURHAM SEWAGE SYSTEM (YDSS)
• The Ministry of the Environment (MOE) began construction of
the YDSS system in the mid-1970’s to replace several small
sewage treatment facilities discharging to local watercourses.
• The YDSS directs sewage to the Duffin Creek Water Pollution
Control Plant (WPCP) through approximately 150-200 kms of
trunk sewers.
• In 1997 the MOE transferred ownership of the YDSS to York
and Durham Regions.
• Through the YDSS Master Plan (1997) and Master Plan Update
(2002), York Region identified the need to expand the Duffin
Creek WPCP.
16 16

DUFFIN CREEK WPCP STAGE 3 EXPANSION
CLASS EA: 2004 -2006
• A Schedule C Class EA to plan the Stage 3 expansion of the
Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) was initiated
in 2004 and completed in 2006.
• The purpose of the Class EA was to identify a preferred strategy
for expanding wastewater treatment capacity.
• The project was necessary to accommodate future wastewater
servicing needs associated with approved and planned
population and employment growth in the YDSS service area to
2036.
• The Class EA recommended expanding the capacity of the Duffin
Creek WPCP from 420 million litres per day (MLD) to 630 MLD.
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DUFFIN CREEK WPCP STAGE 3 EXPANSION
CLASS EA: PROCESS
• Estimated treatment needs and effluent quality requirements
• Undertook environmental inventories (social, archeological,
natural features, geotechnical, air quality, water quality)
• Identified and assessed expansion strategies
• Developed detailed mitigation measures and a monitoring
program
• Completed an extensive agency and public consultation
program
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DUFFIN CREEK WPCP STAGE 3 EXPANSION
CLASS EA: KEY OUTCOMES (TREATMENT
PROCESS)
• WPCP to be expanded to 630 MLD using a more efficient
variation of the existing processes (nitrifying step feed
activated sludge).
– Construction is now underway, with completion planned in early 2012.

• Stricter Effluent Compliance Limits:
– TP compliance limit reduced from 1 mg/l to 0.8 mg/l;
– Effluent Compliance Limit introduced for ammonia;
– Ammonia compliance limit established at 6 mg/l (May 1 –Oct 31) and
10 mg/L (Nov 1 to April 30).
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DUFFIN CREEK WPCP STAGE 3 EXPANSION
CLASS EA: KEY OUTCOMES (OUTFALL)
• Hydraulic modeling predicted that when average daily flows
reach approximately 560 MLD the dilution capacity limit of
20:1 set by the MOE will no longer be met.
• Hydraulic modeling further indicated that after initial dilution
and subsequent dispersion Provincial Water Quality
Objectives (PWQO) for Total Phosphorus (TP) and ammonia
were being met and will improve further as a result of the
Stage 3 expansion.
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DUFFIN CREEK WPCP STAGE 3 EXPANSION
CLASS EA: KEY OUTCOMES (OUTFALL)
• Under certain lake conditions the plume was predicted to
meander into the near shore region (however, these
occurrences were infrequent, and instantaneous i.e. short in
duration and resulted in negligible impacts).
– New treatment processes and effluent criteria have further reduced
these occurrences .
– A new outfall with diffusers that extend further off shore would also
reduce these occurrences.
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MOE CONDITIONS RELATED TO ADDRESSING
LIMITATIONS OF EXISTING OUTFALL
• The MOE Certificate of Approval (CofA) states that the
Regions shall not operate the Duffin Creek WPCP at an
average daily flow above 520 MLD.
• Notwithstanding the above limit, the Regions may be able to
operate the WPCP up to 540 MLD if the MOE is satisfied that
the effluent limits can still be met, and there is adequate
reason as to why the preferred solution has not been
implemented.
• This Class EA was required to be started within six weeks of
obtaining the Certificate of Approval (Air) for the Digestion
and Boiler Buildings. This Certificate of Approval (Air) was
obtained in June, 2010.
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MOE CONDITIONS RELATED TO ADDRESSING
LIMITATIONS OF EXISTING OUTFALL
• The MOE is to be notified of the study commencement and
timelines, and provided with annual reports on the progress
of the Class EA and how conditions are being met.
• The Regions shall commence construction of the preferred
alternative for the outfall/diffuser within one year of
obtaining the necessary approvals.
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b)

Project Opportunity Statement
24

PROJECT OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT
• To identify and develop a preferred strategy to address the
future capacity limitations of the existing outfall at the Duffin
Creek WPCP
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OBJECTIVES
• Complete the Class EA requirements in a timely fashion so
that the preferred solution can be implemented before plant
flows are expected to reach 520 MLD;
• To meet (and exceed where reasonably possible) the
requirements of the Municipal Class EA process and the
conditions imposed by the Minister of the Environment;
• To meet requirements of the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act (CEAA);
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OBJECTIVES
• To develop a solution that enables the Regions to continue to
meet future wastewater treatment needs, including:
– Future population growth needs of the YDSS service area
– The dilution capacity limit of 20:1 set by the MOE
– Provincial Water Quality Objectives (PWQO)

• To address concerns raised by the MOE and other
stakeholders;
• To effectively engage the public and other stakeholders
throughout the process;
• To coordinate independent peer review of technical studies
undertaken as part of the Class EA.
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STUDY AREA
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c)

Class EA/Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act
29

SCHEDULE ‘C’ CLASS EA PROCESS
Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 3

Definition of Problem
or Opportunity

Identify & Assess
Alternative Solutions

Identify & Assess
Alternative
Design Options

Consult with
Public, Agencies
And First Nations
and Aboriginals

Consult with
Public, Agencies
And First Nations
and Aboriginals

Consult with
Public, Agencies
And First Nations
and Aboriginals

Select a Preferred
Solution

Develop the
Preferred
Strategy for
Implementing the
Solution

Phase 5

Phase 4

Complete
Environmental
Study Report
File Environmental
Study Report for
Review by Public,
Agencies and First
Nations and
Aboriginals

Design, Construct
and Monitor

30 Day
Review

We Are
Here
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THIS PROJECT WILL SATISFY THE SCHEDULE ‘C’
CLASS EA REQUIREMENTS BY:
• Completing a series of Technical Memorandums over the
course of the project that:
– meet the technical needs of the assessment;
– contain simplified summaries and conclusions to facilitate
understanding by all interested stakeholders;

• Undertaking a public consultation program that includes a
variety of public, agency and First Nations consultation
initiatives to seek input on the Technical Memorandums;
• Preparing an Environmental Study Report that is based on the
Technical Memorandums.
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PROPOSED TECHNICAL MEMORANDUMS:
Opportunity Statement and Identification of
Alternative Solutions
• TM No. 1 – Project Opportunity Statement
• TM No. 2 – Project Design Criteria
• TM No. 3 – Lake Ontario Model Calibration and Baseline
Scenario
• TM No. 4 – Identification of Alternative Solutions
• TM No. 5 – Approach to Screening and Evaluating Alternative
Solutions
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PROJECT OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT: CEAA
CONSIDERATIONS
• Potential federal EA triggers are possible in the proposed Class
EA:
– Crown Land: The existing outfall extends below grade into Lake
Ontario. If the final preferred alternative involves construction of a
new outfall, it will involve construction and installation on or below
the lake bed, a crown property.
– Navigable Waters Protection Act, 1985: If the final preferred
alternative involves construction of a new outfall there may be
approval requirements from Transport Canada or the Canadian Coast
Guard.
– Fisheries Act, 1985: If the final preferred alternative involves
construction of a new outfall approvals or permissions from Fisheries
and Oceans Canada.
33 33

CLASS EA / CEA COORDINATION
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d)

Overview of Consultation Activities
35

OBJECTIVES OF CONSULTATION PROGRAM
• Present information in a manner that is understood by the
audience at hand;
• Recognize that consultation is a two-way process;
• Operate in an atmosphere of respect;
• Start consultation early, and continue throughout the study;
• Utilize a variety of techniques, and select methods that are
appropriate;
• Be clear on the objectives;
• Meet (or exceed) the requirements of the Class EA process.
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OVERVIEW OF CONSULTATION PROGRAM
Summary of Proposed Stakeholder Consultation
Target Groups
All (including
public/individual
citizens, special interest
groups, municipalities,
review agencies, and
aboriginal groups)

Objectives
Provide project information, including continual updates

Proposed Contact Plan
Notice of Study Commencement

Seek comments and feedback

Public Information Forums
Newsletters
Project Website
Ongoing correspondence as needed

Target Groups
Special interest groups

Objectives
Seek comments and feedback specific to special
interest stakeholder groups

Notice of Completion
Additional Contacts Plan
SAC meetings (for representatives of special
interest groups), and other meetings as required

Review Agencies and
Municipalities

Obtain approvals in principle as applicable

SAC meetings, and other meetings as required

First Nations and Métis
communities

Ensure meaningful consultation

All project materials
Consultation meetings as necessary

Project website can be accessed at www.durham.ca/outfallEA
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CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES TO DATE
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CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES: NEXT STEPS
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e)

Evaluation Process
40

EVALUATION PROCESS
Phase 1

Opportunity
Statement
Define Design Criteria

Identify Alternative
Solutions

Phase 2

Develop Short-list of
Alternative Solutions
Select Preferred
Solution
Evaluate Conceptual
Designs for the
preferred solution

Phase 3

Phase 4

Develop Preferred
Conceptual Design
Complete
Environmental Study
Report (ESR)

Review Solutions based on ability to
address the Opportunity Statement
(Screening Criteria)
Evaluate Alternative Solutions using
detailed evaluation criteria

Assess Conceptual Designs based on
natural environment, technical,
social/cultural/legal and financial
considerations

Complete CEAA
Requirements
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PHASE 1: DEFINE REQUIRED DESIGN CRITERIA
Future
wastewater
flows
• Average
• Peak

Condition and
capacity of
the existing
outfall

DEFINE DESIGN
CRITERIA

Planning
period /
design life of
outfall

Future
effluent
quality
compliance
limits

Input Data
• Population forecasts in the service area
• Per capita wastewater flows
• Impacts of water efficiency and Infiltration and Inflow (I/I) control
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EXISTING OUTFALL
• The existing outfall has a diameter of 3050 mm;
• It extends 1.1 kilometers in to the Lake and has diffuser ports
located along the last 190 m of the outfall;
• There are a total of 63 ports - currently 39 ports are open;
• The outfall has an maximum peak flow capacity of 2360 MLD;
• The peak flow capacity is limited by the MOE dilution criteria
of 20:1 to 1560 MLD.
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NEW OUTFALL ALTERNATIVE: CONSIDERATIONS
• Design life approximately 70 years;
• Extending further out into the Lake (2 to 3 km) with diffuser
ports located along the end of the outfall;
• Continue to provide 20:1 near field dilution to anticipated
peak flows to the design year and meet PWQO;
• Continue to protect nearshore water quality and avoid
impacts on the Ajax Water Treatment Plant intake, and other
important components of the lake environment.
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Population Forecasts to 2031
Duffin Creek WPCP Catchment Area Population Projections for the Regions
Year

York Region

Durham Region

Total Population

2006

792030

178005

970035

2016

1020085

262355

1282440

2021

1117495

305115

1422610

2031

1281290

358135

1639425
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POPULATION FORECASTS TO 2081
Forecast Population

Forecast Population - 25%

Forecast Population + 25%

3,500,000

3,000,000

Total Population

2,500,000

2,000,000

1,500,000

1,000,000

500,000

2000

2010

2020

2030

2040

2050

2060

2070

2080

2090
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WASTEWATER FLOW DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
• Wastewater Flow Generation Rate
– Is estimated at 386 litres per capita per day (lpcd);
– Considers planned Inflow and Infiltration control and water efficiency
programs.

• Peak Flow Factor
– Is estimated to be 3 times larger than average daily flow;
– Accounts for observed peak flow factors at the plant;
– Is the same as the one used for the plant expansion.
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PROJECT OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT:
FUTURE AVERAGE FLOWS
Forecast Population

Forecast Population - 25%

Forecast Population + 25%

1,300
1,200

Average Day Flow (MLD)

1,100
1,000
900

MOE mandated limit 520 MLD

800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
2000

2010

2020

2030

2040

2050

2060

2070

2080

2090
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PROJECT OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT:
FUTURE PEAK FLOWS
Forecast Population

Forecast Population - 25%

Forecast Population + 25%

4,000

Peak Day Flow (MLD)

3,500

Peak Flow Capacity based on
MOE limit (1560 MLD)

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500
2000

2010

2020

2030

2040

2050

2060

2070

2080

2090
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OVERVIEW OF DESIGN CRITERIA
• Existing outfall
– Limited to 520 MLD average flow (or 1560 MLD Peak Flow);
– 1.1 km long
– diameter of 3050mm (10’)

• New outfall alternative (70-year planning period)
– Flow to be determined; but existing estimates range from:
• 960 MLD to 1180 MLD average flow (2880 MLD to 3570 MLD Peak Flow)

• 2 to 3 km long

– Diameter will likely be between 3650mm (12’) and 4875mm (16’);

• Environmental impacts will not vary significantly with the size
of the outfall.
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PHASE 2: APPROACH TO ASSESSING
ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

Phase 1

Opportunity
Statement
Define Design Criteria

Identify Alternative
Solution

Phase 2

Develop Short-list of
Alternative Solutions
Select Preferred
Solutions

Review Solutions based on ability to
address the Opportunity Statement
(Screening Criteria)
Evaluate Alternative Solutions using
detailed evaluation criteria
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS
• “Do nothing” (or baseline scenario)
• Water efficiency and I/I control
• Enhanced Treatment
• Provide additional outfall capacity
– Modify existing outfall
– Construct new outfall
– Use a combination of new and existing outfall

• Combination of alternative solutions
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PROPOSED SCREENING CRITERIA
Ability to address project opportunity statement
– MOE dilution criteria (20:1)
– Provincial water quality objectives (PWQO)
– Meeting required timelines (520 MLD)
– Provincial Planning Policies
• Places to Grow
• Clean Water Act
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DEVELOP SHORT-LIST OF ALTERNATIVES
• Treatment (treatment capacity, different treatment processes)
• Outfall (alignments, lengths, diameters)
• Combinations
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INITIAL LIST OF EVALUATION CRITERIA
Natural Environmental
 Impact on aquatic resources
such as fisheries
 Impact on sensitive species
habitat
 Impact on terrestrial
environment
 Geological impacts
 Disposal of sediments
 Impacts on water quality

Technical
 Constructability

Social / Cultural / Legal

 Future capacity
considerations

 Visual and other Impact to
Lake Ontario shoreline users

 Compatibility with current
and future operation of the
WPCP

 Recreational and other use of
the lake during construction
and/or operation

 Ability to use existing
infrastructure

 Community health and safety

 Performance and peak flow
considerations

 Construction health and safety

 Occupational health and safety

 Impacts on archaeological
features

Financial

 Estimated capital and
 Potential water lot requirements lifecycle costs
 Impacts on lake shipping
routes/transportation
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PHASES 3 AND 4: EVALUATION OF CONCEPTUAL
DESIGNS AND DOCUMENTATION (ESR)

Evaluate Conceptual
Designs for the
preferred solution

Phase 3

Phase 4

Develop Preferred
Conceptual Design
Complete
Environmental Study
Report (ESR)

Assess Conceptual Designs based on
natural environment, technical,
social/cultural/legal and financial
considerations

Complete CEAA
Requirements
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f)

Project Schedule/Construction
57

PROJECT SCHEDULE
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PROJECT SCHEDULE: LONG TERM
• With completion of the EA in Fall 2013, if the new outfall is
built, the following potential completion dates are expected:
– Tunnel Construction

Spring 2017

– Open Cut

Fall 2018
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PEER REVIEW
• Geotechnical expertise - Lake Geotechnical Investigation
• Aquatic and Terrestrial specialist – Fisheries and Wetland
areas
• Lake Dispersion Modelling – CORMIX and Mike 3 Modelling
expertise
• Technical expertise in Pipe Hydraulics/Linear Infrastructure
• Technical expertise in Rock Tunneling/Linear Infrastructure
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Class Environmental Assessment to Address the Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant

AGENDA ITEM 5 - UPDATE ON GEOTECHNICAL
INVESTIGATIONS IN LAKE ONTARIO
61

BACKGROUND
• Geotechnical investigation in Lake Ontario was initiated in July
2010.
• It was initiated earlier than other inventories as it can only be
carried out during a short timing window every year.
• Geotechnical work for the existing outfall in the 1970s took 2
seasons to complete. We will also require the same time.
• Timely availability of geotechnical data is important for the
evaluation of the alternatives.
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STATUS OF GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATIONS
• 6 Boreholes up to a distance of 2.3 km from the shore were
completed in 2010.
• 5 deeper water boreholes to a distance up to 3 km from the
shore are to be completed in Spring 2011.
• Final Report expected by Fall 2011. The report will be Peer
Reviewed.
• The Peer Review Panel will be appointed in consultation with
the MOE.
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION MAP
Geotechnical Study Area

Area with existing contour/geotechnical
information (approximate)

BH (1974)

No Construction Area (approximate,
based on existing available
geotechnical information)

BH (2010)
Proposed BH (2011)
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Class Environmental Assessment to Address the Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant

AGENDA ITEM 6 - CONCLUDING SESSION
65

Concluding Session
• Review of Proceedings – Parking Lot /Cache
• Next SAC Meeting
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THANK-YOU
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Class Environmental Assessment to Address the
Outfall Capacity Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water
Pollution Control Plant
Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) Meeting No. 1: Follow-up Questionnaire
The purpose of the questionnaire is to ensure that SAC input received at the first meeting on
March 9, 2011 is documented correctly, and to receive further SAC-member input on materials
presented.
1. Key Project Success Factors
At the beginning of the SAC Meeting, CH2M HILL asked that each member of the SAC outline
their metrics for determining project success. The following factors were noted. Please review
and let the project team know if you have additional factors you would like to add to the list.
Frenchman’s Bay Yacht Club:
• Drinking water quality,
• Environment/fisheries,
• Impacts to sailing/boating,
• Impact of current outfall on sediment quality.
Building Industry and Land Development Association:
• Deliverables should consider growth legislation and timelines of planned urban
development.
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority:
• Environment,
• Fisheries,
• Long-term strategic approach should account for emerging issues beyond current
regulatory requirements (such as climate change).
Ontario Power Generation:
• Special interest group concerns,

•

Understanding of impacts on aquatic environment.

Durham Region Health Department:
• Protection of public health,
• Community involvement,
• Outfall effluent safety.
City of Pickering:
• Consultation with the public,
• Potential to incorporate enhancements, such as waterfront trails.
Town of Ajax:
• Improve the environment (water quality, shoreline decay of algae, protection of Ajax
Water Supply Plant intake, pharmaceuticals and process chemicals),
• WPCP services one of the largest sewersheds in Canada and the service area is growing,
therefore future WPCP expansions should consider “the big picture”,
• Location & design of any new outfall,
• Beach restoration at Rotary Park,
• Community protection,
• Sediment quality in the vicinity of the existing outfall.
Ministry of the Environment:
• Transparency,
• Compliance with regulatory requirements.
Durham Region Environmental Advisory Committee:
• Potential to exceed minimum requirements.
York Region:
• Provide outfall capacity for the current investment of funds in Stage 3 WPCP expansion
and consider capacity needs for eventual Stage 4 expansion,
• Long-term vision for 70 years of growth
Durham Region:
• Clarification of current flows and future/ultimate flows,
• Ideally this EA will be able to address all public concerns – set the bar high,
• Opportunity to educate the public and dispel current misconceptions regarding WPCP,
• Improve water quality
Stakeholder Group Affiliation______________________________________________________
Additional Success Factors________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

2. Preliminary Alternatives
The project team identified a number of preliminary alternatives to address the limitations of
the outfall. These alternatives include:
•
•
•
•

•

“Do nothing” (or baseline scenario)
Water efficiency and inflow/infiltration control
Enhanced Treatment at the WPCP
Provide additional outfall capacity
o Modify existing outfall
o Construct new outfall
o Use a combination of new and existing outfall
Combination of alternative solutions

Are there additional alternatives that you believe should be added to this list?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
3. Evaluation Process
The project team outlined the process through which alternative opportunities to address the
limitations of the outfall will be evaluated. This process takes into account the condition and
capacity of the existing outfall, future peak and average wastewater flows, future effluent
quality compliance limits, and the Planning period / design life of the outfall. Alternatives will
be evaluated against a number of criteria. The preliminary list identified includes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Impact on aquatic resources such as
fisheries
Impact on sensitive species habitat
Impact on terrestrial environment
Geological impacts
Disposal of sediments
Impacts on water quality
Constructability
Conformance with Regional and
Provincial Growth Plans
Compatibility with current and future
operation of the WPCP
Performance and peak flow
considerations

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ability to use existing infrastructure
Visual and other Impact to Lake
Ontario shoreline users
Recreational and other use of the lake
during construction and/or operation
Community health and safety
Occupational health and safety
Construction health and safety
Impacts on archaeological features
Economic considerations
Impacts on lake shipping
routes/transportation
Estimated capital and lifecycle costs

Are there additional criteria that you believe should be included in the list with which to
evaluate alternative opportunities?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
4. SAC Meeting format
A lot of technical information is presented at SAC meetings, and the project team would like to
ensure that SAC members feel comfortable with the presentation format such that they are
able to take away the pertinent information being presented. Do you have any comments on
the presentation format (graphics, amount of information, level of technical detail, etc.) or
changes that you would like to see incorporated into future SAC meetings to improve
accessibility?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

STAKEHOLDERS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING NOTES
Meeting:

SAC Meeting No. 1

Project:
Date:

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to Address Outfall Capacity Limitations at
the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP)
March 9, 2011

Time:

9:00 am

Location:

Meeting Room CLK ‐1A, Durham Region Headquarters,
605 Rossland Rd. East, Whitby
SAC Members:
Deepak Bhatt, Planner II, City of Pickering
Gary Bowen, Watershed Specialist, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
(TRCA)
Michael Cook, Planning Department, The Regional Municipality of Durham
James Dike, Frenchman's Bay Yacht Club (FBYC)
David Fumerton, District Manager, York Durham District Office, Ministry of the
Environment (MOE)
Ken Gorman, Durham Region Health Department
Barbara Hodgins, Senior Planner, Department of Planning and Development
Services, Town of Ajax
Hida Manns, Durham Environmental Advisory Committee (DEAC)
Raphael McCalla, Manager Environmental Programs, Ontario Power Generation
(OPG)
Jonathan P’ng, Manager – Water and Wastewater Planning, The Regional
Municipality of York
Mara Samardzic, Planning and Policy Analyst, Building Industry and Land
Development Association (BILD) ‐ Durham Region

Attendees:

Project Team:

Minutes:

Laurie Boyce, Senior Project Manager, CH2M HILL
Wayne Green, Project Manager, The Regional Municipality of York
Arun Jain, Engineer, CH2M HILL
Tamara Kondrachova, Hydrogeologist, The Regional Municipality of York
Barry Laverick, Project Engineer, Works Department, The Regional Municipality
of Durham
Rich Tindall, Project Manager, Works Department, The Regional Municipality of
Durham
Leah Weller, Environmental Planner, CH2M HILL

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to Address Outfall Capacity Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution
Control Plant – Minutes of Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting

These meeting minutes have been prepared to correspond with the slide presentation, as presented
by the Project Team during the meeting. These minutes should therefore be read in conjunction with
the presentation slides.
SAC Discussion

Action

AGENDA ITEM 1 – INTRODUCTIONS
The Regional Municipality of Durham welcomed all participants and
emphasized to the SAC members that the Project Team is seeking stakeholder
input, and all comments and questions are appreciated.
All participants introduced themselves, the organization they represent, and
their interest in the study.
AGENDA ITEM 2 – REVIEW OF AGENDA
CH2M HILL provided an overview of the meeting agenda.
AGENDA ITEM 3 ‐ REVIEW OF SAC “TERMS OF REFERENCE” AND PROJECT EXPECTATIONS
CH2M HILL explained the mandate of the SAC, the responsibilities of the SAC,
and the responsibilities of The Regional Municipality of Durham and The
Regional Municipality of York.
CH2M HILL provided an overview of the guidelines of the SAC and SAC
meetings.
In response to the overview of the guidelines, a number of attendees asked if
the Project Team had notified the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency
(“the Agency”) of the EA study. CH2M HILL replied that the Agency was
forwarded a Notice of Commencement (NoC) at the outset of the study, and
have also been given a more detailed project description based on the
information available to the Project Team at the time. If this Class
Environmental Assessment triggers approval under the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act, the Agency will become involved when a
preferred alternative is selected. The Regional Municipality of Durham noted
that the Agency was invited to sit on the SAC and they declined.
SAC attendees agreed that the Project Team should continue to proactively
consult with the Federal agencies responsible for possible triggers to ensure
delays in the process not occur.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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Control Plant – Minutes of Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting

SAC Discussion

Action

Ajax asked why the Agency will be involved in the Class EA study, and
requested more information on potential Canadian Environmental Assessment
Act (CEAA) triggers. CH2M HILL replied that their involvement may be triggered
by one or more of the specific Federal areas of interest identified in the CEAA.
CEAA applies if a federal lands, permits or funding is required for the project. If
the preferred solution includes a new outfall, federal permits will be required
and CEAA will apply to this project. The Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority (TRCA) noted that, should Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO)
become involved, they will partner with the TRCA for EA project review under
the Level III Agreement between the TRCA and the DFO. Ajax also asked that
the SAC be kept up to date on the parallel consultation with First Nations.
The Project Team will continue to inform the CEAA on project status updates.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Pickering asked why the outfall was not included in the Class EA for the Stage 3
expansion of the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). CH2M
HILL replied that analysis undertaken through the Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3
Expansion Class EA indicated that while the plant expansion was necessary
immediately to meet future capacity requirements, the existing outfall will be
able to operate for a longer time period before the 20:1 dilution requirement
set by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) can no longer be met. Upon review
and approval of the Stage 3 Expansion Class EA, the Minister of the
Environment set a condition that a solution for meeting the limitations of the
existing outfall be implemented prior to average flows reaching 520 million
litres per day (MLD). The 520 MLD limit was based on lake modelling analysis
undertaken as part of the Stage 3 Expansion Class EA. This Outfall Class EA is
being undertaken to identify a strategy for addressing the limitations of the
existing outfall, in fulfillment of this MOE condition.

Frenchman’s Bay Yacht Club (FBYC) asked if the Lake Ontario Waterkeepers and
other non‐governmental special interest groups have been informed of the
project, and how will their interests impact the project in terms of following
both the letter and the intent/spirit of the law. CH2M HILL responded that the
Lake Ontario Waterkeepers and other stakeholders are on the project mailing
list and have been informed of the project.
The Project Team will ensure that the final outcome meets or exceeds all legal
consultation requirements and provincial policy mandates.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Ajax asked if the Project Team will review and have regard for provincial Source
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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SAC Discussion

Action

Protection Plans (SPPs) as a part of this Class EA study; in particular will the
impacts on the Ajax Water Supply Plant be evaluated. CH2M HILL responded
that impacts on lake water quality and the surrounding water users (e.g. Ajax
Water Supply Plant (WSP) intake) will be estimated using lake models. In
addition the preferred alternative will consider potential future SPP
requirements as specified in the Clean Water Act (CWA). The Project Team will
continue to work with the TRCA and the MOE to ensure coordination between
the as‐yet unreleased SPPs and the preferred alternative.
The TRCA added that representatives from The Regional Municipality of York
and The Regional Municipality of Durham (“The Regions”) sit on the SPP
steering committee and so SPPs will be taken into account for this EA. When
the Project Team determines the preferred solution it will check back into the
SPP process to ensure that the preferred solution meets all the requirements of
the CWA.
The project team will ensure that the CWA and all other relevant legislation is
accounted for in the evaluation of preferred alternatives.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

CH2M HILL provided an outline of the proposed timing of future SAC meetings
and the focus of each meeting.
CH2M HILL provided a list of the objectives of the current SAC meeting.
CH2M HILL asked that each member of the SAC outline their expectations of
the SAC involvement in the Class EA and what are the factors for project
success. Each SAC member was given an opportunity to respond, and their
responses were summarized on flip charts by a project team member.
SAC members will be given an opportunity expand on this list, and it will be
updated based on responses received.
Frenchman’s Bay Yacht Club:
 Drinking water quality,
 Environment/fisheries,
 Impacts to sailing/boating,
 Impact of current outfall on sediment quality.
Building Industry and Land Development Association:
 Deliverables should consider growth legislation and timelines of
planned urban development.
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority:
 Environment,
 Fisheries,
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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SAC Discussion

Action



Long‐term strategic infrastructure should account for emerging issues
beyond current regulatory requirements (such as climate change).
Ontario Power Generation:
 Special interest group concerns,
 Understanding the impacts on the aquatic environment.
Durham Region Health Department:
 Protection of public health,
 Community involvement,
 Outfall safety.
City of Pickering:
 Consultation with the public,
 Current and planned waterfront enhancement projects and trails.
Town of Ajax:
 Improve the environment (water quality, shoreline decay, protection of
water intake, pharmaceuticals and WPCP process chemicals),
 The project website should demonstrate the proposed future
expansions to the WPCP and its role within the and the “bigger picture”
of the York Durham Sewer System (YDSS),
 Water quality and sand quality at Rotary Park,
 Community protection from potential emissions from the WPCP,
 Determine sediment quality in the vicinity of the outfall and compare it
to the quality of sediments in the vicinity of the outfall prior to the
commencement of WPCP operations in order to determine the best
solutions for remediating potential adverse conditions.
Ministry of the Environment:
 Transparency,
 Compliance with regulatory requirements.
Durham Region Environmental Advisory Committee:
 Exceed minimum requirements.
The Regional Municipality of York:
 Providing outfall capacity for the current investment of funds in Stage III
WPCP expansion and consider capacity needs for eventual Stage IV
expansion,
 Long‐term vision for 70 years of growth (population forecasts are being
identified based on Provincial Growth Policies) ,
 Use long term future vision for growth needs of both Regions to ensure
there is no need to duplicate efforts.
The Regional Municipality of Durham:
 Clarification of current flows and future/ultimate flows,
 Address all public concerns,
 Educate the public to dispel current misconceptions,
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036

5 of 18

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to Address Outfall Capacity Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution
Control Plant – Minutes of Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting

SAC Discussion


Action

Improve water quality.

Further to additional input sought from SAC members, the following factors for
project success are added to the above list:
City of Pickering:
 Odour control for effluent associated with the existing plant and future
expansion.
 Adoption of new technology for the treatment plant
City of Ajax:
 Improve the environment (with respect to potential radiological
contaminants from the Pickering Nuclear Plant outfall plume)
 Location and design of any new outfall must be as far as possible from
sensitive uses
 Closure of the existing WPCP outfall
 Lake bed contaminants that may have accumulated over the last 30
years of WPCP operation and their potential cumulative impacts on
water quality and recreational use.
AGENDA ITEM 4a) PROJECT PURPOSE AND APPROACH ‐ Background
FBYC asked about the size of the trunk sewers of the York Durham Sewer
System (YDSS). The Regional Municipality of York responded that they range
between 2.5 and 3 metres in diameter.
FBYC asked what peak capacity refers to and how it is used. The Project Team
explained that for the Duffin Creek WPCP and the outfall, a peaking factor of 3
is being used for design purposes. Therefore, if the average flow to a WPCP is
100 MLD, it means that with a peaking factor of 3 it can effectively treat 300
MLD during peak flow periods without there being an upset at the WPCP. Peak
flow periods generally occur in early morning and evening when in‐home water
usage is greatest, and during wet weather events when rainwater enters the
system through inflow and infiltration (I/I). It was noted that all wastewater
collection systems are designed to account for some I/I of rain water and
groundwater flows.
FBYC asked if flows at the WPCP and outfall change if a big storm occurs and
enters the sewage system. The Project Team clarified that while the YDSS is not
a combined sewer system (i.e. a combined wastewater and stormwater
system), there are peak flows associated with rain storm events due to inflow
and infiltration through cracks and openings in the sewer system. It was further
clarified that all wastewater collection systems are designed to account for
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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some infiltration of groundwater and inflow of stormwater into the system.
The I/I seeps into the system during wet weather conditions through pipe
joints, maintenance hole covers and cracks in the local system, or in the private
homeowner’s drainage system where it connects to the local and regional
sewer systems.
The Project Team noted that the WPCP does not have “bypass” abilities in the
case of flows that are higher than the plant can treat at once. Instead excess
flows surcharge up the YDSS system, and are stored on‐line within the pipes.
Ontario Power Generation (OPG) asked if there are compliance limits set in the
WPCP’s Certificate of Approval (CofA) for water quality or quantity, and if there
are also federal limits. CH2M HILL answered that there are limits set in the
CofA, and these are set by the province, under provincial legislation. The
legislation takes into account federal requirements.
The project team will take regulatory limits into account in evaluating
alternatives.
In response to a further request for feedback, both the Town of Ajax and the
DEAC expressed concerns related to the quality of sediments at the lake
bottom in the vicinity of the outfall diffusers. The Project Team will ensure that
the most up‐to‐date understanding of sediment quality is conveyed to the
public and to stakeholders.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

CH2M
HILL/Regions

AGENDA ITEM 4b) PROJECT PURPOSE AND APPROACH ‐ Project Opportunity Statement
Ajax asked what capacity the Regions are accommodating for the anticipated
70‐year life‐span of the outfall. The Regional Municipality of York replied that
both Regions are currently looking at growth beyond their Official Plan
estimates to accommodate the 70‐year life span of the outfall. These long
term estimates are being based on the directions set out in the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2005 and the Places to Grow Act, 2005 for growth and
intensification targets. Although these are not official provincial estimates, they
are being developed for the purpose of estimating future wastewater flows for
this Class EA only. Because it is difficult to predict exact population numbers
over the 70‐year lifespan of an outfall, planning for the outfall will be based on
the best information available at the present time.
Ajax further requested that population estimates beyond the time‐frame for
the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe are reviewed by the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036

7 of 18

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to Address Outfall Capacity Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution
Control Plant – Minutes of Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting

SAC Discussion

Action

The project team will take all applicable provincial policy into account in
evaluating alternatives.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Ajax asked how far ahead The Regional Municipality of York’s Wastewater
Master Plan (WWMP) projects. The Regional Municipality of York replied that
the WWMP projects population needs to the year 2051.
CH2M HILL noted that the preferred solution should last approximately 70
years, which requires population projections to approximately 2081.
In response to a further feedback request after the meeting the Town of Ajax
noted that the 70‐year time frame of this project exceeds the planning time
frame York Region’s Wastewater Master Plan, as well as other provincial
planning documents. The project team notes that due to the cost of the
infrastructure it is appropriate to maintain a long‐term view of future capacity
requirements, and will be basing the long term estimates on the directions set
by current Provincial Policies.
Ajax requested that the long term population forecasts and associated
wastewater flow estimates be made available at the Public Information Forum
in May, and posted on the web‐site.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

TRCA noted that MOE has placed conditions on the operation of the WPCP and
asked what role the MOE plays in the EA process. CH2M HILL responded that
the MOE is a regulatory body, and as such provides the approvals for WPCP
operation. Because they have set conditions on the operation of the WPCP, the
Project Team is working very closely with the MOE. The MOE helped with the
development and calibration of water quality modelling during the 2006 Stage
3 Expansion Class EA, and will continue to provide input on modelling for the
current EA. At the end of the process the MOE will outline the requirements of,
and issue CofA for any works identified through this EA. The TRCA added that
the MOE also provides third party oversight for the duration of the EA.
The Project Team will work with the MOE throughout the EA process so that
they are aware of the issues and can provide feedback.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

The Durham Health Department asked how the evaluation of alternative
solutions will account for exceeding regulatory minimum standards and how
evaluation criteria will be developed such that the most appropriate
technology will be chosen for the preferred alternative, even if it exceeds
regulatory standards. CH2M HILL responded that the Project Team will be
looking at a variety of alternatives and that one of the criterion that will be
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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considered in the assessment of alternatives is their ability to meet or exceed
regulatory requirements. They further noted that part of the SAC’s role will be
to provide input on the evaluation criteria.
Ajax noted that any upgrades to the WPCP should consider the role of the
WPCP in terms of the overall YDSS.
The Project Team indicated that the overall YDSS will be considered in the
background information review, and the information will be used to help
develop and assess alternatives for addressing the limitations of the existing
outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Ajax asked if water quality modelling is confined to the study area shown
during the presentation. CH2M HILL replied that this is not the case, the
impacts of the discharge plume will extend beyond the study area noted and
will be considered. The study area shown outlines the potential area for a new
outfall, should that be the preferred option. It was agreed that the study area
figure presented should be clarified to note this fact.
The Project Team will revise the Study Area map for clarity, and take into
consideration the zone of impact of the effluent plume.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

AGENDA ITEM 4c) PROJECT PURPOSE AND APPROACH ‐ Class EA/Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act and Public Consultation
Pickering asked why this Class EA is not following the process for an Individual
EA. CH2M HILL responded that the proposed works identified through this
Class EA fall within a defined class of projects for which potential impacts and
mitigation measures have been well defined by the Municipal Engineers
Association in the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document.
Consequently, the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process for
Schedule C projects is being followed. However, it was noted that the Regions
are exceeding the requirements of Schedule C projects for this Class EA by
implementing an extensive public consultation program, as well as very
detailed assessments of alternatives.
The Town of Ajax requested that a PIF be held in Ajax.
PIFs are planned to be held in both Ajax and Pickering to ensure that all
residents have adequate consultation opportunities.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036

9 of 18

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to Address Outfall Capacity Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution
Control Plant – Minutes of Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting

SAC Discussion

Action

Ajax requested that all comments received from the public and agencies be
forwarded to the Town as they are received for review. CH2M HILL responded
that all comments and correspondence received as a part of the Class EA study
will be reproduced in the ESR, and progress reports (with personal details
removed in accordance with current privacy legislation), and that these reports
would be updated on the project website on a regular basis.
Ajax requested that summaries of all comments from stakeholders, the public,
First Nations and review agencies be made available periodically on the project
website.
The Project Team responded that this information will be made available
periodically in summary format on the project website.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Ajax noted that the EA information is difficult to find on The Regional
Municipality of Durham’s website.
Pickering agreed, and requested that a description of the outfall, the tunnel
and diffusers, and the monitoring requirements be included on the website.
The Regional Municipality of Durham replied that the website is currently being
updated to improve usability.
The Regional Municipality of Durham will update the website.

Durham Region

The Building Industry and Land Development Association (BILD) asked if the
updates to the Municipal Engineers Association Municipal Class EA would
impact this study. CH2M HILL responded that the updates are primarily
administrative in nature, and include updates to improve coordination
between Municipal Class EAs and the Planning Act, along with other minor
changes. It is not expected that these updates will impact the current EA study.
AGENDA ITEM 4d) PROJECT PURPOSE AND APPROACH ‐ Overview of Consultation Activities
CH2M HILL requested input from the SAC on the composition of the
committee, and if other members should be considered. Ajax recommended
that Dr. Doug Holdway of University of Ontario Institute (UOIT) be included in
the SAC as a local expert on aquatic toxicology.
The Project Team will add Dr. Holdway’s contact details to the project contact
list when they are received from him.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

In response to a further feedback opportunity, Ajax recommended that a
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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member of the Ajax Environmental Advisory Committee be added to the SAC to
address environmental concerns from a local perspective.
The Project Team will explore this opportunity.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Durham Environmental Advisory Committee (DEAC) asked if members of other
groups with water quality interests could be included in the SAC. CH2M HILL
noted that both TRCA and the MOE have an interest and are actively engaged
in water quality initiatives, and that other agencies including the Ministry of
Natural Resources (MNR) and the MOE Environmental Assessment and
Approvals Branch (EAAB) were invited to be members of the SAC but declined.
These stakeholders indicated, however, that they will continue to be involved
in the consultation process, and are included on the mailing list to receive study
information.
The Project Team will provide an updated overview of public consultation
activities for the next SAC meeting.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Possible venues and formats for the first Public Information Forum (PIF)
planned for late April or early May were discussed. Ajax requested that the
first PIF include a formal presentation. Suggestions for locations in Ajax
included the Rotary Park Pavilion, the Ajax Community Centre, the McLean
Community Centre and the Carruthers Marsh Pavilion.
The OPG Pickering Generating Station Information Centre, located adjacent to
the WPCP, was suggested as a location in Pickering.
The Regions are considering SAC suggestions, and will be selecting a venue
close to the Duffin Creek WPCP that is easily accessible.

Regions

AGENDA ITEM 4e) PROJECT PURPOSE AND APPROACH ‐ Evaluation Process
Ajax asked what happens when the WPCP capacity and pipe capacity are
exceeded, and that it be made clearer to the public the role played by the
outfall within the context of the whole YDSS system, and what happens if
nothing is done to address its limitations. The Regional Municipality of Durham
explained that wastewater surcharges upstream into the trunk sewer system,
and then slowly flows back down to the WPCP when capacity is available, as
there is no bypass to Lake Ontario approved for the Duffin Creek WPCP.
CH2M HILL will include this information in the EA consultation materials.

CH2M HILL

In response to a further feedback opportunity, Ajax requested information on
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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the volume of wastewater that can be accommodated within the YDSS system
when flows exceed the limitations of the WPCP and the outfall, and what
happens should this storage volume be exceeded.
The Project Team will examine this situation and provide an answer as soon as
the information is available.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

TRCA noted that the current outfall is not 70 years old and asked why it is now
being considered for replacement. CH2M HILL replied that the current outfall
has the capacity to meet foreseeable future flows but is limited because those
flows will not meet the MOE 20:1 dilution requirement in the future. The
Project Team will clarify this in EA and consultation documents.
CH2M
HILL/Regions
Ajax noted that storm events are becoming more frequent and more intense
within the YDSS sewershed, and asked if the Regional Storm is taken into
account when calculating peak flows. The Regional Municipality of York
clarified that the Regional Storm is used for flood flow forecasting, and the 25‐
yr design storm is used for I/I calculations, for sewer design in The Regional
Municipality of York, and the system should not be considered as a combined
system. The 25‐year design storm is used because I/I is influenced by soil
saturation/heaviness, which peaks during the 25 yr storm. The Regional
Municipality of Durham noted that they use a population peaking factor to
calculate peak flows.
Ajax asked if provincial numbers are being used for population forecasts,
because Places to Grow has a forecast period ending in 2031. The Regional
Municipality of York replied that their planning department is involved in
population forecasting and that they take into account current provincial policy
and well as expected updates to provincial policy when making forecasts. They
also look at the policy statements provided by the Province for intensification
and density guidelines. The Regional Municipality of Durham Planning
department added that the Regions oversize conveyance infrastructure (e.g.
sewers, water mains and outfalls) to accommodate growth beyond the Official
Plan projections to limit environmental impacts and overall lifecycle costs
BILD asked how changing housing types and secondary suites etc. would impact
wastewater generation rates in the future, taking into account changing
discharge rates per household. The Regional Municipality of York replied that
the discharge rates used for future flow calculations are based on a per person
flow, and not by household, so calculations will not be impacted by densities or

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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housing type.
Ajax asked if the infrastructure upgrade is required to accommodate growth
mostly in York Region. The Regional Municipality of York replied that growth is
expected to occur in both Regions. However, approximately 80% of the flows
to the Duffin Creek WPCP are from the Regional Municipality of York, and this
proportion is likely to remain consistent.
Ajax and TRCA both disagreed with a statement in the Project Team’s
presentation that stated “environmental impacts will not vary significantly with
the size of a new outfall.” CH2M HILL clarified that this statement refers to the
construction impacts alone, and agreed that this statement will be changed to
better convey its meaning.
CH2M HILL will clarify this in upcoming public consultation materials.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

MOE asked if water conservation has been accounted for in calculating future
flows. The Regional Municipality of York replied that it has a long‐term water
efficiency/conservation strategy as well as an I/I reduction strategy in place,
and both are being considered.
TRCA asked if the next phase of the WPCP expansion will also have an EA, and if
so, how will potential new technologies impact this EA. CH2M HILL responded
that a new EA will take place for future WPCP expansions and will consider the
technology available at the time. The Regional Municipality of York noted that
one of the alternative solutions being considered as part of the Outfall Class EA
is enhancing treatment at the existing Duffin Creek WPCP through advanced
treatment technologies. Like all other alternatives under consideration for this
EA study, this alternative will be first be reviewed based on its ability to meet
the opportunity statement identified... They further noted that an indepth
review of treatment technologies within the existing WPCP would not occur
until the next expansion.
Further to an additional feedback opportunity, the Town of Ajax noted that
they do not believe that the Stage III Expansion EA for the WPCP included a
thorough enough review of new and advanced treatment technologies for the
WPCP expansion.
Ajax asked when the next phase of the MOE‐approved WPCP expansion is
required. The Regional Municipality of Durham replied that the WWMP
currently estimates that this will occur around 2031. However, the WWMP is
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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updated regularly based on new information so this time frame may change in
the future. A Class EA will be initiated at sometime in the future when the plant
is again approaching its capacity limits. Approval for another expansion would
not be received until the Class EA for the expansion is completed.
CH2M HILL requested that the SAC review the preliminary list of alternatives
and the proposed Screening Criteria after the meeting and provide questions,
comments, or suggestions. Ajax noted that their preference is to close off the
existing outfall, and that the Town is not satisfied with existing Provincial Water
Quality Objectives (PWQO) as set by the province. The Project Team noted that
this will be considered as an alternative in the EA process.
The Project Team presented the following preliminary alternatives to address
the opportunity, and requested that the SAC members provide feedback at a
later date on these alternatives:





“Do nothing” (or baseline scenario)
Water efficiency and inflow/infiltration control
Enhanced Treatment at the WPCP
Provide additional outfall capacity
o Modify existing outfall
o Construct new outfall
o Use a combination of new and existing outfall
o Combination of alternative solutions

In response to the project team’s request for feedback, the following additional
alternatives were suggested by the City of Pickering:
 Reducing incoming sewage by diverting flows to a new water pollution
control plant on northern area of York Region, within Lake Simcoe area.
BILD asked if the EA study will consider rehabilitating the existing system as
well as expanding the system because different alternatives may have different
cost impacts and BILD members will want to know the cost implications of each
alternative. CH2M HILL replied that both rehabilitating and expanding the
current system will be considered, and that one of the factors to assess the
alternatives will be costs. The Regional Municipality of York added that this EA
is focused on the outfall and thus improvements would relate specifically to the
alternatives to address the limitations of the outfall in addition to a high‐level
overview of treatment technology alternatives.
In response to an additional feedback opportunity after the SAC meeting, the
Town of Ajax recommended that all costs identified for the various alternatives
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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and the preferred alternative be placed in the context of the overall capital and
operating/maintenance costs for the entire YDSS system to provide an overall
comparison of the costs associated with the outfall in the context of the
current and future costs of the entire system.
The Project Team will examine all appropriate cost considerations in evaluating
the alternatives to address the opportunity.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

BILD asked at what point in the EA study will cost implications be identified and
assessed. CH2M HILL replied that costs estimates become better defined as the
process goes on, so cost will be included in Phase 2 and refined further through
the design phases.
FBYC asked if the Project Team will look at advanced technologies. The Project
Team responded that one of the alternative solutions being considered is to
enhance treatment at the WPCP using advanced technologies. The Regional
Municipality of York added that the focus of this EA is on addressing the
limitations of the current outfall, and that only a high‐level evaluation of
advanced technologies will be undertaken. Detailed evaluation of treatment
technologies will occur when the Class EA for the Stage 4 expansion of the
WPCP is initiated.
TRCA asked if there is a monitoring feedback loop after a new outfall has been
operating for a while to determine if the expected results are being achieved.
CH2M HILL replied that there the MOE will require the Regions to monitor
outfall operations to ensure requirements are met. The CofA issued by the
MOE will specify the operation requirements and the monitoring strategy for
confirming that requirements continue to be met.
The Project Team presented the process through which alternative
opportunities to address the limitations of the outfall will be evaluated.
Evaluation criteria are currently under development.
Durham Region Health Department asked if the categories under which the
evaluation criteria are organized have been pre‐established. CH2M HILL
explained that these are typical categories for EAs, representing Social/Cultural,
Natural Environment, Technical and Cost considerations, and presented an
initial list of detailed evaluation criteria that may be considered in this
assessment process. CH2M HILL noted that these criteria are draft at this
stage, and at the next SAC meeting, members will be requested to provide
further input into the criteria and help weight them as to their relative

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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importance.

AGENDA ITEM 4f) PROJECT PURPOSE AND APPROACH ‐ Project Schedule/ Construction
CH2M HILL provided an overview of the proposed EA and construction
schedule.
AGENDA ITEM 5 ‐ UPDATE ON GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATIONS IN LAKE ONTARIO
FBYC asked if current geotechnical investigations will obstruct navigation in
Lake Ontario. CH2M HILL explained that the company that does the work has a
process to ensure that local boaters are aware of the work, and asked if there
were issues during last season’s geotechnical work.
FBYC noted that some boaters were curious as to what was going on during
previous geotechnical investigations. The Regional Municipality of Durham
stated that when the timeline of works is known the Project Team can inform
the FBYC. It was noted that the timeline is an estimate, as it is weather‐
dependent.
Project Team will notify FBYC of drilling operation, location and duration.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

In response to an additional feedback opportunity after the SAC meeting, the
Town of Ajax also requested that they are informed of geotechnical
investigation activities
The Project Team will inform Ajax of geotechnical investigation activities.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Ajax asked if initial borehole investigations determined that it is feasible to
construct a longer outfall, and if there is an initial indication that there are good
conditions for building a new outfall. CH2M HILL replied that initial results
indicate that generally geotechnical conditions supported building longer
outfall at a new location. Future boreholes will help to further determine
feasible outfall alignments.
In response to an additional feedback opportunity, Ajax requested that the
Town be provided with the geotechnical data and reports as they are available.
The project team will make this information public when it has been finalized
by the subconsultant.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Ajax asked how the diffusers will be arranged. CH2M HILL explained that the
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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outfall pipe remains buried below the bedrock and the diffusers extend up into
the lake. The Project Team will explain existing outfall operations more clearly
in EA and public consultation documentation

CH2M
HILL/Regions

DEAC asked if there is a standard depth below the surface for each borehole.
CH2M HILL responded that each borehole is generally drilled to 3 pipe
diameters below the lake bottom, but this varies depending on topography.
The important consideration is that the boreholes are drilled to an elevation
below the pipe invert.
Ajax asked if the outfall pipe will be horizontal. The Regional Municipality of
Durham explained that the pipe slopes slightly towards the shore and effluent
flows into the lake under the force of the hydraulic head caused by the
difference between the upstream effluent level and the lake level.
TRCA clarified that the topography of the lake bottom is thousands of years old,
that the water level of the lake varies over time, and that the lake bottom is
fairly hard in this area. The Regional Municipality of York noted that the
geotechnical work determines the properties of the rocks to find the best
alignment in which to construct the outfall, and that the geotechnical
investigation required drilling deeper than anticipated to get below valleys in
the lake bottom.
FBYC asked if we have a baseline from which to compare sediment quality
between now and 35 years ago. The Regions agreed that this information does
not exist.
TRCA clarified that in this location there is a fairly hard rock bottom and
excessive sediments don’t tend to accumulate due to currents.
In response to an additional feedback opportunity, both Ajax and DEAC raised
concerns about potential contamination of sediments on the lake bed in the
vicinity of the existing outfall.
The Regions will be undertaking sediment quality sampling and analysis.

Regions of York
and Durham

Ajax expressed concern that the sediments that are at the lake bottom may
have contaminants in them. The Regional Municipality of Durham indicated
that sampling of sediments is being undertaken in Phase 2 of the Class EA study
to determine the quality of the sediments.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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AGENDA ITEM 6 ‐ CONCLUDING SESSION
There was general agreement amongst SAC members that paper use should be
minimized for SAC meetings, and all items should be printed double‐sided. The
Project Team agreed to provide future public consultation materials on double‐
sided paper.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

It was requested by a number of SAC members that slide hand‐outs are printed
larger to make them more legible. The Project Team agreed to provide future
hand‐outs and printed materials in a more accessible format.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

Ajax requested a copy of the amended PowerPoint presentation.
The Project Team noted that the amended presentation will be made available
with the minutes to SAC members, and will be posted to the project website.
The Project Team distributed updated presentation and meeting minutes for
SAC review.
In response to an additional feedback opportunity after the SAC meeting, Ajax
requested that the above actions be taken in advance of the PIFs to adequately
inform the public.
The project team will ensure that materials are distributed prior to PIFs taking
place.
Upon review of the meeting minutes, the City of Pickering requested that for
future presentations the Project Team estimate and provide approximate times
for every agenda item in order to avoid running out of time for subsequent
items and questions/answers.
Durham Region Health Department requested a plan delineating the YDSS
catchment area. The Project Team agreed to include this figure in future
presentation materials.

CH2M
HILL/Regions

CH2M
HILL/Regions

CH2M
HILL/Regions
CH2M
HILL/Regions

Meeting Adjourned at 1:00pm.
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Holdway
Paul Kuebler
Sherry L. Croteau
Wayne Green
Barry Laverick
Euan Ferguson
Laurie Boyce
Daniel Olsen
Dwight Houweling
Carolyn Lee
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Title
Planner, City of Pickering
Senior Planner, Department of Planning and Development Services,
Town of Ajax
President, Ajax Pickering Board of Trade
Municipal Government Advisor, Building Industry and Land
Development Association - York Region
Watershed Specialist, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
Durham Environmental Advisory Committee (DEAC)
Director, Ministry of Environment - Central Region
Environmental Resource Planner, Ministry of Environment
Manager Environment Programs, Ontario Power Generation
Public Relations, Frenchman's Bay Yatch Club
Building Industry and Land Development Association - Durham
Region
Associate Dean of Science, Professor of Ecotoxicology, Faculty of
Science, UOIT
Citizen Representative – Town of Ajax
Citizen Representative – City of Pickering
Project Engineer, Region of York
Project Engineer, Region of Durham
Senior Project Manager, Region of York
Senior Project Manager, CH2M HILL
Assistant Project Manager & EA Lead, CH2M HILL
Process Engineer, CH2M HILL
EA Support, CH2M HILL

Item

Time

Presenter

1. Welcome and Introductions

1:00 – 1:10

Barry Laverick, Region of
Durham

2. Review of Agenda

1:10 – 1:20

Laurie Boyce, CH2M HILL

3. Background

1:20 - 1:50

Laurie Boyce, CH2M HILL



Stage 3 Expansion




Recap of SAC #1
Changes Since SAC #1

Break – 10 minutes (Snacks Provided)
4. Presentation and Discussion–





2:00 – 3:20

Daniel Olsen, CH2M HILL

Existing Conditions - Baseline Studies
Long-List of Alternatives
Short-Listing Alternatives
Discussion

Break – 10 minutes (Snacks Provided)
5. Presentation and Discussion Evaluation Criteria




3:30 – 4:00

Laurie Boyce, CH2M HILL

4:00 – 4:30

Daniel Olsen, CH2M HILL

Presentation of Evaluation Criteria
SAC to provide input on Evaluation
Criteria
Questionnaire for ranking evaluation
criteria to be sent to SAC one week
after meeting

6. Concluding Session
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Review of Proceedings - Parking
Lot / Cache
Schedule Update/Next Steps
Next SAC meeting

Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA –
Stakeholder Advisory Committee
Meeting #2
May 2012

Welcome & Introductions

Agenda – SAC#2

• SAC Mandate
• Background
• Presentation and Discussion
 Existing Conditions - Baseline Studies
 Long List of Alternatives
 Short-Listing Alternatives

• Presentation and Discussion - Evaluation Criteria
• Concluding Session

SAC Mandate

• SAC is an advisory committee to provide assistance to
the Project Team on the following:
 Identifying issues that are pertinent to the Class
Environmental Assessment (EA) study;
 Providing insight on public consultation activities;
 Providing input into proposed alternatives and
evaluation criteria;
 Providing input into the development of the preferred
alternative, including mitigation.

SAC Responsibilities

• Reviewing relevant study materials;
• Attending
A
di and
d participating
i i i iin allll SAC meetings;
i
• Providing comments (which express the
perspectives of the organization they represent)
and inputs to the Regions.

Responsibility of the Regions

• To provide SAC members with relevant project
information for review prior to meetings;
• To consider SAC input into the Class EA process
prior to making
p
g final decisions;;
• To record comments and suggestions made by
SAC members in a “Comment and Response”
table that will provide a public record of how the
comments and suggestions were considered
during the Class EA process.

General Guidelines

• We all operate in an environment of respect;
• All opinions and comments are valued and will be
taken into consideration;
• The term of the SAC will be the duration of the
Class EA study with estimated completion in Fall
2013.

Timing and Focus of SAC Meetings

Date

SAC Meeting Focus

Meeting 1
M h 2011
March

Review of the background leading to project opportunity
statement,
t t
t design
d i criteria,
it i preliminary
li i
alternative
lt
ti solutions
l ti
and evaluation criteria

Meeting 2
May 2012

Review of baseline reports. Review of the short list of
proposed alternatives and review of proposed evaluation
criteria

Meeting 3
November 2012

Review of impacts/mitigations of alternatives
alternatives, evaluation of
alternatives, and discussion on selection of a preferred
alternative

Meeting 4
January 2014

Review detailed description of preferred alternative
conceptual design including construction methodology,
timing and mitigation

Objectives of SAC Meeting #2

• Clear understanding of:
 Screening of Long List of Alternatives
 Process for Evaluating Alternatives

• Input into:
 Draft
D ft Evaluation
E l ti Criteria
C it i
 Evaluation Criteria Weighting

Background

Duffin Creek WPCP - Stage 3 Expansion
• Expanded Plant from 420 MLD to 630 MLD
• Improved
I
d plant
l t performance
f
 Improved Ammonia Removal
p
Removal:
 Increased Total Phosphorus
• Accepted a 25% decrease in allowable loadings
• Committed to same loadings for future 630 MLD capacity

• Outfall
O tf ll Capacity
C
it Limitations
Li it ti
 Outfall limited to average daily flow of 520 MLD

Outfall EA - Project Opportunity Statement

To identify and develop a preferred
strategy
gy to address the future capacity
p
y
limitations of the existing outfall at the
Duffin Creek WPCP that continues to
protect the environment and human health.

Outfall EA Process

Phase 1

Opportunity
Statement
Identify Alternative
Solutions

Phase 2

Develop Short-list of
Alternative Solutions
Select Preferred
Solution
Evaluate Conceptual
Designs for the
preferred solution
p

Phase 3

Phase 4

Develop Preferred
Conceptual Design
C
Complete
l t
Environmental Study
Report (ESR)

Review Solutions based on ability
y
to address the Opportunity
Statement (Screening Criteria)
Evaluate Alternative Solutions
using detailed evaluation criteria

Assess Conceptual Designs based
on natural environment, technical,
social/cultural/legal and financial
considerations

Complete CEAA
Requirements

Stakeho
older Consultatio
on

Define Design Criteria

Re-Cap of SAC1

• SAC Terms of Reference and Project Expectations
• Project Background, Purpose, and Approach
 Project
j
Opportunity
pp
y Statement
 Design Considerations
 Preliminary Alternatives and Screening Criteria
 Peer Review

• Geotechnical Investigations

Changes Since SAC #1

• Opportunity Statement – Revised
 “To identify and develop a preferred strategy to address
the future capacity limitations of the existing outfall at the
Duffin Creek WPCP
WPCP” that continues to protect the
environment and human health.

• Study Area
 Established Regional and Local Study Area
 Regional Study Area includes Ajax WTP

• Refined Screening Criteria and Long-List of
Alternatives
• CEAA – New proposed federal policy

Study Area

Design Considerations – Flow Projections
650

• Provide the list

600

500
450
400
350
300
250

Year
Actual Flow

Estimated Flow (386 lpcd)

Outfall Capacity

20331

20229

20227

20225

20223

20221

20119

20117

20115

20113

20111

20009

20007

20005

200

20003

Average D
Daily Flow (M
MLD)

550

Existing Conditions – Baseline
Studies

Baseline Studies

• How do the studies link to the EA?
 Study findings are used as a basis for assessing
the impacts of alternatives

• The major studies being peer reviewed
include:
 Lake Modelling
 Natural Environment
 Geotechnical

Lake Modelling - Purpose
• To update the lake modeling performed during
2006 Duffin Creek Stage
g 3 Expansion
p
EA with
new information for two models:
 Near-Field Analysis – CORMIX model used
 Far-Field Analysis – Recalibrated MIKE3 model
used

• Present the Results of the Baseline Scenario of
520MLD

Modelling Basis – Changes Since Expansion EA

• New MIKE3 model has been calibrated with a
hi h resolution
higher
l i
• New data has been collected and used in
calibration
lib ti and
d model
d l runs
 Current Meter Data
 Ambient Water Quality Data

• New Effluent Compliance Limits

Modelling Basis – Effluent Compliance Limits

Previous Compliance
Limit (p
(pre-Stage
g 3))

Current
Compliance
p
Limit
(post-Stage 3)

Total Phosphorous (TP)

1.0 mg/L

0.8 mg/L

TP Loading

420 kg/d

311 kg/d

May 1 to Oct 31

No limit

6 mg/L

Nov 1 to Apr 30

No limit

10 mg/L

Unionized Ammonia
Nitrogen

No limit

0.2 mg/L

Parameter

Total Ammonia Nitrogen

Duffin Creek WPCP – Current Plant Performance
• Plant is achieving high performance as a result of treatment
upgrades
d
 Lower phosphorus effluent
 Non-toxic effluent as a result of improved ammonia
treatment
• Plant treats 100% of flow with no bypass or overflow

2011 Total Phosphorus Performance

0.90

Effluent Limit

0.80
0.70

Effluent Objective

TP ((mg/L)

0.60
0.50
0 40
0.40

Actual, 2011

0.30
0.20
0.10
0.00
Jan

Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Jul

Month

Aug Sep

Oct Nov Dec

2011 Ammonia Performance – Summer
7.0

Effluent Limit

Ammo
onia (mg/LL)

6.0
5.0

Effluent Objective

4.0
30
3.0
2.0

Actual, 2011

1.0
0.0
May

Jun

Jul

Aug
Month

Sep

Oct

Far-Field Analysis - Results
Peak (90th percentile) Phosphorus – Mixing Zone at 520 MLD

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone where PWQO
is achieved

Ajax
Intake

Far-Field Analysis - Results
Peak (90th Percentile) Ammonia – Mixing Zone at 520 MLD (Summer)

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone where PWQO
is achieved

Ajax
Aj
Intake

Near-Field Analysis - Results

• At baseline
b
li flow
fl
off 520MLD,
520MLD a 20
20:1
1 iinitial
iti l mixing
i i
ratio is achieved based on preliminary modelling
results

Natural Environment –
Aquatic

Natural Environment Report: Purpose
• To summarize the existing conditions in the
nearshore aquatic habitat in Lake Ontario in the
vicinity of the existing outfall
• Based on desk top and field investigations completed
during the Stage 3 Expansion EA
• Updated with more recent data sources – MNR, MOE,
TRCA and OPG
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Nearshore Aquatic Habitat - Findings

• Fish Species
 Fish community comprises primarily coldwater
species

• Spawning Habitat
 Spawning habitat is generally lacking due to
predominantly
p
y sand substrate

• Migratory Pathway
 Nearshore zone is used as a migratory pathway and
not as permanent habitat

Geotechnical Investigation

Geotechnical Investigation : Purpose

• The purpose of the geotechnical investigation was
to supplement existing geotechnical information
to:
 assess geotechnical impacts for Phase 2 of EA
 prepare conceptual design in Phase 3 of EA if the ‘new
outfall’ alternative were to be selected
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Phase 2 Assessment – Geotechnical

Geotechnical Borehole Area

BH (1974)
BH (2010)

Area with existing contour/geotechnical
information (approximate)
No Construction Area (approximate, based
on existing available geotechnical
information)

BH (2011)

Gas deposits were
found
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Phase 3 - Outfall Construction Methods

• Tunnelling
 R
Rock
kQ
Quality
lit iis good
d tto excellent
ll t
 Buried valley impacts required depth of tunnelling
 Pockets of gas were recorded

• Open Cut
 Findings suggest potential problems with the excavation of the
trenches and pipe support
 The surface of the bedrock lies at depth less than 4 m to as
much as 16 m up to a distance of about 2300 m off-shore

Long-List of Alternatives

Screening Long List of Alternatives
•
•

Do Nothing
Manage Flows to the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall






•
•
•
•

Limit Community Growth
Water Efficiency Programs and Wastewater Reduction Measures
Divert Flows to a New WPCP
St
Storage
and
d System
S t
Management
M
t
Composting Toilets

Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations (Stages 1, 2, 3)
M dif Existing
Modify
E i ti O
Outfall
tf ll Diff
Diffuser
Provide Tertiary Treatment at the Duffin Creek WPCP
Increase Outfall Capacity
 Extend Existing Outfall Diffuser
 New Outfall

•

Combination Alternatives

Screening Criteria

Screening Criteria
Category

Criterion

Definition

Planning
Policies

The alternative solution must be able to
Able to satisfy
satisfy the provincial Places to Grow Act
provincial and regional
and the Planning Act in addition to
planning policies
Regional Growth Plans.

Water
Q lit
Quality
Regulations

Abl to
Able
t satisfy
ti f MOE

Feasibility

Able to be
implemented prior to
flows reaching 520
MLD and is technically
feasible

Alternative Solution has p
potential to gain
g
acceptance by MOE.
Alternative Solution can be implemented
prior to effluent flows reaching the current
rated capacity of 520 MLD and is
technically feasible considering
performance, operations, maintenance,
construction, and safety factors.

Screening Long List of
Alternatives
(refer to handout)

Proposed Short-Listed
Alternatives

Proposed Short-Listed Alternatives

Existing Upgraded Plant
and Optimized
Operations (Stage 1, 2, 3)

New Outfall

Extend Existing
Outfall Diffuser

Modify Existing
Outfall Diffuser

Provide Tertiary
Treatment
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Evaluation Criteria

Summary of Criteria Categories
• Technical criteria – for assessing alternative solutions from an
engineering perspective in regards to construction
construction, installation and
operation.

• Natural environment criteria – for assessing the relative
impacts of each alternative solution on natural features during
construction and operation. Also includes sustainability.

• Social/Cultural/Legal criteria – for assessing the relative
impacts of each alternative solution on human activities, health, safety
and well-being

• Financial criteria – for
f assessing
i th
the relative
l ti economic
i iimpactt
of each alternative solution

45

Exercise

• Please take minute to walk around to each of
the category stations:




Read through the criteria in each category
Discuss criteria with your peers
Identify additional criteria that may be relevant

Technical
T.1 Performance
• The ability of the alternative to achieve hydraulic performance
while satisfying the MOE

T.2 Ease of Implementation
• Ease of an alternative solution to be implemented (i
(i.e.
e
permitting requirements, water lot requirements,
constructability)

Technical
T.3 Compatibility with Current Operation of the
WPCP
• The compatibility of the alternative solution with the existing
plant processes (i.e.
(i e ease of operation/installation).
operation/installation)

T 4 Ability to Use Existing Infrastructure and land
T.4
• The alternative can use existing infrastructure such as effluent
channel and drop shaft and other process components and
the alternative can be accommodated on existing available
land.

Technical
T.5 Ability to Meet Future Capacity Requirements
• The ability of the alternative solution to meet long-term
capacity requirements

T.6 Risks to Shoreline Infrastructure Features
• Th
The level
l
l off risk
i k from
f
each
h alternative
lt
ti on the
th shoreline
h li
infrastructure features

Technical
T.7 Risks or susceptibility to changing long-term
conditions
• The level of risk from long-term constraints such as climate
change and national wastewater effluent regulations
regulations.

T 8 Ease of Operation and Maintenance
T.8
• The level of ease to operate and maintain the alternative once
implemented/constructed.

Natural Environment

N.1 Impact on Nearshore Aquatic Systems and
Habitats
• The potential of the alternative solution to impact nearshore
aquatic systems and habitats

N.2
N
2 IImpactt on Off
Offshore
h
Aquatic
A
ti Systems
S t
and
d
Habitat
• The potential of the alternative solution to impact offshore
aquatic systems and habitats

Natural Environment
N.3 Impacts on Water Quality
• The potential of the alternative to impact lake water quality

N.4 Impacts on Terrestrial Environment
• The potential of the alternative solution to impact terrestrial
habitats or systems.

N.5 Impact on Sensitive Species Habitat
• The potential of the alternative solution to impact sensitive
species habitats.

Natural Environment

N.6 Geotechnical impact during construction
• The potential of the alternative to impact geotechnical
conditions (i.e., lakebed slope stability, lakebed slides, release
of underground gases)

N7S
N.7
Sustainability
stainabilit of alternative
alternati e sol
solution
tion
• Sustainability of an alternative solution in terms of energy use
and waste generation during construction, and operations.

Social/Cultural/Legal Environment
S.1 Visual Impacts to Shoreline Residents
• The potential of the alternatives to impact the visual character
of the area.

S.2 Recreational and Other Uses of Lake and
Lakefront during Construction/Operation
• The potential of the alternative solution to impact recreational
and other uses of lake and lakefront during
construction/operation (e.g. boating).

Social/Cultural/Legal Environment

S 3 Impact on Archaeological/cultural Features
S.3
• The potential of the alternative solution to impact
archaeological/cultural
g
features.

S.4 Community
y health and safety
y
• The potential of the alternative solution to increase risk/liability
to community health and safety.

Social/Cultural/Legal Environment

S 5 Worker Health and Safety
S.5
• The potential of the alternative solution to increase risk/liability
to construction worker and operator
p
health and safety.
y

S.6 Noise and vibration impacts
p
• The noise and vibration related impacts during construction
and operation.

Social/Cultural/Legal Environment

S 7 Impact on Aesthetic Conditions
S.7
• The potential of the alternative solution to cause aesthetically
undesirable conditions including
g colours,, odours,, taste,,
turbidity, and objectionable growth of nuisance plants and
animals.

S 8 IImpactt on L
S.8
Lake
k Shi
Shipping
i Routes/Transportation
R t /T
t ti
• The potential of the alternative solution to impact shipping and
transportation through Lake Ontario during construction
and/or operation.

Social/Legal/Cultural Environment

S 9 Impact on OPG operations/Ajax Water Intake
S.9
• The potential of the alternative solution to impact OPG
operations/Ajax
p
j Water Intake during
g construction/operation.
p

Financial

F.1 Capital
p
Costs
• Comparative costs for capital works.

F.2 Operating and maintenance costs
• Estimated operating costs for staff resources, energy needs,
and
d ongoing
i
operation
ti and
d maintenance
i t
(O&M) activities
ti iti

Financial
F3. Lifecycle
y
Costs
• The total estimated costs associated with a strategy over the
course of its useful life

F4. Opportunity Cost
• Th
The lost
l t costt off nott using
i existing
i ti infrastructure
i f t t
to
t the
th end
d off
its useful life.

Evaluation Process – Next Steps

• Evaluation Criteria will be finalized
• Questionnaire will be sent for SAC members
t weight
to
i ht the
th criteria
it i and
d categories
t
i




SAC members and 2 regional representatives will
be given 100 points to assign to criteria in each
of the four categories
The average weighting from all members will be
used in the assessment

Questionnaire Format and Example
Imagine you are buying a pen, and you think that comfort and
durability are the two most important criteria. You might assign
the highest number of points to those two criteria,
criteria while
assigning a lower number of points to all of the other criteria,
until the total number of points adds up to 100.
Ci i
Criteria

Points assigned to each
criteria

Colour

5

C f t
Comfort

45

Durability

35

Ink type

15

Check total points assigned (100)

100
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Concluding Session

Phase 1:
Problem/Opportunity
Statement
Identify the issues to
be addressed

Phase 2:
Alternative Solutions
Identify and assess
alternative solutions
that could be
implemented to
address the issue

Phase 3:
Alternative Design
Concepts
Identify and assess
alternative design
concepts for the
preferred solution

Phase 4:
ESR
Compile and issue an
Environmental Study
Report for public and
agency review

Individual Agency
Meetings as Required

Individual Agency
Meetings as Required

Individual Agency
Meetings as Required

Individual Agency
Meetings as Required

SAC Meeting 2 (May
2012)

SAC Meeting
M i 4
(January 2014)

Fi l ESR (Nov
Final
(N 2013)

Public Information
Forum 2 (June 2012)

Public Information
Forum 4 (February
2014)

Public Consultation
Plan










Project Contact List
(on‐going)

Notice of
Commencement (Dec
2010)
Development of
Project Website

Formation of
Stakeholder Advisory
Committee (SAC)
SAC Meeting 1
(March 2011)

Public Information
Forum 1 (May 2011)

Interim Stage 1 EA
Study Report (April,
2012)

SAC Meeting 3
(November 2012)
Public Information
Forum 3 (January
2013)
Interim Stage II EA
Study Report (May
2013)

File for Canadian
Environmental
Assessment Agency
approval if required
(M h 2014)
(March

Contacts

• Regional Representatives



Wayne Green - wayne.green@york.ca
Barry Laverick - Barry.Laverick@durham.ca
Barry Laverick@durham ca

• CH2M HILL Representatives



Laurie Boyce - laurie.boyce@ch2m.com
laurie boyce@ch2m com
Daniel Olsen - daniel.olsen@ch2m.com

• Website - www.durham.ca/outfallea
www durham ca/outfallea
• Project Email - info@OutfallEA.com

Class Environmental Assessment to address Outfall Capacity Limitations at the Duffin Creek WPCP

Draft Evaluation Criteria
TABLE 1
Proposed Technical Evaluation Criteria, Definitions and Suggest Rating Scales
Criteria
Definition

T.1 - Performance

The ability of the alternative to achieve hydraulic performance while
satisfying or exceeding the MOE water quality regulations.

T.2 - Ease of implementation

Ease of an alternative solution to be implemented (i.e. permitting
requirements, water lot requirements, constructability).

T.3 - Compatibility with current
operation of the WPCP

The compatibility of the alternative solution with the existing plant
processes (i.e. ease of operation/installation).

T.4 - Ability to use existing
infrastructure and land

The alternative can use existing infrastructure such as effluent channel
and drop shaft and other process components and the alternative can be
accommodated on existing available land.

T.5 - Flexibility to meet future
capacity requirements

The flexibility of the alternative solution to meet long-term capacity
requirements to beyond 630 MLD.

T.6 - Risks to shoreline
infrastructure features

The level of risk from each alternative on the shoreline infrastructure
features.

T.7 - Risks from or susceptibility
to changing long-term conditions

The level of risk from long-term constraints such as climate change
national wastewater effluent regulations, and the cessation of OPG
operations.

T.8 - Ease of operation and
maintenance

The level of ease to operate and maintain the alternative once
implemented/constructed.

T.9 - Energy and utility use

The energy requirements of the strategy compared to the existing
system.

TABLE 2
Proposed Natural Environment Evaluation Criteria, Definitions and Suggest Rating Scales
Criteria

Definition

N.1 - Impact on nearshore
aquatic systems and habitats

The potential of the alternative solution to impact nearshore (up to 15m
water depth) aquatic systems and habitats during construction and
operations.

N.2 - Impact on offshore aquatic
systems and habitat

The potential of the alternative solution to impact offshore (>15m water
depth) aquatic systems and habitats during construction and operations.

N.3 - Impacts on water quality

N.4 - Impacts on terrestrial
environment

N.5 - Impact on Species at Risk
and Significant habitats

The potential of the alternative to impact lake water quality for regulated
substances and non-regulated substances (e.g. emerging contaminants of
concern), during construction and operations.

The potential of the alternative solution to impact terrestrial habitats or
systems during construction and operations.

The potential of the alternative solution to impact Species at Risk and
significant habitats (e.g. Environmentally Significant/Sensitive Areas,
Provincially Significant Wetlands, and Important Bird Areas) during
construction and operations.

TABLE 2
Proposed Natural Environment Evaluation Criteria, Definitions and Suggest Rating Scales
Criteria
N.6 - Geotechnical impact

Definition
The potential of the alternative to impact geotechnical conditions (i.e.,
lakebed slope stability, lakebed slides, release of underground gases)
during construction.

TABLE 3
Proposed Social/Cultural/Legal Environment Evaluation Criteria, Definitions and Suggest Rating Scales
Criteria
Definition

S.1 - Visual impacts to shoreline
stakeholders

The potential of the alternatives to impact the visual character of the
shoreline.

S.2 - Tourism, recreation and
other uses of lake and lakefront

The potential of the alternative solution to impact recreational and other
uses of lake and lakefront during construction/operation (e.g. boating) for
visitors and residents.

S.3 - Impact on
archaeological/cultural features

The potential of the alternative solution to impact archaeological/cultural
features in terrestrial and marine environments.

S.4 - Community health and
safety

The potential of the alternative solution to increase risk to community
health and safety during construction and operations.

S.5 - Worker health and safety

The potential of the alternative solution to increase risk to construction
worker and operator health and safety during construction and
operations.

S.6 - Noise and vibration impacts

The noise and vibration related impacts during construction and operation.

S.7 - Impact on aesthetic
conditions along the shoreline

The potential of the alternative solution to cause aesthetically undesirable
conditions including colours, odours, taste, turbidity, and objectionable
growth of nuisance plants (e.g. Cladophora spp.) and animals.

TABLE 3
Proposed Social/Cultural/Legal Environment Evaluation Criteria, Definitions and Suggest Rating Scales
Criteria

Definition

S.8 - Impact on lake shipping
routes/transportation

The potential of the alternative solution to impact shipping and
transportation through Lake Ontario during construction and/or operation.

S.9 - Impact on the Ajax Water
Intake

The potential of the alternative solution to impact the Ajax Water Intake
during construction/operation.

TABLE 4
Proposed Financial Evaluation Criteria, Definitions and Suggest Rating Scales
Criteria
Definition

F.1 - Capital Costs

Comparative costs for capital works

F.2 - Operating and maintenance
costs

The estimated annual operating costs for staff resources, energy needs,
and ongoing operation and maintenance (O&M) activities.

F.3 - Lifecycle cost

The total lifecycle costs associated with an alternative solution
(represented as Equivalent Annual Cost).

F.4 - Write-off cost

The net book value that would be written off for not utilizing existing
infrastructure to the end of its useful life.

Schedule C Class Environmental Assessment to Address the Limitations of the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall
Phase 2 - Screening Long List of Alternatives
Screening Criteria
Planning Policies
Alternative Solution

1. Do Nothing

Able to satisfy provincial and
regional planning policies

x

Water Quality Regulations

Feasibility

Able to satisfy MOE

Able to be implemented prior to
flows reaching 520 MLD and is
technically feasible

x

Carry Forward
Solution in this
EA?

✓

Rationale

x

With no change to the current plant operations and no changes
to diffuser ports sizing or number of ports opened, the plant will
not be able to satisfy the MOE.

x

Does not support the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe 2006, Durham and York Regional Plans and
municipal Official Plans.

x

Cannot be a solution on its own, but can complement other
alternative solutions. These measures which include York
Region’s Water for Tomorrow program, Durham Region’s Water
Efficient Durham program, along with I&I Reduction Programs
can provide a delay in forecasted plant flow capacities and new
infrastructure expenditures.

2. Manage Flows to the Duffin
Creek WPCP Outfall
2.1 Limit Community Growth
2.2 Water Efficiency Programs and
Wastewater Reduction
Measures (including I/I
management)

2.3 Divert Increased Flows to a
New WPCP

2.4 Storage and System
Management

2.5 Composting Toilets

x
✓

✓

✓
x

✓
x

✓

x
x

x
✓

x

✓
x

A “p” subscript indicates a partial solution. The alternative solution will not be evaluated further in this EA as it is already being implemented by the Region(s).
An “i” superscript indicates that the solution has the potential to satisfy the MOE and that further investigation is required.

P

x

x

P

P

x

Diversion of flows to a new plant such as the proposed Water
Reclamation Centre of the Upper York Wastewater Solution may
be possible. It can delay the flows reaching 520 MLD. However
the new WPCP may not be operational before Duffin Creek
WPCP flows reach 520 MLD. It is anticipated that the final
solution for the Upper York Wastewater Solution will be
submitted to the MOE for approval in July, 2013. In addition, this
new WPCP will have a treatment capacity of approximately 20
ML/d and therefore, would not be able to divert the quantity of
flows required by the Outfall EA. Building and modifying the
YDSS system to divert flows required by the Outfall EA would
not be technically feasible and could not be implemented in time.
Managing peak flows through storage and YDSS operations
could attenuate peak flows at the plant and improve the initial
dilution ratio in the lake. The Regions are implementing an
Operational Management Strategy to manage peak flows.
Although composting toilets could decrease flow to the plant,
they are not consistent with current regional and provincial
policies. In addition, for a sewage system that has so many
users and is so large and complex, implementation of such an
alternative is not feasible.

Screening Criteria
Planning Policies
Alternative Solution

3. Existing Upgraded Plant and
Optimized Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)

4. Modify Existing Outfall
Diffuser

5. Provide Tertiary Treatment at
the Duffin Creek WPCP

Able to satisfy provincial and
regional planning policies

✓

✓
✓

Carry Forward
Solution in this
EA?

Rationale

✓

✓i

Operations of upgraded plant (Stage 1, 2, 3) processes are
optimized to achieve plant effluent limits.
Total Phosphorus: The Stage 3 expansion included a dualpoint alum addition system to enhance phosphorus removal.
Operations of this system are optimized to achieve the same TP
loading from 520MLD to 630MLD. As a result, there is no
increase in the size of the mixing zone for phosphorus.
Ammonia: The expanded plant has performed below the
operating objectives for ammonia since the Stage 3 expansion.
Diffuser: Ports will have to be opened up based on flows and
the port diffuser diameter may have to be optimized.

✓

i

Water Quality Regulations

Feasibility

Able to satisfy MOE

Able to be implemented prior to
flows reaching 520 MLD and is
technically feasible

✓

✓
✓

✓

✓

Application of a variable diffuser port improves the near-field
(initial mixing) ratio. At average day flows, the port opening is
smaller achieving increased initial mixing. At peak flows, the port
opening increases achieving improved hydraulic performance.

✓

Total Phosphorus - Tertiary filtration and membrane filtration can
further reduce effluent TP concentration.
Ammonia – Membrane filtration can further reduce ammonia
concentrations. Additional effluent treatment for ammonia
removal may not be required since the existing plant process
has the ability to operate at lower ammonia objectives.

Modifying the length of the existing diffuser by placing an
additional diffuser branch on the existing outfall may improve
near-field (initial mixing) ratio.

6. Increase Outfall Capacity
6.1 Extend Existing Outfall Diffuser

✓

✓

✓

✓

6.2 New Outfall

✓

✓

✓

✓

7. Combination Alternatives

A new larger and longer outfall and diffuser can be designed to
meet all future plant expansions, and satisfy the.
A combination of operating the existing and new outfall together
is also a possibility.

Combination alternatives may develop through the evaluation process

A “p” subscript indicates a partial solution. The alternative solution will not be evaluated further in this EA as it is already being implemented by the Region(s).
An “i” superscript indicates that the solution has the potential to satisfy the MOE and that further investigation is required.
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Schedule C Class Environmental Assessment to
Address the Limitations of the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall

Alternative Solution Screening Criteria
Category

Criterion

Definition

Planning Policies

Able to satisfy provincial
and regional planning
policies

The alternative solution must be able to
satisfy the provincial Places to Grow Act and
the Planning Act in addition to Regional
Growth Plans.

Water Quality
Regulations

Able to satisfy MOE

Alternative Solution has potential to gain
acceptance by MOE.

Feasibility

Able to be implemented
prior to flows reaching
520 MLD and is technically
feasible

Alternative Solution can be implemented
prior to effluent flows reaching the current
rated capacity of 520 MLD and is technically
feasible considering performance,
operations, maintenance, construction, and
safety factors.
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These meeting minutes have been prepared to correspond with the slide presentation, as presented
by the Project Team during the meeting. These minutes should therefore be read in conjunction with
the presentation slides.
SAC Discussion

Action

AGENDA ITEM 1 – WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
The Regions thanked everyone for attending, and welcomed the new SAC
members including: Dr. Douglas A. Holdway; Paul Kuebler; and Sherry L.
Croteau
AGENDA ITEM 2 – REVIEW OF AGENDA
The Agenda was accepted by the SAC.
AGENDA ITEM 3 – REVIEW OF SAC BACKGROUND
CH2M HILL provided a background on the mandate of the SAC and an overview
of past and upcoming meetings. The objective of the meeting is to present the
screening of alternative solutions and receive input on the evaluation criteria to
assess the shortlisted solutions. Features of the Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3
Expansion were summarized. A revised Project Opportunity Statement was
presented.
The Town of Ajax commented that the specific objectives in the Project
Opportunity Statement in the Draft Phase I Interim Report (Section 3.1)
mention only the financial component and not the social or environmental
aspects.
CH2M HILL responded that all aspects of the environment, including social,
natural, cultural, technical, and costs, are being considered in the
environmental assessment process as required under the Ontario EA Act. The
social and environmental components are also included in the modified project
opportunity statement as follows: “To identify and develop a preferred strategy
to address the future capacity limitations of the existing outfall at the Duffin
Creek WPCP that continues to protect the environment and human health.”
It was noted that the project opportunity statement was modified based on
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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SAC Discussion
input received at the first SAC meeting in 2011.

Action

CH2M HILL remarked that this EA study will meet the requirements of the
current Ontario Municipal Class EA Process and applicable federal
requirements. The SAC will be informed of changes to federal policies and
regulations (i.e. CEAA). The MOE noted that they are also currently
investigating the recent changes made to the CEAA process.
MOE noted that if the EA has been completed but subsequently there is new
information the impacts the decisions made during the EA, there is always an
opportunity to re‐open the EA through an addendum if construction has not
started.

CH2M HILL displayed the Regional Study Area for this project, which was
updated based on input from the 1st SAC and peer review team. It is
approximately 3 km wide and extends approximately 3 km offshore. The TRCA
pointed out that study area should include Paradise Beach in the Town of Ajax.

Project team to
enlarge the
Regional Study
Area to include
Paradise Beach.

DEAC asked whether lower flows to the WPCP are attributed to the lack of
rainfall or because of conservation efforts. The Region of York remarked that
the Inflow and Infiltration (I&I) program is starting to show some results. The
Citizen Representative from the Town of Ajax inquired if monitoring has been
done to demonstrate groundwater table recovery. The Region of York
responded that monitoring has been done that indicates the groundwater
system has recovered in areas impacted by the 9th line and 16th Ave tunneling
projects. It was noted however that stream levels have been low for the past
few years due to the lower levels of rainfall recharge for the streams.
The Town of Ajax inquired about population growth and local pipe network
expansion. The Region of York commented that their servicing population is
growing at approximately 30,000 people per year. It was noted that the newer
homes have plumbing systems that include good water conservation fixtures
plus the new development areas have new pipe installations that make use of
improved standards and materials that reduce I/I (tighter pipe systems). The
MOE referenced York Region’s Inflow and Infiltration Strategy and the Long
Term Water Conservation Strategy (2011) which demonstrates the Region’s
commitment to reducing wastewater flows.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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SAC Discussion

Action

AGENDA ITEM 4a – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION (EXISTING CONDITIONS
‐ BASELINE STUDIES)
CH2M HILL provided an overview of the results obtained from lake modeling,
natural environment, and geotechnical studies. Graphics showing Duffin Creek
WPCP performance relative to effluent compliance objectives and limits after
the Stage 3 Expansion were presented. The plant is performing well in regards
to phosphorus and ammonia.
In response to the fact that there are no bypass capabilities at the Duffin Creek
WPCP, the Town of Ajax asked how the plant handles flow increases during
storm events. CH2M HILL answered that the plant is designed to accommodate
peak flows and has sufficient capacity treat these flow increases.
The Citizen Representative from the Town of Ajax inquired about the degree of
fluctuation in the ammonia performance data. The Region of York responded
that the MOE requests monthly averages and there are no significant
fluctuations on an hourly or daily basis since the nitrification process produces
constant effluent ammonia levels.
The Citizen Representative from the City of Pickering asked if there is a
possibility that the plant could stop accepting flow and cause a backup. The
Region of York stated that flows only go in one direction and that the plant will
handle the flow that comes to the plant and all flows go out the outfall. It was
noted that the Duffin WPCP does not have an approved near shore by‐pass like
many other plants on Lake Ontario. It was noted that operationally the
existing Primary YDSS trunk was allowed to surcharge as a means of reducing
pump energy. It was noted that this is planned storage to conserve on energy
use and should not be considered as a backup in the system that would impact
basements and homeowners’ property.
The City of Pickering asked if this EA considers the worse‐case scenario of
complete plant failure and the risks to the water intakes of Lake Ontario
communities. TRCA responded that the Lake Ontario Collaborative (CTC) was
looking into plant failure source water.
The Town of Ajax inquired what the challenges are for the plant to achieve the
20:1 near‐field initial mixing ratio. The Region of York responded that the 20:1
mixing problem is a near field issue that occurs because the velocity is not
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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SAC Discussion

Action

present to create favorable mixing conditions at average flows. Currently, there
are 37 of 63 ports are currently open. It was noted that the current diffuser
design allows for a fixed diffuser opening size to be set.
CH2M HILL displayed the far field modeling results for the phosphorus mixing
zone plume. TRCA clarified that the outfall plume (green zone) varies with lake
current conditions and variations in plant flow. The graph depicts the entire
envelope of various plume conditions (worst case) under the various lake
currents and plant flow conditions and at any one time the actual plume
condition will be much smaller than that shown on the graph. It was further
explained that the plume is in an area smaller than the green zone 90% of the
time. Prevailing winds and currents will never push the plume, east and west
(north and south) at the same time. The predominant current is to the west.
CH2M HILL specified that the model is calibrated against current speeds and
temperatures in the lake and not on water quality data. The time step is from
April to November. Input to the MIKE 3 model is based on the 75th percentile of
TRCA ambient water quality data for 3 years of data. TRCA advised that
sampling program which they have underway indicates that the observed
ambient phosphorous levels around the outfall (on the transect locations that
they are using) does not show the levels above the PWQO (except near Duffins
Creek after rainfall events). The Region of York added that modeling results are
currently being peer reviewed.

These comments
will be taken
under
advisement
by Project Team

MOE will be conducting work this summer that focuses on obtaining four urban
nutrient gradients of local source contributions (Highland Creek, City of
Toronto stormwater outfalls, Ajax, Cobourg) to ambient water quality. The EA
project team will work closely with the TRCA to receive updated water quality
information from these local sources. It was noted that a presentation on local
water quality sampling results has been tentatively scheduled for the next SAC.

These comments
will be taken
under
advisement
by Project Team

The Town of Ajax requested that Dr. Todd Howell’s current research be
considered as part of the Outfall EA. The Project Team responded that new
sampling data available to the project team throughout the duration of the
project will be considered.
The Town of Ajax asked if unionized ammonia (UIA) mixes the same way as
phosphorus. The TRCA answered that UIA mixing and toxicity depends on
temperature and pH. CH2M HILL also explained that UIA has a much smaller
mixing zone because there is little to no ambient UIA in the lake.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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Action

TRCA noted that following an initial review of the lake modeling report, it
appears that it has not considered the closing of the Pickering Nuclear Power
Plant. TRCA noted that the planned closure of this Plant will occur prior to
WPCP flows reaching 630MLD and therefore it is within the time lines of this
EA. OPG confirmed that the first reactor is scheduled to be closed down in
2018. CH2M HILL asked the OPG representative for an estimate of how much
water the OPG is in‐taking and discharging per day and the location of
discharge and also to confirm the time lines for the staged closure.

OPG to share
water usage
volumes and
discharge
location.

The Citizen Representative from the City of Pickering asked the TRCA about the
impacts on Lake Ontario level during periods of low flows. TRCA responded that
the level in Lake Ontario is regulated by Canada and the US (International Joint
Commission) at the Moses‐Saunders Dam at Cornwall and the regulation of this
dam is intended to adjust lake levels to respond to the impact of climate
change and seasonal lake level changes.
Based on aquatic habitat studies conducted by LGL, the nearshore zone is used
mainly as a migratory corridor. TRCA advised that the LGL report did not
contain the latest inventory of information compiled by TRCA and asked that
this information be included in the baseline report considered in the evaluation
of alternatives. Also, the OPG representative noted that they had also
performed studies in the lake which have not been referenced in the report.
CH2M HILL mentioned that the LGL natural environment report is being peer
reviewed and these comments and additional information sources are
welcomed.

TRCA and OPG
to provide
additional
studies to CH2M
Hill for inclusion
where
appropriate in
the LGL Natural
Environment
report.

The Town of Ajax commented that all the information on the geotechnical
investigation was not included in the Phase I Interim Report. CH2M HILL
explained that a detailed geotechnical report with borehole data is being peer
reviewed. It is planned to have all peer reviewed reports available at the end
of June/ 2012 and posted on the web site. It was noted that the geotechnical
reports will be posted on the website shortly.

The Project
Team to update
website to
include peer
reviewed
reports.

CH2M HILL provided background information on the YDSS system. The Region
of York briefly explained the status of the Environmental Assessment for the
Upper York Sewage Solutions project which features a 40MLD Water
Reclamation plant at Lake Simcoe. A separate web site is available for this
project (www.uyssolutions.ca) if more detailed information is required on this
project by SAC members.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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SAC Discussion
The Town of Ajax inquired if the Regions have a complete map of the
sewershed. The Region of York responded that there is no complete sewer shed
map that includes information from smaller townships and municipalities as the
smaller sewersheds are the responsibility of the local municipalities who have
responsibility for the local sewer sheds in York Region. There is a large general
sewer shed map for the overall YDSS system; however, and it will be provided
to the SAC.

Action
Region of York to
provide map of
sewershed
service areas

AGENDA ITEM 4b – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION (SHORT‐LISTING
ALTERNATIVES)
CH2M HILL provided an overview of the long list of alternative solutions and
explained that the long list of alternatives were screened using three screening
criteria (‘must have’ criteria). The result of the screening process is to develop a
short‐list of alternatives which will undergo a more detailed assessment using a
comprehensive list of evaluation criteria.
The Town of Ajax asked which factors contribute to near field initial mixing
ratio. The Regions, TRCA and CH2M HILL responded that depth, lake current
speed, plant discharge velocity and flow are key factors that influence the near‐
field mixing. The initial mixing ratio has been modeled with a static model
CORMIX. The more dynamic MIKE 3 model looks at water quality and effluent
quality concentrations in the far‐field.
CH2M HILL presented the screening criteria used to shortlist alternative
solutions and discussed the draft screening document. The alternative solution
must meet all screening criteria in order to be carried forward for detailed
evaluation.

These comments
will be taken
under
advisement
by Project Team

The Region of Durham clarified the third screening criteria: the outfall at the
WPCP is currently rated for 520 MLD; thus, the alternative must be able to be
implemented prior to the flows reaching 520 MLD or else the outfall will be out
of compliance with the Minister’s approval letter and current Certificate of
Approval.
The Citizen Representative from the Town Ajax asked if the solutions are also
considered in combination. He commented that composting toilets should be
considered as a partial solution. The Region of York explained that water
conservation initiatives such as composting toilets are covered under the
Water Efficiency Plan. York also noted that some water efficiency methods such
as composting toilets are not widely accepted at this time and are more for
cottage application. York noted that their Water for Tomorrow initiates are
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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SAC Discussion

Action

working with developers and builders on ways to use future plumbing systems
such as grey water systems and composting toilets. It was noted that Water
Efficiency Programs are considered as a partial solution. Partial solutions are
not being evaluated further in the EA since they are already being implemented
by the Regions.
The following are additions and/or changes to the screening criteria and long‐
list of alternatives as suggested by the SAC:



The City of Pickering stated that the Clean Water Act should be a
consideration in the 1st screening criteria.
The Town of Ajax suggested that Solution 2 should be changed to
“Manage and Reduce Flows to the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall”.

DEAC asked if there are new and emerging technologies that can facilitate the
establishment of decentralized wastewater treatment plants. TRCA replied that
decentralized plants may not be favorable since they discharge to local water
courses/bodies which have limited capacity to receive plant discharges.

Project Team to
review
alternatives and
screening
criteria based on
SAC input, and
make
appropriate
revisions

These comments
will be taken
under
advisement

TRCA also noted that selecting a solution that has a design lifetime of 80 years
(such as the new outfall alternative) could result in providing the Regions carte
blanche to discharge into Lake Ontario at current effluent levels despite future
changes in regulations or technology.
UOIT also cautioned against a “bigger smokestack” approach and suggested
that alternatives that protect the environment should be strongly considered.
The Citizen Representative from Pickering commented that emerging
technologies should be encouraged so that we are not confined to old
solutions. CH2M HILL replied that emerging technologies are being considered
by York and Durham Regions. The Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) in Upper
York which is currently in the EA phase is considering very advanced
wastewater treatment technologies, and is a part of the overall solution for
managing wastewater flows in the Regions. TRCA added that collective
technology research around the world will add to the knowledge base.
UOIT asked if other contaminants will be considered during technology
selection in addition to phosphorus and ammonia. The Region of Durham
confirmed that the removal of other contaminants will be considered. It was
also noted that the project team has met with the MOE to discuss emerging
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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SAC Discussion

Action

contaminants.
AGENDA ITEM 5 – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION (EVALUATION CRITERIA)
SAC members were invited to comment on the preliminary evaluation criteria
posted on the wall from 3:45pm to 4:15pm.
The MOE suggested making the criteria definitions more specific and
quantifiable. For example specifying nearshore and offshore distances, and
mentioning timeframes.

Project Team to
revise evaluation
criteria based on
SAC input.

CONCLUDING SESSION
The Region of York concluded that new treatment alternatives and
technologies are always being considered along with ways to optimize Stage 1
and 2 plant improvements in a cost effective way. The Stage 3 Expansion
project had capital cost of $600 million to reach the present 630 MLD plant
(current approval to 520 MLD). By comparison, it was noted that the 40 MLD
Water Reclamation Plant for Upper York has a current estimate of $650 ‐ $700
million for capital and operating over the 50 year life time of this plant.
The MOE suggested putting a link on the project page to Stage 3 Expansion
Project reports, the York Region and Municipal Inflow and Infiltration
Reduction Program, Water for Tomorrow, Master Plans, the Upper York
Solutions Project and other related projects and studies.

Project Team to
update project
website with a
link to the Stage
3 Expansion
Project and
other relevant
projects

The Town of Ajax suggested that the Regions highlight odour control efforts on
the website.
The Regions explained that the design of the new Stage 3 plant incorporated
current technology and this was evident by reviewing the aerial photo included
in the presentation which clearly shows differences between the Stage 1&2
portion of the plant and the new Stage 3 plant.
Ajax requested additional time for public members to review project material.
Regions noted that comments will be received from the public and responded
to throughout the duration of the Environmental Assessment. All comments
and responses will be documented within the EA process. Postscript: When the
EA is completed, the ESR will be placed on the public record and be available for
review by the public and review agencies for a period of 30 calendar days.
Meeting Adjourned at 4:20pm.
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 2036
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CATEGORY 1: TECHNICAL

T.1

Criterion (SAC comments in smaller text)

Team Response

Performance

Criterion definition has been
modified to “The ability of the
alternative to achieve hydraulic
performance while satisfying or
exceeding the MOE water quality
regulations”.

Not just meeting technical MOE PWQO’s etc but especially the WPCP’s environmental
performance to improve nearshore Lake Ontario water quality.
Strive for a visionary future, don’t settle for current levels. Consider “What was
‘acceptable’ 50 years ago”.

T.2

Ease of Implementation
Need to learn to use new technologies, optimization approaches, etc then all will be easy
to implement

Compatibility with Current Operation of the
T.3 WPCP
Must be seamless – no room for error for those who live nearby

New technologies are being
considered as alternatives in the EA.
Two of the proposed short-listed
alternatives are Tertiary Treatment
and Optimizing upgraded plant. One
of the partial solutions, which the
Regions are already implementing
through a separate EA process, is the
Upper York Sewage Solution water
reclamation plant.
Risks to shoreline residents, visitors,
community and worker health and
safety during operation and
construction will be evaluated under
the Social/Cultural/Legal Evaluation
Criteria Category.

T.4 Ability to Use Existing Infrastructure and land
Ability to Meet Future (regulatory) Capacity
T.5
Requirements (890?) - quantify

The ability of the solution to meet
future regulatory capacity
requirements will be evaluated using
criterion T.7.
This criterion has been changed to
“The flexibility of the alternative
solution to meet long-term capacity
requirements to beyond 630 MLD”.

T.6 Risks to Shoreline Infrastructure Features
Risks (from) or Susceptibility to Changing Long-term
T.7
Conditions
T.8 Ease of Operation and Maintenance

Word added.

Annual operation and maintenance
costs are considered in criterion F.2.

Cross evaluate with cost.

Reducing flow to WPCP

Reducing flows through water
efficiency and Inflow and Infiltration
programs are ongoing activities by
the Regions. This is covered in the
long list of alternative (alternative
2.2).

Ability not just current legal requirements specified by MOE but improvements and
environmental responsibility

Exceeding MOE water quality
regulations is now covered in
criterion T.1. Environmental
responsibility will be evaluated
under with the criteria in the Natural
Environment Category.

Look at treatment technologies for reduction of emerging contaminants

Can OPG take up some flow from plant in future when OPG closes?

New treatment technologies and
methods to remove emerging
contaminants are being studied by
the Regions. The potential for the
alternative solution to impact lake
quality for regulated and nonregulated substances such as
emerging contaminants will be
evaluated in criterion N.3.
Idea noted. This is an item that can
be discussed with the OPG.

CATEGORY 2: NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
Criterion (SAC comments in smaller text)

Impact on Nearshore Aquatic Systems and
N.1 Habitats
Needs to achieve reductions in cladophora under present and future environmental
conditions such as increases in temperatures, frequency of storm events etc.

Impact on Offshore Aquatic Systems and
N.2 Habitats

Team Response
The mixing zone for phosphorus is
included as a measure of nearshore
impact. Phosphorus is directly linked
to the growth of Cladophora spp.
Impacts of the alternative solution
on Cladophora spp. is now also
considered in criterion S.7 (Impact
on Aesthetic Conditions).

Offshore is now quantified as water
depths greater than 15m.

Quantify how far is offshore approximately.

Impacts on Water Quality
N.3

Needs to include emerging chemicals of concern such as pharmaceuticals & personal
care products
Has a positive impact on the environment
There are too many issues to lake water quality to know this happens. Quality of
effluent is all we can control.

Criterion definition reworded to
“The potential of the alternative to
impact lake water quality for
regulated substances (nitrogen and
phosphorus) and non-regulated
substances (e.g. emerging
contaminants of concern)”.

N.4 Impacts on Terrestrial Environment
N.5 Impact on Sensitive Species Habitat

Remove habitat in definition, define “sensitive”. Does this include endangered?

Criterion has been reworded to “The
potential of the alternative solution
to impact Species at Risk and
sensitive habitats (e.g. wetlands)”.

N.6 Geotechnical Impact during Construction
N.7 Sustainability of Alternative Solution

In definition, include sustainability during operation as well as construction

Criterion has been renamed “Energy
Use” as sustainability applies to
technical, natural, social and
financial aspects covered in this EA.
This will include energy use during
operations and construction.

CATEGORY 3:
SOCIAL/CULTURAL/LEGAL

S.1

Criteria (SAC comments in smaller text)

Team Response

Visual Impacts to Shoreline Residents/visitors/municipal

Criterion has been added to ‘Impact
on Aesthetic Conditions’. Criterion
S.2 addresses tourism and visitors.

investment in shorelines, economic and tourism goals & objectives/beach users
(children using beach sand)
Visual Impacts to Shoreline Residents and municipal residents who use the many
shoreline parks and public spaces.
Protecting the way of life for local residents is everything. This starts with a clean
environment and continues to a sound economic environment as well.

S.2
S.3
S.4
S.5
S.6

S.7

Recreational and Other Uses of Lake and
Lakefront during Construction/Operation
Impact on Archaeological/Cultural Features

Marine archeological/cultural features not fully investigated - <3% marine archeological
impacts have been categorized

Community Health and Safety

S.9

Criterion has been redefined to “The
potential of the alternative solution
to impact archaeological/cultural
features in terrestrial and marine
environments”.
Impacts of the alternative solution
on non-regulated contaminants such
as pharmaceuticals and personal
care products will be considered
under criterion N.3.

Pharmaceuticals & personal care products (see MOE study of Ajax-Pickering shoreline
from 2008 – Paul Helm et al.)
Why in definition “increase risk/liability” language instead of “impact”
The word “liability” has been

Worker Health and Safety

removed from the rating scale.
Noted.

(of course)

Noise and Vibration Impacts

Odour is covered in criterion S.7
(Impact on Aesthetic Conditions).

(and odour)

Impact on Aesthetic Conditions

cladophora & algae growth , fouling of shoreline for aesthetic & tourism purposes
Mention “aquatic and terrestrial” in definition
This also impacts on social and economic.

S.8

Criterion renamed to “Tourism,
Recreation and Other Uses of Lake and
Lakefront”. Definition includes both
visitors and residents.

Impact on Lake Shipping Routes/Transportation

Apply D-Series guidelines. General category: Impacts to commerce/industrial uses

Impact on OPG operations/Ajax Water Intake

Potential time period to decommissioning – 20 years? 20+ years per recent Toronto Star
article.
Impact of cessation of OPG operations
Cost to local municipalities (Ajax) to retain legal counsel & specialized consultants to
review Outfall EA process documentation due in part to delayed release of full technical
reports; details of WPCP Operations & how new technologies work & deliberate
compartmentalization of this EA from entire remainder of YDSS; need to integrate new
technologies being used & applied in other York/Durham/Halton/Hamilton & other GTA
WPCPs (e.g. membrane filtration, tertiary treatment) very effectively – to do more than
just achieve MOE PWQO’s but actually improve the WPCP’s environmental
performance & unique environmental conditions.

Criterion is renamed to “Impact on
Aesthetic Conditions along the
Shoreline”. The definition refers to
Cladophora spp. as a nuisance plant.
Definition has been revised to “The
potential of the alternative solution
to cause aesthetically undesirable
conditions including colours, odours,
taste, turbidity, and objectionable
growth of nuisance plants (e.g.
Cladophora spp.) and animals”.
D-6
guidelines
(Compatibility
Between Industrial Activities) will be
considered.
Shipping
and
transportation routes will be
mapped as part of the evaluation
process. This criterion will be specific
to marine transportation.
T.7 will consider the impact of
cessation of OPG operations.
Criterion has been modified to
consider only potential impacts to
the Town of Ajax’s municipal water
intake.
Comments noted. The ability for the
WPCP to exceed MOE water quality
regulations will now be considered
in criterion T.1.

CATEGORY 4: FINANCIAL
Criterion (SAC comments in smaller text)

F.1 Capital Costs projected on York/Durham comparison (or a per capita cost)
Operating and Maintenance Costs
F.2 projected
on York/Durham comparison (or a per capita cost)
F.3

Lifecycle Cost

Good criterion
Include cost of decommissioning

F.4 Opportunity Cost
Cost benefit analysis for total life span not only for current assessment up to 2031

Positive impact on the environment if quantifiable

Failure to protect environment cost (Loss of tourism, costs of remediation/recovery,
loss of fisheries, etc…)
Financial costs to Ajax and Pickering to purchase equipment to clean algae, etc. from
beach

Team Response

Comment noted. Capital costs will be
reported as upfront dollar values for
ease of comparison.
Comment noted. O&M costs will be
reported as annual dollar values for
ease of comparison.
Lifecycle cost is redefined as “The
total lifecycle costs associated with
an alternative solution (represented
as 20 year net present value)”. This
includes decommissioning.
This criterion has been renamed to
“Write-Off Cost”. It is defined as the
value that would be written off for
not utilizing existing infrastructure to
the end of its useful life (based on
straight line depreciation).
This will be considered under
criterion F.3 Lifecycle Cost.
Triple Bottom Line costing principles
will be applied to quantify social or
environmental criteria where
applicable.
Triple Bottom Line costing principles
will be applied to quantify social or
environmental criteria where
applicable.
Comment noted.

Triple Bottom Line costing principles
will be applied to quantify social or
environmental criteria where
applicable.

Public health costs of not reducing flows to plant or negotiating reduction impacts of
pharmaceuticals and PCPs on health of people in shoreline communities (cumulative
The potential for the alternative
impacts)

solution to impact lake quality nonregulated substances such PPCPs will
be evaluated in criterion N.3.

Reducing flows and scale of plant so regional money can be redirected to other WPCPs
& developing water reclamation plants

Reducing flows through water
efficiency and Inflow and Infiltration
programs are ongoing activities by
the Regions. This is covered in
Alternative Solution 2.2.

Schedule C Municipal Class Environmental Assessment to
address Outfall Capacity Limitations at the Duffin Creek
Water Pollution Control Plant
Questionnaire requesting input on the importance of
the evaluation criteria for assessing the short-list of alternatives
As part of this Class EA, the project team is seeking input and comments from the Stakeholder
Advisory Committee (SAC) on the evaluation criteria for consideration by the project team. The
evaluation criteria have been developed with input from the public and SAC, and reflect all components
of the environment as required under the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process. The
project team will be evaluating impacts of alternatives using all identified criteria. The criteria have
been grouped into four categories: technical, natural, social/cultural/legal and financial. The criteria and
definitions listed below reflect these categories.
We appreciate SAC members input in this part of the Class EA process in the development of the preferred
solution, as it will help us make properly balanced decisions through this Class EA process. All comments
and input are welcome and will be considered by the project team in the evaluation of alternatives solutions.

Note: There is no requirement to enter your name and/or stakeholder identification on the
questionnaire. If you wish this information to be available for general publication then you may feel free
to enter it at the end in the comments section. By doing so, you are hereby providing written authority
to the Regions to release your name and/or stakeholder identification should a request be made.

PART I: INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA IMPORTANCE
Instructions:
Each category has 100 points. Please assign points to the criterion in each category based on how
important you think each criterion is in terms of assessing alternative solutions. Every criteria should
have points greater than 0. Please check that the total number of points assigned in each category
equals 100.
Example: Imagine you are buying a pen, and you think that comfort and durability are the two most
important criteria. You might assign the highest number of points to those two criteria, while assigning a
lower number of points to all of the other criteria, until the total number of points adds up to 100.

Criteria
Colour
Comfort
Durability
Ink type
Check total points assigned (100)

Points assigned to each criteria
5
45
35
15
100

CATEGORY 1: TECHNICAL
Criterion

Definition

Performance

The ability of the alternative to achieve
hydraulic performance while satisfying or
exceeding the MOE water quality
regulations.

T.2

Ease of implementation

Ease of an alternative solution to be
implemented (i.e. permitting
requirements, water lot requirements,
constructability).

T.3

Compatibility with current operation
of the WPCP

The compatibility of the alternative
solution with the existing plant processes
(i.e. ease of operation/installation).

T.4

Ability to use existing infrastructure
and land

The alternative can use existing
infrastructure. The alternative can be
accommodated on the existing available
land.

T.5

Flexibility to meet future capacity
requirements

The flexibility of the alternative solution
to meet long-term capacity requirements.

T.6

Risks to shoreline infrastructure
features

The level of risk from each alternative on
the shoreline infrastructure features such
as OPG plant.

T.7

Risks or susceptibility to changing
long-term conditions

The level of risk from long-term
conditions such as climate change,
national wastewater effluent regulations,
and changes to OPG operations.

T.8

The level of ease to operate and
Ease of operation and maintenance maintain the alternative once
implemented/constructed.

T.1

Check total points assigned (100)

Points Assigned

CATEGORY 2: NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
Criterion

Definition

N.1

Impact on nearshore aquatic
systems and habitats

The potential of the alternative solution
to impact nearshore (up to 15m water
depth) aquatic systems and habitats
during construction and operation.

N.2

Impact on offshore aquatic systems
and habitat

The potential of the alternative solution
to impact offshore (>15m water depth)
aquatic systems and habitats during
construction and operation.

N.3

Impacts on water quality

The potential of the alternative to impact
lake water quality for regulated
substances and non-regulated
substances (e.g. emerging contaminants
of concern), during construction and
operation.

N.4

Impacts on terrestrial environment

The potential of the alternative solution
to impact terrestrial habitats or systems
during construction and operation.

Impact on Species at Risk and
significant habitats

The potential of the alternative solution
to impact Species at Risk and significant
habitats (e.g. Environmentally
Significant/Sensitive Areas, Provincially
Significant Wetlands, and Important Bird
Areas) during construction and
operation.

Geotechnical impact

The potential of the alternative to impact
geotechnical conditions (i.e., lakebed
slope stability, lakebed slides, release of
underground gases) during construction.

Energy use

The energy requirements of the strategy
compared to the existing system and
other solutions.

N.5

N.6

N.7

Check total points assigned (100)

Points Assigned

CATEGORY 3: SOCIAL/CULTURAL/LEGAL ENVIRONMENT
Criterion

Definition

S.1

Tourism, recreation and other uses
of lake and lakefront

The potential of the alternative solution to
impact recreational and other uses of
lake and lakefront during
construction/operation (e.g. boating) for
visitors and residents.

S.2

Impact on archaeological/cultural
features

The potential of the alternative solution to
impact archaeological/cultural features in
terrestrial and marine environments.

Community health and safety

The potential of the alternative solution to
increase risk to community health and
safety during construction and operation.

S.4

Worker health and safety

The potential of the alternative solution to
increase risk to construction worker and
operator health and safety during
construction and operation.

S.5

Noise and vibration impacts

The noise and vibration related impacts
during construction and operation.

Impact on aesthetic conditions
along the shoreline

The potential of the alternative solution to
cause aesthetically undesirable
conditions including colour, odour, taste,
turbidity, and objectionable growth of
nuisance plants (e.g. Cladophora spp.)
and animals. Aesthetics include visual,
smell, taste and touch.

Impact on lake shipping
routes/transportation

The potential of the alternative solution to
impact shipping and transportation
through Lake Ontario during construction
and/or operation.

Impact on the Ajax Water Intake

The potential of the alternative solution to
impact the Ajax Water Intake during
construction/operation.

S.3

S.6

S.7

S.8

Check total points assigned (100)

Points Assigned

CATEGORY 4: FINANCIAL
Criterion

Definition

Capital costs

Comparative costs for capital works.
Ability and desire of Local and Regional
Municipalities to accept financing costs.

F.2

Operating and maintenance costs

Estimated annual operating costs for staff
resources, energy and chemical needs,
and ongoing operation and maintenance
(O&M) activities.

F.3

Lifecycle cost

The total estimated costs associated with
an alternative solution over the course of
its useful life.

F.4

Write-off cost

The net book value that would be written
off for not utilizing existing infrastructure
to the end of its useful life.

F.1

Check total points assigned (100)

Points Assigned

PART II: OVERALL CRITERIA CATEGORY IMPORTANCE
Instructions:
This section asks about the importance of each overall criteria category. Please rank each of the
following categories low, medium, or high importance by placing a mark (X) in one of the boxes.
The same ranking can be assigned to more than one category.
Ranking

High

Medium

Low

Technical Environment
Natural Environment
Social/Cultural/Legal Environment
Financial Environment

Additional Information
Please feel free to use this space if you have any questions or comments about the questionnaire.

Please return the completed questionnaire to Daniel Olsen at CH2M HILL Canada by Friday
August 17, 2012:
•
•
•

Email - Daniel.Olsen@ch2m.com
Fax – 416-499-4687
Phone – 416-499-9000

Thank you for your participation.

Class Environmental Assessment to address Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant
Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #3
Water Quality Presentation
Agenda
Date:

Thursday November 1, 2012

Location:

Durham Region Headquarters,
605 Rossland Rd. East, Whitby
Meeting Room - CLK -1A-40

Time:

1:00 pm to 3:00 pm

Item

Time

Presenter

1. Welcome and Introductions

1:00 – 1:10

Barry Laverick, Region of
Durham

2. Water Quality Presentation by

1:10 – 2:00

Gary Bowen, Toronto
Regional Conservation
Authority

3. Water Quality Presentation by
Todd Howell

2:00 - 2:50

Todd Howell, Ministry of
Environment

4. Conclusion

2:50 – 3:00

Barry Laverick, Region of
Durham

Gary Bowen
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Estimates of Phosphorus
p
Loads
To
Nearshore Lake Ontario
Presentation to Duffin Water Pollution Control Plant
Outfall EA‐ SAC
Nov 1 2012

Gary S Bowen, TRCA

A long‐standing question has been whether the nearshore water quality issues
were due to, or aggravated by, rising levels of nutrient loads to the lake as a
whole that were disproportionately evident in the nearshore; or were the
nearshore water quality issues due to direct loading from tributaries, shoreline
runoff, and wastewater plants along the shoreline in the face of static or falling
overall loads of P to the lake.

Source : J.C. Makarewicz, E.T. Howell

Overview Presentation

• Discuss challenges of estimating P loads from tributaries
• Describe P loadings work completed in 2007 to 2009
• Present findings from a publication coming out in JGLR
• Compare watershed and point source P loads‐ Ajax‐Pickering waterfront
• Discuss our next steps

Ajax waterfront- Paradise Park August 2012

Town & TRCA Monitoring Beach
Cladophora was not issue in 2012?

Ajax Waterfront October 2012
Lake Levels Dropping exposing lakebed

Cladophora Growing
on hard surfaces

Presqu'ile Provincial Park
2007 Dry Year
No significant point or tributaries loads of P

Presqu'ile Provincial Park
September 2012

Key Objective compare current and past loading to Lake Ontario
SUMMARY OF 1993 ESTIMATED PHOSPHORUS LOADING DATA TO LAKE ONTARIO
(All values
l
are in
i metric
t i tonnes/year)
t
/
)
NEW YORK

ONTARIO

TOTALS

Direct IND Discharge
(Standard error)

16
(2)

35
(5)

51
(6)

Direct MUN Discharge
(Standard error)

385
(9)

617
(20)

1002
(22)

722
(120)
-----1122

2887
(254)
-----3540

3609
(281)
-----4662

Tributary:
Monitored
(Standard error)
Subtotal.........
Atmospheric
(Standard error)
Tributary:
Adjustment for Unmonitored Area
(Standard error)1

U.S.A.

46
(5)

Canada

134
(29)

180
(29)

U.S.A.

114
(18)

Canada

2432
(190)

2546
(191)
--------7388
(342)

TOTAL.........
(Standard error)
Estimated input2 from Lake Erie
Total estimated input to Lake Ontario3
Target Load, Annex, Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement

3308
10696
7000

Totals may not sum due to rounding.
1Standard errors calculated from tributary loading estimates used in making adjustments.
2This estimate is derived from extensive sampling data at the mouth of the Niagara River, and adjusted by subtraction
of estimated tributary loadings and reported municipal and industrial discharges to the Niagara.
3Includes Buffalo River

Watershed
Loads

Lake Ontario Source Water Studies required an improved understanding of Watershed
Inputs to Nearshore

Feb 2009 Snowmelt Event

Feb 2009 Snowmelt Event

Rouge,
Petticoat
Frenchman’s
Bay
Duffins Creek

Feb 2009 Snowmelt Event

OPG
Duffins

Intake
1 Km
offhsore

Ajax Drinking Water Intake

Carruthers
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Watershed Drainage Area
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Natural Cover

Cobroug Ganaraska Carruthers

Duffins

Watershed

Credit

16 Mile
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City of Toronto & TRCA - tracked pollutant
loads in highly urbanized watersheds
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In order To Estimate P Loads

Q = estimate of streamflows
C = concentrations of pollutant
Load= Q x C x unit conversation factor

Not all watersheds draining into Lake Ontario
have stream flow data
Most Water Quality Monitoring programs are
inadequate for loads estimates

Pollutant Load Estimates

To estimate Pollutant Loads need flow and concentration data

16 Mile Creek

Sampling Station (ISCO 6712)

16 Mile Creek

Samples

Total Precipitation
2008
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Event sampling
p g of Duffins Watershed
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Traditionally when we are able to sample streams and the lake
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Duffins Creek – Watershed Particulates

Metric Tons per Day

100000
10000
1000

2008
2009

100
10
1
1

25

49

73

97 121 145 169 193 217 241 265 289 313 337 361
Day of Year

70.0
60.0

m3.da
ay

50.0
40 0
40.0

2008

30.0

2009

20.0
10.0
00
0.0
J

F

M

A

M

J

J

Day of Year

A

S

O

N

D

0.250

FRP m
mg/L

0.200
0.150
2008

0.100

2009
0.050
0.000
Coburg

Ganaraska Carruthers

Duffins

Credit

Sixteen
Mile

Twenty Mile

W t
Watershed
h d

Filtered Reactive Phosphorus EMC
32

m^
^3.sec

Monthly Mean Daily Flows
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Annual TP Loading Estimates for Duffins
Duffin WPCP 2008=91 & Future = 113
Duffins

Provisional Results

180.00

average w et/dry EMC (Gary)
NWRI 2007
2007-2009
2009 regression
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Flux 5: C/Q Reg2
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ave mnthly flow x conc, extrap.
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percentile baseflow
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Beale (75th percentile baseflow separation
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baseflow separation point)
Average method: avg daily concQ * avg daily
conc * N
Average method: sum (mean Q btw n obs *
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mean Q for LE period * N
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Provisional Results
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Regression-based Method – Flow Vs.
Concentrations (Establishing relationship)
Duffins
Regression - Event data
2007-2009
2007
2009

y = 1.0122x - 3.5113
R2 = 0.5909

Provisional Results
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Regression - Event Data
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0

1

2

3

Auer Report
Comparison of June to September daily average TP loads (kg/d)

Provisional Results

Jun-Sep
2007

Jun-Sep
2008

Jun-Sep
2009

Jun-Sep
2007-2009

Auer 2007-9 Jun-Sep Regression-based

34.29

Auer 2007-9 Jun-Sep EMC-based

24.55

Average wet/dry EMC
NWRI 2007-2009 regression

6

51

23.21

26.74

5.56

113.4

35.92

51.63
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Quantity vs. Concentration Regressions can be used to infer
stream chemistry for periods lacking monitoring data

Duffins
90 0
90.0
TP Loa
ad (tonnes)

80.0
70.0
60.0

Provisional Results
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30.0
20.0
10.0
0.0
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
NWRI 2007-2009 regression - Event data

NWRI 1990-2009 regression - PWQMN data

Revised Five Year Load Estimates
Duffins Creek Watershed

Year
Daily Load
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2008 Provisional Results
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Unlike the Niagara River, which essentially behaves as a large point source at the
southwest end of Lake Ontario, the 145 monitored tributaries are distributed spatially
along the entire coast
coast, enhancing nearshore P concentrations.
concentrations
The cumulative P load of tributaries (2606 mT/yr), other than the Niagara, to Lake
Ontario was 234% higher than that of wastewater treatment plants and 67.5% of the
1982 Niagara P load.
These tributary inputs create a spatially variable nearshore with the predominating
alongshore currents frequently orienting water quality gradients parallel to the shoreline
away from tributary mouths.
That is, the plumes of stream water generate a relatively continuous load of P, elevated
during events, that increases the inventory of TP, bioavailable P, and other nutrients in
the nearshore.
The cumulative impact of these small streams entering the nearshore and embayments
of Lake Ontario is potentially great in the coastal region and is increasingly being
recognized as a driver of nearshore conditions.
Source :. Makarewicz et. all

Extreme Events & Climate Change
Loadings
oad gs Implications?
p cat o s

More common than once thought- Peterborough Storm Wawa this
fall?

Total Suspended Solids Load
300000
200000
Metric Tons
100000
0

Baseline Storm
Aug. 19 2005 Storm

Humber
River

Don River

Highland
Creek

1282

589

185

264870

49918

15507

Watershed Modelling
SWAT (Soil & Water Assessment Tool)

Several Lake Ontario watersheds were identified as priority areas for event monitoring. The hydrologic watershed
model, SWAT (Soil and Water Assessment Tool), will be applied to the 11 watersheds shown in map…

Watershed & Lake Modeling Integration
Lake Ontario Watersheds

GLAP V : In collaboration with the Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority (TRCA): Lake
Ontario (1st Phase: Duffins, Carruthers, Rouge)

Watershed & Lake modeling:
Evaluate how BMP scenarios affect nutrient and sediment
loading to the lake.
 estimated loads (from provincial WQ dataset 20022009 + Duffins and TRCA historic)
 GLAP V (Duffins,
(Duffins Carruthers,
Carruthers Rouge)
 calibration/validation and uncertainty propagation
 input loads for lake modeling
 lakewide & nearshore coupled model domains
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Inflows & Loads (nearshore model)
2007

2008

Duffins Flow & TSS Results

Results from ‘Duffins_flowTSS.Sufi2.SwatCup’ best run 925:

**Note: Observed flow data stayed the same for ‘NSE #1’ & ‘NSE #2’
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Summary
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

Water Quality Monitoring program operated by the Province and CAs are not
designed for pollutant load estimates!
Streamflow is not monitored near river mouths for most of the watersheds draining
into Lake Ontario.
Ontario
Monitoring efforts of pilot watersheds, over the past five years have led to an
improved understanding of watershed contributions (loads) to nearshore of Lake
Ontario
C
Considerable
id bl variations
i ti
iin lload
d estimates
ti t amongstt th
the monitored
it d watersheds
t h d and
d
within individual watersheds (seasonally) due to climate conditions
In cooperation with US experts were able to estimate TP loads for Lake Ontario for
2008
Tributary nutrient estimates are sensitive to statistical methods…. Using same datathere are a wide range of estimates for a given year- in some cases the Duffins Creek
watershed TP contributions may be similar in magnitude to Duffin WPCP
EMC method and Regression based methods can allow for estimates for years
lacking monitoring data
Modelling approaches (SWAT) holds promise as means of tracking watershed
responses to land use and climate changes
M it in
Merit
i additional
dditi
l monitoring
it i off ttributaries
ib t i ffor iimproved
d lload
d estimatesti t
f
focus
on
extreme events
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STAKEHOLDERS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEETING NOTES ‐ Question and Answer Period
Meeting:

SAC Meeting No. 3 ‐ Water Quality Presentation

Project:
Date:

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to Address Outfall Capacity Limitations at
the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP)
November 1, 2012

Time:

1:00 pm – 3:00 pm

Location:

Meeting Room CLK ‐1A, Durham Region Headquarters,
605 Rossland Rd. East, Whitby

Attendees:

Deepak Bhatt, Planner II, City of Pickering
Catherine Rose, Manager, Policy Planning & Development, City of Pickering
Gary Bowen, Watershed Specialist, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
(TRCA)
Barbara Hodgins, Senior Planner, Department of Planning and Development
Services, Town of Ajax
Paul Allore, Director of Planning and Development, Town of Ajax
Raphael McCalla, Manager Environmental Programs, Ontario Power Generation
(OPG)
Dr. Douglas A. Holdway, Associate Dean of Science, Professor of Ecotoxicology,
Faculty of Science, UOIT
Paul Kuebler, Citizen Representative, Town of Ajax
Sherry L. Croteau, Citizen Representative, City of Pickering
Kevin Heritage, Policy Planning Coordinator, Town of Ajax
Kevin Tyron, Manager, Engineering, Town of Ajax
Todd Howell, Great Lakes Ecologist, Ministry of the Environment (EMRB)
Dan Panko, Technical Support Section, Central Region MOE
Bruce Rodgers, Senior Environmental Engineer, EcoMetrix
Ayush Kumar, Assistant Professor. Faculty of Health Sciences, UOIT
Adrea Kirkwood, Assistant Professor, Faculty of Science,UOIT
Michael J. Cook, Planning, The Regional Municipality of Durham
Rich Tindall, Works, The Regional Municipality of Durham

Project Team:

Wayne Green, Project Manager, The Regional Municipality of York
Barry Laverick, Project Engineer, The Regional Municipality of Durham
Euan Ferguson, Manager, Engineering, The Regional Municipality of York
Laurie Boyce, Senior Project Manager, CH2M HILL
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Absent:

Notes:

Daniel Olsen, Engineer, CH2M HILL
Carolyn Lee, Junior Planner, CH2M HILL
Danielle Chin, Municipal Government Advisor, Building Industry and Land
Development Association – York Region
Hida Manns, Durham Environmental Advisory Committee (DEAC)
James Dike, Frenchman's Bay Yacht Club (FBYC)
John Koke, Building Industry and Land Development Association, Durham
Region
James Cameron, President, Ajax Pickering Board of Trade
Dolly Goyette, Director Ministry of Environment Central Region
Sandra Thomas, Supervisor, Ministry of the Environment, York Durham Office
Dorothy Moszynski, Environmental Resource Planner, Ministry of Environment
Carolyn Lee, Junior Environmental Planner, CH2M HILL

Question/Comment

Speaker/
Responder

Answer

1

Is the distribution and mixing of
phosphorus along the shoreline
from upwelling similar to that
shown for nitrate?

Andrea
Kirkwood/
Todd
Howell

Yes, there are no major differences.

2

How much of Cladophora is
growing on soft versus hard
substrate? Can you determine
whether Cladophora growth is due
to nutrients or the structural
integrity of the substrate?

Dr. Douglas
A. Holdway/
Todd
Howell

Cladophora grows on hard substrate
such as mussels, but does not grow on
soft substrate. Cladophora will attach
to zebra mussels living on rocks in
addition to the rocks themselves.
Cladophora growth is due to both
nutrients and substrate. A lake‐wide
trend of increased water clarity is also a
contributing factor. Lake water clarity
prior to the introduction of mussels has
a Secchi depth of 6‐7m, now the Secchi
depth is 10‐12m.

3

Do mussels push out soluble
reactive phosphorus from the
lakebed?

Wayne
Green/
Todd
Howell

Yes, mussels have the ability to change
particulate phosphorus to bio‐available
phosphorus, and this may result in a
near shore environment that is
providing more favourable conditions

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Question/Comment

Speaker/
Responder

Answer
for Cladophora growth.

4

Is there any sense of how far
lateral movement of water along
waterfront occurs? Can water
flowing from other dischargers be
a factor in the area being studied
for this Class EA?

Wayne
Green/Todd
Howell

Lateral water movement depends on
the current regime. In some instances
water can be moved quite a distance in
some cases up to 25 km. It is possible
that long‐range transport and exchange
of material between large urban
nutrient gradients such as those of
Oshawa and Toronto may impact the
Ajax shoreline.

5

How far offshore does upwelling
occur?

Euan
Ferguson/
Todd
Howell

Upwelling is the result of thermocline
tilt and the leading edge of the
hypolimnion rising. Hypolimnetic water
at the coastline originates not far
offshore.

6

Is the E. coli data close to shore
obtained from water sampling?

Ayush
Kumar/
Todd
Howell

Yes, E.coli data was obtained from
water sampling.

Kevin
Tyron/
Todd
Howell

Cladophora is widely distributed
wherever there is hard substrate. The
MOE will be measuring Cladophora
densities. Densities cannot be
determined visually; therefore more
analyses will have to be completed.
Note that 50g/m2 dry weight is the
nuisance threshold.

Can the nutrient‐rich environment
created by the mussels and
Cladophora provide a selective
environment for toxins to
accumulate and drug‐resistant
strains of microorganisms such as
E. coli to develop?

7

Have you looked at correlations
between the density of mussels
and Cladophora in the (outfall)
mixing zone versus tributary
influences?

Dr. Robin Slawson of Wilfred Laurier
University is studying these
microorganisms in sediment and
surface water. Areas of Cladophora
growth are microbial‐rich settings and
may be a refuge for certain
microorganisms such as E coli. A US
Geological Survey research group based
in Chicago is conducting advanced
research in this field.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Question/Comment

Speaker/
Responder

Answer

8

The transport of the detached
Cladophora was not discussed in
your presentation.

Gary
Bowen/
Todd
Howell

This will be part of next year’s work.
Possibility exists that algae that washes
to shore is from a limited near shore
area where Cladophora is growing. We
would like to conduct tracer
experiments to determine which
strands of Cladophora are washing
ashore. The present assumption is that
all Cladophora that grows will wash up
on shore but this may not be the case.

9

Will your study plan and analyses
be modified from year to year‐ give
what you know after the first year
of your study?

Wayne
Green/Todd
Howell

Yes, the approach will be modified
based on the efficacy of sampling. The
team also asks key questions such as:
“Are there geographic areas that we
need to be focusing on?”, or “Did we
adequately capture the range of water
quality conditions that are in the lake?”,
or “Did we capture a range of weather
events”?
Field work is also currently being done 3
km from the shoreline. Fine scale work
along the shoreline has not yet been
conducted based on financial
considerations. It is planned to revisit
the study plan in the new year to
address some of these changes.

10

Can you comment on the issue of
quantity of effluent allowed into
the lake in the future as a factor
impacting Cladophora growth?

Sherry L.
Croteau/
Todd
Howell

It will depend on whether study
findings show that local, natural or
anthropogenic sources of nutrients are
contributing to the fouling problem.
This information will contribute to
setting the approach to control
phosphorus loadings to the lake,
including where to focus efforts. If
there is not much difference on the
growth of Cladophora near urban
nutrient gradients compared to the rest
of the lake, then we might want to
think of a lake‐wide phosphorus

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Question/Comment

Speaker/
Responder

Answer
management approach.

11

What do we do for loadings
coming in from watersheds? Local
riparian restoration initiatives by
the Conservation Authorities may
not be sufficient in reducing
phosphorus loadings to the lake.
What kind of management
strategy is needed?

Gary
Bowen/
Todd
Howell

It was acknowledged that land activities
have a great influence on near shore
water quality and that land‐based
management is equally important in
managing nutrient loading.

12

Why did you pick the three urban
areas you showed in your
presentation?

Catherine
Rose/Todd
Howell

We wanted to look at three locations in
the same geographic zone, with similar
nature of population and degree of
watershed development.

13

Does Cladophora grow in Duffins
Marsh?

Kevin
Heritage/
Todd
Howell

Cladophora tends to grow where there
is flowing water; therefore, it is unlikely
that it grows in Duffins Marsh.
Cladophora levels of 800g/m2 is when
self‐shading occurs. In Lake Ontario, we
can get densities of 100g/m2. With the
current phosphorus concentrations in
the lake it is unlikely that Cladophora
will become more abundant. The
question is the anthropogenic influence
on Cladophora blooms in the future, on
a local scale, and at particular reaches
of beaches.

14

How important is the goby in the
video you showed?

Gary
Bowen/
Todd
Howell

There are times when the lake bottom
is alive with gobies. How much
nutrients are being moved around and
redistributed by gobies is unknown.
They seem to be very migratory and
respond to temperature changes.

15

What is the airborne contribution
of phosphorus to Lake Ontario? In

Wayne
Green/Gary

This is being studied. We need to
compare the precision of phosphorus

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Question/Comment
Lake Simcoe atmospheric
deposition is 27%.

Speaker/
Responder

Answer

Bowen

loading numbers between Lake Simcoe
and Lake Ontario. Values for point
source loadings have the highest
precision and values become less
precise with tributaries and other non‐
point sources.

Meeting Adjourned at 3:20pm.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Class Environmental Assessment to address Outfall Capacity
Limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant
Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #4
Agenda
Date:

Thursday, November 22, 2012

Location:

Durham Region Headquarters,
605 Rossland Rd. East, Whitby
Meeting Room - CLK -1G-40

Time:

1:00 pm to 4:30 pm

Attendees

Name
Deepak Bhatt
Barbara Hodgins
James Cameron
Danielle Chin
Gary Bowen
Hida Manns
Dolly Goyette
Dorothy Moszynski
Raphael McCalla
Jim Dike
John Koke
Dr. Douglas A.
Holdway
Paul Kuebler
Sherry L. Croteau
Wayne Green
Barry Laverick
Euan Ferguson
Laurie Boyce
Daniel Olsen
Dwight Houweling
Lynette Renzetti
Carolyn Lee
1|Page

Title
Planner, City of Pickering
Senior Planner, Department of Planning and Development Services,
Town of Ajax
President, Ajax Pickering Board of Trade
Municipal Government Advisor, Building Industry and Land
Development Association - York Region
Watershed Specialist, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
Durham Environmental Advisory Committee (DEAC)
Director, Ministry of Environment - Central Region
Environmental Resource Planner, Ministry of Environment
Manager Environment Programs, Ontario Power Generation
Public Relations, Frenchman's Bay Yatch Club
Building Industry and Land Development Association - Durham
Region
Associate Dean of Science, Professor of Ecotoxicology, Faculty of
Science, UOIT
Citizen Representative – Town of Ajax
Citizen Representative – City of Pickering
Project Engineer, Region of York
Project Engineer, Region of Durham
Senior Project Manager, Region of York
Senior Project Manager, CH2M HILL
Assistant Project Manager & EA Lead, CH2M HILL
Process Engineer, CH2M HILL
Natural Environment Expert, LGL
EA Support, CH2M HILL

Item

Time

Presenter

1. Welcome and Introductions

1:00 – 1:05

Barry Laverick, Region of
Durham

2. Review of Agenda

1:05 – 1:10

Laurie Boyce, CH2M HILL

3. Class EA Update

1:10 - 1:30

Laurie Boyce, CH2M HILL

1:30 – 2:20

Laurie Boyce, CH2M HILL
Daniel Olsen, CH2M HILL



EA Process



Recap of previous SAC meetings

4. Presentation and Discussion




Short List of Alternatives
Evaluation Criteria and Weightings
Alternative Evaluation Approach

Break – 10 minutes (Snacks Provided)
5. Presentation and Discussion




2:30 – 4:00

Laurie Boyce, CH2M HILL
Daniel Olsen, CH2M HILL
Lynette Renzetti, LGL
Dwight Houweling, CH2M
HILL

4:00 – 4:30

Barry Laverick, Region of
Durham

Alternative Evaluation and Mitigation
Measures
o Technical
o Natural Environment
o Social/Cultural
o Financial
Recommended Alternatives and
Implementation Strategy

6. Concluding Session
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Review of Proceedings - Parking
Lot / Cache
Schedule Update/Next Steps
Next SAC meeting

Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA
Stakeholder Advisory
y Committee
Meeting #4
November 2012

Welcome & Introductions

2

Meeting Objectives

• Present and receive SAC feedback on
•
•
•
•
•
•

Short List of Alternatives
g
g
Evaluation Criteria and their Weightings
Assessment of Alternatives
Recommended Alternatives
Implementation Strategy
Next Steps

3

Meeting Agenda
•
•
•
•
•

Class EA Update
Short List of Alternatives
Alternatives Evaluation Approach
Evaluation Criteria and their Weightings
Impact Assessment/Rating
−
−
−
−

Technical, including modelling results
Natural Environment
Social/Cultural Environment
Financial

• Recommended Alternatives and Implementation Strategy
• Next Steps

4

Class EA Update

5

Opportunity Statement

To identify and develop a preferred strategy
p
y limitations of
to address the future capacity
the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek
protect the
WPCP that continues to p
environment and human health.

6

Schedule C Outfall EA Process

Phase 1

Opportunity
Statement
Generate “long list”
of Alternatives

Phase 2

Identifyy Short-list of
Alternative Solutions
Select Preferred
Alternative Solution(s)

Evaluate Conceptual
Designs for the
preferred solutions

Phase 3

Phase 4

Develop Preferred
Conceptual Design
Complete
Environmental Study
Report (ESR)

Review Solutions based on ability
to address the Opportunity
Statement (Screening Criteria)
Evaluate Alternative Solutions
using detailed evaluation criteria
and criteria weightings, and impact
ratings

Assess Conceptual Designs based
on natural environment, technical,
social/cultural and financial
considerations

Stak
keholderr Consulttation

Define Design Criteria

Complete CEAA
Requirements

7

Re-Cap of previous SAC Meetings
• SAC #2
presented.
 Existing baseline studies were presented
 Short list of alternatives and draft evaluation criteria were
presented.
 SAC provided input on evaluation criteria. Evaluation criteria
were revised based on input.
 SAC p
provided input
p on criteria weighting
g
g through
g a
questionnaire

• SAC #3
 D
Dr. T
Todd
dd H
Howellll and
dG
Gary B
Bowen presented
t d updates
d t on
water quality studies in Lake Ontario

8

Short List of Alternatives

9

Short List of Alternatives
1.
1

1

2.

Existing Upgraded
Plant and Optimized
Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)

3
2

4

2

1.

Modify Existing
Outfall Diffuser

3

1.

Provide Tertiary
Treatment

4

1.

Extend Existing
Outfall

5

5

New Outfall
10

Alt 1: Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)
1.
1

1

2.

Existing Upgraded
Plant and Optimized
Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)

11

Alt 1: Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)
Stage 3 Expansion
• New
N Preliminary
P li i
Treatment /
Headworks
• 6 Primary Tanks
• 6 Aeration Tanks
• 6 Secondary
Clarifiers
• Disinfection Facility
• Solids Facilities
• Electrical

12

Alt 2 – Modify Existing Outfall Diffuser
1.
1

1

2

2.

2

1.

Existing Upgraded
Plant and Optimized
Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)
Modify Existing
Outfall Diffuser

13

Alt 2 – Modify Existing Diffuser

Duck-billed Check Valve

14

Alt 3 – Provide Tertiary Treatment
1.
1

1

2.

3

3

1.

Existing Upgraded
Plant and Optimized
Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)

Provide Tertiary
Treatment

15

Alt 3 – Provide Tertiary Treatment

16

Alt 4 – Extend Existing Outfall
1.
1

1

2.

Existing Upgraded
Plant and Optimized
Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)

4

4

1.

Extend Existing
Outfall Diffuser

17

Alt 4 – Extend Existing Outfall

Source: Opus DaytonKnight

18

Alt 5 – New Outfall
1.
1

1

2.

Existing Upgraded
Plant and Optimized
Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)

5

5

New Outfall
19

Alt 5 - New Outfall

Source: King County

Source: Trenchless International

20

Alternatives Evaluation Approach

21

Alternatives Evaluation Approach
• Developed criteria and weightings of their importance with input
from SAC.
SAC
• Rated impacts from 1 to 5, with 1 representing the most impact
and 5 representing the least impact.
• Impact
I
t ratings
ti
incorporated
i
t d mitigation
iti ti measures.
• Multiplied impact ratings by the importance weightings and
summed to obtain weighted
g
scores for each alternative.
• Alternatives were ranked from most preferred to least.
• An overall implementation strategy which is comprised of a
short term medium-term
short-term,
medium term and long
long-term
term solution was
developed.

22

Scoring the Alternatives: Categories
•

Weights developed from SAC questionnaires
• Th
These representt th
the ““value”
l ” or ““worth”
th” off each
h criterion
it i relative
l ti tto th
the others
th
in the same category

•

Ratings are assigned by experts
• Based on baseline information
information, technical knowledge
knowledge, and past projects

Score

=

Weighting

x

Impact
Rating

23

Scoring the Strategies: Categories

Ex.
Ex Natural Environment
Alternatives
Option 3
Criteria

Wgt

Rating

Nearshore
Impacts

0.25 ×

3

Score

=

0.75

(This is an example only)

24

Scoring the Strategies: Categories
Alternatives

Ex. Natural Environment
Criteria

Wgt

Nearshore
Impacts

0.25 ×

3

=

0.75

Offshore
Impacts

0.18 ×

5

=

0.90

Terrestrial
Impacts

0.18 ×

4

=

0.72

0.17 ×

4

=

0.68

0.22 ×

4

=

(This is an example only)

Option 3

0.88

Water Quality

The highest score possible is 5.0 Sensitive
Species
TOTAL

Rating

Score

3.93

25

Evaluation Criteria and
Weightings

26

Evaluation Criteria
• Technical Criteria – for assessing alternative solutions from an
engineering perspective in regards to performance, regulatory
requirements, construction, installation, operation and maintenance

• Natural Environment Criteria – for assessing the relative
impacts of each alternative solution on natural features during
construction and operation
f assessing
i th
l ti iimpacts
t
• Social/Cultural Criteria – for
the relative
of each alternative solution on human activities, health, safety and wellbeing

• Financial Criteria – for assessing the relative economic impact
of each alternative solution

27

How Criteria Were Weighted

• Eight (8) SAC members out of thirteen (13) responded to the
questionnaire
• Project team members from the Regions of York and Durham,
and project consultants did not participate in the questionnaire
• Weightings were obtained by averaging the values provided in
the questionnaire

28

Technical Environment
Technical Criteria
Ease of Operation
and Maintenance
11%

Performance and
Risks or
Peak Flow
Susceptibility to
Considerations
Changing Long-term
25%
Conditions
14%
Risks to Shoreline
Ease of
Infrastructure
Implementation
Features
10%
7%
Flexibility to Meet
Compatibility
p
y with
Future Capacity
current operation of
Requirements
13%
Ability to Use Existing the WPCP
10%
Infrastructure and
land
10%

29

Natural Environment
Natural Environment Criteria
Geotechnical
Impact
10%
Impact on Species
at Risk and
Significant Habitats
16%

Energy Use
10%

Impact on
Terrestrial
Environment
11%

Impact on
Nearshore Aquatic
Systems and
Habitats
20%
I
Impact
t on Offshore
Off h
Aquatic Systems
and Habitat
14%
Impact on Water
Quality
19%

30

Social/Cultural Environment

Social/Cultural Environment Criteria
Impact on the Ajax
Water Intake
19%
Impact on Lake
Shipping Routes/
Transportation
8%

Tourism, Recreation
Tourism
and Other Uses of
Lake and Lakefront
13%

Impact on
Archaeological/
Cultural Features
9%

Impact on Aesthetic
W k Health
H lth and
d
Worker
Conditions along
Safety
the Shoreline
8%
Noise and Vibration
21%
Impacts
7%

Community Health
and Safety
14%

31

Financial Environment

Financial Criteria
Write-off Cost
13%
Lifecycle Cost
26%

Capital Costs
24%

Operating and
Maintenance
Costs
38%

32

Criteria Category Weighting

Category Weightings

Financial
20%

Technical
25%

Social/Cultural/Legal
24%
Natural Environment
31%

33

Discussion

34

Impact Assessment / Rating
−
−
−
−

Technical
Natural Environment
Social/Cultural Environment
Financial

35

Technical

36

Alt 1: Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)
Stage 3 Expansion
• New
N Preliminary
P li i
Treatment /
Headworks
• 6 Primary Tanks
• 6 Aeration Tanks
• 6 Secondary
Clarifiers
• Disinfection Facility
• Solids Facilities
• Electrical

37

Alt 2 – Modify Existing Diffuser

Duck-billed Check Valve

38

Alt 3 – Provide Tertiary Treatment

39

Alt 4 – Technical Considerations

Source: Opus DaytonKnight

40

Alt 5 - New Outfall

Source: King County

Source: Trenchless International

41

Water Quality Objectives – Evaluation Approach
• Near-Field Modelling – CORMIX model
−

Guideline of 20:1 initial dilution at edge of the near
near-field
field
mixing zone

• Far-Field Modelling – MIKE3 model
−
−

Total Ammonia Nitrogen - simulated at the Ajax WSP
i t k
intake
TP and UIA - 90th percentile Provincial Water Quality
Objective (PWQO) criterion chosen to delineate the mixing
zone because it is conservative

42

Modelling Results for Alternatives at 630MLD
• Near-Field Modelling
Alternative

Baseline
(520MLD)

1. Upgraded/
Optimized
Plant

2. Modify
Existing
Outfall
Diffuser

3. Provide
Tertiary
Treatment

4. Extend
Existing
Outfall

5. New
Outfall

Initial
Dilution

23:1

19:1

22:1

19:1

33:1

76:1

• Total Ammonia Nitrogen (TAN)
−

Peak TAN at the Ajax water supply intake is less than
0 3mg/L for all alternatives
0.3mg/L
alternatives, below the guideline of 0
0.5mg/L
5mg/L
43

Baseline - TP Mixing Zone at 520 MLD - 90th percentile

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone

Ajax
WSP

44

Alt 1 – TP Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile

Outfall
Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Ed
Edge
Mi i
Zone off Mixing
Zone where PWQO
is achieved

 Mixing zone is smaller than baseline

Ajax
WSP

45

Alt 2 – TP Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone

 Mixing zone is smaller than baseline

Ajax
WSP

46

Alt 3 – TP Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone

 Mixing zone is smaller than baseline

Ajax
WSP

47

Alt 4 – TP Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone

 Mixing zone is smaller than baseline

Ajax
WSP

48

Alt 5 – TP Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile

Outfall

Ajax
WSP
No Mixing Zone

 PWQO achieved in the near-field mixing zone

49

Baseline - UIA Mixing Zone at 520 MLD - 90th percentile Summer

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone

 PWQO achieved in the near-field mixing zone

Ajax
WSP

50

Alt 1 – UIA Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile Summer

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone

Ajax
WSP

 Increase in size of mixing zone does not impinge on beneficial uses
51

Alt 2 – UIA Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile Summer

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone

Ajax
WSP

 Increase in size of mixing zone does not impinge on beneficial uses
52

Alt 3 – UIA Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile Summer

Outfall

Edge of Mixing
Zone

Ajax
WSP

 Increase in size of mixing zone does not impinge on beneficial uses
53

Alt 4 – UIA Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile Summer

Outfall

No Mixing Zone
Ajax
WSP
Edge of Mixing
Zone where PWQO
is achieved

 PWQO achieved in the near-field mixing zone

54

Alt 5 – UIA Mixing Zone at 630 MLD - 90th percentile Summer

Outfall

Ajax
WSP
No Mixing Zone

 PWQO achieved in the near-field mixing zone

55

Discussion

56

Natural Environment

57

Impacts to Natural Environment

Aquatic Impacts

Terrestrial Impacts

1

Aquatic Impacts – Nearshore & Offshore

Nearshore:
• <15m deep
• exposed coastline
• sheltered embayments
Offshore:
Off
h
• >15m deep
• open water
•p
pelagic
g fish species
p

59

Aquatic Impacts – Nearshore

60

Terrestrial Impacts

61

Alt 1 - Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)

1

62

Alt 1 - Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations
(Stages 1, 2, 3)
Existing Plant

63

Alt 2 – Modify Existing Diffuser

1

2

64
64

Alt 2 – Modify Existing Diffuser
Construction Impacts

Source: Tideflex

65

Alt 3 – Provide Tertiary Treatment

1
3

66

Alt 3 – Provide Tertiary Treatment
Stage 3 Liquids Construction (September 2009)

Tertiary Treatment Preliminary Locations

67

Alt 4 – Extend Existing Outfall

1

4

68

Alt 4 – Extend Existing Outfall
Construction Impacts

Source: Opus DaytonKnight

Source: Northwest Construction Consumer Council

69

Alt 5 – New Outfall

1

5

70

Alt 5- New Outfall
Construction Impacts

Source: King County

Source: Northwest Construction Consumer Council

71

Geotechnical Impacts

Geotechnical Borehole Area
BH (1974)
BH (2010)

Area with existing contour/geotechnical
information (approximate)
No Construction Area (approximate, based
on existing available geotechnical
information)

BH (2011)

Gas deposits were
found

72

Social/Cultural Environment
Criteria

73

Social/Cultural Impacts

1
3

2
4
5

74

Financial Criteria

75

Cost Comparison

Capital Costs

Operating and
Maintenance Costs

Lifecycle Cost

Write-off Cost

$0

$1M

$17M

None

$1.1M - $1.5M

$1M

$18M

None

3. Provide Tertiary
Treatment at the Duffin
Creek WPCP

$175M - $230M

$2.5

$243M

None

4. Extend Existing
Outfall Diffuser

$105M - $140M

$1M

$140M

None

5. New Outfall

$185M - $240M

$1M

$229M

$45M

1. Existing Upgraded
Plant and Optimized
Operations (Stages 1
1,
2, and 3)
2. Modify Existing
Outfall Diffuser
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Recommended Alternatives and
Implementation Strategy
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Alternatives Ranking
5.0
4.5
40
4.0
3.5
3.0
1
1.
2.
3.

Alt 1
Upgraded
and
O ti i d
Optimized
Plant

1
1.
2.

Alt 2
Modify
Existing
Outfall
Diffuser

1
1.
2.
3.
4.

Alt 3
Provide
Tertiary
T t
Treatment
t

1
1.
2.
3.
4
4.
5.

Alt 4
Extend
Existing
O tfall
Outfall
Diffuser

1.
2.
3.

Alt 5
New
Outfall

78

Implementation Strategy
Medium-Term

Short-Term

Long-Term

Alt. 1 - Existing Upgraded
~ 580 MLD

Plant and Optimized
Operations
Alt. 2 - Modify Existing

~ 650 MLD

Outfall Diffuser

Alt. 5 - New Outfall

520 MLD
Consider implementing Alternative 2
prior to flows reaching 520MLD

630 MLD
Initiate Next Expansion EA (if
required) including a review of outfall

Proactively plan for a new outfall through this EA process
79

Implementation Strategy – Monitoring Program

• C
Continue
ti
operational
ti
l monitoring
it i off outfall
tf ll
system
• Conduct yearly outfall inspection
Scheduling of New Outfall will be dependent on
remaining useful life of the existing outfall
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Discussion Break
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Next Steps
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Next Steps
• Phase 2
−
−

Nov/Dec, 2012 – Phase 2 Peer Review
January, 2013 - Public Information Forum #3

• Phase 3
−

March, 2013 – Begin Conceptual Design of Alternative 2
(modify existing diffuser) and Alternative 5 (new outfall)

− Environmental Study Report
−

Filed in Q3 of 2013
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Timeline
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STAKEHOLDER ADVISORY COMMITTEE
DRAFT MEETING NOTES
Meeting:

SAC Meeting No. 4

Project:
Date:

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to Address Outfall Capacity Limitations at
the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP)
Thursday, November 22, 2012

Time:

1:00 pm – 4:30 pm

Location:

Meeting Room CLK ‐1G‐40, Durham Region Headquarters,
605 Rossland Rd. East, Whitby

Attendees:

SAC Members:
Deepak Bhatt, Planner II, City of Pickering
Gary Bowen, Watershed Specialist, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
(TRCA)
Barbara Hodgins, Senior Planner, Department of Planning and Development
Services, Town of Ajax
Bruce Rodgers, Principal, Senior Environmental Engineer, EcoMetrix
Incorporated (representing the Town of Ajax)
Dan Orr, Manager, Technical Support, Ministry of Environment (on behalf of
Dolly Goyette)
Raphael McCalla, Manager Environmental Programs, Ontario Power Generation
(OPG)
Dr. Douglas A. Holdway, Associate Dean of Science, Professor of Ecotoxicology,
Faculty of Science, UOIT
Paul Kuebler, Citizen Representative, Town of Ajax
Sherry L. Croteau, Citizen Representative, City of Pickering
Kevin Heritage, Policy Planning Coordinator, Town of Ajax
Lisa Lewthwaite, Design Technologist, Region of York

Project Team:

Wayne Green, Project Manager, The Regional Municipality of York
Barry Laverick, Project Engineer, The Regional Municipality of Durham
Euan Ferguson, Manager, Engineering, The Regional Municipality of York
Laurie Boyce, Senior Project Manager, CH2M HILL
Dan Olsen, Engineer, CH2M HILL
Dwight Houweling, Technologist, CH2M HILL
Carolyn Lee, Junior Planner, CH2M HILL
Lynette Renzetti, Planning Ecologist, LGL Limited
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Absent:

Danielle Chin, Municipal Government Advisor, Building Industry and Land
Development Association – York Region
Hida Manns, Durham Environmental Advisory Committee (DEAC)
Jim Dike, Frenchman's Bay Yacht Club (FBYC)
John Koke, Building Industry and Land Development Association, Durham
Region
James Cameron, President, Ajax Pickering Board of Trade
Dolly Goyette, Director Ministry of Environment Central Region
Dorothy Moszynski, Environmental Resource Planner, Ministry of Environment
Sandra Thomas, Supervisor, Ministry of the Environment, York Durham Office

Minutes:
Carolyn Lee, Junior Environmental Planner, CH2M HILL
These meeting minutes have been prepared to correspond with the slide presentation and handouts,
as presented by the Project Team during the meeting. These minutes should therefore be read in
conjunction with the presentation slides.
SAC Discussion

Action

AGENDA ITEM 1 – WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
Barry Laverick welcomed SAC members.
AGENDA ITEM 2 – REVIEW OF AGENDA
Laurie Boyce stated the purpose of the SAC meeting which is to receive input
on the shortlisted alternatives, evaluation criteria and weightings, and
evaluation approach.
AGENDA ITEM 3 – CLASS EA UDPATE
Barbara Hodgins inquired if the information from the studies presented by
Todd Howell and Gary Bowen at the SAC #3 Water Quality Meeting would be
included in the EA documentation, and if the presentations would be made
available to the public. Barry Laverick responded that the project team will
consider all published information throughout the duration of the EA.
Gary Bowen indicated that Dr. Todd Howell requested that his presentation
not be distribute since the study has not gone through full analysis and peer
review as required of published articles. Gary Bowen expressed that, with the
exception of the slides showing unpublished Environment Canada data, his
presentation can be shared with the public.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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SAC Discussion
Gary Bowen indicated that the SAC was not informed of the results from the
Phase 1 Report peer review. The Project Team noted that the Phase 1 peer
review reports were posted to the project website. The Project Team assured
that SAC would be informed in the future when Phase 2 peer review
information is posted to the website. The Project Team will also provide a
description of the peer review process on the project website.

Action
Project Team

AGENDA ITEM 4a – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION (SHORT LIST OF
ALTERNATIVES)
Dan Olsen provided an overview of the shortlisted alternative solutions.
Alternatives 2 to 5 include Alternative 1 because they would be implemented
at the same time.
Kevin Heritage inquired about the rationale for the length (400m) and depth of
the diffuser extension in Alternative 4 (Extend Existing Outfall). Dan Olsen
responded that the length and depth was based on lake modelling.
Gary Bowen asked why all the ports on the existing diffuser are not being
used. Dan Olsen answered that the 63 ports will be used when flows reach an
average day flow of 630MLD. The current average day flow is approximately
330 MLD and thus fewer ports are required to achieve hydraulic and mixing
performance.
Gary Bowen asked if the diameter of the new outfall will be larger than the
Southeast Collector. The Regions indicated that this is likely. The existing
outfall is approximately 3m in diameter and the new outfall would be sized for
approximately 4m diameter. A capacity of 890MLD is being used for the
purposes of this Class EA to consider a longer term time frame. A new Class EA
will be initiated for the Duffin WPCP for flow rates beyond 630MLD.
Barbara Hodgins inquired whether a new outfall would be required for flows
beyond 630 MLD and whether the new outfall will be modelled for long‐term
flow projections. The Regions indicated that a new outfall will likely be needed
for flows beyond 630 MLD; however, the upper limit has not yet been
determined. A new outfall would be modelled to consider the full lifespan of
the infrastructure which is typically 75 years.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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SAC Discussion
Action
AGENDA ITEM 4b – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION (EVALUATION CRITERIA
& WEIGHTINGS)
Barbara Hodgins inquired about the experts who conducted the impact
ratings. Dan Olsen responded:


Natural and Social – Lynette Renzetti (LGL Limited), and Laurie Boyce
(CH2M HILL)
 Constructability and Geotechnical – Mario Parente (CH2M HILL)
 Modelling – Dr. Dwight Houweling and Dr. Ray Dewey (CH2M HILL)
 Process – Dr. Dwight Houweling and Matthew Elliott (CH2M HILL)
 Costing – Albert Elliott (CH2M HILL) and Dr. Dwight Houweling (CH2M
HILL)
The evaluation of alternatives is also being independently peer reviewed, and
comments from peer reviews will be considered in finalizing this draft
assessment.
Gary Bowen asked if the criteria and category weightings from the
questionnaire are final. He inquired if the weightings can change to reflect
new knowledge. In his opinion, there is an inadequate knowledge base to
determine the importance of evaluation criteria. Laurie Boyce responded that
the weightings reflect what SAC members feel is important and are unlikely to
change throughout the course of the EA. The Project Team provided baseline
information to SAC members for consideration to aid in completing the
questionnaire.
Kevin Heritage asked about the differences between weightings and ratings.
He also asked if costs include mitigation. Dan Olsen replied that ratings are
assigned by subject experts and the Project Team to describe the impacts of
each alternative, as well as mitigation measures. Weightings are derived from
the SAC questionnaire. The costs shown for each alternative include mitigation
measures.
Dr. Douglas Holdway and Kevin Heritage asked for confirmation that higher
scores correspond to lower (negative) impacts. CH2M HILL confirmed that a
higher score means a lower impact.
Dan Orr inquired if the final score considers impacts cumulatively. CH2M HILL
confirmed that the final score reflects a combination of technical, natural
environment, social/cultural, and financial impacts.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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SAC Discussion

Action

AGENDA ITEM 4c – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION (ALTERNATIVE
EVALUATION APPROACH)
Gary Bowen asked if this alternative evaluation approach is generic to the
Municipal Class EA Process. Laurie Boyce indicated that there are various
qualitative and quantitative methods to evaluate alternatives. Though, the
method is not mandated. The approach that is proposed for this Class EA has
been proven and is appropriate for this type of study. Raphael McCalla added
that this approach is typical in the studies he has seen. Lynette Renzetti of LGL
Ltd. added that the application of weightings to different areas of concern is
typical in EAs.
Barbara Hodgins inquired if the reasons why five SAC members did not
respond to the questionnaire will be documented in the EA. Dr. Douglas
Holdway asked why five out of thirteen members did not respond. CH2M HILL
noted that the reasons for not responding, if provided, will be documented in
the EA. Gary Bowen expressed that he did not complete the questionnaire
because he is more inclined to respond after Phase 2 instead of Phase 1 when
more information is available. Wayne Green added that the period for
questionnaire responses was extended by 2 months to give SAC members
additional time to respond.
Barbara Hodgins asked for clarification as to what “changing long‐term
conditions” mean. Dan Olsen specified that “changing long‐term conditions”
includes climate change, changes to wastewater effluent regulations, and
effects from the cessation of OPG plant operations.
Bruce Rodgers commented that the word Cladophora only appears in the
“Impact on Aesthetic Conditions along the Shoreline” criterion in the
social/cultural category. He suggested that it should be an individual criterion.
Dan Olsen responded that Cladophora is also captured in the water quality
criterion and the performance criterion which takes into consideration the
impacts of the total phosphorus mixing zone compared to the baseline
conditions. SAC members have also assigned the highest weighting percentage
to “Impact on Aesthetic Conditions along the Shoreline” in the Social/Cultural
Environment Criteria. “Impact on Water Quality” was also weighted highly in
the Natural Environment Criteria category. “Performance” was weighted the
highest in the Technical Criteria.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Action

Bruce Rodgers commented that weightings for individual criterion become
diluted when they are multiplied. This is especially true for Cladophora since it
is not a criterion on its own. Wayne Green remarked that Cladophora is an
example of a social/cultural issue but should be considered where appropriate
in each of the criterion. Each SAC member should consider what is important
to them under each criterion and indicate an appropriate weighting.
Euan Ferguson noted that Bruce Rodgers is an observer and that observers do
not traditionally actively participate in SAC meetings. However the Regions
agreed to welcome the participation of the observer in this SAC meeting
provided that their questions and comments did not impede the voices of
other SAC members.
AGENDA ITEM 5 – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION (IMPACT RATNGS)
The following discussion took place regarding Alternative 2 – Modify Existing
Diffusers.

Regions

Barbara Hodgins asked how many ports will be opened at 630MLD and if these
will be equipped with duck‐billed check valves. Dan Olsen answered that all 63
ports would be opened and equipped with duck‐billed check valves. This
scenario has been modelled as part of Alternative 2.
Kevin Heritage asked how the duck‐billed check valves will improve the
performance of the existing diffuser. He also asked if the duck‐billed check‐
valves will be new installations. Dan Olsen stated that performance depends
on lake current speed, the length of the diffuser, and the velocity coming out
of diffusers. The duck‐billed check valves allow a faster velocity through the
ports at average day flows to achieve higher initial dilution. The check valves
will be newly installed and will allow higher jet velocity at lower flows and less
headloss at peak flow.
Dr. Holdway asked if the valve is automated. Dan Olsen responded that the
check valve is made of rubber with an elastomer and is fixed in place. The
valves open/close as flows increase/decrease..
Deepak Bhatt asked if the valves will make the mixing zone larger. Dan Olsen
replied that the duck‐billed check valves do not significantly impact the mixing
zone, but provides improved initial dilution in the immediate vicinity of the
diffusers.
Barbara Hodgins inquired how the valves function when flows are at average
day (340 MLD). Dan Olsen explained that openings are small when flows are
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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SAC Discussion

Action

low to allow for better dilution and a higher initial dilution ratio.
Gary Bowen asked about the hydraulic difference between plant level and the
lake level offshore where the diffusers are located. Euan Ferguson answered
approximately 5 meters.
Paul Kuebler inquired if the check valves address total phosphorus. The
Regions responded that the valves address initial dilution requirements which
is a physical parameter and not total phosphorus which is a chemical
parameter.
It was agreed that a picture of the outfall would be posted

Regions

The following questions were asked regarding phosphorus loadings and
tertiary treatment (Alternative 3).
Paul Kuebler asked if the phosphorus loadings from the plant varies seasonally
(i.e. summer versus winter). He wanted to know if the 311 kg/day loading rate
is an average annualized number. Barry Laverick indicated that there is a slight
seasonal pattern of phosphorus loadings to and from the plant. It was
confirmed that the 311 kg/day is an annualized average over the year.
Barbara Hodgins inquired what tertiary treatment means. Dan Olsen
responded that it means a third level treatment. Dr. Dwight Houweling
mentioned that tertiary treatment most commonly involves membranes that
are like straws with plugged ends. Permeate pumps suck water through the
straws and retain solids on the inside while the water leaves the straws to
provide a higher quality effluent. Total phosphorus concentrations can be
lowered to 0.15mg/L but not ammonia. Anything that is soluble is not
removed including soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP). In secondary treatment,
phosphorus removal occurs primarily through biological processes and by
physical processes in tertiary treatment.
Barbara Hodgins asked if there is a tertiary treatment process that can entirely
remove soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP). She also requested a list of
technologies. Dr. Dwight Houweling answered that there are technologies that
can remove total phosphorus to below 10 micrograms (0.01mg); however, the
fraction that is SRP is unknown. Barry Laverick added that different types of
tertiary treatment technologies were examined and documented as part of
this alternative.
Deepak Bhatt asked for examples of facilities where membranes have been
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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employed. Euan Ferguson named the Keswick Water Pollution Control Plant,
and the Lagoon Lane Wastewater Treatment Plant in Bracebridge. These
facilities do not employ a reverse osmosis system. The Keswick and Lagoon
Lane membranes combine secondary and tertiary treatment, whereas the
membranes for the tertiary treatment facility at the Duffin Creek WPCP would
only be used for filtration.
Barbara Hodgins stated that the City of Hamilton is considering membrane
technologies to upgrade their Woodward Avenue Wastewater Treatment
Plant. Laurie Boyce indicated that the City of Hamilton is still in the
investigation stage as to the approach to upgrade their facilities.
Kevin Heritage asked if there is anything that can be done to capture SRP prior
to membrane treatment. Dr. Dwight Houweling responded that alum or ferric
is usually added to remove SRP. Euan Ferguson added that the plant has the
capability for this chemical addition step since the equipment is already
installed in the plant as part of the Stage 3 upgrades.
Barbara Hodgins noted that the addition of ferric is not constantly applied as it
is costly. Euan Ferguson confirmed that ferric is not constantly added. Dr.
Dwight Houweling stated that as wastewater flows increase and TP is capped
at 311 kg/d, the fraction of TP that is SRP will come down when more
chemicals are being added in the treatment process. As to how much SRP is
removed, it is difficult to measure because levels are usually below the
detection limits of analytical instruments. Gary Bowen mentioned that this is
the same challenge for lake samples, because there are periods of year when
SRP cannot be measured because concentrations are lower than detection
limits.
Paul Kuebler asked how phosphorus is sampled and measured. Euan Ferguson
stated that samples are taken on a daily basis, and that samples are analysed
every 24 hours. Effluent quality sampling frequency is specified in the current
Certificate of Approval. Gary Bowen added that samples are collected using
the same type of autosamplers used by TRCA for lake sampling. The Regions
can provide sampling information upon request.
Phosphorus loading information to be made available.

Regions

The following questions were asked about Alternative 4 – Extend Existing
Outfall Diffuser.
Dr. Douglas Holdway asked about the depth of the risers that will connect to
the extension of the existing outfall. Dan Olsen stated that the risers will be
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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approximately 15 m.
Deepak Bhatt asked about the angle of the connection. Dan Olsen responded
that a buried valley was discovered during the construction of the existing
outfall. The outfall extension would be constructed on an angle to avoid the
buried valley. A geophysical survey would be needed to determine the final
alignment of the extension.
Barb Hodgins questioned if Alternative 4 is really a solution to Ajax’s issues
since there will still be a large volume of effluent mixing in the nearshore.
Dr. Douglas Holdway asked if there will be valves that can shut off the
diffusers. Euan Ferguson answered that there will be no valves to shut off the
diffusers.
Dan Olsen noted that the diffuser extension would include ports in addition to
the 63 ports on the existing outfall.
The following questions were asked regarding Alternative 5 – New Outfall.
Barbara Hodgins inquired if duck‐billed valves can be added to the diffuser
ports of the new outfall. Dan Olsen responded that it could be an option and
that all of the newest technologies will be considered.
Barbara Hodgins asked if decommissioning of the existing outfall will be
considered. She also inquired if the effluent from all three WPCP Stages
including the future Stage 4 can discharge through one outfall. Dan Olsen
responded that the new outfall would be sized to convey 100% of the flow for
its total expected lifespan of 75 years.
Gary Bowen inquired why the new outfall will be tunneled (4m diameter
tunnel). Dan Olsen responded that the impacts of tunneling and open cut
construction methods will be evaluated more fully in Phase 3 of the Class EA.
However, impacts tend to be greater for the open cut of the lake bed
compared to tunneling.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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AGENDA ITEM 5a – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION (ALTERNATIVE
EVALUATION AND MITIGATION MEASURES)
Dr. Dwight Houweling gave an overview of CORMIX and MIKE 3 models used in
water quality modelling. He also presented a summary of modelling results for
each alternative.
Kevin Heritage asked about the accuracy of models and whether a sensitivity
analysis was conducted. Raphael McCalla asked what the difference is
between CORMIX and MIKE 3 models. Dr. Houweling responded that the
CORMIX model was calibrated in university laboratories and is thus used as‐is
with no further calibration. CORMIX is a static model for near‐field mixing in
the vicinity around the diffusers, whereas MIKE 3 is a dynamic model for far‐
field mixing. Both CORMIX and MIKE 3 models are approved for use by the
MOE.
Kevin Heritage asked about what CORMIX says about changes in the near‐field
mixing zone as more flow comes out of the diffusers. Dan Olsen responded
that as more flow comes out of the outfall diffuser, the size of the near‐field
zone and initial dilution ratios will change. The CORMIX model was run both at
the baseline of 520MLD and at the plant capacity of 630MLD. Dr. Dwight
Houweling remarked that the 25th percentile for current speeds, which are
conservative values, were used in the modelling.
Kevin Heritage noted that for Alternative 3 (tertiary treatment), the quality of
effluent is higher, but initial dilution is still low. He asked if a more toxic
effluent were discharged at a 20:1 dilution ratio, would this activity be
permitted? Dr. Houweling responded that the 20:1 dilution is only a physical
requirement and is not the only performance criteria for an outfall. Other
performance criteria are considered such as the Provincial Water Quality
Objectives which are used to establish water quality limits in Certificate of
Approvals (Environmental Compliance Approval).
Kevin Heritage inquired about the distance between the shoreline and the
northern extremity of the mixing zone. He asked about the mixing depth. Dr.
Dwight Houweling stated that this distance is approximately 600m. The mixing
zone does not impinge on the shoreline. Initial jet velocity pushes effluent
offshore from the momentum due to diffuser design. The mixing depth is
approximately 10 m.
Barbara Hodgins requested to see the model simulation of the mixing zone at
340 MLD. The Regions remarked that the mixing zone would be smaller than

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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shown in the current presentation and noted the request.
Kevin Heritage asked if the models measure SRP at the edge of the mixing
zone. Dr. Dwight Houweling mentioned that SRP is dynamic, and is being taken
up and released in the near shore by organisms. Models exist for SRP but leave
out important factors such as phosphorus attached to re‐suspended sediment,
zebra mussels contribution all of which are not included even in the most
sophisticated models. That is why TP is modeled as a surrogate for SRP.
Kevin Heritage asked if a mixing zone would exist at 890 MLD for Alternative 5
(new outfall). Barbara Hodgins suggested that the mixing zone for 890 MLD
should be modeled for this Class EA. CH2M HILL noted that it is possible for a
mixing zone to exist. The Regions noted Barbara Hodgin’s suggestion.
Gary Bowen emphasized the need to understand from where the 20:1 dilution
criteria originated. The initial dilution guideline was established to ensure
adequate initial dilution in the near‐field to protect aquatic habitat. Laurie
Boyce referred to the MOE’s procedure B‐1‐5 for deriving receiving water‐
based, point source effluent requirements. Dan Orr of the MOE mentioned
that according to B‐1‐5, the 20:1 dilution is a guideline. If it can be
demonstrated that PWQOs can be achieved with a lower dilution ratio and
that there are no impacts to beneficial uses, the MOE would consider relaxing
the guideline. Barbara Hodgins expressed that the procedure is antiquated.
Sherry Croteau asked about the age of the existing outfall pipe, its
decommission date (lifespan), what is it made of, and when it was last
inspected. She commented that there is no point spending millions of dollars
on tertiary treatment when a new outfall is needed eventually. She requested
to know the timeframes of constructing a new outfall.
Euan Ferguson responded that the original outfall pipe was commissioned as
part of Stage 1. It was constructed in the mid 70s and commissioned in 1977.
Recent inspections, including the use of crawlers on the interior of the outfall,
indicate that it is in good condition and that no re‐bar is showing. Outfalls
typically have a 75‐year life expectancy and the current outfall has reached
half of its useful life. Barry Laverick mentioned that the Regions send divers
down every year to inspect the ports and manholes. Wayne Green added that
it was installed with a tunnel boring machine in rock as opposed to soils where
acids can deteriorate the concrete.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Gary Bowen asked if the ammonia concentrations for Alternative 5 may put
the Ajax Water Intake at risk since the outfall and intake will be placed at the
same depth. Currently there is depth and distance separation between the
existing outfall and the intake. Laurie Boyce responded that these factors will
be investigated in Phase 3.
Paul Kuebler asked why the outfall alignments (for the existing and proposed)
are shown in parallel in the modeling. Laurie Boyce mentioned that conceptual
designs and potential outfall alignments will be examined in Phase 3. Most of
the time, alignments depend on geotechnical considerations. The alignment
used for Alternative 5 modelling is based on the alignment of the existing
outfall.
Lynette Renzetti discussed how impacts to the natural environment were
determined. The natural environment report prepared by LGL Ltd. was peer
reviewed and deemed adequate to carry forward. She explained that
terrestrial impacts tend to be more localized, and aquatic impacts occur over a
broader extent. That is why the terrestrial component of the local study area is
small and consists of the boundary of the plant. The aquatic regional study
area is divided into nearshore and offshore zones according to the 15m
contour mark used by the Ministry of Natural Resources. She stated that the
higher sensitivity in the nearshore for wildlife and stakeholders is reflected in
the 20% weighting assigned to the “Impacts to Nearshore Aquatic Systems and
Habitats” evaluation criterion. Impacts are greater when in‐water works are
proposed in the nearshore.
Lynette Renzetti provided a summary of the natural impacts for each
alternative.
Gary Bowen noted that for Alternative 5 (new outfall), materials and spoils
transport from the tunnel will add to plant and local traffic. Riser installation
offshore will increase the risk of spills and solids suspension in the water
column. Tunnel installation for the outfall as opposed to trenching is viewed as
a preferred method to reduce impacts. An approved site will be needed to
dispose of spoils and a treatment system may be needed for the dewatering
discharge.
Barbara Hodgins inquired whether the tertiary treatment building for
Alternative 3 will be constructed underground or above ground. The Regions
responded that a single storey, possibly 1.5 storey building may be
constructed above ground.
Barbara Hodgins inquired whether the construction of Alternative 4 (outfall
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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extension) will disturb the Waterfront Trail as people in Ajax commute along
the trail by bike. It was noted that Alternative 4 may require spoils storage on
land which could disturb the Waterfront Trail. Minimizing disturbance of the
waterfront trail would be considered in the selection of a spoils storage site.
Lynette Renzetti responded that construction activities may also have
terrestrial impacts. Onshore linkage areas for wildlife would need to remain
open during construction.
For Alternative 4 in‐water works, methods to deter biota during substrate
removal may include using repelling charges, bubble curtains, in addition to
turbidity curtains. Fisheries habitat mitigation measures, restoration and
compensation would be discussed with federal agencies (e.g. Fisheries and
Oceans Canada).
Dr. Douglas Holdway asked if dewatering discharge can be directed to the
sewage treatment plant. Wayne Green responded that dewatering pertains
mostly to shaft construction, and that the water is usually high in silt and total
suspended solids. Settling tanks (e.g. envirotanks) are typically used instead of
full treatment. Euan Ferguson commented that the recent excavation for the
pumping station revealed little groundwater seepage; therefore, not a lot of
dewatering would be anticipated for site construction activities.
Kevin Heritage asked if the impacts of decommissioning the existing outfall
have been examined. He wondered if the old outfall would be kept if a new
one is constructed. Laurie Boyce responded that this will be investigated in
Phase 3. Gary Bowen mentioned that the Phase 1 Report mentions the
possibility of keeping the old outfall for redundancy.
Dr. Holdway asked about the permits required to do work in the lake. Lynette
Renzetti answered that Fisheries and Oceans Canada and Transport Canada
are two agencies that would issue approvals. A list of agencies is provided in
the Impacts Assessment Table provided in the handouts.
Gary Bowen commented that the natural environment impacts presented are
mainly associated with construction. Construction impacts occur over a
shorter time period than operational impacts. Lynette Renzetti responded that
operational and construction impact ratings were assessed separately and the
overall impact rating assigned is an average of the two ratings.
Gary Bowen asked why Alternative 4 could not be the construction of a new
shorter outfall. He asked if it was possible to build a new outfall to 630 MLD
then extend it later. Dan Olsen answered that the tunnelling is first performed
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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under dry conditions, followed by the drilling of risers which is performed
under wet conditions. Once the risers are drilled, the tunnel cannot be
extended further and open cut would need to be considered. The open cut
extension is the Alternative 4 solution.
Paul Kuebler inquired about the timeframe for constructing a new outfall. Dan
Olsen responded that for Alternative 4, open cut activities would be restricted
from July to September and two to three seasons are needed (2 years).
Tunneling for Alternative 5 would be a continuous activity which would also
take two years or longer.
Kevin Heritage inquired about the depth of the buried valley. Barbara Hodgins
asked if it is a possible to tunnel beneath the valley. Wayne Green answered
that the location of the valley is known, and the new outfall would be
tunneled under the buried valleys. Additional geophysical surveys could be
conducted to further characterize the buried valleys.
Dan Orr asked how deep the boreholes were in the geotechnical investigation.
Wayne Green answered that boreholes were drilled at approximately 13 m.
There are some areas where fractures are present but the rock is competent
enough for tunneling. Proper mitigation measures will be needed to deal with
the concern of gas deposits.
Laurie Boyce provided an overview of social and financial impacts. The points
discussed are listed below.
Barbara Hodgins commented that presenting write‐off costs to the public may
sway opinions. Barry Laverick remarked that the Regions wanted to show that
there is an asset in the ground that still has value even though it is not certain
whether its use will be continued.
Gary Bowen suggested presenting life cycle costs on an annual basis instead of
a period of 20 years. He asked if these values include the cost of operating the
plant. Euan Ferguson replied that sewage treatment cost is not included in the
cost table, only the additional cost required for operating and maintaining
each alternative solution. Dr. Dwight Houweling added that CH2M HILL had
discussions with a cost expert who indicated that an annual versus a twenty‐
year period life cycle cost comparison would carry a similar amount of
uncertainty. There are too many unknowns for time periods beyond 20 years,
including the cost of electricity. Dwight agreed to provide more background on
the net present value approach to life cycle costing. Laurie Boyce emphasized
that cost estimates are preliminary at the Phase 2 EA Stage.
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Barbara Hodgins expressed dissatisfaction with the determination of social
and financial impacts assessment and indicated that the Town of Ajax will be
providing comments. Gary Bowen remarked that the cost numbers show the
affordability of each alternative. Barbara Hodgins commented that these cost
numbers have to be put in context.
Paul Kuebler asked for clarification as to how life cycle cost is calculated.
Barry Laverick explained that for each alternative, there are capital costs
incurred during construction, and operating costs every year thereafter, then a
discount factor is applied. These costs are compared between each of the
alternatives by conducting a net present value analysis. Dr. Dwight Houweling
added that a twenty year period was chosen because of high uncertainties
beyond that time frame. For example, Alternative 3 has high O&M costs
because permeate pumps need a lot of energy. There are uncertainties in the
life cycle analysis of this alternative because electricity rates may change. The
current net present value estimate was conducted using an electricity rate of 8
cents/KWh.
Barb Hodgins suggested putting the cost estimate numbers in the broader
context before presenting it to the public.
AGENDA ITEM 5 – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION (RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVES AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY)
Laurie Boyce provided an overview of the scoring of alternative solutions and
implementation strategy.
Deepak Bhatt requested that the Project Team include a timeline in the
implementation strategy figure. Dan Olsen noted that 520 MLD is projected to
occur in 2019 at the earliest based on planning wastewater generation rates
and 2031 at the earliest for 630 MLD.
Gary Bowen suggested implementing Alternative 2 (Modify Existing Diffusers)
sooner to maximize their useful life and cost. The project team indicated that
this is being considered.
Sherry Croteau was disappointed that Alternative 3 was not selected as the
preferred method. She stated the need to stop sending the same effluent into
the lake that we have been doing for the past 30 years. She expressed that we
need to reduce impacts by using the technologies at our disposal and that
sending a pipe further out into the lake defeats this purpose. She commented
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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that Durham Region has the best recycling and composting program, but is not
taking a leadership role in wastewater treatment. Euan Ferguson remarked
that the Regions have spent $900 million on the Stage 3 Expansion and Stage 1
and 2 process upgrades to improve the effluent quality. Stages 1 and 2 were
de‐rated to achieve the same improved effluent quality as Stage 3. Barry
Laverick commented that SAC input before the PIF is appreciated and that the
Regions should do a better job of explaining how well the plant is doing, how it
operates and the efforts put into upgrading the plant. He encouraged
everyone to attend a plant for a tour to see the changes.
Gary Bowen remarked that in principle, discharging cleaner water is good, but
it is uncertain whether the lake ‘sees’ the benefit of additional effluent
treatment. This is the purpose of the modelling exercise.
Sherry Croteau acknowledged that the Duffin Creek WPCP is only one
component in terms of inputs into Lake Ontario. She stated that the Project
Team should look at the bigger picture by examining inputs from other
neighbours around the Lake. Dan Olsen commented that a lake‐wide strategy
is currently being developed by the MOE in consultation with stakeholders.
Dr. Douglas Holdway suggested assessing the carbon footprint and
greenhouse gas emissions of each alternative. He mentioned that he is on
another committee that is looking at this topic. Barry Laverick agreed that
carbon emissions are not commonly addressed in construction but should be.
For instance, a tunnel boring machine uses 800 to 1000KW per hour which is
equivalent to how much energy an average home would use in a month. The
use of concrete also results in greenhouse gas emissions. The project team
agreed to review the feasibility of undertaking carbon footprint calculations
for each alternative.
Dan Olsen announced that all Phase 2 information is currently being peer‐
reviewed and that information will be shared with the public early in the first
quarter of 2013. Gary Bowen suggested that the Project Team provide a
summary of Phase 1 peer review results.
Wayne Green listed the names of the peer reviewers on the independent peer
review team. Craig Mather of the Toronto Region and Conservation Authority
independently managed the task of assembling the peer review team. He was
asked to seek out the best experts and recommend reviewers. The following is
the list of reviewers:


Alex McCorquodale from the University of New Orleans is renowned
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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for coastal ecosystem assessment and environmental modelling. He
reviewed Phase 1 baseline modelling and is now reviewing the Phase 2
modelling of alternatives.
John Sutherland is a geotechnical engineer with Golder Associates who
has done a lot of design work on tunneling projects.
Serge Metikosh is the principal and senior fish habitat with Golder
Associates Ltd. and worked previously for Fisheries and Oceans
Canada.

Wayne Green agreed that the Regions can do a better job at communicating
peer review information with SAC members. Gary Bowen requested that SAC
members be given a chance to see the results of the review before PIF 3. He
suggested re‐scheduling the public meeting back one month to give members
time to review the information. The Regions agreed to forward the results
when they are ready.
CONCLUDING REMARKS
Barry Laverick thanked everyone for attending.
Meeting Adjourned at 4:20pm.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Agenda Item #1
Welcome & Introductions

2

SAC Mandate

• SAC is an advisory committee to provide assistance
to the Project Team on the following:
 Identifying issues that are pertinent to the Class Environmental
Assessment (EA) study;
 Providing insight on public consultation activities;
 Providing
g input
p into p
proposed
p
alternatives and evaluation criteria;;
 Providing input into the development of the preferred alternative,
including mitigation.

3

Meeting Objective

• Present and receive SAC feedback on the
development of methods for the preferred
solution and long-term planning option

4

Meeting Agenda
1. Welcome and Introductions
p
2. Class EA Update
3. Phase 2 – Recap of Preferred Solution and LongTerm Planning Option
4 Methods for Preferred Solution
4.



Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations
Modify Existing Outfall Diffuser

5. Methods for Long-Term Planning Option – New
Outfall
6. Response to Public Issues
7. Next Steps

5

Class EA Update

6

Schedule C Outfall EA Process

Peer Review

Phase 2

Opportunity
Statement
Define Design Criteria

Generate “long list”
of Alternatives
Identifyy Short-list of
Alternative Solutions
Select Preferred

Peer Review

Phase 3

Peer Review

Phase 4

Alternative Solution(s)

Review Solutions based on ability
to address the Opportunity
Statement (Screening Criteria)
Evaluate Alternative Solutions
using detailed evaluation criteria
and criteria weightings, and impact
ratings

Develop Methods for
the preferred solution
Select Preferred
Methods

Assess methods based on detailed
evaluation criteria

Stak
keholderr Consulttation

Phase 1

Complete
Environmental Study
Report (ESR)

7

Re-Cap of previous SAC Meeting
• SAC #4 Overview
 Short list of alternatives for Phase 2 were presented
 SAC previously provided input on weightings for the impact
assessment
 Impact assessment was presented
 Preferred solution and long-term planning option were
presented for Phase 2
p

8

Re-Cap of previous SAC Meeting
• Action Items from SAC#4
 Inform SAC of Phase 2 peer review information
• SAC were informed on Aug 23, 2013 that peer reviewed Phase 2
report had been posted to the project website

 Post a picture of the existing outfall on the project
website
• A video of the outfall was posted on the project website

 Make phosphorus loading information available
• Yearly phosphorus loading data from 2004 to 2011 was included
i th
in
the Ph
Phase 2 reportt

9

Agenda Item # 3
Phase 2 – Recap of Preferred
S l ti
Solution

10

Duffin Creek WPCP - Existing Conditions
Biodiversity
Plan
York/Durham Investment ~$1B
$1B in new works and
rehabilitation

Odour Control
System

LEED Gold –
Dewatering
Building
Duffin Creek
WPCP ranked 2nd
in Eco-Justice
co Just ce
Report

Meeting stricter
effluent limits for TP
and Ammonia (and
lower objectives)

Supporting ongoing
water quality
monitoring and
Cladophora research
by TRCA and MOE

No bypasses
of untreated
wastewater

Existing Outfall with
no changes meets
intent of MOE
Procedure B-1-5 at
630MLD and does
not interfere with
beneficial uses
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Preferred Solution and Long-Term Planning Option

Existing Upgraded
Plant and Optimized
Operations
Modify Existing
Outfall Diffuser

New Outfall

520 MLD
Preferred Solution: modify existing
outfall with variable diffuser ports
ports, and
optimize existing operations

630 MLD
Long-term Planning Option: review
requirements for new outfall when
existing outfall nears the end of its
useful life
12

Agenda Item #4
Phase 3 – Methods for Preferred
S l ti
Solution

13

Approach for Evaluating Methods
• Develop Alternative Methods
• Evaluate
E l t Alternative
Alt
ti Methods
M th d
 optimize performance of existing outfall and upgraded
plant using
p
g technical and cost criteria
• Select Preferred Method

14

Methods of Optimizing Existing Upgraded Plant
• Method 1: Existing Phosphorus Removal
 single point addition of ferrous chloride into the primary
clarifier
• Method 2: Dual Point Phosphorus Removal
 dual point addition is carried out by dosing ferric
chloride prior to primary treatment and in the secondary
treatment

15

Preferred Method for Optimizing Existing
Upgraded Plant
1. Continue with existing phosphorus removal method with the
objective to operate at or below 0.6mg/L, not exceeding 311kg/day
– ferrous chloride applied to secondary
Primary

Secondary

3. Polymer Addition to Secondary
Clarifiers when required

2. Enhanced phosphorus
removal when required – dual
point addition of ferric chloride
(primary and secondary)
16

Methods for Modifying Existing Outfall
•

•

Alternative Method #1
 Replace existing 38 ports with variable
diffusers
 Sequentially open 25 ports with variable
diffusers as flows increase over time
Alternative Method #2 (Preferred)
 Install variable diffusers on all 63 ports at the
same time

17

Preferred Method for Modifying Existing Outfall
•

•

Alternative Evaluation –
 Both methods meet 20:1
over range of flows
 Method 2 achieves better
hydraulic performance
 Method 2 is easier to
implement since the
variable diffusers would
be installed in a single
contract

Avg. Flow
MLD
630
600
560
520
480
440
400

Method 1

Method 2

Sequentially install
variable diffusers
as flow increases

Install variable
diffusers on all
ports right away

#o
of
Ports

Initial
ta
Dilution

#o
of
Ports

Initial
ta
Dilution

63
56
47
41
38
38
38

22.0
23.0
24 6
24.6
26.1
27.4
28.5
29.9

63
63
63
63
63
63
63

22.0
22.4
23 1
23.1
23.8
24.7
25.8
27.1

Preferred Method – Method 2 is preferred

18

Mitigation Measures – Preferred Solution
• Modifying Existing Outfall



Continue
C
ti
operational
ti
l monitoring
it i off outfall
tf ll system
t
Conduct yearly outfall inspection

• Optimizing Existing Upgraded Plant



Undertake full-scale testing of the dual point system
prior to implementation
Operator training to become familiar with new method
and dosage targets for dual point and polymer
addition
dditi

19

Agenda Item #5
Long-Term Planning Option –
N
New
O
Outfall
tf ll

20

Purpose of the New Outfall Assessment
•

•
•
•

Assessment of new outfall is important to perform at this time to
develop feasible conceptual plans that can be incorporated into the
l
long-term
t
facility
f ilit plan.
l
At this time, we are seeking input from SAC for future planning
purposes.
Additional effort and investigation would be required to advance
conceptual design to detailed design.
An Environmental Assessment would need to be conducted prior to
flows reaching 630 MLD to identify the preferred solution for meeting
future wastewater needs within the service area.

21

Approach for Evaluating Methods
•
•
•

•

Develop Alternative Methods for shaft locations and
alignments/lengths
g
g
Undertake Environmental Inventories
Evaluate Alternative Methods – using similar approach to Phase 2
 Relevant technical,
technical natural,
natural social/culture/(i.e.
social/culture/(i e archaeological
and heritage) and cost criteria from Phase 2 were used
 SAC weighting from Phase 2 for criteria categories were used
S l tP
Select
Preferred
f
dM
Method
th d

22

Shaft Location – Alternative Sites
• Constraints for selecting alternative shaft locations
based on design criteria and environmental conditions
 area is greater than 3,000 m2
 topography is relatively flat
 Avoids wetland/open water aquatic features

Site that is cleared east of
Stage 3 would also be used
during construction
23

Evaluation of Shaft Locations
Category

Criteria

Technical

Shaft Location 1 Shaft Location 2

Shaft Location 3

Ease of
Implementation

• Minimal site clearing
• Flat location
• Largest available
working space
• Easiest to connect to
existing infrastructure

• Minimal site clearing
• Relatively flat location
• Smallest available
working
• Moderately easy to
connect to existing
infrastructure

• Minimal site clearing
• Located on a berm
• Intermediate amount of
working space
• Most difficult to connect
to existing infrastructure

g
Use of Existing
Infrastructure

• High
g ability
y to use
existing effluent channels

• High
g ability
y to use
existing effluent channels

• Low abilityy to use existing
g
effluent channels

Impact on
Terrestrial
Environment

•This location is
considered least
constrained from an
environmental
perspective.

•This location is
constrained by its
proximity to the Open
Water Aquatic community
located to the east of the
site.

•The area defined as Shaft
Location 3 is constrained
by its proximity to the
Open Water Aquatic
Community to the west
and the Cultural Woodland
to the south.”

Geotechnical
Risk

• Geotechnical risks similar across all sites
sites. Additional borehole data will be required
for detailed design.

Social/
Cultural/
H i
Heritage

Tourism,
Community
H&S, Worker
H&S, and
heritage issues

All alternatives have low
impact

All alternatives have low
impact

All alternatives have low
impact

Financial

Capital Cost

Low cost (100m of new
channel)

Lowest cost (50m of new
channel)

Moderate Cost (300m of
new channel)

Natural

24

Preferred Shaft Location
• Selection of Preferred Shaft Location
 Shaft Location #1 is preferred
•
•
•
•

Fewest natural environment constraints
Close proximity to existing effluent channels and outfall
Largest footprint available for ease of implementation
Easiest to connect to existing infrastructure

 Shaft Location would be refined and optimized during
detailed design
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Outfall Length/Alignment - Alternatives
• Constraints for
Selection of
alternative outfall
lengths/
alignments
East
(2.3km)
East
(3.3km)

West
(2.3km)
West
(3 3km)
(3.3km)

 Meets Provincial
Water Quality
Objective at the
edge of the nearfi ld mixing
field
i i zone
 Operates within
existing hydraulic
gradeline

OPG

26

Outfall Length/Alignment – Lake Modelling
• Near-field results – All alternatives meet Provincial Water Quality
Objectives at the edge of the near-field mixing zone

Alignment

Outfall
Length

Diffuser
Length

Dilution to Meet PWQO in near-field

Dilution
At 630MLD

Dilution
At 890MLD

49:1

34:1

West

2.3km

500m

58:1

40:1

West

3.3km

800m

109:1

37:1

East

2.3km

500m

58:1

40:1

East
ast

3.3km
3
3

800m
800

108:1
08

37:1
3
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Outfall Length/Alignment – Lake Modelling
• Far-Field Modelling
– Since Provincial Water
Quality Objectives are met at
the edge of the near-field
mixing zone there is no
interference with beneficial
uses in the far-field.

Baseline Condition Total Phosphorus Mixing
Zone at 520MLD

New Outfall – Total
Phosphorus - No
Mixing Zone at 630MLD

28

Evaluation of Outfall Lengths/Alignments
Category

Criteria

West, 2.3km

Technical

Ease of
Implementation

• Easiest - Shallower
risers, Shorter
Diff
Diffuser
Section
S ti and
d
tunnel

Natural

Impact on
Aquatic
Environment

Geotechnical

Social/
Cultural/
Heritage

Impact at Ajax
Intake

Community
Health and
Safety

Financial

Capital Cost

East, 2.3km

East, 3.3km

• Easy –
Deeper risers,
L
Longer
diff
diffuser
section and tunnel

• Easiest - Shallower
risers, Shorter
Diff
Diffuser
Section
S ti and
d
tunnel

• Easy Deeper risers,
L
Longer
diff
diffuser
section and tunnel

•Smaller construction
footprint, lower risk
to aquatic species at
risk (SAR) and nonSAR species

•Larger
construction
footprint, higher risk
to aquatic SAR and
non-SAR species

•Smaller construction
footprint, lower risk to
aquatic species at risk
(SAR) and non-SAR
species

•Lower risk with
shorter outfall length
•Less geotechnical
information along
western alignment
• Average ammonia
of 0.024 mg/L at
intake below Source
intake,
Water Protection
objective of 0.5mg/L

•Higher risk with
longer outfall length
•Less geotechnical
information along
western alignment
• Average ammonia
of 0.025 mg/L at
intake below
intake,
Source Water
Protection objective
of 0.5mg/L
• Longer outfall
more tunnel spoils
p
to transport

•Lower risk with
shorter outfall length
•More geotechnical
information along
eastern alignment
• Average ammonia of
0.024 mg/L at intake,
below Source Water
Protection objective of
0.5mg/L

•Larger
construction
footprint, higher
risk to aquatic SAR
and non-SAR
species
•Higher risk with
longer outfall length
•More geotechnical
information along
eastern alignment
• Average ammonia
of 0.028 mg/L at
intake below
intake,
Source Water
Protection objective
of 0.5mg/L
• Longer outfall
more tunnel spoils
p
to transport
•Closer to Ajax
Intake

$185M - $240M

$155M - $210M

•Shorter outfall, less
p
to
tunnel spoils
transport

$155M - $210M

West, 3.3km

•Shorter outfall, less
tunnel spoils
p
to
transport
•Closer to Ajax Intake

$185M - $240M
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Preferred Outfall Length/Alignment
• Selection of Preferred Method
 Western Alignment is preferred
• Greater distance from nearby beneficial uses (i.e. Ajax water intake)

• Next Step
 Length/Alignment would be refined and optimized during
detailed design

30

Agenda Item #6
Response to Public Issues

31

Response to Stakeholder Issue –
Public Petition for Tertiary Treatment
• Is tertiary treatment being considered in the EA?
•
•

Tertiary treatment considered in Phase 2 but was not recommended as
a preferred
f
d solution
l ti
Have invested in appropriate technology and plant processes to meet or
better the current regulatory limits up to 630 MLD
 Meeting requirements of a stricter policy receiver
 One of top performing plants discharging to open water of Lake Ontario
 Confirmed by report card from independent environmental stakeholder

•

Additional Cost to Existing Users in Durham and York Regions –
because it will be funded through significantly higher user rates and not
development charges

Comparison to Other Plants on Lake Ontario

33

Response to Stakeholder Issue –
Water Quality in the Nearshore
• Are there water quality issues in the Ajax/Pickering
nearshore?

•
•

•

•

Water quality monitoring performed along the Ajax-Pickering
waterfront from 2007 to 2012
Results from 2007 to 2009 indicate that total phosphorus (TP) is
below provincial water quality objectives (PWQO) in areas
influenced by the outfall
Shoreline areas had the highest concentrations and did exceed
PWQO in places. TP in these areas is primarily influenced by
alongshore transport of sediment from the Duffins Creek and wave
induced re-suspension
Findings from 2010 to 2012 monitoring currently being finalized
34

Water Quality Monitoring in the Nearshore
• Actual Average Measured Phosphorous Levels - 2008
Duffins
Creek
Outlet

4 km

Outfall

Rotary
Park
Beach

2008 was prior to upgrades and there were
months that exceeded the new 311kg/d
effluent limit

Ajax
WSP
Intake

8 km

Yellow and Red areas do not meet
Provincial Water Quality Objective
35

Response to Stakeholder Issue –
Algae
• Is the Duffin Creek WPCP responsible for nuisance
Cladophora in the Ajax-Pickering
j
g nearshore area?
•
•

There is no definitive link between effluent discharged from the Duffin
Creek WPCP outfall and the growth of nuisance Cladophora
Cladophora is an issue across the great lakes and its growth is
dependent on:
 Hard substrate for habitat
 Water
W t clarity
l it for
f sunlight
li ht
 Soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP) for food source

•

Phosphorus is the only one of these factors that can be managed.

•

Zebra & Quagga mussels are affecting water
quality – Howell, 2012
particulate p
phosphorous
p
to
 Mussels convert p
SRP, increase water clarity, and provide hard
surface
36

Response to Stakeholder Issue –
Algae
•

Draft Ontario Great Lakes Strategy for ‘Protecting Water’ focuses on
stormwater,, agricultural
g
runoff,, and plant
p
bypasses
yp
 Stormwater – “reduce impacts of stormwater”
 Agricultural Runoff – “reduce nutrient inputs to the environment and
improving monitoring of performance from the agricultural sector”
 Plant Bypasses / CSO – “continue to work with municipalities to
minimize discharges of untreated sewage”
• Duffin Creek WPCP does not bypass
 Plant Effluent – “work towards meeting CCME commitments to a
Canada-wide strategy for managing municipal wastewater”
• Duffin Creek WPCP is meeting CCME commitments
“The International Joint Commission has identified nonpoint pollution from urban and agricultural watersheds
as key sources of the excessive phosphorus loadings
into Great Lakes nearshore waters” – Ontario’s Draft
Great Lakes Strategy, June 2012
37

Response to Stakeholder Issue –
Beach Closures
• Is the Duffin Creek WPCP causing closures at local
swimming beaches?
No, beaches are
closed when E.Coli
levels are above
100 counts. The
WPCP effluent is
discharged 1km
offshore and is well
below 100 counts.
2006 Beacon Study
f
found
d no definitive
d fi iti
link between the
Duffin Creek WPCP
and nuisance
Cl d h
Cladophora
on the
th
Ajax-Pickering
shoreline
38

Agenda Item 7 –
Concluding Session
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Concluding Session

• Other Business – Go around table
• Review of Proceedings – Parking Lot /
Cac e
Cache
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Next Steps
• Phase 3 – Alternative Methods
−
−

October – Phase 3 Peer Review
October 29/30, 2013 – Public Information Forum #4

• Phase 4 – Environmental Study Report (ESR)
−
−

December – File ESR
45-day review period (longer than 30 days to account for
holiday season)
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Raphael McCalla, Manager Environmental Programs, Ontario Power Generation
(OPG)
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Hida Manns, Durham Environmental Advisory Committee (DEAC)
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Lynette Renzetti, Planning Ecologist, LGL Limited
Paul Kuebler, Citizen Representative, Town of Ajax
Sherry L. Croteau, Citizen Representative, City of Pickering
Danielle Chin, Municipal Government Advisor, Building Industry and Land
Development Association – York Region
James Cameron, President, Ajax Pickering Board of Trade
Dolly Goyette, Director Ministry of Environment Central Region
Sandra Thomas, Supervisor, Ministry of the Environment, York Durham Office

Absent:

Minutes:
Carolyn Lee, Junior Environmental Planner, CH2M HILL
These meeting minutes have been prepared to correspond with the slide presentation and handouts,
as presented by the project team during the meeting. These minutes should therefore be read in
conjunction with the presentation slides.
SAC Discussion

Action

AGENDA ITEM 1 – WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
Barry Laverick welcomed SAC members. A round of introductions was made.
Laurie Boyce gave an overview of the objectives of the SAC Meeting
Doug Anderson inquired about the mandate of the Outfall EA study and SAC
meeting subsequent to the most recent Joint Committee Meeting on March 6,
2013, where a motion regarding this study was defeated. Barry Laverick
responded that it he will l follow up on the details of the motion from the
March 6, 2013 Joint Committee meeting.

Barry Laverick to
follow up on
Doug Anderson’s
question
regarding the
March 6th Joint
Committee
Meeting motion.

AGENDA ITEM 2 – REVIEW OF AGENDA AND EA UPDATE
Laurie Boyce provided an update on the current phase of the EA study.
AGENDA ITEM 3 – PHASE 2 – RECAP OF PREFERRED SOLUTION AND LONG‐TERM PLANNING
OPTION
Laurie Boyce highlighted the key features of the existing Duffin Creek WPCP
subsequent to the Stage 3 Expansion. Below is the discussion that followed.
In reference to the “Duffin Creek WPCP‐ Existing Conditions” slide, Kevin
Heritage asked if the $1B in new works and rehabilitation has been spent.
Euan Ferguson responded that the majority of this amount has been spent
through the completed expansion work and ongoing upgrade works at the
plant. Kevin also asked if the statement “Existing Outfall with no changes
meet the intent of MOE Procedure B‐1‐5 at 630 MLD and does not interfere
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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SAC Discussion
with beneficial uses” is based on lake modelling. Laurie Boyce confirmed that
this statement is based on lake modelling results.

Action

Mark Matsumoto inquired about the beneficial uses considered in the study.
Laurie Boyce answered that beneficial uses include the Ajax Water Supply
Plant Intake, shoreline and nearshore uses. She commented that the plant
meets the intent of Ministry of Environment Procedure B‐1‐5. Mark
commented that beneficial uses are being impaired from odours along the
shoreline. Euan Ferguson affirmed that that significant odour reducing
measures have been implemented at the plant including biofilters as well as
ambient odour source monitoring and testing. Mark clarified that odours from
the plant are occasional, but the odours along the lake and beach rocks due to
algae growth are more common rendering the nearshore area unusable.
Laurie Boyce presented the preferred solution for this Class EA which is a
combination of “Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations” and
“Modifying Existing Diffuser”. The long‐term planning option is to construct a
new outfall when the existing outfall reaches the end of its useful life. Below is
the discussion that followed.
Kevin Heritage asked about the anticipated time frame for reaching the
520MLD and 630MLD flow rates. Dan Olsen replied that according the
Regions’ current population forecasts, 520MLD will be reached at earliest in
2019, and 2031 for 630MLD. Flows will be monitored to determine timing.
AGENDA ITEM 4 – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION – METHODS FOR PREFERRED SOLUTION
Laurie Boyce presented the two methods of optimizing the existing upgraded
plant. The preferred method is to:
 Continue with existing phosphorus removal method with the objective
to operate at or below 0.6mg/L, not exceeding 311kg/day (iron salts
applied to secondary clarifiers)
 Enhanced phosphorus removal when required (dual point addition of
iron salts to primary and secondary clarifiers)
 Polymer addition to secondary clarifiers when required
Below is the discussion that followed.
Mark Matsumoto asked how the 311kg/d phosphorus limit was determined
and if this limit can be changed. Laurie Boyce explained that it was determined
in consultation with the MOE through the Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA) process. Barry Laverick remarked that this legal requirement was
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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negotiated with the MOE and represents a significant decrease in phosphorus
levels.
Doug Anderson commented that the discharge levels do not follow the current
international standards [The Great Lakes Water Quality Protocol of 2012],
which recommends effluent concentrations of total phosphorus (TP) to 0.5
mg/L for wastewater treatment plants in Lake Erie and Lake Ontario. Euan
Ferguson responded that 0.5mg/L TP is not currently a regulation, and that the
plant meets (and betters) all provincial, federal and international regulations.
Laurie Boyce mentioned that the Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the best plants
discharging into the open waters of Lake Ontario. Doug Anderson asserted
that the plant does not function properly since it is causing problems along the
Ajax shoreline. Euan Ferguson stated that the plant does function properly in
accordance with all regulations, and if not there would be severe legal
consequences enforced by the MOE for non compliance with the ECA.

The project team
will follow up
with Kevin
Heritage on the
discharge
requirements for
the Skyway
WWTP.

Kevin Heritage inquired about the TP effluent limits for the Halton WWTP
[Skyway WWTP]. The project team commented that this plant discharges into
Hamilton Harbour which is an Area of Concern under the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement (GLWQA) and not into the open waters of Lake Ontario.
Therefore, the discharge limits would be different and incomparable.
Doug Anderson asked about the phosphorus removal limitations of the system
at the plant and if it is possible to achieve levels lower than 311 kg/d. Euan
Ferguson responded that the operators have to target concentrations lower
than the limit to meet or better the 311kg/d since phosphorus concentrations
in the influent varies.
Douglas A. Holdway inquired about the ability of the enhanced phosphorus
removal system. Euan Ferguson answered that the dual point addition system
is designed to meet 0.50 mg/L TP (which is the limit required to maintain a TP
loading of below 311 kg/day at 630 MLD).
Raphael McCalla asked if chemical controls are in place to ensure that TP
loadings do not exceed 311kg/d and about the consequences of exceeding this
limit. Euan Ferguson replied that there are monitoring and control measures
that the operators follow to be in compliance. If the Regions are out of
compliance with the Environmental Condition of Approval (ECA), there are
penalties with possible financial consequences.
Jim Dike inquired about the frequency of daily TP loading calculations and
averaged values. Euan Ferguson responded that an automatic sampler runs 24
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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hours a day and samples are analysed at the Regional laboratory. Some
sample results take 5 days, like BOD5 (biological oxygen demand averaged
over 5 days). The TP result has a one day turn‐around time. There are strict
sampling protocols to ensure reliability. Gary Bowen added that the sampling
method consists of collecting composite samples, which is the same method
used by the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority. This process has been
proved to be statistically reliable. Raphael McCalla asked if sampling methods
are outlined in the Environmental Compliance Approval. Euan Ferguson
confirmed that they are.
Kevin Heritage posed a question regarding the proportion of phosphorus
loadings transported in wastewater sludge from satellite plants in the Simcoe
area to the Duffin Creek WPCP. Euan Ferguson answered that it is hydraulically
less than 1%. Wayne Green mentioned that Duffin Creek WPCP has planned
capacity to treat these solids, and that the Regions are planning to construct a
biosolids processing facility at the Upper York Water Reclamation site beyond
2031. Growth has to happen in the Upper York community to justify capital
expenditure of constructing a new biosolids processing facility. The Upper York
Sewage Solution EA should be completed and submitted for public review by
the end of year. The project team agreed to take and answer questions on the
Upper York EA but that it would be more appropriate for those comments to
be directed towards the Upper York study.
Doug Anderson commented that double‐handling of wastewater does not
seem practical. Euan Ferguson replied that this does not impact the treatment
at Duffin Creek WPCP. Dwight Houweling remarked that it is a common
strategy to direct flows from smaller plants to larger plants for more efficient
treatment.
Barbara Hodgins asked if the York Water and Wastewater Master Plan will be
updated within the next few years. Her concern about the master plan is the
addition of other watershed areas to the YDSS. Euan Ferguson responded that
this master plan would cover 30 year horizon. Wayne Green remarked growth
areas are allocated within the Official Plan, and that the Water and
Wastewater Master plan is based on this plan.
Mark Matsumoto stated that it is not possible to keep on dumping sewage
into Lake Ontario based on 20 year‐old water quality standards. Euan
Ferguson responded that the Duffin Creek WPCP does not dump sewage into
Lake Ontario, but discharges effluent that has undergone a treatment process
that meet all compliance limits. Mark affirmed his support for the
recommended TP effluent limit of 0.5mg/L that came forward from the GLWQ
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Agreement and not the provincial 1mg/L target.
Laurie Boyce shared the preferred method for modifying the existing outfall.
Method #2 to install variable diffusers on all 63 ports at the same time is
preferred. Below is the discussion that followed.
Doug Anderson asked about the position of the 38 ports currently opened.
Laurie Boyce answered that the ports are opened throughout the diffuser in a
staggered configuration.
Jim Dike asked where the duck billed check valves will be added along the
diffuser. Dan Olsen replied that all diffuser ports have flanges on them that
will be unbolted and the valves will be installed on the existing flanges.
In reference to the “Preferred Method for Modifying Existing Outfall” slide,
Douglas A. Holdway inquired why more opened ports results in less dilution.
Dwight Houweling explained that blocked diffusers ports provide greater
velocity for mixing through opened ports, analogous to placing a thumb over a
water hose.
Kevin Heritage commented that Method #2 appears to have a poorer initial
dilution and asked why this method is preferred. Dan Olsen answered that the
difference in dilution not significant when taken into account the 10% error in
the model, and that as flows increase to 630 MLD, the initial dilution is the
same (22:1). Laurie Boyce further indicated, that it is easier and more cost
efficient to implement the solution immediately rather than sequentially over
time.
Doug Anderson asked about the cost of chemicals to remove phosphorus.
Euan Ferguson answered that polymers are expensive. Ferric chloride is a
byproduct of the local steel making industry and is becoming increasingly
more expensive.

Euan Ferguson to
follow up with
Doug Anderson
on the chemical
costs to operate
the plant.

AGENDA ITEM 5 – PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION – METHODS FOR LONG‐TERM PLANNING
OPTION‐ NEW OUTFALL
Laurie Boyce stated that a new EA will be required for both the plant and new
outfall alternative prior to flows reaching 630 MLD. She presented the
approach for evaluating the methods for this new outfall alternative, including
shaft location alternatives, outfall alignments/lengths and their evaluation.
Shaft location #1 and the western alignment is recommended as a conceptual
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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plan for future planning purposes. The outfall length/alignment will be refined
and optimized during the next EA. Below is the discussion that followed.

Action

Kevin Heritage asked if Cladophora is growing at the bottom of the lake in the
area of the outfall alternatives. Dwight Houweling mentioned that the
likelihood of Cladophora presence is low since the diffusers would be installed
in water over 15 metres deep where there is insufficient light for algae growth.
Lynette Renzetti elaborated that for the aquatic survey the side‐scan sonar
method was used instead of the proposed videography method because of
light limitations (at the 15 meter depth of water).
In reference to the “Outfall Length/Alignment‐Lake Modelling” slide, Doug
Anderson asked why the dilution ratio to meet PWQO in the near‐field is lower
at 890MLD than at 630 MLD. Dwight Houweling answered that TP
concentrations in effluent must decrease as flows increase to meet the
311kg/d limit. At higher flows, less dilution is needed because the
concentration of TP is lower. At lower flows, more dilution needed. Gary
Bowen shared the fact that the CORMIX model is conservative because it over‐
predicts TP concentrations. Dwight confirmed that the model is conservative.
Deepak Bhatt remarked that Species at Risk, such as the American Eel is
known to use the area. Lynette Renzetti responded the side‐scan survey did
not reveal areas of soft substrate in the potential diffuser areas where eels can
burrow. The recommended construction method is tunneling so there will be
no lake bottom trench excavation, thereby minimizing lakebed impacts.
Barbara Hodgins inquired about findings of the side‐scan sonar survey. Lynette
Renzetti responded that shale and bedrock were found along the surface layer
of the lakebed for short and long outfall diffusers. The substrate of the eastern
and western alignments is very similar. Barbara asked when the aquatic survey
report will be available to the public. Laurie mentioned that the ESR is being
prepared and the natural sciences report containing the aquatic survey will be
appended to this document. Therefore, the aquatic survey results will be
available when the ESR is issued for public review, which is scheduled to be
completed prior to the end of December 2013. Barbara requested a copy of
the aquatic survey results as a standalone document. Lynette commented that
the aquatic survey results are still in draft form. Barbara also requested for the
measured difference between the two alignments relative to the Ajax Water
Intake.

The project team
will follow up
with Barbara
Hodgins
regarding the
aquatic survey
results and the
distances of the
two alignments
relative to the
Ajax Water
Intake.

Mark Matsumoto asked how the preferred solution was selected. Laurie Boyce
answered that the Regions completed a detailed evaluation consistent with
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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the requirements of the EA process. Evaluation criteria that reflected all
components of the environment were identified in consultation with the
public. These criteria were weighted as to their importance by participating
SAC members through a questionnaire. The questionnaire responses varied
but the natural environment criteria were ranked as the most important, and
economic criteria as the least important. Wayne Green added that the
deadline to respond to the questionnaire was extended by two months to get
as much feedback as possible for the weightings. The Regions did not submit
questionnaire responses.

Action

Kevin Heritage inquired if the EA for a future plant expansion and new outfall
will happen at the same time. Laurie Boyce replied that the new outfall will be
looked at in the context of the future need for a plant expansion. Gary Bowen
commented that the EA process and effluent quality requirements may be
different by 2031, and there will be more knowledge about Great Lakes
management at that time.
Douglas A. Holdway asked if the carbon footprint of each alternative was
examined. Daniel Olsen replied that the carbon footprint of each alternative
solution was analyzed and documented in the Phase 2 Report.
Mark Matsumoto inquired about cost sharing between York and Durham and
if there is a possibility that Durham would need to cover 100 percent of the
cost of a new outfall. Euan Ferguson stated that under the existing agreement,
if a new outfall were to be built, the cost would be shared 50/50. The cost
sharing agreement is updated periodically.
Mark Matsumoto asked if it is possible for the new outfall to be constructed
shorter than the design, because the length of the existing outfall was limited
by soft substrate found approximately 1km offshore. Euan Ferguson
responded that the existing outfall was built according to design drawings.
Wayne Green confirmed that outfall was designed with knowledge of the
location of the soft substrate, and a future outfall would also be constructed
according using information from the geotechnical investigation at the time of
the design.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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AGENDA ITEM 6 – DISCUSSION – RESPONSE TO PUBLIC ISSUES
Is tertiary treatment being considered in the EA?
Doug Anderson asked why a tertiary treatment facility would not be covered
under development charges. Barry Laverick and Euan Ferguson answered that
the tertiary treatment facility is not associated with growth and does not
create additional treatment capacity unlike the Stage 3 Expansion works. The
facility would be financed by user rates.
John Koke stated that the Development Charges Act does not allow for costs
that are not growth‐related. If the treatment facility does not increase growth
according to MOE guidelines, then the cost cannot be passed on to
developers.
Doug Anderson inquired if the construction of the outfall will be covered by
development charges since the outfall limits treatment to 520 MLD and a
capacity increase to 630 MLD is needed. Euan Ferguson replied that the outfall
does not have a treatment function and is not considered part of the
treatment process; therefore it would not be funded by development charges.
Mark Matsumoto asked about the function of the diffusers since it spreads
sewage. Dwight Houweling responded that effluent is not sewage. The
diffusers provide extra dilution and mixing between treated effluent and lake
water. It does not expand the mixing zone but creates more efficient mixing.
Gary Bowen commented that the diffusers are like built‐in redundancy since
the effluent is already treated to high levels. Diffusers ensure that mixing
performance will be maintained during peak flows.
Barbara Hodgins pointed out that there are differences in treatment standards
between the Simcoe and Lake Ontario watersheds. She also asked for the
names of the plants in the “Comparison to Other Plants on Lake Ontario”
chart. The Regions replied that senior approval is necessary to reveal the
names. Barbara suggested the slide be removed from the PIF if the names of
the other plants cannot be revealed. Daniel Olsen mentioned that most of the
information is public information referencing the recent EcoJustice Great
Lakes Sewage Report Card (2013) and Environmental Compliance Approvals
on the MOE website. Gary Bowen suggested that modifications to the graph
may be possible to allow plant names to be shown.

The Regions will
speak to senior
staff about
revealing the
names of the
plants used in the
comparison
chart.

Are there water quality issues in the Ajax/Pickering nearshore?
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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In reference to the image “Water Quality Monitoring in the Nearshore” slide,
Kevin Heritage asked if the 2008 averaged measured phosphorus graphic is
based on TRCA data. Barbara Hodgins wanted to know if the graphic considers
all datasets collected in the nearshore area in 2008. Dwight Houweling
responded that graphic shown uses water quality monitoring data collected by
the TRCA along the Ajax‐Pickering waterfront from 2008. He explained that
data shown in the graphic are the phosphorus levels averaged over the whole
summer of 2008. 2008 water quality data was chosen since 2008 weather data
was used to run MIKE‐3. The actual average measured phosphorus levels in
2008 were also used to verify the MIKE‐3 simulated average phosphorus levels
for that same year. The year 2008 was prior to the Duffin Creek WPCP being
expanded and upgraded with stricter ammonia and phosphorus limits. The
exercise showed that the MIKE‐3 model is conservative and identified an area
around the outfall diffuser that has TP levels above the PWQO not “seen” in
actual water quality data.
Kevin Heritage inquired if all water quality samples were collected at the
surface. Gary Bowen described that there were 10 surveys done along 4
transects along the neashore area of Ajax and Pickering that extended 3km
into the lake. Gary indicated that from 2007 to 2009, only surface samples
were taken. More recent water quality monitoring (2010 to 2012) included
samples at multiple depths.
Barbara Hodgins requested phosphorus concentration labels for the colours
on the 2008 average measured phosphorus levels graphic and to correctly
represent the actual length of the Ajax WSP Intake.

Project team to
add
concentration
labels and
confirm location
of Ajax intake.

Hida Manns asked if there is a possibility to distinguish the phosphorus from
the outfall via phosphorus from other sources. Dwight Houweling indicated
that it is difficult to distinguish the phosphorus from the outfall from other
sources, as there is no available traceable radioisotope of phosphorus.
Mark Matsumoto inquired if the provincial TP objectives meet the national
objectives. Gary Bowen answered that the provincial (MOE) water quality
objective for the open waters of Lake Ontario TP is 20ug/L TP, which is higher
than the IJC Water Quality Objective of 10ug/L. In terms of wastewater
treatment requirements, Euan Ferguson noted that MOE wastewater
treatment requirements are more stringent than the federal requirements.
Is the Duffin Creek WPCP responsible for nuisance Cladophora in the Ajax‐
Pickering nearshore area?

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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Dwight Houweling gave an overview of factors needed for Cladophora to grow
as well as the influence of invasive species on lake water quality. Zebra mussel
densities can be as high as 200/m2 and have the ability to filter a column of
10m of water per day, contributing to increasing water clarity and the
bioavailability of phosphorus through the water column.
Mark Matsumoto inquired about sources of phosphorus in Lake Ontario.
Dwight Houweling responded that the bulk of the phosphorus loadings is from
the Niagara River and tributaries. Estimated percentages from the different
sources are provided in the Journal of Great Lakes Research 38 (2012) titled
“Tributary Phosphorus Loading to Lake Ontario”.
Mark Matsumoto also remarked that the Ajax beaches are the “stinkiest” he
has ever visited. Euan Ferguson explained that Cladophora is a lakewide issue.
Laurie Boyce also noted that there are beach fouling problems across the
Great Lakes.
AGENDA ITEM 7 – CONCLUDING SESSION
Mark Matsumoto asked if there is a possibility to change the outcome of the
Outfall EA study. Barry Laverick replied that the preferred solution is the
recommended outcome of the study which took into consideration public
input. Dan Panko mentioned that the public still has an opportunity to
comment on the EA during the public review after ESR completion.
Gary Bowen brought up the fact that if individuals had concerns regarding
provincial or federal policies, they can respond to the Ontario Draft Great
Lakes Strategy and federal water pollution frameworks. There are
opportunities in the next 2‐3 years for public consultation to change Great
Lakes management. The GLWQA was initially written with a focus on open
waters and now it is the nearshore areas that are of concern.
Gary Bowen also indicated that the TRCA nearshore water quality report is
being finalized and will be presented to the public on October 24. It includes
the entire data record from 2006 and 2012 and an initial glimpse in 2013 data.
Information will be available on the website. It is the most comprehensive
data set in the nearshore area in Lake Ontario. He stated that the work is
about the water quality conditions in the lake, and not about the Outfall EA or
Cladophora. The information is independent and has not part of the Outfall
EA. The meeting will be held at the Ajax Community Centre in the HMS Ajax
Room to share the results of the monitoring program with the public. A Great
Lakes Scientist (Dr. Krista Chomicki) was recruited to analyse data and look at
If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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lake physics (currents, upwellings etc.) and how it influences water quality.
The results do not focus on each individual survey but on conditions in the
nearshore and offshore from Carruthers Creek to Rouge River. Fifty surveys
were completed over 8 years.
Hida Manns mentioned that DEAC is also interested in Cladophora, and invited
a post doc Dr. Anurani Persaud from Trent University to present to their
group. She pointed out that that temperature rise is a key factor to algae
growth and is a global problem. Hida can provide this presentation to SAC
members if desired. John Koke asked if there is timing risk on the outfall
capacity. Euan Ferguson responded that there is not. The outfall is rated to
520MLD and flows are currently sitting at 360MLD.

Hida Manns to
distribute copy of
the DEAC
Cladophora
presentation to
interested SAC
members.

Laurie Boyce discussed the next steps in the EA and stated that the
Environmental Study Report (ESR) will be filed in December, 2013 and a longer
45‐day review period will ensue instead of 30 days to account for the holiday
season. Below is the discussion that followed.
Kevin Heritage asked if the Regions will prepare any council reports prior to
filing the ESR. Barry Laverick responded that there are no plans to submit any
council reports prior to ESR filing.
Gary Bowen asked why there is no SAC meeting scheduled to discuss the ESR.
Laurie Boyce replied that this is the last SAC meeting, and that the ESR will not
be completed until after Public Information Forum#4 on October 29 and 30.
She indicated that when the ESR is available, a message will be sent to
everyone on the circulation list. The ESR will be issued at the same time as the
Notice of Completion.
Barbara Hodgins asked if there is a legislated timeline for the completion of
Part II Orders. Dan Panko answered that they are typically resolved within 6
months, but will verify. When reviewing Part II orders the MOE verifies if the
EA process has been adequately followed and makes a recommendation. If
the process has not been adequately followed, the proponents are required to
make the necessary changes.

Dan Panko to
verify the
legislated
timeline for Part
II Orders.

Mark Matsumoto inquired if phosphorus levels can be pro‐rated for the
volume of effluent. Euan Ferguson replied that with a 311 kg/day TP cap set
for the Duffin Creek WPCP, the phosphorus concentrations in the effluent will
decrease as flows increase. Currently, there is an instantaneous concentration
limit of 0.8mg/L.

If this information is required in an alternate format, please contact 1‐800‐372‐1102 ext. 3840
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The project team thanked the SAC members for participating in this study.
Meeting Adjourned at 3:45 pm.
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