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1/25/2011 P1-GP1 General Public Email to project website 

In the notice of commencement, there are references to 
"ultimate hydraulic flow under peak instantaneous 
conditions" of 1,637 and 2,360 MLD. What does this mean? 
What's the difference between peak instantaneous 
discharge and average flow? What do "peak operating 
conditions" include?” 

 Due to daily and seasonal variations, while plants are rated for average flow conditions; they are designed 
for expected peak flows. If a plant is designed for a peak flow of twice its average flow, it means that the 
plant may be rated to handle, for example, 500 MLD of flow, but can actually handle twice 1,000 MLD. 
Similarly, the outfall also needs to be designed for a certain peak flow factor. In the website text referred by 
you, a peak flow factor of 3 has been assumed. Therefore, the outfall can handle 546 MLD of average flow, 
and is also capable of handling 1,637 MLD of flow under peak flow conditions. These margins of safety are 
required for sound engineering design and allow plants to handle variations. 

3/2/2011 

5/5/2011 P1-GP2 General Public PIF #1 - email to project 
team Please add my contact details to the project contact list. Contact list updated. 5/5/2011 

5/5/2011 P1-GP3 General Public PIF #1 - comment sheet 

1. Why haven’t we pursued an aggressive conservation program prior to looking at increasing 
the size of  diffusers and/or plant expansion? 
2. The plant is causing environmental problems of odor and contamination of the Ajax lakeshore 
(east end). 
3. Conservation efforts should be very high on the list of screening criteria. 

1. Both Regions have conservation programs in place. York Region’s water efficiency program called Water 
for Tomorrow has been in place since 1998, and they are continuing to develop new programs, such as the 
Sustainable Home Incentive Program (SHIP) to promote water efficiency. Durham Region launched their 
strategy to increase water efficiency of its citizens called Water Efficient Durham in 1997. These programs 
have reduced water use in the YDSS from between 409 and 450 lpcd in the early 1990’s to an average of 
386 lpcd in recent years. These reductions have served to extend the life of the existing water supply and 
wastewater treatment facilities in the Regions by delaying the need for expansions. 
2. The Regions have an odour control program in place at the Duffin Creek WPCP. The Regions have 
equipped facilities as part of the Stage 3 expansion with odour control and are retrofitting Stage 1 and 2 
works to further reduce odors. It should also be noted that odour complaints for the last several years have 
been minimal (i.e. 8 or less per year). With respect to nearshore water quality, the Duffin Creek WPCP 
meets or betters all effluent quality requirements set by the MOE. Recent studies have shown that the 
WPCP is not a major contributor of nutrients or E. Coli to the Ajax lakeshore. 
3. Sustainability is a key goal of both Regions. The objective is to integrate sustainability principles into all 
Regional programs, policies, operations and decisions. The water efficiency programs currently in place are 
examples of sustainability initiatives by the Regions. 

5/5/2011 

5/6/2011 P1-GP4 General Public PIF #1 - Email to CH2M 
HILL 

Should our industry be concerned that delayed outfall improvements could be a risk for 
development in the Regions? 

Timing is an issue in implementing a solution, and the schedule has been developed in order to make the 
assessment of alternatives and the selection of a preferred alternative a priority. Multiple alternatives have 
been developed in consultation with public and Stakeholder Advisory Committee input. Each must be 
assessed for impacts to the natural, social and economic environment. One of the screening criteria is that 
the preferred alternative must be “implementable” by the time that flows reach 520 MLD . The Project 
Team estimated this to occur by approximately 2018. The Class EA is currently on-schedule and the Project 
Team expects that the preferred alternative will be selected and implemented on time. 

5/12/2011 

5/6/2011 P1-GP5 General Public PIF #1 - Email to the 
Project Team 

The design capacity of the outfall is 420 MLD and you are looking for alternatives to upgrade the 
effluent capacity to 520 MLD when the final goal is 630 MLD. This is inadequate.The proper 
solution is to build a larger, longer outfall to bring capacity to 630 MLD.The existing exhaust 
pipe is 40 years old and it needs to be upgraded to handle the full 620 MLD target capacity and 
the current 40 year old pipe that is too short can be decommissioned or just used as back up. 
There is no back up capacity.There is a better chance of getting funding for this project if it is to 
raise capacity from 420 MLD to 630 MLD. The current effluent pipe is too short and is fouling 
Ajax’s waterfront. The spokespeople tried to blame the geese and dog walkers and not the 420 
MLD (or 330 MLD actual) that the plant is pumping out only 1,100 metres out into the lake.You 
answer to York Region. It is your job to get this project done and get York’s waste  processed for 
the minimum acceptable cost, representing a bias.The spokespeople at the meeting said that it 
is impossible for the plant to meet current minimum dilution requirements if the plant increases 
capacity, even if you were putting out distilled water.Your letter refers to “high quality clear 
effluent”, yet the facility only cleans out 90% of the chemicals and these dissolved chemicals 
pose the real threat to Ajax’s drinking water, and these will rise over time through water 
conservation efforts, more efficient industrial processes and increased industry when the 
Pickering Airport lands and surrounding lands are eventually developed.How are dissolved 
chemicals removed? I am also concerned about you downplaying the impurities in the 
discharged effluent because they are parts per million or billion. Theseminiscule amounts of 
toxins are not so miniscule when you are pumping out half a billion litres per day. 

The treated effluent is generally of a higher quality than required by the CofA. Engineering studies for the 
Class EA examine all potential scenarios – including worst-case scenarios – to ensure new design features 
are capable of operating in all conditions.One of the several potential alternative solutions identified in the 
Class EA is to construct a new outfall that extends farther out into Lake Ontario. The optimal length of this 
potential solution will be determined by several factors, ensuring effluent from the treatment facility will 
continue to meet MOE requirements and protect human health and the environment.The Class EA process 
requires multiple reasonable alternatives be identified and assessed, as outlined in the MOE-approved 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document published by the Municipal Engineers Association. 
The assessment criteria must include natural, social, cultural, technical and economic criteria.Water 
conservation will increase the relative amount of solids in the influent somewhat, however, this will not 
impact treatment processes at Duffin Creek WPCP. New processes recently constructed at the facility 
further reduce phosphorous and ammonia concentrations entering the lake. Unlike many wastewater 
treatment plants in the Greater Toronto Area, the Duffin Creek WPCP does not have an overflow pipe, 
thereby preventing the possibility of the “bypass” of untreated sewage entering Lake Ontario.Impurities in 
the discharged effluent are so minor, the only way to express these quantities are in parts per million or 
parts per billion. The concentrations of impurities in the effluent discharge is precisely analyzed by an 
independently accredited laboratory and closely monitored by the MOE. Results are constantly examined 
and any variation in results is immediately reviewed by operating staff for investigation and corrective 
measures.An invitation has been extended to an Ajax resident and a Pickering resident to participate in 
future Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) meetings. York and Durham Regions are not stakeholders but 
joint owners of the facility.The SAC and the public will have ample opportunity for input into this process, 
and the MOE will review and comment on the final outcome of the study to ensure compliance with the 
process and full compliance will all provincial standards.You are invited to you to tour the Duffin Creek 
WPCP to see the treatment processes and understand the safety measures for human health and 
theenvironment. 

6/2/2011 

5/14/2011 P1-GP6 General Public 
Email to Town of Ajax 
(forwarded to Project 
Team) 

 
How do citizens to get involved? We are concerned about the impacts of more effluent on the 
air, water, wildlife and waterfront.To whom do we send our concerns? 

Project team requested that Ajax acquire contact details from the respondent to have his name added to 
the project mailing list. 
-- 
 As a follow-up to my previous email, please be advised that the information that you provided has been 
forwarded to the Region of Durham. For future odour incidences, you may direct your concerns to the 
Region of Durham's Technical Support Division at 905-668-7711. 

5/30/2011 
7/6/2011 

5/18/2011 P1-GP7 General Public PIF #1 - Email to project I am an environmentalist and believe that systems should be as natural as possible. The first Effluent limits are developed through receiving water assessments and approved by the MOE. The effluent 6/8/2011 
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inbox choice in any project should be to emulate the processes that nature has evolved over 

thousands of years.I am concerned about chemicals that are left behind after sewage is treated 
and the environmental implications of them and a phosphate plume flowing along the Ajax 
waterfront for which the province has mandated dilution.The ideal use for sewage is land 
application. Municipalities should subsidize composting toilets, and greywater can be used to 
water lawns and gardens. This would require cisterns built below the frost line to store the gray 
water during the winter, which can be part of a ground source heat recovery system Homes 
built or retrofitted in this manner would not need a sewer connection at all, this would be 
cheaper than building sewage pipes to Lake Ontario.Smaller sewage plants should be built to 
feed wetlands which will drain to local rivers and streams.The timeline of 2018 gives the 
Regions time to research such options.Such measures should be implemented to reduce the 
sewage flow to the Duffin Creek Plant. There is sufficient capacity in place to handle the 
immediate future, and the development of local sewage capacity and/or replacement is only 
needed to handle future growth. 

quality and monitoring requirements are outlined in the Certificate of Approval (C of A) issued by the MOE. 
The WPCP operates in accordance with its C of A, or else faces corrective action. The C of A limits total 
phosphorus in the effluent to an average of 0.8 mg/L monthly.The Duffin Creek WPCP is a modern plant 
that employs both primary and secondary treatment, effluent is then disinfected prior to discharge to Lake 
Ontario, and does not rely solely on dilution.It is difficult to pursue a land application program for larger 
wastewater treatment plants because of the operational flexibility required. For example, it cannot be 
done during wet weather or frozen conditions and therefore wastewater storage is required during these 
times. The storage required for a treatment plant the size of the Duffin Creek WPCP, and the potential for 
odour concerns related to on-site storage and land application reduces the feasibility of this option. It is the 
Regions’ opinion that the current method of liquid and solids treatment is a more environmentally 
responsible choice than land spreading.One of the alternatives being considered to address the limitations 
of the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP is employment of new technologies.The Duffin Creek WPCP 
replaced 11 smaller sewage treatment plants on local waterways, greatly improving water quality in local 
waterways.Water conservation is an important goal for new and existing development. Both Regions have 
water conservation programs that have helped to reduce water use amongst residential and 
commercial/industrial users. These programs have and will continue to result in multiple benefits, including 
lessening impacts to existing water and sewage systems. 

5/25/2011 P1-GP8 General Public PIF #1 - Email to project 
inbox 

Please advise when comment log and all comments received from PIF 1 will be available to the 
public? This report documents all comments received during Phase 1 of the Class EA, and the Region’s responses. 5/25/2011 

3/9/2011 P1-S1 SAC SAC 1 Meeting 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. 

Alternatives will be assessed based on their impacts on all components of the environment—social, 
cultural, health, natural environment, technical and cost. Impacts to sediment quality are included in the 
list of criteria being considered. 
The Regions will be working with the SAC to define and weight the importance of evaluation criteria. 

3/9/2011 

3/9/2011 P1-S2 SAC SAC 1 Meeting 
The Town of Ajax noted that the 70-year time frame of this project exceeds the planning time 
frame of York Region’s Wastewater Master Plan, as well as other provincial planning 
documents. 

For clarification, the 70-year time horizon will only be considered if the solution to addressing the 
limitations of the existing outfall is to construct a new outfall further into Lake Ontario. The useful life of an 
outfall is 70 or more years. It is therefore economically and fiscally prudent to design a new outfall (as well 
as other conveyance infrastructure) to meet long term requirements. To account for the possibility that a 
new outfall may be selected as the preferred alternative, the Regions have considered potential long term 
requirements beyond the Master Plan estimates. These estimates are for planning purposes only, and are 
based on directions set in Provincial Planning documents (e.g. Places to Grow). 
Along with a new outfall, numerous other solutions to addressing the limitations of the existing outfall are 
being assessed. These alternatives focus on either maintaining flows below the 520 MLD limit set by the 
MOE, or implementing changes to the existing treatment processes or operations such that MOE effluent 
dispersion and mixing zone requirements can be met for flows up to 630 MLD (i.e., the existing rated 
capacity of the Duffin Creek WPCP). 
There are no plans to expand the Duffin Creek WPCP beyond its rated capacity as part of this Class EA. 

3/9/2011 

3/9/2011 P1-S3 SAC SAC 1 Meeting The Town of Ajax recommended that a member of the Ajax Environmental Advisory Committee 
be added to the SAC to address environmental concerns from a local perspective. 

A member of the Durham Region Environmental Advisory Committee currently sits on the SAC. Durham is 
also open to inviting other citizens to join the SAC who represent other interest groups. 3/9/2011 

3/9/2011 P1-S4 SAC SAC 1 Meeting 
The Town of Ajax requested information on 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 YDSS currently has excess average flow capacity to meet needs in York and Durham. In addition, there 
is storage for peak events built into the YDSS to minimize the risks of overflows and basement flooding. To 
continually manage risks the Regions are proactive in their planning of the YDSS. Additional conveyance 
capacity is planned and constructed to continually provide system redundancy and meet future growth 
demands. 

3/9/2011 

3/9/2011 P1-S5 SAC SAC 1 Meeting 
The City of Pickering suggested that the following additional alternative solution be examined: 
Reducing incoming sewage by diverting flows to a new water pollution control plant on 
northern area of York Region, within Lake Simcoe watershed. 

This is one of the long-list of alternatives being considered. 3/9/2011 

3/9/2011 P1-S6 SAC SAC 1 Meeting 

The Town of Ajax recommended that all costs identified for the various alternatives 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 limitations of the outfall. 3/9/2011 

3/9/2011 P1-S7 SAC SAC 1 Meeting The Town of Ajax also requested that they are informed of geotechnical investigation activities 
and that the Town be provided with the geotechnical data and reports as they are available. 

The Project Team will continue to inform SAC members of geotechnical investigation activities, and will 
make the requested information available to the public when it has been finalized. 3/9/2011 

3/9/2011 P1-S8 SAC SAC 1 Meeting The Town of Ajax noted that they do not believe that the Expansion EA for the WPCP included a 
thorough enough review of new and advanced treatment technologies for the WPCP expansion. Noted 3/9/2011 

12/24/2010 P1-A1 Agency Email to CH2M HILL 

The Office of the Federal Interlocutor for Métis and Non-Status Indians (OFI) is aware that the 
Métis Nation of Ontario (MNO) have asserted aMétis right to harvest in large section of the 
province including in the vicinity of the project. The link to the organization's web-site is: 
http://www.metisnation.org/. Should you decide to pursue your investigation further, this 
would be the organization to contact in order to obtain further assistance when deciding if 
there is a rights-asserting Métis community in the project area. 

Métis Nation already contacted by way of NoC. 
Once the study area is clarified then it will be forwarded to Métis First Nation contacts upon request. 
Project team will get clarification from Métis First Nation about the proposed area of work and how works 
may impact Métis harvesting rights. 
Initial telephone contact made 2/23/11 to Métis Nation of Ontario, and again 3/14/11. Notice of 
Commencement forwarded again to updated contact 3/15/11. 

2/23/2011 

1/4/2011 P1-A2 Agency Email to project website Form letter providing links to information available on INAC website. 

Project team contacted INAC via telephone, who explained that specific and comprehensive claims are not 
geographically-specific, and will not directly impact the Class EA study. 
All Métis and First Nation contacts that did not provide written comments on the Notice of 
Commencement by Feb 16 have been telephoned for comments. 

2/2/2011 
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1/12/2011 P1-A3 Agency Mail to CH2M HILL Provided information on active first nations litigation in the vicinity of the project. They cannot 
provide details but recommended legal counsel. 

Project team contacted Mr. Millaire via telephone, who explained that each of the First Nations 
communities named in the active litigation suits within the vicinity of the project site should be contacted 
by the project team to determine the potential impact of the litigation proceedings on the Class EA study. 
All potentially affected First Nations and Métis groups have been given the Notice of Commencement, and 
those who had not commented in writing on the Notice by Feb 16, 2011 were telephoned for comments. 
Project team has coordinated First Nations consultation activities to ensure a meaningful consultation 
process with affected First Nations communities. 
Project team has followed up with legal advice and is pursuing the advised course of action. 

2/2/2011 

2/14/2011 P1-A4 Agency Mail to Region of York Letter provides contact details for aboriginal communities that may be impacted by the project, 
and recommends contact with INAC for federal aboriginal affairs. 

Recommended contacts already made through Notice of Commencement. Those who had not 
commented in writing on the Notice by Feb 16, 2011 were telephoned for comments. 2/14/2011 

5/30/2011 P1-M01 Municipality PIF #1 - Email to Project 
Team 

Please provide us with your draft summary table of their comments well prior to its inclusion in 
the Interim EA Report (Chapter 1 of the 
ESR?). 
Also, please send us the contact list for the Ajax addresses to which a portion of the 7,000 PIF #1 
notice were mailed, as Councillors have 
been asking where the notices were sent. 

 Many comments have been received by public agencies, interested citizens, and stakeholder groups 
through multiple modes of communication (e-mail, mail, voice mail, etc.). The Project Team is compiling 
these comments into a table that clearly outlines the comment or question, and the response that the 
Project Team has to the comment or question. When this has been compiled it will be made available on 
the project website for the public to view. 
As you are aware, PIF #1 was to present and receive input on the Opportunity Statement (Phase 1 of the 
Class Environmental Assessment process). As per the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Municipal 
Engineers' Association, October 2000, as amended in 2007) this is a discretionary point of public contact. 
The Regions however felt that holding this Phase 1 PIF at two different locations would be beneficial to 
describe the Opportunity Statement and to seek further public involvement into the study. In this case the 
notice of PIF 1 was published in the Ajax/Pickering News Advertiser on 2 separate occasions. As well, the 
mailing list has been updated based on attendance at the meeting, and will be included in the Class EA 
documentation. 

7/18/2011 

5/30/2011 P1-M02 Municipality PIF #1 - Email to Project 
Team 

Please provide us with your draft summary table of their comments well prior to its inclusion in 
the Interim EA Report (Chapter 1 of the ESR?). 
Also, please send us the contact list for the Ajax addresses to which a portion of the 7,000 PIF #1 
notice were mailed, as Councillors have 
been asking where the notices were sent. 

Many comments have been received by public agencies, interested citizens, and stakeholder groups 
through multiple modes of communication (e-mail, mail, voice mail, etc.). The Project Team is compiling 
these comments into a table that clearly outlines the comment or question, and the response that the 
Project Team has to the comment or question. When this has been compiled it will be made available on 
the project website for the public to view. 
As you are aware, PIF #1 was to present and receive input on the Opportunity Statement (Phase 1 of the 
Class Environmental Assessment process). As per the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Municipal 
Engineers' Association, October 2000, as amended in 2007) this is a discretionary point of public contact. 
The Regions however felt that holding this Phase 1 PIF at two different locations would be beneficial to 
describe the Opportunity Statement and to seek further public involvement into the study. In this case the 
notice of PIF 1 was published in the Ajax/Pickering News Advertiser on 2 separate occasions. As well, the 
mailing list has been updated based on attendance at the meeting, and will be included in the Class EA 
documentation. 

7/18/2011 

7/25/2011 P1-M03 Municipality PIF #1 - Email to Project 
Team 

The Regions' response does not address many of the outstanding information requests. 
If an open, transparent consultation process were being conducted, the Regions would simply 
forward the list of comments/questions received and the Regions' responses to us, as 
requested. It appears from this response that the Regions are trying not to disclose the 
information until some undisclosed future date. 
It is in the Regions' best interest to send the subject list to us shortly. 

The Regions are responding to comments as they are received. A communication log has been prepared, 
which is continually updated to log all comments and responses received during the process. The 
comments received during Phase 1 of the Class EA, and Project Team responses are provided herein. 
Comments received are considered in the process, and help us continually revise and improve the 
evaluation process, and the development of preferred solutions. The Regions’ process is consistent with the 
Class EA requirements for an open and transparent evaluation and consultation process. 

7/18/2011 

1/5/2011 P1-M04 Municipality Email to Regions 

Please ensure that the Notice of Study Commencement for the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA 
process is added to the Region's homepage: 
1) under "Public Notice", 2) on the "News and Information" banner, and 3) ensure that both are 
directly linked to the Project Website. 

Durham Region website updated accordingly. 1/5/2011 

1/5/2011 P1-M05 Municipality Email to Regions Ajax requests that the Regions re-run the Notice of Commencement in local newspaper. Notice re-published 1/13/2011 1/5/2011 

1/7/2011 P1-M06 Municipality Email to Regions 

Please forward: the schedule timelines for the phases of this EA process and the Terms of 
Reference; and the complete Coffey Geotechnical study and findings about offshore conditions 
in Lake Ontario, conducted per Durham Works Report 2010-W-54 dated April 28, 2010. Our 
understanding is that the offshore geotechnical work was completed in the Fall of 2010. 

Project timelines forwarded. 
Geotechnical investigations suspended due to the arrival of winter weather, and recommended in July 
2011. The investigations are expected to be completed by late summer 2011. Geotechnical report likely to 
be available Fall 2011. 

1/7/2011 

1/12/2011 P1-M07 Municipality Email to CH2M HILL 
Ajax requested that the project team copy the Town on all correspondence received from all 
members of the public and all public agencies and special interest groups, along with project 
team responses. 

Phase 1 correspondence is provided herein. 1/12/2011 

3/8/2011 P1-M08 Municipality Email to CH2M HILL Ajax requested meeting notes be forwarded to the SAC members for their review and 
comment. Notes were distributed to SAC members on April 19, 2011. 3/8/2011 

3/23/2011 P1-M09 Municipality Email to Regions Ajax requested that Durham check that the link to the Notice of Commencement on the project 
website is checked as it appears to be broken. 

Project team has checked the project website from internal and external access points and all links are 
working. 3/23/2011 

3/24/2011 P1-M10 Municipality Email to Regions 
Ajax Town Council and senior staff requested a presentation from York and Durham Region staff 
on the status of and next steps in this process on Monday, May 9th, 2011, at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Council Chambers at Ajax Town Hall, 65 Harwood Avenue South. 

Presentations will be made at both PIFs on May 3 and 5 in Pickering and Ajax, respectively. 3/24/2011 

3/28/2011 P1-M11 Municipality Email to Project Team Ajax requested an update on the status of SAC 1 Meeting minutes and updates to the website, 
requesting that the website be updated prior to PIF 1 

Meeting minutes, presentation slides, and a questionnaire soliciting additional feedback on information 
presented at SAC 1 sent to SAC members 4/19/11. 3/28/2011 

3/28/2011 P1-M12 Municipality Email to Project Team Ajax requested an update on the status of SAC 1 Meeting minutes and updates to the website, Meeting minutes, presentation slides, and a questionnaire soliciting additional feedback on information 3/28/2011 
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requesting that the website be updated prior to PIF 1 presented at SAC 1 sent to SAC members 4/19/11. 

4/6/2011 P1-M13 Municipality Email to CH2M HILL Ajax requested the current timeline for the various phases of this EA process. Durham has forwarded the project timeline, and it is available on the project website. 4/6/2011 

4/8/2011 P1-M14 Municipality Email to Durham Ajax requested updates to the Project timeline to show updated geotechnical scheduling 
information. 

The Project timeline is updated regularly based on new information. Updates are posted on the project 
website as they occur. The most recent project timeline is provided herein. 4/8/2011 

4/8/2011 P1-M15 Municipality Phone call to CH2M HILL 

Ajax followed up on the status of the SAC 1 meeting minutes, and asked who would be making 
the presentation at the upcoming PIF, when it would occur, when the PIF would be advertised, 
and requested that the presentation time be noted on the advertisement. She also asked about 
the status of the geotechnical work. 

CH2M HILL replied that the minutes are being updated before being forwarded to SAC members. The 
presentation at the PIF will likely be delivered by Durham staff, and is planned for May 5; the 
advertisement for the PIF will be distributed a week to 10 days beforehand and the presentation time will 
be noted on the add. The geotechnical work depends on the weather and the report will likely not be 
available by the end of May. 

4/8/2011 

4/19/2011 P1-M16 Municipality Email to Project team 
and SAC members 

Ajax requested to see “the more detailed project description provided to the CEAA” and that it 
be posted on the Project Website prior to the first PIF. The CEAA letter has been posted to the project website. 4/19/2011 

4/28/2011 P1-M17 Municipality Email to Durham 

Town of Ajax is promoting the PIF by distributing a flyer and posting it on their website. They 
have also published a new webpage dedicated to the Outfall EA which includes a direct link to 
the Regions' Project 
Website, and other related information. The Notice of PIF is also being published on the Town's 
Community Page in the Ajax News Advertiser. 

Noted. 4/28/2011 

5/3/2011 P1-M18 Municipality Email to SAC and Project 
Team 

Please send SAC members copies of the revised SAC 1 presentationand minutes prior to the PIFs 
commencing These documents have been posted to the project website. 5/3/2011 

5/9/2011 P1-M19 Municipality Email to project email 
address 

Please provide information on location on website of SAC Terms of 
Reference and first SAC meeting minutes. 

These documents are located on the project website at: 
http://www.durham.ca/works.asp?nr=/departments/works/duffincreek/stakeholderadvisorycommittee.ht
m&setFooter=/includes/duffinFooter.inc 

5/9/2011 

5/16/2011 P1-M20 Municipality Email to SAC members 
and Project Team 

Please post the CEAA response letter to the project website. The SAC should review the revised 
study area prior to its release. Please distribute Regions' proposed Terms of Reference for the 
EA process. 

The CEAA letter is posted to the project website. The SAC will have an opportunity to view the updated 
study area when it is finalized. 5/16/2011 

5/19/2011 P1-M21 Municipality Email to SAC members 
and Project Team 

“In late 2010, Town staff requested a copy of the letter forwarded to CEAA at the outset of this 
EA, at which time we were advised it was available and would be forwarded. We were also 
advised that the description of the undertaking would provide greater detail about the nature 
of the project and the proposed scope of work. 
The letter provided today via email, addressed to Ms. Knox at CEAA, is dated February 18, 2011 
and does not provide any new information. In fact, it seems only to be a chronology of events. 
Where is the more detailed information alluded to earlier in the process? 
As well, the first SAC meeting did not take place until March 9th, so how can there be text under 
the Study Area map referring to comments from the SAC about updating the study area? 
Further, the short list of Potential Federal EA Triggers does not speak to the range of potential 
impacts discussed with the SAC - has something changed?” 

The CEAA (along with all other government agencies) was initially notified of the project through the Notice 
of Commencement, issued in December 2010. At that time the CEAA requested that a “project description” 
be forwarded in order for them to ascertain whether or not the Act would be triggered. The project 
description, dated February 18, 2011, provided more detail than the notice of commencement. The agency 
then responded that further information (detailed information about the preferred alternative) would be 
required in order for them to make a decision as to whether or not the Act is triggered by the project. This 
information is all the information that the Project Team had at the time of writing the letter. The letter 
posted to the website has been revised only insofar as a note has been added below the study area graphic 
so that the public is aware that this study area is being revised. When the study area is revised it will be 
forwarded to the CEAA, along with any other pertinent information, for their review. 

5/19/2011 

5/25/2011 P1-M22 Municipality Email to project email Please advise when comment log and all comments received from PIF 1 will be available to the 
public? This information is presented herein. 5/25/2011 

5/30/2011 P1-M23 Municipality Email to CH2M HILL Please provide draft comments log well prior to its inclusion in the Interim EA Report and the 
contact list for the Ajax addresses to which a portion of the 7,000 PIF#1 notice were mailed 

The comment log is provided herein. The Regions’ practice is to hand deliver notices within the immediate 
area of the plant, as well as mail-out information to individuals of the mailing list. The mailing list is 
included as part of the appendices. 

5/30/2011 

7/4/2011 P1-M24 Municipality Email to Regions 

During your presentation to Council last week, you indicated the Regions would only be holding 
two more SAC meetings, rather than the 3 SAC meetings presently set out in the Project 
Timeline. Also, you advised that the total number of Public Information Forums to be held in 
Ajax is to be reduced from 4 to 3. From the first SAC meeting, I recall the reason for the Regions 
holding 4 SAC meetings and 4 PIFs during the Outfall EA process was to exceed the minimum 
requirements for a Schedule C Class EA process to provide a more comprehensive consultation 
process. 
Please provide us with an explanation of the basis for the Regions' decision to reduce the 
opportunities for public information, discussion and consultation with stakeholders in Ajax, 
Pickering and elsewhere as soon as possible. We are very concerned about these changes. 

Please note that under Phase 2 of the EA activities, we are planning 2 SAC and 2 PIF as noted in the 
resentation. Currently we are also planning to have 1 SAC and 1 PIF for Phase 3 of the Class EA. This would 
total the 4 sets of meetings as noted in our original schedule. 
There is no intent to change this at this time. 
We trust this issue has been clarified. 

7/5/2011 

7/5/2011 P1-M25 Municipality Email to Regions Please forward the "draft" technical memorandum for Phase 1 of the Schedule 'C' Municipal 
Class EA for the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall to Town of Ajax staff for review prior to finalization. 

As with the comment table, the technical memoranda produced in support of the first phase of the Class EA 
study were first reviewed by the Project Team, before final drafts were incorporated into this report 7/5/2011 

7/5/2011 P1-M26 Municipality Email to Regions 

Please supplement the current posting of the Notice of Commencement on York Region's 
scrolling homepage and elsewhere with a direct link to an up-to-date Project Website providing 
all available information about the YDSS, the Duffin Creek WPCP, and the Project Timeline for 
the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA. It is suggested that Durham Region do the same on its 
website. 

Thank-you for pointing out the necessary updates to York and Durham’s websites. The Regions are working 
with available resources to maintain the websites as up-to-date as possible. 7/5/2011 

1/3/2011 P1-FN1 First Nations Mail to CH2M HILL Provided contact details for future correspondence. Proposed contacts are already in the mailing list, and have been forwarded the Notice of Commencement. 1/3/2011 

1/6/2011 P1-FN2 First Nations Email to CH2M HILL 
The “proposed project is deemed a level 3, having minimal potential to impact our First Nations’ 
rights, therefore, please keep Alderville apprised of any archaeological findings, burial sites or 
any environmental impacts, should any occur.” 

Noted. 1/6/2011 

2/16/2011 P1-FN3 First Nations CH2M HILL follow-up 
phone call 

Requested to be kept on the contact list and sent updated information as it arises; No 
comments at this time. 

Noted. 
Contact list updated. 2/16/2011 

2/23/2011 P1-FN4 First Nations CH2M HILL follow-up Confirmed that the Six Nations of Grand River community does not have any interest in the EA Noted. 2/23/2011 
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phone call study. Removed from contact list. 

2/28/2011 P1-FN5 First Nations CH2M HILL follow-up 
phone call 

Requested that NoC be forwarded again for review to determine if there is an interest in 
participating in the EA. Provided contact details. 

NoC forwarded. 
Contact list updated. 2/28/2011 

3/14/2011 P1-FN6 First Nations CH2M HILL follow-up 
phone call Requested additional copy of the NoC. Notice emailed. 3/14/2011 

3/15/2011 P1-FN7 First Nations Phoned CH2M HILL 

Notice of Commencement had been received by the Métis Nation of Ontario, and circulated 
within the community for comments. At this time the Métis Nation of Ontario has no comments 
on the EA Study  and does not wish to actively participate, but would like to remain on the 
contact list for future project updates. 

Noted 3/15/2011 
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11/24/2011 P2-GP1 General Public Email to the Region of 
Durham 

The Duffin Creek Outfall expansion - Has this started? And when is expected to be 
complete?  

The Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall expansion project is currently in the Environmental Assessment 
stage.  Based on flow projections, a solution to the capacity restrictions should be in place by 
2019. 

11/28/2011 

1/31/2012 P2-GP2 General Public Phone to Durham Provided contact details and requested to be added to contact list. Contact list updated and respondent notified by phone. 1/31/2012 

2/27/2012 P2-GP3 General Public Email to CH2M HILL Can you please confirm if this study is still moving forward? If so would you know the 
approximate date of the next Public Information Forum? Mike was added to contact list and informed of the approximate date. 5/11/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP4 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

1. P.4 – SAC Mandate 
a. Public consultation should be in each Lakeshore Municipality with public 
presentations and question periods not just “story boards”.  This is not Kindergarten. 

1. P.4 – SAC Mandate 
a. Response –Public Information Forums (PIFs) were held in both Pickering and Ajax on June 26 
and 27, respectively. There were display boards, a presentation, and a question/answer period 
to facilitate to discussion and get input from the public. Information from the PIFs, including 
comments and responses are being placed on the website.  

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP5 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

2. P.6 & 7 – Responsibility of Regions and General Guidelines 
a. During this process, the Regional local municipalities should make their comments 
on this process and what they see as the environmental problems during the study 
not afterwards when the die is cast.  Public must be aware during and before not 
after.  Before meetings 3 & 4. 

2. P.6 & 7 – Responsibility of Regions and General Guidelines 
a. Response – Please note that both City of Pickering and Town of Ajax staff are active members 
of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  Further, input from the local municipalities and the 
public is welcome at any point throughout the EA through the website, the project email 
address, and through the Public Information Forums.  All input will be documented and 
responded to in the project documentation.    

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP6 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

3. P.11 – Stage 3 Expansion 
a. Is 25% decrease in phosphorus loadings satisfactory?  The amount of phosphorus 
at 520 MLD to 630 MLD could be catastrophic.  It’s the future. 
b. Is improved ammonia removal sufficient for now and the future? 
c. It’s the future of Lake Ontario and the Great Lakes and Lakeshore municipalities. 

3. P.11 – Stage 3 Expansion 
a. Response – A 25% decrease in phosphorus loadings was established as a condition of 
approval from the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for the Stage 3 Expansion and is  based 
on achieving the Provincial Water Quality Objectives (PWQO). It should be noted that the MOE 
approval caps the amount of phosphorus loading to 311 kg/day and as such the loadings are 
not allowed to increase as the flows increase from 520 million litres per day (MLD) to 630MLD.  
b. Response – Yes, the ammonia removal that has been designed for the plant will reduce 
ammonia to the MOE approved levels to the rated capacity of 630 MLD.   
c. Response – Thanks for the comment. 

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP7 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

4. P.12 – Outfall EA – Project Opportunity Statement  
a. To me, this statement seems to imply that the existing outfall with modifications 
could be satisfactory for Stage 3 expansion. 
b. The existing outfall hits a wall of cold water that pushes the effluent back along the 
shoreline especially in Ajax.  Dumping phosphorus etc., etc., into the water, the 
sediment and the beaches. 

4. P.12 – Outfall EA – Project Opportunity Statement  
a. Response – One of the proposed short-listed alternatives is to modify the existing diffusers. 
The short list of alternatives will be evaluated based on technical, natural environment, social, 
and financial criteria.  
b. Response – As part of the EA, baseline lake modelling has been performed. The MIKE3 lake 
model has been updated and calibrated with new data. The MIKE3 model results for the 
baseline scenario demonstrates that the mixing zone does not move effluent back along the 
shoreline. This is illustrated in Slide 26 of the SAC2 presentation which demonstrates that the 
mixing zone extends offshore but not towards the shoreline. 

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP8 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

5. P.13 & 14 – Outfall EA Process 
a. When do the peer review people get involved? 
b. In my opinion, they should be involved fully now.  
c. Who selects the peer review people? 
d. How do we avoid appointing peer reviewers who may have conflicts of interest? 
e. Have the peer reviewers already been appointed?  If so, who? 

5. P.13 & 14 – Outfall EA Process 
a. Response – Three reports have been peer reviewed including: aquatic and terrestrial 
environment; lake modelling; and geotechnical. The peer reviews were finalized in July 2012. 
b. Response – The peer reviewers have been involved since April 2012. 
c. Response – The peer review team was selected by in independent expert on environmental 
issues, Mr. Craig Mather former General Manager for the TRCA.  He made recommendations to 
the Regions on the appropriate peer review team members.   
d. Response – One of the roles for Mr. Mather was to select members for the peer review team 
who do not have a conflict of interest in undertaking the review to technical documents 
prepared for this EA.  The peer review team has the mandate of providing independent expert 
opinions.  
e. Response -  Yes the peer reviewers have been hired and include: Dr. Alex McCorquodale 
(Lake Modelling Expert); John Westland (Geotechnical Expert); Serge Metikosh (Fisheries 
Expert)  

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP9 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

6. P.15 – Opportunity Statement – Revised  
a. How can the existing outfall change the cold water wall which pushes the effluent 
and its phosphorus and ammonia back into the shoreline? 
b. How does this huge increase in effluent affect Ajax W.T.P. and our drinking water? 
The existing outfall with increases in effluent in stage 3 has to affect Ajax W.T.P.  
Where are the studies on this aspect, by independent experts? 

6. P.15 – Opportunity Statement – Revised  
a. Response - As part of the EA, baseline lake modelling has been performed. The MIKE3 lake 
model has been updated and calibrated with new data. The MIKE3 model results for the 
baseline scenario demonstrates that the mixing zone does not move effluent back along the 
shoreline. This is illustrated in Slide 26 of the SAC2 presentation which demonstrates that the 
mixing zone extends offshore but not towards the shoreline. 
b. Response –The baseline lake modelling results demonstrate that the Duffin Creek WPCP 
does not negatively impact the Ajax WTP for the baseline scenario of 520MLD. It should be 

9/5/2012 
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noted that meeting the total ammonia levels that is set out in Provincial Water Quality 
Objective will be one of the key parameters that will be considered when looking at each of the 
alternatives under this EA.  The MIKE3 lake model will provide the assessment of this 
parameter.  The appropriate peer review team member will review the results of the model 
output as part of a due diligence check on the EA technical analysis before the results are 
submitted to the MOE.   

6/5/2012 P2-GP10 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

7. P.15 – What is CEAA – New Proposed Federal Policy?  Don’t know? 7. P.15 – What is CEAA – New Proposed Federal Policy?  Don’t know? 
a. Response – CEAA is Canadian Environmental Assessment Act  9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP11 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

 
 
8. P.20 – Lake Modelling 
a. Do not understand “Cormix Model” or “Mike 3 Model”.  What are they? 

 
 
8. P.20 – Lake Modelling 
a. Response – The CORMIX model is used to estimate the dilution in the near field mixing zone. 
The “near field” mixing zone refers to the portion of the effluent plume that extends from the 
diffuser outlets (ports) to the location where the discharged plume has effectively completed 
its initial mixing with the ambient lake water, as caused by buoyancy and momentum 
differences. After dilution due to initial mixing is established, the next procedure is to 
determine dilution of the effluent plume in the far-field zone. Dilution in the far-field zone is 
usually associated with ambient lake processes (offshore currents, dispersion, etc.) and tends 
to occur at a greatly reduced rate in comparison to the initial mixing within the near field. 
Modelling the far-field effluent plume and associated dilution is accomplished using a whole 
lake model, such as MIKE- 3., 

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP12 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

 
9. P.21 – What are the “New Effluent Compliance Limits”?  Will they satisfy Stage 3 
Expansion effluent volumes?   
a. It’s the future that is my concern. 

 
 
9. P.21 – What are the “New Effluent Compliance Limits”?  Will they satisfy Stage 3 Expansion 
effluent volumes?   
a. Response – The term “new effluent compliance limits” refer to the MOE approved 
compliance limits for the Stage 3 expansion.  These limits can be found in the Certificate of 
Approval (CofA) for the Duffin Creek WPCP. This is located in Appendix B of the Phase 1 report 
which can be found in the virtual library on the project website.  

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP13 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

 
10. P.22 – Effluent Compliance Limits 
a. “Current compliance limit post Stage 3” How could these “current compliance 
limits” be satisfactory for the lake or shoreline municipalities “Post Stage 3”?  Explain 
fully. 

 
10. P.22 – Effluent Compliance Limits 
a. Response – The current compliance limits are not applicable beyond the Stage 3 Expansion to 
630MLD. The slide was referring to post commissioning of the Stage 3 Expansion. If the plant is 
expanded in the future, the limits will be re-evaluated. 

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP14 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

11. P.23 – Duffin Creek WPCP – Current Plant Performance 
a. Who measures plant performance?  How often? 

11. P.23 – Duffin Creek WPCP – Current Plant Performance 
a. Response – The plant operations staff measure plant performance. Samples are taken at a 
minimum based on the CofA requirements. The CofA is located in Appendix B of the Phase 1 
report which can be found in the virtual library on the project website.  There is an annual 
report provided to the Ministry of Environment (MOE) that shows the plant performance 
through out the year and confirms that the plant has met or exceeded the required 
performance levels (ammonia and phosphorus) as required by the Ministry’s CofA. 

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP15 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

12. P.24 & 25 – Phosphorus & Ammonia Performance 
a. Don’t understand the graphs? 
b. How much phosphorus is too much phosphorus? 
c. How much ammonia is too much ammonia? 

12. P.24 & 25 – Phosphorus & Ammonia Performance 
a. Response – The effluent limit is the compliance limit that the plant cannot exceed and is 
regulated by the MOE. The effluent objective is the level at which the operations staff target for 
performance. As demonstrated in the graphs, the plant is performing better than the effluent 
objectives for ammonia and phosphorus.  
b. Response – Aquatic life (fisheries) requires phosphorus to survive. Too much phosphorus 
results in algae growth. The Provincial Water Quality Objectives (PWQOs) ensure the right 
balance of phosphorus in the lake. The current CofA limits the amount of phosphorus to 311 
kg/d. This limit has been established based on the PWQO. 
c. Response – Total ammonia is a concern for drinking water. Unionized ammonia is a concern 
for aquatic life. The PWQOs for total ammonia and unionized ammonia are established to 
protect fisheries and human health. The effluent limits have been established based on the 
PWQOs, and are therefore set at levels that ensure the protection of aquatic life and human 
health.  

9/5/2012 
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6/5/2012 P2-GP16 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

 
13. P.26 & 27 – Far Field Analysis – Phosphorus & Ammonia 
a. If PWQO is achieved at outer edge of mixing zones, then from the outer edge to 
the shoreline must be above PWQO?  Correct? 

13. P.26 & 27 – Far Field Analysis – Phosphorus & Ammonia 
Response – The opposite is in fact true. From the outer edge of the mixing zone to the 
shoreline, the concentrations of phosphorus and ammonia are below the numerical PWQO 
limits.  Within the mixing zone phosphorus and ammonia levels are elevated as allowed by the 
MOE to provide an area contiguous to an outfall diffuser for the effluent to mix with the 
ambient lake water.  
The policies and procedures for meeting the PWQOs are specified in the “Policies Guidelines 
Provincial Water Quality Objectives” (Ministry of Environment and Energy, July, 1994).  With 
respect to surface water, the Policies Guidelines Provincial Water Quality Objectives (PG-
PWQO) document contains five surface water quality policies, general water quality objectives, 
and specific numerical values for identified substances.   When the MOE establishes legal 
effluent limits for any sewage treatment plant they consider the five policies and objectives, as 
well as the numerical PWQO values described in the PG-PWQO document.  The baseline 
modelling scenario using the CORMIX and MIKE 3 models demonstrates that the strict 
phosphorus and ammonia limits for the Duffin Creek WPCP recently established as part of the 
Stage 3 Expansion result in local water quality that is consistent with the PG-PQWO document 
requirements. In particular, the mixing zones for phosphorus and ammonia are limited in size 
and do not interfere with beneficial uses. Further, the effluent discharge, outside the mixing 
zone, was shown to have little effect on the ambient water quality for phosphorus and 
ammonia, as ambient concentrations of phosphorus and ammonia in this area of Lake Ontario 
are well below the PWQOs.  

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP17 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

14. P.31 – Nearshore Aquatic Habitat – Findings 
a. What do these findings imply or conclude? 
b. No references to algae growth from shoreline to up to 10 metre depths.  Why? 
c. Why is Ajax Lakeshore always polluted? 
d. Why isn’t this fact referenced and researched as part of the EA?  Explain. 

14. P.31 – Nearshore Aquatic Habitat – Findings 
a. Response – The nearshore zone, which includes the area around the outfall, is used as a 
migratory pathway for fish. Spawning areas and permanent habitat are only found in areas 
such as Duffins Marsh. The implications of this will be established when we evaluate the short 
list of alternatives in Phase 2 of the Environmental Assessment. 
b. Response – Algae growth was included in the Phase 1 interim report on the project website. 
Please refer to: http://www.durham.ca/outfallea/ 
c. Response – Water quality along the Ajax lakeshore may become degraded by a number of 
sources, particularly during wet weather events. There are a number of direct discharges and 
surface runoff sources that may impact the near shore water along the Ajax shoreline.  The 
Duffins Creek watercourse has been observed during rainfall conditions to discharge a large 
plume of sediment and other nutrients originating from a large upstream drainage area.  
Surface runoff from pets’ droppings and the shore line geese population are also sources of 
nutrient and bacteria loading affecting the near shore waters.  The EA is focusing on evaluating 
alternatives for addressing the limitations of the existing outfall, and selecting the preferred 
alternative for addressing these limitations.  An assessment of the impacts to receiving water 
(including near shore water quality) from the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall is part of the 
evaluation.  It should be noted that a number of studies have been completed on nutrient 
loadings across the Ajax/Pickering near shore areas and further studies are currently underway.   
The EA team is keeping up-to-date on findings from all such studies.  
d. Response – There are many different factors that influence water quality along the shoreline. 
This EA study is assessing the impacts on the receiving water from the Duffin Creek WPCP 
outfall. There are currently studies being performed to answer this question. The EA team is 
keeping up-to-date on findings from current studies. See also the response to (e) above.  

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP18 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

15. P.35 – Phase 3 – Outfall Construction Methods 
a. Didn’t understand implications of these construction methods. 

15. P.35 – Phase 3 – Outfall Construction Methods 
a. Response – The slides present the baseline existing geotechnical conditions. The implications 
of the construction methods will be assessed in Phase 3 of the EA if a new outfall alternative is 
selected as the preferred alternative.  

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP19 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

 
16. P.37 – Long List of Alternatives 
a. “Do Nothing” - Totally unacceptable. 
b. 90% of sewage comes from York Region.  How can Durham control York’s already 
out of control development to Lake Simcoe? 
c. i)  My Solution – Duffin WPCP must have tertiary treatment to eliminate 
phosphorus, ammonia etc.  Now – It’s our future.  
ii) My Solution – Must be new outfall extending well into the lake with the most 

16. P.37 – Long List of Alternatives 
a. Response – We agree. The ‘do nothing’ alternative did not pass the screening criteria.  
b. Response – Currently, about 80% of the flows to the Duffin Creek WPCP are from York 
Region. York Region is currently going through an EA process that is recommending a  Water 
Re-Use facility for discharge to Lake Simcoe for servicing in part the Upper York development 
areas.   Please refer to the website: http://www.uyssolutions.ca/en/index.asp. 
There are local, regional and provincial planning policies in place which plan for growth.  York 
has worked closely the Province, local municipalities and the public to develop an Official Plan 

9/5/2012 
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efficient outfall  
   diffusers. 

that addresses the growth targets established by the Province under the 2006 Places to Grow 
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe and the 2005 Places to Grow Act.   
c. i) Response – Tertiary treatment is one of the proposed short-listed alternatives which will be 
evaluated in further detail under the Outfall EA.  
ii) Response – A new outfall is one of the proposed short-listed alternatives which will be 
evaluated in further detail under the Outfall EA.  

6/5/2012 P2-GP20 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

17. P.39 – Screening Criteria 
a. Who will control York Region’s growth? 
b. Are M.O.E. Water Quality Regulations or objectives ever enforced? By whom? 
When? 
c. Will present M.O.E. Water Quality objectives be satisfactory for the future of the 
Great Lakes and shoreline communities? 

17. P.39 – Screening Criteria 
a. Response – There are local, regional and provincial planning policies in place which plan for 
growth.  York has worked closely the Province, local municipalities and the public to develop an 
Official Plan that addresses the growth targets established by the Province under the 2006 
Places to Grow Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe and the 2005 Places to Grow Act.   
b. Response – The regional staff monitor the plant and notify the MOE of any issues. The 
Ministry of Environment reviews, records/reports and performs site visits to ensure the plant is 
in compliance with the Certificate of Approval which has been established based on the water 
quality regulations.  
c. Response – Please contact the MOE for a response to this question.  

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP21 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

18. P.43 – “Proposed Short-Listed Alternatives” 
a. The only acceptable ones are: 
1. New outfall. 
2. Extend existing outfall diffuser. 
3. Tertiary treatment.  

18. P.43 – “Proposed Short-Listed Alternatives” 
a. Response – The above three alternatives are on the proposed short-list and will be evaluated 
using detailed evaluation criteria.  

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP22 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

19. P.44-60 – Evaluation Criteria 
1. – All of these should be studied and examined in detail and reports made available 
to the public  
      in easily readable form followed by public meetings in each municipality.  

19. P.44-60 – Evaluation Criteria 
Response – An impact assessment will be performed during Phase 2 using the evaluation 
criteria. A report that includes the impact assessment and evaluation of alternatives will be 
made available to the public through the project website.  The results of the impact assessment 
will also be presented to the public in Public Information Forms to be held in Pickering and Ajax.   

9/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-GP23 General Public 
Written comments on 
Outfall EA SAC #2  
-PPT Presentation 

20. P.64 – Concluding Session 
a. Must be more public meetings to inform public – better communication of the 
implications of WPCP Expansion to our lakes, our water quality, our shoreline uses 
and quality for now and the future. 
b. People do not understand that York Region is a major lake polluter and Durham 
Region is the host municipality to their pollution of our lake, our water quality and 
our shorelines.  They need to know now. 

 
20. P.64 – Concluding Session 
a. Response - The Regions consultation process is more comprehensive than what is typically 
required by a Schedule C Municipal Class EA. The public consultation process includes a 
stakeholder advisory committee (four meetings), four public information forums, and a project 
website that provides EA documentation at each phase of the EA.  
b. Response – The public stakeholders will be engaged throughout the EA process through four 
Public Information Forums, the project website and project email. Comments are welcome at 
any point throughout the EA process. 

9/5/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP24 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

1. How does the water temperature discharge from the OPG plant affect the outfall? 
1. The OPG plant’s discharge point is at the shoreline and the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall 
extends 1.1 km offshore. Temperatures from the OPG plant have negligible impact on the 
performance of the outfall.  

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP25 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

2. Are the concentrations for the Stage 3 Expansion mg per litre of effluent or per 
litre of lake water? 2. The concentrations for the Stage 3 Expansion are in mg per litre of treated effluent.  6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP26 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

3. How is a Class EA bumped up to an Individual Environmental Assessment?  

3. A “bump up” now referred to as a Part II Order can be requested during the 30 day Public 
Review period after the Environmental Study Report is completed. There are procedures for 
requesting a Part II Order that include identifying the reasons why the Class EA study should go 
to an Individual Environmental Assessment. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP27 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

4. Why was the WPCP upgraded to 630MLD and not the outfall? Municipal Class EA 
recommends studying all of the project components together. 

4. The outfall was included in the Stage 3 Expansion EA. Through the expansion EA, it was 
identified through modeling that the outfall can meet MOE criteria to 560MLD; however, the 
MOE limited the average daily flow of the outfall at 520MLD. The MOE made it a condition of 
the Stage 3 Expansion Certificate of Approval (C of A) to start this Outfall EA within 6 weeks of 
receiving all approvals for the Stage 3 Expansion. The Regions worked with the Ministry to 
define the problem. This study looks at the impacts on Lake Ontario in greater detail. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP28 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

5. Where does phosphorus come from and where does it go? Can it be recovered and 
reused? 

5. A lot of the phosphorus in sewage comes from humans themselves (i.e. phosphorus is a 
nutrient in the foods we eat). Phosphate-containing detergents used to be a large source but 
this has since been removed with phosphate reduced detergents. Surface water runoff also 
carries a large amount of phosphate from lawn and agricultural fertilizer input.  
Phosphorus is used as a nutrient in the WPCP during the biological treatment process where 
bugs (bacteria) separate oxygen from the phosphate. The phosphorus is consumed by the 

6/26/2012 
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bacteria which eventually settle to the bottom of the process tanks as biosolids. The quantity of 
phosphorus is relatively small which can be difficult to recover for reuse.  

6/26/2012 P2-GP29 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

6. If the North Pickering Seaton Development Plans are approved, will this flow go to 
the Duffin Creek WPCP? 

6. Yes, these flows are included in flow projections. Communities of Seaton, Ajax and Pickering 
are included. Flow forecasts predict residential flow and have an added allowance for 
employment.  

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP30 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

7. What is the percentage of stormwater entering the sewage? 

7. The quantity of stormwater contained within the sewage is dependent on the area affected 
and the intensity and duration of the storm.  Typically the increase in flow can vary from 20% to 
250% and the WPCP is designed to handle these flows.  
York Region has implemented an Inflow and infiltration (I&I) Program to reduce I&I by 10% over 
the next 20 years. Sources of infiltration come from private pipes, local pipes and trunk pipes. 
Generally the older pipes generate the highest rates of Inflow and Infiltration. The I&I program 
will monitor flows over a large number of sewersheds to determine the high I&I areas and 
targeted these areas for flow reduction measures. In the spring groundwater and snowmelt are 
also sources of higher flow. York will be entering into partnerships with local York municipalities 
to reduce the sources of I&I in their local wastewater pipe systems and also with area residents 
to find ways of reducing I&I on the private systems that service each home. Durham Region has 
also undertaken projects that will reduce peak I&I flows going to the Duffin Creek WPCP. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP31 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

8. Where would the new outfall extend to? 8. If a new outfall is required, it would extend offshore (>15m water depth) and could be 
approximately two to three kilometres in length. 6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP32 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

9. Why extend the pipe farther if pollutants are safe? Why go out 2 km? 

9. The new outfall alternative is one alternative that the team is reviewing. Greater depths 
create better conditions for mixing as the diffusers extend farther out in the offshore zone.  
If a new outfall is selected as the preferred alternative, there will be a more detailed 
assessment in the following phase of the EA to design an outfall such that it meets performance 
for 630MLD, but is also sized for the ultimate expansion capacity of 890MLD since the life of an 
outfall is approximately 75- 100 years. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP33 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

10. Are pollutants such as pharmaceuticals tested for? Why are only four water 
quality parameters tested for? 

10. The four parameters (total ammonia, unionized ammonia, total phosphorus, and E coli) give 
an indication of the overall level of treatment. The Regions have a strict limit on these 
parameters because they relate to social and natural environmental impacts to features such as 
beaches, human health and aquatic life. The plant also measures levels of heavy metals such as 
mercury, nickel etc. at the onsite regional laboratory.  
The secondary treatment process reduces many emerging contaminants of concern. Many 
organizations worldwide, federally and provincially are studying these products. One of the big 
challenges with emerging contaminants of concern is measuring them. The latest research from 
the United States indicates that the nitrification process is very effective at removing these 
contaminants, because the same process that converts ammonia to nitrates destroys aromatic 
rings found in these emerging contaminants of concern. The Duffin Creek WPCP has a 
nitrification process. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP34 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

11. How deep are the methane gas deposits? 
11. Methane gas deposits were found between 20 and 30 metres below the lakebed. The 
methane is manageable with today’s technologies.  For example tunneling machines are 
equipped with gas detectors and anti-explosive measures. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP35 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

12. If you extend the outfall pipe, how far down do you have to tunnel? 
12. One of the construction alternatives for extending the existing outfall pipe would be 
lakebed construction. Tunnelling would likely be employed for a new outfall and the details of 
depth and impacts will be considered in the next phase of the EA.  

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP36 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

13. Do municipal planning activities provide feedback to the Provincial government 
on legislation such as the Places to Grow Act? Can projected growth numbers be 
softened? 

13. The Regions and municipalities provide feedback to the Province through processes such as 
the Planning Act and the Municipal Class EA. When projects that accommodate growth are 
unfeasible the information is relayed to the Provincial government. A new Provincial policy is 
planned to be issued towards the end of this year. 
The local municipalities demonstrate if growth can be accommodated through the Planning Act 
process when the Regional and local municipalities undertake their Official Plan process. The 
infrastructure that is needed to meet growth projections established in the Official Plan process 
is considered through the Municipal Class EA process. The Ministry in all cases reviews the 
outcomes of the Official Plan and EA processes and issues a formal approval. These processes 
are detailed in the Provincial Planning Act and the Provincial Environmental Assessment Act. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP37 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

14. Is there an example when a municipality says that the growth cannot be 
sustained or obtained? 

14. The Ontario Municipal Board reviews development applications that have not been 
approved by a municipality. Other examples of applications that have not been approved by 
the province have included quarry or landfill applications that have undergone a Provincial 

6/26/2012 
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hearing process and found to have too great an environmental impact to proceed.  

6/26/2012 P2-GP38 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

15. When cultural and social and impacts are considered, does it include farmland 
protection? 

15. The Study Area for the Outfall EA includes the shoreline, nearshore and offshore areas in 
the vicinity of the Duffin Creek WPCP. There are no agricultural lands in the study, thus 
farmland protection is not captured in the evaluation criteria.  
There are Provincial policies and legislation protecting prime agricultural land. Agricultural 
farmland protection relates to the Planning Act through the Official Plan process. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP39 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

16. If there is a new outfall, would the old one be decommissioned? 
16. If a new outfall was selected as the preferred alternative, the continued operations of the 
existing outfall would be evaluated during the following phase of the EA. The existing outfall 
still has a useful life and is a valuable asset. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP40 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

17. How are the costs divided to run the WPCP? 
17. An agreement exists between the Regions to share infrastructure costs. The current 
agreement is being reviewed by the Regions. The breakdown is relative to the amount of flows 
from each Region that are treated at the WPCP today and will be in the future. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP41 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

18. Does fluoride get taken out in the wastewater treatment plant? 

18. Fluoride has been introduced to water treatment plants since the 1960s. Fluoride 
concentrations have reduced in recent years with the introduction of fluoride into some 
toothpastes and by topical treatment during dental visits. There are also naturally occurring 
fluoride concentrations in groundwater supplies throughout York Region.  
It is difficult to determine fluoride removal rates at the Duffin Creek WPCP as it is not 
monitored. The Duffin Creek WPCP uses a conventional activated sludge system with ferrous 
addition and chlorine disinfection. Little reduction in fluoride concentration is expected at the 
WPCP since conventional activated sludge systems cannot remove fluoride. Iron salts are 
ineffective for removing fluoride as well (5-10% removals are posted in literature). In addition 
chlorine cannot oxidize fluoride. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP42 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

19. What is the maximum capacity of the existing outfall? 

19. The capacity of the outfall depends on two factors: (1) achieving effective mixing; (2) ability 
to convey plant flow. The outfall is limited to an average day flow of 520 MLD with respect to 
mixing. Hydraulically, more water can go through the outfall during wet weather events. The 
asset is halfway through its useful life, and modifying the outfall is an option. 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP43 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

20. Have you done modeling for the worst case scenario with a longer outfall? 20. This will be looked at during the next phase of the EA if a new outfall is selected as the 
preferred alternative. 6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP44 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

21. Does the Class EA cover the larger picture of future expansions? 
21. A separate EA for plant expansion will have to be conducted if and when the capacity 
increases beyond 630MLD. However, the flexibility of each alternative solution to be expanded 
in the future is considered as an evaluation criteria 

6/26/2012 

6/26/2012 P2-GP45 General Public 
Pickering PIF #2 
Question and Answer 
Period 

22. Does public input impact EA process decisions? What can we do to engage more 
people? People feel put-out, burned and discouraged 

22. Yes, public input is considered at each stage of the EA process and will be considered by the 
project team during the evaluation of alternatives. The project team is always open to input to 
make PIFs more meaningful. The Regions have used a variety of media to engage the public 
through newsletters, a contact/mailing list, a project website as well as newspaper ads. These 
go beyond what is required in a typical Schedule C Municipal Class EA. 

6/26/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP46 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

1. In a period of extended rain, how much would flows increase? Does the plant 
monitor the quality of water coming in? 

1. The quantity of stormwater contained within the sewage is dependent on the area affected 
and the intensity and duration of the storm. Typically the increase in flow can vary from 20% to 
250% and the WPCP is designed to handle these flows. Flows are measured and monitored 
daily. When a storm is coming through contaminants are diluted. The plant treats 100% of the 
flow and there are no bypass capabilities. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP47 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

2. What are the major differences in technologies between Stages 1&2 and 3? Why is 
UV disinfection not used at the Duffin Creek WPCP? 

2. Stages 1&2 use chlorine gas to disinfect, while Stage 3 uses liquid sodium hypochlorite. 
Effluent is then de-chlorinated with sodium bisulphate. Stages 1&2 are undergoing 
enhancements to improve treatment processes and make them similar to the technology used 
in Stage 3. 
UV disinfection is not used at the Duffin Creek WPCP. A study for UV was conducted over a 
period of 6 months where three UV technology manufacturers were hired to conduct a study 
on the effects of UV disinfection at the Duffin Creek WPCP. The energy use was high and UV 
was less effective than chlorination because of the type of effluent.  
The Stage 3 plant was designed to employ step feed nitrification, which requires a different 
aeration tank configuration and a higher secondary clarifier tank volume. In fact, the volume 
increase from the Stage 1&2 vs. Stage 3 secondary clarifiers is approximately one third. Given 
the available land and the Regions’ desire to implement the nitrification process, using circular 
secondary clarifier tanks was not feasible for the Stage 3 expansion. The significance of the 
recent change to nitrification is evidenced by the fact that employing nitrification resulted in 
the Regions having to de-rate the treatment capacity of Stages 1&2. There is also aerated grit 

6/27/2012 
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removal in Stage 3 and a higher level of backup power. 

6/27/2012 P2-GP48 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 3. Does the plant treat flow faster when storm events happen? 

3. The plant has been sized to provide adequate treatment at peak flows. The treatment 
performance is primarily dependant on the solids residence time (SRT) which remains constant 
even during wet weather events. The hydraulic or liquid residence times in the tanks decreases 
during wet weather/peak loading events 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP49 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 4. Will the design of a new outfall be limited to 630MLD? 

4. If a new outfall is the preferred alternative, the team will look at a longer time frame for the 
design of the outfall than 630MLD because the lifespan of an outfall is 80 -100 years. However 
increases in WPCP capacity beyond 630MLD are subject to another EA for a plant capacity 
expansion, which is not the purpose of this Outfall EA. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP50 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 5. What technology is used in phosphorus removal? 

5. Most of the phosphorus removal is done through biological nutrient removal (BNR). Ferrous 
chloride is added to the effluent after BNR. Alternatively a polymer can be added. Ferrous 
chloride attaches to the phosphorus allowing it to settle faster. There is dual point addition of 
ferric chloride. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP51 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 6. Why are there different levels for ammonia for different times of the year? 

6. Unionized ammonia (UIA) is the form toxic to aquatic life. UIA levels depend on temperature; 
therefore, in summer a larger fraction of the ammonia is UIA. In winter, a smaller fraction of 
ammonia is present in the unionized form.  

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP52 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

7. Current scientific literature indicates that soluble reactive phosphorus at minute 
concentrations in comparison to total phosphorus is the contributing factor to that 
contributes to Cladophora growth. What is being done through this EA study to 
ensure that the 6km beach shoreline in Ajax will not be impacted? 

7. When total phosphorus is considered as the effluent limit, it is actually the more 
conservative approach. If the total phosphorus was broken down into its portions, most of it is 
insoluble bio-unavailable phosphorus. This issue was also addressed as part of the previous 
Stage 3 EA which resulted in lower TP limits in the amended Certificate of Approval (C of A). 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP53 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

8. How far out does the outfall extend? It is not very far out, can fish survive and are 
they edible? 

8. The outfall extends out 1.1 km. The treatment process removes a high percentage of most 
nutrients and chemicals and meets or exceeds the discharge parameters set by the MOE. The 
fish do survive and are edible. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP54 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

9. How far does the study area extend out from the lake? The intake length does not 
reflect the local study area distance.  

9. The local study area is about 3km from the shoreline. The water intake is about 2km and its 
length will be revised in the study area figure. 6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP55 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 10. How many PWQO apply to this plant? Are pharmaceuticals removed? 

10. Since the Duffin Creek WPCP can nitrify, it has the ability to remove a higher percentage of 
pharmaceuticals. The four parameters that are regulated by the MOE issued C of A are total 
ammonia, UIA, TP and E.coli. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP56 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

11. What is the impact of phosphorus levels from the outfall on the growth of 
Cladophora? 

11. The team is closely following phosphorus and Cladophora studies being conducted by the 
TRCA and the MOE. However, due to the length of time for some of these studies to be 
completed, not all of the final findings will be incorporated into this EA. A letter from the MOE 
indicates that current Cladophora studies are not developed with the intention of addressing 
the limitations to the existing outfall at the WPCP. There are many research opinions towards 
Cladophora, and this issue is systemic to Lake Ontario as a whole, so it cannot be uniquely 
solved at this area. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP57 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

12. What is the impact of the cessation of OPG operations on the current and the 
distribution of nutrients? 

12. Cessation of OPG operations will be modeled during the detailed evaluation of alternatives 
to determine impact. This was a request from the Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP58 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

13. Does the phosphorus output have an effect on the cooling at the Pickering Power 
Station? 

13. There is no effect on the cooling at the Pickering Power Station from the phosphorus output 
at the plant. 6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP59 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 14. What are the cumulative impacts of phosphorus on Lake Ontario? 

14. The cumulative impact that WPCP has on Lake Ontario will not be changed since the 
phosphorus level from the WPCP is capped. The limit of phosphorus that the Province allows 
under the current C of A is 311 kg/day. It should be noted that this daily loading limit has been 
reduced from the limits discharged in the past (prior to Stage 3 commissioning) due to the 
enhanced phosphorus removal systems installed as part of the Stage 3 expansion.   
The project team has invited Gary Bowen from the TRCA and Dr. Todd Howell from the MOE to 
host a meeting on lake water quality for the Stakeholder Advisory Committee. Meeting 
proceedings will be recorded as part of the EA. The project team acknowledges that the Town 
of Ajax has questions regarding TRCA studies and this is one of the reasons why Dr. Howell was 
invited to provide an unbiased, third party scientific opinion on lake water quality. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP60 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

15. The cumulative effects of phosphorus inputs of this plant and other plants over 
the next two years can be significant. 15. This comment is noted.  6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP61 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 16. Is gas only in the surface shale layers and not in bedrock? 

16. Gas deposits were found in the bedrock. If a new outfall was selected as the preferred 
alternative, mitigation measures would be implemented during the construction phase of the 
project to safely manage the presence of gas deposits. One of the measures would include 
specifying that all equipment meet the appropriate safety codes and can operate safely within 
a gaseous environment. The geotechnical report that will be made available to the public has 
more information. 

6/27/2012 
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6/27/2012 P2-GP62 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 17. Why do you need to reach bedrock? 17. Competent rock is needed to tunnel through and construct the outfall pipe. The pipe is also 

lined with concrete. 6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP63 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 18. Is there a difference between a buried valley and fault line? 18. Yes. Fault lines are discontinuities in rock due to large tectonic forces. A buried valley is an 

ancient river or stream valley that since has been filled with glacial or unconsolidated sediment. 6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP64 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 19. Are enough boreholes drilled? 

19. Onshore drilling has not been performed at this time, but will be completed if a new outfall 
is selected as the preferred.  
The drilling of boreholes in the lakebed is a major undertaking, which is very expensive and can 
only be completed in a short window of time when lake conditions are appropriate.  The 
Regions therefore undertook the in-lake geotechnical investigation with the intent that it would 
provide sufficient borehole information for not only the evaluation of alternatives in this EA, 
but also for tendering and construction purposes should a new outfall be required.  Boreholes 
were drilled along different alignments and up to 3 km offshore to depths that would be 
sufficient to determine the profile of a future tunnel.  
It is impossible to identify all geotechnical features along an alignment prior to construction, as 
sometimes variations and minor faults could be located between borehole locations. During 
detailed design of a potential new outfall the geotechnical information will again be reviewed 
to determine if the borehole information is sufficient or if additional work would be required.  
A peer review of the geotechnical report is also another step that the Regions have taken to 
ensure that enough information is present.  

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP65 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

20. Why is sewage from York treated at the Duffin Creek WPCP? Why is there a large 
pipe from York carrying sewage the Duffin Creek WPCP? Do plant improvements 
benefit the residents of Pickering and Ajax? 

20. The YDSS and the Duffin Creek WPCP were constructed by the MOE in the 1970s to improve 
the water quality of local streams (i.e. tributaries of the Humber, Don and Rouge Rivers) which 
were being impacted by many sewage treatment plants.  
Alternative solutions were examined in a previous report for the Southeast Collector (SEC) 
system that included opportunities for siting individual treatments systems on upstream 
watercourses. When all of the alternatives were considered under the Southeast Collector 
Trunk Sewer Individual EA (IEA), 
http://sectrunksewer.ca/index_new.php/History/sec_environmental_assessment/  a large 
trunk infrastructure pipe was still the preferred solution.  
Wastewater generated in Ajax is treated by the Duffin Creek WPCP. Ongoing improvements to 
Stages 1 and 2 will benefit the residents of Ajax and Pickering.  

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP66 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

21. Planning Policies was not a term accepted by the stakeholders at the last SAC 
meeting for the short-listing criteria. 21. This comment is noted. 6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP67 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 22. When will 520MLD be reached? Why is an EA undertaken so early? 

22. Based on using the design flow of 386 L/cd and population projections from both Regions, 
520MLD flows could be reached around year 2020.  
It was a condition of the current C of A that the EA process for the outfall had to start 6 weeks 
after receiving the final approvals for the Stage 3 expansion (in 2010). The EA process has to be 
started early because the preferred solution would take time to design and construct. For 
example, the Southeast Collector project will be a 10 year project from start to finish. The 
planning and approval process, design, and equipment procurement take a long time. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP68 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

23. Can the EA process be extended one to two more years to include more 
phosphorus studies? There is no answer as to what is the effect of the phosphorus 
from the WPCP on the growth Cladophora along Ajax at the Lake Ontario waterfront?  

23. Please note the response to the question above. The project team has reviewed current 
Cladophora studies including the one conducted by the University of Waterloo, and Dr. Auer’s 
peer review of University of Waterloo’s (OPG & Regions) study. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP69 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 24. Can flow projections to the WPCP be reduced? 

24. Recent wastewater flows to the WPCP have been lower than projected, but these 
conditions cannot be assumed to stay because of weather/climate variability. Reducing flow 
projections means the Regions will run the risk of not satisfying water quality requirements in 
the future. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP70 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 25. Why can’t wastewater flows be diverted to a treatment plant in York for this EA? 

25. The Region of York is already conducting the Upper York Sewage Solution EA that will 
include a water reclamation plant discharging to Lake Simcoe. New treatment plant(s) in York 
Region were considered as part of the Southeast Collector (SEC) Trunk Sewer IEA. 
http://sectrunksewer.ca/index_new.php/History/sec_environmental_assessment/ This 
alternative was found to be less desirable based on the SEC evaluation criteria and a new trunk 
sewer was recommended for the planned growth in York Region with conveyance to the Duffin 
Creek WPCP. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP71 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 26. How does the capacity of this plant compare to other plants in Lake Ontario? 26. The Duffin Creek WPCP is the second largest WPCP. Ashbridges Bay WPCP in Toronto is the 

largest with an average rated capacity of 818 MLD. 6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP72 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 

27. The five proposed alternative solutions do not change nutrient loadings except 
for tertiary treatment. 

27. This is correct. However, all the alternatives have the potential to address the limitations of 
the existing outfall in different ways. 6/27/2012 
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6/27/2012 P2-GP73 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 28. Are all the short-listed alternatives financially feasible? 

28. The “feasibility” short-listing criterion focuses mainly on the ability of the alternative 
solution to be implemented before flows reach 520MLD. Financial considerations for all 
alternative solutions will be examined in detail with detailed evaluation criteria. 

6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP74 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 29. How is this plant funded? 29. The operating costs for the Duffin Creek WPCP are funded by water rates. A surcharge is 

applied to your water bill to cover the cost of operating the WPCP. 6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP75 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 30. What is the cost sharing for this plant? 30. The cost sharing agreement between regions for the YDSS system is currently under 

discussion between the Regions. 6/27/2012 

6/27/2012 P2-GP76 General Public Ajax PIF #2 Question 
and Answer Period 31. Why did a previous schedule show a longer project schedule extending to 2014? 31. There was a delay when the Council reviewed the report from CH2M HILL so the schedule 

had not been updated. The official schedule is shown at this PIF and on the project website.  6/27/2012 

6/28/2012 P2-GP77 General Public Telephone Call to 
Regions 

1 The caller enquired as to whether he could receive the upcoming PIF 2 information 
in hard copy form as he is very interested in the project but due to his age couldn’t 
get out to attend PIF 2 in person.  Further the caller noted that he didn’t have a 
computer.  2 The caller also requested a Comment-Response Form as he wanted to 
submit written comments to the project team.  3 The PIF ads published in the paper 
are too busy and “legalistic.”  He asked that the ads be made simpler to understand 
as he felt that if the ads were easier to understand more public interest would be 
generated.4 The caller went on to express his frustration that York Region was 
engaging in intrabasin transfers of water from Lake Simcoe to Lake Ontario.  5 The 
caller noted that he is concerned with phosphorus loading and felt that the Ontario 
government should be paying for tertiary treatment at sewage treatment plants.  The 
caller also expressed that due to the seriousness of the phosphorus issue, he would 
himself pay higher water/sewage rates to ensure that tertiary treatment is 
implemented at Duffin Creek WPCP. 

1 Barry Laverick (BL) noted that he would certainly be sent a hard copy of the material 
subsequent to the PIF.2 BL noted this would also be sent.3 BL noted the comment4 BL noted 
that there is an EA being held in York Region looking at this very issue.5 BL noted the comment 

6/28/2012 

7/10/2012 P2-GP78 General Public PIF #2 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 1: 
a) How much phosphorus discharged by Duffin WPCP is harmful to water quality and 
the lake environment? 
b) How much ammonia discharged by the Duffin WPCP is harmful to water quality 
and the lake environment? 
c) How will Stage 3 & Stage 4 affect these discharges? 
d) What is being done now and will be done at Stages 3 & 4 to treat pharmaceuticals 
and personal care products? 
 
 
 
 

RE: Question 1  
A) & B) The limits for phosphorus and ammonia discharged by the Duffin Creek WPCP are 
specified in the Certificate of Approval (C of A) issued by the Ontario Ministry of Environment 
(MOE). The effluent discharge requirements and limits are derived from the Provincial Water 
Quality Objectives (PWQOs) which are set at a level to protect aquatic life, recreational uses 
and human health. Therefore the amount of phosphorus and ammonia discharged to Lake 
Ontario from the WPCP are set by the MOE at levels to protect water quality and the lake 
environment. 
 
C) The Stage 3 expansion increased WPCP capacity from 420 million litres per day (MLD) to 630 
MLD. The C of A limits for ammonia and phosphorus were reduced and treatment processes 
were upgraded so that a higher amounts of ammonia and phosphorus can be removed from 
the effluent stream. If a Stage 4 Expansion is required in the future, there will be a further 
review of the phosphorus and ammonia loadings permitted from the plant discharges to ensure 
the continued protection of water quality and the lake environment.  
 
 D) The MOE encourages and contributes to investigations and research that identify and 
determine the levels and fate of emerging contaminants in the environment, including 
pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs). The Ministry has been actively involved in 
this research initiative for over 5 years and have partnered with Environment Canada and 
Ontario Universities to evaluate different treatment technologies and treatment processes for 
pharmaceutical and PPCP removal from wastewater, and to conduct bioassays to determine 
the effects of these contaminants on fish. This work contributes to a database to support future 
policies. 
 
In addition, current research shows that standard secondary sewage treatment processes can 
remove high levels of some pharmaceuticals and other emerging contaminants of concern. The 
latest research from the United States indicates that the best process to remove these is  
nitrification – the conversion of ammonia to nitrate, as this process can also destroy aromatic 
rings found in emerging contaminants of concern. Stages 1, 2 and 3 of Duffin Creek WPCP’s 
biological nutrient removal system uses nitrification. Stages 1&2 are also undergoing 
enhancements to improve treatment processes and make them similar to the technology used 
in Stage 3. 

10/5/2012 
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7/10/2012 P2-GP79 General Public PIF #2 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 2: 
Why was “Limiting Community Growth” deleted from the shortlisted alternatives? 
Who made this decision? 
a) Why has York Region been permitted to have sewage from north of the Oak Ridges 
Moraine discharge at the Duffin WPCP? 
b) Who recommended and who approved such an environmentally irresponsible act? 
Each watershed sources it own water and discharges its own sewage in its own 
watershed. 

RE: Question 2 
Limiting Community Growth was removed from the shortlisted alternatives by the project team 
with input from the Stakeholder Advisory Council (SAC) as this alternative does not support the 
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 2006, Durham and York Regional Plans, as well 
as municipal Official Plans approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing. 
The idea for the York Durham Sewage System– a centralized sewage treatment system – dates 
back to 1965 when the province decided that no additional sewage treatment plants could be 
built on the Don and Rouge Rivers, and Duffins Creek. As a result, the Province of Ontario built 
the Duffin Creek WPCP and other components of the YDSS in the 1970’s. The ownership of the 
YDSS was only transferred to Regions in 1997. 

10/5/2012 

7/10/2012 P2-GP80 General Public PIF #2 Comment Sheet 

 
In response to question 3: 
My priorities for shortlisted alternatives are: 
1. Provide tertiary treatment at Duffin Creek WPCP now and for Stages 3 & 4 
2. New outfall 
3. Improve and extend outfall diffusers on new outfall 
4. Upgrade existing plant and optimize operations for Stages 1, 2, 3 and 4.  

RE: Question 3 
Priorities have been noted. Each shortlisted alternative solution will be evaluated in greater 
detail to select the preferred solution.  

10/5/2012 

7/10/2012 P2-GP81 General Public PIF #2 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 4: 
1. The social/cultural/legal criteria and natural environment criteria must be given 
the highest possible priority 
2. As far as financial is concerned, how do Stages 3 and 4 benefit Durham Region? All 
Durham Region gets is York’s sewage to pollute our environment and water quality. 
York Region and the Province should assume ALL the costs of Stages 3 and 4.  

RE: Question 4 
1. Evaluation criteria preferences have been noted. SAC members will be providing input on the 
relative weightings of the evaluation criteria.  
2. Expansions to the Duffin Creek WPCP allow population growth in the Regions of Durham and 
York. An agreement exists between the Regions to share infrastructure capital and operating 
costs. The operating costs are proportional to the amount of flows from each Region treated at 
the WPCP. The breakdown is approximately 80% York Region and 20% Durham Region. 

10/5/2012 

7/10/2012 P2-GP82 General Public PIF #2 Comment Sheet 

 
In response to question 5: 
1. Why wasn’t the Ajax Water Intake and Water Plant included in the study area? 
Please explain. The EA should be extended now to include the Ajax water intake and 
plant in the present study before this EA is completed. 
2. Your advertising for public meetings is very poor. People do not read legal small 
print ads. Ads should urge and invite people to participate in an environmentally 
significant process. All media, newspapers, TV, internet, social media (Facebook, 
Twitter etc.) must be utilized.  
3. There should be extensive public meetings during the 30 day review before 
recommendations go to the Minister or Council. 
4. Does anyone enforce PWQO’s? Who? When? Where? How? Give dates, time and 
place. PWQO’s – a joke! 
5. Will my questions be answered in detail? By whom? 

RE:Question 5 
1. The Ajax Water Intake and Water Supply Plant are included in the Regional Study Area. The 
Local Study Area focuses on the Duffin Creek WPCP and the area immediately surrounding the 
outfall. Both the Local and Regional Study Areas are addressed in this Class EA. 
2. The Regions are committed to engaging the public to complete this Schedule C Class EA and 
have implemented a public consultation program that exceeds the Class EA requirements. In 
addition to the Public Information Forum (PIF) advertisements in local newspapers, emails and 
letter mail were circulated, and phone calls were made to invite individuals on a 
comprehensive mailing list. The PIF was also advertised on the project website. The project 
team will consider increasing the size of the text in the next PIF notice advertisement. 
3. The Regions have a substantial public consultation program through the Class EA process as 
described above. Activities such as PIFs provide opportunities for the public to bring concerns 
to the attention of the Regions early in the process when there is greater flexibility to 
accommodate changes in project development and the Class EA process. The 30-day review 
period is a requirement of the Municipal Class EA process to allow individuals who still have 
concerns after the assessment part of the Class EA is completed to raise them directly with the 
MOE. During the 30-day review process, the public has the opportunity to review the entire 
Environmental Study Report (ESR) and  provide additional comment and request a Part II Order 
for consideration by the MOE.  
4. The PWQOs are guidelines considered for the standard practices for water resources 
management. They do not have any formal legal status; however the PWQOs give direction and 
assist in defining site-specific effluent limits which are incorporated into Certificates of 
Approvals for municipal wastewater treatment plants. These Certificates of Approvals are 
legally binding and enforced by the MOE. Final effluent monitoring is conducted on a weekly 
basis and the Regional Director of the MOE is notified of any items in the C of A that are out of 
compliance.  
5. All questions received during the Class EA are answered by members of the project team and 
reviewed by the project managers from both the Regions of York and Durham.   

10/5/2012 

10/16/2012 P2-GP83 General Public Telephone Call to 
Regions 

Why is the Places to Grow Act a basis for eliminating the ‘limit community growth’ 
alternative? The act does not require further development. 

The population in Ontario is increasing. Places to Grow is the Ontario government's legal 
framework to “plan for growth and development in a way that supports economic prosperity, 
protects the environment and helps communities achieve a high quality of life across the 
province”.  Places to Grow is a legal framework for guiding Regional growth plans, government 
investments, and policies.  

11/8/2012 
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10/16/2012 P2-GP84 General Public Telephone Call to 
Regions 

How does the TP loading not increase when the average day flow increases at the 
plant? 

The maximum allowable phosphorus loading from the plant is 311 kg/d. At an average day flow 
of 520 million litres per day (MLD), the plant must achieve an effluent total phosphorus 
concentration of 0.6mg/L. At an average day flow of 630MLD, the plant must achieve a lower 
effluent concentration of 0.5mg/L to maintain the same loading.   Treatment processes are in 
place to achieve these concentrations. 

11/8/2012 

10/16/2012 P2-GP85 General Public Telephone Call to 
Regions Who does SAC represent (people and organizations)? 

SAC Members include: 
Gary Bowen Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Dolly Goyette  Ministry of Environment - Central Region 
Raphael McCalla   Ontario Power Generation 
Jim Dike Frenchman's Bay Yatch Club 
John Koke Building Industry and Land Development Association - Durham Region 
Danielle Chin Building Industry and Land Development Association - York Region 
Jason Cameron Ajax Pickering Board of Trade 
Hida Manns Durham Region Environmental Advisory Committee (DEAC) 
Deepak Bhatt City of Pickering 
Barbara Hodgins Town of Ajax 
Dr. Douglas A. Holdway Faculty of Science, UOIT 
Paul Kuebler Ajax Citizen Representation 
Sherry L. Croteau Pickering Citizen Representation 

11/8/2012 

10/16/2012 P2-GP86 General Public Telephone Call to 
Regions 

Who recommended and approved sending water to York Region going through 
moraine and sending sewage back to Lake Ontario through the moraine? 

The idea for the York Durham Sewage System– a centralized sewage treatment system – dates 
back to 1965 when the Province of Ontario decided that no additional sewage treatment plants 
could be built on the Don and Rouge Rivers, and Duffins Creek. As a result, the Province of 
Ontario built the Duffin Creek WPCP and other components of the YDSS in the 1970’s. The 
ownership of the YDSS was only transferred to Regions in 1997. Water supply is covered under 
a separate master plan study. 

11/8/2012 

10/16/2012 P2-GP87 General Public Telephone Call to 
Regions When MOE turned over plant to York/Durham in 1997, what were the terms? 

There is a co-owners agreement and transfer order which transferred the YDSS from the 
province to the Regions. The Co-Owners agreement is currently before the YDSS Management 
Committee for a review and consideration of changes or adjustments to the terms and 
conditions established for the York-Durham Sewage Systems.  We anticipate that when this 
process has been completed a report will be provided to the Regional Councils concerning 
adjustments to the agreements. 

11/8/2012 

10/16/2012 P2-GP88 General Public Telephone Call to 
Regions 

What are the details and percentages on cost sharing between the Regions for 
capital, operations/maintenance, EA cost, scientific studies, and other for the YDSS? 

An agreement exists between the Regions to share infrastructure capital and operating costs. 
The operating costs are proportional to the amount of flows from each Region treated at the 
WPCP. The breakdown is approximately 80% York Region and 20% Durham Region. The cost 
sharing for capital costs are under the terms of the co-owners agreement which are currently 
under review. The cost sharing of this environmental assessment is split evenly between the 
Regions.  

11/8/2012 

10/22/2012 P2-GP89 General Public Email to the Region of 
Durham 

I'm interested in numbers on the size of the served population and the yearly volume 
of processed influent for the Duffin Creek WPCP, preferably for 2011 or as recent as 
possible. Is this publicly available? If possible, any numbers and references to 
reports/websites where this is available would be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you for showing an interest in the project. The following link will take you to the final 
draft of the Phase 1 report for the project. Note that Figure 10-1 has flow for the WPCP from 
2003 to 2011.  
http://www.durham.ca/departments/works/duffincreek/Reports/OutfallEA_Stage1Report_Fin
alDraft.pdf  

10/22/2012 

10/23/2012 P2-GP90 General Public Email to the Region of 
Durham 

I am watching your council meeting because you were talking about the water 
treatment plant when I “surfed by”. I started looking into it a year or two ago due to 
a notice that came in my door.  The solution that I could come up with was to build a 
longer exhaust pipe.   The panel of experts were saying that the water will be clean 
and that it doesn’t matter that it is too close to our drinking water intake, but when I 
asked if he would drink the water coming out, his answer was a resounding “no”!   
Therefore they will be ruining our drinking water.  I was going to move, so I dropped 
the issue, but now I am here to stay and need to “fix” the plant.  I don’t know how to 
do this yet, but am willing to do something.  

Thank you for expressing an interest in the Class Environment Assessment to address the 
limitations of the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant. We have 
added you to the distribution list so that you will be notified of up-coming public information 
forums. Please also note that the project website is: www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
Thank you for sharing your input on different solutions for addressing the limitations of the 
existing outfall, including building a longer pipe. A short list of alternatives has been selected, 
with input from the public, to address the limitations of the existing outfall including:  
1. Utilizing the existing upgraded plant and optimizing the operations 
2. Modifying the existing outfall diffuser at the plant to provide improved initial mixing in Lake 
Ontario  
3. Providing tertiary treatment to improve the effluent quality  
4. Extending the existing outfall diffuser 
5. Constructing a new outfall  
 

11/8/2012 
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These alternatives are currently being evaluated based on criteria that reflect all components 
of the environment, including technical, social/cultural/health, natural environment and cost 
impacts.   Impacts of the alternatives on the Ajax WTP intake are one of the criterion being 
considered to continue to ensure that the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall does not impact beneficial 
uses.  The evaluation of the short-list of alternatives will be presented to the public at the end 
of January 2013. We will send you a notice with more details in January, 2013. 
 
If you have any further questions, don’t hesitate to send an email to the project email 
info@outfallEA.com.  

10/23/2012 P2-GP91 General Public Email to the Region of 
Durham 

{this is a continuation of the P2-GP90} 
 
It seems like York is looking for some way to dump its sewage into the lake for the 
least cost.   It has duped Durham into turning our “front yard” into York’s liquid 
sewage dump and stalling from implementing the right action with many studies of 
some sort.  I believe that the plan is flawed in that they are dumping the sewage too 
close.   It is far enough away from York, so they don’t care and will give lots of lip 
service, but it is too close to my house! A chimney has to be above the roof line of a 
house. A car’s exhaust pipe must not exhaust under the passenger compartment.   It 
doesn’t matter how many holes the exhaust pipe has in it to “diffuse” the poisonous 
gases.  Putting more holes in the exhaust pipe does not solve the problem of a 
chimney that is not tall enough or an exhaust pipe that is simply too short.  It does 
not prevent having waste gases come into a house, building, car or any kind of 
structure. I consider “diffusers” as “holes in the pipe” which leaks sewage into the 
space we use.  They should be sealed up. The sewage plant’s exhaust pipe must be 
long enough to carry the waste sewage out of the area that we use.  It should not 
extend such a short distance so it only matches up with the Town’s water intake. 
York or whoever is in charge has changed the argument so you are all trying to 
determine whether sewage is bad for us or not!  They are voting on studies to 
determine how much sewage is or how much of whatever they are measuring is bad!  
I would say that no amount of sewage is good for us.  Based on the assumption that 
sewage is bad for us, then they should either upgrade the plant so the sewage water 
is clean or extend the exhaust pipe by 10 to 15 miles out into the middle of the lake.   
If they can lay pipe and pumping stations from Newmarket to here, they should be 
able to lay a few miles more. I believe that this is something that has to be fixed 
during the planning stage.  I believe that promises of future changes to fix the 
problems are likely lies.  I think that this is something worth fighting for. I am willing 
to help wherever I can.   I do not have to be politically correct or go through the 
proper channels.  They cannot fire me or threaten my job so I am free to speak.  I am 
just trying to protect my drinking water, the air quality in my house, my lifestyle since 
I live close to the lake and the value of my home in Ajax.   The plant already smells 
when the air is still in the evenings, so it will only likely get worse as the capacity 
rises.  It is a huge plant that doesn’t take out enough contaminants.   I can’t measure 
water quality, but it can’t be good if they are not able to meet minimum Provincial 
Standards just at the planning stage.   Ruining the drinking water, the air quality in 
and around my house and nearby lakefront and imposing huge clean up costs will 
devalue my home, downgrade my lifestyle and my physical health, so I am willing to 
try to change things.  Please call me if you need me. 

Thank you for expressing an interest in the Class Environment Assessment to address the 
limitations of the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant. We have 
added you to the distribution list so that you will be notified of up-coming public information 
forums. Please also note that the project website is: www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
Thank you for sharing your input on different solutions for addressing the limitations of the 
existing outfall, including building a longer pipe. A short list of alternatives has been selected, 
with input from the public, to address the limitations of the existing outfall including:  
1. Utilizing the existing upgraded plant and optimizing the operations 
2. Modifying the existing outfall diffuser at the plant to provide improved initial mixing in Lake 
Ontario  
3. Providing tertiary treatment to improve the effluent quality  
4. Extending the existing outfall diffuser 
5. Constructing a new outfall  
 
These alternatives are currently being evaluated based on criteria that reflect all components 
of the environment, including technical, social/cultural/health, natural environment and cost 
impacts.   Impacts of the alternatives on the Ajax WTP intake are one of the criterion being 
considered to continue to ensure that the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall does not impact beneficial 
uses.  The evaluation of the short-list of alternatives will be presented to the public at the end 
of January 2013. We will send you a notice with more details in January, 2013. 
 
If you have any further questions, don’t hesitate to send an email to the project email 
info@outfallEA.com.  

11/8/2012 

11/8/2012 P2-GP92 General Public Email to the Region of 
Durham 

{this is a continuation of the P2-GP90} 
 
It seems that everyone involved is too close to the problem to see it. The plant is 
going to spew out a huge amount of semi treated sewage into the lake. I believe that 
the answers are a combination of the two items below: 
1) To clean up the sewage as best as possible with today’s technology – It doesn’t 
matter how much clean water you dump into the lake.  It matters if it is not clean. 
2) Deliver the sewage far away so it doesn’t affect the drinking water or lakeshore.  
The idea would be much like a tall smokestack to keep the smoke out of the town 
(Ajax/ Pickering/ Whitby/ Oshawa) below it. 

Thank you for expressing an interest in the Class Environment Assessment to address the 
limitations of the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant. We have 
added you to the distribution list so that you will be notified of up-coming public information 
forums. Please also note that the project website is: www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
Thank you for sharing your input on different solutions for addressing the limitations of the 
existing outfall, including building a longer pipe. A short list of alternatives has been selected, 
with input from the public, to address the limitations of the existing outfall including:  
1. Utilizing the existing upgraded plant and optimizing the operations 
2. Modifying the existing outfall diffuser at the plant to provide improved initial mixing in Lake 

11/8/2012 
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2.a) You will likely have to build another waste pipe because the existing one is 
probably too small to handle the increased capacity. 
 
{this is a continuation of the P2-GP91} 
My first choice would be to improve the quality of the sewage that you are dumping 
into the lake.  Cleaning the water as best as possible with current technology seems 
like a solution and not just pushing the problem out of sight.  Your options 1 and 3 
are vague but I support whichever option cleans the sewage to drinking water 
standards.  If you are not willing to clean up the sewage and are intent on dumping 
dirty sewage into Lake Ontario, then the next best solution is to extend the existing 
waste pipe well out into the lake and build another one alongside to handle the 
increased plant capacity. I am 100% against the idea of changing the diffuser to 
provide more mixing.  This won’t solve anything.  You will still be dumping too much 
dirty sewage too close to the shore.  It doesn’t matter if you mix in more clean water 
before dumping or adding more holes so it pollutes more evenly along the too short 
waste pipe.  It is probably the cheapest idea and you might be able to fool some 
people (like our Durham negotiators) which is why it is probably still there. It looks 
like it will be a cost comparison between cleaning the sewage better or building a 
longer sewage pipe.  It is difficult to quantify the cost of polluting Lake Ontario, but 
there is a real cost, a large continuing cost and an independently determined number 
should be attached to it.  I am not sure who is paying for all of this, but York is the 
main beneficiary and should be paying for all of the construction and maintenance 
costs as well as paying Durham for letting them use us as a dumping ground.   
Anything less and Durham should fire its negotiators for gross incompetence or 
conflicts of interest!  (I’ll bet that Durham is paying part of the cost to let York dump 
on us.) York doesn’t care about Durham’s needs. Current Durham representatives 
can’t stand up for us residents.  For example, look at the money that has gone into 
Taunton Road and York won’t upgrade Steeles.  That is just something in plain view 
that a regular guy like me can see.  There is probably a lot more of that going on.  

Ontario  
3. Providing tertiary treatment to improve the effluent quality  
4. Extending the existing outfall diffuser 
5. Constructing a new outfall  
 
These alternatives are currently being evaluated based on criteria that reflect all components 
of the environment, including technical, social/cultural/health, natural environment and cost 
impacts.   Impacts of the alternatives on the Ajax WTP intake are one of the criterion being 
considered to continue to ensure that the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall does not impact beneficial 
uses.  The evaluation of the short-list of alternatives will be presented to the public at the end 
of January 2013. We will send you a notice with more details in January, 2013. 
 
If you have any further questions, don’t hesitate to send an email to the project email 
info@outfallEA.com.  

11/15/2012 P2-GP93 General Public Telephone Call the 
Regions 

The caller expressed his dissatisfaction with the Outfall EA to date.  In particular, he 
noted that the answers he received from the project team to his most recent 
questions were evasive.  He also stated his opinion that the Outfall EA process was 
not public, open or honest. 
(1) The caller did not agree that the Places to Grow Act governed how municipalities 
grow and that this was the responsibility of local regions and municipalities.   
(2) The caller did not feel the explanation on how costs were shared between 
Durham and York was sufficient.  
(3) The caller stated that no phosphorus should be discharged by the Duffin Creek 
WPCP to Lake Ontario and that the MOE should update their policies with regard to 
phosphorus.   
(4) The caller felt that he had to wait far too long to receive responses to his 
comments.   
 
The Regions made a request that the caller submit his comments in writing to the 
project team. The caller agreed. The caller thanked the Regions for thier time and for 
discussing the issues related to the outfall EA. 

(1) The Regions explained that though local regions and municipalities determine growth plans, 
these growth plans must conform to the PTGA. 
(2) The Regions explained that though generally liquids expansions and operations are 
generally split based on flows, other parts of the plant are less straightforward.  The example of 
the solids capacity was generally discussed. 
(3) The Regions stated that the Regions are supporting further research in this area as the issue 
of phosphorus and Cladophora growth in the age of greater water clarity and zebra mussels is 
complex.  BL reiterated that the Duffin Creek WPCP was one of the best discharging to the open 
waters of Lake Ontario. 
(4) The Regions agreed and noted that this had been discussed among all project team 
members and that a quicker turn-around time for responses is appropriate. 

11/15/2012 

11/19/2012 P2-GP94 General Public Letter to Regions There is a, “…lack of justification…” for the project. 

The Ministry of the Environment (MOE) has limited the discharge of effluent from the Duffin 
Creek Water Pollution Control Plant to 520 ML/d and has required as a Condition of Approval 
for the Stage 3 Plant expansion that Durham Region and York Region (Regions) to undertake a 
Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to address the capacity limitation of the existing outfall. 
Consequently, based on the Certificate of Approval (CofA), the Regions are legally obligated to 
complete this EA. 

1/7/2013 

11/19/2012 P2-GP95 General Public Letter to Regions There is an, “… absence of actual measurements and evaluation of its harmful 
impacts on my community and living environment…” 

Evaluation of the alternatives has been and continues to be a significant aspect of this EA. 
Furthermore, the performance of the Duffin Creek WPCP is monitored through the strict 
effluent sampling the Regions must undertake as a requirement of our operating licence. The 
Regions have also partnered with local and provincial agencies to undertake further water 
quality sampling and studies of the Ajax-Pickering near shore area. It is untrue to state that 

1/7/2013 
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there has been a lack of evaluation of potential alternatives and a lack of actual measurements 
of the Duffin Creek WPCP effluent and surrounding near shore water quality. Results from this 
additional monitoring and a discussion of the ongoing studies on water quality along the 
Ajax/Pickering waterfront will be included in the Outfall EA and available to the public on the 
Project website (http://www.durham.ca/outfallEA.) 

11/19/2012 P2-GP96 General Public Letter to Regions “…the proposed increase to [630 ML/d] or even up to more than [1,000 ML/d]…” 

Regardless of the selected alternative(s) resulting from this outfall EA, the Regions are strictly 
bound by the current MOE CofA to discharge no more than an average daily flow of 630 ML of 
effluent per day. Any discharges above 630 ML/d will require a further EA process to expand 
the plant capacity. 

1/7/2013 

11/19/2012 P2-GP97 General Public Letter to Regions How can you hold up the Places to Grow Act as the basis for eliminating the "limit 
community growth" alternative from consideration? 

The Places to Grow Act states clearly that, “The council of a municipality or a municipal 
planning authority that has jurisdiction in an area to which a growth plan applies shall amend 
its official plan to conform with the growth plan.” We feel that municipalities in Ontario have 
been given very clear direction in this respect; therefore, the ‘limit community growth’ 
alternative was screened out from the long list of alternatives and will not be considered 
further in this EA. 

1/7/2013 

11/19/2012 P2-GP98 General Public Letter to Regions Performance of the Duffin Creek WPCP and Outfall - the regions are not achieving the 
20:1 dilution ratio required by the MOE. 

Currently, the plant is exceeding the 20:1 dilution ratio noted in the MOE’s document, 
Procedure B-1-5; i.e. the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall is currently getting better dilution than 
required by the MOE. Modelling has also demonstrated that at flows of 520 ML/d, the existing 
outfall will still be able to exceed the 20:1 dilution ratio. However, as flows approach 630 ML/d 
the existing outfall will not meet the 20:1 dilution ratio. 

1/7/2013 

11/19/2012 P2-GP99 General Public Letter to Regions 

Very little change has been made to the plant through its recent expansion to 
improve its ability to remove total phosphorus other than by allow for sporadic input 
of chemicals to cause more total phosphorus to clump together and settle out in the 
plant.  

Significant improvements have been made to the Duffin Creek WPCP treatment facilities with 
respect to the treatment of wastewater including the removal of phosphorus. Effluent sampling 
has confirmed that the WPCP is currently discharging well under the phosphorus concentration 
limit and phosphorus loading to Lake Ontario has been significantly reduced compared to 
previous years. 

1/7/2013 

11/19/2012 P2-GP100 General Public Letter to Regions 
"The Stakeholder Advisory Committee process is not effective", "The SAC terms of 
reference are written to strongly discourage participants from sharing the 
information revealed at SAC meetings with the public or the media. Why? 

The mandate of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) is to review and provide comments 
on the materials prepared through the various stages of the Class EA study. Please know that all 
comments made during the SAC are documented in the meeting minutes, which are made 
available through the project website. In addition, all questions and comments are documented 
and responded to in the Comment/Response Log, which is also made available through the 
project website. The material provided to the SAC once updated is also released to the public 
through the public information forums and other project documentation. In the opinion of the 
Regions, the SAC consultation has been very open and transparent thus far. 

1/7/2013 

11/19/2012 P2-GP101 General Public Letter to Regions 

I want to know who was the Minister of the Environment and who were running 
Durham and York Regions when the decisions were made to allow York Region to 
tunnel through the Oak Ridges Moraine to receive piped water from Lake Ontario 
and send sewage south via the Big Pipe to this plant and Lake Ontario (names, etc.) 

The Ontario Water Resources Commission, independent of the Regions, undertook the 
investigations and made the recommendations in the late 1960’s and 1970’s that led to the 
creation of the York-Durham Sewage System. We suggest you follow up with the Ministry of 
Environment or consult the provincial archives for further information on the history of the 
YDSS. 

1/7/2013 

11/19/2012 P2-GP102 General Public Letter to Regions Please send the existing co-owners agreement and transfer order transferring the 
Plant and its Outfall from the Province to the Regions.  Please find the YDSS Transfer Order and existing Co-Owner’s agreement enclosed. 1/7/2013 

11/19/2012 P2-GP103 General Public Letter to Regions 
Send the details and percentages on cost sharing between the Regions for capital and 
operations, the cost of this Class EA, the cost of any scientific studies and other for 
the YDSS. 

Cost sharing for YDSS infrastructure is typically split based on utilization. Operations and 
maintenance costs are based strictly on the wastewater flow contribution from each Region. 
Typically, the wastewater flow contribution from Durham is approximately 20% whereas from 
York it is approximately 80%. For biosolids management, the contribution is also cost shared 
based on each Region’s contribution which is approximately 25% for Durham and 75% for York. 

1/7/2013 

11/19/2012 P2-GP104 General Public Letter to Regions 
Dr. Auer is a highly reputable wastewater researcher who has no bias but does have 
considerable knowledge, I expect much more than anyone involved in the Outfall EA 
from the Regions.  

The Regions agree that Dr. Auer is a highly reputable researcher and expert on the 
issue of phosphorus. Consistent with your comment, the Regions have hired qualified 
and reputable experts to review the issue of phosphorus loading to Lake Ontario for the 
Outfall EA. The chief modeller on the project, Dr. Ray Dewey, has been acknowledged 
by the Town of Ajax’s consultant EcoMetrix Inc. as being an expert in his field. In 
addition, the Regions also hired an independent Peer review team of qualified and 
reputable experts to review the technical studies prepared as part of the Outfall EA 
including modelling analysis of phosphorus loading into Lake Ontario from the Duffin 
Creek WPCP. Many of the comments made by Dr. Auer in his peer review report of 
2011 have been addressed by the Regions as part of the EA modelling work. We have 
also found that Dr. Auer’s 2-D modelling is not consistent with the results of either our 3- 
D modelling or sampling data of the Ajax-Pickering nearshore area of Lake Ontario. 

1/7/2013 
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1/9/2013 P2-GP105 General Public Email to project email 
address 

As a resident of Ajax, I am writing to speak out against the expansion of the Duffin 
Creek sewage plant. Why are we allowing 80% of the sewage to be treated from York 
Region to be released only 1 km from our beautiful shoreline?  

Thank you for providing input into the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for addressing the 
limitations to the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP. Please note that this Class EA is not 
for an expansion at the Duffin Creek sewage plant, but a Class EA to address the limitation of 
the existing outfall. The Duffin Creek WPCP has a rated capacity of 630MLD and will not be 
increased under this Class EA.  
 
We are currently towards the end of Phase 2 of this Class EA where alternative solutions are 
evaluated and a preferred alternative strategy is selected. There are five alternative solutions 
being evaluated based on technical, natural environment, social/cultural environment, and 
financial criteria. We will be sharing the details of the assessment process and outcomes from 
Phase 2 at a public information forum in Pickering on February 28th and Ajax on February 27th 
between 5pm and 8pm. We will send you a notice by email with details. Please consider 
attending so that you can learn more about the project and ask questions to a range of 
technical experts. 

1/18/2013 

1/10/2013 P2-GP106 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I recently received the Ajax Winter newsletter that outlines briefly this proposed 
increase of effluent into Lake Ontario near the Ajax-Pickering shoreline.  I can't say 
I'm happy to hear that this is being proposed however I understand that the waste 
water does need to go somewhere and the infrastructure was built for it to be 
disposed of at this sewage plant. 
 
I'm hoping that everything that can be done will be done to keep or reduce the 
phosphorus levels and other contaminants from Ajax water supply.  At the end of the 
day I think its possible to make the necessary changes to improve the water quality in 
the Ajax-Pickering area but it will cost a fortune or a fairly sizable amount of funding 
to make these changes.  If the newsletter is accurate in that 80% of the sewage to be 
treated is from York Region I think it would be fair for them to pay a more than their 
fair share to decontaminate the water to a more acceptable level or to a similar level 
of the York Region drinking water.  The York Region property tax was 0.452889 % 
compared to Durham Region's 0.737693%, I don't think it would be unreasonable for 
them to pass on these costs to their constituents given the standard of living they 
enjoy over this area's residents.  Of course no one wants to raise taxes as its bad 
politics but how much would they be willing to pay to not have taste and odour 
problems some Ajax residents experience in the summer due to algae growth.  I don't 
think its fair that Durham region should shoulder the burden for their waste given 
how high our property taxes are already compared to York Region.  
 
I'm hoping there's a compromise that can be reached that will not decrease the 
standard of living for anyone in this area that might be affected by an almost 
doubling of effluent flowing into Lake Ontario from this expansion. 

Thank you for providing input into the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for addressing the 
limitations to the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  You are correct that wastewater 
does need to go somewhere and the York-Durham Sewage System infrastructure was 
developed to convey flows to the lake-based Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant.   The 
system was developed by the MOE  in the mid 1970's to replace 12 small treatment systems 
discharging into small streams and rivers in the upper reaches of the Humber River and Duffin 
Creek watersheds.  This centralized wastewater treatment system discharging to Lake Ontario 
has resulted in significant improvement in the water quality of these stream and rivers in the 
upper watershed of the Duffin Creek and Humber River.  The Duffin Creek WPCP was and 
remains an advanced treatment plant that meets and betters MOE effluent requirements.   As 
part of the most recent Stage 3 expansion to the Duffin Creek WPCP, the Regions committed to 
reducing the total loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. The Regions’ are 
committed to maintaining the 311kg/day total phosphorus loading for average day flows of up 
to 630 MLD. When flows reach 630 MLD, a separate Class EA will be conducted, which will 
consider technology advances, as well as alternative sites, process and designs for treatment. 
Flows are not predicted to reach 630MLD until 2031 at the earliest.   
 
With respect to funding, developer charges pay for  a large part of the capital expansion 
projects, and user rates charged to each homeowner pay for refurbishment/upgrade projects 
and operations and maintenance of water/wastewater infrastructure. An agreement exists 
between the Regions to share infrastructure capital and operating costs. For the liquid 
treatment facilities, the costs are proportional to the amount of flows from each Region treated 
at the WPCP. The breakdown is approximately 80% York Region and 20% Durham Region. 
 
We are at the end of  Phase 2 of this Class EA where a preferred alternative strategy is selected. 
We will be sharing the outcome from Phase 2 at a public information forum in Ajax on February 
27th, 2013. We will send you a notice by email with details. 

1/18/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-GP107 General Public Letter to Regions 

Mr. Bill Parish sent a letter on January 15, 2013 and expressed that he was not 
satisfied with the Regions letter response dated January 7, 2013 (see comments P2-
GP95 to P2-GP105 above). This letter response has been included in the EA 
documentation. 

The Regions have noted that Mr. Bill Parish was not satisfied with the response dated January 
7, 2013. This response will be included in the EA documentation.  1/15/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-GP108 General Public Letter to Regions 

Cost Sharing Between the Regions 
Thank you for your comment. However, I request again a copy of all the documents 
that set out precisely how all costs related to the Duffin Creek Water Pollution 
Control Plant have been and are currently shared between the Regions of York and 
Durham. I want those documents, not comments. 

As requested, we have provided a copy of the YDSS Co-Owners Agreement documents under 
separate cover. In our previous responses we believe a complete explanation has been 
provided on the rational and past practice for cost sharing between the Regions on capital 
projects and EA studies.  If you have further questions we again suggest that it may be 
appropriate that we arrange a meeting to provide any further clarifications you require and 
avoid any further misunderstandings between us on this topic.  

3/15/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-GP109 General Public Letter to Regions 

Places to Grow Act 
I did not ask that you quote the Places to Grow Act to me. Your arrogance is insulting. 
I am very familiar with the intent and terms of that Act. Since the June 2012 Public 
Information Forum (PIF#2), I have repeatedly requested that the following questions 
be answered and documented fully in the "Class EA to Address Outfall Capacity 
Limitations at the Duffin Creek WPCP" report by CH2M HILL: (a) Who (names, titles) 

As you have noted in your letter, The Places to Grow Act was legislation passed by the Province 
of Ontario that directs how municipalities will grow over a 20 year period up to 2031.  Further, 
the Official Plans of both Regions are required to reflect the growth targets set by the Province 
in The Places to Grow Act.  With regard to the Environmental Assessment process, the 
Environmental Assessment Act is followed to determine the preferred solution and method for 
servicing the approved growth in each Region.  In the case of the Duffin WPCP outfall EA we 

3/15/2013 
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recommended that the Alternative Solution "Manage and Reduce Flows to the Duffin 
Creek WPCP Outfall - Limit Community Growth" be deleted after consideration of the 
Long List of Alternatives and not carried forward on the Short List of Alternatives? (b) 
Who (names, positions) approved the deletion of the "limit community growth" 
solution in a) above? (c) What were the stated reasons for the deletion of the "limit 
community growth" alternative?  
I do not agree with the Regions' interpretation that the "limit community growth" 
alternative cannot be implemented because it would "contravene the Growth Plan 
for the Greater Golden Horseshoe" (i.e., that growth is not possible without the 
provision of wastewater servicing). I would suggest that until such time as advanced 
wastewater treatment and a new extended outfall are installed and in operation at 
the plant, further growth and flows from external sources (wastewater, sewage, 
biosolids, etc.) should not be permitted. This key issue needs to be addressed 
through this EA process. 
Send me the relevant sections of the EA minutes of all Regions' meeting(s) at which 
decisions were made regarding "Limit Community Growth" alternative - when it was 
recommended and discussed and approved as an alternative to be considered and 
also when the decision was made to remove it from the list of alternatives, plus any 
other pertinent documents. This was a very key decision made in this EA process that 
needs to be much more clearly explained and accounted for, in detail, in the Interim 
Reports. 

can advise that Durham Region and York Region are co-proponents of this EA and are 
responsible for this Class Environmental Assessment process and the determination of the 
recommended alternative solution(s). 

1/15/2013 P2-GP110 General Public Letter to Regions 

Dr. Martin Auer 
I am amazed and appalled that the findings of Dr. Auer, a renowned researcher and a 
leading expert on the issue of phosphorus, were dismissed in favour of lesser experts 
who support the outcome that York and Durham Regions have planned from the 
outset of this EA. This is a very biased EA process - biased to give York Region all they 
desire, with absolutely no regard for the environmental consequences for Lake 
Ontario and the most affected lakeshore communities of Ajax and Pickering. 

We agree that Dr. Martin Auer is an expert of renown within the field of Great Lakes water 
quality.  In fact, the major recommendations he made in his 2011 Peer Review, which included 
undertaking 3-D modelling and revising the nearshore sampling program have been 
implemented.  You may be pleased to know that the 3-D modelling being completed as part of 
this Class EA has demonstrated compliance with the MOE policy B-1-5.  Furthermore, the latest 
sampling undertaken in 2011 and 2012 demonstrate excellent water quality both at the surface 
and at depth in the vicinity of the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall discharge ports. 

3/15/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-GP111 General Public Letter to Regions 

Changes to the Duffin Creek WPCP 
The Duffin Creek WPCP and its Outfall must be updated and modernized now to 
include the most advanced technology to eliminate completely the discharge of 
phosphorous and as many other dangerous chemicals to the Lake water and the 
environment of the people who depend on Lake Ontario for their drinking water and 
recreational and tourist activities. This EA process is supposed to protect the 
environment - not the huge growth objectives of York Region.  

As discussed in previous correspondence and telephone calls, significant improvements have 
been made to the Duffin Creek WPCP including the construction of new facilities designed to 
remove greater amounts of phosphorus and ammonia from wastewater.  Effluent sampling has 
confirmed that the WPCP is currently discharging well under the phosphorus concentration 
limit stated in our operating lisence and phosphorus loading to Lake Ontario has been 
significantly reduced compared to previous years.  Though, to expend the significant amount of 
resources required to completely remove all phosphorus from wastewater may not be 
environmentally advantageous or cost effective especially considering other local phosphorus 
contributors and existing background levels of phosphorus in Lake Ontario. 

3/15/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-GP112 General Public Letter to Regions 

Wastewater, Sewage Biosolids and Other Materials from Other Sources 
In your January 7, 2013 letter, you did not address this issue as raised in my 
November 2012 letter. Consequently, I am again requesting all documents or 
agreements by York Region and Durham Region that allow trucks or other vehicles 
either from the Regions, local municipalities within the Region or other municipalities 
located outside the Regions and/or private operators to dump wastewater, sewage, 
biosolids or other waste of any kind into or at the Duffin Creek WPCP or at any point 
along the York Durham Sewage System.  

A Durham Region Biosolids Master Plan and the Septage Strategy are two separate documents 
approved by Regional Council.  These documents are quite sizable but we can make them both 
available for your review at Durham Region Headquarters, located at 605 Rossland Road in 
Whitby.  We have also included an Executive Summary of each document to this letter. Upon 
your review of the documents, if you would like limited sections photocopied we can 
accommodate this or alternatively if this document is indeed what you are looking for we could 
provide a digital copy at that time. With regard to your request for documentation relating to 
discharges to the YDSS, we would be pleased to provide those documents that are pertinent to 
the Outfall EA.  In this regard it may be helpful to meet such that we are clear on what 
additional documents you require concerning the Outfall EA.  In the event that you are 
requesting public documents that are outside the EA process, such documents may be 
requested from the Clerk’s office at each Region. The Clerk’s departments of each Region will 
advise you on the availability of materials, correspondence and reports that are outside the EA 
process and if a Freedom of Information Request is required.  We can also advise that generally 
there will be a nominal fee charged for documents requested through the Clerk’s office to 
cover costs and staff time. 

3/15/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-GP113 General Public Letter to Regions 

Delay the EA Process [for Lake Ontario Studies] 
This EA process must be delayed until every study relevant to protecting the 
environment of Lake Ontario and the environment of the lakeshore communities of 
Ajax and Pickering are completed. All studies must be made readily and easily 

Please know that an extensive number of recent studies on the issue of Lake Ontario water 
quality have been included as part of the Outfall EA.  These studies have been considered by 
the project team, listed in our project documentation and have been reported on by our 
leading team of water quality experts.  Furthermore, we have invited outside experts to come 

3/15/2013 
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available to the public for study and comment before the EA process continues. It 
must not and need not be rushed. The public must be fully involved in a very 
meaningful way. 

and discuss emerging water quality issues to our Stakeholder Advisory Committee as part of 
this project.  The entirety of this material has and will continue to be made available to the 
public in our project documentation as required under the Class EA process.  We encourage 
you to visit the project website at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 

1/22/2013 P2-GP114 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I moved to Ajax in September 2012, I love it. I bought a house in Ajax in large part to 
the beautiful surroundings and the recreation space Ajax and Durham have. I am 
really not into this proposed expansion. Nothing good can come of this. 
Environmentally, visually, tourism, home prices etc. etc. etc. We often go to Duffin 
Creek and many of the other trails and are always amazed at how beautiful, clean 
and free of abuse from people or the environment the area is - this is heartbreaking 
news.  I feel that if people are aware of the negative implications of this happening 
everyone would be on board to help stop it. What can I do besides send this email?? I 
love Durham, please let me know. 

Thanks for your comment.  The Regions of Durham and York are undertaking a Class 
Environmental Assessment to identify a preferred alternative to address the limitations of the 
existing outfall at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP).  Please note that this 
Class EA is not for an expansion at the Duffin Creek sewage plant, but a Class EA to address the 
limitation of the existing outfall. The Duffin Creek WPCP has a rated capacity of 630MLD and 
will not be increased under this Class EA.   
 
Also, please note that both Durham and York Regions are also committed to protecting the 
environment in and around the Duffin Creek WPCP.  In fact, as part of previous works 
undertaken at the plant, both Durham and York Regions worked with the Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority on a Greening/Biodiversity Plan that provided an enhancement of the 
natural lands adjacent to the WPCP and protection of the provincially significant Duffins Marsh 
area.  We also established raptor poles for local bird populations on the WPCP site and were 
actively involved in preserving a cultural heritage building (stone farmhouse) previously located 
on the WPCP site that hopefully will be converted to a visitor's centre adjacent to the 
Waterfront Trail. Durham and York Regions have also implemented an extensive odour 
monitoring and assessment at the WPCP as part of an overall odour management program to 
maintain an aesthetically pleasing environment for users of the waterfront trail and 
surrounding natural features.  
 
We are at the end of  Phase 2 of this Class EA where a preferred alternative strategy is selected. 
We will be sharing the outcome from Phase 2 at a public information forum in Pickering on 
February 26th and in Ajax on February 27th. We will send you a notice by email with details. 

2/1/2013 

2/8/2013 P2-GP115 General Public Email to project email 
address 

My name is Brody Paul , and I am a planner at IBI Group. We are doing a planning 
policy review for Infrastructure Ontario, and I was hoping you could provide me with 
the status of  the Class EA to address Outfall Capacity Limitations at the Duffin Creek 
WPCP. Specifically, I would require any associated timelines for the project and 
expected completion dates. Thank you for your time and assistance.  

Hi Brody.  All of our project info (including the project schedule) can be found on the project 
website: www.durham.ca/outfallEA 2/8/2013 

2/8/2013 P2-GP116 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I was absolutely shocked to learn that the amount of effluent being released into 
Lake Ontario by the Duffin Creek plant in Ajax may almost triple. 
The disgusting stench and appearance of cladophora, especially in the midst of 
summer—when most people are taking advantage of our beautiful waterfront—is 
already far beyond being a nuisance. Frankly, to even consider increasing the amount 
of phosphorus that causes this situation reeks of ignorance when it comes to the 
well-being of Ajax residents.  
After all, to increase the phosphorus would not only cause more unsightly, odorous 
weeds along our pristine shoreline but could even impact public health in terms of 
the quality of drinking water. The whole idea seems pretty ludicrous to me. 
In my opinion, at the very least, there needs to be some serious reconsideration of 
this entire plan. 

Thank you for providing input into the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for addressing the 
limitations to the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP. The current average day flow from 
the plant is approximately 340 million litres per day (MLD). The Duffin Creek WPCP has a rated 
capacity of 630 MLD which will not increase as a result of this Class EA. This Class EA is to 
address the limitations of the existing outfall.  
 
It is important to note that the Regions have taken measures to decrease the effluent 
concentrations of key water quality parameters discharged to Lake Ontario to protect the 
environment and public health.  
•         Total Phosphorus - Before the Stage 3 Expansion, the allowable loading of phosphorus to 
Lake Ontario was 420 kg/day. As part of the Stage 3 Expansion in 2009, the Regions have 
committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 
kg/day.   
•         Ammonia – Before the Stage 3 Expansion, there were no effluent limits for ammonia. As 
part of the stage 3 expansion in 2009, a nitrification process was implemented to reduce 
ammonia levels and limits were introduced on ammonia levels by the Province. 
 
As part of this EA to address the limitations to the existing outfall, we are currently evaluating 
alternatives that continue to protect the environment and public health. On February 26th and 
February 27th in Pickering and Ajax respectively, there is a Public Information Forum to get 
input from the general public on the evaluation of alternatives and the selection of the 
preferred. Attached is the notice which provides information on the two forums. We welcome 
your continued input.  

2/21/2013 

2/8/2013 P2-GP117 General Public Email to Barry Laverick I understand that recent YDSS projects include twinning of the existing “Big Pipe” 
trunk sewer underway in Pickering and upgrades to the Duffin Creek Water Pollution 

EXPANDING THE DUFFIN CREEK WPCP: 
Please know that the purpose of the Outfall EA is not to expand the treatment facilities of the 2/25/2013 
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Control Plant (WPCP) located in Pickering, just west of Ajax and Rotary Park Beach. 
The WPCP has the capacity to treat, on average, 630 million litres of mixed 
residential, commercial and industrial sewage per day, and is now the second largest 
plant in Canada. 

Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address the limitations of 
the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that accommodates 
the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that protects the 
environment and human health. 
 
DUFFIN CREEK WPCP THE SECOND LARGEST PLANT IN CANADA: 
This has been stated recently in local government publications; however, it is not correct.  The 
Duffin Creek WPCP is the second largest plant on Lake Ontario and when looking at the amount 
of phosphorus allowed to be discharged it is currently fourth or fifth largest on Lake Ontario. 

2/8/2013 P2-GP118 General Public Email to Barry Laverick 

I also understand from the Town of Ajax, that an environmental assessment of the 
plant’s outfall in Lake Ontario is underway by York and Durham to release greater 
volumes of effluent into Lake water, raising serious concerns about increased threats 
to the Town of Ajax’s shoreline and, importantly, the future of Lake Ontario for 
drinking and recreational purposes.  

SAFETY OF TOWN OF AJAX’S DRINKING WATER: 
Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the Ministry of the Environment.  I encourage you to review the Annual Water Quality 
Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.  On our home page there is a 
direct link to these reports.   I trust that once you review these reports you will agree that 
Durham Region provides an exceptionally high quality of drinking water to our residents. 
 
Also, as part of this EA we are using modelling programs approved by the Ministry of 
Environment to assess the mixing zone and its interference with beneficial uses including: 
aesthetics along the shoreline, drinking water, the Pickering Nuclear Plant intakes and near 
shore recreational uses.  The modelling results, which are very conservative, are demonstrating 
that there is no interference with these beneficial uses.  Recent sampling in the vicinity of the 
outfall has also demonstrated the limited effect that the Duffin Creek WPCP has on local water 
quality. 

2/25/2013 

2/8/2013 P2-GP119 General Public Email to Barry Laverick 

I also understand that over 80% of the effluent treated is actually coming from York 
Region and expansion is required because of York Regions anticipated growth. The 
Regions want to modify the WPCP’s existing outfall to permit the release of 630 
million litres per day of effluent just 1 km from the Ajax-Pickering shoreline for 
dilution. The plant currently releases approximately 340 million litres of effluent per 
day. That means doubling the output of effluent into the lake.  

FLOW SPLIT BETWEEN THE REGIONS: 
This is correct: approximately 20% of the sewage treated at the Duffin Creek WPCP originates in 
Ajax and Pickering and approximately 80% originates in York Region. 
 
TREATMENT CAPACITY OF THE DUFFIN CREEK WPCP: 
The treatment facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP have the capacity to treat 630 million litres 
per day.  These upgrades have already been approved by the Ministry of the Environment and 
are included as part of our current operating approval.  The Stage 3 Expansion EA (completed in 
2006) allowed for expansion of the capacity of the Duffin Creek WPCP from 420 MLD to its 
current rated capacity of 630 MLD, provided that additional phosphorus removal and 
nitrification were provided. Consequently, as part of the Expansion EA, the Regions committed 
to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This 
means that as the average day flow increases at the plant to 630 MLD, the plant is not 
permitted to discharge more than 311 kg/day on average. The Stage 3 Expansion also 
introduced nitrification through the nitrifying step feed process, and unionized ammonia 
criteria of 6 mg/L from May 1 to October 31, and 10 mg/L from November 1 to April 30 was set. 
The Stage 3 Expansion became operational in the fall of 2010, and the plant has been 
performing well, with total phosphorus and ammonia effluent levels below operating 
objectives.  It should also be noted that the upgraded Duffin Creek WPCP includes the 
nitrification process which is an effective practice for reducing emerging contaminants of 
concern (i.e. pharmaceuticals and personal care products) in treated wastewater effluent. The 
Regions are have invested approximately $625M to in Stage 3 expansion works, and are 
currently investing approximately $260M more for rehabilitation and upgrades to the existing 
Stage 1 and 2 works at the Duffin Creek WPCP.    

2/25/2013 

2/8/2013 P2-GP120 General Public Email to Barry Laverick 

If you lived by the lake in Ajax, you would understand my concern. The lake is already 
intolerable to walk close to in some areas due to the horrific smell in late summer. It 
is not an exaggeration to say that the smell can leave one gagging for air in certain 
areas. I can't begin to imagine how bad the smell could become should the effluent 
going into the lake be doubled.  

ODOURS FROM THE DUFFIN CREEK WPCP: 
It is not the effluent that is causing odours on the lakefront.  The effluent discharged from the 
Duffin Creek WPCP is highly treated and meets or betters all regulatory requirements.  
However, though not a part of this EA, Durham and York Regions have also conducted odour 
management strategies at the WPCP as part of an overall odour management program. 

2/25/2013 

2/8/2013 P2-GP121 General Public Email to Barry Laverick 

Ajax Town and experts believe that the phosphorus in the effluent is the major local 
cause of many of Ajax’s water quality issues. A recent study showed that more than 
97% of the phosphorus along the Ajax shoreline is from the WPCP. Phosphorus is the 
key cause of excessive nuisance algal growth (Cladophora) that grows on the lakebed 
and rots onshore in summer. 

PHOSPHORUS AND CLADOPHORA ALONG THE AJAX SHORELINE: 
With regard to the levels of phosphorus indicated in the Dr Martin Auer peer review, the 
Regions are finding that these numbers are not accurate based on the latest research and 
water quality sampling in the area.  Though, more specifically and importantly, we do agree 
that beach fouling by Cladophora is an important issue. 

2/25/2013 
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Algae in Lake water is a known cause of taste and odour problems in drinking water, 
which may become an even greater issue as the WPCP’s ever-moving mixing zone 
around the outfall could encompass the Ajax Water Supply Plant’s intake pipe. If you 
were a resident of Ajax, you would also know that the taste of the water coming out 
of the tap already leaves a lot to be desired, and again, doubling the effluent can only 
make this problem worse, not better. 
 
To top it all off, in my opinion, the potential of the algae growth to clog up the water 
intake for the nuclear power plant is an unacceptable risk from a health and safety 
perspective. The Pickering Nuclear Power plant uses the lake water to cool down the 
reactors. The last thing either Pickering Nuclear, or the residents of south Durham 
need is to worry about an overheating nuclear power plant because of clogged pipes 
due to this change.  

 
Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal 
blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by 
Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the MOE 
set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in Lake 
Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus 
loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has been met 
for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area 
being well below this value.    Though, despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, 
nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One major 
contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra 
and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket many areas of 
Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of nuisance algae by 
increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and increasing the 
amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of particulate 
phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide a hard 
surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth.  
This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the Great 
Lakes. 
 
Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from 
water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  
Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed treatment 
facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to 
Lake Ontario as already discussed above. 
 
PICKERING NUCLEAR POWER GENERATING STATION: 
Subsequent to the findings of a University of Waterloo study into the cause of Cladophora in 
the Ajax-Pickering nearshore, the Regions have not received any correspondence from Ontario 
Power Generation (OPG) indicating OPG attributes the clogging of the intake at the Pickering 
Nuclear Generating Station to the operation of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  Again, nuisance 
Cladophora growth is something that most of the Great Lakes are currently experiencing. 

2/8/2013 P2-GP122 General Public Email to Barry Laverick 

Ajax boasts a beautiful, publicly accessible waterfront that can not currently be 
utilized for swimming due to the high bacterial counts and sometime walking along 
due to the odour. Doubling effluent is clearly not going to change that fact, and my 
children are disheartened to think that although they live 500 m from Lake Ontario, 
they can't swim in it or play near it in late summer. I am disheartened to think that 
solutions to this are available but not seriously being looked at.  

LOCAL BEACHES: 
The high E. coli levels at shore areas that have resulted in beach closures such as at Rotary Park 
Beach are not the result of E. coli levels in the Duffin Creek WPCP effluent.  Treated effluent 
currently being discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP is disinfected through chlorine addition 
and as a result, effluent E. coli levels are well below 100 counts per 100 mL, which is the level at 
which beaches in Ontario are posted as being unsafe for swimming.   High E. coli levels continue 
to impact near shore waters from sources such as storm sewers and rivers and streams that 
discharge directly into the near shore water.  These surface runoff sources have been found to 
contain high levels of E coli originating from upstream farm lands and from the surface runoff 
of the park and grass areas frequented by the large numbers of Canada geese that occupy 
these shoreline areas. 
 
BEAUTIFUL WATERFRONT: 
Both Durham and York Regions are also committed to protecting the environment in and 
around the Duffin Creek WPCP.  In fact, as part of previous works undertaken at the plant, both 
Durham and York Regions worked with the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority on a 
Greening/Biodiversity Plan that provided an enhancement of the natural lands adjacent to the 
WPCP and protection of the provincially significant Duffins Marsh area.  We also established 
raptor poles for local bird populations on the WPCP site and were actively involved in relocating 
a cultural heritage building (stone farmhouse) from the WPCP site to land adjacent to the 
Waterfront Trail in the City of Pickering.  Improvements to the stone farmhouse are planned. 

2/25/2013 

2/8/2013 P2-GP123 General Public Email to Barry Laverick 

I join the Town of Ajax and am calling on the Regions to select the best possible 
preferred alternative that includes: 
 • the installation of advanced technology to improve removal of nutrients like 
phosphorus, as well as chemicals from pharmaceuticals and personal care products 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: 
One of the recommended solutions is to construct a new outfall, as you have noted in your 
email.  Our preliminary work on this alternative indicates that it would probably discharge 
approximately 3 kilometres from shore.  In the next Phase of the Class EA (Phase 3), we will be 

2/25/2013 
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from the sewage before effluent enters the outfall and is dispersed into the Lake, and 
 • the construction of a new outfall that discharges at least 3 kms offshore. 

identifying and assessing alternative conceptual designs (including alignment, length, size and 
construction methods) for a new outfall.  The Regions would implement this solution once the 
existing outfall could no longer meet hydraulic conditions in the future.  In order to address the 
current outfall limitations up to a capacity of 630 ML/d, another of the recommended solutions 
is to modify the existing outfall in order to utilize this importance piece of existing 
infrastructure. 

2/10/2013 P2-GP124 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I am a resident of Ajax by the Lake . I totally disagree with the proposal to release 
greater volumes of effluent into Lake Ontario waters, which will raise serious 
concerns and increase threats to the Town of Ajax’s shore line and the future of Lake 
Ontario for drinking and recreational purposes. 
Signed very concerned ! 

Thank you for providing input into the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for addressing the 
limitations to the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP. The current average day flow from 
the plant is approximately 340 million litres per day (MLD). The Duffin Creek WPCP has a rated 
capacity of 630 MLD which will not increase as a result of this Class EA. This Class EA is to 
address the limitations of the existing outfall.  
 
It is important to note that the Regions have taken measures to decrease the effluent 
concentrations of key water quality parameters discharged to Lake Ontario.  
•         Total Phosphorus - Before the Stage 3 Expansion, the allowable loading of phosphorus to 
Lake Ontario was 420 kg/day. As part of the Stage 3 Expansion in 2009, the Regions have 
committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 
kg/day.   
•         Ammonia – Before the Stage 3 Expansion, there were no effluent limits for ammonia. As 
part of the stage 3 expansion in 2009, a nitrification process was implemented to reduce 
ammonia levels and limits were introduced on ammonia levels by the Province. 
 
As part of this EA to address the limitations to the existing outfall, we are currently evaluating 
alternatives that continue to protect the environment and public health. On February 26th and 
February 27th in Pickering and Ajax respectively, there is a Public Information Forum to get 
input from the general public on the evaluation of alternatives and the selection of the 
preferred. Attached is the notice which provides information on the two forums. We welcome 
your continued input. 

2/21/2013 

2/10/2013 P2-GP125 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I am a resident of Ajax by the Lake . I totally disagree with the proposal to  release 
greater volumes of effluent into Lake Ontario waters, which will raise serious 
concerns  and  increase threats to the Town of Ajax’s shore line and the future of 
Lake Ontario for drinking and recreational purposes.Signed very concerned ! 

Thank you for providing input into the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for addressing the 
limitations to the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP. The current average day flow from 
the plant is approximately 340 million litres per day (MLD). The Duffin Creek WPCP has a rated 
capacity of 630 MLD which will not increase as a result of this Class EA. This Class EA is to 
address the limitations of the existing outfall. It is important to note that the Regions have 
taken measures to decrease the effluent concentrations of key water quality parameters 
discharged to Lake Ontario. •         Total Phosphorus - Before the Stage 3 Expansion, the 
allowable loading of phosphorus to Lake Ontario was 420 kg/day. As part of the Stage 3 
Expansion in 2009, the Regions have committed to reducing the total allowable loading of 
phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day.  •         Ammonia – Before the Stage 3 Expansion, 
there were no effluent limits for ammonia. As part of the stage 3 expansion in 2009, a 
nitrification process was implemented to reduce ammonia levels and limits were introduced on 
ammonia levels by the Province.As part of this EA to address the limitations to the existing 
outfall, we are currently evaluating alternatives that continue to protect the environment and 
public health. On February 26th and February 27th in Pickering and Ajax respectively, there is a 
Public Information Forum to get input from the general public on the evaluation of alternatives 
and the selection of the preferred. Attached is the notice which provides information on the 
two forums. We welcome your continued input. 

2/21/2013 

2/13/2013 P2-GP126 General Public Email to project email 
address 

As Ajax residents, we are proud of our beautiful waterfront.  We are concerned about 
the proposed expansion of the Duffin Creek WPCP on many levels.  An important 
aspect is the proposal to limit the outfall pipe to 1 km into the lake.  Our Mayor (Mr. 
Parish) wrote detailed letters to the Minister of the Environment in December 2012 
and January 2013, outlining the issues with proposed expansion - including the 
outfall distance and effluent treatment concerns.  We ask that this be given serious 
consideration and that the outfall be more effectively treated and the outfall pipe be 
extended (preferred is to 3km) into the lake. 
 
We are also concerned with odours from the WPCP.  We live in the "Discovery Bay" 
area of South Ajax.  Often in walking through our neighborhood the smell from the 

The purpose of the Outfall Environmental Assessment is not to expand the treatment facilities 
of the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). The plant was expanded in 2009 with 
new more advanced treatment processes. This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to 
address the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred 
alternative(s) that accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a 
manner that protects the environment and human health. 
 
Regarding outfall distance, the long-term solution for addressing the limitations of the existing 
outfall is to construct a new longer outfall pipe into the lake, approximately 3 km offshore.  
 
Regarding effluent treatment concerns, the treatment facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP have 

4/5/2013 
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WPCP is very evident.  It is often evident in the Pickering area (south part of Brock 
Road) where we work as well.  We have called to register our concerns and noted 
this at several public meetings about the plant in the past.  We feel that adequate 
consideration to odour mitigation must be given and provisions incorporated into the 
design to eliminate odours is essential.   
  
The plant is also quite loud.  Any expansion should include provisions to minimize 
noise impact in the area surrounding the plant. 
  
We need to take full advantage of the best available technology and build this into 
the plant.  It is unfortunate that science has not advanced sufficiently for us to be 
able to find a way not to have to put the effluent from the plant into the water or the 
air, but given where we are, there are measures that can and should be taken to 
minimize the impact of the community and the lake and the waterfront areas.  

the capacity to treat 630 million litres per day (MLD).  These upgrades have already been 
approved by the Ministry of the Environment and are part of the Plant’s current operating 
approval.  The Stage 3 Expansion EA (completed in 2006) allowed for expansion of the capacity 
of the Duffin Creek WPCP from 420 MLD to its current rated capacity of 630 MLD, provided that 
additional phosphorus removal and nitrification were also implemented.  As part of the 
Expansion EA, the Regions committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus 
from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This means that as the average day flow increases at the plant 
to 630 MLD, the plant is not permitted to discharge more than 311 kg/day on average. The 
Stage 3 Expansion also introduced nitrification through the nitrifying step feed process, and 
unionized ammonia criteria of 6 mg/L from May 1 to October 31, and 10 mg/L from November 
1 to April 30 was set. The Stage 3 Expansion became operational in the fall of 2010, and the 
plant has been performing well, with total phosphorus and ammonia effluent levels below 
operating objectives.  It should also be noted that the upgraded Duffin Creek WPCP includes 
the nitrification process which is an effective practice for reducing emerging contaminants of 
concern (i.e. pharmaceuticals and personal care products) in treated wastewater effluent. The 
Regions are have invested approximately $625M to in Stage 3 expansion works, and are 
currently investing approximately $260M more for rehabilitation and upgrades to the existing 
Stage 1 and 2 works at the Duffin Creek WPCP.    
 
Regarding odours, the Regions have received no formal odour complaints over the past 2 years 
with respect to the Duffin Creek WPCP. When an odour complaint is received operators at the 
WPCP investigate and confirm the source of odour, and if there are circumstances affecting 
operations outside of normal conditions.  In addition, Durham and York Regions have 
implemented odour management strategies at the WPCP as part of an overall management 
program. Please report odour incidences or excessive noise to the Technical Support Division of 
Durham Region (1-800-372-1102). This way Duffin Creek WPCP operating staff can log these 
occurrences and determine the causes and appropriate actions.  The plant facilities have been 
designed to minimize noise during operations.  Over the past three years, construction activity 
may have resulted in noise from heavy equipment that is temporary in nature. 
 
The Duffin Creek WPCP uses the following key technologies that provide one of the highest 
levels of treatment of all wastewater plants discharging into the open waters of Lake Ontario:  
• Nitrification/Denitrification. This process was designed to biologically breakdown and remove 
ammonia (the nutrient nitrogen) from the wastewater.  Other benefits of this process are that 
it also breaks down and assists in the removal of phosphorus and pharmaceutical compounds.  
The equipment installed at the Duffin Creek WPCP allows for this process to be monitored and 
operated optimally for energy conservation. 
• Energy Recovery.  The processes employed at the Duffin Creek WPCP for the treatment and 
disposal biosolids are based upon the most efficient energy recovery methods available.  Up to 
2.6 MW of energy is generated and recovered for use within the facility. 
• Enhanced Phosphorus Removal.   
• Odour Control.   A Study performed for the Duffin Creek WPCP indicates that the best 
available technology to treat and remove odours is used and installed.  This study has been 
reviewed and endorsed by the MOE.  Staff from the Town of Ajax and the City of Pickering are 
also part of the stakeholder group reviewing the study and odour plan. 
In addition, unlike many large sewage plants on Lake Ontario, the plant treats all wastewater 
entering the facility and does not by-pass flows. To handle large variations in flows, particularly 
through the liquid treatment processes, requires the equipment to be designed, built and 
operated with a lot of inherent variability.   

2/18/2013 P2-GP127 General Public Email to project email 
address 

As a resident of Ajax and avid windsurfer in Lake Ontario, I am very concerned about 
the plan to increase the amount of effluent released into the lake.  I am aware that 
this increase will cause excessive nuisance algal growth across nearshore areas in the 
Lake and odours, threaten local municipal drinking water, and result in lost 
recreation and tourism opportunities.  As someone who has already contracted 
gastroenteritis once from Lake Ontario, I know how dangerous the increased effluent 
and nearshore algae can be.  I hope any and all alternatives and precautions are 
taken including the installation of advanced technology to improve removal of 

The purpose of the Outfall EA is not to expand the treatment facilities of the Duffin Creek 
WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address the limitations of the existing 
outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that accommodates the discharge 
of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that protects the environment and 
human health. Through the development and evaluation of alternatives, it was found that the 
long-term strategy to address the limitations of the existing outfall is to construct a new outfall 
that discharges approximately 3km offshore as you noted.  
 

4/5/2013 
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nutrients like phosphorus, as well as chemicals from pharmaceuticals and personal 
care products from the sewage before effluent enters the outfall and is dispersed 
into the Lake, and the construction of a new outfall that discharges at least 3 kms 
offshore.  

Below is a response to comments relating to excessive nuisance algal growth, local municipal 
drinking water, lost recreation and tourism opportunities, and pharmaceuticals and personal 
care products from the effluent: 
 
NUISANCE ALGAL GROWTH AND PHOSPHORUS: 
Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal 
blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by 
Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the MOE 
set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in Lake 
Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus 
loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has been met 
for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area 
being well below this value.    Though, despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, 
nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One major 
contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra 
and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket many areas of 
Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of nuisance algae by 
increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and increasing the 
amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of particulate 
phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide a hard 
surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth.  
This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the Great 
Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus 
loadings from water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance 
Cladophora growth.  Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP 
installed treatment facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of 
phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 
 
SAFETY OF TOWN OF AJAX’S DRINKING WATER: 
Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the Ministry of the Environment.  Interested stakeholders are encouraged to  review the 
Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.  Also, as 
part of this EA lake modelling programs approved by the Ministry of Environment are being 
used to assess the mixing zone and its interference with beneficial uses including: aesthetics 
along the shoreline, drinking water, the Pickering Nuclear Plant intakes and near shore 
recreational uses.  The modelling results, which are very conservative, are demonstrating that 
there is no interference with these beneficial uses.  Recent sampling in the vicinity of the outfall 
has also demonstrated the limited effect that the Duffin Creek WPCP has on local water quality. 
 
RECREATIONAL BEACHES: 
The high E. coli levels at shore areas that have resulted in beach closures such as at Rotary Park 
Beach are not the result of E. coli levels in the Duffin Creek WPCP effluent.  Treated effluent 
currently being discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP is disinfected through chlorine addition 
and as a result, effluent E. coli levels are well below 100 counts per 100 mL, which is the level at 
which beaches in Ontario are posted as being unsafe for swimming.   High E. coli levels continue 
to impact near shore waters from sources such as storm sewers and rivers and streams that 
discharge directly into the near shore water.  These surface runoff sources have been found to 
contain high levels of E coli originating from upstream farm lands and from the surface runoff 
of the park and grass areas frequented by the large numbers of Canada geese that occupy 
these shoreline areas. 
 
PHARMACEUTICALS AND PERSONAL CARE PRODUCTS FROM THE EFFLUENT 
The Regions have and will continue to look to the provincial and federal governments, 
professional associations and other health organizations for guidance on the issue of 
pharmaceuticals and personal care products. As you may be aware, thus far the MOE has not 
yet identified these compounds as a significant concern though their research is ongoing.  
Though, the Regions have upgraded the Duffin Creek WPCP to include the nitrification process, 
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which is an effective process in reducing these compounds in treated wastewater effluent. The 
high solids retention time with the nitrification process is effective at removing these 
contaminants, because the same process that converts ammonia to nitrates destroys aromatic 
rings found in these emerging contaminants of concern.  

2/18/2013 P2-GP128 General Public  Email to project email 
address 

Ajax is calling on the Regions to select the best possible preferred alternative that 
includes: the installation of advanced technology to improve removal of nutrients like 
phosphorus, as well as chemicals from pharmaceuticals and personal care products 
from the sewage before effluent enters the outfall and is dispersed into the Lake. 

The preferred alternative selected through the alternative evaluation is the 
upgraded/expanded plant and optimized operations, and modifying the existing diffuser. This 
combination alternative has been selected through an Environmental Assessment which has 
undertaken a thorough evaluation of alternatives using technical, natural environment, social/ 
cultural, and financial evaluation criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has been 
weighted by a Stakeholder Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders including 
citizen representation from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact evaluation of the 
alternatives has been performed by a group of experts in their respective fields. The results of 
this evaluation were also peer reviewed by an independent panel of experts.  To review the 
documentation of this process please refer to the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at 
www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
To provide the background, the Stage 3 Expansion Environmental Assessment (EA) completed 
in 2006 allowed for expansion of the capacity of the Duffin Creek WPCP from 420 million litres 
per day (MLD) to its current rated capacity of 630 MLD, provided that additional phosphorus 
removal and nitrification were implemented. Consequently, as part of the Expansion EA, the 
Regions committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 
311 kg/day. This means that as the average day flow increases at the plant to 630 MLD, the 
plant is not permitted to discharge more than 311 kg/day of total phosphorous on average. The 
Stage 3 Expansion also introduced nitrification through the nitrifying step feed process. The 
Stage 3 Expansion became operational in the fall of 2010, and the plant has been performing 
well, with total phosphorus and ammonia effluent levels below operating objectives.  It should 
also be noted that the upgraded Duffin Creek WPCP includes the nitrification process which is 
an effective practice for reducing emerging contaminants of concern (i.e. pharmaceuticals and 
personal care products) in treated wastewater effluent. The Regions are have invested 
approximately $625M to in Stage 3 expansion works, and are currently investing approximately 
$260M more for rehabilitation and upgrades to the existing Stage 1 and 2 works at the Duffin 
Creek WPCP.    

4/5/2013 

2/22/2013 P2-GP129 General Public Email to project email 
address 

It is with great concern that we read of the proposed changes to the Duffin Creek 
WPCP. It seems incongruous that a huge complex whose discharge has recognizable 
effects upon water quality, should be sited less than three kilometres from a water 
filtration plant supplying drinking water to a large local population.  
For example, studies have already shown trace amounts of prescription drugs, such 
as heart medications, in lake fish. This is not from dumping medications down the 
drain, but from the residues excreted in human body waste. 

Regarding pharmaceuticals and personal care products from the effluent, the Regions have and 
will continue to look to the provincial and federal governments, professional associations and 
other health organizations for guidance on the issue of pharmaceuticals and personal care 
products. Findings from recent research state that the nitrification treatment process at the 
Duffin Creek WPCP is an effective process for reducing emerging contaminants of concern such 
as pharmaceuticals and personal care products.  The high solids retention time with the 
nitrification process is effective at removing these contaminants, because the same process 
that converts ammonia to nitrates destroys aromatic rings found in these emerging 
contaminants of concern.  
 
Please also note that the outfall is sited greater than three kilometres from the Ajax Water 
Supply Plant intake (approximately 5 km). 

4/5/2013 

2/22/2013 P2-GP130 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Though the principle of the discharge pipe with its up to 60 outlets, is that the 
effluent will mix readily with the lake water, the fact that the outlet is only 1 km. 
offshore belies the fact that the current in the area will push the discharged water 
towards the shore and the bay. 

The predominant currents in the lake move in an east-west direction and not towards the shore 
and the bay. In addition, the modelling indicates that generally, effluent moves in the east-west 
direction and offshore rather than towards the shore.  Please also note that the Regions have 
partnered with the Toronto Regional Conservation Authority and other stakeholders to 
implement a sampling program to better understand nearshore water quality. This sampling 
program data for 2011/2012 is available on the following website 
<http://theskua.com/wqapp2/>. The results indicate that the effluent mixes well with the lake 
water and meets Provincial guidelines with respect to initial dilution and far-field mixing.  

4/5/2013  

2/22/2013 P2-GP131 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Regarding the water quality, the concentrated nutrients in the effluent promote 
algae growth which robs the lake water of oxygen needed to sustain a healthy lake 
environment. In addition, the algal concentrations on the beaches and in the water 
cause a sickening odour affecting the residents of the lake shore areas and the ability 
of people to enjoy the parks and beaches along the waterfront. This odour also 

There is no conclusive evidence to suggest that the nutrient concentrations in the effluent 
promote algae growth. Below is some background information on the topic.  
 
Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal 
blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by 

4/5/2013 
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affects the taste of our drinking water which seems at times to necessitate extra 
doses of chlorine which then give the water a bleachy taste, especially when the 
water has been sitting for short while. 

Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the MOE 
set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in Lake 
Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus 
loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has been met 
for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area 
being well below this value.    Though, despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, 
nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One major 
contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra 
and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket many areas of 
Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of nuisance algae by 
increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and increasing the 
amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of particulate 
phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide a hard 
surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth.  
This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the Great 
Lakes. 
 
Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from 
water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  
Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed treatment 
facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to 
Lake Ontario as already discussed above. 
 
Taste and odour issues with drinking water are often the result of geosmin a naturally occurring 
substance, which affects the taste and odour of drinking water for most communities along 
Lake Ontario.  The Ajax WSP has carbon on most of the filters to deal with this problem but 
taste and odour occurrences may still occur during periods of warm weather and high usage.  
Though, this is not a health-related issue. 

2/22/2013 P2-GP132 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Obviously, the water plant has been built but already the regional authorities are 
pushing the limits of the volumes of waste water that are to be handled. Whilst we 
are not fully conversant with the technology that is available to protect a vital 
resource, it would appear that the most stringent guidelines should be implemented, 
with the most modern techniques available put in place to negate any impact that 
this plant has on the lake and its environs. This possibly could be as simple as 
extending the discharge pipe much farther offshore; installing scrubbers to remove 
chemical residues of all types from the effluent and guaranteeing that neutral 
experts in the field have significant input on the WPCP code of operation. 
Usually, in this type of scenario, costs are raised as an objection to a situations 
viability. These costs should be borne by the developers and lot levies of the 
proposed residential and commercial development in York Region. 

The Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the most stringent effluent requirements discharging to the 
open waters of Lake Ontario. Please also note that unlike many other large plants on Lake 
Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities.  
 
As part of the recent Stage 3 Expansion at the plant, additional phosphorus removal and 
ammonia removal were provided. Consequently, the Regions committed to reducing the total 
allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This means that as the 
average day flow increases at the plant to 630 MLD, the plant is not permitted to discharge 
more than 311 kg/day of total phosphorus on average. The Stage 3 Expansion also introduced 
nitrification through the nitrifying step feed process. The Stage 3 Expansion became 
operational in the fall of 2010, and the plant has been performing well, with total phosphorus 
and ammonia effluent levels below operating objectives.  It should also be noted that the 
upgraded Duffin Creek WPCP includes the nitrification process which is an effective practice for 
reducing emerging contaminants of concern (i.e. pharmaceuticals and personal care products) 
in treated wastewater effluent.  
 
Please also note that upgrades benefiting existing water and wastewater users in Ajax and 
Pickering cannot be paid for through development charges in York Region as this would 
contravene the Development Charges Act.  Any new facilities benefiting existing users in Ajax 
and Pickering would be paid for through Durham’s sanitary sewerage user rates (i.e. Water & 
Sanitary Sewer Bill), and would require an increase in rates for all water and wastewater users 
in Durham Region. 

4/5/2013 

2/22/2013 P2-GP133 General Public Email to project email 
address 

However, before we do anything, the first order of business should be that all 
environmental assessments in any way connected with both the WPCP and the water 
filtration plant be conducted in full. We can no longer afford to disregard the effects 
that our actions have on our world. It is our problem now and cannot be fobbed off 
on future generations. 

This study is subject to the Municipal Engineers Association’s Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment (EA) (June 2000, amended 2007 and 2010) which is approved by the Minister of the 
Environment.  To address the limitations of the existing outfall, the Regions are undertaking a 
Schedule C Class EA, which has the most rigorous requirements of all Class EAs.  In fact the 
Regions are even exceeding the minimum consultation requirements for Schedule C projects.  
The public consultation process is very comprehensive and includes newsletters, 
correspondence, five stakeholder advisory committee meetings, four public information forums 

4/5/2013 
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in Ajax and Pickering, meetings with affected agencies, plant tours, and a project website that 
provides EA documentation at each phase of the EA. 

2/26/2013 P2-GP134 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I am a resident in Ajax and my family and I live a few blocks away from the lake. 
Throughout the summer months, there are times where my family and I cannot go to 
the lake because the smell is so pungent that it becomes unbearable. In addition, it is 
so sad that although we have a beautiful lake in our back yard, there is great 
hesitation to actually go in the water. I have been living in Ajax for 7 years and have 
never actually stepped foot in the water.  
 
I believe that the time has come to help Ajax become the great city that it is by 
cleaning up the waterfront and investing capital into technology so that our children 
and their children can enjoy one of the nicest waterfronts in Ontario. 

The Regions agree there is occasional algae fouling along the shoreline; though it is important 
to note that algae fouling is very complex and is common to most communities on the Great 
Lakes. 
 
Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal 
blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by 
Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the 
Ministry of Environment set a Provincial Water Quality Objective of 20ug/L for total 
phosphorus (TP) in Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked 
reduction in phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  
 
Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has been met for open-water areas on the 
north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area being well below this value.    
Though, despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, nuisance algae growth has 
become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae 
problem is thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are 
invasive species that now completely blanket many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought 
to play a critical role in the growth of nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows 
greater light penetration of water and increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for 
algal growth through a conversion of particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus 
(SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in 
areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a 
common problem affecting most of the Great Lakes. 
 
Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from 
water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance algae growth.  Despite 
this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed treatment facilities 
that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to Lake 
Ontario as already discussed above. 

4/5/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP135 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Ms. Moore has lived in Ajax for four years and lives a block away from the 
waterfront. She writes that she knows nothing about waste treatment or sewage, but 
she does know that we can’t let Ajax become a giant waste treatment plant/ 
experiment for York and Durham’s increasing housing needs. She understands that 
she alone can’t prevent something of this magnitude from happening, but thinks the 
whole GTA stands to lose its most important asset (the Lakeshore and eventually, 
Lake Ontario itself), by becoming a sewage solution. This simply can’t happen. Her 
kids still swim at the waterfront. 

The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) is not to expand the treatment 
facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address 
the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that 
accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that 
protects the environment and human health. 
 
The Regions agree that Lake Ontario is an important asset and have taken measures to 
implement wastewater treatment processes that meet a high water quality standard. The 
Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) has one of the best quality effluent 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. And unlike most other plants on Lake Ontario, 
the WPCP treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities. The Regions have been proactive in 
supporting efforts to monitor water quality in the nearshore around the existing outfall. The 
water quality results have been positive. Please visit the following web link to view the results 
<http://theskua.com/wqapp2/>. 

4/5/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP136 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

1. Will the new outfall be built to handle future capacity? Will it be built to 890 MLD? 

The outfall will be designed and built to last a lifespan of approximately 75 years. The outfall 
would be designed to facilitate a flow of approximately 890 ML/d based on a growth estimate 
of ~75 years. However, a new outfall would not be approved to operate beyond 630 MLD. To 
operate the plant and outfall beyond 630 MLD would require another Class EA.  

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP137 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

2. Can the existing tunnel be continued to accommodate the extension? 

The outfall extension (Alt 4 – Extend Existing Outfall Diffuser) would need to be constructed 
using the open-cut method and deflected to the west, since there is a buried valley located 
beyond the existing tunnel. The existing outfall was limited to its current length due to these 
geotechnical constraints.   

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP138 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

3. Can a tertiary treatment plant be built for future capacity? 

Yes, a tertiary treatment plant can be built to meet future capacity. The footprint required to 
meet future capacity would be planned. The below-ground infrastructure would be 
constructed. Tertiary treatment modules (the equipment) would come on-line as needed to 
meet capacity requirements.  However, based on the site constraints only average day flow 

2/26/2013 
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could be accommodated. 

2/26/2013 P2-GP139 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

4. When were the MOE guidelines legislated? These guidelines are outdated. The 
plant will last for the next 40 years and we should be using the best-available 
technology.  

The PWQO took effect in 1994. The Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the best plants in the area 
discharging into the open waters of Lake Ontario. Plant effluent is well below the MOE 
regulated levels. Plant designers provided leeway in the treatment system to allow for 
optimization.   

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP140 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

5. I’m not clear on the intent of this PIF session. 
The Regions are presenting the recommendations that the expert team of consultants have 
provided and have organized this session to provide the public an opportunity to provide 
feedback.  All comments and questions will be responded to and considered in the Class EA. 

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP141 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

6. With all the projected expenditures, there are usually cost overruns. Is the project 
tentatively budgeted? 

We are at a conceptual design stage so a maximum range of costs is provided.  As the process 
progresses through Phase 3 of the Class EA, preliminary and detailed design cost estimates are 
revised in more detail.   

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP142 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

7. How long would a new outfall take to construct? A new outfall is estimated to take approximately 2-3 years to construct.  2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP143 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

8. Who designed the evaluation criteria? Do the criteria only depend on the dilution 
factor? Why is there no water quality improvement criterion?  

The evaluation criteria were developed by the project team and the Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee and the public (through previous PIFs) provided additional criteria and input.   
The criteria do not only depend on the dilution factor. There are a variety of evaluation criteria 
representing components of the environment and water quality. One in particular is the 
“Performance” criterion which assesses hydraulic performance, extent of mixing zone, and the 
20:1 dilution factor. There is also a specific criteria for “impacts on water quality”. 

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP144 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

9. A half truck of phosphorus will be dumped into the lake each day when the plant 
operates at 630 MLD. 

This calculation is based on the effluent limit at the plant. The 311kg/d effluent limit is a 
maximum loading. The plant is currently producing effluent at approximately 50% lower than 
the effluent limit. If the effluent limit is exceeded there are penalties. 

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP145 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

10. Not a lot of chemicals are being used at the plant at the moment. Who pays for 
the chemicals? Is the capital cost the same percentage?  

The plant is operating with the required chemicals to achieve the effluent operating objectives 
at the plant. 
The cost of operating the plant is divided between York and Durham at approximately 
80%/20% based on flow. There is a different capital cost sharing agreement for expansions. The 
formula is complicated. The agreement has been made public.   

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP146 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

11. Will phosphorus levels increase with increased wastewater flows? Has there been 
a thought that this effluent will interact with the temperature of the water coming 
out of the nuclear plant. I can feel a large difference in water temperature when I 
swim in Frenchman’s Bay. It is the only beach open in Durham for swimming. I am 
also very concerned with the piers being built in Frenchman’s Bay by Toronto and 
Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) and the impact these will have water flows.  

Water temperature from the Pickering Nuclear Generating Station (PNGS) discharges was 
considered. The MIKE3 model was run with and without the inflows and outflows of the PNGS. 
There was no significant difference to the Duffin Creek WPCP mixing zone with and without 
flows from the PNGS.  
Beach closures are based on E. coli levels. The level of E. coli from the plant is very controllable 
and managed effectively through the disinfection treatment process. The E. coli in effluent is 
consistently well below the recreational guideline of 100 counts per 100 mL of water.  
 
Post Script 
It is not expected that the piers being constructed at Frenchmans Bay will impact the mixing 
zone of the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall for two reasons:  
• There are existing cribs that extend into the Lake almost the same distance as the new amour 
stone break wall. Therefore, the local current patterns are not expected to change. 
• The MIKE 3 model was simulated both with flows from Pickering NGS and without flows. It 
was found that the localized currents did not change the results of the Duffin Creek WPCP 
outfall mixing zone. Since the pier at Frenchman's bay is further from the outfall than the 
Pickering NGS, it is not expected that the pier will impact the outfall mixing zone.   

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP147 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

12. Early presentations show a large budget of $147M for upgrading the plant. Why 
are we not using this budget right away? 

Durham Region’s budget is set annually and approved by Council. The Region also has forecasts 
for tracking potential future projects and costs. The $147M was a forecast but has not been 
included in the finalized and approved budget. Approved budgets are based on an annual 
assessment of needs and available funding. 

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP148 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

13. What is the possibility of building a new outfall? Will this occur before somebody 
gets sick? 

Alternative 5 (the New Outfall) is the only solution for addressing the limitations to the existing 
outfall beyond 630 MLD.  Consequently, the Regions must consider this solution when 
capacities approach 630 MLD, and proceed to implementation when flows dictate or when the 
outfall no longer has useful service life.  Alternative 2 – Modify Existing Outfall Diffuser – is 
recommended as the preferred solution for addressing the limitations of the existing outfall 
until flows reach at least 630 MLD. 
Regarding your comment on ‘somebody getting sick’, please note that the Duffin Creek WPCP 

2/26/2013 
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meets and will continue to meet the provincial water quality objectives which are in place to 
protect the environmental and human health.  

2/26/2013 P2-GP149 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

14. If there are other transects around Lake Ontario, would you see elevated 
phosphorus levels at the mouths of streams? 

Yes, higher levels of phosphorus are typically observed along the shoreline and in particular 
where tributaries discharge to the lake. 2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP150 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

15. If the flows continue, where will the phosphorus go? It is disappointing to see 
that tertiary treatment comes at high cost to reduce phosphorus levels. 

As flows increase at the plant, the plant effluent cannot exceed a phosphorus mass loading of 
311 kg/d. Also, it should be noted that the plant currently operates with an effluent objectives 
lower than the effluent limit.  

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP151 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

16. Are mixing zones dilution zones? Currently York Region is doing a pilot test on 
tertiary treatment. Does it include reverse osmosis? Reverse osmosis removes 99% of 
the phosphorus and even some pharmaceuticals. Why can’t we have RO at the Duffin 
Creek WPCP? 

Yes, mixing zones are dilution zones.  
York Region does have a reverse osmosis (tertiary treatment) pilot project on Lake Simcoe. For 
the Duffin Creek WPCP on Lake Ontario, reverse osmosis was not considered as a tertiary 
treatment option since it is cost prohibitive at the average flow required. The representative 
tertiary treatment option that was selected for evaluation purposes was the ultra-filtration 
process. This option is an effective process for removing phosphorus to a level of 0.05mg/L, and 
is more cost effective than reverse osmosis. 

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP152 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

17. Does modelling take into consideration impacts of climate change and the effects 
on algae growth?  TP measurements at the mouths of tributaries are taken during 
heavy storm events which do not happen all the time. 

Algae growth is caused by various factors and there many sources of phosphorus loadings to 
Lake Ontario. 
Climate change effects were taken into consideration and assessed using the criterion: “Risks or 
Susceptibility to Changing Long-term Conditions”.  
In addition to the phosphorus loading contribution from Duffins Creek there are 14 stormwater 
outlets along the Pickering-Ajax waterfront. Cladophora doesn’t only need phosphorus and 
sunlight to grow, but also a hard substrate. Recent studies indicate that zebra mussels are 
growing on sandy areas and hardening surfaces to provide places for Cladophora to grow.  
There are a lot of factors at play and it is difficult to determine the solution to the Cladophora 
problem along the Ajax-Pickering waterfront. Treatment plants are regulated whereas other 
nutrient sources such as the Niagara River are not. To tackle the other sources, there is the 
Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA), the Provincial Water Quality Objectives for 
Lake Ontario, and research being conducted by the Canadian Centre for Inland Waters, as well 
as other research bodies.  Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the highest regulated plants discharging 
to the open waters of Lake Ontario. 
The Regions commit to better communicate water quality sampling results with the public. The 
Regions acknowledge that Cladophora is a problem on all the Great Lakes except Lake Superior. 
The Regions are doing a lot of work and seeing low levels of phosphorus in the study area. The 
Regions will put water quality monitoring links on the project website 
<http://theskua.com/wqapp2/> as well as historical water quality data dating from 2007 to the 
summer of 2012. Dr. Martin Auer who peer reviewed the Regions’ sampling program provided 
suggestions on the program which have been implemented. 

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP153 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

18. Is the plant going to be designed in a way to treat thermal pollution, pH etc. Why 
are only nitrogen and phosphorus measured? Does stormwater go directly into the 
lake? 

The plant is designed to treat microbiological, chemical, and physical parameters. Effluent limits 
for regulated parameters have been established to protect the environment and human health. 
Such parameters include total phosphorus (impacts algae growth), E.Coli (impacts recreational 
beaches), total ammonia (impacts water intakes), and unionized ammonia (impacts aquatic 
life).   In treating these parameters factors such as temperature, and pH also had to be taken 
into consideration in design of the plant. 
 
The plant has no bypass capabilities and does not bypass during storm events. The plant is 
designed to handle these peak flows and all flow that comes to the plant is treated.  Local 
storm sewers that are not part of the sewage system do discharge to creeks and Lake Ontario. 

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP154 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

19. Are provincial guidelines targets or limits? Is it true that there is too little 
phosphorus in the lake? 

The Regions have a certificate issued by the MOE with strict, compliance limits that have to be 
met under all conditions. If they are exceeded there are heavy penalties.  
In the offshore, there is a target concentration of 10 μg/L for supporting fisheries. The current 
concentration of phosphorus in the offshore is approximately 7μg/L. This is a concern for the 
Ministry of Natural Resources because the Lake needs to grow phytoplankton that is consumed 
by little fish. These little fish are the food source for other predatory fish. A certain amount of 
phosphorus is needed in the lake for it to be healthy. Low phosphorus levels could harm the 
ecology of the lake.  

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP155 General Public Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 

20. We have neglected our lakes in Canada. Ontario used to be a leader and now is a 
follower.  

he Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the top performing plants that discharge into the open waters 
of Lake Ontario and has one of the most stringent regulations. It has treatment processes, such 2/26/2013 
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Period as nitrification and dual-point chemical addition that are not part of the design of some other 

large plants on Lake Ontario.  
The GLWQA is being updated and there may be different considerations for nearshore and 
offshore zones.  
Deepak Bhatt from the City of Pickering and Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) member 
added that Ontario has just re-introduced the proposed Great Lakes Protection Act.  

2/26/2013 P2-GP156 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

21. I haven’t heard about two piers being built in Frenchman’s Bay. This information 
should be confirmed and included in updated modelling.  

The Regions will confirm this information. 
Post Script 
It is not expected that the piers being constructed at Frenchmans Bay will impact the mixing 
zone of the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall for two reasons:  
• There are existing cribs that extend into the Lake almost the same distance as the new amour 
stone break wall. Therefore, the local current patterns are not expected to change. 
• The MIKE 3 model was simulated both with flows from Pickering NGS and without flows. It 
was found that the localized currents did not change the results of the Duffin Creek WPCP 
outfall mixing zone. Since the pier at Frenchman's bay is further from the outfall than the 
Pickering NGS, it is not expected that the pier will impact the outfall mixing zone.   

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP157 General Public 
Pickering PIF #3 
Question and Answer 
Period 

22. I am aware the work being done in Frenchman’s Bay by Dr. Nick Eyles from the 
University of Toronto Scarborough. He has water chemistry values that differ from 
those collected by TRCA.  What types of water quality tests are being conducted by 
the Regions?  

The Regions’ water quality program collects samples from the surface, mid-level and at depth. 
Data has been collected from 2007 onwards. The Regions requested if David Steele can share 
with them the water chemistry results collected by the University of Toronto.  

2/26/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP158 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 1: 
 
What parameters would be considered the most when evaluating short term 
solutions? Like microbiological vs. chemical vs. physical parameters, and why? 

RE: Question 1 
 
The plant is designed to treat microbiological, chemical, and physical parameters. Effluent limits 
for regulated parameters have been established to protect the environment and human health. 
Such parameters include total phosphorus (impacts algae growth), E.Coli (impacts recreational 
beaches), total ammonia (impacts water intakes), and unionized ammonia (impacts aquatic 
life).    
 
All of these parameters were considered when evaluating the short-list of alternatives. 

4/8/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP159 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 2: 
 
How long will the impacts last for each alternative solution and is there a remedial 
solution to offset or minimize the impact this may have? 

RE: Question 2 
 
Short-term impacts for each alternative solution pertain mainly to construction. Long-term 
impacts pertain to the operation of the alternative solution. For each short-listed solution, 
short and long term impacts to the natural, social/cultural, technical and financial environment 
were identified. Mitigation measures were prescribed for these impacts. These are 
documented in the Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures Matrix in Appendix C of the 
interim Phase 2 Report.  

4/8/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP160 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 3: 
 
What factors were used to determine outfall capacity limitations (i.e. Population? 
Concentration of influent/effluent waste? Industry?) 

RE: Question 3 
 
The lake modelling analysis undertaken as part of the previous Stage 3 Expansion Class EA in 
2007 indicated that while the plant could efficiently be expanded to 630 MLD, the existing 
outfall would not meet the Ministry of Environment effluent dilution guideline when flows 
surpass 560 MLD. Therefore, the MOE put a condition on the Certificate of Approval for the 
Regions’ to address the limitations of the existing outfall through this Outfall EA, and 
implement a preferred solution prior to flows reaching 520 MLD.   
Official population forecasts were used to determine the WPCP’s rated average capacity of 630 
million litres per day (MLD) for the Stage 3 Expansion. 

4/8/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP161 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 4: 
 
Would other wastewater parameters (like temperature, pH, chlorine residual from 
drinking water or wastewater treatment etc.) be considered for alternative 
solutions? With respect to design? 

RE: Question 4 
 
The plant is designed to treat microbiological, chemical, and physical parameters. Effluent limits 
for regulated parameters have been established to protect the environment and human health. 
Such parameters include total phosphorus (impacts algae growth), E.Coli (impacts recreational 
beaches), total ammonia (impacts water intakes), and unionized ammonia (impacts aquatic 
life).    
In treating these parameters factors such as temperature, pH and chlorine residuals must also 
be taken into consideration. 

4/8/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP162 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet In response to question 1: RE: Question 1 4/8/2013 
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I feel that the public should be able to vote on which alternative is a priority. I feel 
that alternative 5 is a good option because you have long term effects and there is no 
mixing of effluent so even if it is financially expensive, I feel it’s worth the initial costs 
for a long term cost.  

 
Thank you for your comment.  Having the public vote for on which alternative is a priority is 
inconsistent with the requirements of the Ontario’s Environmental Assessment (EA) Act. 
Ontario’s EA Act requires that proponents systematically evaluate the net effects of reasonable 
alternatives on all aspects of the environment.  This involves identify a broad range of criteria 
(i.e. natural, social/cultural, economic and technical) and assess alternatives against these 
criteria in a systematic and replicable manner.  The approach undertaken in this Class EA, to 
meet the requirements of Ontario’s EA Act is detailed in Section 6 of the Phase 2 Report and 
involved: 
1. Developing Criteria, Indicators (Measures) and Rating Scale in consultation with the Public 
and the Stakeholders Advisory Committee (SAC) 
2. Weighting the importance of the criteria, which SAC members (excluding the Regions and 
their consultants) completed through responding to a questionnaire  
3. Rating impacts of alternatives against each criterion (which was completed by Project Team 
Experts) 
4. Scoring alternative solutions and selecting a preferred solution based on the results. 
 
However, public comments on all aspects of an EA are to be considered by the proponents.  
Your comments are valued and will be included as part of our submission to the MOE.  
Following this approach, Alternative 5 ranked third overall in the alternative evaluation. Since it 
is the only long-term solution for addressing the limitations to the existing outfall, it was 
included in the overall implementation strategy as the long-term solution.   

2/26/2013 P2-GP163 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 2: 
 
Another concern that I had was about duck-billed check valves. How does it work? 
Were there tests done on their efficiency? How do rubber valves hold the velocity or 
capacity of water? Wouldn’t it get destroyed after a period of days or weeks? 

RE: Question 2 
 
The duckbill check valve is a variable port opening for improving initial dilution in the near-field 
mixing zone at average day flows. As flow increases through the diffuser, the valve opening gets 
larger. This enables higher velocities to be achieved at average day flows thus providing more 
favourable dilution conditions. 
The check valves are typically made of rubber reinforced with nylon or polyester fabric. The 
duckbill valve has no moving parts that can corrode or be fouled. Duckbill check values have 
been successfully installed in a range of applications since the late 1980s, including salt water, 
fresh water, wastewater treatment plant outfalls, and stormwater outfalls. They have a lifespan 
of 25 to 30 years. 
A technical review this variable port opening technology is provided in Appendix E of the 
interim Phase 2 Report. Further details will be developed in Phase 3 of the Class EA process, 
and documented in the final Environmental Study Report (ESR).  
It is also important to note that a rigorous inspection program would be implemented with this 
alternative. 

4/8/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-GP164 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 3: 
 
The temporary solution of extending discharge is a good short-term plan but if we 
are thinking of long-term benefits, alternative #5 is the best. Now, the economy is 
low, so a temporary fix is a good idea and when the economy increases we could 
implement alternative #5.  

RE: Question 3 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Alternative 5 is the only long-term solution for addressing the 
limitations to the existing outfall. Accordingly, it was included in the overall implementation 
strategy as the long-term solution.   

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP165 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 1:How does Duffin’s capacity of 630 MLD compare to the 
other plants on the Lake? And what are their lengths of outfall from shore? 

Duffin Creek WPCP is the second largest plant on Lake Ontario after Ashbridges Bay 
Treatment Plant (ABTP) which has a capacity of 818 MLD. The ABTP outfall is 0.9 km 
long compared to 1.1 km at Duffin Creek. It should be noted that the Duffin Creek 
WPCP has one of the best quality effluent discharging to the open water of Lake 
Ontario. The outfall lengths of some major Canadian WWTPs on north shore of Lake 
Ontario are listed in the table below.  
 

Municipalit
y 

Plant Average 
Rated 

Capacity 
(MLD) 

Outfall Length 

City of 
Toronto 

Ashbridges 
Bay WTP 

818 900m 

4/5/2013 
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Regions of 
Durham 
and York 

Duffin 
Creek 
WPCP 

630 1100m 

City of 
Hamilton 

Hamilton - 
Woodward 
Avenue 
WTP 

500 Discharges to 
Red Hill Creek 

City of 
Toronto 

Humber 
Bay WTP 

473 600m 

Region of 
Peel 

G.E. Booth 
(Lakeview) 
WWTF 

448 1000m 

Region of 
Peel 

Clarkson 
WWTP 

250 1500m 

City of 
Toronto 

Highland 
Creek 
WWTP 

219 925m 

Region of 
Halton 

Burlington 
Skyway 
WWTP 

140 300m into 
Hamilton Harbour 

City of 
Kingston 

Kingston 
Ravensview 
Water 
Treatment 
Facility 

95 150m  

Region of 
Halton 

Mid-Halton 
WWTP 

75 730m 

Region of 
Durham 

Corbett 
Creek 
WPCP 

72 615m 

Region of 
Durham 

Courtice 
WPCP 

57 1000m 

 

2/27/2013 P2-GP166 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 2: 
 
My observation is going to option #5 directly would be preferred by those at the 
meeting.  

RE: Question 2 
 
Thank you for your comment. Alternative 5 ranked third overall in the alternative evaluation. 
Since it is the only long-term solution for addressing the limitations to the existing outfall, it 
was included in the overall implementation strategy as the long-term solution.  One aspect of 
our evaluation included making use of the existing outfall asset which has 30-40 years of useful 
life remaining; however, your preference will be noted in the EA submission. 

4/5/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP167 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 3: 
 
Go directly to option #5 for the outfall 

RE: Question 3 
 
Thank you for your comment. Alternative 5 ranked third overall in the alternative evaluation. 
Since it is the only long-term solution for addressing the limitations to the existing outfall, it 
was included in the overall implementation strategy as the long-term solution.  Please note 
that your preference will be noted in the EA submission. 

4/5/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP168 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 4: 
 
1. Do it right the first time 
2. It was identified that Duffins Creek is major source of phosphorus – is anything 
being done to fix this? 
3. I am smelling bad odour coming from the treatment plant and have a major 
concern! What will be done about this? 

RE: Question 4 
 
1. Thank you for your comment. In implementing the recommended strategy, the Regions will 
continue to proactively protect the environment. 
2. Major sources of phosphorus to Duffins Creek include lawn, garden, golf course and 
agricultural fertilizers, and eroded soil particles from construction sites, stream banks and 
agricultural fields.  Employing agricultural best management practices, urban stormwater 
management, and shoreline protection strategies will help reduce phosphorus loadings to 
Duffins Creek and other river systems discharges to Lake Ontario. With respect to the Duffin 
Creek WPCP, the Regions have reduced the allowable phosphorus loading to Lake Ontario from 
420 kg/day to 311 kg/day through the Stage 3 Expansion. This means that as the average day 
flow increases at the plant to 630 MLD, the plant is not permitted to discharge more than 311 
kg/day on average.    
3. Over the past two years, the Regions have not received any formal odour complaints with 
respect to the Duffin Creek WPCP. When an odour complaint is received operators at the WPCP 
confirm if the source of odour, and if at the plant adjust operations accordingly.  In addition, 

4/5/2013 
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though not a part of this EA, Durham and York Regions have implemented odour management 
strategies at the WPCP as part of an overall management program. Please report odour 
incidences to the Technical Support Division of Durham Region (1-800-372-1102). This way our 
staff can log these occurrences and determine the causes.  

2/27/2013 P2-GP169 General Public Email to project email 
address 

We wanted to add our voice to objection to the above-noted expansion project. If 
there are alternatives that can be effected to keep our waterfront intact and safer, 
we need to explore those alternatives before giving this project the green light. 
Please count us among those opposed for now. 

As part of this Environmental Assessment, a thorough evaluation of alternatives has been 
performed using technical, natural environment, social/ cultural, and financial evaluation 
criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has been weighted by a Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders including citizen representation 
from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact evaluation of the alternatives has been 
performed by a group of experts in their respective fields.  The results of this evaluation were 
also peer reviewed by an independent panel of experts.  To review the documentation of this 
process please review the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
Through this evaluation, the alternative that scored the highest was to modifying the existing 
outfall and optimize the processes at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  
 
As part of the recent Stage 3 Expansion, additional advanced treatment processes have been 
implemented to remove a high level of nutrients (including phosphorus and ammonia) and 
improve the effluent quality being discharged to Lake Ontario. Today, the Duffin Creek WPCP 
has one of the best quality effluents discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. And unlike 
other plants on Lake Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities.  

4/5/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP170 General Public Email to project email 
address 

She writes that she understands the need for such a facility and tries not to be a 
“NIMBY” type of person. It appears that there are steps that can be taken to 
minimize the environmental impact and wants assurances that all possible steps will 
be taken.  
Ms. Munro further writes that like us, the wildlife are dependent upon clean water 
and there have been scientific reports of animals mutating from water pollution and 
the pollutants vaporizing into the air to cause health problems to all living organisms. 
She writes that they already deal with strong unpleasant odours from the lake on hot 
days.” 

The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) is not to expand the treatment 
facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address 
the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that 
accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that 
protects the environment and human health. 
 
As part of the recent Stage 3 Expansion at the plant, additional nutrient removal (phosphorus 
and ammonia) were provided. Consequently, the Regions committed to reducing the total 
allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This means that as the 
average day flow increases at the plant to 630 million litres per day, the plant is not permitted 
to discharge more than 311 kg/day of total phosphorus on average. The Stage 3 Expansion 
became operational in the fall of 2010, and the plant has been performing well, with total 
phosphorus and ammonia effluent levels below operating objectives.  It should also be noted 
that the upgraded Duffin Creek WPCP includes the nitrification process which is an effective 
practice for reducing emerging contaminants of concern (i.e. pharmaceuticals and personal 
care products) in treated wastewater effluent.  
 
As part of this Environmental Assessment, a thorough evaluation of alternatives has been 
performed using technical, natural environment, social/ cultural, and financial evaluation 
criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has been weighted by a Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders including citizen representation 
from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact evaluation of the alternatives has been 
performed by a group of experts in their respective fields.  The results of this evaluation were 
also peer reviewed by an independent panel of experts.  To review the documentation of this 
process please refer to the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP171 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Ms. Saunders writes that expanding the sewage plant would be travesty and could 
only lead to negative consequences and a terrible waterfront for the community and 
area. Why have the town motto be “Ajax by the lake” if we don’t have a lake front we 
can enjoy. Ms. Saunders further writes that she is strongly opposed to this expansion 
and will be contacting her MPP and other community partners. 

The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) is not to expand the treatment 
facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address 
the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that 
accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that 
protects the environment and human health. 
 
The Regions agree there is occasional algae fouling along the shoreline; though it is important 
to note that algae fouling is very complex and is common to most communities on the Great 
Lakes. Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive 
algal blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed 
by Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the 

4/8/2013 
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MOE set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in 
Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in 
phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has 
been met for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-
Pickering area being well below this value.    Though, despite the very low concentrations of 
phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past 
decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread 
invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket 
many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of 
nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and 
increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of 
particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide 
a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal 
growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the 
Great Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus 
loadings from water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance 
Cladophora growth.  Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP 
installed treatment facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of 
phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 

2/27/2013 P2-GP172 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Ms. Smith writes that she watched a video in YouTube regarding the amount of 
outfall that’s being released into Lake Ontario and she is shocked by the findings. It’s 
already bad enough that 340 MILLION litres is being released daily into Lake Ontario, 
so she can’t understand why anyone would increase the amount, especially when 
80% of it doesn’t come from Durham Region. The growth of algae is a nuisance as it 
is, and with the increase of outfall the algae can only get worse. Releasing this only a 
km away from shore is absurd when we could be releasing it much further. There are 
advanced technologies to “improve” the removal of nutrients before being dispersed 
into the lake. Please take advantage of the advanced technologies. 

The Regions agree there is occasional algae fouling along the shoreline; though it is important 
to note that algae fouling is very complex and is common to most communities on the Great 
Lakes. Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive 
algal blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed 
by Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the 
MOE set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in 
Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in 
phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has 
been met for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-
Pickering area being well below this value.    Though, despite the very low concentrations of 
phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past 
decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread 
invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket 
many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of 
nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and 
increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of 
particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide 
a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal 
growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the 
Great Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus 
loadings from water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance 
Cladophora growth.  Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP 
installed treatment facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of 
phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 
 
There are processes, such as tertiary treatment, that have the capability of further reducing 
phosphorus in the effluent. As part of Phase 2 of this Outfall EA, an evaluation of alternative 
solutions was performed. Tertiary treatment was one of the short-listed alternatives. Tertiary 
treatment did not score the highest in the alternative evaluation and was not selected as the 
preferred alternative. Some key reasons why tertiary treatment was not selected as the 
preferred was because:  
• it has a high carbon footprint mainly due to energy use during operations 
• it requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social environments 
• it will not meet long-term requirements beyond 630 million litres per day 
• it has one of the highest capital and operating costs 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP173 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

1. Are the guidelines used Provincial or Federal? Are the Provincial guidelines 
stricter? 

Both the federal and provincial wastewater guidelines were used in this Outfall EA. The 
provincial guidelines, including the Provincial Water Quality Objectives (PWQO) published in 
1994, are more stringent than the federal Canadian Water Quality Guidelines for some 

2/27/2013 
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parameters, including total phosphorus. The federal Canadian Water Quality Guidelines have 
introduced a guideline for fish toxicity which is not included in the provincial guidelines. The 
Duffin Creek WPCP is compliant with both provincial and federal guidelines. The effluent limits 
were established in the Stage 3 Expansion project to meet all federal guidelines and provincial 
water quality objectives for the protection of the environment and human health. These 
effluent limits are legally binding. 

2/27/2013 P2-GP174 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 2. Does the PWQO meet the Fisheries Act Guidelines? Yes, the PWQO meet the federal Fisheries Act guidelines.  2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP175 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

3. In the original capital budget, there’s $147M available for upgrading the outfall. 
Why isn’t it all being used? 

Durham Region’s budget is set annually and approved by Council. The Region also has forecasts 
for tracking potential future projects and costs. The $147M was a forecast but has not been 
included in the finalized and approved budget. Approved budgets are based on an annual 
assessment of needs and available funding. 

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP176 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

4. There is a study by a scientist that claims that 90% of the nutrients entering Lake 
Ontario is from the outfall and 10% is from Duffins Creek. I am concerned about the 
long term.  
 
There are 40 plants around Lake Ontario and a few have done expansion work in the 
last few years. I’d like to see records of discharge from plants around the lake.  
 
I’d also like to see a toxicology report on the fish in the area. We are concerned 
about pharmaceutical drugs.  

The research paper referenced is likely the peer review report by Dr. Martin Auer released in 
2011. This was a peer review of the 2007 to 2009 water quality monitoring program conducted 
by the TRCA in partnership with other stakeholders including the Regions. Many 
recommendations from the report have been incorporated into the 2011-2012 water quality 
monitoring program including sampling at different lake levels. Regarding the amount of 
nutrients (i.e. total phosphorus) entering the lake revised tributary loadings from more recent 
studies have been significantly higher than thought previously.  Work is being undertaken to 
continue monitoring the actual nutrient loadings from streams and the plant.  The latest water 
quality sampling is now available for review and a link has been included on the project 
website. 
 
The Regions do not keep records of plants operated by other Cities and Regions.  Though, 
please note that the nutrient discharge limits of Duffin Creek WPCP are lower in comparison to 
most large plants discharging to Lake Ontario. 
 
There are no known toxicology studies on fish in the area of the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall. Dr. 
Mark Servos at the University of Waterloo is looking at how pharmaceuticals affect fish and find 
that when fish are trapped in cages and put next to treated wastewater effluent from plants in 
Waterloo over an extended period of time, there are effects to fish gender. This study was 
done in the Grand River which is a smaller are and not exactly comparable to Lake Ontario. The 
outfall area is known to be a transient area (as identified in the Baseline Report) and is used 
when fish move to and from Duffins Creek during seasons such as spawning. 

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP177 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

5. For York Region, what percentage of rainwater enters the wastewater system via 
combined sewers? 

There are no combined sewer systems in York or Durham Region.  Though outside of the scope 
of this EA, the issue of rainwater/groundwater entering sanitary sewers was reviewed as part of 
the Southeast Collector Individual Environmental Assessment (IEA).  Information on this can be 
found at www.sectrunksewer.ca. 

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP178 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

6. The present information does not prove that present discharges do not adversely 
affect the local environment and health of the Town of Ajax. I moved to Stouffville 
when I heard that the “big pipe” was coming. I loved it when I lived in this Town. The 
Mayor has compiled a list of concerns associated with this project.   

The “big pipe” is not part of the Outfall EA; this was a separate individual environmental 
assessment (i.e. Southeast Collector IEA) undertaken previously by the Regions.  With respect 
to Ajax’s concerns, the project team is meeting with the Town of Ajax to better understand and 
alleviate their concerns relative to the Outfall EA. 

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP179 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

7. Two alternatives jumped out as being environmentally superior which are tertiary 
treatment and the extended outfall. However they are ranked third and fifth. When 
the 8 of the 13 Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) members filled out the 
questionnaire, did they know that the superior alternatives would be ranked lower? 
One of the criteria weighted heavily is carbon footprint, which drove down the score 
for tertiary treatment. How subjective and sensitive is the ranking system. It looks 
like money drove this evaluation.  

The evaluation criteria were weighted before the impact assessment was completed. This is 
standard practice according to the Code of Practice for Preparing, Reviewing and Using Class 
Environmental Assessments in Ontario is to ensure traceability and not prejudice the process. 
York and Durham Regions did not take part in the weighting of evaluation criteria and the 
parties that did not participate opted to not complete the questionnaire.  
The impact assessment and the ranking of alternatives is a rigorous process and meets MOE 
guidelines. This assessment has also been peer-reviewed independently and documented in the 
draft Phase 2 report posted on the website.  

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP180 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

8. The Town of Ajax has requested the Regions to conduct an Assimilative Capacity 
and Cumulative Effects Study (ACCES) to determine if the plant is causing Cladophora 
or other sources. Why did the Regions decline to conduct the study and why has no 
response been provided?  

The Regions have looked at the Terms of Reference (TOR) for the study submitted by the Town 
of Ajax.  The response to the TOR is in the Joint Committee report posted to the website.  Note 
that extensive modelling of existing lake conditions has already been completed as part of the 
EA investigations and have been posted on the Outfall EA website. 

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP181 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

9. Are you refusing to do the (ACCES) study because the science to determine the 
cause of Cladophora does not exist? Is there anything that can be done in this EA to 
advance the science and identify the major primary source of phosphorus? 

This Outfall EA identified the major sources of phosphorus and performed modelling to predict 
the movement of phosphorus in the lake. The MIKE3 computational dynamic model was used 
for this purpose. It takes cubes of waters and measures mixing. It is calibrated to the currents 

2/27/2013 
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and temperature measured in the lake and considers lake processes such as upwelling. The 
Project Team simulated un-ionized ammonia (UIA) and total phosphorus (TP) inputs from the 
outfall effluent to generate contours of the mixing zones for TP and UIA for the baseline 
scenario and the different alternatives. The Project Team also looked at other inputs such as 
Duffins Creek, and the Pickering Nuclear Generation Station plume. The model was compared 
to actual measured transect data along the waterfront and 2008 plant effluent data.  
 
However, this model cannot link the availability of phosphorus with Cladophora growth, since 
there are many factors that affect its growth. Cladophora is not only a problem for the Ajax-
Pickering area. It is an issue in every one of the great lakes except Lake Superior. There have 
been numerous studies done in Lake Ontario, Lake Erie and Lake Michigan and the project 
team has reviewed the literature. There is currently no conclusive answer as to what is the 
main source of phosphorus causing Cladophora. Though, it is thought that the invasion of Zebra 
and Quagga mussels have significantly changed conditions in most of the Great Lakes to make 
the environment much more conducive to Cladophora growth. 
 
No study that the Project Team has looked at so far in this EA has drawn a conclusive link to any 
point source and nuisance Cladophora growth.  

2/27/2013 P2-GP182 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

10. Average TP loads are referenced. What are the peak loads and what will be the 
projected peak loads? My understanding is that tertiary treatment facility would be 
bypassed under peak flow conditions.  

The wastewater flows that come to the plant are measured based on average daily flows. This 
is the amount of water generated in each household daily, averaged over 24 hours.   This 
average measurement becomes the plant rating in the Certificate of Approval issued by the 
Ministry of Environment. Plant loadings are different because as wastewater flow increases at 
the plant, loadings decrease because there is less solid matter. During rain events when there is 
more inflow and infiltration, the actual plant loading stays mostly the same since there are no 
inputs of additional solid fecal matter.  
 
For the tertiary treatment alternative, there would not be full bypass under peak flow 
conditions, but rather partial bypass. This is because the tertiary treatment system can employ 
an effluent blending strategy.   

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP183 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 11. Will there be further plant expansions? There is no intention of expanding the plant in this EA.  Future plant expansions beyond 630 

MLD would undergo a separate EA.  2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP184 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

12. How many citizens from Ajax and Pickering are on the Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee?  

There are two citizen representatives, one from the City of Pickering and one from the Town of 
Ajax. There are also planning representatives from the City of Pickering and the Town of Ajax. 
The Town also requested that Dr. Doug Holdway from UOIT be invited to be part of the SAC. 

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP185 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

13. As a citizen of Ajax, some social and cultural evaluation criteria do not concern 
me such as shipping routes since they are far offshore. Human health and safety also 
does not concern me because it is expected.  

A comprehensive list of evaluation criteria was considered. The evaluation criteria were 
weighted by the Stakeholder Advisory Committee. The criteria that were less important to 
stakeholders were given a low weighting. The Impact on Lake Shipping Routes/Transportation 
was the lowest weighted evaluation criteria in the Social/Cultural category. In addition, all 
alternatives were found to not interfere with lake shipping transportation routes as they are 20 
Km offshore. With respect to health and safety, risks increase with some of the alternatives, 
particularly during construction. These risks have been taken into consideration as part of the 
evaluation of alternatives.  

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP186 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

14. Is this project intended to deal with York Region’s sewage? If York Region does 
not need new homes, is Durham Region able to fully maintain the plant? The current 
plant on Lake Simcoe (Keswick) can remove 95% of phosphorus (using tertiary 
treatment), why can’t Durham residents get the same treatment as York Region? 

Based on current projections, the upgraded Duffin Creek WPCP will meet both Regions’ needs 
to 2031. The treatment system at Duffin Creek WPCP, which discharges into Lake Ontario is 
different than that The Keswick WPCP that discharges into Lake Simcoe. The effluent discharge 
coming from Duffin Creek WPCP is meeting high stringent quality objectives appropriate for 
Lake Ontario.  
Lake Simcoe has a different watershed with a different sensitivity to phosphorus. York Region 
with its Upper York Solution project will be taking some of the wastewater from the 
communities growing on the north side of the Oak Ridges Moraine, currently being treated at 
Lake Ontario, for treatment at Lake Simcoe. The Province mandates that wastewater needs to 
be treated to a very high standard prior to discharge to Lake Simcoe under the Lake Simcoe 
Protection Act. The Province has also allowed effluent mixing from municipalities around the 
Golden Horseshoe in Lake Ontario based on the PWQO. Even though the PWQO is dated 1994, 
the Province is continuously conducting research through the Canadian Centre for Inland 
Waters and research bodies within provincial ministries. Lake Ontario has a different 
assimilative capacity than Lake Simcoe. Durham Region also has a WPCP with tertiary 
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treatment at Lake Simcoe (Beaverton). 

2/27/2013 P2-GP187 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

15. Why have the Regions not responded to the Town of Ajax’s recommendation to 
delay the EA until additional water quality studies are complete as well as the TOR for 
the ACCES study?  

The responses are contained in the Joint Committee Report dated February 21, 2013 and 
posted on the project website.   2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP188 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

16. There is an imbalance in the water when you can smell it before you can see it. 
The more you pump, the more problems will happen.  

The Regions acknowledge there is a Cladophora problem along the Ajax-Pickering waterfront; 
however, this is a common problem for most Great Lakes Communities. The Regions also 
understand that water quality is a key concern and have been supporting nearshore sampling 
efforts to better understand the issues around water quality and Cladophora.  

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP189 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

17. The Terms of Reference (TOR) for the ACCES submitted by the Town of Ajax had 
the intent of working together with the Regions. It had an estimated cost of 
$100,000. At the last Joint Committee meeting, there was no discussion of the TOR. 
The Joint Committee Report only contained excerpts of the TOR and did not include 
an attachment of the complete TOR. 

The Regions agreed to post the TOR along with the Joint Committee report on the project 
website.  2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP190 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

18. Section 4.5 of the Phase 2 report mentions five different types of tertiary 
treatment. The representative one chosen for Alternative 3 is ultra (membrane) 
filtration which also has the biggest footprint. The other four options could be more 
appropriate. The outfall options do not remove additional phosphorus 0.15mg/L. I 
would like ask for the capital and operating costs of the other four tertiary options be 
provided Regional Council. 

Membrane filtration was selected at this stage as it is the best alternative with respect to 
performance. The Regions will take the request of providing more information on the other 
four options into consideration.  
Post Script: 
As part of Phase 2 of the Class EA, membrane filtration was selected as the representative 
tertiary treatment option because it is a well-known and applied technology with the highest 
potential to remove total phosphorus.  In keeping with the requirements of Ontario’s 
Environmental Assessment Act, the technology was selected and developed for Phase 2 
alternative solution assessment purposes, with the recognition that if Tertiary Treatment was 
selected as the preferred solution, the alternative design concepts for the different treatment 
methods would be assessed in more detail in Phase 3 of the Class EA process.  It must also be 
noted, that while costs of the different treatment technologies do vary (i.e. the range of capital 
costs between the tertiary treatment options is approximately $100 to $200 M,  selection of a 
tertiary treatment technology other than membrane filtration would not change the overall 
results of the Phase 2 assessment. Alternatives #1 (existing upgraded plant and optimized 
operations) and #2 (modify existing outfall) would still rank higher than tertiary treatment.  
More details on the tertiary treatment options are provided below. 
• Membrane filtration was selected as the representative tertiary treatment option for 
comparison of short-listed Phase 2 alternatives as described above.  Although it is the most 
expensive on the basis of a cost per flow rate (million litres per day  [MLD]) of secondary 
effluent treated, overall its costs could be comparable with the other technologies. The reason 
for this is that the higher total phosphorus removal achievable in the membrane option (0.05 
mg/L) allows you to employ an effluent blending strategy (tertiary bypassing of peak flows) 
while still meeting an average final effluent TP concentration of 0.15 mg/L. The other 
technologies, though less expensive on a per MLD basis, would need to be sized to handle peak 
flows. In addition to this, all technologies would need to include effluent pumping and this also 
helps to make the membrane option more competitive since the permeate pumps inherently 
provide this effluent pumping. Finally, because membranes are the final treatment process, they 
present added benefit of the highest reliability and least risk with respect to meeting an effluent 
objective of 0.15 mg P/L identified for Alternative #3. 
• Travelling Bridge Filters would likely present some capital cost savings as compared to the 
membrane filtration option, however, the higher footprint requirements does not make this a 
good option for the Duffin Creek site. 
• Deep Bed Filters would likely have similar capital costs to the membrane filtration option but 
would require a larger footprint and would give lower treatment performance reliability. 
• Cloth Filtration could present some capital savings with respect to the membrane filtration 
option and may require a somewhat smaller footprint. The reliability of the phosphorus removal 
performance would not be as great as for the membrane filtration option, however. 
• Ballasted Clarification would have lower capital costs than the other options and have a 
smaller footprint. However, this technology is less effective for phosphorus removal and would 
present the highest risk in terms of its ability to meet a 0.15 mg P/L effluent objective identified 
for Alternative #3. In addition, ballasted clarification has a higher operating cost associated 
with polymer requirements in addition to the ferric requirements which would be approximately 
the same for all options. 

2/27/2013 
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2/27/2013 P2-GP191 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

19. I calculated that the plant would be putting an equivalent of 2000 bags of 
fertilizer a day into Lake Ontario at 630 MLD which equates to half a tractor-trailer 
load.  Right now the plant is half the flow so that’s 1000 bags. This has to have an 
effect on the algae. A lethal dose of phosphorus is 50mg/L.  
 
A list of 26 questions from citizen committee PACT-POW was submitted.  

The Regions asked if Mr. Matsumoto could share the calculations. The project team has 
provided the following response:   
 
Post Script: 
Thanks for looking into this statistics. Providing a point of comparison to a tangible product is 
useful. It would be useful to do the same for other sources of phosphorus to the lake including 
tributaries, storm systems, and background concentrations of phosphorus already in the lake. 
 
It’s also important to note that the phosphorus loading (or equivalent bags of fertilizer) from the 
plant is discharged into Lake Ontario which is a large body of water. The measured water 
quality results in the lake demonstrate that the effluent is mixing well with the lake water. The 
measured phosphorus concentration directly above the outfall is below the provincial water 
quality objective. Please note that water quality data is available on the following link which is 
also posted on the Outfall EA website <http://theskua.com/wqapp2/>. The results indicate that 
the effluent mixes well with the lake water. 

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP192 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

20. In summary, we are not sure what the sources of phosphorus are. The plant is 
currently operating at 340 MLD, and the MOE has limited the existing outfall to 520 
MLD. The plant will not reach flows of 520MLD for quite a while so can’t we wait until 
2015? Can a proposal be made to the MOE to put a hold on the EA until 2015 until 
additional studies are completed?  

The Regions were mandated by the MOE when to start the EA as it was a condition of the 
Certificate of Approval for the Stage 3 Expansion.   2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP193 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

21. Have the Regions been mandated when the EA should end? If there is no 
mandate of when the EA should be completed there should be time to do the study 
that the Town of Ajax has suggested. Has a similar cumulative effects study been 
done elsewhere? 

The Regions are aiming to complete this EA by December 2013. The study being proposed by 
the Town of Ajax will not provide a conclusive link between effluent discharged from the Duffin 
Creek WPCP outfall and the growth of nuisance Cladophora. As such, there would be no reason 
to delay the completion date of the Outfall EA. 

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP194 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

22. Are there times when TP concentrations in excess of the PWQO reach the Ajax 
shoreline? Cladophora only needs an instant of phosphorus for it to grow. Does the 
model capture wave action? 

What is shown on the panels is the plume moving east at one time and west at one time. Since 
lake currents move east and west and do not move to the shore, the model will not capture a 
plume moving towards the shore.  Wave action is only anticipated to be approximately 1/10 
the magnitude of lake currents. In addition, since the concentrations of TP are already very low 
at the diffuser and the model is capturing worst-case scenarios, it is highly unlikely that the 
effluent plume can reach the shoreline.  
Gary Bowen of the TRCA added that when phosphorus is released into the lake, phytoplankton 
takes it up. TRCA has conducted water quality sampling along transects before and after the 
Stage 3 upgrades. A sampling report will be completed this fall which will be reviewed as part of 
the Class EA.  

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP195 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

23. We need a study to detect where the phosphorus is. I am not convinced that you 
cannot detect phosphorus at the outfall. How do you know that all of the currents 
are understood? The MOE is setting the standards and the Regions are doing the 
minimum.  

The phosphorus is mixed instantaneously at the diffusers and can sometimes be detected. The 
MIKE 3 model has been calibrated to Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler (ADCP) meters that 
measure actual current movement. Actual current data was used to calibrate the model.  
As part of the Stage 3 Expansion EA, the Regions proposed stricter effluent limits, and carried 
forward with these limits when submitting an application to the MOE for a Certificate of 
Approval. These limits are a Regional commitment enforced by the MOE.  The Regions 
reviewed the effluent limits for many other plants around Lake Ontario, and the nutrient 
discharge limits of Duffin Creek WPCP are lower in comparison to most large plants discharging 
to Lake Ontario. 

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP196 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

24. I have a friend Matthew Wells from the University of Toronto Scarborough who is 
an expert and I would like him to look at your Reports.  

Water quality modelling reports are available for viewing in Appendices A and D of the Phase 2 
Report posted on the project website.  2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP197 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 25. Why is the residual value of the outfall considered? The outfall is an asset with a residual value. An outfall has a life of 75-100 years and the outfall 

is at approximately half of its useful life.  2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP198 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 26. Are these PIF sessions information sessions or will our input change your minds? 

The project team has evaluated all the alternatives using a set of clear evaluation criteria and is 
seeking input from the public which is all being documented, responded to and considered in 
the EA process.   

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP199 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 27. Can optimizing the plant, tertiary treatment and a new outfall be a strategy? 

An alternative evaluation was performed on all the alternatives. Optimizing the plant, tertiary 
treatment, and the new outfall score 2nd, 4th, and 3rd respectively. Modifying the existing 
outfall diffuser scored the highest and is the recommended alternative to implement moving 
forward.  

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP200 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 28. Can people send comments directly to the MOE? The MOE normally waits until the Environmental Study Report is completed and will likely 

direct the comment to the project proponents. A representative from the MOE sits on the SAC 2/27/2013 
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and it was suggested that they could be copied in comments to the Regions where applicable. 

2/27/2013 P2-GP201 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

29. Reducing human impact should be the primary focus and moral responsibility of 
Regions especially for the people who receive the pollution. I have visited the plant 
and there is methane gas going into the atmosphere so it doesn’t make sense to say 
that tertiary treatment has a high carbon footprint. The biosolids from the sewage 
solution pilot project in York Region are also getting trucked down to Duffin Creek 
WPCP. 

The Environmental Assessment Act, which the Regions are following, is aimed at protecting the 
environment, including human health.  The methane gas from the digesters is used by the 
boilers instead of being flared off. The Regions will confirm where the biosolids from the pilot 
project in York Region are being treated.  
 
Post Script - For the existing demonstration pilot plant, the biosolids is not being discharged to 
the York Durham Sewage System, but rather discharged at the Mount Albert WPCP.  

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP202 General Public Ajax PIF #3 Question 
and Answer Period 

30. When we look at the growth chart and the actual demand on the plant 520 MLD 
wouldn’t be reached until 2019 or 2020. What is the rush? Why can’t we wait until 
2015 to complete this EA? Maybe York Region has to slow down its growth until we 
figure out what is happening to the Lake? 

If one of the options is to build a new outfall or extend the existing outfall, then the system 
would need to be designed which is a time consuming activity. For outfall extension alternative 
(Alternative 4) construction would be limited to certain times of the year. If these solutions are 
chosen, they need to be designed and constructed prior to flows reaching 520.  They would 
take two years to design and two to three years to construct. 
The Regions have recently observed lower per capita flows as compared to the current 
projections; however, official projections must be used as design values. Per capita flow rates 
vary and anomalies can occur from year to year. The provincial Places to Grow Act is driving 
growth in York Region.  

2/27/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP203 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 1: 
 
I think it is completely unreasonable that one of the alternatives was to keep the 
existing plant (alt 1), when we KNOW it is not adequate – it’s the REASON for the EA. 
It is taking up one of the 3 top ranked alternatives. 

RE: Question 1 
 
The purpose of this EA is to identify a preferred solution for addressing the future capacity 
limitations of the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP that continues to protect the 
environment and human health. 
 
Alternative 1 – Existing upgraded plant and optimized operations (Stages 1, 2, 3) does not only 
include the activities completed as part of the preferred strategy for the Stage 3 Expansion 
Class EA. It has been refined to include the optimization of Stage 3’s enhanced chemical 
phosphorus removal system, as well as upgrades to Stages 1 and 2. These additional activities 
have not yet been implemented. Alternative 1 met the set of “must-have” criteria for short-
listing the long list of alternative solutions. The three criteria were: 
- Potential to satisfy provincial and regional planning policies 
- Potential to gain regulatory acceptance 
- Able to be implemented prior to flows reaching 520 MLD and is technically feasible. 
These screening criteria were developed by the project team in consultation with the 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  
 
However the Regions recognize that it on its own is not a preferred solution.  Consequently, it 
has been recommended in combination with other alternatives. 
 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP204 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 2: 
 
I would like more information on Alternative 2, as it appears to act like a modified 
bypass. Is this only improving the numbers by averaging the initial dilution? 

RE: Question 2 
 
Please note that there is no bypass at the Duffin Creek WPCP. All flows are fully treated and 
discharged through the outfall at the bottom of the lake 1.1km offshore. The duckbill check 
valve is a variable port opening for improving initial dilution in the near-field mixing zone at 
average day flows. As flow increases through the diffuser, the valve opening gets larger. This 
enables higher velocities to be achieved at average day flows thus providing more favourable 
dilution conditions. 
A technical review this variable port opening technology is provided in Appendix E of the 
interim Phase 2 Report. Further details will be developed in Phase 3 of the Class EA process, 
and documented in the final Environmental Study Report (ESR). 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP205 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 3: 
 
I don’t understand why we don’t simply proceed with alternative 5, which we know 
we have to do anyway, and appears to be the best option environmentally? 

RE: Question 3 
 
The results of the systematic evaluation of alternatives concluded that Alternative 2 – Modify 
Existing Outfall Diffuser – is the preferred (medium-term) solution for meeting the limitations 
of the existing outfall until flows reach at least 630 MLD.  Consequently, the Regions are 
recommending that this alternative be implemented prior to considering constructing a new 
outfall (Alternative 5) as the longer term solution. The results for the natural environment 

4/8/2013 
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assessment are summarized in the Phase 2 Interim report (Section 7) and in Appendix C. 
Alternative 2 will solve the problem of “addressing the limitations of the existing outfall”.  In 
addition, the existing outfall still has over 40 years of useful life and is a valuable asset. An asset 
evaluation of the existing outfall in 2007 (based on underwater visual inspections and review of 
operations) found the existing outfall to be in good physical condition, with no operational 
concerns. The implementation strategy is to proactively plan for a new outfall (alternative 5) 
and implement when the existing modified outfall reaches the end of its useful life.  

2/27/2013 P2-GP206 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 
In response to question 4: 
 
Start the presentation earlier – the questions and answers always run long!! 

RE: Question 4 
 
Thank you for your comment. We will take this request into consideration for future Public 
Information Forums.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP207 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question1: 
 
I believe the criteria for rating to arrive at the short-listed alternative solutions – 
seems that it was geared to save money. I believe what is best for the natural 
environment, including wildlife and human health should take priority over 
everything.  

RE: Question 1 
 
The EA Act broadly defines environment to include the natural, social, economic, cultural and 
built environments. Consequently, an assessment of alternatives must present a list of criteria 
that are linked to each component of the environment.  
 
Financial criteria comprise of 4 of the 27 evaluation criteria used to assess the short-listed 
alternative solutions. The importance weightings for each evaluation criteria and criteria 
category were assigned by the Stakeholder Advisory Committee. These weightings were 
applied in the scoring of the short-listed alternative solutions. The Natural Environment criteria 
category had the highest weighting of 31%. Natural Environment criteria include aquatic and 
terrestrial wildlife, and wildlife habitat impact considerations. The highest weighting in this 
category was “Impact on Nearshore Aquatic Systems and Habitats” at 20%. The Social/Cultural 
Environment criteria category had a weighting of 24% and considers impacts to community 
health and safety. The Financial criteria category had the lowest weighting at 20% which 
indicates that the natural and social/cultural environments are considered more important and 
have greater weight in the evaluation of short-listed alternatives.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP208 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 2: 
 
I believe the combination of alternatives 3 and 5 would produce the best possible 
outcome for the natural environment.  

RE: Question 2 
 
Thank you for your comment. The results for the natural environment assessment are 
summarized in the Phase 2 Interim report (Section 7) and in Appendix C. In terms of natural 
environment scores, Alternative 1 – Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations (Stages 
1, 2, and 3) and Alternative 2 – Modify Existing Outfall Diffuser, tied with the highest score. 
These high scores are attributed to their low impacts to: the terrestrial environment; nearshore 
environmental (no change in mixing zone from baseline conditions), and no impacts during 
construction since there is no construction. Alternatives 3 – Provide Tertiary Treatment at the 
Duffin Creek WPCP and Alternative 5 – New Outfall scored slightly lower than Alternatives 1 & 
2.  Alternative 3 and 5 have short-term construction related impacts, higher carbon footprint 
and energy requirements, and higher costs.  Alternative 5, however, has the advantage that it is 
the only alternative that will meet long term requirements beyond 630 MLD.  Consequently, it 
was included in the overall implementation strategy as the long-term solution.  However, your 
preferences will be noted in the EA submission. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP209 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet 

In response to question 3:You have not defined what “short”, “medium” or “long-
term” is. You do not provide any “guarantee” that the long term would come to 
fruition. It seems to me that it would be a more practical solution to move directly to 
the long term plan.  

RE: Question 3:The short, medium and long term solutions are based on average wastewater 
flow rates.  As a condition of the approval of the Stage 3 Expansion, the MOE has limited the 
existing outfall capacity to 520 MLD.  Consequently, 520 MLD is defined as being the short-
term. The Duffin Creek WPCP has a rated treatment capacity of 630MLD and is defined as the 
medium-term. Beyond 630MLD is defined as the long-term. The timing depends on the 
population forecasts and the wastewater generation waste per person. Based on the regional 
planning projections, a flow of 520 MLD is projected to occur at the earliest in 2019. A flow of 
630 MLD is projected to occur at the earliest in 2031.Alternative 5 (the New Outfall) is the only 
solution for addressing the limitations to the existing outfall beyond 630 MLD.  Consequently, 
the Regions must consider this solution when capacities approach 630 MLD, and proceed to 
implementation when flows dictate.   

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP210 General Public PIF #3 Comment Sheet In response to question 4: 
 

RE: Question 4 
 4/8/2013 
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I support Ajax & Pickering’s wish to further study water issues – but moreover – 
water is the essence of life. We should be doing everything possible to treat it with 
the care and respect it deserves.  

Thank you for the comment. The Regions have invested approximately $625M into Stage 3 
expansion works, and are currently investing approximately $260M more for rehabilitation and 
upgrades to the existing Stage 1 and 2 works at the Duffin Creek WPCP. With this investment, 
the WPCP discharges one of the highest quality effluents to the open waters of Lake Ontario.  

2/27/2013 P2-GP211 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

1. What are the short, mid and long term benefits to the citizens in Ajax and Pickering 
of having the sewage treatment plant located and discharging into the local 
environment and Lake Ontario in Ajax and Pickering? 

The wastewater generated by the residents of the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax is treated 
at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  Typically treatment at the Duffin Creek WPCP with the Stage 3 
upgrades is higher than at most plants discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario.  In 
addition, once the centralized YDSS system including the Duffin Creek WPCP was built, severely 
degraded watercourses such as Duffins Creek and the Rouge River had significantly improved 
water quality.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP212 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

2. The environmental study should not be complete until the Ministry of the 
Environment has the results of their current study. Why wouldn’t you wait 6 months 
for the results? Even better, as there are 2 differing opinions on the major source of 
phosphorus, why don’t the parties agree on a non conflicted scientist/expert to find 
the truth about phosphorus sources in the Pickering Ajax area? 

The EA team have been advised that the current study being undertaken by Dr Todd Howell of 
the MOE will not be completed before the end of 2014 and probably sometime in 2015, some 
18 months or more (from end of February, 2012).   Additionally, this study has not been 
designed to specifically investigate impacts from the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall on the growth 
of nuisance Cladophora. 
 
As part of the Outfall EA investigations, the project team has looked at numerous water quality 
and Cladophora studies investigating both Lake Ontario and other Great Lakes. 
 
In addition, the Regions have been proactive in monitoring the actual water quality in Lake 
Ontario from 2007 to 2012 to better understand nearshore water quality. This sampling 
program was revised in 2011 based on peer review comments from Dr. Martin Auer. The 
2011/2012 data is available at the following link (http://theskua.com/wqapp2/). The measured 
water quality data demonstrates that the phosphorus levels are well below the Provincial 
Water Quality Objective of 0.02 mg/L for phosphorus right above the existing outfall diffuser.   

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP213 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

3. What are the respective percentages of operating costs for the Region of Durham 
and the Region of York for the expanded sewage treatment plant over the next 20 
years, 40 years and up to 75 years? What are the respective percentages of capital 
costs for the Regions of Durham and York for the expanded sewage treatment plant 
over the next 20, 40, 75 years? Is that percentage also for the assumed new outflow 
pipe? 

Regarding cost sharing, an agreement exists between the Regions to share infrastructure 
capital and operating costs. The expansion of infrastructure is funded through a combination of 
development charges and user rates. Upgrades or replacement projects for existing capacity is 
funded by user rates. York and Durham Regions share capital costs based on capacity 
requirements and utilization of infrastructure by each Region. Operating costs are shared based 
on utilization, for example wastewater treatment is based on flows which are approximately 
80% York and 20% Durham. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP214 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

4. Has Pickering received any benefits from being a host municipality for the pipeline 
and sewage plant? 

The wastewater generated by the residents of the City of Pickering is treated at the Duffin 
Creek WPCP.  Typically treatment at the Duffin Creek WPCP with the Stage 3 upgrades is higher 
than at most plants on Lake Ontario.  In addition, once the centralized YDSS system including 
the Duffin Creek WPCP was built, severely degraded watercourses such as Duffins Creek and 
the Rouge River had significantly improved water quality.  
 
Also, the City of Pickering receives property taxes for the WPCP site.   

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP215 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

5. What is the life time expenditure of operating all equipment that is installed in the 
new sewage treatment plant? 

There are five alternatives that were evaluated in Phase 2 of this Outfall EA. Twenty-year 
operating costs were developed for each alternative which include outfall inspections, 
additional staff costs, chemical costs, and energy costs as follows: 
• Alternative 1. Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations (Stages 1, 2, and 3) - $20M 
• Alternative 2. Modify Existing Outfall Diffuser (includes Alt1) - $20M 
• Alternative 3. Provide Tertiary Treatment at the Duffin Creek WPCP (includes Alt1) - $50M 
• Alternative 4.Extend Existing Outfall (includes Alt1) - $20M 
• Alternative 5. New Outfall (includes Alt1) - $20M 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP216 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

6. Has the very best available technology been installed in the expanded sewage 
treatment plant in Stages 1, 2, and 3? If yes, how does it rate for the best technology 
in Canada? How come it’s not in the top 10 in Canada? 

The Duffin Creek WPCP provides one of the highest levels of treatment of all wastewater plants 
discharging into the open waters of Lake Ontario, with the following key features:  
 
• Nitrification/Denitrification - This process was designed to biologically breakdown and 
remove ammonia (the nutrient nitrogen) from the wastewater.  Other benefits of this process 
are that it also breaks down and assists in the removal of phosphorus and pharmaceutical 
compounds.  The equipment installed at the Duffin Creek WPCP allows for this process to be 
monitored and operated optimally for energy conservation. 
• Energy Recovery.  The processes employed at the Duffin Creek WPCP for the treatment and 
disposal biosolids are based upon the most efficient energy recovery methods available.  Up to 

4/8/2013 
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2.6 MW of energy is generated and recovered for use within the facility. 
• Enhanced Phosphorus Removal.   
• Odour Control.   A Study performed for the Duffin Creek WPCP indicates that the best 
available technology to treat and remove odours is used and installed.  This study has been 
reviewed and endorsed by the MOE and staff from the Town of Ajax and the City of Pickering. 
In addition, the plant treats all wastewater entering the facility and does not by-pass flows as 
most plants do. To handle large variations in flows, particularly through the liquid treatment 
processes, requires the equipment to be designed, built and operated with a lot of inherent 
variability. 

2/27/2013 P2-GP217 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

7. You are building this plant to operate until 2050 with current practices based on 
MOE’s regulations from 1990, is that correct? How do these regulations take into 
consideration population growth and the impact of climate change? 

The Duffin Creek WPCP has an approved rated capacity of 630 million litres per day (MLD) for 
average day flow. The current projections from the Regions’ Master Plans indicate that an 
average day flow of 630 MLD will be reached by 2031.  
 
The regulations are used to develop effluent compliance limits for wastewater treatment 
plants. The effluent compliance limits for total phosphorus have taken into consideration 
population growth. The Regions have established a fixed allowable phosphorus loading of 311 
kg/day that will not change over time as population increases. Therefore, at an average day 
flow of 520 MLD, the plant must achieve an effluent total phosphorus concentration of 
0.6mg/L; at an average day flow of 630MLD, the plant must achieve a lower effluent 
concentration of 0.5mg/L to maintain the same loading.   Treatment processes are in place to 
achieve these concentrations.  
 
‘Risks or susceptibility to changing long-term conditions, including climate change’ was 
considered as a criterion when assessing alternative solutions. However, there are no 
regulations that directly address issues related to climate change. Climate change may impact 
the severity of wet weather events, and Lake levels. The Regions have been proactive in 
developing inflow and infiltration programs to reduce the amount of stormwater and 
groundwater that enters the York Durham Sewage System.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP218 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

8. Do you have the capability of eliminating phosphorus now? (If yes, why don’t you 
use it rather than choosing an alternative outfall pipe solution?) 

There are processes, such as tertiary treatment, that have the capability of further reducing 
phosphorus in the effluent. As part of Phase 2 of this Outfall EA, an evaluation of alternative 
solutions was performed. Tertiary treatment was one of the short-listed alternatives. Tertiary 
treatment did not score the highest in the alternative evaluation and was not selected as the 
preferred alternative. Some key reasons why tertiary treatment was not selected as the 
preferred was because:  
• it has a high carbon footprint mainly due to energy use during operations 
• it requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social environments 
• it will not meet long-term requirements beyond 630 MLD 
• it has one of the highest capital and operating costs 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP219 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

9. How do the consultants, York and Durham Regions, propose to eliminate all odours 
emitted along the big pipe and at the sewage plant? What are the most advanced 
technologies to control odours along the pipe way and the plant? 

It is not the effluent that is causing odours on the lakefront.  The effluent discharged from the 
Duffin Creek WPCP is highly treated and meets or betters all regulatory requirements.  
However, though not a part of this EA, Durham and York Regions have also implemented odour 
management strategies at the WPCP and in the YDSS as part of an overall management 
program.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP220 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

10. Why are the Durham Officials allowing York to dictate the solutions to an 
environmental and water quality problem that affects the people of Ajax, Pickering 
and Durham so directly? 

The Regions of York and Durham are jointly undertaking this Outfall EA process which is 
regulated under the Environmental Assessment Act.  The process to generate and evaluate 
alternatives has been closely followed by the Regions.   The Regions continue to work together 
to develop and implement solutions that protect the environment and human health of their 
citizens for all shared projects. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP221 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

11. What studies, Provincial, Federal, or Regional are in progress regarding Ajax, 
Pickering waterfront problems? 
 
There are currently studies being conducted on Lake Ontario, which are focused on 
understanding what are the contributing factors to poor water quality. Why would 
two regions choose to ignore this data by choosing to not delay the EA until this data 
is reported on by the scientific community? With the demand for the additional 
sewage treatment not needed until between 2020 and 2028, (OR into the late 2030’s 

The project website (www.durham.ca/outfallea) has a link for ‘related programs and projects’ 
which lists studies related to the Outfall EA. As part of the Outfall EA investigations, the project 
team has looked at numerous water quality and Cladophora studies investigating both Lake 
Ontario and other Great Lakes. Stakeholders are encouraged to share any additional related 
studies, with the Project Team, so they may be reviewed as part of the Outfall EA.   In addition, 
we assume you are referencing Dr Todd Howell’s current study of Cladophora in various study 
areas on the north shore of Lake Ontario.  During SAC Meeting #3, Dr Todd Howell, the MOE 
researcher engaged in this study, advised that the current study being undertaken will not be 

4/8/2013 
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looking at current trends) why would the Regions want to spend taxpayer dollars, 10 
or 20 years before the infrastructure is needed? 

completed before the end of 2014 and probably sometime in 2015, some 18 months or more 
(from end of February, 2012).   Additionally, this study has not been designed to specifically 
investigate impacts from the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall on the growth of nuisance Cladophora.  
 
Based on research and studies to date, the Regions do not believe there is a compelling reason 
to delay the completion of the Class EA.   

2/27/2013 P2-GP222 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

12. If the Regions wait until resolution of the debate on sources of phosphorus is 
settled, they may save $2 million on a solution of dilution vs spending what is needed 
to REMOVE phosphorus to the point that “DUCK BILL” diffusers are not even needed. 
WHY WOULD THE REGIONS NOT WAIT? 

The “Duckbill” check valves alternative provides an immediate upgrade to the local water 
quality by improving the initial mixing capability of the existing outfall by approximately 15%.   
It is understood that a resolution to the debate on sources of phosphorus may not be available 
for many years.  It is felt that an immediate improvement to the diffuser system is beneficial to 
the lake and water quality. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP223 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

13. With the Plant discharging a maximum of 113,500 kg of phosphorus EACH YEAR 
into Lake Ontario, do you know how much phosphorus (in kgs) is released annually 
by the Duffins and Carruthers Creeks? I do not mean just during storm events, 
although that data needs to be included in the annual total! 

Tributary loading estimates from 2008 have been published in an article in the Journal of the 
Great Lakes, authored by Dr. J. Markewicz and G. Bowen, TRCA.  They have concluded that the 
total phosphorus entering Lake Ontario annually for Duffins and Carruthers Creeks is 14.8 and 
1.1 mT/year respectively. Further, additional work by TRCA is suggesting that loading from 
tributaries may be higher than noted in this article and their work is on-going.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP224 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

14. What are the impacts of phosphorus, chemicals and personal care products on 
fish and aquatic life? 

Phosphorus 
In aquatic environments phosphorus occurs in three forms – as inorganic, particulate organic or 
dissolved (soluble) organic phosphorus.  The type of phosphorus directly used by aquatic plants 
is inorganic (or soluble reactive) phosphorus, typically in the form of orthophosphate. 
Phosphorus is then passed on through the food chain to other aquatic biota as organic 
phosphate; this is the form most common in freshwater systems.  The most common 
measurement of phosphorus in freshwater used to track water quality is Total Phosphorus (TP).  
Total Phosphorus in itself is not toxic to aquatic life, however excess concentrations can lead to 
undesirable changes in aquatic ecosystems (e.g. reduced biodiversity, reduced oxygen 
conditions).The fraction of total phosphorus that is biologically available to aquatic life is 
dependent upon a number of factors, including several that control its exchange across the 
sediment-water interface; such as, oxygen concentration, mineral solubility, metabolic 
activities of bacteria, fungi and other biota, and water turbulence. Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives (PWQOs) are numerical and narrative criteria that have been developed by the 
Ministry of the Environment to serve as indicators for the protection of aquatic life and 
recreational uses; Recreational PWQOs are based on public health and aesthetic 
considerations.   The Duffin Creek WPCP effluent meets the PWQOs developed for TP in Lake 
Ontario. 
 
Pharmaceuticals and Personal Care Products 
There are no known toxicology studies on fish in the area of the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall. Dr. 
Mark Servos at the University of Waterloo is looking at how pharmaceuticals affect fish and find 
that when fish are trapped in cages and put next to treated wastewater effluent from plants in 
Waterloo over an extended period of time, there are effects to fish gender. This study was 
done in the Grand River which is a smaller are and not exactly comparable to Lake Ontario. The 
outfall area is known to be a transient area used by fish as they move to and from Duffins Creek 
during seasons such as spawning.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP225 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

15. Can the Regions guarantee that treated effluent released from the Outfall-
Diffuser IS NOT introducing any new or different chemicals into the lake on any day 
(e.g. pharmaceuticals and radiological substances excreted by cancer patients)? 

Both Regions have in place a “Sewer Use” By-Law that prohibits the disposal of harmful 
products in to the sewer system.  Enforcement officers continually monitor discharges and have 
the authority to investigate and bring charges against any breach of the by-law.  This ensures 
that willful or illegal dumping or discharge into the sewer system is prevented or minimized. 
Public education programs are advising residents not to dispose of unused or unwanted 
pharmaceutical products into the sewer system, but rather dispose of them as a hazardous 
waste. 
 
The nitrification treatment process at the Duffin Creek WPCP is a best practice for reducing 
emerging contaminants of concern such as pharmaceuticals and personal care products.  The 
high solids retention time with the nitrification process is effective at removing these 
contaminants, because the same process that converts ammonia to nitrates destroys aromatic 
rings found in these emerging contaminants of concern.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP226 General Public Question Sheet 16. There is a huge volume of treated waste being dumped In the lake from an The Regional Laboratory is located at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This laboratory is accredited by 4/8/2013 
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Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

enormous range of wastewater generators ie; businesses, homes, industries, 
primarily located in York Region. Although Region staff said the treated wastewater is 
“cleaner than the existing lake water”, It’s my understanding that clear-looking 
effluent in a jar can still carry high loads of “invisible” substances, like the soluble 
reactive phosphorus that causes algae to grow, plus chemicals. Do the Regions have a 
laboratory on-site that measures ALL substances and chemicals contained in the 
wastewater entering the Plant and exiting the Plant via the Outfall-Diffuser to mix in 
the Lake? 

CALA (Canadian Association of Laboratory Accreditation) and is licensed by the MOE.  The 
accreditation ensures all the testing and reporting meets certain quality standards for the 
measurement and reporting of wastewater and drinking water quality to the MOE. 
 
All Regions measure and report on regulated substances as per the Environmental Compliance 
Approval. The Regions also frequently measure non-regulated substance such as soluble 
reactive phosphorus.  

2/27/2013 P2-GP227 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

17. Can the Regions guarantee that discharged effluent does not enter the intake 
pipe for the Ajax Water Supply Plant? 

Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the Ministry of the Environment and this is confirmed through rigorous water quality 
sampling.  The Regions encourage interested parties to review the Annual Water Quality 
Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.   

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP228 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

18. Can Durham Region guarantee that the Ajax Water Supply Plant is equipped with 
the treatment technology needed to removal ALL substances and contaminants 
carried by discharged effluent before the treated water is distributed by Durham 
Region to homes and businesses in Ajax and Pickering? 

It is incumbent upon every drinking water distributor (Region or Municipality) to supply a clean 
and healthy source of drinking water to their residents.  Drinking water purification and 
distribution are very tightly regulated and monitored procedures.   The Regions encourage 
interested parties to review the Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the Durham Region 
website, www.durham.ca.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP229 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

19. How do they explain the algae problems along the lakeshore if it is not the 
wastewater? 

Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal 
blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by 
Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the MOE 
set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 0.020 mg/L for total phosphorus (TP) in 
Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in 
phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has 
been met for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-
Pickering area being well below this value.    Despite the very low concentrations of 
phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past 
decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread 
invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket 
many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of 
nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and 
increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of 
particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide 
a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal 
growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the 
Great Lakes. 
Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from 
water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  
Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed treatment 
facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to 
Lake Ontario as already discussed above. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP230 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

20. York and Durham are assuming there is an endless ability to build bigger plants 
that support continuous growth in population. What and where is the alternative 
solution to dilution. 

The growth plans for both York and Durham Regions have been developed to aligned with the 
Places to Grow Act. Places to Grow is the Ontario government's legal framework to “plan for 
growth and development in a way that supports economic prosperity, protects the 
environment and helps communities achieve a high quality of life across the province”.  Places 
to Grow is a legal framework for guiding Regional growth plans, government investments, and 
policies. The Places to Grow Act states clearly that, “The council of a municipality or a municipal 
planning authority that has jurisdiction in an area to which a growth plan applies shall amend 
its official plan to conform with the growth plan.”  
 
Please know that the Regions strictly adhere to the philosophy, “dilution is not the solution to 
pollution.”  The Regions have upgraded the Duffin Creek WPCP to be one of the best plants 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario.  Furthermore, the Duffin Creek WPCP does not 
have a bypass that can be used in times of high flow.  All of the sewage that arrives at the 
Duffin Creek WPCP is treated and discharged as highly treated effluent. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP231 General Public Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 

21. Based on the Plant tour, I heard the following from the tour guides: The Plant is 
one of the most up to date in the world, yet it was also stated that some 

The Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the most up-to-date facilities discharging into the open waters 
of Lake Ontario.  Wastewater treatment plants discharging to smaller lakes and rivers typically 4/8/2013 



Comment/Response Log - Phase 2 - General Public 

43 
 

Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
#3 international plants recover all the water and none is released into lakes or rivers for 

mixing. What is your response to this? 
have higher levels of nutrient removal since they have more strict regulations. Since the 
Regions of Durham and York both receive their drinking water supply from Lake Ontario, the 
effluent has to be discharged back to Lake Ontario.  

2/27/2013 P2-GP232 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

22. The town of Ajax and City of Pickering should be provided ample funding for 
independent testing of discharged effluent form this Plant, using accredited test labs 
and legal representation, as required. How can this mechanism be put in place as 
part of this Outfall EA? 

The Regional Laboratory at the Duffin Creek WPCP is fully accredited and licensed by the MOE.  
It is operated as a fully independent operation and the laboratory also services other 
municipalities and private customers. 
All testing carried out is available publicly and can be reviewed by any requesting party.  
However, it is only the Regions who are legally responsible for ensuring compliance with legal 
effluent limits. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP233 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

23. All lab testing results regarding the Plant’s emissions (airborne and waterborne) 
must be posted immediately on the Region of York and Region of Durham websites, 
including the actual raw data, full reports as well as Executive Summaries, for public 
review and comments. How can this be put in place as part of this Outfall EA? 

The Regions follow the regulations and requirement for reporting the results of all laboratory 
testing as per the operating Environmental Certificate of Approval issued by the MOE.  All of 
this information is provided to the MOE and much of this information is available upon request 
by the public. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP234 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

24.   Given the results of MOE’s Dr. Paul Helm’s 2011 study of pharmaceuticals and 
personal care product chemicals found in water along the Ajax-Pickering shoreline 
near the existing Outfall-Diffuser, how are the Regions ensuring through the 
preferred alternative selected during this Outfall EA that ALL chemicals and 
endocrine disrupting compounds (EDC) in wastewater are removed within the Plant, 
preventing their release from the Outfall-Diffuser into Lake Ontario? 
 
(MOE’s Dr. Helm conducted water quality research during the 2008 binational study 
of Lake Ontario [at the same time as MOE’s Dr. Todd Howell]. Dr. Helm’s study 
identified a range of substances designed for human use and/or consumption 
(musks, triclosan anit-bacterial, gemfibrozil, caffeine, carbamazepine and ibuprofren 
in Lake water in the vicinity of the existing Outfall-Diffuser.) 
 
An excerpt from the June 18, 2012 Ajax Staff Report pages 14-15 Section “Evaluate 
Effluent’s Impacts on Aquatic Environment and Fish” was cited. 

The nitrification treatment process installed as part of the latest upgrades to the plant is an 
effective process for reducing emerging contaminants of concern such as pharmaceuticals and 
personal care products.  The high solids retention time with the nitrification process is effective 
at removing these contaminants, because the same process that converts ammonia to nitrates 
destroys aromatic rings found in these emerging contaminants of concern.  
 
It should be noted that 2008 data was used for Dr. Paul Helm’s 2011 study. The Stage 3 
Expansion was commissioned in 2010 with a new nitrification treatment process. 
 
Also, a World Health Organization 2011 report state that “the current levels of exposure to 
pharmaceuticals in drinking-water suggest that the development of formal guideline values for 
pharmaceuticals in the WHO Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality is unwarranted” and “trace 
quantities of pharmaceuticals in drinking-water are very unlikely to pose risks to human 
health”.   

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP235 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

25. What are the cumulative effects of releasing up to and more than 630 million 
litres per day of effluent into Lake Ontario just 1 km offshore (at the existing Plant 
Outfall-Diffuser)? How are the Regions going to safeguard present and future 
generations of Ajax and Pickering residents from adverse impacts of chemicals in 
discharged effluent? 

The Regions will continue to provide their residents with drinking water and wastewater 
treatment that meets and exceeds all provincial and federal regulations.  The impact of flows 
from the Duffin Creek WPCP at 630ML/d is documented in the draft Phase 2 interim Report and 
appendices. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP236 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

26. If money were not an issue, wouldn’t you agree that THE BEST POSSIBLE 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE would be to install and operate tertiary treatment in the 
expanded Plant AND direct all effluent offshore through a new Outfall-Diffuser 
extending at least 3 km from the shoreline within the next few years? 

In the alternative evaluation there were four evaluation criteria categories including: technical; 
natural environment; social/cultural; and financial. With the financial category removed the 
upgraded plant and optimized operations and modifying the existing outfall alternatives would 
still score higher than tertiary treatment and a new outfall. The key reason is that with the new 
advanced treatment processes at the plant, there is no change in interference with beneficial 
uses from the baseline of 520 million litres per day (MLD) to the rated capacity of 630MLD. As 
well, the modifying the existing outfall has a low carbon footprint and does not require 
construction.  
  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-GP237 General Public 
Question Sheet 
Presented at Ajax PIF 
#3 

27. It is PACT-POW’s recommendation, that all chemicals, nutrients, pharmaceuticals 
be removed prior to discharging into the lake. 

Current regulations set by the Ministry of the Environment have been established to protect 
aquatic systems and recreational uses (including human health).  Wastewater treatment 
facilities are designed to meet or better these requirements.  Treatment of discharges from 
non-point sources (e.g. runoff from urban and agricultural lands), is more difficult, and as such 
non-point source discharges are controlled through best management practices and source 
protection programs.  Removal of all chemicals, nutrients, pharmaceuticals into the lake is 
therefore not a realistic objective based on current regulations, technical considerations and 
financial constraints.  
 
Also, removing all nutrients from the lake may not be advantageous. In the offshore, there is a 
target nutrient (total phosphorus) concentration of 10 μg/L for supporting fisheries. The 
current concentration of phosphorus in the offshore is approximately 7μg/L. This is a concern 
for the Ministry of Natural Resources because the Lake needs nutrients to grow phytoplankton 
that is consumed by little fish. These little fish are the food source for other predatory fish. A 
certain amount of phosphorus is needed in the lake for it to be healthy. Low phosphorus levels 

4/8/2013 
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Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
could harm the ecology of the lake. 

2/28/2013 P2-GP238 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I understand that you have estimated to have extra 400,000 or even more residents 
coming in the future and for sure you need venue to discard their sewage water.  But 
not at the cost of a beautiful lake. Please find other alternate options, use science 
and technology to address the concern problem but please do not pollute our water.  

The Duffin Creek WPCP will continue to service the population increase in both York and 
Durham Regions to at least growth up to 2031. This was  the reason for a recent expansion at 
the plant which was commissioned in 2010 which increased the capacity of the Duffin Creek 
WPCP from 420 million litres per day (MLD) to its current rated capacity of 630 MLD. As part of 
the expansion, the Regions committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus 
from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. The expansion project also introduced a treatment process 
called nitrification to remove ammonia. The Stage 3 Expansion became operational in the fall of 
2010, and the plant has been performing well, with total phosphorus and ammonia effluent 
levels below operating objectives.  
 
The Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the best quality effluent discharging to the open waters of 
Lake Ontario.  In addition, unlike most other plants on Lake Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of 
flows with no bypass capabilities. The Regions have been proactive in supporting efforts to 
monitor water quality in the nearshore around the existing outfall. The water quality results 
have been positive. Please visit the following web link to view the results 
<http://theskua.com/wqapp2/> 

4/8/2013 

3/2/2013 P2-GP239 General Public Email to Barry Laverick 

We met briefly during the Duffin Creek Plant meeting at the East Shore Community 
Center last week and you mentioned that the region may be hiring summer students. 
I am currently studying environmental protection and water treatment at Centennial. 
May I send you my resume? Can you please tell me what other skills you are looking 
for? 

As we discussed, Durham Region does hire summer students.  In addition, we do look for 
people with knowledge in environmental protection and water treatment as our Works 
Department provides essential municipal services to residents and businesses within Durham, 
including the supply of drinking water and the collection and treatment of sewage.  
Unfortunately, the application deadline for the upcoming summer past last week.  However, we 
will still accept your resume and if a position becomes available you still may be considered 
depending on your qualifications and the qualifications of those who submitted applications 
prior to the deadline.  So, please send me your resume and cc Jason Balas (also cc'ed on this 
email.)  I also encourage you to visit our website, www.durham.ca as we are continually posting 
vacancies.  Thanks so much and good luck! 

3/4/2013 

3/3/2013 P2-GP240 General Public Email to project email 
address 

We have not been able to find any information on the cost sharing agreement 
between York and Durham for the YDSS, and would appreciate feed back in this area, 
specifically costs for the following projects: 
1. the “Big Pipe” 
2. the original treatment plant 
3. the expansion 
4. ongoing maintenance and improvements (e.g. incinerator work) and 
5. the outfall upgrade 
Apparently 80% of the YDSS capacity is attributed to York and the implication is that 
York would provide a proportionate  share of the financial burden for the treatment 
plant and outfall and 100% for the “Big Pipe” 
  
We support fully the submission by the town of Ajax, to the Provincial Government, 
dated 23 October 2006 and would like to know  what response was provided by the 
Province and/or the Study Team.  From personal observation, the prevalence of algae 
is particularly significant east of YDSS (i.e. Ajax) and unremarkable in most other 
areas, between the Rouge River and Oshawa. (My wife and I have walked this part of 
the lakeshore on a routine basis over the past 20 years.)  In addition, we would be 
interested in information from other jurisdictions on the subject of potassium 
contamination.  The frequency of significant algae runs at PNGS is also of interest. 

Regarding cost sharing, an agreement exists between the Regions to share infrastructure 
capital and operating costs. The expansion of infrastructure is funded through a combination of 
development charges and user rates. York and Durham Regions share capital costs based on 
capacity requirements and utilization of infrastructure by each Region. Please note that the ‘big 
pipe’ or South East Collector was 100% funded by York Region. Operating costs are shared 
based on utilization, for example wastewater treatment is based on flows which are 
approximately 80% York and 20% Durham. The original treatment plant (Stages 1 and 2) were 
constructed by the Ministry of Environment. The ownership of the YDSS was transferred to 
Regions in 1997. 
 
Regarding potassium contamination from other jurisdictions, the Regions do not have 
information on other jurisdictions. We are not aware of any potassium contamination issues.  If 
you have further documentation on this issue we would gladly review this in context of this EA.   
 
Regarding algae at the PNGS, subsequent to the findings of a University of Waterloo study into 
the cause of algae in the Ajax-Pickering nearshore, the Regions have not received any 
correspondence from Ontario Power Generation (OPG) about clogging of the intake at the 
Pickering Nuclear Generating Station. 
 
For a full history of the Southeast Collector (“Big Pipe) project please visit the project website 
at, www.sectrunksewer.ca. 
 
The Regions have not responded to correspondence sent to the Provincial government.  We 
suggest that you contact the Town of Ajax for information relating to their requests to the 
MOE. 

4/5/2013 

3/5/2013 P2-GP241 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I am writing to express my grave concern with the planned expansion of the subject 
sewer treatment plant; without the appropriate study, consultation; and without the 
implementation of technological changes to safeguard the Ajax environment and the 
waterfront. 
  

The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) is not to expand the treatment 
facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address 
the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that 
accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that 
protects the environment and human health.  As part of this Environmental Assessment, a 

4/5/2013 
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The Ajax waterfront is a jewel in the GTA shoreline. Significant investment over 3-4 
decades has gone it developing the Ajax waterfront; and into making it the people 
friendly place that it is, not only for the residents of Ajax; but for Durham and 
surrounding area residents.   I have met visitors to the waterfront from Toronto 
(Scarborough) -- so this waterfront is well know in this area. 
  
Allowing the investment in the waterfront to be compromised and potentially 
destroyed would be shameful and irresponsible. 
  
I urge you all to take a exhaustive evaluation of the current plans for the expansion; 
and to implement the appropriate action(s) to ensure this 
'JEWEL' is not destroyed. 

thorough evaluation of alternatives has been performed using technical, natural environment, 
social/ cultural, and financial evaluation criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has 
been weighted by a Stakeholder Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders 
including citizen representation from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact 
evaluation of the alternatives has been performed by a group of experts in their respective 
fields.  The results of this evaluation were also peer reviewed by an independent panel of 
experts.  To review the documentation of this process please review the draft Phase 2 Interim 
Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
We agree that the Ajax waterfront is an important feature of the Town of Ajax, and that 
significant investment has been made to develop the waterfront. Please note that significant 
investment has also been made to upgrade and expanded the WPCP. The Regions have 
invested approximately $625M to in Stage 3 expansion works, and are currently investing 
approximately $260M more for rehabilitation and upgrades to the existing Stage 1 and 2 works 
at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  Both Durham and York Regions are also committed to protecting 
the environment in and around the Duffin Creek WPCP.  In fact, as part of previous works 
undertaken at the plant, both Durham and York Regions worked with the Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority on a Greening/Biodiversity Plan that provided an enhancement of the 
natural lands adjacent to the WPCP and protection of the provincially significant Duffins Marsh 
area.  The Regions also established raptor poles for local bird populations on the WPCP site and 
were actively involved in relocating a cultural heritage building (stone farmhouse) from the 
WPCP site to land adjacent to the Waterfront Trail in the City of Pickering.  Improvements to 
the stone farmhouse are planned. 
 
As part of the recent Stage 3 Expansion, additional advanced treatment processes have been 
implemented to remove a high level of nutrients (including phosphorus and ammonia) and 
improve the effluent quality being discharged to Lake Ontario. Today, the Duffin Creek WPCP 
has one of the best quality effluent discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. And unlike 
other plants on Lake Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities.  
 
Providing a point of comparison to a tangible product is useful. It would be useful to do the 
same for other sources of phosphorus to the lake including tributaries, storm systems, and 
background concentrations of phosphorus already in the lake. Recent research is suggesting 
that tributaries are contributing a higher phosphorus loading than previously estimated.       
 
A water quality monitoring program was conducted between 2007 and 2012 to monitor the 
actual measured water quality in the lake. The results demonstrate that the effluent is mixing 
well with the lake water. The measured phosphorus concentration around the outfall diffuser is 
below the provincial water quality objective of 0.02 mg/L. Please note that water quality data is 
available on the following link which is also posted on the Outfall EA website 
<http://theskua.com/wqapp2/>.  
 
Also, in the offshore, there is a target concentration of 0.01 mg/L for supporting fisheries. The 
current concentration of phosphorus in the offshore is approximately 0.007mg/L. This is a 
concern for the Ministry of Natural Resources because the Lake needs to grow phytoplankton 
that is consumed by little fish. These little fish are the food source for other predatory fish. A 
certain amount of phosphorus is needed in the lake for it to be healthy. Low phosphorus levels 
could harm the ecology of the lake. 

3/5/2013 P2-GP242 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Further to my comments at last Wednesday's Public Information Forum in Ajax, I 
want to reiterate my points: 
• The 5 descriptions of tertiary treatment methods listed in section 4.5 of the draft 
Phase 2 report are all quite different in terms of cost (capital & operating), 
performance and carbon footprint. It was entirely inappropriate to group them 
together as one option and to choose the most expensive (and highest carbon 
footprint) "as the representative tertiary treatment alternative for evaluation in 
phase 2 of this Class EA" 
• all 5 of these option remove at least 5 times more phosphorus than any of the 

Please find our responses to your comments in the bullets below. 
 
• As part of Phase 2 of the Class EA, membrane filtration was selected as the representative 
tertiary treatment option because it is a well-known and applied technology with the highest 
potential to remove total phosphorus.  In keeping with the requirements of Ontario’s 
Environmental Assessment Act, the technology was selected and developed for Phase 2 
alternative solution assessment purposes, with the recognition that if Tertiary Treatment was 
selected as the preferred solution, the alternative design concepts for the different treatment 
methods would be assessed in more detail in Phase 3 of the Class EA process.  It must also be 

4/8/2013 
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outfall alternatives (which remove none) 
• all five remove substantially more suspended solids - outfall alternatives remove 
none 
• all five I believe will remove at least some of the pharmaceuticals and personal care 
chemicals - outfall alternatives remove none 
• the grouping of these five as one alternative makes as much sense as grouping all 
the outfall options together and selecting the most expensive as representative. The 
result of such a 'representative' comparison would be that tertiary treatment is the 
best option 
• the argument that the tertiary treatment options do not meet the 1:20 dilution 
ratio is a red herring since the phosphorus is already largely removed  
My request was that these 5 options be individually costed in terms of capital and 
operating, that their carbon footprints be individually estimated and that a new 
comparison be made with the outfall options. 
I further pointed out that I felt it was reprehensible to have asked the joint 
Works,etc. committee of Durham Regional Council to approve the phase 2 report on 
the basis of a Powerpoint presentation without access to the full report which 
included the information above that better options were ignored. 
Because of this I requested the costing numbers requested above be provided to 
Regional Council before they are asked to give final approval to the phase 2 report. 
Additional comments: 
I do not believe the modelling adequately explains the movement of water around 
the outfall and the Ajax shoreline 
• the comment by Mr. Laverick that the phosphorus is essentially undetectable only a 
metre from the outfall diffuser begs the question "where is it" 
• I have no faith that the computer modelling is adequate to explain the movement 
of the water in the area. The animations that were shown at the PIC are simply 
computer animations of a computer model. 
• clearly there is a problem with cladophora on the Ajax shoreline, and Ajax's position 
that the outfall is to blame is a reasonable conclusion. I believe the proponent has an 
obligation to either fix the problem or 'prove' that the outfall is not the problem. 
Saying "It's complicated" is not the answer. 
Given that 80% of the sewage comes from York Region and they do tertiary 
treatment on their sewage to Lake Simcoe, it would be appropriate that they pay for 
tertiary treatment on sewage going to 'our' lake. If they were required to do that, 
they might take a serious look at the tertiary treatment options that were glossed 
over in the Phase 2 report. 
I have a general comment that York is not doing enough to limit its sewage flows. I 
believe that the capacity of the Duffin Creek Sewage plant should be capped at its 
current capacity of 630 million litres per day. That would give York a greater incentive 
to find the leaks in its system and to aggressively address wastewater minimization. 
Alternatively it could build its own advanced wastewater treatment facilities which 
could process sewage and put clean waster back into the rivers, streams and 
wetlands emptying into Lake Ontario. 
Canada as a whole has the 2nd highest per capita water consumption in the world. As 
a country we need to do a lot better and it would be admirable if York were to lead 
the way. The calculations as to when the current outfall capacity would be reached 
were relying on a range of 330-386 litres per capita per day. Even the low end of that 
is extremely wasteful by world standards. By comparison, the highest household 
water use in Europe is Spain at 265 litres per capita per day. Lithuanians get by on 
only 85. 

noted, that while costs of the different treatment technologies do vary (i.e. the range of capital 
costs between the tertiary treatment options is approximately $100 to $200 M,  selection of a 
tertiary treatment technology other than membrane filtration would not change the overall 
results of the Phase 2 assessment.  Alternatives  #1 (existing upgraded plant and optimized 
operations) and #2 (modify existing outfall) would still rank higher than tertiary treatment.  
More details on the tertiary treatment options are provided below. 
o Membrane filtration was selected as the representative tertiary treatment option for 
comparison of short-listed Phase 2 alternatives as described above.  Although it is the most 
expensive on the basis of a cost per flow rate (million litres per day  [MLD]) of secondary 
effluent treated, overall its costs could be comparable with the other technologies. The reason 
for this is that the higher total phosphorus removal achievable in the membrane option (0.05 
mg/L) allows you to employ an effluent blending strategy (tertiary bypassing of peak flows) 
while still meeting an average final effluent TP concentration of 0.15 mg/L. The other 
technologies, though less expensive on a per MLD basis, would need to be sized to handle peak 
flows. In addition to this, all technologies would need to include effluent pumping and this also 
helps to make the membrane option more competitive since the permeate pumps inherently 
provide this effluent pumping. Finally, because membranes are the final treatment process, 
they present added benefit of the highest reliability and least risk with respect to meeting an 
effluent objective of 0.15 mg P/L identified for Alternative #3. 
o Travelling Bridge Filters would likely present some capital cost savings as compared to the 
membrane filtration option, however, the higher footprint requirements does not make this a 
good option for the Duffin Creek site. 
o Deep Bed Filters would likely have similar capital costs to the membrane filtration option but 
would require a larger footprint and would give lower treatment performance reliability. 
o Cloth Filtration could present some capital savings with respect to the membrane filtration 
option and may require a somewhat smaller footprint. The reliability of the phosphorus 
removal performance would not be as great as for the membrane filtration option, however. 
o Ballasted Clarification would have lower capital costs than the other options and have a 
smaller footprint. However, this technology is less effective for phosphorus removal and would 
present the highest risk in terms of its ability to meet a 0.15 mg P/L effluent objective identified 
for Alternative #3. In addition, ballasted clarification has a higher operating cost associated with 
polymer requirements in addition to the ferric requirements which would be approximately the 
same for all options. 
 
• It is not true that the “outfall” alternatives would not provide for increased phosphorus 
removal in addition to what the plant currently removes. The “outfall” alternatives include the 
enhancements to phosphorus removal outlined in Alternative 1, which is necessary to allow the 
plant to meet a total phosphorus compliance limit of 0.5 mg/L. A compliance limit of 0.5 mg/L 
(for a rated capacity of 630 MLD) is lower than the current limit of 0.6 mg/L (for a rated 
capacity of 520 MLD) and is consistent with the plant’s commitment to capping total 
phosphorus in the final effluent at 311 kg/day. It is true that the final effluent concentration for 
the tertiary treatment alternatives represents a reduction compared to the current compliance 
limit that is 4.5 lower than that achieved in the “outfall” alternatives.  
 
• It is not true that the outfall alternative will not remove some of the pharmaceuticals and 
personal care chemicals.  All alternatives, including the new outfall alternative include 
improvements to nitrification made possible with the Stage 3 Expansion project. Research has 
shown that the nitrification process (which has a high solids retention time [SRT]) is an effective 
approach to removing pharmaceuticals and personal care products. The reference is from Leu, 
S-Y, Chan, L, Stenstrom, M.K. (2010) “Toward Long SRT of Activated Sludge Processes: Benefits 
in Energy Saving, Effluent Quality, and Stability” Proceedings of the Water Environment 
Federation, WEFTEC 2010. New Orleans, U.S.A. 
 
• Please note that while the tertiary treatment alternative did not achieve the 1:20 dilution 
ratio, this did not negatively affect its rating. In the alternative evaluation, the evaluation 
criteria that considers the 1:20 dilution ratio is the ‘performance’ criteria which also considers 
the extent of mixing zone for total phosphorus and unionized ammonia, and hydraulic 
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performance. Alternative 3 (tertiary treatment) was rated 4 out of 5 for this criteria which is 
defined as a negative change in performance, and the magnitude is low. The reason tertiary 
treatment was assigned a rating of 4 was that there is a slightly larger mixing zone for un-
ionized ammonia since tertiary treatment does not treat ammonia.   
 
• Please note that the Phase 2 report has not been finalized. Input received from these PIFs will 
be reviewed, and addressed as part of the Phase 2 documentation.  The final draft Phase 2 
Report incorporating comments received will be placed on the project website at 
www.durham.ca/outfallEA.  All project stakeholders will have access to the final draft Phase 2 
documentation including the joint committee and Durham Regional Council.   Please note, that 
the assessment process will not be finalized until the 30-day public review and approval 
process of the Environmental Study Report (ESR) is completed.  
• The Ministry of the Environment (MOE) currently has a policy framework that distinguishes 
between Lake Ontario and Lake Simcoe and furthermore, this policy framework is one of the 
main criteria the MOE considers when effluent limits are being established for a facility’s 
Certificate of Approval (CofA). Since there are physical and regulatory differences between the 
two water bodies, it would be inappropriate to indicate that design considerations for WPCPs 
discharging to Lake Simcoe are applicable to the Duffin Creek WPCP which discharges to Lake 
Ontario. 
• Through a water quality monitoring program, actual samples have been taken at different 
depths in Lake Ontario in Ajax/Pickering, including one location right around the existing 
outfall. The 2011 and 2012 results of the monitoring program have been posted to the 
following website <http://theskua.com/wqapp2/>. The findings suggest there is good mixing of 
the effluent with the receiving water.  
 
•  This Outfall EA has used computer models that are approved by the Ministry of Environment 
for modelling lake water quality.  These models are considered state of the art models and “a 
best practice” method by modelling experts.  The models have been developed and reviewed 
by experts in water quality modelling, and calibrated using the best, most complete data 
available. Model results have been reviewed and commented on by the MOE, TRCA and the 
independent peer reviewer. All suggestions made during the review process have been 
incorporated into the models. 
  
• Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal 
blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by 
Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the MOE 
set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in Lake 
Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus 
loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has been met 
for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area 
being well below this value.    Though, despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, 
nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One major 
contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra 
and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket many areas of 
Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of nuisance algae by 
increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and increasing the 
amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of particulate 
phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide a hard 
surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth.  
This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the Great 
Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus 
loadings from water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance 
Cladophora growth.  Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP 
installed treatment facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of 
phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 
 
• Please note that as part of this Outfall EA there will be no change to the current plant rated 
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capacity of 630 MLD. Any future expansion works, including operating the outfall beyond 
630MLD, will not be approved through this Class EA.  Another EA will be required to expand or 
operate works beyond 630 MLD.    York is currently undertaking a comprehensive Inflow & 
Infilration reduction program, which was a condition of approval for the Southeast Collector 
project.  A link to this program has been included on the project website, 
www.durham.ca/outfallEA 
 
• Water conservation is a priority for the Regions. The Regions have been implementing water 
conservation programs since the 1990’s  and more recently the planning for an I/I reduction 
program has begun for specific areas of the York sewer shed that have high wet weather flows.  
It has been observed that the per capita wastewater generation rate over the past 5 years has 
been trending to lower levels than the planning rate of 386 lpcd. The Regions are continuing to 
monitor the long-term trend in wastewater generation rate since there are other factors such 
as climate change that may introduce uncertainty. 
Thank you for your input into the EA process. 

3/8/2013 P2-GP243 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Having been most aware of the tremendous improvements in testing methods of 
basic substances and liquids within the last 30 and 40 years (more particularly since 
1985, we can only project this forward another 3 years when it may be found that 
the discharge of sewage so close to the Water Plant is causing problems not even 
thought about now – in addition to Algae currently? 

The Regions have implemented treatment processes at the Duffin Creek WPCP that protect the 
environment and human health (i.e. water plant) as per the existing regulations. The Regions 
will continue to comply with all future regulations to protect the environment and human 
health. The Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the most stringent effluent requirements discharging 
to the open waters of Lake Ontario.  
 
Please note that the purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) is not to expand the 
treatment facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to 
address the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred 
alternative(s) that accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a 
manner that protects the environment and human health.As part of the recent Stage 3 
Expansion at the plant which was commissioned in 2010, the plant processes were upgraded 
with new treatment processes and sized to meet future flow requirements to 630 million litres 
per day (MLD).  
 
To address your comment on the current problem with algae, as part of the expansion, 
additional phosphorus removal was provided. The Regions committed to reducing the total 
allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This means that as the 
average day flow increases at the plant to 630 MLD, the plant is not permitted to discharge 
more than 311 kg/day of total phosphorus on average.  
 
To address your comment on emerging contaminants of concern, the Stage 3 Expansion also 
introduced nitrification through the nitrifying step feed process. The nitrification process is an 
effective practice for reducing emerging contaminants of concern (i.e. pharmaceuticals and 
personal care products) in treated wastewater effluent. 

4/8/2013 

3/8/2013 P2-GP244 General Public Email to project email 
address 

To bring this proposal down to the basics, can we seriously approve a further 
extension to the Duffin Creek Sewage Plant at this time when the Region of Durham 
is almost totally dependent upon domestic drinking water being supplied to its 
residents which has, in all probability, been initially processed partially – if not fully – 
through the proposed extended Sewage Facility at Duffin Creek?  Errors, mistakes 
and breakdowns at the Expanded Sewage Plant are bound to occur in the future, 
which will have a very negative effect upon our Drinking Water.  Are we now playing 
Russian Roulette with our downstream population?  The proposed Extension of the 
Sewage Plant is now irrevocably propelling us to seriously doubt the safety of the 
Water supply in the future and go “Bottled for Safety”.  It seems that it is good sense 
to pay 10c. a bottle for water as Insurance against future possible contamination of 
our Water Supply and protect our Family Health.   
For the above practical, ecological and environmental reasons, we do not support 
further expansion of the Duffin Creek Sewage Plant more particularly when this 
extension is purely for the benefit of others outside our region. 

As part of this Environmental Assessment, a thorough evaluation of alternatives has been 
performed using technical, natural environment, social/ cultural, and financial evaluation 
criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has been weighted by a Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders including citizen representation 
from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact evaluation of the alternatives has been 
performed by a group of experts in their respective fields.  The results of this evaluation were 
also peer reviewed by an independent panel of experts.  To review the documentation of this 
process please refer to the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the Ministry of the Environment. The Regions encourage interested parties to review the 
Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.   These 
reports provide data that illustrate the  exceptionally high quality of drinking water Durham 
Region provides to its residents. 
 
Also, the Duffin Creek WPCP has been designed to handle all flows coming to the plant, treating 
100% of flows with no bypass capabilities.  

4/8/2013 
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3/11/2013 P2-GP245 General Public Email to project email 
address 

At the meeting, the presentations by the consultants were weak and biased.  It 
appeared from the presentations by the consultants and the appointed officials that 
the conclusions to this process had been pre-determined from the outset and that 
the cheapest possible solutions would become the chosen alternative.  Both the 
consultants and the appointed officials were unable to answer the questions from 
the knowledgeable and engaged Ajax citizens in a direct, clear and unambiguous 
manner.  Further, it appeared that the concerns of the communities of Ajax and 
Pickering about the lakeshore environment and water quality was of no concern to 
them whatsoever. 

The Regions are undertaking this Class EA in accordance with the requirements of Ontario’s 
Environmental Assessment process; The 5 key principles of which are:• Consult with potentially 
affected and other interested parties;• Consider a reasonable range of alternatives;• Consider 
all aspects of the environment;• Systematically evaluate net environmental effects;• Provide 
clear, complete documentation.A rigorous and transparent evaluation of alternatives has been 
conducted in accordance with the above key principles, and is consistent with the Ministry of 
Environment Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing (Individual) Environmental 
Assessments (MOE, October 2009). The full documentation can be found on the project 
website (www.durham.ca/outfallea). The presentations at the PIF3 were a snapshot of the 
overall evaluation. If you have any further questions on the evaluation of alternatives, please 
send them to the project team, as all correspondence is being responded to and considered in 
the Class EA.  The lakeshore environment and water quality in Ajax and Pickering are of major 
concern to both Regions. During the recent Stage 3 Expansion, the Regions took measures to 
improve the water quality in the effluent. Today, the Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the most 
stringent effluent requirements discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario and also treats 
100% of flows with no bypass capabilities unlike many other large plants on Lake Ontario. In 
addition the Regions continue to support and participate in lake monitoring studies of the 
waters in the vicinity of the Duffin Creek WPCP. 

4/25/2013 

3/11/2013 P2-GP246 General Public Email to project email 
address 

York Region has tertiary treatment for the effluent from their sewage plants flowing 
into Lake Simcoe, yet York Region isn’t willing to do the same for the Ajax and 
Pickering communities that are most affected by the 80% of the sewage and other 
waste coming from York region.  This is totally irresponsible.  Why is Durham Region 
allowing York to get away with this?? 

The Ministry of the Environment (MOE) currently has a policy framework that distinguishes 
between different receiving water bodies, including Lake Ontario and Lake Simcoe.  This  policy 
framework is one of the main criteria the MOE considers when effluent limits are being 
established for a facility’s Certificate of Approval (CofA.)   Since there are physical and 
regulatory differences between the two water bodies, it is inappropriate to apply the same 
design considerations for WPCPs discharging to Lake Simcoe and Lake Ontario.  Durham Region 
also has a plant discharging to Lake Simcoe, and the treatment requirements are much more 
stringent than Durham Region plants discharging to Lake Ontario. 

4/25/2013 

3/11/2013 P2-GP247 General Public Email to project email 
address 

York Region is completely dependent on the Duffin Creek W.P.C.P. for its huge 
growth.  However, York Region is not willing to do the responsible thing by taking the 
leadership to see that the Duffin Creek W.P.C.P. is extended and operated to the 
highest and best environmental standards that can be provided in the year 2013.  
York Region can’t grow or exist without the Duffin Creek W.P.C.P.  York should be 
levying high additional development charges dedicated exclusively to the upgrading 
of Duffin Creek W.P.C.P. to the highest and best 2013 standards.  York Region owes 
this to Ajax and Pickering for taking their filth. 

Ajax and Pickering citizens also rely on the Duffin Creek WPCP to treat their sewage.  
Consequently all upgrades to the Duffin Creek WPCP cannot be the sole responsibility of York 
Region, through their development charges alone, as this would contravene the Development 
Charges Act.  Any new facilities benefiting existing users in Ajax and Pickering would be paid for 
through Durham’s sanitary sewerage user rates (i.e. Water & Sanitary Sewer Bill), and would 
require an increase in rates for all water and wastewater users in Durham Region as well. 

4/25/2013 

3/11/2013 P2-GP248 General Public Email to project email 
address 

From listening to and reading what Durham appointed officials say, my very strong 
perception is that those officials are putting York Regions interest first with little or 
no concern for the environmental interests of Ajax and Pickering.  As Durham 
appointed officials are paid by Durham taxpayers, they have an obligation and a duty 
in this current E.A. process to see that all the information and studies are completed 
so that the very best environmental solutions are achieved now for Ajax, Pickering 
and Durham Region. 
 
Two examples: 
 
Ajax Advertiser, Sept. 28, 2012, p.3: 
“Mr. Presta said waiting for the Ministry Study is not necessary and could stop the 
plant’s expansion being completed on time.” 
 
Ajax Advertiser, Feb. 28, 2013, p.4: 
“Mr. Presta said the studies Ajax was asking for would take longer than six to eight 
months and the cost would be in the millions.” 
 
John Presta is the Director of Environmental Services for Durham Region!!!  Why 
doesn’t Durham’s Director of Environmental Services want to obtain the best 
environmental information and all the studies possible before making an 
environmental decision critically important to the communities of Ajax and 
Pickering??  So what if the plant is delayed six months.  That would be a very positive 

As part of this Environmental Assessment, a thorough evaluation of alternatives has been 
performed using technical, natural environment, social/ cultural, and financial evaluation 
criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has been weighted by a Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders including citizen representation 
from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact evaluation of the alternatives has been 
performed by a group of experts in their respective fields.  The results of this evaluation were 
also peer reviewed by an independent panel of experts.  To review the documentation of this 
process please refer to the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
The lakeshore environment and water quality in Ajax and Pickering are of major concern to 
Durham as well as York Region. During the recent Stage 3 Expansion, the Regions took 
measures to improve the water quality in the effluent. Today, the Duffin Creek WPCP has one 
of the most stringent effluent requirements discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario and 
also treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities. In addition both Regions continue to 
support and participate in lake monitoring studies of the waters in the vicinity of the Duffin 
Creek WPCP. 
 
Based on research and studies to date, the Regions do not believe there is a compelling reason 
to delay the completion of the Class EA.  The current study being conducted by Dr. Howell et al 
of the MOE is an example of necessary ongoing research into algae growth along nearshore 
waters. The EA Project Team has been advised that Dr. Howell’s current study will not be 
completed before the end of 2014 and probably sometime in 2015, some 18 months or more 
(from end of February, 2012).   Additionally, the information expected from this study will not 

4/25/2013 
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step because it would slow York Regions sprawl and would help to see that the right 
and responsible environmental decisions are made now before we proceed further.  
ANY DELAY WOULD BE POSITIVE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT. 

identify a conclusive link between phosphorus discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall 
and the growth of nuisance Cladophora.  

3/11/2013 P2-GP249 General Public Email to project email 
address 

In my view of the operation of governments in a democracy, it is the responsibility of 
the appointed officials to obtain all the best information possible and get all the 
studies so that they can give the best possible advise to the elected officials on 
policy.  It is then the duty of the elected officials to either accept, amend, or reject 
that advice. 

The Regions are undertaking this Class EA in accordance with the requirements of Ontario’s 
Environmental Assessment process; The 5 key principles of which are: 
• Consult with potentially affected and other interested parties; 
• Consider a reasonable range of alternatives; 
• Consider all aspects of the environment; 
• Systematically evaluate net environmental effects; 
• Provide clear, complete documentation. 
 
A rigorous and transparent evaluation of alternatives has been conducted in accordance with 
the above key principles, and is consistent with the Ministry of Environment Code of Practice 
for Preparing and Reviewing (Individual) Environmental Assessments (MOE, October 2009). The 
full documentation can be found on the project website (www.durham.ca/outfallea). The 
presentations at the PIF3 were a snapshot of the overall evaluation. If you have any further 
questions on the evaluation of alternatives, please send them to the project team, as all 
correspondence is being responded to and considered in the Class EA.   
 
The best available information has been used to perform the evaluation of alternatives to 
address the limitations of the existing outfall. The project team has stayed up-to-date on all 
relevant research and has incorporated findings into the EA documentation.  

4/25/2013 

3/11/2013 P2-GP250 General Public Email to project email 
address 

In conclusion, in the best environmental interest of the communities of Ajax and 
Pickering, the outfall of the Duffin Creek W.P.C.P. must be extended at least 3 
kilometers into Lake Ontario; there must be tertiary treatment at that plant plus any 
additional upgrades to make the Duffin Creek W.P.C.P. the leader in the treatment of 
effluent and the protection of water quality and the environment in Ontario. 

The Duffin Creek WPCP is a leader in the treatment of effluent in the open waters of Lake 
Ontario. The Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the most stringent effluent requirements 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario.  In addition, unlike most other plants on Lake 
Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities.  
 
As part of Phase 2 of this Outfall EA, an extensive alternative evaluation was performed.  
A new outfall extending approximately 3 km into Lake Ontario was the only alternative to meet 
long-term requirements and was identified as the preferred long-term strategy to be 
implemented when the existing outfall reaches the end of its useful life. Tertiary treatment did 
not score the highest in the alternative evaluation and was not selected as a preferred 
alternative. Some key reasons why tertiary treatment was not selected as the preferred was 
because:  
• it has a high carbon footprint mainly due to energy use during operations 
• it requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social environments 
• it will not meet long-term requirements beyond 630 MLD 
• it has one of the highest capital and operating costs 
 
It should also be noted, that all the alternatives evaluated meet the MOE regulations which are 
in place to protect the environment and human health. 

4/25/2013 

3/11/2013 P2-GP251 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I am writing on behalf of myself and 5 extremely intelligent Ajax youths.  We are 
reading statistics and research relating to sewage treatment plant at duffins creek. 
We cherish the opportunities to enjoy our shoreline but are concerned with the 
reckless regard to those in charge to expand a facility that affects not only our 
community but our most precious Canadian resource. 
We insist that other opportunities and locations are considered and strongly urge 
you to not do what is easiest and most convenient.  In this time of Eco consideration, 
more should be done to research and consider the long term environmental impact. 
Thank you in advance for your consideration in this very important matter! 

The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) is not to expand the treatment 
facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address 
the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that 
accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that 
protects the environment and human health.  
 
Other locations for the plant were considered in both the Southeast Collector IEA and the 
Expansion EA completed in 2007.  Both found that the re-locating of the Duffin Creek WPCP is 
not a recommended solution. 
 
The Stage 3 Expansion at the plant was commissioned in 2010. The treatment processes were 
upgraded to provide enhanced treatment and improved effluent water quality. Today, the 
Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the most stringent effluent requirements discharging to the 
open waters of Lake Ontario.  in addition, unlike most other plants on Lake Ontario, the WPCP 
treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities.  

4/8/2013 

3/13/2013 P2-GP252 General Public Email to project email I am a resident of Ajax and have come to learn about the Duffins Creek WPCP The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) is not to expand the treatment 4/8/2013 
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address Expansion Project.  This has raised grave concern to me as a resident of Durham and I 

wish to take this opportunity to voice my objections and concerns for this project as 
it currently stands. 

facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address 
the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that 
accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that 
protects the environment and human health.  The expansion of the Duffin Creek WPCP 
treatment facilities has already been approved by the MOE based on a previous EA; however, 
your comments will be noted as part of this EA. 

3/13/2013 P2-GP253 General Public Email to project email 
address 

It seems Ajax is taking on an enormous amount of risk to accommodate York Regions 
population growth.  This risk should come with defined returns and safeguards to the 
people living in Ajax.  Some of the concerns identified by the Town are algal growth, 
threat to drinking water, lost recreation and tourism.  In addition, I also foresee an 
impact to wildlife, property value as this would impact Ajax’s image and economic 
growth. 

As part of this Environmental Assessment, a thorough evaluation of alternatives has been 
performed using technical, natural environment, social/ cultural, and financial evaluation 
criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has been weighted by a Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders including citizen representation 
from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact evaluation of the alternatives has been 
performed by a group of experts in their respective fields.  The results of this evaluation were 
also peer reviewed by an independent panel of experts.  To review the documentation of this 
process please review the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
Below is a response to your specific concerns:  
 
ALGAL GROWTH ALONG THE AJAX SHORELINE CAUSING LOST RECREATION AND TOURISM: 
The Regions agree there is occasional algae fouling along the shoreline; though it is important 
to note that algae fouling is very complex and is common to most communities on the Great 
Lakes. Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive 
algal blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed 
by Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the 
MOE set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in 
Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in 
phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has 
been met for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-
Pickering area being well below this value.    Though, despite the very low concentrations of 
phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past 
decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread 
invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket 
many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of 
nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and 
increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of 
particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide 
a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal 
growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the 
Great Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus 
loadings from water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance 
Cladophora growth.  Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP 
installed treatment facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of 
phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario as already discussed above. 
 
SAFETY OF TOWN OF AJAX’S DRINKING WATER: 
Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the Ministry of the Environment.  Interested stakeholders are encouraged to review the 
Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.  Also, as 
part of this EA lake modelling programs approved by the Ministry of Environment are being 
used to assess the mixing zone and its interference with beneficial uses including: aesthetics 
along the shoreline, drinking water, the Pickering Nuclear Plant intakes and near shore 
recreational uses.  The modelling results, which are very conservative, are demonstrating that 
there is no interference with these beneficial uses.  Recent sampling in the vicinity of the outfall 
has also demonstrated the limited effect that the Duffin Creek WPCP has on local water quality. 

4/8/2013 

3/13/2013 P2-GP254 General Public Email to project email 
address 

 
 
The proposal to employ advanced technologies to remove chemicals, nutrients and 
other potentially harmful substances is a sound approach and ensuring effluent 

As part of the recent Stage 3 Expansion, advanced treatment processes were implemented to 
remove a high level of nutrients (including phosphorous and ammonia) and improve the 
effluent quality being discharged to Lake Ontario. Today, the Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the 
best quality effluents discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. And unlike other plants 

4/8/2013 
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enters the outfall at least 3kms offshore.  on Lake Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities.  

 
The nitrification treatment process at the Duffin Creek WPCP is an effective process for 
reducing emerging contaminants of concern such as pharmaceuticals and personal care 
products.  The high solids retention time with the nitrification process is effective at removing 
these contaminants, because the same process that converts ammonia to nitrates destroys 
aromatic rings found in these emerging contaminants of concern.  
 
Please also note that a new outfall extending approximately 3 km into Lake Ontario was the 
only alternative to meet long-term requirements and was identified as the preferred long-term 
strategy to be implemented when the existing outfall reaches the end of its useful life. 

3/13/2013 P2-GP255 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Understandably, York Region should be accountable for the increased costs of the 
study and action plan – as suggested, there should be a tax to York Region 
households to ensure the right solution is put in place to address the needs of York 
and Durham. 

An agreement exists between the Regions to share infrastructure capital and operating costs. 
The expansion of infrastructure is funded through a combination of development charges and 
user rates. Upgrades or replacement projects for existing capacity is funded by user rates. York 
and Durham Regions share capital costs based on capacity requirements and utilization of 
infrastructure by each Region. Operating costs are shared based on utilization, for example 
wastewater treatment is based on flows which are approximately 80% York and 20% Durham. 
 
Please also note that upgrades benefiting existing water and wastewater users in Ajax and 
Pickering cannot be paid for through development charges in York Region as this would 
contravene the Development Charges Act.  Any new facilities benefiting existing users in Ajax 
and Pickering would be paid for through Durham’s sanitary sewerage user rates (i.e. Water & 
Sanitary Sewer Bill), and would require an increase in rates for all water and wastewater users 
in Durham Region. 

4/8/2013 

3/13/2013 P2-GP256 General Public Email to project email 
address 

As you requested at the Ajax PIF, I am forwarding my Email to the PACT POW that 
discusses the conversion of 311 kilograms of Phosphorus into equivalent bags of 
fertilizer. Sorry for the delay, but I had forgotten to do this, and it has been very busy 
time. While it can be argued that number of bags depends on the size of bag, and 
concentration of Phosphorus in the bag, the point is, that 311 kilograms of 
phosphorus is NOT A SMALL number, as some would like the public to believe. 
 
I dropped into Home Hardward on the way home, and found three bags containing P. 
Based on the allowed 311 kilos per day of P, between all the brands there could be 
anywhere from 400 bags to 4,000 bags, depending on the product and chemical 
make-up. I SUGGEST a fair number would be to say 2,000 bags worth of fertilizer. 
Approached from a different angle, based on 311 kilograms allowed by the MOE to 
be discharged into the lake for the WPCP, that 2,000 bags is 0.156 kilos per bag of 
fertilizer. Or 3% for a 5 kilo bag. Reasonable from what I saw at the store. 
2,000 bags per day * 365 days a year, 730,000 bags!!! 
HOLD THE PHONE. 
That is enough fertilizer for all users of the Sewage Plant, (1.2 million people) to 
fertilizer their respective properties, each year. So, 311 kg/day, is not a small 
number! although it appears small. 

Providing a point of comparison to a tangible product is useful. It would be useful to do the 
same for other sources of phosphorus to the lake including tributaries, storm systems, and 
background concentrations of phosphorus already in the lake. Recent research is suggesting 
that tributaries are contributing a higher phosphorus loading than previously estimated.       
 
A water quality monitoring program was conducted between 2007 and 2012 to monitor the 
actual measured water quality in the lake. The results demonstrate that the effluent is mixing 
well with the lake water. The measured phosphorus concentration around the outfall diffuser is 
below the provincial water quality objective of 0.02 mg/L. Please note that water quality data is 
available on the following link which is also posted on the Outfall EA website 
<http://theskua.com/wqapp2/>.  
 
Also, in the offshore, there is a target concentration of 0.01 mg/L for supporting fisheries. The 
current concentration of phosphorus in the offshore is approximately 0.007mg/L. This is a 
concern for the Ministry of Natural Resources because the Lake needs to grow phytoplankton 
that is consumed by little fish. These little fish are the food source for other predatory fish. A 
certain amount of phosphorus is needed in the lake for it to be healthy. Low phosphorus levels 
could harm the ecology of the lake. 

4/5/2013 

3/14/2013 P2-GP257 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I request that all financial arrangements, both study and capital, be reopened and 
made public with at least two months allowed for public response prior to either 
Council approving the arrangements. 
The study costs are of particular interest.  Please define the total pipe use associated 
with York’s benefit and the total pipe used associated with Durham’s benefit. Please 
proved the percentage cost to each region regarding studies. 

The ownership of the existing outfall pipe is split 50% Durham and 50% York.  The splitting of 
costs for the Outfall EA is consistent with the ownership of the outfall; Durham is paying 50% of 
the costs and York is paying 50% of the costs.  The cost sharing is also administered by the YDSS 
Management Committee, which is made up of representatives of both Regions. 

5/31/2013 

3/14/2013 P2-GP258 General Public Email to project email 
address 

The consultants, as well as the two region’s staff members, used the Ministry 
Guidelines as a fallback position, allowing the decision preferring solutions that allow 
increased pollution entering Lake Ontario.  This conflicts with the prime goal of the 
EA process, as stated above.  The guidelines define the worst possible conditions 
acceptable, not the best we can actually achieve. 

The Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) has one of strictest effluent 
requirements of all plants discharging into the open waters of Lake Ontario as noted above 
and, unlike most other plants on Lake Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of flows with no bypass 
capabilities. 
 
As part of this Environmental Assessment, a thorough evaluation of alternatives has been 
performed using technical, natural environment, social/cultural, and financial evaluation 

5/31/2013 
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criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has been weighted by a Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders including citizen representation 
from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact evaluation of the alternatives has been 
performed by a group of experts in their respective fields.  The results of this evaluation were 
also peer reviewed by an independent panel of experts.  To review the documentation of this 
process please refer to the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 

3/14/2013 P2-GP259 General Public Email to project email 
address 

When one sector of society wishes to discharge a negative product of their 
operations into the home of another social sector, the producing sector must reduce 
the negative impact to the lowest level possible.  This will minimize the negative 
impact on human health, both physical and mental, as well as that on the natural 
environment.   

The Regions have made a significant investment to improve the effluent discharged from the 
Duffin Creek WPCP and lessen any impact on local water quality. As part of the recent Stage 3 
Expansion at the plant, additional phosphorus removal and ammonia removal facilities were 
provided to meet strict new operating objectives and limits. The Regions committed to 
reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. The Stage 3 
Expansion also introduced nitrification through the nitrifying step feed process. The Stage 3 
Expansion became operational in the fall of 2010, and the plant has been performing well, with 
total phosphorus and ammonia effluent levels below operating objectives. 
 

5/31/2013 

3/14/2013 P2-GP260 General Public Email to project email 
address 

From the public, the point was stated that five methods of tertiary treatment are 
available.  Only the most expensive was considered in comparison to the other 
alternatives.  I see this as deceiving the public regarding this matter.  (This being said, 
money should not be a factor in addressing the prime goals of the EA process). 

As part of Phase 2 of the Class EA, membrane filtration was selected as the representative 
tertiary treatment option because it is a well-known and applied technology with the highest 
potential to remove total phosphorus.  In keeping with the requirements of Ontario’s 
Environmental Assessment Act, the technology was selected and developed for Phase 2 
alternative solution assessment purposes, with the recognition that if Tertiary Treatment was 
selected as the preferred solution, the alternative design concepts for the different treatment 
methods would be assessed in more detail in Phase 3 of the Class EA process.  It must also be 
noted, that while costs of the different treatment technologies do vary (i.e. the range of capital 
costs between the tertiary treatment options is approximately $100 to $200 M), selection of 
another tertiary treatment technology would not change the overall results of the Phase 2 
assessment.  Alternatives 1 (existing upgraded plant and optimized operations) and 2 (modify 
existing outfall) would still rank higher than tertiary treatment. More details on the tertiary 
treatment options are provided below. 
 
• Membrane filtration was selected as the representative tertiary treatment option for 
comparison of short-listed Phase 2 alternatives as described above.  Although it is the most 
expensive on the basis of a cost per flow rate (million litres per day [MLD]) of secondary 
effluent treated, overall its costs could be comparable with the other technologies. The reason 
for this is that the higher total phosphorus removal achievable in the membrane option (0.05 
mg/L) allows you to employ an effluent blending strategy (tertiary bypassing of peak flows) 
while still meeting an average final effluent total phosphorus concentration of 0.15 mg/L. The 
other technologies, though less expensive on a per MLD basis, would need to be sized to 
handle peak flows. In addition to this, all technologies would need to include effluent pumping 
and this also helps to make the membrane option more competitive since the permeate pumps 
inherently provide this effluent pumping. Finally, because membranes are the final treatment 
process prior to chlorination/dechlorination, they present added benefit of the highest 
reliability and least risk with respect to meeting an effluent objective of 0.15 mg/L of total 
phosphorus identified for Alternative #3. 
 
• Travelling Bridge Filters would likely present some capital cost savings as compared to the 
membrane filtration option, however, the higher footprint requirements does not make this a 
good option for the Duffin Creek WPCP site. 
 
• Deep Bed Filters would likely have similar capital costs to the membrane filtration option but 
would require a larger footprint and would give lower treatment performance reliability. 
 
• Cloth Filtration could present some capital savings with respect to the membrane filtration 
option and may require a somewhat smaller footprint. The reliability of the phosphorus 
removal performance would not be as great as for the membrane filtration option, however. 
 
• Ballasted Clarification would have lower capital costs than the other options and have a 

5/31/2013 
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smaller footprint. However, this technology is less effective for phosphorus removal and would 
present the highest risk in terms of its ability to meet a 0.15 mg/L total phosphorus effluent 
objective identified for Alternative #3. In addition, ballasted clarification has a higher operating 
cost associated with polymer requirements in addition to the ferric requirements which would 
be approximately the same for all options. 
  

3/14/2013 P2-GP261 General Public Email to project email 
address 

During a tour I understood that York Region captures phosphorus, in their pilot 
sewage plant, to a very impressive degree.  The captured phosphorus is then dumped 
into the pipe arrive in Lake Ontario.  I also understand that the major plant, modeled 
after the pilot plant, will also dump collected phosphorus into the pipe reaching 
Duffins Creek Sewage Plant.  Please explain the moral and environmental rational of 
this matter. 

For the demonstration facility (recently decommissioned), the biosolids (which includes 
captured phosphorous) were fed back into the influent to the Mount Albert WPCP whereby it 
received full treatment again by the Mount Albert WPCP.  The phosphorous captured by the 
demonstration facility was not released to the YDSS.   
 
York Region is proposing as part of the preferred undertaking for the Upper York Sewage 
Solutions Environmental Assessment (UYSS EA), that full biosolids treatment will occur at the 
Water Reclamation Centre site subject to the Minster of the Environment’s approval. Initially, 
wastewater flows from approved growth in East Gwillimbury are anticipated to be low, making 
the construction of biosolids management facilities uneconomical. As a result, York Region 
proposes to use the existing York Durham Sewage System capacity for the conveyance of 
biosolids to the Duffin Creek WPCP for treatment.  As wastewater flows increase, York Region 
will construct the onsite biosolids management facilities at the Water Reclamation Centre. 
 
It is important to note that the recent Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3 Expansion from 420 million 
litres per day (MLD) to 630 MLD was designed to accommodate the population being serviced 
by the Water Reclamation Centre. Also, as part of the expansion project, the Regional 
Municipalities of York and Durham committed to reducing the total allowable loading of 
phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day through enhanced treatment. The initial discharge 
of biosolids from the Water Reclamation Centre will not affect this phosphorous loading limit. 
   

5/31/2013 

3/14/2013 P2-GP262 General Public Email to project email 
address 

The presenters stated that tertiary treatment would not meet dilution requirements 
of the Ministry.  The gallonage is the same for all options; therefore, the duckbill 
diffusers, with the tertiary treatment, would remove as much pollution as possible 
and satisfy the Ministry’s dilution requirement.  Please comment on this point. 

The tertiary treatment solution does remove the highest amount of phosphorus, however 
tertiary treatment does not remove additional ammonia and does not change the initial 
dilution characteristics of the effluent.  
 
The evaluation of alternatives considered a broad range of criteria including technical, natural 
environment, social/cultural, and financial. Tertiary treatment did not score the highest in the 
alternative evaluation and was not selected as the preferred alternative. Some key reasons why 
tertiary treatment was not selected as the preferred was because:  
 
• it has a high carbon footprint mainly due to energy use during operations; 
• it requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social environments; 
• it will not meet long-term requirements beyond 630 MLD; and, 
• it has one of the highest capital and operating costs. 
 
It should also be noted, that all the alternatives evaluated meet the MOE regulations which are 
in place to protect the environment and human health. 
 

5/31/2013 

3/14/2013 P2-GP263 General Public Email to project email 
address 

One presenter stated that the tertiary treatment would not address long term 
requirements. Another presenter stated that additional tertiary treatment sections 
could be added to address future requirements.  Please provide clarification on this 
point. 

The tertiary treatment alternative will not address long term limitations to the existing outfall 
because the existing outfall does not have the hydraulic capacity to meet long-term capacity 
requirements. Hydraulic capacity is a physical limitation and is not related to nutrient removal. 

5/31/2013 

3/14/2013 P2-GP264 General Public Email to project email 
address 

When one sector of society wishes to discharge a negative product of their 
operations into the home of another social sector, the producing sector must reduce 
the negative impact to the lowest level possible.  This will minimize the negative 
impact on human health, both physical and mental, as well as that on the natural 
environment.   

As part of this Environmental Assessment, a thorough evaluation of alternatives has been 
performed using technical, natural environment, social/ cultural, and financial evaluation 
criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has been weighted by a Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders including citizen representation 
from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact evaluation of the alternatives has been 
performed by a group of experts in their respective fields.  The results of this evaluation were 
also peer reviewed by an independent panel of experts.  To review the documentation of this 
process please refer to the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 

5/31/2013 
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The Regions have made a significant investment to improve the water quality discharged from 
the Duffin Creek WPCP. As part of the recent Stage 3 Expansion at the plant, additional 
phosphorus removal and ammonia removal were provided to meet and exceed these 
objectives. The Regions committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 
420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. The Stage 3 Expansion also introduced nitrification through the 
nitrifying step feed process. The Stage 3 Expansion became operational in the fall of 2010, and 
the plant has been performing well, with total phosphorus and ammonia effluent levels below 
operating objectives.  

3/17/2013 P2-GP265 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I have read with concern regarding the Duffin Creek Sewage Plant expansion plans. 
The algae is an issue now so why cause an even greater problem? This sewage plant 
is large enough today having expanded numerous times based upon the continual 
construction themselves to stabling a separate unit elsewhere. Durham region is 
expanding at a rapid rate and let’s keep the existing capacity for Durham Region and 
work on controlling the exiting algae issue nor expand or create an even greater 
problem for our children. 
 
To top it all off to have to look out into Lake Ontario and see shorelines covered with 
algae is not something we should be allowing.  Let’s tackle the issue now.  Stop the 
expansion now. 

The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) is not to expand the treatment 
facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address 
the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that 
accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that 
protects the environment and human health.  
 
Regarding your concern with algae growth, there is no conclusive evidence to suggest that the 
phosphorus concentrations in the effluent promote algae growth. Due to rapidly deteriorating 
water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal blooms in the Great Lakes, the 
Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by Canada and the United States in 
1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the MOE set a Provincial Water Quality 
Objective (PWQO) of 0.02 mg/L for total phosphorus (TP) in Lake Ontario.  The new limits on 
nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  
Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has been met for open-water areas on the 
north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area being well below this value.    
Though, despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth 
has become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae 
problem is thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are 
invasive species that now completely blanket many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought 
to play a critical role in the growth of nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows 
greater light penetration of water and increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for 
algal growth through a conversion of particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus 
(SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in 
areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a 
common problem affecting most of the Great Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear 
whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from water pollution control plants will 
have a significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  Despite this the Regions in the recent 
upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed treatment facilities that will allow for a 25% 
decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 

4/8/2013 

3/19/2013 P2-GP266 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I am writing to express my concern and disapproval for the current approach being 
taking to Duffin's Creek WPCP expansion. Lake Ontario and Ajax shoreline currently 
has a problem with Algae growth that is a direct consequence of the outfall of the 
sewage treatment plant. This represents a smell and health hazards that is 
unacceptable. I am in complete support of Mayor Parishes letter  to Minister Bradley 
dated Jan 9, 2013 

The Regions agree there is occasional algae fouling along the shoreline; though it is important 
to note that algae fouling is very complex and is common to most communities on the Great 
Lakes. Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive 
algal blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed 
by Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the 
MOE set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in 
Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in 
phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has 
been met for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-
Pickering area being well below this value.    Though, despite the very low concentrations of 
phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past 
decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread 
invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket 
many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of 
nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and 
increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of 
particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide 
a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal 
growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the 
Great Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus 
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loadings from water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance 
Cladophora growth.  Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP 
installed treatment facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of 
phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 

3/19/2013 P2-GP267 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Ajax waterfront is being threatened with the amount of treated sewage being release 
close to Ajax’s shoreline.  With approximately 340 million litres of treated sewage 
being released a km from the Ajax shoreline daily, it is determined that the 
phosphorus from this output will cause major algae growth.  My concern in our 
drinking water.  Will another Walkerton happen here?  Ajax has a new treatment 
plant along our shores but I’m not sure it was built to handle the excess waste being 
brought to our doorstep from York Region. 
It makes me angry to think the residents of Ajax didn’t have a say before the 
treatment plant servicing York region, was coming to our doorstep.  So where do we 
go from here?  Now that the damage is being done, how can Ajax protect its drinking 
water and shoreline? 

The Town of Ajax has been an active stakeholder through this Outfall Class Environmental 
Assessment (EA) and the previous Stage 3 Expansion Class (EA) in 2006. There is a Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee (SAC) that has provided input during each Phase of this Class EA. The SAC 
comprises various stakeholders including citizen representation from the City of Pickering and 
Town of Ajax. 
 
Regarding your concern with algae growth, there is no conclusive evidence to suggest that the 
phosphorus concentrations in the effluent promote algae growth. Due to rapidly deteriorating 
water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal blooms in the Great Lakes, the 
Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by Canada and the United States in 
1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the MOE set a Provincial Water Quality 
Objective (PWQO) of 0.02 mg/L for total phosphorus (TP) in Lake Ontario.  The new limits on 
nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  
Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has been met for open-water areas on the 
north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area being well below this value.    
Though, despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth 
has become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae 
problem is thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are 
invasive species that now completely blanket many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought 
to play a critical role in the growth of nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows 
greater light penetration of water and increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for 
algal growth through a conversion of particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus 
(SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in 
areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a 
common problem affecting most of the Great Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear 
whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from water pollution control plants will 
have a significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  Despite this the Regions in the recent 
upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed treatment facilities that will allow for a 25% 
decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 
 
Regarding your concern with drinking water, water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant 
has and continues to meet the strict limits set by the Ministry of the Environment. The Regions 
encourage interested parties to review the Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the 
Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.   These reports provide data that illustrate the 
exceptionally high quality of drinking water Durham Region provides to its residents. 

4/8/2013 

3/4/2013 P2-GP268 General Public Email to project email 
address 

Re the story in the Ajax News Advertiser last week. How do I obtain data about the 
"average" contaminant load of the 340 million litres per day of discharge from the 
Duffins Creek water pollution control plant? I'm not looking for daily values. Yearly 
average figures would be fine.  

There is an annual report provided to the Ministry of Environment (MOE) that shows the plant 
performance through-out the year and confirms that the plant has met or exceeded the 
required performance levels (ammonia and phosphorus) as required by the Ministry’s 
Environmental Compliance Approval. The average concentrations for 2011 for total 
phosphorus, total ammonia nitrogen, and E. coli were 0.4mg/L, 1.6 mg/L, and 7.3 E.Coli 
per/100mL respectively. 

4/8/2013 

3/23/2013 P2-GP269 General Public Email to project email 
address 

I am writing this to express my deep concern and total disapproval regarding the 
current approach being taken to the Duffins Creek WPCP expansion. Already today 
Lake Ontario and Ajax have excessive algae growth that is caused by the water 
treatment plant output into Lake Ontario. Today you can’t even walk in the water or 
even get to the water due to the amount of algae and the smell and health hazard 
this creates is unacceptable. If you walk the Lakefront Trail and get near the 
treatment plant it smells like a dump – this is not what we want. It is already the 2nd 
largest water treatment plant in Canada. We want to maintain the beauty of the Ajax 
waterfront and want it to remain a healthy, non smelling environment for nature and 
humans alike. Wouldn’t it be nice if we, our children, our grandchildren and all future 
generations could use the beautiful sandy beaches in Ajax and surrounding 
communities. 

The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) is not to expand the treatment 
facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA focuses on assessing alternatives to address 
the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that 
accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that 
protects the environment and human health. As part of this Environmental Assessment, a 
thorough evaluation of alternatives has been performed using technical, natural environment, 
social/ cultural, and financial evaluation criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has 
been weighted by a Stakeholder Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders 
including citizen representation from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact 
evaluation of the alternatives has been performed by a group of experts in their respective 
fields.  The results of this evaluation were also peer reviewed by an independent panel of 
experts.  To review the documentation of this process please refer to the draft Phase 2 Interim 
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We have come a long way from years past where we just dumped raw sewage into 
Lake Ontario but we still have a long way to go to ensure we are treating sewage with 
the most advanced techniques to ensure our waterways are clean and healthy for 
use by our children and future generations. To double the size of the existing water 
treatment plant using the current approach and the current water treatment plans at 
this time is just unacceptable. 
 
I agree totally with the Ajax 3 point solution and the letter that Mayor Parish sent to 
Minister Bradley dated Jan 9, 2013. 

Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
Regarding algae, the Regions agree there is occasional algae fouling along the shoreline; though 
it is important to note that algae fouling is very complex and is common to most communities 
on the Great Lakes. Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including 
excessive algal blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) 
was signed by Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this 
agreement, the MOE set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total 
phosphorus (TP) in Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked 
reduction in phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality 
objective has been met for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in 
the Ajax-Pickering area being well below this value. Though, despite the very low 
concentrations of phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue 
in the past decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the 
widespread invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now 
completely blanket many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in 
the growth of nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration 
of water and increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a 
conversion of particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the 
mussels provide a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously 
unsatisfactory for algal growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common 
problem affecting most of the Great Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear whether a 
further reduction in phosphorus loadings from water pollution control plants will have a 
significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  Despite this the Regions in the recent 
upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed treatment facilities that will allow for a significant 
decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 
 
Regarding use of the sandy beaches, the high E. coli levels at shore areas that have resulted in 
beach closures such as at Rotary Park Beach are not the result of E. coli levels in the Duffin 
Creek WPCP effluent.  Treated effluent currently being discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP 
is disinfected through chlorine addition and as a result, effluent E. coli levels are well below 100 
counts per 100 mL, which is the level at which beaches in Ontario are posted as being unsafe 
for swimming.   High E. coli levels continue to impact near shore waters from sources such as 
storm sewers and rivers and streams that discharge directly into the near shore water.  These 
surface runoff sources have been found to contain high levels of E coli originating from 
upstream farm lands and from the surface runoff of the park and grass areas frequented by the 
large numbers of Canada geese that occupy these shoreline areas. 
 
Please also note the Duffin Creek WPCP is the second largest treatment plant discharging to 
Lake Ontario, however; the nutrient discharge limits of Duffin Creek WPCP are lower in 
comparison to most large plants discharging to Lake Ontario. 

3/22/2013 P2-GP270 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

The purpose of this environmental assessment is not to expand the Duffin Creek 
WPCP 

The purpose of the Outfall Class EA is not to expand the treatment facilities of the Duffin 
Creek WPCP. The previous Stage 3 Expansion Class EA, approved by the Ministry of the 
Environment (MOE) in 2007, investigated expanding the WPCP’s treatment capacity from 420 
ML/d to 630 ML/d. As a result, Durham and York Regions (Regions) have invested 
approximately $625M in Stage 3 Expansion works, and are currently investing approximately 
$260M more for rehabilitation and upgrades to the pre-existing Stage 1 and 2 treatment works. 
The new and upgraded facilities are designed to perform to stricter effluent limits that the 
Regions voluntarily put forward during their discussions with the MOE subsequent to the Stage 
3 Expansion Class EA. This Outfall Class EA is focusing on assessing alternatives to address the 
limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and developing a preferred alternative or 
alternatives that accommodate the discharge of treated effluent from the existing plant in a 
manner that is protective of the environment and human health. 

4/08/2013 

3/22/2013 P2-GP271 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

More municipal sewage is discharged to Lake Ontario than any other type 
of pollution. Raw sewage contains human waste and the pathogens it can 
harbour (such as cholera, typhoid, and hepatitis B), microorganisms, toxic chemicals, 
heavy metals, and excreted pharmaceuticals. 

You note, “More municipal sewage is discharged to Lake Ontario than any other type of 
pollution.” The Duffin Creek WPCP has not and does not discharge sewage to Lake Ontario. 
Many large water pollution control plants will often bypass treatment and discharge either 
untreated or partially treated sewage to Lake Ontario during times of high inflow. The Duffin 
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Creek WPCP does not have a built in bypass and treats all flows, discharging highly treated clear 
effluent to Lake Ontario. 

3/22/2013 P2-GP272 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

Sewage releases following secondary treatment can be toxic to fish and wildlife, 
cause algae and bacteria growth that make beaches unsafe for swimming, and 
threaten the integrity of our aquatic ecosystems. 
Nutrient loadings in sewage plant effluent contribute to problem algal growth, 
including the Cladophora algae prevalent along Lake Ontario’s shorelines. 

The Duffin Creek WPCP effluent is not toxic to fish and other wildlife. It meets both provincial 
and federal regulatory requirements with regard to unionized ammonia, which is the 
compound of concern in this regard. 
With regard to pharmaceuticals and other micro-contaminants, the Regions have and will 
continue to look to the provincial and federal governments, professional associations and other 
health organizations for guidance on the issue of pharmaceuticals and personal care products. 
As you may be aware, thus far the MOE has not yet identified these compounds as a significant 
concern though their research is ongoing. Though as noted above, the Regions have upgraded 
the Duffin Creek WPCP to include the nitrification process, which is an effective process in 
reducing these compounds in treated wastewater effluent. 

4/08/2013 

3/22/2013 P2-GP273 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

Sewage releases following secondary treatment can be toxic to fish and wildlife, 
cause algae and bacteria growth that make beaches unsafe for swimming, and 
threaten the integrity of our aquatic ecosystems. Nutrient loadings in sewage plant 
effluent contribute to problem algal growth, including the Cladophora algae 
prevalent along Lake Ontario’s shorelines. 

The high E. coli levels at shore areas that have resulted in beach closures such as at Rotary Park 
Beach in Ajax are not the result of E. coli levels in the Duffin Creek WPCP effluent. Treated 
effluent currently being discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP is disinfected through chlorine 
addition and as a result, effluent E. coli levels are well below 100 counts per 100 mL, which is 
the level at which beaches in Ontario are posted as being unsafe for swimming. High E. coli 
levels continue to impact nearshore waters from untreated sources such as storm sewers and 
watercourses discharging directly into the nearshore water. These surface runoff sources have 
been found to contain high levels of E. coli, originating from upstream farm lands and from the 
surface runoff of the park and grass areas frequented by the large numbers of Canada geese 
occupying these shoreline areas. 

4/08/2013 

3/22/2013 P2-GP274 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

Sewage releases following secondary treatment can be toxic to fish and wildlife, 
cause algae and bacteria growth that make beaches unsafe for swimming, and 
threaten the integrity of our aquatic ecosystems. 
Nutrient loadings in sewage plant effluent contribute to problem algal growth, 
including the Cladophora algae prevalent along Lake Ontario’s shorelines. 

Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960s and 70s, including excessive algal 
blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by 
Canada and the United States in 1972. After signing this agreement, the MOE set a Provincial 
Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in Lake Ontario. The new 
limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus loadings to Lake 
Ontario. 
Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has been met for open-water areas on the 
north shore, with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area being well below this value. 
Despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has 
become a resurging issue in the past decade. One major contributor to the nuisance algae 
problem is thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, invasive 
species that now completely blanket many areas of Lake Ontario. 
Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of nuisance algae by increasing water 
clarity, which allows greater light penetration of water and increasing the amount of bio-
available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of particulate phosphorus to 
soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.) In addition, the mussels provide a hard surface to which 
algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth. This resurgence 
of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the Great Lakes.  
Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from 
water pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth. 
Despite this, the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP, installed treatment 
facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to 
Lake Ontario from the Duffin Creek WPCP. 

4/08/2013 

3/22/2013 P2-GP275 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

At Duffin Creek, sewage is only treated with secondary treatment before being 
discharged into Lake Ontario through an outfall diffuser 1.1 km from shore. 
Cladophora algae growth has been identified as a problem in the area of the diffuser. 
Neighbouring Pickering Nuclear Generating Station recently installed a net across its 
intake to lessen the number of fish killed at that plant every year. The net requires 
regular cleaning by divers to keep it clear of algae. The problem is so bad that during 
the winter when its too cold for the divers, OPG has to take the net out or risk 
blocking the intake completely with algae. 

Subsequent to the findings of a University of Waterloo study into the cause of algae in the Ajax-
Pickering nearshore environment, which found that the Duffin Creek WPCP was not the cause 
of nuisance Cladophora growth, the Regions have not received any correspondence from 
Ontario Power Generation attributing the clogging of the intake at the Pickering Nuclear Power 
Generating Station to the operation of the Duffin Creek WPCP. 4/08/2013 

3/22/2013 P2-GP276 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

We understand that the Ministry of the Environment is currently studying the impact 
of nutrient sources on nearshore water quality and Cladophora algae growth in Lake 
Ontario. The study focuses on five communities, including Pickering and Ajax where 
effluent from Duffin Creek is emitted. The City of Ajax recently asked that the Regions 

In a letter, dated March 8, 2012 from the MOE, it was stated that “the proposed [MOE] study 
was not developed with the intention of addressing the WPCP’s outfall limitation issues. The 
timing of the study is a product of history, both in terms of past studies in the area and Great 
Lakes research on the nuisance algae Cladophora.” It is our position that since the MOE study 
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extend the EA timeline to allow for consideration and integration of the results of the 
MOE shoreline study. 
In response, the Regions stated that, “the MOE study was not designed to focus 
specifically on the Duffin Creek WPCP and as a result, may not provide all of the 
answers... concerning the cause-and-effect of Cladophora growth along the Ajax-
Pickering shoreline”. 

has not been designed to investigate the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall, the findings would not 
directly impact any recommendations made through the Outfall Class EA. Further, the Regions 
have been advised that the current MOE study being undertaken will not be completed before 
the end of 2014 and probably by sometime in 2015; our project is scheduled for completion by 
the end of 2013. However, we do wish to note that since the formulation stages, the Regions 
have been active supporters of this study and have made available a good deal of data to the 
MOE researchers. 
Also as part of the Outfall Class EA investigations, the project team has looked at much of the 
latest research and publications on Lake Ontario water quality and Cladophora. A full reporting 
of the state of the research has been included in our project documentation. 

3/22/2013 P2-GP277 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

Modern processes have been developed for sewage treatment that could minimize 
the amount of harmful material and nutrients in Duffin Creek’s effluent. 
Unfortunately, the Regions’ approach to the EA to this point has limited 
consideration of options like plant optimization and tertiary treatment. The Regions 
appear to be taking a “good enough” approach. 

Contrary to your comment that the Regions have had, “limited consideration of options…” in 
the Outfall Class EA, we have engaged in a process that goes well beyond the requirements of 
the most stringent Municipal Class EA process. The Regions are undertaking the Outfall Class EA 
in accordance with the requirements of Ontario’s regulated Environmental Assessment 
process, the five key principles of which are: 
 Consult with potentially affected and other interested parties 
 Consider a reasonable range of alternatives 
 Consider all aspects of the environment 
 Systematically evaluate net environmental effects 
 Provide clear, complete documentation 
A detailed and transparent evaluation of alternatives has been conducted in accordance with 
the above key principles, and is consistent with the Ministry of the Environment Code of 
Practice for Preparing and Reviewing Class Environmental Assessments in Ontario (MOE, 
November 2008). The Regions encourage you to review the Outfall Class EA project 
documentation at, www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 

4/08/2013 

3/22/2013 P2-GP278 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

Modern processes have been developed for sewage treatment that could minimize 
the amount of harmful material and nutrients in Duffin Creek’s effluent. 
Unfortunately, the Regions’ approach to the EA to this point has limited 
consideration of options like plant optimization and tertiary treatment. The Regions 
appear to be taking a “good enough” approach. 

The tertiary treatment alternative was considered in the Outfall Class EA. It was the alternative 
considered that removes the highest amount of phosphorous; however, tertiary treatment 
does not remove additional ammonia and does not change the initial dilution characteristics of 
the effluent. The evaluation of all the alternatives (including tertiary treatment) considered a 
broad range of criteria including technical, natural environment, social/cultural and financial. 
Tertiary treatment did not score the highest in the alternative evaluation and was not selected 
as the preferred alternative. Some key reasons why tertiary treatment was not selected as the 
preferred are as follows: 
 It has a high carbon footprint mainly due to energy use during operations 
 It requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social environments 
 It has one of the highest capital and operating costs. 
Furthermore, with no scientific evidence to suggest that installation of tertiary treatment will 
result in a reduction of nuisance Cladophora on the Ajax-Pickering shoreline, recommending 
this alternative would not be defendable. 

4/08/2013 

3/22/2013 P2-GP279 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper 

We are writing to express our concerns about this project, specifically the impact on 
water quality and habitat in Lake Ontario that such a major wastewater plant 
expansion will have on our lake. Lake Ontario is the drinking water supply for 9-
million people, a recreational site for millions more, and home to a once-renowned 
array of aquatic life. If you want to operate a sewage treatment plant on Lake 
Ontario - and you obviously do - then aiming for “good enough” is not, frankly, good 
enough. Lake Ontario deserves more. 

Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the MOE. We encourage you to review the Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the 
Durham Region website, www.durham.ca. Also, as part of the Outfall Class EA, lake modelling 
programs approved by the MOE are being used to assess the mixing zone and its interference 
with beneficial uses including aesthetics along the shoreline, drinking water, the Pickering 
Nuclear Generating Station intakes and nearshore recreational uses. The modelling results, 
which are very conservative, are demonstrating there is no interference with these uses. 
Recent sampling in the vicinity of the outfall has also demonstrated the limited effect that the 
Duffin Creek WPCP has on local water quality. 

4/08/2013 

3/22/2013 P2-GP280 General Public Letter from Lake 
Ontario Waterkeeper Closing Comments from the letter 

Both Durham Region and York Region have more than an interest in the water quality of Lake 
Ontario; we have a legal obligation to protect it. Furthermore, when considering the level of 
treatment offered, coupled with a lack of bypass capability, we consider the Duffin Creek WPCP 
to be one of the best treatment facilities discharging to Lake Ontario. The ongoing upgrades to 
the Duffin Creek WPCP (costing the Regions nearly one billion dollars), the Regions’ voluntary 
support of local research and our ongoing voluntary water quality monitoring program being 
carried out with the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, demonstrates our 
commitment to the water quality of Lake Ontario. In our opinion, to characterize the Regions 
as, “aiming for good enough,” is both unfair and unfounded. We do appreciate the passion you 
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and your organization have for the water quality of Lake Ontario. We trust that you also 
appreciate that as municipalities offering both drinking water and sewage services to our 
citizens, we are actively engaged in protecting Lake Ontario 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

4/10/2013 P2-GP281 General Public  Email from Ajax High 
school Student 

I am a high school student from Ajax, and I am strongly opposed to the idea of 
extending the sewage plant into the Ajax Waterfront. 
 
I feel that the waterfront is the only real recreational + natural site left in our city, 
and it is very important for us to not lose that. It soothes us after a busy day in urban 
areas. If the sewage plant is extended into this serene location, then it takes away 
from the relaxing aura of the lake.  
 
All of the other fields (e.g. soccer field on Harwood) and forests in our city have been 
destroyed to accommodate more people, and this is now the only true natural 
environment left. Extending the sewage plant will do nothing other than turn this 
beautiful spot into a cluttered dump.  
 
If I understand correctly, this action is being taken due to the large population 
increase in the Durham and York regions. It truly is not worth losing our most 
treasured gift just for the increasing population. In fact, doing so will, a few years 
down the line, turn Ajax into something akin to downtown Scarborough, with lots of 
people, noise, clutter and pollution. There must be a solution suitable for everyone. 
 
We could install the advanced technology required to improve the removal of 
nutrients (e.g. phosphorus), as well as chemicals from pharmaceuticals and personal 
care products from the sewage before it enters the outfall and is dispersed into the 
lake.  In addition, an outfall that is a few kilometers off of the shoreline could be 
constructed so it doesn’t affect the people who are around, providing a healthier and 
more positive solution for all of us. 
 
I hope these suggestions are taken into account when it is time to come to a 
conclusion. 
 

Thanks very much for your email.  We certainly appreciate your interest in our project and the 
passion you have for your community.  Below we have responded to the issues you have raised 
and hope that we have allayed your concerns. 
 
EXPANDING THE DUFFIN CREEK WPCP: 
The purpose of the Outfall Class Environmental Assessment (Outfall EA) is not to expand the 
treatment facilities of the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). The plant was 
expanded in 2009 with new, more advanced treatment processes. This Outfall EA is focused on 
assessing alternatives to address the limitations of the existing outfall by selecting and 
developing a preferred alternative(s) that accommodates the discharge of treated effluent from 
the existing plant in a manner that protects the environment and human health. 
 
NATURAL WATERFRONT 
Both Durham and York Regions are committed to protecting the environment in and around 
the Duffin Creek WPCP. In fact, as part of previous works undertaken at the plant, both Durham 
and York Regions worked with the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority on a 
Greening/Biodiversity Plan that provided an enhancement of the natural lands adjacent to the 
WPCP and protection of the provincially significant Duffins Marsh area. We also established 
raptor poles for local bird populations on the WPCP site and were actively involved in relocating 
a cultural heritage building (stone farmhouse) from the WPCP site to land adjacent to the 
Waterfront Trail in the City of Pickering. Improvements to the stone farmhouse are planned. 
 
REMOVAL OF PHOSPHORUS AND OTHER NUTRIENTS 
The Stage 3 Expansion EA (completed in 2006) allowed for expansion of the capacity of the 
Duffin Creek WPCP from 420 MLD to its current rated capacity of 630 MLD, provided that 
additional phosphorus removal and nitrification were also implemented.  As part of the 
Expansion EA, the Regions committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus 
from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This means that as the average day flow increases at the plant 
to 630 MLD, the plant is not permitted to discharge more than 311 kg/day on average. The 
Stage 3 Expansion also introduced nitrification through the nitrifying step feed process, and 
unionized ammonia criteria of 6 mg/L from May 1 to October 31, and 10 mg/L from November 
1 to April 30 was set. The Stage 3 Expansion became operational in 2010, and the plant has 
been performing well, with total phosphorus and ammonia effluent levels below operating 
objectives.    The Regions are have invested approximately $625M in the Stage 3 expansion 
works, and are currently investing approximately $260M more for rehabilitation and upgrades 
to the existing Stage 1 and 2 works at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  
 
The Regions agree that Lake Ontario is an important asset and have taken measures to 
implement wastewater treatment processes that meet a high water quality standard. The 
Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) has one of the best quality effluents 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. In addition, unlike most other plants on Lake 
Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities. The Regions have been 
proactive in supporting efforts to monitor water quality in the nearshore around the existing 
outfall. The water quality results have been positive. Please visit the following web link to view 
the results http://theskua.com/wqapp2/. 
 
REMOVAL OF PHARMACEUTICALS AND PERSONAL CARE PRODUCTS 
The Regions have and will continue to look to the provincial and federal governments, 
professional associations and other health organizations for guidance on the issue of 
pharmaceuticals and personal care products. Thus far, the Ontario Ministry of the Environment 
has not identified these compounds as a significant concern.  Research studies are continuing 
to assess what impact these compounds have on the environment.  Despite this, as part of the 
recent upgrades to the Duffin Creek WPCP, the Regions installed facilities that employ the 
nitrification process.  The nitrification process is considered an effective treatment for 
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significantly reducing these compounds in treated wastewater effluent. 
 
OUTFALL FURTHER INTO THE LAKE 
The long-term recommended solution is to construct a new outfall, as you have noted in your 
email.  Our preliminary work on this alternative indicates that it would probably discharge 
approximately 3 kilometres from shore. The Regions would implement this long-term solution 
once the existing outfall could no longer meet hydraulic conditions in the future. In order to 
address the current outfall limitations up to a capacity of 630 ML/d, the recommended solution 
is to modify the existing outfall in order to utilize this important piece of existing infrastructure, 
which is estimated to have approximately 35-40 years of useful life remaining.  Canadian 
municipalities all over the country are struggling to maintain high levels of service to our 
citizens with significantly limited resources.  We strongly feel that using existing infrastructure 
to its utmost allows us to wisely invest in facilities that really do really require upgrading. 
 
SUMMARY: 
Please know we do take all suggestions into account when determining a path forward and for 
more information on the Outfall EA please visit the project web site at 
www.durham.ca/outfallEA .  Thanks again for your input and I suggest that if you are interested 
you can come to an upcoming Public Information Forum or contact us in order that you can 
tour the Duffin Creek WPCP and see first-hand how the Regions are managing your 
infrastructure and are protecting the local environment. 
 

5/6/2013 P2-GP282 General Public Letter to Regions 

New Outfall Alternative and Tertiary Treatment Alternative 
I received your letter dated April 25, 2013. In it, you state "the lakeshore 
environment and water quality in Ajax and Pickering are of major concern to both 
Regions". If that statement were true both Regions would be supporting vigorously 
for the Duffin Creek WPCP: tertiary treatment at once; a three kilometer outfall; all 
the necessary comprehensive studies to protect water quality and the lakeshore 
environment; plus a delay in the EA. 

As discussed in previous correspondence a new, larger-diameter outfall extending 
approximately 3 km into Lake Ontario was the only alternative identified in the Outfall EA 
process that meets the long-term projected growth for both York and Durham Regions.  The 
alternative was identified as the preferred long-term strategy to be implemented when the 
existing outfall reaches the end of its useful life. Tertiary treatment was considered but did not 
score the highest in the alternative evaluation and was not selected as a preferred alternative. 
Some key reasons why tertiary treatment was not selected as the preferred was because: 
 
• It has a high carbon footprint mainly due to energy use during operations 
• It requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social environments 
• It will not meet long-term requirements beyond 630 MLD 
• It has one of the highest capital and operating costs 
 
Furthermore, there is no scientific evidence to suggest that installation of tertiary treatment 
will result in a reduction of nuisance Cladophora on the Ajax-Pickering shoreline. 

5/21/2013 

5/6/2013 P2-GP283 General Public Letter to Regions 

Undertaking Necessary Water Quality Studies 
I received your letter dated April 25, 2013. In it, you state "the lakeshore 
environment and water quality in Ajax and Pickering are of major concern to both 
Regions". If that statement were true both Regions would be supporting vigorously 
for the Duffin Creek WPCP: tertiary treatment at once; a three kilometer outfall; all 
the necessary comprehensive studies to protect water quality and the lakeshore 
environment; plus a delay in the EA. 

The Outfall Class EA is being undertaken in accordance with the requirements of Ontario’s 
Environmental Assessment Act, by following the planning and approval process for Schedule C 
projects as identified in the Municipal Engineers Association Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment. The Outfall Class EA includes a Receiving Water Impact Assessment (RWIA,) which 
involved modelling both near-field and far-field potential impacts of the outfall effluent 
discharges to lake water quality and surrounding Ajax-Pickering beneficial uses. The modelling 
approaches are approved by and acceptable to the MOE and have also been peer reviewed by 
an independent team. The model results have been used in the assessment of the alternatives 
to understand potential water quality impacts on beneficial uses and users to help inform the 
selection of a preferred solution that complies with MOE policy.  Further, the investigations 
undertaken as part of this EA have been specifically identified by the MOE as a best practice for 
assessing impacts on the receiving water, and have been successfully used on other recent 
Environmental Assessments on Lake Ontario. 

5/21/2013 

5/6/2013 P2-GP284 General Public Letter to Regions 

Phosphorus in Lake Simcoe 
With respect to Lake Simcoe you are either woefully ignorant of the facts or evasive 
or both. "Phosphorus is a key water quality concern in Lake Simcoe". So much so that 
in 2008 the Province enacted the Lake Simcoe Protection Act and in 2010 initiated a 
20 million dollar Phosphorus Reduction Strategy. Lake Simcoe is in serious 
environmental trouble with respect to water quality, fish and wildlife and the 
lakeshore environment. As a result York brings drinking water north from Toronto 

We appreciate your reference of the Province of Ontario’s, Lake Simcoe Phosphorus Reduction 
Strategy.  There is a figure from this report which indicates phosphorus sources to Lake Simcoe.  
This figure shows that sewage treatment plants account for a very low portion (approximately 
7%) of the total phosphorus loading to Lake Simcoe.  Based on information we have reviewed, 
the phosphorus contribution from sewage treatment plants to Lake Ontario is only slightly 
higher.  This indicates that, as is the case with Lake Simcoe, a holistic approach to phosphorous 
reduction would be required to achieve effective results. Furthermore, to expend a significant 
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and ships the resulting sewage south to Duffin Creek WPCP. The story of Lake Simcoe 
should teach all of us, even the York and Durham officials, that the water quality and 
environment of Lake Ontario must be protected no matter what the cost. Even the 
environmentally insensitive Harper government lost January 2013 for Lake Simcoe 
and Georgian Bay established a 29 million dollar fund "focused on priorities such as 
reducing phosphorus impacts from urban and rural sources restoring fish and aquatic 
wildlife habitat and populations and addressing nearshore toxic and nuisance algae 
growth". 

amount of money on reducing the relatively minor contributions from sewage treatment plants 
would be unwise in the absence of phosphorous reductions from the other primary sources. 
You also reference the $20 million the Province of Ontario has committed to support the 
Reduction Strategy for the entirety of Lake Simcoe.  Please know that the Regions are also 
proactive in reducing nutrient loadings through recent upgrades to the Duffin Creek WPCP.  The 
Regions are spending over $260 million to upgrade the existing Stage 1&2 facilities at the Duffin 
Creek WPCP; and have spent approximately $625 million for the new Stage 3 facilities.  A 
significant portion of the upgrade and expansion works include facilities to further reduce 
phosphorus and ammonia in the treated effluent discharged to Lake Ontario. 

5/6/2013 P2-GP285 General Public Letter to Regions 

Documentation Regarding Discharges to the YDSS 
For the fourth time, I am requesting all documents and/or agreement by York and 
Durham Regions that allow trucks or other vehicles either from the Regions or local 
municipalities within the Regions or other municipalities located outside the Regions 
and/or private operators to dump wastewater, sewage, biosolids, septage or other 
waste of any kind into or at Duffin Creek WPCP or at any point along the York 
Durham Sewage System. This information should include the contents of such 
biosolids, wastewater, septage, etc. dumped for each of the past 6 years. 

You have requested a substantial amount of information from the Regions.  We therefore 
reiterate our invitation to meet to review documents such as the Biosolids Master Plan Report 
and the Septage Management Strategy.  Upon meeting we are prepared to copy selected 
sections of these reports for you; however, please know these documents are extremely large 
and there would be a fee associated with copying an entire document.  We suggest that 
meeting first to determine what your specific requirements are is a more reasonable 
alternative than copying and sending several documents that may or may not meet your 
requirements. 

5/21/2013 

5/20/2011 P2-GP286 General Public Letter to Regions 

Please advise if it is understood that the problem/opportunity statement will permit 
thorough consideration of a comprehensive range of alternatives that do not 
necessarily involve making adjustments to the size, structure or configuration of the 
outfall pipe (and related components) and/or enhanced treatment processes at 
DCWCP.  These alternatives could include eliminated or significantly reduced flows 
into Lake Ontario, and/or possibly treatment at locations other than DCWPCP.  Also, 
the problem/opportunity must fully consider all other environmental impacts, such 
as impacts to air and water caused by the incineration of sewage solids which are 
extracted as part of the treatment process. 

The problem/opportunity statement which reflects input from the Stakeholders Advisory 
Committee (SAC) and the public allows for the consideration of a comprehensive range of 
alternatives.  The long list of alternatives was identified as follows: 
 
• Do Nothing 
• Manage and Reduce Flows to the Duffin WPCP Outfall 
   - Limit Community Growth 
   - Water Use Efficiency and Wastewater Reduction Measures 
   - Divert Increased Flows to a new WPCP 
   - Storage and System Management 
   - Composting Toilets 
• Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations (Stages 1, 2, 3) 
• Modify Existing Outfall Diffuser 
• Provide Tertiary Treatment at the Duffin Creek WPCP 
• Increase Outfall Capacity  
   - Extend Existing Outfall Diffuser 
   - New Outfall 
 
Consistent with the requirements of Ontario’s Environmental Assessment process, a two-step 
evaluation of these alternative solutions has been undertaken.  First, a screening process was 
performed to develop a short-list of alternatives, which have the ability to meet the problem or 
opportunity statement.  The short-listed alternatives were then evaluated in detail based on 
evaluation criteria which reflect all components of the environment (i.e. technical, 
social/cultural, natural, and financial).   The importance of each evaluation criteria has been 
weighted by a Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) which comprises various stakeholders 
including citizen representation from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact 
evaluation of the alternatives has been performed by a group of experts in their respective 
fields.  The results of this evaluation were also peer reviewed by an independent panel of 
experts.  To review the documentation and results of this process, please refer to the draft 
Phase 2 Interim Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 

5/28/2013 

5/20/2011 P2-GP287 General Public Letter to Regions I think the process needs expert review and comment.   

The Regions agree and are undertaking independent peer reviews of key technical documents 
and assessments as part of this Outfall EA process as part of their commitment to develop a 
preferred solution for meeting the limitations of the existing outfall that is technically sound, 
and environmentally safe and sustainable. The following peer reviews have been planned 
through this Class EA, the first two of which have been conducted: 
 
• Baseline reports (EA Phase 1 and part of Phase 2) 
• Evaluation of Alternatives and selection of preferred alternative (EA Phase 2) 
• Identification and Assessment of Alternative Methods/Design Concepts and Selection of a 
Preferred Method/Design Concept and Mitigation Measures (EA Phase 3) 

5/28/2013 
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Peer review input to date has assisted in the development of the baseline reports, and is being 
incorporated into the development and assessment of alternatives. To review more 
information on the Peer review process, please refer to the appropriate section covering this 
topic on the project web site:  www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 

5/20/2011 P2-GP288 General Public Letter to Regions 

The potential solutions should not be limited to the listed alternatives, which are 
largely directed towards finding a way to dump more partially treated effluent into 
Lake Ontario, particularly through DCWPCP.  For example, the background identifies 
future growth in York and Durham Regions as the impetus for the higher treatment 
capacity requirements.  Local treatment facilities should be developed within these 
(yet to be built) communities and to the extent that some of the locally treated 
effluent still needs to be released into Lake Ontario, DCWPCP could be used for final 
polishing. Greater treatment at source would provide many benefits, including fairer 
allocation of costs (infrastructure costs to be borne by developers and future 
taxpayers of yet to be built communities, rather than current taxpayers), lower on-
going costs of existing and approved infrastructure (e.g. reduced loads on existing 
and approved odour control facilities and corrosion control facilities) and fairer 
distribution of environmental impacts (rather than off-loading these to Pickering and 
Ajax). 
 
In addition, serious consideration should be given to significantly reducing the need 
to pollute Lake Ontario (or any other waterway) with the partially treated effluent.  
For example, I understand that California has refined its waste water management 
process so as to divert a significant amount of the treated water to irrigation of 
crops, golf courses, etc.  In short, Ontario needs to ensure that it is living up to its 
claims of being a leader in the green movement.  This project is about long term 
planning for future outcomes and therefore should not confine itself to old thinking 
(i.e. dump sewage into the lake after meeting a minimum treatment standard). 

Water efficiency programs, wastewater reduction measures at source; diverting increased 
flows to a new Water Pollution Control Facility (i.e. the planned Upper York Water Reclamation 
Facility), and storage and system management, are all components of York and Durham’s 
overall wastewater management program.  These measures have been identified as partial 
solutions to help address the limitations of the existing outfall through the screening process in 
this Class EA.  They help reduce flows to the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant, and 
prolong the life of existing infrastructure and investments, but alone will not solve the problem.  
Through the detailed evaluation of alternatives, upgraded plant and optimized operations and 
modifying the existing outfall diffuser to provide improved initial mixing in Lake Ontario is 
recommended as the preferred solution.    When the existing outfall reaches the end of its 
useful life, construction of a new outfall is recommended.  Again for further details, please refer 
to the refer to the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at  www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
With respect to effluent treatment and environmental stewardship, please note that the Duffin 
Creek WPCP uses the following key technologies and provides one of the highest levels of 
treatment of all wastewater plants discharging into the open waters of Lake Ontario: 
 
• Nitrification/Denitrification. This process was designed to biologically breakdown and remove 
ammonia (the nutrient nitrogen) from the wastewater.  Other benefits of this process are that 
it also breaks down and assists in the removal of phosphorus and pharmaceutical compounds.  
The equipment installed at the Duffin Creek WPCP allows for this process to be monitored and 
operated optimally for energy conservation.  
• Energy Recovery.  The processes employed at the Duffin Creek WPCP for the treatment and 
disposal biosolids are based upon the most efficient energy recovery methods available.  Up to 
2.6 MW of energy is generated and recovered for use within the facility. 
• Enhanced Phosphorus Removal.  As part of the Stage 3 expansion, the Regions committed to 
reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This means 
that as the average day flow increases at the plant to 630 MLD, the plant is not permitted to 
discharge more than 311 kg/day of total phosphorous on average.  Processes are in place at the 
Plant to ensure that concentrations in effluent are such that 311 kg/day on average is not 
exceeded as flows increase.  
• Odour Control.   A Study performed for the Duffin Creek WPCP indicates that the best 
available technology to treat and remove odours is used and installed.  This study has been 
reviewed and endorsed by the MOE.  Staff from the Town of Ajax and the City of Pickering are 
also part of the stakeholder group reviewing the study and odour plan. 
 
In addition, unlike many large sewage plants on Lake Ontario, the Duffin Creek plant treats all 
wastewater entering the facility and does not by-pass flows. To handle large variations in flows, 
particularly through the liquid treatment processes, requires the equipment to be designed, 
built and operated to handle the inherent variability of flows.   

5/28/2013 

5/20/2011 P2-GP289 General Public Letter to Regions 

As I mentioned at PIF #1, this project has already gotten off to a bad start with the 
SAC. It is appalling that there is no resident representation on the SAC.  I have also 
read the SAC materials posted on the project website and must register my 
disagreement with how SAC is set up. This is a project which has potentially serious 
short and long term implications on the residents. There needs to be full public 
transparency, independent facilitation, meetings open to the public, release of draft 
SAC materials to the public at the same time as the SAC and no artificial restrictions 
imposed on SAC members for openly sharing their opinions or any project 
information with the public, including the media.  Without these measures in place, I 
cannot see how the SAC can fulfill its stated objective of effectively engaging the 
public. 

The SAC was established such that representatives from key organizations that have an interest 
in this Class EA, would receive detailed information and provide input at key stages in the 
process.  Members represent a wide range of interests, including business, environmental, 
governments and citizens.  Following the PIF#1, the Regions expanded the SAC to include 
citizen representatives from both the Town of Ajax and the City of Pickering, as requested. 
 
The mandate of the SAC is to review and provide comments on the materials prepared through 
the various stages of the Class EA study. All comments made during the SAC are documented in 
the meeting minutes, which are made available through the project website. In addition, all 
questions and comments are documented and responded to in the Comment/Response Log, 
which is also made available through the project website. The material provided to the SAC 
once updated is also released to the public through the public information forums and other 
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project documentation.  
 
In addition to the five SAC meetings, consultation activities for the Outfall Class EA include 
newsletters, correspondence, four public information forums in Ajax and Pickering (open to 
interested parties including the press), meetings with affected agencies, plant tours, and a 
project website that provides EA documentation at each phase of the EA. 
 
This study is subject to the Municipal Engineers Association’s Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment (EA) (June 2000, amended 2007 and 2010) which is approved by the Minister of the 
Environment.  To address the limitations of the existing outfall, the Regions are undertaking a 
Schedule C Class EA, which has the most rigorous requirements of all Class EAs.  In fact the 
Regions are even exceeding the minimum consultation requirements for Schedule C projects. 

5/20/2011 P2-GP290 General Public Letter to Regions 

Given the significance and technical complexity of this issue, I would suggest that 
independent experts be hired to thoroughly identify the issues, alternatives, 
evaluation criteria, consultation and decision-making processes, in particular from 
the viewpoint of residents and of the host community of DCWPCP and its neighbours 
(Pickering and Ajax). The cost of this review could be borne by the beneficiaries of 
the project, namely the developers of the planned future communities.  I would 
suggest, for example, that an independent review team of experts could be 
assembled and coordinated by an environmental expert such as David Estrin of 
Gowling  Lafleur  Henderson LLP. 

As indicated above, the Regions agree that an independent review by experts would benefit the 
process. Towards this end, the Regions retained, Mr. Craig Mather former General Manager for 
the TRCA and expert on environmental issues to select an independent team of experts to 
undertake the review of technical materials that are part of the EA process.  He made 
recommendations to the Regions on  appropriate peer review team members  who are experts 
in their fields, and do not have a conflict of interest in undertaking the review to technical 
documents prepared for this EA.  The peer review team has the mandate of providing 
independent expert opinions.  Peer reviewers include:  Dr. Alex McCorquodale (Lake Modelling 
Expert); John Westland (Geotechnical Expert); Serge Metikosh (Fisheries Expert). 

5/28/2013 

4/28/2013 P2-GP291 General Public Email to Regions 

We must  admit to surprise to receive such a detailed reply to our previous concerns 
regarding Lake Ontario but no matter what is done or said to  
the use of Lake Water, it still remains that water is being taken from the Lake after 
effluent from the Sewage Plant now-- or in its Stage 3 expansion-- is discharged. 
As you state, this is in "accordance with existing regulations... and...... will continue to 
comply with all future regulations", but how sure are you in what may be found by 
Science in the future??  Some 60 years ago, we could not envisage sending a Man 
into Space or the current widespread use of the Internet and its spread of  
information !.     Now  ??         What next ?? 
              
              When we were building a Cottage in the Muskokas many years ago, Foul 
water had to be directed away from the Lake. Why should not Lake Ontario be dealt 
with in the same fashion now ?? 
              
                               Many years ago, we installed a further Filter on the cold supply for 
drinking water........but the word "Walkerton" continues to raise concerns.    
              
              In retrospect, would it not have been more ecological to have situated the 
Water Plant on higher ground to the North of the Region (with surrounding storage 
ponds) using the height to produce the pressure of water instead of needing 
electricity to power Pumps -- would have been far more cost efficient to boot !  We 
also believe that the supply of raw water would be less possibly harmful than that 
from Lake Ontario. 
 
              Your reply is very detailed and full of reasons to further proceed with the 
EXPANSION of the Sewage Plant but on our frequent walks along the Lake frontage, 
we look across the waves and find it hard to consume the domestic water in our 
house, some of which we know has been processed through the Sewage Plant 
further upstream,......without a certain amount of concern at this time.                              
Seeing large amounts of multicoloured Algae on the beach and driftwood in this 
general area certainly does not encourage us to feel very safe in drinking the 
domestic water from our taps.   When we drink water now, it generally is from the 
boiled water left over from our tea making  (and refrigerated)........better than buying 
bottled water and throwing the bottles away for you to deal with ??! 
                                                        
                                It is more a question of trusting our experience more than trusting 

The Regions’ are committed to meet or exceed all current and future wastewater regulations. 
With the Regions' investment of nearly one billion dollars in new facilities and upgrades to 
existing facilities, the Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the highest quality effluents discharged to 
the open waters of Lake Ontario. The Regions’ are also committed to keeping up with all the 
current research during this Class EA and are working in partnership with the MOE and TRCA to 
monitor the water quality in Lake Ontario along the Ajax/Pickering waterfront. 
 
Please note that the effluent discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP is highly treated effluent 
whereas discharge from a cottage septic system is of a poor quality and can contain many 
pathogens and other undesirable contaminants. 
 
The Ajax Water Supply takes advantage of the Lake Ontario as a reliable water source.   There 
are no sustainable water sources north of Ajax that have the capacity to supply Ajax and 
Pickering. Please further note that the water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and 
continues to meet the strict limits set by the Ministry of the Environment. The Regions 
encourage interested parties to review the Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the 
Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.   These reports provide data that illustrate the 
exceptionally high quality of drinking water Durham Region provides to its residents. 
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others expertise!!  
              
            In recent months, we have been most concerned at some yellow coloured 
matter which is escaping from our furnace humidifier, which item is using the 
domestic water supply.       We clean our equipment each year and renew the drum 
filter and it has been in effect for well over 10 years, but this is the first time we have 
seen such a run-off from the tray.             We are going to try to ascertain its 
composition shortly. 
 
            In conclusion, your reply is, nevertheless, appreciated in its depth and quantity 
of information:  However, we still object to the forecast expansion of the Sewage 
Plant. 

4/17/2013 P2-GP292 General Public Email to Regions 

In light of your note below to Barry here are the specific clauses of the 2012 Protocol 
to Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement which are relevant to the issue.  
  
In the Protocol in following Articles and clauses: 
  
Article 2  under Purpose,  
  
--clause 1c states   - "eliminate or reduce to the maximum extent practicable 
environmental threats to the waters of the Great Lakes"     
  
--clause 3 states  " The Parties recognize that it is necessary to take action to resolve 
existing environmental problems, as well as to anticipate and prevent environmental 
problems, by implementing measures that are sufficiently protective to achieve the 
purpose of this Agreement. 
  
Article 2 under Principles and Approaches,  
  
--clause 4c states "adequate treatment – treating wastewater without relying on flow  
augmentation to achieve applicable water quality standards; 
  
--clause 4d states "anti-degradation – implementing all reasonable and practicable 
measures  
to maintain or; improve the existing water quality in the areas of the Waters of the 
Great Lakes that meet or exceed the General Objectives or Specific  
Objectives of this Agreement, as well as in areas that have outstanding natural 
resource value. 
  
--clause 4g states "innovation – considering and applying advanced and 
environmentally friendly ideas, methods and efforts 
  
--clause 4i states "precaution – incorporating the precautionary approach, as set 
forth in the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development, the Parties intend 
that,  
“Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific 
certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing  
cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation”; 
  
-clause  4 o  states "virtual elimination – adopting the principle of virtual elimination 
for  
elimination of releases of chemicals of mutual concern, as appropriate;  
  
Clause 4 p zero discharge – adopting the philosophy of zero discharge for control of  
releases of chemicals of mutual concern, as appropriate. 
  
Annex 4 Nutrients in Section D- Programs and Other Measures  

Thanks for sharing some key clauses in the agreement. Please note that the Ministry of the 
Environment (MOE) is responsible for setting operating objectives and compliance limits for the 
Duffin Creek WPCP based on consideration of numerous agreements, policies and documents 
such as the GLWQA.  Implementation of the GLWQA will involve discussion and coordination 
with several levels of government.  The Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the best water pollution 
control plants discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario and operates to achieve 
compliance with the MOE limits contained in the Environmental Compliance Approval for the 
WPCP.  Further, we believe that the WPCP is well-positioned to meet any additional 
requirements by the MOE resulting from the implementation of the latest version of the 
GLWQA. 
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-- clause 1c states "programs to ensure that construction and operation of municipal 
wastewater treatment facilities that discharge one million liquid  
gallons or more per day achieve a maximum effluent concentration of 1.0 milligram 
per litre total phosphorus for plants in the basins of  
Lakes Superior, Michigan, and Huron, and of 0.5 milligram per litre total phosphorus 
for plants in the basins of Lakes Ontario and Erie; 
  
This last clause is a key clause.   

5/15/2013 P2-GP293 General Public Email to Regions 

Yes the Duffin's Creek Plant is very impressive, but I am just an average man and 
think that I have above average logic capabilities. I am a financial planner & 
accountant with no science background. I am not an environmentalist by any means.  
 
If someone is doing something that I believe is clearly wrong, I believe that it is 
everyone's responsibility to stand up and do something. I will still protest even if the 
perpetrator makes up excuses to try to justify their actions.  
 
I enjoy the lake and lake front. Basically I like the water. The water is fouled with 
huge amounts of algae and the beaches are covered with stinky rotting greenery 
during the summer. The plant is operating at half capacity and already it is wrecking 
the lake front. 
 
I do not have confidence that the MOE's outdated rules which are in the process of 
being updated are sufficient justification for the sewage plant's actions or lack 
thereof. It is currently just a cost driven decision. The other factors are presented to 
support the chosen decision. It should not be this way. 
 
The accountant and taxpayer side of me applauds their actions because they are 
minimizing costs and putting aside modern pollution control principles and bending 
rules to fit within the outdated guidelines. I applaud them for rushing to complete 
before the new rules are finished with the hope of not having to bring the plant up to 
the new standards, even though they know what they are. Getting an "as built" 
exemption is the goal.  
 
I don't believe their science but can't prove or disprove any of it. 
 
The logical, reasonable man part of me says that what the plant is doing is just 
horribly wrong. They are concentrating the sewage from 1.2 million people, 
inadequately cleaning it and essentially dumping it on the beach. The 1,000 metre 
pipe is too short. They may as well bring the sewage jets to the surface. I like 
fountains and it will be close enough to enjoy!  
 
The plant is trying to stand behind outdated standards that are currently being 
changed. The standards never envisioned anyone concentrating such a huge amount 
of sewage in one spot. 
 
It is like trying to support and justify your current internet actions based on 1994 
cyber security and privacy rules designed for your 14.4 fax machine. 
 
The plant may be one of the best, but it will not meet the pending standard. Let them 
talk their way out of that! 
 
The phosphorus concentration of the sewage discharge is between 167 to 266 times 
what is already in the lake. Therefore "cleaner" depends on how you measure and 
interpret things. No one has even mentioned the temperature difference. 
 
The need to upgrade the sewage pipe was identified in the planning stage and the 
original budget, but now they are saying that they can cheat and still use the original 

Thank you for your comments and continued interest in this Class EA.   The Regions agree that 
the Great Lakes should continue to be protected and restored, and it is the Regions contention 
that they are being proactive in helping to do so, and are meeting (and often bettering) all 
provincial, federal and international requirements.   The draft Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement also recognizes “that  restoration and enhancement of the Waters of the Great 
Lakes cannot be achieved by addressing individual threats in isolation, but rather depend upon 
the application of an ecosystem approach to the management of water quality that addresses 
individually and cumulatively all sources of stress to the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem."  
Consequently, raising your issues to the  Provincial, State and Federal authorities as you 
indicated may be a more appropriate level at which to  address your concerns regarding the 
MOE's 'rules.'  Though, please know that as part of the 'Alternative Design Concepts for the 
Recommended Solution' portion of this EA, we will be looking at the 0.5 mg/L total phosphorus 
criteria you mention below. 
 
Please also note, that all correspondence is being documented (anonymously) in this 
Environmental Assessment, so your concerns are being made part of the public record. 
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exhaust pipe.  
Whoever is running the place is just very offensive. I expect that they are taking their 
orders from the York Council who just wants the sewage gone for the cheapest cost. 
Someday I hope whoever is in charge will have to stand up and show their kids and 
grandkids the unusable lake and have to tell them "I did that to the lake. I did not 
think about you". They can try to say that they saved money like they were told to 
and that the MOE rules had not been updated, so their actions were OK. They can say 
that they had data showing that the creeks caused all the problems because it rained 
so much. The results will speak for themselves. 
 
I am a logical, reasonable man who just wants what is right. The sewage needs to be 
cleaner or dumped further out. I have to fight because the sewage plant is killing my 
lake. It is too important. I cannot quit! 
 
My win will likely result in a bit of overkill and cost the sewage plant twice as much as 
what they are trying to avoid now.  
 
They will need both tertiary treatment to meet the 0.5 P content limit as per the 
Canada US Agreement and they will have to extend the sewage pipe to meet the 5% 
(20:1) sewage to lakewater requirement. 
 
Extending the pipe into the deeper water beyond the thermal barrier should solve 
the problem, but they are not being reasonable. Therefore I have to work to get the 
Federal, Provincial, NY State and US Federal people involved, so they can get the 
regional people to be reasonable and abide by the Agreement. The international 
agreement in place, everyone has agreed to it; so they're just not finished fixing the 
rules, so why try to cheap out now? 
 
The stupid thing about all of this is that it is a fight that I should not even have to 
fight. 

4/4/2013 P2-GP294 General Public Email to Regions 

Further to our previous e-mail in regard to the proposal to allow the Duffins Creek 
Sewage Plant to discharge a further large increase of effluent 
into Lake Ontario, we have been giving more thought -and discussions with friends 
and local residents -  such that we are seriously perturbed 
at this proposal. 
        
       It seems to us that, because we have the North side of the Lake within our 
jurisdiction, most Provincial, Municipal and State run  
and regulated Authorities seem to feel that they can use the water as they see fit 
without any thought of what the future may hold or what  
is the resultant effect to downstream Parties. 
         
      Upon speaking to a few of our acquaintances recently, it would seem that very 
few residents have any idea from where their drinking 
water comes, even though the Water Plant is " In Plain Sight " within half a mile of 
where they live !. They are also completely unaware of 
what has previously been carried out to same before being ingested into the Plant !!      
Most are therefore, completely ignorant of the current 
situation in spite of repeated information in local media !!........ and appear to be 
taken aback when advised of same?? 
         
       We are often advised by various bodies that the condition of water in The Great 
Lakes is "under attack"  but- just dealing with our side  
of Lake Ontario-,  we  are advised that the Adam Beck Plant at Niagara receives its 
necessary power from the Lake to propel its turbines 
to  produce a recently increased requirement of Electricity---- and returns the 
"residue" back into Lake Ontario. 

Thank you for your email on April 4, 2013. Please note that there is a coordinated effort 
amongst provincial and state entities to ensure the protection of the Great Lakes. In particular, 
the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement addresses critical environmental health issues in the 
Great Lakes region and is a model of binational cooperation to protect water quality. The 
Agreement was initially signed in 1972 and was updated in 1987. A recent amendment to the 
agreement was finalized in February 2013. The International Joint Commission monitors and 
assesses progress under the Agreement and advises Governments on matters related to the 
quality of the boundary waters of the Great Lakes system. 
 
In addition, the lake modelling analysis undertaken as part of this assessment considers 
ambient water quality in the study area.  Consequently, the assessment takes into account the 
impacts of other users of the Lake.  Findings indicate that when considering ambient lake 
conditions, the Duffin Creek Outfall plume does not interfere with beneficial uses along the 
shoreline and with implementation of the recommended solutions will continue to protect 
beneficial uses to well beyond 630 MLD. 
 
Please also note that the Ajax Water Supply Plant does not “eject” residue into Lake Ontario.  
Water used to backwash the filters is treated at the plant prior to being returned to the Lake 
with settled out particles from treatment being discharged to the sanitary sewer.   The drinking 
water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the Ministry of the Environment. The Regions encourage interested parties to review the 
Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.   These 
reports provide data that illustrate the exceptionally high quality of drinking water Durham 
Region provides to its residents. 
 
Risks of “accidents” occurring at the Duffin Creek WPCP are significantly reduced through 
proper and effective design (which includes building redundancy into processes), following 
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       Downstream, The City of Toronto uses the Lake not only to cool various 
Downtown Buildings at various times, but also to provide 
Drinking water for its Residents-----each returning its "residue" to Lake Ontario. 
         
       Further Downstream, OPG sucks in sufficient to cool its Reactors----- returning its 
- obviously warmed - "residue" coolant back into  
Lake Ontario. 
         
      A short distance further downstream, Duffins Creek Sewage Plant discharges..... 
its surplus "residue" effluent-----into Lake Ontario. 
 
      And then along comes the Region of Durham, who saw fit some 12 years ago, only 
by a single vote of the Chairman , to erect a Water Plant for the  
Region ( and who else..? )  another "short distance" downstream !!..and ejects, --
adjacent to  the outfall of surface water from higher ground--, 
 the "residue"----into Lake Ontario!........... the building of which Plant, incidentally, 
has caused the level of the underground water table to rise with  
consequent movement downward of garden soil surrounding residences nearby. 
 
      It has been widely reported that water levels of the Great Lakes have dropped by 
as much as 3 feet within the last 20 years:  However, we 
 are fully cognisant of the fact that the level of Lake Ontario is carefully managed, 
but, nevertheless,the quantity of water is, and continues to be, 
substantially reduced, making dilution of "residues" more problematic ! !   Lake 
Ontario is a most handy benefit to the adjacent Authorities, some of  
whom use it as a dump for surplus items whilst other - not necessarily related - use it 
as a cheap source of drinking water for the general population. 
      Is this responsible Management ??     
         
      Under the above circumstances, can you really wonder at the increased sales of 
bottled water in this general area....which produces 
increased plastic bottle waste at Waste Management sites in the Region....Is that 
good ecology?? 
 
     One should also remember that it was originally thought that the Earth was 
Flat.......until further investigation proved otherwise! 
 
     What action is contemplated when, -as surely as night follows day- an "accident" 
occurs at Duffins Creek Sewage Plant outfall sometime 
in the future and is ingested into the Water Plant before the problem is defined and 
alerts issued?.................and we currently think  there is  
a problem with Algae on the Lakefront? 
 
    Suffice it to say that we are certainly not impressed with the prospect of more 
discharges from Duffins Creek just a short distance upstream from 
the Ajax Water Plant, even though we are told that the Intake is some half mile into 
the Lake.......but about the same distance into the Lake to where  
Duffins Creek currently makes its discharges. ??         Irrespective of what we are 
advised by the Region ,we feel our Health is much better protected  
when our drinking water is boiled beforehand, which we now do.  

strict health and safety protocols through construction and operation and monitoring 
effectiveness.  Also, the Regions are both active members of Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, 
and Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Committee.  Ontario protects our source water 
through the Clean Water Act which requires that communities assess existing and potential 
threats to their water, and that they set out and implement the actions needed to reduce or 
eliminate these threats. 

4/5/2013 P2-GP295 General Public Email to Regions 

We are glad to see that the outfall pipe is being extended.  We hope that this work 
will be expedited.  When will the outfall pipe be extended to a 3km distance? 
 
We are concerned that you indicate (as others have in the past) that no complaints 
about odours have been made - as we have personally called in complaints.  You 
have now provided a new contact number that we will use when appropriate. 

Thank you for your comments on April 5, 2013. The long-term solution is to construct a new 
outfall pipe when the existing outfall reaches the end of its useful life. The timing is dependent 
on two factors: meeting regulatory requirements; and future hydraulic conditions. The existing 
outfall meets regulatory requirements to an average daily flow of 630 million litres per day. The 
plant is expected to reach this average daily flow by 2031 at the earliest. The hydraulic 
conditions will be monitored over time.    
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We received a telephone call to identify where we encountered odors and noises - to 
which we did reply separately. 
  
This is an important issue for us all in Ajax/Pickering and we appreciate the continued 
scrutiny provided. 

 
Regarding odour complaints, please report odour incidences to the Technical Support Division 
of Durham Region (1-800-372-1102). This way Duffin Creek WPCP operating staff can log these 
occurrences and determine the causes and appropriate actions.  
 
The Regions agree that the Duffin Creek Outfall EA is an important study for the citizens of Ajax 
and Pickering, and will continue to keep stakeholders advised of the EA progress and seek input 
at key phases in the assessment process.   

4/8/2013 P2-GP296 General Public Email to Regions 

Are your annual reports available on your website or on the MOE site?  Can you 
provide a link please. 
 
I'm aware of the concerns being raised by the Town of Ajax but I'm also aware that a 
major study would cost a lot and might not tell us anything we do not already know.  
This is why I am seeking information. 

In response to your email on April 8th, 2013 regarding annual reports, the Regions do not post 
the Duffin Creek WPCP Annual Reports online.  You will have to contact the MOE to determine 
if they post these reports; though, to our knowledge they are not posted online by the MOE 
either.  It is the position of the project team that all information pertinent to the Outfall EA has 
been provided to the public and stakeholders.  However, if there is any additional information 
that you feel would help you better understand the Outfall EA please indicate this specifically 
so we can review the request.  Please know that in 2012, the Duffin Creek WPCP complied with 
both our effluent operation objectives and limits listed in the Environmental Compliance 
Approval (ECA) for total phosphorus, ammonia and E. coli. 
 
The Regions agree that detailed information must be provided to the public and stakeholders in 
order to better inform opinions on this project. As a result, the Regions have provided technical 
reports, background studies, regulatory information, inspection videos, sampling results for 
numerous years, peer review findings, related links, presentations, a comment/response log 
and numerous other documents and pieces of information on the project website, 
www.durham.ca/outfallEA for review. 

6/10/2013 

4/15/2013 P2-GP297 General Public Email to Regions 

A few points that we would like to make, in response:- 
 
It is our understanding that zebra mussels are filter feeders and are notorious for 
cleaning algae FROM the water (hence the clarity) so nutrients must be a 
determining factor in algae growth. 
A noted , independent, environmental biologist should be looking at the situation. 
 
Though the water flow through Lake Ontario is west to east, headlands and other 
promontories cause an eddying effect and turn some of the current back on itself 
particularly in the shallower water towards the shoreline. Also, strong winds are 
often experienced on Lake Ontario, pushing water on-shore. 
You state that 5 km separate the WPCP  and the drinking water supply plant. What 
exactly is the location of the effluent outflow pipes in relation to the intake for water 
purification? Which pipe extends furthest from shore? How deep are the pipes 
situated? What are the local variants in water flow direction given coastal contours? 
 
It seems to us that current legislation is inadequate to the task of protecting water 
quality. Provincial and federal guidelines were established in 1972 so surely 21st 
century improved technology and processes should determine that higher water 
quality standards be implemented now rather than playing catch-up in the future 
when problems compound. 
 
Clean, pure water is an invaluable, natural resource and we strongly feel that longer 
term benefits are being sacrificed to short term needs such as rapid land 
development  and inadequate protection standards. 

Thanks for your additional comments on April 15, 2013. The Regions agree that nutrients are 
one of three key determining factors for algae growth. Algae growth is dependent on: nutrients 
(required for algae growth); hard substrate which provides habitat for Cladophora; and 
sunlight. The Regions’ Project Team includes qualified biologists and lake modelling experts.  In 
addition, the independent peer reviewer team includes both an expert in the field of aquatic 
biology, and an expert in lake modelling.  
 
It is correct that water flow through Lake Ontario is generally west to east and that headlands, 
etc influence this general pattern. It is also important to note that the current directions are 
highly dynamic and though the prevailing direction is west to east, there may be prolonged 
periods in which flow is east to west.  For a more thorough discussion of water flow (currents), 
please refer to the baseline modelling report in Appendix A of the draft Phase 2 Interim Report 
which is on the project website (www.durham.ca/outfallEA). 
 
The Duffin Creek WPCP outfall pipe is 1.1 km offshore discharging at approximately 10m depth, 
and the Ajax Water Supply Plant intake is 2.6 km offshore at approximately 18m depth. 
Modelling analysis indicates that the Outfall does not interfere with beneficial uses, including 
the Ajax WSP intake.  In addition, the water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and 
continues to meet the strict limits set by the Ministry of the Environment. The Regions 
encourage interested parties to review the Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the 
Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.   These reports provide data that illustrate the 
exceptionally high quality of drinking water Durham Region provides to its residents.    
 
Regarding questions on current legislation, please contact the Ministry of Environment.  
 
Finally, the Regions agree that clean water is an invaluable natural resource and have taken 
measures to implement wastewater treatment processes that meet a high water quality 
standard. The Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) has one of the best quality 
effluents discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. In addition, unlike most other plants 
on Lake Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities. The Regions have 
been proactive in supporting efforts to monitor water quality in the nearshore around the 
existing outfall. The water quality results have been positive.  

6/10/2013 

3/22/2013 P2-GP298 General Public Email to Regions As a participant (a concerned resident) in the Schedule C Municipal Class Thank you for your email to the Clerks’ office on March 22, 2013. Regarding your concern for 6/10/2013 
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Environmental Assessment (Outfall EA) project, I am writing to express my concerns 
for the methodology of Scoring and Ranking the initiative upgrades proposed in the 
Phase 2 Meeting presentations.  While I am not an expert in the academics of these 
assessments, my concern is that the potential permanent implications of the 
continued loading of phosphorous into the waters of Lake Ontario are detrimental to 
the environment for future generations.  We need to consider how we can not only 
minimize but can we neutralize our impacts to the environment that we depend on. 
Primary concern: 
I witnessed the presentation of the 5 alternatives to address the outfall capacity 
limitations in the February 26, 2013 Public Information Forum #3.  I gather that there 
are financial costs to pursue the Tertiary Treatment option.  I take issue with the 
application of a scoring methodology that disproportionately penalizes the Tertiary 
Treatment Option from a cost perspective as compared to Alternative 5 – the 
Creation of a new outfall. How can the construction of a new outfall (Alternative 5) 
have a natural environment impact score that is 3.5 vs. the set up of the tertiary 
treatment option score is evaluated at a score of 4?  The analysis for Alternative 5 vs. 
Alternative 3 is such that Alternative 5 gets a natural environment impact score that 
represents 88% of Alternative 3’s score.  The intuitive reasoning here does not 
support these conclusions.   
If these valuations biases were removed, the relative ranking of Alternative 3 – 
Provide Tertiary Treatment would rise above Alternative 5 and we would continue to 
evaluate the Tertiary Treatment Option as a viable solution.  As it stands now, it is 
being removed from consideration at an incomplete stage. 
I am disappointed with the outcome of proceeding to work with the continued study 
for Alternatives 1, 2 and 5 into Phase 3 of the Class EA and I would like to have these 
methodologies reviewed in the light of academic scrutiny to support these 
conditions. 
I also support the request from the Town of Ajax to have additional independent 
analysis completed of the study of algae at Rotary Park prior to the completion of this 
EA process. 

the methodology, as part of this Environmental Assessment, a thorough and replicable 
evaluation of alternatives, which meets the requirements of Ontario’s EA Act, has been 
performed using technical, natural environment, social/ cultural, and financial evaluation 
criteria. The importance of each evaluation criteria has been weighted by a Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee which comprises various stakeholders including citizen representation 
from the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax. An impact evaluation of the alternatives has been 
performed by a group of experts in their respective fields. The results of this evaluation were 
also peer reviewed by an independent panel of experts.  
 
Tertiary treatment (Alternative 3) ranked slightly behind a new outfall (Alternative 5), because 
it has a higher carbon footprint mainly due to energy use during operations and the use of 
concrete during construction, and will not be able to meet long-term requirements at the 
Duffin Creek WPCP.  The new outfall is the only alternative that will provide flexibility to meet 
long-term hydraulic and mixing objectives.   To review the documentation of this process 
please refer to the draft Phase 2 Interim Report at www.durham.ca/outfallEA.  In addition, 
please note that cost (i.e. financial)  was only one category of criteria that were considered in 
the selection of the preferred solutions.   In fact, the financial criteria were ranked the lowest of 
all criteria by the Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  Based on the ranking, financial 
considerations were given the least weight when the alternatives were evaluated. 
 
With regard to your comment about scrutiny of the selection of the recommended alternatives, 
the Regions have included an independent peer review of all technical documents comprising 
the Outfall EA study.  This includes an independent peer review of the impact evaluation and 
alternative ratings, and recommendation of the preferred alternative. 
 
There are numerous studies being conducted in the lake to better understand the issue of 
algae, which the Regions are reviewing and considering in this Class EA. While they provide 
valuable information in understanding the dynamic nature of algae formations, they are not 
specifically designed to identify a causal relationship between the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall 
and algae growth at Rotary Park.  This is a very new area of science and results from this 
research will not be forthcoming within the timeframe of the Outfall EA.  As a result, it would 
not be prudent to delay the EA for the completion of these studies as there would be no 
findings that would directly inform the decision-making process of the Outfall EA.   
 
Please also note that the Outfall Class EA is being undertaken in accordance with the 
requirements of Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Act, by following the planning and 
approval process for Schedule C projects as identified in the Municipal Engineers Association 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. The Outfall Class EA was planned to include a 
Receiving Water Impact Assessment (RWIA) and the RWIA has determined the potential 
impacts associated with nutrient loading from the outfall for treated effluent flows up to 630 
MLD. It involved modelling both nearshore and far-field potential impacts of the outfall effluent 
discharges to lake water quality and surrounding Ajax-Pickering beneficial uses. The modelling 
approaches are approved by and acceptable to the MOE and have also been peer reviewed by 
an independent team. The model results have been used in the assessment of the alternatives 
to understand potential water quality impacts on beneficial uses and users, to help inform the 
selection of a preferred solution that continues to comply with MOE policy.  Further the 
investigations undertaken as part of this EA have been specifically identified by the Ministry of 
Environment as a best practice for assessing impacts on the receiving water, and that have 
been successfully and most frequently used on other recent Environmental Assessments on 
Lake Ontario. 

3/23/2013 P2-GP299 General Public Email to Regions 

The projected expansion of this sewage plant to accommodate, for the most part, the 
Region of York should be postponed to allow for a thorough and definitive study of 
the plant’s relationship to high phosphorous levels feeding excessive algae along the 
beautiful waterfront of the Town of Ajax. 
Over the past 40 years, my family and I have watched with admiration as the Town, 
Region and Toronto Conservation Authority have co-operated to return this portion 
of Lake Ontario to a public recreational haven for all to enjoy.  No one can deny that 

Thank you for your email to the Clerks’ office on March 23, 2013. This Class Environmental 
Assessment (EA) is not for an expansion at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant 
(WPCP), but a Class EA to address the limitations of the existing outfall. The Duffin Creek WPCP 
has a rated capacity of 630 million litres per day (MLD) and will not be increased under this 
Class EA.  Though, as part of the recent Stage 3 Expansion at the plant, enhanced phosphorus 
removal was implemented. Consequently, the Regions committed to reducing the total 
allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This means that as the 
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rapid and abundant algae growth is a serious threat to the health of the shoreline 
and the lakebed itself. 
The health of this shoreline is in your care.  Please do the reasonable thing.  Allow 
time and funding to do a study which will clearly show, one way or the other, the 
relationship of the sewage plant’s output to phosphorous levels along the shoreline. 

average day flow increases at the plant, the plant is not permitted to discharge more than 311 
kg/day of total phosphorus on average. 
 
The Outfall Class EA includes a Receiving Water Impact Assessment (RWIA) and the RWIA has 
determined the potential impacts associated with nutrient loading from the outfall for treated 
effluent flows up to 630 MLD. It involved modelling both nearshore and far-field potential 
impacts of the outfall effluent discharges to lake water quality and surrounding Ajax-Pickering 
beneficial uses. The modelling approaches are approved by and acceptable to the MOE and 
have also been peer reviewed by an independent team. The model results have been used in 
the assessment of the alternatives to understand potential water quality impacts on beneficial 
uses and users, to help inform the selection of a preferred solution that continues to comply 
with MOE policy.  Further the investigations undertaken as part of this EA have been specifically 
identified by the Ministry of Environment as a best practice for assessing impacts on the 
receiving water, and that have been successfully and most frequently used on other recent 
Environmental Assessments on Lake Ontario. 
 
Independent of the Outfall EA, the Regions have partnered with other agencies, including the 
Toronto Regional Conservation Authority (TRCA), to monitor water quality in Lake Ontario 
including phosphorus. Actual samples have been taken at different depths in Lake Ontario in 
Ajax/Pickering, including one location right around the existing outfall. The findings suggest 
there is good mixing of the effluent with the receiving water with phosphorus levels below the 
Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO). The PWQO has been set to avoid nuisance 
concentrations of algae in lakes.  Note the sampling results can be found on the project 
website, www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
Durham and York Regions are also committed to protecting the terrestrial environment in and 
around the Duffin Creek WPCP. In fact, as part of previous works undertaken at the plant, both 
Durham and York Regions worked with the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority on a 
Greening/Biodiversity Plan that provided an enhancement of the natural lands adjacent to the 
WPCP and protection of the provincially significant Duffins Marsh area. We also established 
raptor poles for local bird populations on the WPCP site and were actively involved in relocating 
a cultural heritage building (stone farmhouse) from the WPCP site to land adjacent to the 
Waterfront Trail in the City of Pickering. Improvements to the stone farmhouse are planned. 

3/21/2013 P2-GP300 General Public Email to Regions 

I am a long-time resident of the Town of Ajax, some forty-two years now and live 
close to the Ajax waterfront. The unobstructed access to the waterfront has always 
been a major feature of Ajax, even now enjoyed both by residents and visitors. In the 
1970's smelt used to run regularly along the water front and attracted smelt 
fishermen in the spring. This activity has long disappeared along with the smelt. 
During the past ten years though, large amounts of algae regularly coat the 
waterfront during the summer months, creating an unbearable stench in various 
sections of the shoreline. It has long been suspected that the appearance of the large 
amounts of algae is coincident with the construction and expansion of the Duffin 
Creek Water Control Plant (Sewer Plant) in Pickering. Recent announcement that the 
Region of Durham plans a fifty percent increase in capacity of the Sewer Plant and a 
corresponding increase in discharge into Lake Ontario. Recently, independent 
consultants hired by both the Region and Town of Ajax drastically differ in the causes 
of the large amounts of Cladophora (algae). The Region's consultant claims that 80% 
of the phosphates needed by the algae originates from Duffins Creek in Ajax, while 
the Town's consultant report says that 80% comes from the Duffin Creek Sewage 
Plant. Particularly disturbing is that the proposed expansion requires the extension of 
the Sewer Plant's effluent pipe approximately 1 km further into the lake. This will put 
the outfall directly in line and upstream with the Ajax Water Treatment Plant's inlet 
pipe. Even now, I know of no neighbours who drink the water from the Ajax water 
treatment plant without a post-treatment. I urgently request that the MOE authorize 
a technical study by undertaken to confirm the source of the phosphates and 
recommend measures to reduce the large amounts of algae along the Ajax 
waterfront. 

Thank you for your email to the Clerks’ office on March 21, 2013 (see attached). During the past 
10 years, the Regions agree there have been occurrences of nuisance algae along the 
waterfront. It is important to understand the history of algae in the Great Lakes in order to put 
this into context. Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including 
excessive algal blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) 
was signed by Canada and the United States in 1972. Subsequent to the signing of this 
agreement, the Ministry of Environment set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 
0.02 mg/L for total phosphorus (TP) in Lake Ontario. The new limits on nutrient discharges 
resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario. Today this water quality 
objective has been met for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in 
the Ajax-Pickering area being well below this value. Though, despite the very low 
concentrations of phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue 
in the past decade. One major contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the 
widespread invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now 
completely blanket many areas of Lake Ontario. Mussels are thought to play a critical role in 
the growth of nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration 
of water and increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a 
conversion of particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.) In addition, the 
mussels provide a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously 
unsatisfactory for algal growth. This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem 
affecting most of the Great Lakes. Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further 
reduction in phosphorus loadings from water pollution control plants will have a significant 
effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  
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Despite this, the Regions in the recent expansion to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed treatment 
facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to 
Lake Ontario. The Regions committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus 
from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This means that as the average day flow increases, the plant is 
not permitted to discharge more than 311 kg/day of total phosphorus on average. The 
expansion became operational in the fall of 2010, and the plant has been performing well, with 
total phosphorus and ammonia effluent levels below operating objectives.  
 
This Class EA is not for an expansion at the Duffin Creek WPCP, but a Class EA to address the 
limitations of the existing outfall. The Duffin Creek WPCP has a rated capacity of 630 million 
litres per day (MLD) and will not be increased under this Class EA.  In addition, for the long-term 
solution of constructing a new outfall, the recommended alignment and length will be selected 
as not to interfere with the Ajax WSP intake, such that the Regions continue to protect 
beneficial uses. 
 
Please also note that the Regions’ consultant has not made a comment as to the percentage of 
phosphorus originating from Duffins Creek that is causing algae growth. As described in the first 
paragraph, the issue of algae growth is complex. The Regions’ consultant has stated that there 
is no conclusive evidence to suggest that the nutrient concentrations in the effluent promote 
algae growth.  
 
As part of the Outfall EA, a Receiving Water Impact Assessment (RWIA) has been undertaken, 
which includes an investigation of nutrients including phosphorus.  The RWIA has determined 
the potential impacts associated with nutrient loading from the outfall for treated effluent 
flows up to 630 MLD. It involved modelling both near-field and far-field potential impacts of the 
outfall effluent discharges to lake water quality and surrounding Ajax-Pickering beneficial uses. 
The modelling approaches are approved by and acceptable to the MOE and have also been 
peer reviewed by an independent team. The model results have been used in the assessment 
of the alternatives to understand potential water quality impacts on beneficial uses and users, 
to help inform the selection of a preferred solution that continues to comply with MOE policy.  
Further the investigations undertaken as part of this EA have been specifically identified by the 
Ministry of Environment as a best practice for assessing impacts on the receiving water, and 
that have been successfully and most frequently used on other recent Environmental 
Assessments on Lake Ontario.  As per your request for an investigation by the MOE to confirm 
the source of all phosphates we respectfully suggest that you contact them directly. 

4/11/2013 P2-GP301 General Public Email to Regions 

As a 40 year resident of Ajax I am very concerned about the increased sewage that 
will be dumped into Lake Ontario as a result of the above initiative and the impact it 
will have on the wonderful Ajax Lakefront. 
I would like to know what steps you are taking to preserve this treasure! 

Thank you for your email on April 11th, 2013. Please note that the Duffin Creek WPCP has not 
and does not discharge sewage to Lake Ontario.  Many large water pollution control plants will 
often bypass treatment and discharge either untreated or partially treated sewage to Lake 
Ontario during times of high inflow. The Duffin Creek WPCP does not have a built in bypass and 
treats all flows, discharging highly treated clear effluent to Lake Ontario.  Also, this Class 
Environmental Assessment (EA) is not for an expansion at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution 
Control Plant (WPCP), but a Class EA to address the limitations of the existing outfall. The Duffin 
Creek WPCP has a rated capacity of 630 million litres per day (MLD) and will not be increased 
under this Class EA. 
 
The Stage 3 Expansion EA (completed in 2006) allowed for expansion of the capacity of the 
Duffin Creek WPCP from 420 MLD to its current rated capacity of 630 MLD, provided there was 
additional phosphorus and ammonia removal. Consequently, as part of the Expansion EA, the 
Regions committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 
311 kg/day and establishing effluent limits for ammonia. The Stage 3 Expansion became 
operational in the fall of 2010, and the plant has been performing well, with total phosphorus 
and ammonia effluent levels below operating objectives.    
 
Independent of this Outfall EA, the Regions have partnered with other agencies, including the 
Toronto Regional Conservation Authority (TRCA), to monitor water quality in Lake Ontario 
including phosphorus. Actual samples have been taken at different depths in Lake Ontario in 
Ajax/Pickering, including one location right around the existing outfall. The findings suggest 
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there is good mixing of the effluent with the receiving water with most sampled phosphorus 
levels below the Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO). The PWQO has been set to 
protect the environment and human health.  Note the sampling results can be found on the 
project website, www.durham.ca/outfallEA. 
 
Both Durham and York Regions are also committed to protecting the environment in and 
around the Duffin Creek WPCP.  In fact, as part of previous works undertaken at the plant, both 
Durham and York Regions worked with the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority on a 
Greening/Biodiversity Plan that provided an enhancement of the natural lands adjacent to the 
WPCP and protection of the provincially significant Duffins Marsh area.  The Regions also 
established raptor poles for local bird populations on the WPCP site and were actively involved 
in relocating a cultural heritage building (stone farmhouse) from the WPCP site to land adjacent 
to the Waterfront Trail in the City of Pickering. Durham and York Regions have also developed 
an odour management strategy at the WPCP as part of an overall odour management program. 
 
To address the limitations of the existing outfall, the Regions are undertaking a Schedule C Class 
EA, which has the most rigorous requirements of all Class EAs.  The Regions are even exceeding 
the minimum consultation requirements for Schedule C projects.  The public consultation 
process is very comprehensive and includes newsletters, correspondence, five stakeholder 
advisory committee meetings, four public information forums in Ajax and Pickering, meetings 
with affected agencies, plant tours, and a project website that provides EA documentation at 
each phase of the EA. 
 
We have added you to the contact list for this Outfall EA and you will be notified about the next 
public information forum. 

3/5/2013 P2-GP302 General Public Email to Regions 

I have been waiting for the chance to say the obvious about the sewage treatment 
plant expansion.  Honestly, I can’t believe anyone with one ounce of knowledge right 
up to the fully educated, on the environment, would think this is a good idea.  We 
have not progressed, in this area, at all.  I grew-up in Pickering and lived by the 
beach.  Never once was it safe to swim.  Now I live in Ajax, by the beach, and my 
daughter will never swim.  It is insane to think about all the hot, hot summers living 
next to a lake, but never being able to enjoy it. 
The smells that occur right now when driving south down Westney Road toward Lake 
Driveway are very offensive.  There is absolutely no trust in the promises of the new 
technology, when we can’t fix or control an existing problem.  Smells like that (raw 
sewage) cannot come without harm.  And such an unrealistic colossal amount of 
waste, no town should have to endure those quantities. 
If you were to sit in my backyard and watch a pair of Trumpet Swans fly above or get 
an up-close look at a local hawk, in my tree, you would know that dumping 340 
million litres of sewage on their home, each day, would be cause to lose them 
forever.  Precious outlets, like Duffins Bay are supposed to replenish Lakes with fresh, 
clean water, not be snuffed out by pollution.  We should be protecting the water 
source, not causing irreversible damage for our kids to fix. 
I am sorry, but this project is right up there with believing the Oil Sands are a good 
idea.  Let’s start thinking about the long-term effects of projects that are destined to 
be environmental catastrophes and stop them before the damage is done.  We need 
to look at countries that are using eco-friendly ways to control waste and learn from 
them.  We must find a long term solution that makes sense. 

Thank you for your email to the Clerks’ office on March 5, 2013. Please note that this Class 
Environmental Assessment (EA) is not for an expansion at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution 
Control Plant (WPCP), but a Class EA to address the limitations of the existing outfall. The Duffin 
Creek WPCP has a rated capacity of 630 million litres per day (MLD) and this capacity will not be 
increased under this Class EA. The Duffin Creek WPCP has not and does not discharge sewage 
to Lake Ontario.  Many large water pollution control plants will often bypass treatment and 
discharge either untreated or partially treated sewage to Lake Ontario during times of high 
inflow. The Duffin Creek WPCP does not have a built in bypass and treats all flows, discharging 
highly treated clear effluent to Lake Ontario. 
 
Regarding odours, the Regions have done a detailed assessment of odour sources and 
mitigation measures at the Duffin Creek WPCP in consultation with the MOE, and have 
implemented an extensive odour management program to maintain an aesthetically pleasing 
environment for users of the waterfront trail and surrounding features. Please report odour 
incidences to the Technical Support Division of Durham Region (1-800-372-1102). This way 
Duffin Creek WPCP operating staff can log these occurrences and determine the causes and 
appropriate actions. The plant facilities have also been designed to minimize noise during 
operations.  
 
Regarding “protecting the water source”, as part of the recent Stage 3 Expansion at the plant, 
additional phosphorus removal and ammonia removal were provided. Consequently, the 
Regions committed to reducing the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 
311 kg/day. This means that as the average day flow increases at the plant to 630 MLD, the 
plant is not permitted to discharge more than 311 kg/day of total phosphorus on average. The 
Stage 3 Expansion also introduced nitrification through the nitrifying step feed process to 
provide enhanced ammonia removal. The Stage 3 Expansion became operational in the fall of 
2010, and the plant has been performing well, with total phosphorus and ammonia effluent 
levels below operating objectives.  
The Regions are also partnering with other agencies, including the Toronto Regional 
Conservation Authority, to monitor water quality in Lake Ontario. Actual samples have been 
taken at different depths in Lake Ontario in Ajax/Pickering, including one location right around 
the existing outfall. The 2011 and 2012 results of the monitoring program have been posted to 

6/11/2013 
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the following website <http://theskua.com/wqapp2/>. The findings suggest there is good 
mixing of the effluent with the receiving water. 
 
The Regions are committed to developing a solution that meets the current and future needs to 
protect the environment and human health.  
 
We have added you to the contact list for this Outfall EA and you will be notified about the next 
public information forum. 

6/4/2013 P2-GP303 General Public Email to Regions 

I am disappointed in the governance of the whole project and the decisions made by 
the Regions/ management.   
  
The Agreement between Canada and the United States on Great Lakes Water Quality 
is NOT A DRAFT.  It has been around since 1974. It is a long standing international 
agreement which has a history of influencing decisions.  Trudeau tried to unilaterally 
cut funding of municipal sewage plants and Bill Davis published an open letter in 
protest, citing this agreement.  As a result, the sewage plants dumping into the Great 
Lakes received an exemption of some kind.   The agreement has been amended 
several times.   
  
The current amendment made in 2012 IS NOT A DRAFT.  It is a pending document 
which will "enter into force upon completion of all the respective domestic 
procedures of each Party ..." . 
I hope you know what it says.  You are correct that the sewage plant is meeting and 
exceeding the current 20 year old requirements but it is targeting for a 20% to 60% 
miss on pending requirements!   They are pending and not draft requirements.  
  
While it sounds nice that management is trying to minimize the impact of the plant 
by saying that we can't restore the lake by "addressing individual threats in 
isolation",  it is ignoring the fact that THE SEWAGE PLANT IS HUGE.  It is the second 
largest according to some measure.  It is treating the sewage from 1.2 million people.  
We are all threats.  Therefore by getting this plant right, we are addressing 1.2 million 
threats at once.  
  
I have seen the presentation of the analysis of the "Alternative Design Concepts" and 
I strongly disagree with the inputs, methods, analysis and conclusions.   You say you 
are looking at the alternative to meet the pending requirements, but I believe that 
you have already rejected the alternative to remove the phosphorus.   It is just bad 
science to choose the answer you want and then frame the questions and methods 
to achieve the desired result. It is not even science, it is just a lousy sales job to try to 
support cost saving decisions.   
  
The management has chosen the option to spew the partially treated sewage with 
greater velocity to increase the mixing zone so the plant can meet the 20 year old 
rules, hoping to be grandfathered on an as built basis.  Increasing the mixing zone 
goes against the principles of modern water pollution control.  What kind of self 
respecting water pollution control guy would do this?   I feel that the decisions are 
being made by the York accountants and plant management has gotten used to 
bending their principles beyond the breaking point just to accomplish what they are 
told.  
  
I hope that management is competent enough to know that the requirements are 
changing and is not a draft.   If management knows, then they are deliberately trying 
to circumvent the International Agreement between Canada and the United States 
on Great Lakes Water Quality by rushing completion to outdated standards.   If they 
do not know, then they do not know their job.  
  
I guess the plant management will have to keep doing what they are told.  I love the 

You are correct, the recent amendment to the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement is not in 
draft form and was finalized in February 2013. We apologize for using the term ‘draft’.   6/11/2013  
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lake and will do everything I can to defend it.  Therefore we remain at odds.   
Is there any way we can work together to get the plant to meet pending standards?   
  
I will continue trying to get the MOE, provincial and federal representatives, state 
and federal US representatives and all of the groups saying that they are there to 
protect the lake to do their job.   I will disagree with any "grandfathering" of new 
regulations on an as built basis because management knows about the pending rule 
changes and are rushing to complete just to try to get this exemption.  Therefore the 
plant should not qualify for any kind of exemption because it is not being done in 
good faith.   
  
Thanks for your professionalism.  I hope you guys all win a big lottery so you can say 
and do what you know is right.  We all need our jobs, so I sympathize but don't agree 
with what you are doing. 
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5/7/2012 P2-A1 Agency Email to CH2M HILL 
Please send the SAC2 meeting request to Dolly Goyette (dolly.goyette@onatario.ca) and please 
copy Dave Fumerton (dave.fumerton@ontario.ca) and myself (dan.orr@ontario.ca) . We may 
not all attend, but at least 2 of us will attend. 

Meeting request has been sent for the second Stakeholder Advisory Committee meeting for the Duffin 
Creek WPCP EA addressing the limitations to the existing outfall. If you have any questions, please don’t 
hesitate to contact me. 

5/7/2012 

6/7/2012 P2-A2 Agency Email to MOE 

Thank you for attending the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA Project Update meeting on May 2. 
Please find the attached minutes and presentation. The baseline modelling report is currently 
being peer reviewed and we will send you a copy as soon as it has gone through the review. We 
are also keeping all EA documentation updated on the project website 
(www.durham.ca/OutfallEA<http://www.durham.ca/OutfallEA>). We will keep you updated on 
the progress of the EA and look forward to your continued input. 

I have sent this report off for review by Peter Nettleton from our Environmental Monitoring and Reporting 
Branch. Peter’s comments are expected before July 20. When I receive his comments I will let you know so 
that we may set up a call to discuss.  

6/21/2012 

6/7/2012 P2-A3 Agency Email to MOE 

To follow up on the email below, we’ve incorporated the peer review comments into the 
baseline modelling report (see attached). We welcome any additional comments from your 
team. Also, we would be happy to meet by conference call or in person to discuss any 
comments from your team. 

I have sent this report off for review by Peter Nettleton from our Environmental Monitoring and Reporting 
Branch. Peter’s comments are expected before July 20. When I receive his comments I will let you know so 
that we may set up a call to discuss.  

6/21/2012 

12/12/2012 P2-A4 Agency Email to Regions 

I would suggest you check out this  new EC website  on phosphorus levels in Great Lakes - it has 
some useful information that could be linked to your project website. There a number of 
subsections worth looking at... it would assist the Duffin EA SAC in better understanding the P  
issue...not only what happening  in the Great Lakes but across Canada. The Phosphorus in 
Canada's Aquatic Ecosystems .....  has a report (attached) note there is no discussion of SRP but 
rather their focus is on ratios of TDP vs  TP  
http://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs-indicators/default.asp?lang=en&n=A5EDAE56-1  

Thanks for sharing these additional resources Gary. 
We will review and incorporate relevant information into the EA documentation.  12/12/2012 

2/7/2013 P2-A5 Agency Email to TRCA 

I believe these notes accurately capture the spirit of our meetings. Most but all of the discussion 
were captured. I observe that most of the activities discussed have been and or are being 
addressed to our satisfaction.  
 
Further we are discussing collaborative efforts to present results from local water quality 
monitoring programs in a report that will be informative to the general public.  
 
 Progress in  understanding nearshore water quality and ecological conditions in Lake Ontario 
was the subject of a two day workshop in January of this year.   This workshop was attended by 
MOE, EC, Conservation Authorities, Regional and Local Municipalities, Toronto RAP, OPG, and 
the MNR that share interests in the nearshore of Lake Ontario. Copies of the presentations 
given at the workshop can be obtained by contacting the various presenters. In particular- the 
keynote papers by Drs Joe Makarewicz SUNY and Tom Stewart from MNR  were very 
informative.  Dr Howell provided an excellent update on Friday morning. Wayne, Barry and 
Euan attended.  Barry's and Kevin Tyron (Ajax)  presentations were very good too!  
 
Additionally, the Lake Ontario Collaborative  held a workshop in November- to update parties 
on the various studies completed for Source Water. A CD was distributed at this meeting to 
study participants - it  has copies of the various studies. Papers given at the workshop are 
available on line and could be cited as reference materials on your website via a link.  
 
The Special of the Journal of Great Lakes Research contains a wealth of information from the 
2008 studies, - not sure but you may be able to get permission to link to the Journal website 
Abstract may be viewable on line?  
 
Might I suggest you contact Gord directly to ensure you have captured all their work, which we 
discussed at the first meeting.  
 
I would also encourage you recognize efforts by the Town of Ajax, local stormwater retrofit 
strategy and their waterfront planning.  
 
OPG have been pretty quiet about their efforts.... it would be interesting to hear about trends in 
Cladophora fouling as observed in their net?  
 
Also you might consider requesting MOE monitoring data for the Ajax Drinking water plant.... in 
the special issue of the Journal they reports trends at a number of plants, but not for Ajax,  
 
Efforts underway at the CVC looking at their waterfront - might serve to diffuse all the focus on 
Ajax waterfront.  
 
The Region of Peel observed minimal fouling of the shoreline last year. See their website  
 
Gary  
 

Hi Gary, 
Thanks for the quick response. We look forward to the report on the results of the 2011/2012 local water 
quality monitoring programs. This will be useful information for the general public. I will follow up with our 
team on the recent water quality studies, workshops, and programs you listed below. We are in the process 
of updating the project website and we plan on including key studies and programs.  
 
I will also send a follow up email to Gord regarding the first set of meeting minutes. 
 

2/7/2013 
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2/13/2013 P2-A6 Agency Email to MNR 

Dear Agency Members, 
 
Public Information Forum #3 for the Schedule C Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
study to Address the Limitations of the Outfall at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control 
Centre, is scheduled for February 26 and 27, 2013. Details are provided in the notice attached to 
this email message.   
 
For background study information, please visit the project website: www.durham.ca/OutfallEA. 
Your input is welcome at any point throughout the EA process. Comments and questions can be 
emailed to info@OutfallEA.com. 
 
 

Good Morning, 
It is unclear at this time if any policies or programs of the MNR will be affected by this project. While we 
have no comments at this time we may have concerns as the project becomes more defined. Please keep 
us apprised as the EA progresses. 

2/15/2013 

2/14/2013 P2-A7 Agency Email to TRCA 

I checked out the video  of the diffuser and also looked at the background images of the 
substrate and also noted the clarity of the water. I suggest you check to see if there is more 
video of the substrates in the vicinity and perhaps some general views of the water -showing 
how clear it is. I assume the diffuser was operating at the time of the inspection?  It is important 
for folks to see- what the effluent coming out of the pipes looks like. Dispel the notion of blobs 
of highly polluted water spewing out on the waterfront?  
 
There is a lot of new stuff on this website....is there a quick summary  of these additions. It may 
be good to document your efforts- showing how you have responded to the SAC committee 
request and your efforts to improve the general knowledge base.  
 
Also are there new reports since we met in November?  
 
Also the latest link to our monitoring data for 2011 and 2012 should be added.  
 
Any questions call me.  
 
I am briefing TRCA EA team on the outfall EA progress in early March, I might suggest that 
Wayne and Barry also  attend this meeting. As you are ware, I have taken on this review role for 
them.  
 
GB  
 

Yes Gary - One or both of us should be able to attend.  Pls advise on the date for the TRCA EA review team 
mtg.  .   
Tks 
Wayne 
 
Agreed.  If possible I think both Wayne and I should attend.  Thanks. 
Barry 
 

2/14/2013 

2/14/2013 P2-A8 Agency 
Email to Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency   

 
Dear Ms. Puvananathan, 
 
The Regional Municipalities of Durham and  York initiated a Schedule C Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment (Class EA) in December 2010 to address future outfall capacity 
limitations at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). To explore the possibility 
of coordinating this provincial Class EA process with a potential federal screening study under 
the previous Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, S.C. 1992, c.37, the project team sent a 
letter to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency dated February 18, 2011 that included 
a project description and list of potential federal EA triggers. The purpose of this current letter is 
to provide an update on the project status and confirm that a federal environmental 
assessment is not necessary under the new Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 
(CEAA 2012) since the substantive requirements of CEAA 2012 can be met by the provincial 
Class EA process.  
 
Please find the letter attached to this email message along with a notice for the upcoming 
Public Information Forum sessions scheduled for February 26 and 27, 2013. A hard copy of this 
letter will follow by post.  
 
The project team looks forward to your response. 
 
 

Thanks for taking the time to talk with me earlier this week. Anjala asked me to follow-up with on your 
email from earlier in the year. 
 
As we talked about on the phone, CEAA was revised in 2012 http://lawslois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/C-
15.21/index.html. CEAA 2012 is now based on a project list. Please take a look at the Regulations 
Designating Physical Activities (link http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/SOR-2012-147/index.html 
to determine if the project is on the list. If the project is not on the list, then it does not require a federal 
EA, however, if your project is on the list or there is some uncertainty, please give me a call (at the number 
below). From my look at the list, and what I know about the outfall project, I presume that it is not 
triggered by CEAA 2012. 
 
If the CEA Act 2012 does not apply, the Regions will still need to work with federal departments to 
determine if there are any regulatory requirements (permits or authorizations). I understand that the 
Regions have the Toronto Region Conservation Authority reviewing the project from DFO’s perspective and 
Transport Canada is also reviewing the project. 
 

5/16/2013 
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2/13/2012 P2-S1 SAC Email to Regions Would you kindly let me know the potential dates for the upcoming SAC meeting and next PIF 
please? 

I have attached the updated project schedule to this email.  Please note that we'll be posting this schedule 
online shortly but by all means feel free to distribute as you see fit. 2/28/2012 

3/15/2012 P2-S2 SAC Email to Region of 
Durham 

I am one of the new members of the SAC EA Committee, representing the City of Pickering, and 
I am wondering if a date has been set for the next meeting. If you could advise me of the date, 
or let me know who I should contact, I would appreciate it. I am making vacation plans for later 
this spring and do not want my time away to conflict with the date of the meeting. 

Thanks for the email.  Currently, we are planning to have the next SAC meeting take place in mid-May; 
however, the date has not yet been finalized.  A member of the EA team will certainly be contacting you 
prior to the meeting with all the details.  I trust this helps and if you have any other questions please feel 
free to contact me anytime.   

3/15/2012 

5/8/2012 P2-S3 SAC Email to Regions 

Question 1: In the Water Management doc (PWQO (July 1994), on page 16, Mixing Zones are 
"not an alternative to reasonable and practical treatment". Does that mean that the effluent 
must meet a certain standard, before mixing, and then there are standards to be met beyond 
the mixing zone. I really do not understand the MOE requirement that is NOT being met with 
the current diffuser configuration. It has been explained it to me once before, but I don't seem 
to get it. 
Question 2: In the Draft Stage 1 Assessment Report, I see reference to Phases and Stages for the 
Reports. Are Phases to do with the EA and Stages to do with the SAC? 

Response 1: You are correct.  As indicated by your reference that mixing zones are, “not an alternative to 
reasonable and practical treatment,” there are effluent quality standards that must be met through 
treatment, independent of mixing.  The Duffin Creek WPCP operates under its specific Certificate of 
Approval (CofA) issued by the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) which establishes legal limits on 
substances contained within the discharged effluent.  The effluent from the Duffin Creek WPCP must meet 
or better these legal limits in the CofA regardless of the mixing achieved by the outfall diffuser.  In addition, 
the MOE has also established a general procedure which indicates how much mixing should be achieved by 
the outfall diffuser.  Currently, the outfall is meeting the MOE procedure; however, once flows reach a 
certain level, the mixing achieved by the current outfall diffuser configuration will not be adequate. 
Response 2: The Outfall EA has been split into three stages by the Regions to facilitate project delivery. The 
three stages encompass the four phases of the EA as follows: 
§ Stage I – Includes Phase 1 of the EA, and also includes part of Phase 2 (identification of alternative 
solutions) 
§ Stage II – Includes the remaining components of Phase 2 
§ Stage III – Includes Phases 3 and 4 of the EA 

5/14/2012 

5/22/2012 P2-S4 SAC Email to Regions 

Phase 1 Report - Comments 
5.2 Impact of Phosphorus on Eutrophication: The second last paragraph states in the last 
sentence, "Total phosphorus levels were highest in the river and creek outlets and decreased 
further offshore." While this is true in general it is NOT true when viewing focusing on the 
Outfall point,  where it is clear there is an elevated level of Phosphorous, around the outfall 
point. I suggest this statement requires adjustment  to reflect this fact.  
 
5.3 Impact of E. Coli on Beaches and Recreation: The statement; "Modelling activities 
undertaken as a result of these concerns demonstrated that the primary sources of nutrients 
and pathogens along the Ajax waterfront are urban and agricultural run-off from Duffins Creek, 
and wildlife and other natural sources from Duffins Marsh." advises 
that agricultural run-off impacts the water quality in this regard. While urban impacts are 
difficult to control due to the vast numbers involved, agricultural sources are much more 
manageable. What efforts have been or are planned to be taken to control these sources?  
 
The statement; "The plant uses chlorination and de-chlorination to remove bacteria and the 
effluent is considerably below the limit of 100 E. Coli cfu/100 mL.", leaves one wondering what 
the term "considerably" means. Why not state where the plant operates 95% of the time?  
 
The last paragraph in this section states, "Figures 5-3 and 5-4 illustrate the levels of E. Coli in the 
study area for a day that had rainfall in 2008, and a day that had no rainfall in 2009. E. Coli levels 
were highest in the river and creek outlets and decreased further offshore." While this is true in 
general it is NOT true when viewing focusing on the Outfall point,  where it is clear there is an 
elevated level of E. Coli, around the outfall point. I suggest this statement requires adjustment  
to reflect this fact.  

5.2 - We agree that the immediate location of the outfall point at the depth of the outfall diffuser has a 
higher level of phosphorus than other nearshore stations. It should also be noted that these higher levels of 
phosphorous are quickly dispersed in the mixing zone surrounding the outfall diffusers as there is no 
evidence of higher phosphorous loadings on the surface water samples that are taken by the TRCA.  The 
attached map of phosphorous levels illustrates the average total phosphorus from all 25 samples taken by 
the TRCA between 2007 and 2009. You will note that the total phosphorus levels decrease as you move 
further offshore and are highest along the near shore river and creek sampling locations. Also, please note 
that the phosphorous levels around the outfall are below the Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 
0.020mg/L.  
 
5.3 - We agree that a significant contribution of phosphorus loading originates from the upstream 
agricultural uses from farm animals (manure spreading and droppings into streams)  as well as the 
phosphorous loading from commercial fertilizers.  This is not an issue that the Regions or the local 
municipalities can control or regulate.  The Province and in particular the Ministry of Agriculture are looking 
at this issue and  working directly with farmers and farm associations to use best management practices 
when applying natural fertilizer (manure) and commercial fertilizers.   In particular, farmers are encouraged 
to not over fertilize which results in excess runoff of fertilizer compounds to streams and rivers.  Similarly 
the Ministry of Agriculture are working with farm associations on best management practices to reduce the 
impacts of animal droppings in the head waters of streams and rivers.    The issue of urban runoff from 
lawn fertilizers as well as pet droppings and Canada geese  populations along water front park areas are 
also contributing factors to phosphorous loading as well as E.Coli loadings.   These issues are  more directly 
under the control of the local municipality.   Some solutions to urban runoff impacts that have proven to be 
successful include storm water management ponds and settling devices that remove sediments and urban 
pollutants before the  stormwater runoff enters the local streams.    Also best management practices such 
as "stoop and scoop" for pet wastes, pro-active control of  the Canada geese populations  and the control 
of pesticide and herbicide applications to lawns are all good practices to improvement the quality of urban 
runoff before it discharges to  local  streams or the lake.  
 
The PWQO for E.Coli is 100 CFU/100mL based on recreational swimming standards. The average for 2011 at 
the Duffin Creek WPCP was 7.5 CFU/100mL. Please also note that no wet weather flow bypass takes place 
at Duffin Creek WPCP. 
 
We agree that the outfall point visually has a higher levels of E.Coli than other nearshore stations. Please 
note that the level is below the Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 100 CFU/100mL (as detailed 
in the response above).  

7/4/2012 

5/24/2012 P2-S5 SAC Email to Regions 

Thank you for the informative session yesterday.  Following up on the SAC's discussion, kindly: - 
send yesterday's PPT to me (and to other SAC members) by the end of today;- advise all SAC 
members via email as each of the missing studies, including the report on offshore borehole 
drilling results and details of the location of the geologic fault, and the Regions' peer review 
reports on each of the technical reports, have been made available to SAC members and the 
public on the Outfall EA Project Website; - be advised that Ajax staff are closely reviewing 
CH2MHill's Draft Final Interim Report (April 2012) and will be providing recommendations for 
revisions to fill gaps and more accurately describe past activities, therefore, we respectfully 

Below are the four responses to your comments: 
• As requested, the presentation was sent to all SAC members. 
• We have posted the Geotechnical Investigation report to the project website. 
• Please note that we will be receiving comments from all stakeholders for the entirety of the EA 

study and all comments will be addressed through the formal EA process. 
• Thank you for the background information on Dr Martin Auer.  We will review this information 

and your request; though, if any changes will be made to the project documentation, it will be 
reflected in the Phase 2 Interim Draft Report. 

5/29/2012 
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request the Regions' not proceed to finalize said Report until the Town's (and SAC and public) 
comments have been received, considered and responded to to Ajax's satisfaction - in the Draft 
Final Interim Report (April 2012), please provide a more respectful reference to Martin Auer (as 
Dr. Martin Auer) - and provide a more comprehensive description of his 
experience/qualification as the highly regarded Great Lakes researcher who completed the prior 
Independent Peer Review of recent local water quality data and studies on behalf of and funded 
collaboratively by the Town, the Regions and OPG at TRCA staff's recommendation).  I've added 
a link to the Town's website below that will give you more background for doing this; 
http://www.ajax.ca/en/doingbusinessinajax/PDENG_D_Report_by_Dr_Martin_Auer.asp - be 
advised that it would be more appropriate to hold the PIF#2 in Ajax in September to allow at 
least 60 days for public review once all missing information has been posted on Outfall EA 
Project Website, including an amended Draft Interim Report (amended to incorporate all Town 
of Ajax staff reports and Council recommendations on the Outfall EA), not some but all public 
submissions received to date, the missing technical reports (e.g. report of borehole drilling 
results and details of the location and nature of the geologic fault), all reports/comments from 
the Regions' Independent Peer Review Team, all documentation from the Duffin Creek WPCP 
Stage 3 Expansion EA, to give the public and SAC members sufficient time to better understand 
this project and formulate questions; and - be aware that a further staff report will be making 
its way to the Regions (also for inclusion in the Draft Final Interim Report) in the near future. 

• In order to maintain the current EA schedule, we will be holding the PIF at the end of June (dates 
to be confirmed shortly).  Though, as noted above we will be receiving comments from all 
stakeholders for the entirety of the EA study and all comments will be addressed through the 
formal EA process. 

5/25/2012 P2-S6 SAC Email to Regions 

Thank you for sending the PPT so promptly. 
  
Please confirm that the minutes will circulate as "draft" (preferably as a Word doc), so that 
suggested edits from SAC members can be gathered and incorporated within a week or so - 
prior to finalization and posting on the Project Website.  This approach worked well for the first 
SAC meeting minutes. 

Yes, we will follow the same approach used during the first SAC meeting. 5/25/2012 

5/28/2012 P2-S7 SAC Email to Regions 

At the SAC meeting, Euan explained to Kevin Heritage that he could not provide a map showing 
all sub-trunks, laterals, etc. connected to the YDSS main truck system.  However, I would 
suggest that a map from the York Region Water and Wastewater Master Plan showing the 
established wastewater service area for the YDSS catchment area would do the trick. 
  
Please ensure that map is distributed to the SAC members, and included in the upcoming 
presentation/display boards for the next PIFs in Ajax (and Pickering). 

A detailed map indicating actual sewer pipes is not available.  However, a map showing general serviced 
areas (which I think is what you are looking for) probably wouldn't be too hard to locate.  We'll check the 
Master Plan as you suggest.  Including a map indicating the area tributary to the outfall is, I agree, well 
within the scope of the project. 

5/28/2012 

5/29/2012 P2-S8 SAC Email to Regions 

The title on the first slide of the SAC#2 PPT obscures the northerly portion of the WPCP and 
excludes surrounding land uses.  
 Please email several recent oblique photos of the entire WPCP (Stages 1, 2 and 3) and the 
surrounding area, preferably looking at the WPCP from the Pickering NGS toward Ajax and also 
from Lake Ontario. 

As requested please find the referenced photo attached. 5/29/2012 

6/7/2012 P2-S9 SAC Email to Regions 

1.  Is the formal presentation at both upcoming PIFs at 7 pm (as you recently confirmed) or 6:30 
pm? 2.  Evaluation Criteria - will be introduced to the public at PIF#2 but their input is not 
required until PIF#3 in order to give them time to think about the long list of alternatives and 
the criteria? 3.  Weighting of Evaluation Criteria - Is input from the public being solicited?  Once 
SAC members and two Regional staff have submitted their comments, will the questionnaire 
results be tabulated to show who selected which and said table and draft Weighting results sent 
around to SAC members - to view and make any final comments before the Weighting is 
finalized?  Please be aware that Ajax staff may need to report this information to Council before 
the Town's final input can be provided on this matter, which can be provided after Council 
meetings resume in September. Please refer to PIF#2 in Ajax being held at the "McLean 
Community Centre" in upcoming newspaper ads and promotional materials, formal notices, etc. 
Would you kindly confirm that SAC members  and local municipal councillors will be offered a 
tour of the expanded Plant this fall in order to get a good sense of its scale (now that the Stage 
3 expansion has been substantially completed), how functions differ between Stages 1, 2 and 
new Stage 3, and treated effluent quality prior to release to the Outfall and Lake Ontario?  Such 
a tour was beneficial during the Stage 3 Expansion EA (for SAC members and municipal 
councillors). Finally, please send the draft SAC#2 minutes in Word doc format to facilitate 
comments and suggested edits. 

1. PIF2 Presentation Timing - The formal presentation for the upcoming PIF has been scheduled for 6:30pm 
to give more time for Q&A.2. Evaluation Criteria - Similar to the SAC2 meeting, we will have comment 
sheets for the public to provide comments on the evaluation criteria  and other information provided to the 
public at the PIF2 meeting.   3. Weighting of Evaluation Criteria – Input from the public on the weighting of 
the evaluation criteria will be received through the comment sheets at the PIF2 and through the project 
website. Also, comments from the public are always welcomed on the project web site on all phases of the 
EA.  Input from the SAC on the weighting of the evaluation criteria will be received through a questionnaire. 
An average of the weightings based on all comments received  will be  posted on the project web site as 
part of the EA documentation. 4. Plant Tour – The plant tour has been scheduled for June 22 at 10am. A 
meeting request has been sent. A tour of the plant for Ajax Councilors can also be arranged however you 
should contact the Region of Durham directly to make this arrangement.   

6/12/2012 

6/12/2012 P2-S10 SAC Email to Regions 
I will be unable to attend this tour, as I am having out-patient surgery on the 22nd. Could I 
please be included in the tour for Ajax members of council? I would like to see the facility for 
myself. 

Our team will keep you updated on other plant tours since you are unable to attend the one next week. 6/12/2012 

7/6/2012 P2-S11 SAC Email to Regions 

I have no comments on the meetings notes, or criteria.  However, I keep wondering if figure 2 
could (the proposed flow from population growth estimates along with current use) be made 
more detailed to express a larger picture. 
I imagine a figure which shows actual sewer flow from year 2000 to present, and proposed flow 
with and without current conservations measure (eg. inflow/infiltration), after the Southeast 
collector is completed, and with an estimate for high and low rainfall conditions (if there is a 

Thank you for your input. The flow projections for this Outfall EA have been established based on the 
official population forecasts using the planning wastewater generation rate of 386 litres per capita per day 
(lpcd). Based on these projections the plant is forecasted to reach 520MLD by around 2019. As you 
mentioned, the regions have been implementing water conservation programs since the 1990’s  and more 
recently the planning for an I/I reduction program has begun for specific areas of the York sewer shed that 
are high wet weather flows.  It has been observed that the per capita wastewater generation rate over the 

8/8/2012 
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difference). 
If this were available, we would have a more complete picture of the anticipated increases, and 
a more accurate time-line. 

past 5 years has been trending to lower levels than the design rate of 386 lpcd.  However, it is difficult to 
attribute the lower wastewater generation rates to any particular program. Certainly water efficiency 
programs are a contributing factor in these lower per capita rates however there may be other contributing 
factors that are impacting lower per capita rates such as the lower water tables that are evident from the 
reduced rainfall amount in recent years. The planning staff in both Regions are continuing to monitor these 
trends before a final decision is made on reducing the per capita wastewater generation rate. Thus for the 
purposes of this Outfall EA, the project team will be using 386 lpcd planning wastewater generation rate. If 
the trend of lower wastewater generation rates continues, this will extend the life of existing outfall 
infrastructure.  

8/14/2012 P2-S12 SAC Email to Regions 
I am of the opinion that it is premature to rank evaluation criteria at this point I may stand alone 
on this but suggest that the lack of response may reflect a broader perspective on the need to 
understand the issues at play in the EA prior to establishing decision making process. 

Thank you for the input. We agree that it is important for SAC members to understand the existing 
conditions and the alternatives being assessed in the EA to assist them in identifying criteria and weighting 
their importance. It was the intent that the Phase I report including the SAC meetings would provide 
sufficient information and knowledge of the study area for SAC members to understand the issues of the 
EA. We can also note that the Baseline reports, peer review team reports, field trip to the Duffin WPCP 
provided additional information for the SAC members to better understand the baseline conditions in the 
study area and the issues to be looked at in the EA.  We plan to continue to provide more information on 
the Project website that will inform the SAC members and the public on the various Stages of the EA and 
the documents that are prepared in each Stage. We believe this is sufficient information for the SAC 
members to provide input on the weighting of evaluation criteria.  

8/17/2012 

11/2/2012 P2-S13 SAC Email to Regions 

I want to thank you for arranging for the presentations on November 1st for the SAC. I know it 
must be a challenge to pull in such expertise, and appreciate your efforts. I found the 
presentation very interesting and informative. I also found that the presenters confirmed that 
there is no clear consensus on what is affecting the growth of Cladophora. 

As discussed in the presentation, the major factors that affect Cladophora growth are well known and well 
documented and include sunlight, presence of a hard substrate (surface) and phosphorus.  However, what 
is less well understood is how near shore features affect these critical elements.  For instance, Gary 
Bowen’s research is finding that tributaries, especially in this era of increased storm intensities, may be a 
much more significant contributor of phosphorus loading to the near shore than was believed only a few 
years ago.  Gary Bowen’s research is finding that phosphorus loading from Duffins Creek may be on the 
order of what is being discharged from our nearby Water Pollution Control Plant.  In addition, the increased 
presence of mussels, through both their filtering capability (which increases waterclarity) and their ability 
to change particulate phosphorus to bio-available phosphorus, may result in a near shore environment that 
is providing better conditions for Cladophora growth.  Dr. Howell also commented that phosphorus levels 
in the water column may have a less significant impact on the growth of Cladophora than phosphorus 
contained within the spaces between mussels (interstitial spaces.)  As he indicated, this is one of the areas 
in which he wanted to do more research in the remaining years of this study. 

11/15/2012 

11/2/2012 P2-S13 SAC Email to Regions 

1.     Is the density of Cladophora growth higher around the Outfall compared to areas far from 
the Outfall? The answer was vague and somewhat dismissed with the comment "I have two 
freezers of Cladophora that have to be analyzed." Basically he doesn't have the data, but, he has 
lots of underwater videos and cannot comment on the growth? I would have thought that 
aspect would have been of particular interest.  

Dr. Howell has been undertaking sampling in the near shore of his study areas for six months and has 
accumulated a significant amount of raw data.  What is now required is an analysis of this data.  Without a 
rigorous statistical analysis Dr. Howell noted that comment on this issue would be premature.  Dr. Howell 
also mentioned that it would not be easy to discern any meaningful difference between different areas of 
Cladophora growth based on visual inspection alone. 

11/15/2012 

11/2/2012 P2-S14 SAC Email to Regions 

2.     Does Cladorphora grow in the Duffins Creek marsh? Again no answer, except to say, "Lake 
Simcoe doesn't have a problem with Cladophora, and no one knows why?" The question was 
"does it grow in the marsh", simple question, and I would think, be of particular interest, since it 
is here that there are high levels of phosphorus dumping into the lake. There are lots of hard 
surfaces for it to grow on, yet no answer. 

Dr. Howell noted that Cladophora typically requires constant water movement for growth.  As a result, 
marshy areas that have stagnant water conditions do not have significant Cladophora growth.  He went on 
to note that the reasons for a lack of Cladophora growth in Lake Simcoe are not currently well understood. 

11/15/2012 

11/2/2012 P2-S15 SAC Email to Regions 

3.     Have you observed Cladophora growth with a matt of dead mussles, to 
assess whether the growth is from the nutrients rich environment (from mussel population) vs. 
Nutrient poor area such as dead mussels? Dr. Howell responded he has not. Asked if he had 
tried to assess this? Answer: No. Again, this is a key question, that Dr. Howell should consider 
for his study. To be fair, the study is barely half done, but these questions in my opinion are 
significant. I would hope Dr. Howell does some reflection on them. The bottom line is, there 
ARE NO answers as to the cause of Cladophora growth, and until these answers are found, any 
decision on a alternative to the Outfall limitation is premature. 

You rightly note that Dr. Howell stated he is not currently planning to investigate this condition of 
Cladophora growth under his present study plan.  Please know that this study is an initiative of the 
Environmental Monitoring and Reporting Branch of the MOE and is not under the direction of the Regions. 

11/15/2012 

11/2/2012 P2-S16 SAC Email to Regions The bottom line is, there ARE NO answers as to the cause of Cladophora growth, and until these 
answers are found, any decision on a alternative to the Outfall limitation is premature. 

As stated, the causes of Cladophora growth are both well known and well documented.  With regard to 
waiting for the completion of Dr. Howell’s study, Dr. Howell noted that his work is not designed to identify 
a causal relationship between any specific near shore source and Cladophora growth.  Rather, his research 
is based on an analysis of each study area.  As a result, it would not be prudent to delay our EA for the 
completion of this study as there would be no findings that would directly inform the decision-making 
process of the Outfall EA. 

11/15/2012 

11/5/2012 P2-S17 SAC Email to CH2M HILL 

The first page of the Memorandum indicates that scoring and ranking of alternatives is currently 
being conducted. Kindly advise whether the ranked alternatives will be provided to the SAC - 
prior to, at or after the November 22nd SAC meeting (SAC#4)?  The November 22nd SAC 
meeting be identified as SAC Meeting #4 (to include the Nov 1st SAC meeting for the Water 
Quality presentations)  
Please provide a chart at the SAC meeting identifying the suggested scores and ranks from each 
SAC member, including Regional reps and any members, such as myself, who refrained from 

 
o The ranked alternatives will be presented and explained at the Nov 22 SAC meeting. The ranked 
alternatives will be posted to the project website following the SAC for comment by the public.  
o Yes, the November 22nd SAC meeting will be identified as SAC Meeting #4. 
o It was stated on the questionnaire that the SAC member input would be confidential. We will provide a 
breakdown of the individual SAC member weightings, but will not include the names. Please note that 
regional representatives did not provide input on weighting. 

11/8/2012 
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completing the Evaluation forms because they do not agree with the proposed criteria, etc. 
Also, before the November 22nd SAC meeting kindly circulate an up-to-date attendance record 
of all SAC members for the past 3 SAC meetings and Plant tours. 

o The website includes the minutes from each SAC meeting which lists the attendees. The plant tour and 
SAC meeting #3 attendance and will be posted to the website.  

11/5/2012 P2-S18 SAC Email to CH2M HILL 

1. A written explanation as to why the first alternative "Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized 
Operations (Stages 1, 2 and 3)" has been included in the short-list of alternatives; 2. The actual 
modeling of Outfall effluent discharge at 630 MLD (referred to in T.1 (Performance), Column 2) 
and any other modeling completed but not made available in the CH2MHill Interim Report to 
date; 3. The recent inspection report on the existing Outfall characteristics, including actual 
photos of the open and closed diffuser portals (and any duck-billed flanges currently in place); 
4. The Standard Operating Procedure presently in place that is used to measure the hydraulic 
performance of the existing Diffuser system; 5. The recommendations of the present 
Operational Flow Management Project to manage "peak" flows in the YDSS. 

1. A description of the Existing Upgraded Plant and Optimized Operations has been provided in the handout 
distributed at the November 1, 2012 SAC meeting and e-mailed to SAC members in November. It was 
carried forward for detailed evaluation as it had the potential to meet the EA Screening Criteria (see table 
below). Further hydraulic and lake modelling was required to identify the extent to which it would satisfy 
MOE water quality regulations. This alternative modelled at 630MLD demonstrates that the strict 
phosphorus and ammonia limits for the Duffin Creek WPCP recently established as part of the Stage 3 
Expansion result in local water quality that meets the intent of the MOE Policies Guidelines PWQO 
document requirements. In particular, the mixing zones for phosphorus and ammonia do not interfere with 
beneficial uses.2. The modelling of alternatives at 630MLD is going through a peer review and will be made 
available to the public upon completion of the peer review. 3. Your request for the recent inspection report 
has been forwarded to plant operations for consideration. Please note that there are no duck-billed flanges 
currently in place.4. There is no specific SOP required to measure the hydraulic performance of the existing 
diffuser system; rather the Regions complete regular outfall inspections to ensure that it continues to 
operate effectively and its hydraulic capacity is not compromised.  5. The Regions continue to develop and 
implement strategies for managing flows in the YDSS, including water efficiency/conservation programs, 
Inflow & Infiltration reduction programs, and system upgrades, repairs and expansions.  Under a separate 
project, the Regions are also developing an all-pipe model that will be used to run operational scenarios 
that will continue to aid in effectively managing operations, including peak flows, in the YDSS.  

11/8/2012 

11/21/2012 P2-S19 SAC Email to CH2M HILL 
Further to the voicemail received late yesterday from your colleague, please be advised I will be 
attending SAC4 meeting, accompanied by Kevin Heritage and Bruce Rodgers (the Town's 
consultant). 

I spoke with the Regions, and to be consistent with the terms of reference, we’re happy to have Bruce 
attend, however just as an observer and not as a participant. 11/21/2012 

11/23/2012 P2-S20 SAC Email to Regions 

I am going to meet with TRCA staff to discuss the recommended preferred option of modifying 
the existing diffuser. It makes sense to me-given the uncertainty of the need for additional P 
control for Cladophora management. If additional P control is required based upon on Todd's 
and others research, then I would suggest the Regions would follow MOE directions (at the 
time) as per any need for lower P limits on the Duffin effluent -at which time tertiary P 
treatment option could be considered. I like this approach as it does not put in place any 
infrastructure that gives a green light to expansion beyond the current design. On-going  studies 
on the nearshore of the Great Lakes over the next 20 years or so, will  provide a better 
knowledge base to make decisions about  major capital infrastructure investments. I would 
recommend-as a community investment,  and based upon- current research on the emerging 
importance of  tributary loads -that we explore  options for some watershed and/or stormwater 
BMP enhancements over the operating period of the reconfigured outfall.  We could turn this 
into a win - win opportunity-while meeting MOE requirements.  

Thank you for the input.  11/23/2012 

11/27/2012 P2-S21 SAC Email to CH2M HILL 

Town of Ajax staff have also requested to receive the SAC#4 presentation in its entirety to us 
yesterday.  John Presta advised that Barry Laverick would be sending it, but the PPT still hasn't 
arrived this morning.  The PPT provided more information than the printed handouts. 
I've just asked John to follow-up.  It would only take a few seconds for Dan Olsen to attach the 
PPT to this email and send it to all of us.  What is causing the delay? 

The presentation and handout from the SAC#4 meeting have been posted to the project website (see link 
below). 
http://www.durham.ca/works.asp?nr=/departments/works/duffincreek/stakeholderadvisorycommittee.ht
m&setFooter=/includes/duffinFooter.inc 
If you have any troubles accessing the website, please let us know. 

11/27/2012 

12/7/2012 P2-S22 SAC 
Email to Regions, 
response from Barry 
Laverick 

As I said in the SAC4 meeting the alternative #2 was a "go do". I could see it was a very effective 
means of dealing with the mixing zone issue. I expect that the costs would be low, and the 
installation would be of low environmental impact. Then I clarified that this doesn't address the 
phosphorus loading of the plant on the lake, which is still debatable as to whether the York-
Durham WPCP Outfall is the cause of the water quality in lake, as it relates to Cladophora 
growth.I would like to know, and the SAC to know, what the reason would be for not delaying 
the EA until after the studies by Dr. Howell and Dr. Auer are completed and understood. 
Obviously it is not the pressure of treatment loading on the plant. Loading is at 320 MLD, and 
the plant is permitted up to 520 MLD. That level of loading to the plant will not be reached for 
another 8 to 18 years depending on which forecast you believe. And if you go to the current 
track of loading on the plant, it will be much longer than that. Wayne had mentioned in 
response to my questioning a delay, that the concern would be the cost of consultants having to 
shelve their work, and then pick it up again in two years. Wayne also mentioned that Dr. 
Howell's study will not address the impact from the WPCP. 

At SAC Meeting #3, Dr. Howell noted that his work is not designed to identify a causal relationship between 
any specific near shore source and Cladophora growth.  Rather, the Regions understand that his research is 
based on an analysis of the study areas relative to each another.  Further, as you may remember, Dr. 
Howell noted that he intends on modifying his study plan to focus more on the impact of mussels in the 
nearshore study areas.  As Dr. Howell noted, the impact of mussels, through both their filtering capability 
(which increases water clarity) and their ability to change particulate phosphorus to bio-available 
phosphorus, may result in a near shore environment that is providing better conditions for Cladophora 
growth.  Based on the Regions’ understanding of this research and the information provided at SAC 
meeting #3, it is our opinion that there is no compelling reason to delay the Outfall EA for the completion 
of this research study as this research study has not been designed to assess the Duffin Creek WPCP 
outfall.With regard to the Dr. Auer peer review, the Regions feel that further treatment of this peer review 
is a reasonable request and is something that we will include in future Outfall EA project information. 

12/13/2012 

12/7/2012 P2-S23 SAC 
Email to Regions, 
response from Barry 
Laverick 

On the cost point, paying to pause, to ensure the problem is being solved with the right solution 
is worth ensuring tax payers dollars are being spent in the most efficient manner. The “duck 
bill” solution still costs millions of dollars, and MAY NOT solve shoreline issues in Pickering-Ajax 
shorelines. If the WPCP is found to NOT be the major source of phosphorus, then great spend 
the million dollars for the diffuser modification. BUT if the York Durham WPCP Outfall is the 
major source, we have wasted millions dollars!!  
 
 

Financial considerations are certainly not the only ones being reviewed in the evaluation of the 
alternatives; but, they are important none the less.  To clarify, it is water and sewer use revenues (i.e. not 
taxes) that partially pay for water/wastewater capital projects and fully pay for water/wastewater 
operations and maintenance in Durham Region.  Please also note that Durham Region is increasing our 
water and sanitary sewer rates by a combined 8.4 per cent in 2013.  The wastewater portion of this 
increase is approximately 13 percent.  In fact, a significant portion of the Duffin Creek WPCP Stages 1 & 2 
facility upgrades will be funded through the 2013 water and sewer use rate increase. 
You mention that Alternative 2, modification of the diffuser ports, doesn’t address the issue of phosphorus 

12/13/2012 
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 loading to Lake Ontario.  Please note that the lifetime cost reported in the SAC presentation for modifying 

the diffuser ports includes the capital cost of modifying the diffuser ports (i.e. purchase and installation of 
the duck bill check valves), the operation costs for the treatment of phosphorus though the use of the 
upgraded Duffin Creek WPCP facilities (i.e. alternative 1) and yearly inspection activities required for the 
outfall.  To get a better feel for the relative costs of the alternatives; the capital cost for alternative 2 is 
below $2M as opposed to alternatives 3, 4 and 5, which all have capital costs in excess of $100M. 
In the opinion of the Regions, there is a well-defined benefit associated with modification of the diffuser 
ports.  There is no doubt that installation of these valves will result in better initial mixing conditions of the 
effluent at both low and average discharges.  There is no uncertainty with respect to this option; the money 
that might be spent on this option would not be wasted as a higher level of initial dilution will definitely be 
the result. 
With respect to lowering phosphorus levels in the discharged effluent, the Regions have and continue to 
upgrade the phosphorus treatment facilities at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  The new facilities will allow the 
Regions to significantly lower phosphorus concentrations in the effluent discharged to Lake Ontario.  To 
further lower phosphorus levels in the effluent would require the implementation of alternative 3, provide 
tertiary treatment, which has a capital cost range of $175M - $230M.  Since tertiary treatment would 
involve retrofitting Stages 1 & 2, Durham and York residents would certainly be paying substantially for this 
upgrade through water and sewer user rates.  Further, this could result in a doubling of the original cost 
estimate to upgrade Stages 1 & 2. 

12/7/2012 P2-S24 SAC 
Email to Regions, 
response from Barry 
Laverick 

On the point of the study not addressing the impact from the WPCP, I disagree. If Dr. Howell's 
data "shows" the plant IS a major cause of phosphorus in the lake, he will be obligated to 
identify that in his report. So while the WPCP is not the focus of the study, if it is discovered to 
be the main source causing Cladophora, the study will show that, and thus it becomes a focus. 

The problem statement for this project as developed with input of the SAC is 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.” 
This has been documented in past presentations and other project material made available to the public, 
other stakeholders and members of the SAC.  If you have problems locating it in on the project website 
please let me know. 

12/13/2012 

12/7/2012 P2-S25 SAC 
Email to Regions, 
response from Barry 
Laverick 

I do not understand the urgency in identifying an alternative when the problem has not been 
clearly identified. The problem being not the mixing zone, but the lake water quality. Dilution is 
not the solution to pollution. 

We have heard this phrase echoed many times in the Outfall EA.  Please know that the Regions strictly 
adhere to the philosophy, “dilution is not the solution to pollution.”  We have upgraded the Duffin Creek 
WPCP to be one of the best plants discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario.  Furthermore, the Duffin 
Creek WPCP does not have a bypass that can be used in times of high flow.  Bypassing treatment is relying 
on dilution.  To be very clear, the Regions NEVER rely only on dilution when discharging effluent to Lake 
Ontario.  All of the sewage that arrives at the Duffin Creek WPCP is treated and discharged as highly treated 
effluent. 

12/13/2012 

11/28/2012 P2-S26 SAC 

Email to Regions, 
response from Gary 
Bowen TRCA, and Barry 
Laverick 

We have been watching for Gary Bowen's PPT from the SAC#3 Water Quality Workshop to be 
posted on the Project Website, as agreed to by the Regions at SAC#4 meeting on November 
22nd. 
  
Please let us know when Mr. Bowen's PPT is available on the Outfall EA Project Website too. 

Response from Gary Bowen - The power point is too big to email - so I was waiting for a FTP site to post it. 
Since some of the slides I presented  are based on preliminary work- that  we are still attempting to verify 
the load estimates - I am going to mark these as provisional until they have been peer reviewed. All slides I 
used  in the presentation at SAC- will be provided.  
 
Response from Barry Laverick - We have Gary's presentation and are currently working to have it posted to 
the project website.  My apologies on the delay and we will certainly let you know when it's up.  Thanks for 
the well wishes and happy holidays to you as well. 

11/29/2012 

12/13/2012 P2-S27 SAC Email to Regions, 
response from Regions 

At your earliest convenience, please provide a breakdown of the funding sources that would be 
used to implement the various short-listed alternatives (e.g., Outfall extension) - Development 
Charges, User Fees, Grants. 

Thanks for your question.  To clarify, it is developer charges that pay for capital expansion projects, and 
user rates that pay for refurbishment/upgrade projects and operations and maintenance of 
water/wastewater infrastructure. Recoveries (i.e. septage receiving fees) are used to offset operational 
costs. An agreement exists between the Regions to share infrastructure capital and operating costs. For the 
liquid treatment facilities, the costs are proportional to the amount of flows from each Region treated at 
the WPCP. The breakdown is approximately 80% York Region and 20% Durham Region.  

1/2/2013 

1/3/2013 P2-S28 SAC Email to Regions Please send the existing agreement between the Regions.  Also, further to my December 19th 
email, please identify the dates of the next round of PIFs. 

We will send you the existing agreement between the Regions by mail. It should arrive early next week. 
Also, we have scheduled the next Public Information Forum for Feb 26 (Pickering) and Feb 27 (Ajax). I will 
follow up in a separate email to you and Deepak regarding potential venues.  

1/10/2013 

1/20/2013 P2-S29 SAC Email to Regions 
There was a question raised at the meeting Jan 10 DEAC meeting, that I have been wondering 
about as well.  If there is a need, benefit and money available at some future point in time, is it 
possible to add on the improved infiltration systems to the currently planned best alternative? 

Yes, depending on the future treatment being considered there may be an opportunity to add on to the 
recommended strategy in the future if a benefit or need is identified.  I believe that the recommended 
strategy presented to the SAC and DEAC give the Regions significant flexibility to deal with the future even 
though this feature of the recommended strategy wasn’t highlighted to a great deal in past presentations. 
 
I trust this answers your question but if you need further clarification or have any further questions just let 
me know.  Thanks. 

1/22/2013 

1/24/2013 P2-S30 SAC Email to John Presta, 
Durham Region 

Please arrange for the CH2MHill to email the Word version of the Information Package Memo 
and Impact Assessment Table handed out at the SAC#4 meeting, and the PPT (Nov 2012) 
version (not the PDF) of the Regions' presentation, to me before the weekend. 
  
I've confirmed with Dan that CH2MHill has the documents in those formats, but needs your 
authorization to share them with us. 

We can provide you with the pdf file however, we will not send out original electronic files which can be 
modified. If there is a specific reason or a graphic which you may want, then we will review how we may 
accommodate the request. 

1/25/2013 
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-- 
Sorry to hear that you're not prepared to be co-operative about the graphics.  We are actually 
more interested in the numbers behind the evaluation and rating/weighting of the short list of 
alternatives, which were also requested yesterday. 

2/4/2013 P2-S31 SAC Email to SAC When will the PIF#3 notices, as well as the photos of the actual Outfall Diffuser (as agreed upon 
last November, per the minutes below), be posted on the Project website? 

In response to your question regarding the PIF#3 notices and the outfall photo: • PIF#3 notices – The PIF#3 
notices have been uploaded to the project website. The PIF#3 notices will also be published in local 
newspapers on February 14, and February 21.• Photo of Actual Outfall Diffuser – a video has been posted 
to the project website which provides a visual of an outfall diffuserThe project website is 
www.durham.ca/outfallEA  

2/13/2013 

2/4/2013 P2-S32 SAC Email to SAC 

Per the attached minutes, when will we be receiving the complete cost analysis and 
mathematical ranking information for each alternative, including the additional background on 
the net present value approach to life cycle costing that the Regions' consultants agreed to 
provide during SAC#4 meeting last November?  Additionally, a few other commitments were 
made by the Regions last fall. 
  
One would expect that information to be readily available and provided to us by now. 
  
Is it the Regions' strategy to withhold this info until after the next set of public meetings, or 
perhaps until they've released their Stage 2 report sometime in the spring or later in the EA 
process)? 

Below is a response to the information you have requested. Please note that the draft Phase 2 Interim 
Report was posted to the virtual library on the project website on February 19th 
(www.durham.ca/outfallea). 
 
•         Complete Cost Analysis and Background on the Net Present Value Approach – The costing and net 
present value description has been provided in the draft Phase 2 Interim report which has been posted to 
the virtual library on the project website.   
•         Mathematical Ranking Information – In the handout provided to SAC members at the SAC Meeting 
#4 in November 2013, preliminary mathematical ranking information was provided including: (1) weighting 
of evaluation criteria by SAC members; (2) preliminary criteria ratings for each alternative from technical 
experts; (3) preliminary alternative evaluation table which includes the calculations for developing the 
overall alternative ranking. Since the SAC Meeting #4, the Phase 2 alternative evaluation has gone through 
a peer review and a Phase 2 Interim Report has been drafted. The supporting documentation to the ranking 
of alternatives has been provided in the draft Phase 2 Interim report which has been posted to the virtual 
library on the project website.  
  
If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

2/21/2013 

2/4/2013 P2-S33 SAC Email to CH2M HILL 

Would you kindly include my contact on your circulation list regarding the above noted issue?  
Please keep Danielle Chin and Paula Tenuta in our office on the list as well. 
 
Thank you, 
Mara Samardzic 
 

Hi Mara, 
Thanks for your interest in the Outfall EA. Our team will make sure you, Danielle, and Paula are on the 
distribution list. There is an upcoming Public Information Forum on Feb 26 in Pickering and Feb 27 in Ajax. 
We will email you the notice next week. 
 
If you have any further questions, please don't hesitate to contact me. 
 

2/7/2013 

2/14/2013 P2-S34 SAC Email to CH2M HILL 

I just wanted to give you the heads up that I’ve accepted a position within the Bank outside the 
Durham area & unable to participate on the committee going forward.  If you feel appropriate, I 
would suggest contacting Kathy McKay, Executive Director, Ajax Pickering Board of Trade to see 
if she could recommend a replacement for the committee. 
 
If you could remove me from the committee correspondence, going forward, it would be 
appreciated.  Thanks. 
 
Jason M. Cameron 

Hi Kathy (McKay), 
As per Jason’s email below, please let us know if there is an alternate from the Ajax Pickering Board of 
Trade that would be interested in participating in the SAC. There is 1 more SAC meeting in the project (fall 
of 2013) where we will share the preferred design concept for addressing the limitations to the existing 
outfall at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant. 
 
If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 

2/25/2013 

3/1/2013 P2-S35 SAC Email to Barry Laverick 

At the end of the Ajax PIF, you mentioned that if someone wanted to contact the MOE, they 
could Email the SAC MOE representative.  
I have tried to find this information in the material I have, and found two names; Sandra 
Thomas, Supervisor, MOE, York Durham Office; and Dorothy Moszynski, Environmental 
Resource Planner, MOE. Which of these two would we contact and would you please forward 
their contact information? 

As we discussed at the PIF last week, any and all comments regarding the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA 
should be forwarded directly to the Regions for response.  However, I do understand that you and other 
residents would feel more comfortable if the MOE also received your comments.  So as previously 
suggested, when forwarding electronic comments to the Regions please cc Dorothy Moszynski, 
Environmental Resource Planner & EA Coordinator, MOE Central Region at dorothy.moszynski@ontario.ca.  
I have also cc'ed her on this email.   Thanks, and if you require any more information on the project please 
don't hesitate to contact me. 

3/4/2013 

5/7/2013 P2-S36 SAC Email to Regions 

In the Virtual Library, the link to "Appendix D - Natural Environment" under the Phase 1 Interim 
Report is broken.  
Please send a pdf of the Natural Environment report to me today.  Also, please restore the link. 
 Also, the Contact Us link under both project managers' names is not functioning and needs to 
be restored:   info@OutfallEA.com 

The "Appendix D - Natural Environment" text doesn't link to a report.  The two reports for this section are 
available at the links included immediately below.  I was able to get access to both of these reports upon 
clicking the existing links.  However, the "Appendix D - Natural Environment" text itself is not correct/is 
misleading.  It should read, "Appendix D" alone.  We will have that fixed. 
With respect to the email link, I just tried it for Wayne and myself and it worked.  However, our staff will 
look at this again to ensure there are no problems. 

5/7/2013 
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6/2/2013 P2-S37 SAC Email to Regions 

I was recently in a discussion regarding how far a mixing zone is from it's source. I felt that there 
was not a clear understanding. 
 
My understanding is: 
The mixing zone is defined as the area within which the ratio of the lake water to the WPCP's 
effluent, is less than the required 20:1 dilution ratio.  
i.e. the concentration at the edge of the mixing zone would at or above the 20:1 ratio. 
Therefore the mixing zone is not a defined area or perimeter. I expect the modelling shows the 
limits of the mixing zone, and the Ministry decides if it is too big, and if so, does what it did, slap 
a limit on the plants discharge rate. 
 
Is this correct? If not, please explain and please do so in layman's terms. 
Thank You for your attention to this matter. 

The mixing zone is not defined in terms of the dilution ratio.  Rather, the physical extent of the mixing zone 
is determined based on the water quality of the Lake in the immediate area of effluent discharge.  The 
mixing zone is the area where concentrations of effluent parameters (such as total phosphorus) are higher 
than the Provincial Water Quality Objectives.  I have provided an excerpt from the MOE document, 
“Deriving Receiving-Water Based, Point-Source Effluent Requirements for Ontario Waters” below. 
 
“A mixing zone is defined as an area of water contiguous to a point source or definable non-point source 
where the water does not comply with one or more of the Provincial Water Quality Objectives.” 
 
Modelling has confirmed that the mixing zone as defined above does not interfere with beneficial uses.  In 
addition and perhaps more importantly, actual water quality sampling in the vicinity of the outfall and in 
the nearshore waters of Ajax-Pickering demonstrate that actual total phosphorus levels are below the 
PWQO for the vast majority of samples taken in the past couple of years. 
 
With respect to your comment regarding the MOE limiting the discharge, this is correct.  During the Stage 3 
Expansion EA the Regions in consultation with the MOE agreed to a significant reduction in the total 
phosphorus loading from the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This essentially reduced the size of the Duffin Creek 
WPCP mixing zone even at higher flows. 

6/5/2013 

6/2/2013 P2-S38 SAC Email to Regions 

I may have missed the Email, but I as far as I know, you didn't get back to me regarding my 
question on York Region's plans for disposal of the phosphorus laden waste stream, that will be 
generated once the Proposed York Region WPCP is commissioned. That waste stream is being 
generated as the membrane and RO processes, filter the WPCP effluent down to the 0.015 mg/L 
before discharging to a local stream. 
As I stated, the Engineer at the demonstration plant suggested that the phosphorus laden waste 
stream would be just diverted to the York Durham WPCP. 
As you can imagine, this shocked all of us at the tour. 
This would be a big mistake for the following reasons: 
1. an overall waste of energy and money, removing a waste chemical TWICE from the same 
source. 
2. transportation of a waste chemical from one watershed to another. (While there is a 
restriction on taking from one watershed and discharging into another, I would expect that such 
a restriction would also apply to chemicals in that water.) 
3. adding to the phosphorus loading of not only the YD WPCP but also Lake Ontario (an already 
stressed Lake), is unacceptable! 
 
So, I would appreciate your confirmation that this is NOT the plan for this phosphorus ladened 
waste stream.  

Sorry it has taken so long, but we have been in contact with the Upper York Sewage Solutions (UYSS) 
Reclamation Plant project team to compile information on this project.  During your tour of the pilot 
process you note; “the Engineer at the demonstration plant suggested that the phosphorus laden waste 
stream would be just diverted to the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP).”  Initially, this is 
correct.  However, the following must be understood: 
1. The original design of the YDSS and the Stage 3 Duffin Creek WPCP Expansion projects included the 
collection and processing of all wastewater production from the areas of West Gwillimbury, Sharon, 
Queensville, etc. (Upper York).  Therefore, the Duffin Creek WPCP will not receive any additional flow or 
biosolids than it has been designed to process.  The biosolids, including the phosphorous captured by the 
addition of iron salts will easily re-precipitate in the preliminary treatment process.  (see note 1 below) 
2. It is not only phosphorous that will be conveyed.  The mixture of materials discharged to the York 
Durham Sewage System (YDSS) for final processing at the Duffin Creek WPCP includes the precipitated 
organic biosolids from the raw sewage, plus the reject water from the filtration system with phosphorous, 
nitrogen and all other nutrients and contaminants that are captured.    
3. The maximum flow of the waste discharge from the UYSS Reclamation Plant will be less than 1% of the 
flow of wastewater into Duffin Creek WPCP.   
4. Initially, the flow and biosolid quantities at the UYSS facility will not be sufficient to sustain a viable, 
separate biosolid processing facility on site.  The future plans are to design and construct a self-contained 
treatment facility on site which will eventually divert this stream from the Duffin Creek WPCP. 
5. The Individual Environmental Assessment currently underway to address the Upper York Sewage 
Solutions, has determined that the best solution is to treat the wastewater locally rather than pump all the 
raw sewage through the YDSS for treatment at Duffin Creek WPCP. 
Note 1:            There are several large systems that follow the model where biosolids from satellite plants 
are transported by the sewer system for processing at the major, central treatment plant.  For example: 
http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/default.asp 
We trust this addresses your questions and concerns. 

6/17/2013 

6/23/2013 P2-S39 SAC Email to Regions 

I am very disappointed with this answer. EVEN YOU should be disappointed, as I remembered 
your comment at the Ajax PIF, when I raised this with you. You stated and I quote "I am sure 
that they are not doing this, ha, ha, that would be ridiculous." And I agreed, and still agree. 
None the less, I need you to clarify a few points in your response. 
Under bullet 2, you forgot that, in that "soup" of concentrated chemicals, are pharmaceuticals. 
Under bullet 3, you stated that the flow of this concentrated sewage (by over 100,000 times, 
since the UYSS is boosting 99.99% removal?) "...will be less than 1% of the flow…" .    That is still 
6,400,000 litres per day, of CONCENTRATED SEWAGE. 
I expect the SAC is aware of this, although I doubt it, considering you were not aware. They 
need to be made aware, and I am sure you and the Team will attend to that? 
Still amazed, but looking forward to your response. 

When you spoke to me at the PIF, I was without any of the information I have recently been provided and I 
made a quick conclusion. Since our conversation, I researched the matter with the Upper York Sewage 
Solutions (UYSS) team.  Now, with the knowledge and information they have shared, I admit and advise 
that my previous conclusion was incorrect.  I apologize for my mistake and now realize that it has caused 
you unnecessary concern and confusion. 
  
Further to the explanation previously sent I hope to address your concerns here.  Please note that the 
discharge from the UYSS Reclamation Centre, it will not contain any additional biosolids, contaminants or 
nutrients other than the amount that would have been sent to the Duffin Creek WPCP at any time in the 
future.  While it may be "concentrated" (to use your term), it will in no way impact the treatment processes 
designed, constructed and operated.  The volume of the contents will be the same amounts as we had 
forecast during the design of the expansion facilities.  Whether the discharge is dilute or concentrated will 
make absolutely no difference to the treatment processes at the WPCP. 
  
The total flow of sewage previously allowed for in the design calculations from Upper York was originally a 
maximum of 40 MLD.  The flow forecast is now designed to be a maximum of 6 MLD (15% of the original 
flow rate).  The amount of flow and the consistency of this flow is really immaterial as it will not be greater 
than already forecasted.  The UYSS Reclamation Plant does not have the ability to and will not generate any 
additional contaminants (including pharmacueticals, personal care products etc), nutrients (phosphorous, 
nitrogen etc) or biosolids than already contained in the sewage.  It will remove screenings and grit.   

6/25/2013 
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There is a slight misunderstanding on how the removal rate is calculated.  The discharge is not 
concentrated by 100,000 times as you suggest, it is approximately 6.67 times.  The same amount of solids 
in 15% of the flow, (40/6 = 6.67).  The removal rate of 99.99% means that if there is 300 mg/l of suspended 
solids in the influent, the effluent can contain up to 0.03 mg/l, (or 300 – 0,03 = 299.97 mg/l is removed, 
(299.97/300) x 100 = 99.99%).  This solution is currently the preferred solution as determined by the 
Individual Environmental Assessment (IEA) currently underway.  Many possible solutions have been 
explored and evaluated with this being the overall solution in terms of all the factors considered during the 
IEA process.  For more information on this project, I refer you to the following link:  www.uyssolutions.ca  
  
The idea of having a smaller satellite plant remove biosolids, nutrients and contaminants and transport 
them via the sewer system to a central, large facility for treatment is not new.  Please follow the link 
previously provided (and again below) to see how communities in southern California are following this 
scenario.  
http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/default.asp 
  
I trust that by confirming there is no additional sewage contents entering the YDSS than originally allowed 
for in the design calculations will result in no additional loading of any material at the Duffin Creek WPCP 
than expected.  I can confirm that the treatment processes currently used at the WPCP will not be 
overstressed and it will continue to perform and meet all the requirements of the operational certificate of 
approval issued by the Ministry of the Environment at all flows up to 630 MLD. 
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11/30/2011 P2-M01 Municipality Letter to Regions Requests to have Andrea Duncanson, Paul Kuebler and Professor Douglas Holdway added to 
SAC as citizen members for the Town of Ajax. 

We thank you for the work undertaken on this matter but respectfully request that the Town of Ajax 
forward a single name for inclusion as the Ajax citizen member for the SAC. 
The Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA is being conducted as a Schedule C undertaking and as such, convening a 
SAC is not required under the MEA MCEA document. However, both the Regions are committed to a SAC 
on this important project as we greatly value the input of all local stakeholders. It is for this reason that the 
Regions agreed to the Town of Ajax’s suggestion to have a citizen member from each local municipality sit 
as a member of the SAC. However, we believe it is important to maintain balanced representation of all 
parties on the SAC and cannot accommodate three additional members from each local municipality. 
Please know that only one citizen member from the City of Pickering will sit as a member of the SAC as well. 
The names you provided are now included in the project’s EA contact list. 

1/17/2012 

12/20/2011 P2-M02 Municipality Letter to Regions Requests to have Sherry Croteau, William Evely and Michael Odle added to SAC as citizen 
members for the City of Pickering 

We thank you for the work undertaken on this matter and wish to inform you that we will be contacting 
Sherry Croteau to sit as the Pickering citizen member for the SAC. 
Both the Regions are committed to a SAC on this important project as we greatly value the input of all local 
stakeholders. Unfortunately, we cannot accommodate three citizen members from each local municipality. 
Please know that only one citizen member from the Town of Ajax will sit as a member of the SAC as well. 
The names you provided are now included in the project’s EA contact list. 

1/17/2012 

1/25/2012 P2-M03 Municipality Email to John Presta, 
Region of Durham 

Please provide Stage 1 Assessment Report, meeting dates of SAC, and members of peer review 
team.  Today at Council Cliff stated that the Terms of Reference for the Peer Review team have 
been completed.  Kindly  also send those to me? 
In addition has the website been updated? 
Thanks for your assistance. 

The following provides information from our project team. The Peer Review team will consist of the 
following: Team Lead - Craig Mather; Geotechnical/Tunnelling - Mr. John Westland P. Eng.; Fisheries - Mr. 
Serge Metikosh; Lake Modelling/Hydraulics/Outfall Design - Dr. McCorquodale, Ph.D., P.E., P.Eng. The Peer 
Review Terms of Reference are attached. In terms of the schedule, the project team is working towards a 
tentative SAC meeting in May 2012. The Stage 1 Report is currently being finalized and they are working 
towards finalizing it prior to SAC. The report will be posted on the website two weeks prior to the SAC. I 
have informed the team that the website needs to be updated asap, once a new schedule has been 
finalized. We will try to keep you updated as soon as dates are finalized. If you require additional 
information, please feel free to contact me. 

2/28/2012 

2/13/2012 P2-M04 Municipality Email to Regions 

Further to our discussion today, I've received copies of the letters to Paul Kuebler and Dr. Doug 
Holdway. This message also reiterates my request, which we also discussed this morning, for 
opportunity to be provided to the SAC members to review and comment on a Draft Final Stage 
1 Assessment Report before it is finalized, preferably well before the next PIF. When updating 
the project website, the Regions should make the Draft Final Report available for at least 30 
days for review and comment, give notice of its website posting to all persons who have made 
submissions to date via email and mail, and allow stakeholders and the public to provide 
comments for the Regions' consideration and response - prior to the report being finalized. 

As we discussed, you and the other SAC members will be given an opportunity to comment on the draft 
Stage 1 Report.  When we contact SAC members and members of the public inviting them to the next SAC 
meeting and PIF respectively, we will be indicating that the Report is available on the web for review.  This 
should give SAC members and members of the public approximately two weeks prior to the SAC and PIF 
meetings to review the report. The Class Environmental Assessment process does not have a mandatory 
requirement to post or allow for a review of interim reports.  However, the Regions are committed to 
providing additional opportunities for the public and stakeholders to provide their input.  As such, please 
know that we will continue to receive input on all aspects of this project during the entire course of the 
Outfall EA.  We will include any comments received in the Comment Response log for the project before 
the final Environmental Study Report is submitted to the MOE at the end of the EA process. 

2/28/2012 

3/22/2012 P2-M05 Municipality Email to Regions 

The contents of the draft and final Stage 1 Report will be very important, as they will provide 
the technical foundation for successive work and decision-making with respect to the Plant's 
Outfall-Diffuser. At the first SAC meeting, the Regions were specifically requested to ensure the 
draft Stage 1 Report be made available for municipal andpublic review.  The proposed provision 
of two weeks (perhaps 10 working days prior to the next SAC and next PIF) for staff and other 
interested parties, including the SAC, to review and provide comments on the technical draft 
Stage 1 Assessment Report is insufficient. Further, the Regions' Independent Peer Review Team 
is reviewing the draft Stage 1 Report and reporting on their findings.  Therefore, it will be 
appropriate and necessary to provide the Town, the SAC and other interested parties with the 
Peer Review Team's report at the same time as the draft Stage 1 Report.  The whole of this 
information is particularly important, given the unique aspects of this undertaking that make it 
very different from EAs pertaining to the Stage 3 Plant Expansion and the Big Pipe (e.g., offshore 
drilling; potential impacts on fisheries, receiving water quality and the aquatic environment). 
Therefore, it is recommended that a minimum 60-day comment period be provided to allow for 
the Town and others to conduct and complete their reviews of the above-noted Reports and 
provide written comments to the Regions. Further, it is recommended that the Regions modify 
their Terms of Reference for the SAC to 1) establish a stronger role and influence of the SAC in 
the decision-making throughout the remainder of the Outfall EA process, and 2) remove all 
provisions that discourage SAC members from openly expressing opinions and speaking with 
news media, etc. Widening scope and role for the SAC in this manner would reflect a more 
open, appropriate EA process. If you have any questions, please call.  I'd appreciate receiving 
confirmation of the Regions' agreement with these changes soon, for inclusion in our next staff 
report. 

Thanks for your email.  Please know that the Regions do appreciate the concerns you have expressed.  We 
agree that the Stage 1 Report, in addition to all reports and other material completed under the Duffin 
Creek WPCP Outfall EA project, are important as they will be used as the basis for the Environmental Study 
Report that will be completed as a requirement under the Municipal Engineers Association (MEA) 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) process.  Though it is not a requirement of the Class 
EA process, the Regions are committed to making available the Stage 1 Report to SAC members and 
stakeholders (including other governments, review agencies, the public, property owners and interest 
groups) to review and comment on.  In addition, please know that the Stage 1 Report review and comment 
period to be provided by the Regions will far exceed the 60 days you are requesting.  We will be accepting 
comments on this document and all other aspects of this Class EA for the entirety of the study.  However, 
we will not be releasing the Stage 1 Report within the timetable you are requesting. As you may be aware, 
the MEA Class EA process has no requirement for the proponent to form a stakeholder advisory committee.  
The Regions have done this to further involve representative stakeholders in this important project.  With 
regard to your first request that the SAC be able to influence the decision-making process, we respectively 
submit that the Stakeholder Advisory Committee is to provide the Class EA team with advice and comments 
for consideration in the Class EA process.  The SAC, as clearly stated in the Terms of Reference, is an 
advisory committee and not a group to "influence the outcome" of an open and transparent Class EA 
process.  To revise this role elevates the SAC to the position of decision maker responsible for the ultimate 
project and its operation, which goes beyond the original understanding held by other SAC participants of 
their role.  Further, such a role would attract an unintended level of responsibility and potential liability 
that is only borne by the Regions as proponents of the Class EA and owner/operators of the project and 
other components of the York Durham Sewage System. As a result, we do not agree to revising the SAC’s 
advisory role. That said, we welcome and will continue to welcome any and all comments from the SAC 
group as we do with all of the stakeholders and public who have an interest in this Class EA project. With 
regard to your second request to modify the Terms of Reference for the SAC, please know that the MEA 
Class EA process must provide effective consultation with stakeholders including other governments, 
review agencies, the public, property owners and interest groups.  The Regions feel that, in consultation 
with our Class EA team, we have designed a study that exceeds this requirement.  As a result, we 
respectfully state that we will not be modifying the Terms of Reference for the SAC. 

3/23/2012 
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5/2/2012 P2-M06 Municipality Email to Regions 

The updated Project Timeline indicates the next SAC meeting is to be held this month.  As 
previously determined, the Regions will be providing the Draft Stage 1 Assessment Report to 
SAC members two weeks prior to the next SAC meeting and to the public two weeks prior to the 
next PIF. 
  
Please advise: 1) on what date we will be receiving the Draft Report for review, 2) the date of 
the next SAC, and 3) the date of the next PIF in Ajax. 

This comment was responded to in the region's meeting with Ajax on May 4th and advised them at that 
time the reports were on the web site and that the next SAC would be May 23.  At the time of the meeting 
we did not yet have a date of the next PIF but advised that we were hoping to have it by the end of June. 

5/11/2012 

5/7/2012 P2-M07 Municipality Email to Regions 
Please ensure that direct links to the Project Website and the Draft Final Stage 1 Assessment 
Report, indicating that the Report is available for comments, on York Region's home page with 
the Notice of Commencement. 

The project team will ensure that the link gets up on York Region’s home page with a corresponding 
message. 5/7/2012 

5/8/2012 P2-M08 Municipality Email to Regions 

Under Design Considerations and criteria, please add the following: - a Section outlining the 
history of WPCP upgrades and requirements of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan for reducing 
nutrient emissions, as apply to existing York and Durham WPCPs in the Lake Simcoe Basin. - an 
explanation of the treatment technologies intended for the possible future Water Reclamation 
Plant on Lake Simcoe under consideration as part of the Upper York Servicing EA - an 
explanation (from York Region staff) of the advanced WPCP treatment technologies they have 
been recommending the Province impose on facilities to support growth in Simcoe County 
(planned under Amendment 1 to the Provincial Growth Plan) 

Thanks for your email.  We understand that in your email you ask for the following to be included in our 
Draft Report under DesignConsiderations:- a Section outlining the history of WPCP upgrades and 
requirements of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan for reducing nutrient emissions, as [they] apply to existing 
York and Durham WPCPs in the Lake Simcoe Basin.- an explanation of the treatment technologies intended 
for the possible future Water Reclamation Plant on Lake Simcoe under consideration as part of the Upper 
York Servicing EA- an explanation (from York Region staff) of the advanced WPCP treatment technologies 
they have been recommending the Province impose on facilities to support growth in Simcoe County 
(planned under Amendment 1 to the Provincial Growth Plan)We respectfully submit that we will not be 
adding this information to the Draft Report under Design Considerations.  The Ministry of the Environment 
(MOE) currently has a policy framework that distinguishes between Lake Ontario and Lake Simcoe and 
furthermore, this policy framework is one of the main criteria the MOE considers when effluent limits are 
being established for a facility’s Certificate of Approval (CofA.)   Since the physical and regulatory 
differences in the two water bodies are so pronounced, it would be inappropriate to indicate in the Draft 
Report that design considerations for WPCPs discharging to Lake Simcoe are applicable to the Duffin Creek 
WPCP which discharges to Lake Ontario.Further to your request regarding York Region’s Upper York 
Solutions project, an overview of the project can be found in Section 2.9 of the draft report. Also, we would 
like to provide you with the webpage link and project manager if you require further information:Webpage 
link: www.uyssolutions.ca<http://www.uyssolutions.ca>York Region Project Manager: Adrian Coombs, P. 
Eng. 

5/11/2012 

5/8/2012 P2-M09 Municipality Email to Regions 

Please forward the following documents referred to in the subject Draft Report: 
 1. "YDSS Primary System Co-Owners Agreement" and "Operating Agreement" 
referred to in Section 1.3; and 
 2. The 2005-2006 MOE study referred to in Section 9.1.3, and confirmation as to whether any 
of the base data was gathered in proximity to the Ajax Water Supply Plant and/or the Duffin 
Creek WPCP. 

Please find the attached 2005-2006 MOE study which you refer to in your email below. For further 
information on the study we suggest you contact the MOE directly. 
 
The Co-Owners agreements are currently before the YDSS Management Committee for a review and 
consideration of changes or adjustments to the terms and conditions established for the York-Durham 
Sewage Systems.  We anticipate that when this process has been completed a report will be provided to 
the Regional Councils concerning adjustments to the agreements. 

8/3/2012 

5/8/2012 P2-M10 Municipality Email to Regions 

Re:  Section 9.3.1.1 Water Levels: 
 Please forward the article on Climate Change by Mortsch & Quinn (1996) referred to in Section 
9.3.11 of the subject report. 
 Also, please update Section 9.3.1.1 (p. 9-5) by including an outline of the International Joint 
Commission's current proposal to amend the Order of Approval and Regulations for Water 
Flows and Levels at the Cornwall-Messina Dam (available on the IJC's website).  The IJC is in the 
latter stage of consultation, prior to making a decision that will likely cause flows and water 
levels in Lake Ontario and the Upper St. Lawrence River to deviate from what has been the 
"norm" for the past 60 years (that is, allow for higher water levels in the spring, fall and under 
certain summer conditions).  The IJC has studied this matter for almost a decade and has a 
substantial amount of data, etc.  Most of the studies presently referenced in 9.3.1.1 were 
conducted prior to this work. 
 Also, a separate 5-year study of Upper Great Lakes flows and water levels was completed for 
the IJC by Great Lakes Researchers last year. 

Thanks for your comments on lake levels. Please find the attached article by Mortsch & Quinn. We have 
reviewed the IJC new regulation plan for Lake Ontario and Upper St. Lawrence River 
(http://www.ijc.org/loslr/en/solution/) and will note the following in our communications log which will be 
incorporated into the documentation for the EA: 
 
•         The new plan would raise the maximum level of Lake Ontario under the most extreme circumstances 
by 6 centimeters (2.4 inches) from 75.68 meters to 75.74 meters (from 248.3 feet to 248.5 feet) compared 
to the current plan.  
•         The new plan would increase the average level by 6 centimeters (2.4 inches) from 74.74 meters to 
74.8 meters compared the current plan.  
•         The new plan would lower the minimum level by 21 centimeters (8 inches) from 73.78 meters to 
73.57 meters (from 242.1 feet to 241.4 feet) compared the current plan. 
The Hartmann’s model was not used in our analysis and was only part of our literature review of impacts 
from climate change.  In our hydraulic analysis, we used the historical high lake level in Lake Ontario. The 
historical high lake level is consistent with the IJC new regulation plan.  

5/22/2012 

5/10/2012 P2-M11 Municipality Email to Regions Kindly advise why the Effluent Limits and Effluent Objectives are different before and after 
February 12, 2012 - today, if possible? 

The CofA for the upgraded Duffin Creek WPCP was issued by the MOE with the new effluent criteria for the 
plant as a whole coming into effect 6 months after Substantial Performance of the works was achieved.   
Final Substantial Performance of the liquids projects was granted on August 12, 2011, thus the date the 
new limits became enforceable under the CofA was February 12, 2012.  So, the Effluent Limits and 
Objectives prior to the February date correspond to the old WPCP with only Stages 1 and 2 online whereas 
the Effluent Limits and Objectives subsequent to the February date correspond to the new WPCP with 
Stage 3 also in operation.  Since the Stage 3 equipment is designed to achieve a higher performance, the 
MOE incorporated lower concentrations for certain parameters in the new CofA.  I trust this helps. 

5/11/2012 

5/10/2012 P2-M12 Municipality Email to MOE Kindly provide me with all recorded reports of by-passes, acknowledgedby the Regional Director 
per the CofA reporting requirements, since 2000please. 

I am responding to your email to assure you and the MOE that the Duffin Creek WPCP does not, never has 
and will not be designed to operate with the by-pass capability of the treatment processes.  Therefore, it 
follows that there is no mention of any bypasses recorded for submission to the MOE in annual reports and 
so can advise that there is no reports to forward to you.   This lack of bypass capability is well documented 
in various past publications, including Technical Memoranda, Environmental Study Reports and other 

5/15/2012 
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information provided to the MOE, stakeholders and the public. We acknowledge that it does present 
design and operational challenges, since all peak flow conditions that occur under storm events, are 
contained within the facility and are treated while still meeting the effluent discharge compliance limits.  
These challenges are met and the facility continues to provide exceptional treatment process results under 
all flow conditions.  It should also be recognised that the vast majority of other treatment facilities in the 
province do have this bypass capability available to them under peak flow conditions to prevent treatment 
process washouts.  The Duffin Creek WPCP is not similarly designed and operated.   The Duffin Creek WPCP 
is somewhat unique without this feature available to the designers and operators.  As noted above, it does 
present its challenges, however, the Regions are very proud of this decision not to actively pursue bypass 
capability.  Without a bypass, the nearshore area of Lake Ontario near the plant is not occasionally 
impacted by a direct discharge of untreated or partially treated sewage.  Under all conditions, the 
processes continues to treat all the sewage flow entering the facility and the results show that all effluent 
discharges meet all compliance limits. Please note that I have made an assumption that this request has 
been made under the umbrella of the Class EA that the Regions are currently undertaking to address the 
limitation of the current outfall.  The limitations are presented to the Regions because of this non-bypass 
capability and that the outfall has to perform to meet the large variations in flow under all weather 
conditions.  This is not an easy challenge, but the Regions accept it and are aiming to progress towards a 
solution that has the greatest benefit to the environment and the residents of each Region through the 
Class EA process. 

5/11/2012 P2-M13 Municipality Email to Regions 

Per the Draft Interim Report, can you explain why the two Town of Ajax staff reports and 
Council recommendations on the Outfall EA submitted to both Regions in 2011 are not noted 
and included?  Please ensure they are added to the Draft Interim Report, and that the Draft 
Interim Report containing the Town's reports and Council resolutions posted on the Project 
Website and distributed to SAC members prior to the upcoming SAC meeting. 
  
Also, where are the Regions' Independent Peer Review Team's comments on the technical work 
provided in the Draft Interim Report, such as the offshore geotechnical work and Baseline 
Water Quality Modelling?  Why weren't that Team's comments to date included in the Draft 
Interim Report - to better inform the upcoming SAC meeting and PIFs and also show how the 
Regions' consultants have made adjustments to resolve any issues or concerns? 
  
I'm sure you understand that for the Regions and their consultants to conduct an open and 
transparent Outfall EA, it's important not only to describe what you intend to do, as briefly 
outlined in Section 13 (Peer Review Process), but also to undertake the intended Reviews and 
make the findings and corrections available to the SAC and the public when completed, before 
further work is undertaken and decisions affecting the outcome of the EA are made. 

Thanks for your comments. Please find responses to your comments/questions below: 
• Per the Draft Interim Report, can you explain why the two Town of Ajax staff reports and Council 
recommendations on the Outfall EA submitted to both Regions in 2011 are not noted and included?  Please 
ensure they are added to the Draft Interim Report, and that the Draft Interim Report containing the Town's 
reports and Council resolutions posted on the Project Website and distributed to SAC members prior to the 
upcoming SAC meeting. 
o Please know that Town of Ajax staff reports submitted to the project team that are directly related to the 
Outfall EA will be included as part of the Consultation/Communication record. 
• Also, where are the Regions' Independent Peer Review Team's comments on the technical work provided 
in the Draft Interim Report, such as the offshore geotechnical work and Baseline Water Quality Modelling?  
Why weren't that Team's comments to date included in the Draft Interim Report - to better inform the 
upcoming SAC meeting and PIFs and also show how the Regions' consultants have made adjustments to 
resolve any issues or concerns 
o The peer review process is currently ongoing and it is anticipated that a report documenting the process 
will be made available to all stakeholders through the project website in July /2012 . 
• I'm sure you understand that for the Regions and their consultants to conduct an open and transparent 
Outfall EA, it's important not only to describe what you intend to do, as briefly outlined in Section 13 (Peer 
Review Process), but also to undertake the intended Reviews and make the findings and corrections 
available to the SAC and the public when completed, before further work is undertaken and decisions 
affecting the outcome of the EA are made. 
o The baseline studies being peer reviewed include the lake modelling, natural environment, and 
geotechnical. Study findings will be used as a basis for assessing the impacts of alternatives. The project 
team will ensure the peer review is complete and shared with the SAC and the public before the baseline 
studies are used to assess the impact of the short-listed alternatives. 

6/29/2012 

5/16/2012 P2-M14 Municipality Email to Regions 

The Minister of the Environment's letter of March 21, 2007 to both Regions' Works 
Commissioners in response to Bump-Up Requests filed by the Town of Ajax and environmental 
groups (regarding deficiencies, omissions and under-stated impacts on Lake Ontario receiving 
waters in the ESR and during the Class EA process for the Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3 Expansion) 
states the following (on page 4): "It is understood that, subsequent to the issuance of the ESR 
for public and agency review, the Regions made a number of commitments with respect to 
protective measures to address environmental impacts, and specifically to address concerns 
raised in the Part II Order Requests.  In accordance with the Class EA, any commitments made 
to affected parties or member of the public must be fulfilled and implemented as part of the 
proposed Project>" I don't believe you were with the Regions during that prior Class EA.  Kindly 
consult with York and Durham Region staff, and explain what commitments the Regions have 
made and followed through on to protect Lake Ontario receiving waters from adverse effects 
arising direct and indirectly from escalating inputs of nutrients (especially Phosphorus and 
Soluble Reactive Phosphorus). 

As you know, the Regions' commitments in response to the Part II Order requests were incorporated by the 
MOE into the Minister's Conditions and the operating conditions set out in the CofA - Municipal Sewage 
Works. Each of these commitments have been met or are underway as required by these Provincial 
approvals.  We can also assure you that the Regions are committed to protecting Lake Ontario receiving 
waters and have taken the following key initiatives in this regard:• Included nitrification in the Stage 3 
expansion - reducing the concentrations of ammonia to the Lake; • Reduced the total loading of 
phosphorus from 420 Kg/day to 311 kg/day by adding enhance phosphorus removal through the 
expansion; • Committed to maintaining the 311kg/day Total Phosphorus loading for average day flows of 
up to 630 MLD• Partnered with the TRCA for the past 5 years to undertake increased monitoring of the 
nearshore waters of Lake Ontario;• Regions are also participating in ongoing MOE research concerning 
Cladophora in the nearshore waters along the Ajax and Pickering waterfront.  This research is to be carried 
out by Dr Todd Howell, Great Lakes Ecologist with the Water Monitoring and Reporting Section of the 
Ministry over the next several years.  This study will focus on the cause and effects of cladophora growth in 
nearshore waters.   

5/29/2012 

5/28/2012 P2-M15 Municipality Email to Regions 

We're a bit surprised that the Regions decided to hold the meeting in June, rather than in 
September to allow the public more time to review and prepare comments on the Final Draft 
Interim Report and its lengthy appendices, as suggested by SAC members at the May 23rd 
meeting. 
  
We trust the Regions will advertise this PIF and the availability of these documents widely, well 
beyond the minimum requirements of a Class EA, and also send notices directly to all persons 

Our team scheduled the second PIF soon after the SAC meeting to update and get input from the public. 
With the feedback we received during the SAC meeting that it’s a lot of information to digest and review, 
our team will discuss how to best engage the public moving forward. We do plan on putting the PIF notice 
in all papers twice before the PIF and also inform those who have expressed direct interest in the Outfall 
EA.  

5/28/2012 
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and groups that have expressed interest in the Outfall EA since the EA process commenced. 

5/28/2012 P2-M16 Municipality Email to Regions 

Can you advise when we will be advised that the Regions' Independent Peer Review Team's 
review reports have been posted on the Project Website? 
We trust this will be done before the ads for the June PIFs are published.  Please ensure the ads 
expressly advise readers that if they do not include their home address and telephone number 
in emails to the project website, their comments will not be considered valid and will not be 
addressed in Interim Reports or the final ESR.  As you know, it 
is impossible for Town staff to be expected to provide such information, which seemed to be 
expected during Stage 1 of the process. 

Thank you for your comments. The peer review process is currently being conducted and it is anticipated 
that a report documenting the process will be made available to all stakeholders through the project 
website in July /2012.   
 
Also note that if the public do not include their home address and telephone number in emails to the 
project website, their comments will be considered valid, and the response will be noted in the EA 
documentation as anonymous.   There has been no exclusions of public comments in cases where home 
addresses or emails have not been provided. All such comments have and will continue to be included in 
the Comment Response log.   

7/5/2012 

6/5/2012 P2-M17 Municipality Email to Regions 

Just to be sure I understand your the last point - direct mailed or emailed notification is not 
planned to be sent to those people who did not attend that PIF#1 and sign the Project Contact 
Sheet (the only time it would have been available for signing), or to those people who made 
written or email submissions directly to Regional Project Managers or the Outfall EA Website?  
If this is indeed the case, it is unacceptable to the Town of Ajax. 
  
In our view, CH2MHill's proposed approach to PIF#2 in Ajax seeks to limit the number of 
attendees at PIF#2 - and is not fair to Ajax residents who took the time to compile and submit 
comments. 
  
The Regions must conduct an open, transparent, accountable EA process. 
  
Please revise the Regions' approach - to confirm that the people (20 or so) who mailed or 
emailed comments as part of the Outfall EA process will receive mailed or emailed notice of 
PIF#2 when the first newspaper ad is published. 

To clarify, all public stakeholders who provided their contact information during the first PIF and who 
provided their contact information by mail or email (20 or so) will be sent notices directly for the up-coming 
PIF. Sorry for the miscommunication. We will also have a Q&A period after the formal presentation on June 
27th. 

6/5/2012 

6/11/2012 P2-M18 Municipality Email to Regions 

Please extend the invitation to tour the expanded Duffin Creek WPCP to all SAC members, as 
well as Ajax and Pickering staff and councillors, as requested.It's been several years since Ajax 
councillors had a tour, well before the Stage 3 expansion, and I'm sure there will be interest.I'm 
anticipate that the Stakeholder Advisory Committee will appreciate the tour of the expanded 
WPCP on Friday June 22nd.  Thank you for accommodating that request. To arrange the 
separate tour for Ajax (and Pickering) Councillors and staff, please speak with Cynthia Diamond, 
Mayor & Councillor Administrative Assistant (x 3335). Thank you again for your ongoing co-
operation Barry. 

We will be sending out the invitation to SAC members shortly regarding a tour next Friday.  If Ajax and 
Pickering staff/councillors would also like a tour we certainly can accommodate this but we will hold this 
tour on another day.  Who should I coordinate with to set this up?  Should I coordinate with you or will 
your clerk make the official request?Please let me know.  Thanks. 

6/12/2012 

6/12/2012 P2-M19 Municipality Email to Regions 

Perhaps when we gather at the Admin Building, Regional reps would explain why the new Stage 
3 facility looks different from older Stages 1 and 2. 
 
If I recall correctly, the explanation provided during the Stage 3 Expansion EA was that it would 
be more economical from energy conservation and mechanical/operational standpoints to 
change from circular tanks to rectangular tanks, allowing what I'll call "skimmers" to remove 
surface scum and settled biosolis (that is, it would appear different but wouldn't necessarily be 
a significant upgrade resulting in higher quality effluent). 
 
Also, it would be useful to learn how this "optimization" affects the efficiency of the WPCP's 
treatment processes, and what actual new treatment process(es) and odour control measures 
have been or will be added. 

I am responding to your comments below as I initiated this discussion regarding the different look of the 
Stage 3 plant as compared to the existing Stages 1&2 plants during the most recent SAC meeting.  Since 
then I have heard this discussion continue and wanted to ensure a clear understanding going forward.  You 
note below that although Stage 3 looks different from Stages 1&2 (rectangular vs. circular tanks), it is your 
understanding that there is no significant increase in the quality of plant effluent resulting from the 
completed works.  However, this is not correct.  The upgraded plant does have a higher treatment level and 
as a result, higher quality effluent.  
Please note that the Stage 3 plant was designed to employ step feed nitrification, which required a 
different aeration tank configuration and a higher secondary clarifier tank volume.  In fact, the volume 
increase from the Stage 1&2 vs. Stage 3 secondary clarifiers is approximately one third.  Given the available 
land and the Regions’ desire to implement the nitrification process, using circular secondary clarifier tanks 
for the Stage 3 expansion wouldn’t have been easily implemented if even feasible.  The significance of the 
recent change to nitrification is evidenced by the fact that employing nitrification resulted in the Regions 
having to de-rate the treatment capacity of Stages 1&2. 
As we have also discussed previously, there have been many other less noticeable but significant upgrades 
to the Duffin Creek WPCP initiated as part of the Stage 3 works including  aerated grit removal, a significant 
increase in back-up power, dual-point ferric chloride application for phosphorus removal and an additional 
polymer dosing system also for  phosphorus removal. 

7/6/2012 

6/18/2012 P2-M20 Municipality Email to Regions 

Kindly advise when we can expect to see all of the above-noted reports, plus the 2006 LGL 
Fisheries report (from the Stage 3 WPCP Expansion EA), and all new fisheries information 
offered by TRCA's rep at the SAC#2 meeting and other recent sources, posted on the Project 
Website. 

Thank you for your comments. The peer review process is currently being conducted and it is anticipated 
that a report documenting the process will be made available to all stakeholders through the project 
website in July /2012 . The project team will consult with the TRCA to collect all recent studies related to 
the study area. Any relevant new information will be incorporated into the EA process.  

7/6/2012 

6/18/2012 P2-M21 Municipality Town of Ajax Report, 
Discussion Section 

Discussion - Concerns Regarding Increased Cladophora Algae Growth 
 
Through the Outfall EA process, the Regions are requesting to be allowed to release 630 MLD. 
The Town’s principle concern with increasing the WPCP’s Outfall capacity is the potential 
increase in the growth of Cladophora algae and its adverse impact on the Town’s waterfront. 

The above-noted report states that the “Town’s [Town of Ajax’s] principal concern with increasing the 
WPCP’s outfall capacity is the potential increase in the growth of Cladophora algae.”  The Regions 
respectfully submit that this issue has been discussed in both Public Information Forums, Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee meetings and has been included in the EA project documentation.  To reiterate, total 
phosphorus loading limits will not be increasing with increasing flows.  Total phosphorus loading limits have 
in fact been reduced by 25% in the most recent Certificate of Approval (CofA) which means that the total 
allowable phosphorus loading at flows up to 630 MLD must be at the most 25% less that what was 
previously allowed under earlier CofAs.  To summarize, even as flows to the facility increase over time, the 
amount of phosphorus that is permitted to be released from the facility after treatment has been capped 

9/2/2012 



Comment/Response Log - Phase 2 – Municipalities 

5 
 

Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
by the Ministry of the Environment at an amount that is 25% lower than previously permitted before the 
facility was upgraded to 630 MLD.  

6/18/2012 P2-M22 Municipality Town of Ajax Report, 
Discussion Section 

Discussion - Dr. Martin Auer’s Independent Review 
 
Further, in his report, Dr. Auer specifically identified the successful reduction of nutrients from a 
WPCP of a similar size to the Duffin Creek WPCP across Lake Ontario in Syracuse, New York. 

When discussing possible treatment options for Duffin Creek WPCP, your report references “a WPCP of 
similar size across Lake Ontario in Syracuse, New York” based on information provided by Dr. Martin Auer.   
Syracuse is not a city fronting onto Lake Ontario;  Rather, Syracuse fronts onto Lake Onondaga, which is a 
fraction of the size of Lake Ontario and furthermore suffers from significantly degraded water quality as a 
result of historic and long-term industrial pollution. Comparing wastewater treatment requirements in 
Syracuse to wastewater treatment requirements at the Duffin Creek WPCP therefore is not appropriate. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M23 Municipality Town of Ajax Report, 
Discussion Section 

Discussion - Need to Integrate MOE’s Present Water Quality Study into Outfall EADr. Todd 
Howell of the MOE Great Lakes research section is currently conducting an in-depth study of the 
Ajax-Pickering nearshore that is expected to be completed and reported on in 2014. In staff’s 
view, it is very important that the Regions, under the direction of MOE staff if necessary, 
conduct the Outfall EA process over a slightly longer period of time, so as to receive and 
consider the findings of Dr. Howell’s study - before a short list of alternatives has been selected. 

Dr. Todd Howell, Great Lakes Ecologist for the Ministry of the Environment, and Gary Bowen, Watershed 
Specialist for the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, present their results from water quality 
sampling in the nearshore area to the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) were invited to incorporate 
this information into the outfall EA documentation and future presentations. Dr. Todd Howell and Gary 
Bowen presented at SAC Meeting # 3 on November 1, 2012.The minutes of this meeting are provided in  
Appendix G. In addition, information provided by Dr. Todd Howell and Gary Bowen is summarized in 
Section 2. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M24 Municipality Town of Ajax Report, 
Discussion Section 

Discussion - Effluent’s Impacts on Aquatic Environment and Fish: 
 
From the 2008 Binational Study of Lake Ontario that took a close look at water quality along the 
Ajax-Pickering waterfront, MOE’s Dr. Paul Helm and Dr. Todd Howell, in conjunction with Trent 
University and University of Waterloo researchers, published a scientific paper3 identifying the 
presence of pharmaceuticals and personal care products or PPCPs (i.e., chemicals used for 
prevention and treatment of illness and for individual hygiene) in the effluent plume discharging 
at near the Ajax-Pickering shoreline from the Duffin Creek WPCP (e.g. ibuprofen, affeine and 
carbamazepine). 

The Regions have and will continue to look to the provincial and federal governments, professional 
associations and other health organizations for guidance on the issue of pharmaceuticals and personal care 
products (PPCPs). As you may be aware, thus far the MOE has not yet identified these compounds as a 
significant concern though their research is ongoing.  Though, the Regions do understand that based on 
recent research, the upgrading of the Duffin Creek WPCP to include the nitrification process may be a 
significant step in reducing these compounds in treated wastewater effluent. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M25 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Communicate-ion Issues 
Section 

Communication Issues 
 
The Regions’ response to an email from the public contained CH2MHill’s Final Draft Interim 
Report indicates that emails received on the Outfall EA’s main contact (info@OutfallEA.com) 
sent by an individual will not be responded to if the submitter does not identify a home address. 

Text indicated in your report, “emails received on the Outfall EA’s main contact sent by an individual will 
not be responded to if the submitter does not identify a home address” or the address is incorrect .  We 
can advise that all communications will be included in the Comment/Response log for the project.  In the 
event the individual wishes to remain anonymous, this will be noted in the comment response log.  
Naturally, if the individual wishes to remain anonymous, there can be no personalized response provided.   
In this way, the Regions will endeavour to document and record to all comments received throughout the 
EA process. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M26 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

Attachment 2 
 
Community feedback/comments received directly by Town staff were sent to the Regions 
representatives to ensure they were considered and responses would be provided. 

Attachment 2 in your report documents community feedback/comments received by the Town of Ajax 
which you mention was forwarded to the Regions for inclusion in the EA study.  However, at the time we 
had no record of these comments being submitted to the Project team.  Since receiving these comments 
they have been included in our project documentation.  Further, we respectfully request that you direct all 
people wishing to comment on our EA to the Regions so we can properly document these comments and 
better respond to them.  
However, we do acknowledge that regardless of your request, some residents may continue to send 
comments to the Town of Ajax.  If you could forward these comments to the project team that would be 
greatly appreciated. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M27 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

The Outfall pipe is too small and the expanding WPCP will put so much more effluent into Lake 
Ontario that the Regions will not be able to meet Provincial standards for waste dilution in the 
Lake. 
 
All of Ajax will be affected because the existing Outfall pipe is too close to Ajax’s drinking water 
intake pipe, so our drinking water will be over-polluted.  
 
Also this is affecting our shoreline, but the Regions blame geese and dogs, and not the release 
of 420 million litres of treated sewage.  
 
Soon, the WPCP will be releasing 520 million litres per day and up to 630 million litres per day of 
90% clean sewage.  

Based on the original design of the Duffin Creek WPCP  the outfall pipe can hydraulically facilitate flows in 
excess of 630 MLD; therefore, the statement that the pipe is too small is not true.  The issue with the 
existing outfall is clarifying the nearshore mixing ratio. This Class EA is not investigating expansion of the 
Duffin Creek WPCP; any expansion of the treatment facilities at the plant will require a future and separate 
environmental assessment. The MOE have indicated that the current outfall without any modifications 
would meet the intent of their procedure documents with regard to mixing ratio. 
 
Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set by the MOE.  
A review of our Annual Water Quality Reports, which are posted to the Durham Region website, indicate 
the high quality drinking water provided to Durham Region citizens. 
 
The high E. coli levels at shore areas such as Rotary Park Beach are not the result of E. coli levels in the 
Duffin Creek WPCP effluent.  The effluent currently being discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP is 
disinfected through chlorine addition and as a result, effluent E. coli levels are well below 100 counts per 
100 mL, which is the level at which beaches in Ontario are posted as being unsafe for swimming.   The 
figure below indicates both average E. coli levels in the Duffin Creek WPCP effluent and the E. coli level at 
which beaches in Ontario are posted as being unsafe for swimming. 
 
Sewage is never discharged into Lake Ontario from the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This plant also has no bypass 
capabilities like many large plants on Lake Ontario. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M28 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

The WPCP is located on the southeast corner of Pickering, so Pickering and the Regions do not 
seem to care – it’s Ajax’s problem. 

The Regions have a vested interest in water quality and support many local restoration, and water quality 
sampling initiatives.  Further, the Regions will continue to work with the regulators and stakeholders to 
ensure that impacts on the nearshore of Ajax and Pickering is minimal.  The Regions' investment of nearly 
one billion dollars in new facilities and upgrades to existing facilities is resulting in one of the highest quality 

2/1/2013 
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effluents discharged to the open waters of Lake Ontario. 

6/18/2012 P2-M29 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

The Town should fight harder to protect our drinking water by getting the Regions to build a 
larger, longer pipe that takes sewage (from as far away as Newmarket) several more kilometres 
out into Lake Ontario, rather than the current one kilometre pipe. 

As part of the EA, a short list of alternatives has been selected and evaluated to select a preferred 
alternative(s).This Phase 2 report documents the assessment process.    
 As indicated in Section 8, a new and longer outfall is part of the combined recommendation and providing 
approval of the EA, will be implemented when hydraulic conditions warrant the new outfall. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M30 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

If the Regions dump all of their sewage at Ajax’s doorstep and ruin our drinking water, it will 
destroy our property values and make Ajax a less desirable place to live and do business. 

Please note that sewage is never discharged into Lake Ontario from the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This plant also 
has no bypass capabilities like many large plants on Lake Ontario. Also, both sampling of existing water 
quality and modelling of future flows have demonstrated no appreciable affect to the Ajax WSP.  
 
Both Durham and York Regions are committed to maintaining an aesthetic environment in and around the 
Duffin Creek WPCP.  As part of previous works undertaken at the plant, both Durham and York Regions 
worked with the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority on a Greening/Biodiversity Plan that provided 
an enhancement of the natural lands adjacent to the WPCP and protection of the provincially significant 
Duffin Marsh area.  Durham and York Regions have also implemented an extensive odour monitoring and 
assessment at the WPCP as part of an overall odour management program to maintain an aesthetically 
pleasing environment for users of the waterfront trail and surrounding features.  

9/2/2012 

6/18/2012 P2-M31 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

How can we “Bring Back the Beach” for swimming and recreation when the Ministry of the 
Environment (MOE) has approved an increase of the size for the WPCP? The two projects just 
don’t seem compatible. There are odour and water quality issues every year. The combination 
of factors (effluent discharges, sediments, chemicals and goose droppings) makes the thought 
of swimming repulsive and unhealthy. 

This Phase 2 report documents the impact evaluation used to evaluate the impact of the short-listed 
alternatives with respect to technical, natural, social, and financial considerations. Impact on recreational 
beaches is one of social criteria being evaluated. The high E. coli levels at shore areas such as Rotary Park 
Beach are not the result of E. coli levels in the Duffin Creek WPCP effluent.  The effluent currently being 
discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP is disinfected through chlorine addition and as a result, effluent E. 
coli levels are well below 100 counts per 100 mL water, which is the level at which beaches in Ontario are 
posted as being unsafe for swimming.   

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M32 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

There have been all kinds of water quality studies done. Are the people making the decisions 
about the Outfall going to make the best decisions for now and the future? 

Water quality studies in the study area have been and are continuing to be reviewed through this EA. The 
studies to date have been considered in the impact evaluation of the short list of alternatives and 
selections of preferred alternatives 
 
The information from numerous and leading edge reports dealing with water quality research are 
documented in Section 2 and Appendix A.  The Regions will continue to consider relevant water quality 
studies during the course of the EA. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M33 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

Having participated in the EA process for the Ajax Water treatment plant in the early 90’s, my 
contribution to the current EA process will not only add value but will ultimately facilitate a 
solution. We must ensure that we will continue to produce quality drinking water for every 
family utilizing the Lake Ontario water resource. 

Thank you for the comment.  The Regions agree and have a vested interest in protecting drinking water for 
the residents of both Regions now and for the future.  In addition, the Regions are both active members of 
source water protection and other government initiative. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M34 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

Investigating alternatives is time-consuming and costly, but once a decision is made, it has long-
lasting effects. I am concerned. 

Thank you for the comment. This Phase 2 report provides details on the assessment of alternative 
solutions, and recommendations are made for an implementation plan that incorpates short, medium and 
long-term solutions. In addition, the evaluation considers long-term effects from climate change and 
changes to regulations. The Regions are following a process and timeline set out by the MOE.  Further, the 
Regions will consider and incorporate as necessary any future changes to regulations. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M35 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

Living near the Ajax shoreline (one of the most desired places to live in the Greater Toronto 
Area), I am disgusted to hear about expanding the WPCP’s flows into Lake Ontario, and also 
expanding the Outfall pipe to allow increasing sewage flows for the next 70 years now, so the 
Regions don’t have to spend any more money to improve it for the next 70 years – Have you 
ever heard of Walkerton? 

It is best practice from engineering, environmental and economic perspectives to plan for potential future 
requirements for all infrastructure works.  A new outfall  would therefore be sized for an ultimate average 
day flow capacity of 890MLD to meet its expected lifespan (i.e. 75 to 100 years).  However, this new outfall 
would only have regulatory approval to operate up to the plant’s rated capacity of 630MLD. Any future 
expansion works, including operating the outfall beyond 630MLD, will not be approved through this Class 
EA.  Another EA will be required to expand or operate works beyond 630 MLD.    As part of Phase 3 of this 
EA, the Regions will identify the impacts of the ultimate outfall capacity on lake water quality through a 
modelling analysis.  This outcome of the analysis will be presented to the public and documented in the EA.  
The modelling analysis will also be updated as part of any future EA required to expand or operate works 
beyond 630 MLD.  

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M36 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

The Problem/Opportunity Statement should include consideration of a comprehensive range of 
alternatives that do not involve making adjustments to the size, structure or configuration of 
the outfall pipe and related components and/or enhanced treatment processes at the WPCP. 
Such alternatives could eliminate or significantly reduce flows into Lake Ontario and/or possibly 
treatment at locations other than this WPCP. The Statement must also fully consider all other 
environmental impacts, such as impacts to air and water caused by the incineration of sewage 
solids which are extracted as part of the treatment process. 

The Opportunity/Problem statement reflects the general issue to be solved; however, it should not 
specifically reference solutions or direct the outcome. A long list of alternatives was developed to address 
the limitations of the existing outfall. The long list included alternatives to manage and reduce flows to the 
Duffin Creek WPCP. The alternatives for managing and reducing flows were not short-listed since they did 
not pass all the screening criteria: (1) able to satisfy provincial, regional, and local planning regulations; (2) 
able to satisfy MOE; (3) able to be implemented prior to flows reaching 520 MLD and is technically feasible. 
It was noted the Regions are already implementing programs to manage flows to the WPCP including water 
efficiency programs, and inflow and infiltration reduction programs. (See sections 1 and 5)   

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M37 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

The potential solutions to the problem should not be limited to the list of alternatives provided 
at PIF#1, which are primarily oriented to finding ways to dump more partially treated effluent 
into Lake Ontario, particularly through this WPCP. The background information identifies future 
growth in York and Durham Regions as the impetus for the higher treatment capacity 
requirements. Local treatment facilities should be developed within these yet to be built 
communities and, to the extent that some of the locally treated effluent still needs to be 
released into Lake Ontario, this WPCP could be used for final polishing. Greater treatment at 

A full range of solutions have been developed in consultation with both the SAC and stakeholders.  
Implementation of local plants as well as upgrades to the central plant were considered during the EA.  A 
centralized sewage treatment system dates back to 1965 when the Province of Ontario decided that no 
additional sewage local treatment plants could be built on the Don and Rouge Rivers, and Duffins Creek. As 
a result, the Province of Ontario built the Duffin Creek WPCP and other components of the YDSS in the 
1970’s. An agreement exists between the Regions to share infrastructure capital and operating costs. The 
operating costs are proportional to the amount of flows from each Region treated at the WPCP. The 

2/1/2013 
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source would provide many benefits, including fairer allocation of costs (infrastructure costs to 
be borne by developers and future taxpayers of yet to be built communities, rather than current 
taxpayers), lower ongoing costs of existing and approved infrastructure (e.g., reduced loads on 
existing and approved odour control facilities and corrosion control facilities) and fairer 
distribution of environmental impacts (rather than off-loading these to Pickering and Ajax). 

breakdown is approximately 80% York Region and 20% Durham Region. Please also note that York Region is 
currently going through an EA process that is recommending a Water Re-Use facility for discharge to Lake 
Simcoe for servicing in part the Upper York development areas.   Please refer to the website: 
http://www.uyssolutions.ca/en/index.asp. 

6/18/2012 P2-M38 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

Serious consideration should be given to significantly reducing the need to pollute Lake Ontario 
(or any other waterway) with the partially treated effluent. For example, California has refined 
its wastewater management process so as to divert a significant amount of the treated water to 
irrigate crops, golf courses, etc. In short, Ontario needs to ensure that it is living up to its claims 
of being a leader in the green movement. 

All incoming sewage is fully treated at the Duffin Creek WPCP and discharged to Lake Ontario as highly 
treated effluent.  There is no partial treatment, only full treatment of all incoming flows. 
The Stage 3 expansion works at the Duffin Creek WPCP were commissioned in 2010. The Stage 3 expansion 
has a higher treatment level and as a result, higher quality effluent. Please note that the Stage 3 plant was 
designed to employ step feed nitrification, which required a different aeration tank configuration and a 
higher secondary clarifier tank volume. Currently the Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the best wastewater 
treatment plants discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M39 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

This project is about long term planning for future outcomes and therefore should not confine 
itself to old thinking (that is, dump sewage into the lake after meeting a minimum treatment 
standard). 

Sewage flowing into the Water Pollution Control Plant goes through both primary and secondary treatment 
and the final effluent is discharged to Lake Ontario. During the Stage 3 expansion at the plant, the effluent 
limits were reduced for two key water quality parameters; ammonia and total phosphorus. The total 
allowable phosphorus loading has also been fixed and will not increase over time. Duffin Creek WPCP does 
not rely on old technology.  The Regions have invested $625 million in new Stage 3 works and another $ 
270 million is being invested for rehabilitation and upgrades of existing facilities. 

2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M40 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

Decision-makers should put more money into protecting our environment. Thank you for the comment. Please note there is continuous investment in plant upgrades to protect the 
environment.  The funding sources are based on development charges and user rate increases. 2/1/2013 

6/18/2012 P2-M41 Municipality 
Town of Ajax Report, 
Attachment 2, 
Community Comments 

Without clean water, nothing grows or develops. Thank you for the comment. We agree; the Regions are committed to maintaining our high quality of 
treatment to minimize our impact on the waters of Lake Ontario. 2/1/2013 

6/20/2012 P2-M42 Municipality Email to Regions 

There was much discussion at the SAC meeting in May about the need for a more 
comprehensive report on the aquatic environment and fish than the desktop analysis prepared 
by LGL during the Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3 Expansion, yet oddly no indication was provided 
to SAC members that LGL had already been retained to prepare a further report. 
  
We found a 2011 LDL Existing Conditions Report about the Aquatic Environment has been 
posted on the Project Website (tagged on to the end of the Archaeological Report) but not 
listed as being part of Appendix D. 
  
Please re-post the LDL report on the Project Website as a separate, properly named report 
today so that the SAC members and the public will find and review the report. 
  

Agreed -separating the report on the web site would provide more straightforward access.  We will update 
the web site shortly.  In addition, to my recollection the Regions clearly stated in the SAC that the project 
team will review the natural environment report based on the comments voiced.  Please know the project 
team is currently working to that end.  Thanks. 

6/20/2012 

6/25/2012 P2-M43 Municipality Email to Regions 

I just wanted to thank yourself, staff and committee members for  the tour of the plant. It was 
very informative and beneficial for me to see the new expansion.  I walk along Duffin's Creek on 
a regular basis and hear the activity but can't see how the project is developing.  I'm sure there 
are many curious residents that would also enjoy a tour of the 
facility.   Perhaps you will consider putting it on Pickering's" Doors 
Open event". This would be an opportunity to educate the public on various aspects of the 
plant's operation. 
Thank you again, 

It was our pleasure.  Thanks for the suggestion as I agree both the public and Regional staff could benefit 
from such a tour.  I have forwarded on your suggestion to the appropriate staff. 6/26/2012 

6/28/2012 P2-M44 Municipality Email to Regions 

As noted at PIF#2 last evening, they did not reflect changes suggested at SAC#2 or the primary 
evaluation criteria applied to the long list of alternatives by the Regions (that is, the feasibility of 
having said alternatives in place before the WPCP reaches it limitation of 520 MLD). 
  
Also, the presentation and discussion was curtailed before CH2MHill presenters asked audience 
members to fill out the various weighting forms.  I hope you will be following up with all 
attendees, by sending them the forms via email and asking them to fill them out and return 
them within two weeks. 

In response to your email below, the input provided by SAC members during the SAC#2 meeting on the 
screening criteria and the long list of alternatives are documented in the draft SAC#2 meeting minutes 
which were distributed to SAC members. An email has been sent to the SAC members requesting input on 
the weighting of evaluation criteria. We also previously sent the revised detailed evaluation criteria to SAC 
members which had incorporated input from SAC members. 
 
The public that attended the PIF#2 were provided with comment sheets and a mailing/email address in 
which to return comments to the Regions. Any comments received from the public will be responded to 
and will be included as part of the EA documentation. 

8/3/2012 

6/29/2012 P2-M45 Municipality Email to Regions Please forward the Terms of Reference for this Class EA directly to me, and post them on the 
Project Website.  The TOR is supposed to be publicly-available. 

As this is a Class Environmental Assessment, we are following the MEA Class process and a terms of 
reference is not required.  7/6/2012 

6/29/2012 P2-M46 Municipality Email to Regions 

Town of Ajax staff will take a pause and enjoy the Canada Day weekend and Ajax's beaches 
before we reply fully to the Regions of York and Durham's responses below. I would, however, 
note that all 3 of the staff reports now submitted to the Regions directly pertain to the Outfall 
EA.  It appears that municipal comment with which the proponents might not agree are being 
screened out. Ongoing deferral of inclusion of Ajax's reports and Council resolutions in the 
Interim Report (is the strategy to defer them until the ESR is filed with MOE?) is inappropriate 
and does not appear to comply with MOE's Code of Practice for Proponents on Consultation 
during Class EAs. 

On the project website we plan on uploading the consultation record for every phase of the EA. The Ajax 
reports will be included in the consultation record. We will notify you when the reports have been 
posted.The reports will be posted to the website between July 23 and July 27.  

7/6/2012 

6/29/2012 P2-M47 Municipality Email to Regions When will the PIF#2 display boards and presentations be posted on the Project Website?   The documents have been submitted to the regional IT department and are in queue to be uploaded to the 7/6/2012 
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Also, on what date will the weightings of the evaluation criteria (and background info on this) be 
available to the SAC and the public? 
  
Also, can you explain why the Outfall engineer who attended PIF#1 and no one from the 
geotechnical firms that conducted the offshore drilling (before and after PIF#1) were in 
attendance at PIF#2 in Ajax to answer questions directly from the public and Town staff about 
the findings recently posted on the Project Website? 
  
Please adopt a practice of advising me whenever any changes are made to the Project Website, 
as it is challenging and time-consuming to keep tabs on it, as required out of due diligence. 

project website. 
 
o The Evaluation of Alternatives stage of the project will take place over the summer months and the 
results of the  results of this evaluation will be presented to the SAC and Public in the meetings currently 
scheduled for the fall/ 2012.  Our present timing for these meetings is shown on the Project Web site under 
the schedule tab. 
 
o The Project team assembles the team that is appropriate for each of the public meetings to address 
comments and questions that may arise. There are a number of individuals knowledgeable in geotechnical 
issues to respond to questions that may arise during the public meetings.  Our policy is to attempt to 
answer all of the public's questions at the meeting - however in the event the question requires more 
detailed investigations, the complete response will be provided in the Comment/Response log for the 
Project.  It is our plan to post the comment response log on the Project web site with regular updates of 
any new comments or questions received.   
 
Updates to the website occur when study information is updated, and particularly after draft reports, SAC 
meetings and PIFs occur. The project team will not be notifying individuals when the website it updated, 
but will post notifications on the main page of the project website as new information is posted.    

7/6/2012 P2-M48 Municipality Email to Regions 

TRCA's rep on the SAC stated that TRCA has extensive data on 60 or so species of fish living 
along the Lake Ontario waterfront, well beyond the few migratory species noted in the 
presentation to the SAC and at the recent PIF in Ajax. 
  
Rick Portiss of TRCA may be in a position to provide the data (rportiss@trca.on.ca) to LGL. 
  
The Town is interested in all of the independent peer review findings, not simply summarized 
versions of their actual findings reports and, of course, any changes made to the information 
posted to date on the Project Website stemming from said reviews (e.g. adjustments to the 
MIKE and CORMIX modelling, interpretation of bedrock/lakebed conditions, aquatic 
environment, etc.). 

After the SAC#2 meeting we consulted with OPG and TRCA to gather additional information from their 
recent studies. This information has been included in the revised baseline studies which are on the project 
website. Also, the peer review team has submitted their comprehensive reports which are now on the 
project website. These peer review reports include the comment/response tables from the peer reviewers.  

8/3/2012 

7/6/2012 P2-M49 Municipality Email to Regions 

A further question pertaining to the Outfall EA and potential for increased algal growth has 
arisen from examination of Durham Region's 
2009 Annual Performance Monitoring report for the subject WPCP, so I'll submit it to Team 
Duffin at this time for a response: 
 The average daily flow in 2009 is reported to be 351,710 m3 and the average Total Phosphorus 
concentration is noted as 25.7 mg/L (or 25.7 g/m3).  Doing the math (351.7 x 25.7), the result 
would be an average daily TP loading of 9,020.7 kg/day, not the value of 2,078 kg/day cited in 
the report. 
 Is there a typo in the 2009 report?  In the 2007, 2008, 2010 and 2011 Annual Reports, the 
average daily TP loading was in the range of 1,447 to 2,277 kg/day.  Or was 2009 an anomaly? 
 Please review this with Euan, Wayne and Barry and provide an explanation. 
 
-- 
Your response is perplexing.  The Town's point is that to conduct a good EA (even a Class EA), 
you need good, accurate data.  If the monitored performance data from WPCP operations is not 
correct, the EA can give misleading results and improperly influence selection of the most 
effective preferred solution (or the best combination of solutions to the reasons for MOE 
placing limits on operation of the existing Outfall). 
 It's also not an issue of the data being good enough.  If folks are transposing numbers or 
slipping decimals, and these things are not being caught but perpetuated in the EA, it can be 
embarrassing and can influence the credibility of the entire Outfall EA. 
 The question identified below by our consulting team is important, and the Regions explanation 
of this matter is equally important. 
 Alternatively, your statement could be viewed as suggesting the phosphate loadings and overall 
discharge flows from the WPCP via the existing outfall don't fall under the scope of the current 
Outfall EA.  If this is what is being suggested, then please also explain the exact nature of the 
scope of the Outfall EA. 
On the contrary, I'd suggest this issue is central to the Outfall EA, and it is a YDSS-generated 
issue, all of which needs to be remedied by both Regions and MOE. 
Using "average monthly" figures for TP and "geometric mean density values" for E. coli in Final 
Effluent obscures the potentially wide, daily variations in loadings and concentrations.   
Please send the detailed background tables showing daily monitoring data of Total Phosphorus 
loadings and concentrations and Effluent Bacteriological Quality behind Durham Region's 2007-
2011 Annual Performance Reports at your earliest convenience. 

In our opinion this issue doesn't fall under the scope of the current outfall EA.  I suggest that this is a YDSS 
operational issue.  Though, please know that I certainly hear and share your concern with the figures you 
mention below.  I will review the report and personally follow up with the appropriate York and Durham 
staff as need be and will get back to you on this issue asap.  I trust this is acceptable. 
-- 
To follow up on your email of Friday July 6th and your emails this past Monday, please know we confirm 
that the value of 25.7 mg/L noted in Table 2.3 of the 2009 Annual Report is incorrect.  If you look on Table B 
of the 2009 Annual Report, you will see the correct value of 5.9 mg/L.  This was a transcription error and we 
appreciate you pointing this out to us.  One further comment I would like to make is that this transcription 
error was made in Section 2.3, Raw Wastewater Characterization, which refers to total phosphorus prior to 
treatment. 
 
Although you have pointed out a transcription error in the Raw Wastewater Characterization it sounds like 
your request for information is in regards to the treated effluent.  So you are aware, under our Certificate 
of Approval we are required to monitor effluent total phosphorus levels based on a weekly composite 
sample and are required to monitor effluent E. coli levels based on a weekly grab sample.  Please know we 
will compile this information for the years 2007-2011 and will be sending it to you once complete.  Thanks. 

7/6/2012 

7/27/2012 P2-M50 Municipality Email to Regions Please identify what offshore land is owned by the Regions, as this information is needed to The Regions are not yet looking at acquiring any lakebed/waterfront/land at this time, as this would be 8/2/2012 
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evaluate Criterion T.4.  Also identify any additional lakebed area the Regions are currently 
seeking to acquire. 
  
This information is needed to determine whether the Regions are confining the preferred 
solution to said geographic area(s). 

premature at this point, since a preferred solution is not yet reached.  Acquiring any properties/rights or 
other instruments would presume a preferred solution is already determined.   

10/22/2012 P2-M51 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 
Recommendation 1 - that the report to Council, entitled “Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control 
Plant Outfall Environmental Assessment-Status and Next Steps”, dated October 22, 2012, 
be endorsed; 

No comment required 2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M52 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Recommendation 2a - that the Regions of Durham and York be requested to extend the 
completion date for the Schedule ‘C’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment being 
conducted to increase the permitted effluent limit of 520 MLD per day from the Duffin Creek 
Water Pollution Control Plant, in order to have regard for the results of the Ministry’s current 
study of nearshore water quality along the Ajax-Pickering waterfront and three other 
communities along the north shore of Lake Ontario designed to assess the relationship between 
nutrient sources and nuisance Cladophora algae in Lake water that is degrading water quality, 
fouling shorelines and beaches, and clogging intakes at the Pickering Nuclear Generating Station 
and water supply plants along the shoreline 

Condition 11 of the Certificate of Approval (CofA) Municipal and Private Sewage Works Number 6486-
8KDPL4, required the Regions to commence an environmental assessment to address the “limitations in the 
existing outfall/diffuser within six (6) weeks of receipt of the Certificate of Approval (Air) for the Digestion 
and Boiler Buildings.”  The Certificate of Approval (Air) was issued June 18, 2010 and the Regions began the 
Class EA process within the required six week period. The MOE conditionally approved the design and 
operation of the Duffin Creek WPCP to process and treat wastewater up to a capacity of 630 MLD subject 
to resolving the capacity limitations with the existing outfall.  The MOE has limited the operating capacity of 
the Duffin Creek WPCP to 520 MLD (with the ability to operate up to 540 MLD if the Regional Director is 
satisfied that effluent limits can still be met and agrees with the reasoning why the preferred solution to 
the outfall limitation has not been implemented) until the limitations of the outfall are addressed in a 
timely manner.It should also be noted that the Environmental Compliance Approval (formerly CofA) limits 
the total phosphorus nutrient loading from the expanded plant to 311 kg/day.  This nutrient loading has 
been set by the MOE with due consideration for the  Provincial Water Quality Objectives for managing 
nearshore water quality and among other things such as the growth of nuisance algae (e.g. 
Cladophora)Based on research to date, the Regions do not believe there is a compelling reason to delay the 
completion of the Class EA.  The current study being conducted by Dr. Howell et al of the MOE is an 
example of necessary ongoing research into phosphorus loading and Cladophora growth along nearshore 
waters.  This research is supported by the Regions.  With the current flat (as opposed to a step-wise 
increase) operating cap of 311 kg/d on phosphorus loading for the Duffin WPCP up to a capacity of 630 
MLD, there is no compelling reason to suggest that higher rate of treated effluent flows from the facility 
will exacerbate the growth of Cladophora in nearshore waters.  Further, his research to date indicates that 
Cladophora growth is a lake wide phenomena with nearshore discharges, including discharges from storm 
sewer outfalls, creeks and other waterbody discharges and phosphorus excreted by and anchor substrate 
provided by zebra mussel populations are important nutrient and growth factors that influence Cladophora 
growth.  In addition, during SAC Meeting #3, Dr Todd Howell stated that his study was not developed to 
assess a singular source of phosphorus to the nearshore area.  As a result, this study would not provide 
specific input on the outcome of the Outfall EA. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M53 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Recommendation 2b - that the Regions of Durham and York be requested to prepare, as part of 
the subject EA, a comprehensive “Assimilative Capacity and Cumulative Effects Study” of Lake 
Ontario receiving waters in and around the mixing zone at the existing Outfall-Diffuser and 
mixing zones across the Ajax-Pickering waterfront, that quantifies and evaluates accumulations 
of nutrients (e.g., Total Phosphorus, Soluble Reactive Phosphorus, etc.) and Chemicals of 
Concern (CoCs) discharged from the outfall to determine the best possible preferred alternative 
for the outfall in order to protect and improve Lake Ontario water quality for beneficial uses 
(e.g., drinking, swimming, tourism, fishing, etc.); 

As part of this EA, a Receiving Water Impact Assessment is being prepared based on the requirements of 
MOE Procedure B-1-5.  The study has assessed the potential impacts associated with the nutrient loading 
from outfall for treated effluent flows up to 630 MLD.  It also involves modelling both nearshore and far-
field impacts of the outfall effluent discharges to lake water quality and surrounding Ajax-Pickering water 
uses and users.  The modelling approaches to be used by the Regions are approved by and acceptable to 
the MOE.  The model results have been used in the assessment of the alternatives to understand potential 
water quality impacts on beneficial uses and users, to help inform the selection of a preferred solution.  The 
Regions suggest that the request for a “Assimilative Capacity and Cumulative Effects Study” be directed at 
and undertaken by other authorities, such as the MOE. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M54 Municipality Town of Ajax Report Recommendations 3 [a) – h)] These items have been directed to the Minister of the Environment requesting implementation or action.   2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M55 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Recommendation 4 - That this staff report be sent to the Ministries of the Environment and 
Natural Resources, MOE Central Region Directors, Councils of the Regions of York andDurham, 
all municipalities in Durham Region, Ontario Power Generation, the Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee, the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, the Central Lake Ontario 
Conservation Authority, Conservation Ontario, the Ajax Environmental Advisory Committee, the 
Durham Region Environmental Advisory Committee, the Council of Canadians, Durham Sustain 
Ability, Durham CLEAR, Environment Canada, Health Canada, Lake Ontario Waterkeeper, 
Ontario Water Works Research Consortium, the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative, 
the International Joint Commission and persons who have requested to be kept notified of the 
Town’s actions regarding the Outfall EA. 

No response required 2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M56 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Background - The purpose of this report is to provide a status update on the Schedule ‘C’ 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) being jointly undertaken by the Regions of York 
and Durham, to permit an increase in the amount of effluent released from the Duffin Creek 
Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) Outfall into Lake Ontario; 

The wording used by the Town throughout the Report refers to “increases” in effluent, capacity etc.  This is 
not correct.   
 
The existing treatment processes, including the Stage 3 expansion, at the Duffin Creek WPCP are completed 
and approved by the MOE in 2007 the subject of this Class EA.  These existing processes have already been 
the subject of a separate Class Environmental Assessment.  The purpose of this Class EA is to “address the 
limitations of the existing outfall” and not to increase capacity at the facility beyond the already approved 
630 MLD.  

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M57 Municipality Town of Ajax Report Background - The purpose of this report is to recommend next steps regarding the Outfall EA The MOE-approved Municipal Engineers Association Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Schedule 2/1/2013 
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process. “C” process is very prescriptive and well defined.  The Schedule “C” process is the most rigorous of the 

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment processes.  The various steps and successive requirements of 
each Phase outlined in the Schedule “C” process are being followed by the Regions.  Some of the required 
actions, particularly in respect of public consultation, are going well beyond the normal mandatory 
requirements.  

10/22/2012 P2-M58 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Discussion - Status update on the Outfall EA - The Duffin Creek WPCP discharges treated 
effluent through an existing Outfall-Diffuser that extends a distance of approximately 1.1 
kilometres offshore under the bed of Lake Ontario. The existing Outfall was designed to force 
effluent, at high pressure, through a series of 63 pipes called diffuser “portals”, into Lake water 
for mixing and dilution. Regional staff advise that the existing Outfall pipe has a design lifetime 
of 75 to 100 years, is in good condition, and has an approximate remaining lifetime of 40-65 
more years. 

After all the treatment processes are complete, clear treated effluent from the WPCP is discharged into the 
existing outfall by gravity flow through underground conduits.  There isn’t a pumping station or other 
equipment used to force the effluent under high pressure into the outfall and diffuser system.  It simply 
flows solely by gravity. There is a pressure differential of approximately 4-5 metres between the outfall 
shaft and lake level that provides the required energy for dispersion. 
 
Currently, only 38 of the available 63 “ports” are open.  This is to accommodate the flow presently 
experienced.  The remaining ports are closed but were installed in the 1970s to provide capacity as the 
facility grew.  Two ports were opened in 2005 to handle the re-rating of the plant from 365 MLD to 420 
MLD.  Hydraulically, calculations confirm that the existing outfall could discharge over 1000 MLD.  Present 
day regulations are different than those from the 1970s and now impose limitations to the discharge flow. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M59 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Discussion - Status update on the Outfall EA - In contrast, York Region has been “borrowing” 
from Durham Region’s allocated WPCP capacity to expedite growth and development in York 
Region. Infrastructure status reports prepared by York Region quarterly show a “Just In Time” 
approach to development that hinges on tightly timed delivery of wastewater treatment 
facilities and sewage collection pipes. Per York Region’s Vision, Official Plan and Water and 
Wastewater Master Plan documents, the Region’s intent to continue to incrementally expand 
the York-Durham Sewage System (YDSS or “Big Pipe”) throughout York Region communities is 
predicated upon the Duffin Creek WPCP and its Outfall infrastructure to mix 80% of York 
Region’s effluent into Lake Ontario receiving waters for dilution within 1.1 km of the Ajax-
Pickering shoreline. 

This statement is misleading and is not presented in the proper context.  The co-ownership agreement 
between York Region and Durham Region permits one Region to borrow capacity from the other from time 
to time without compensation, penalty or retribution.Since improvements were made to the treatment 
processes in 2005, capacity allocations have been met by each Region.  Prior to the Stage 3 liquids 
treatment expansion (paid fully by York Region), the amount of “borrowing” at the facility was minimal and 
only for two or three years in duration.Further, the Regions disagree with the Town’s characterization that 
York Region is proceeding on a “just in time” approach with infrastructure construction.  York Region has 
had to carefully plan and coordinate a number of complex infrastructure projects to meet the both the 
demands of growth to the year 2031 and immediate needs.  The quarterly reporting keeps York Regional 
Council apprised of the status of these projects and illustrates the number of components that must be 
managed to provide proper services for Regional residents. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M60 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issues and Process to Date - In 2009, the University of Waterloo completed a local water quality 
study for Ontario Power Generation (OPG) and concluded, among other matters, that current 
levels of nutrient loads from the WPCP are not the cause of Cladophora growth along the 
nearshore. In 2011, Dr. Martin Auer of Michigan Technological University, was retained by the 
Regions of Durham and York, the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) and Ajax to 
peer review the local water quality data. This peer review concluded, among other matters, that 
soluble reactive phosphorus being released by the WPCP is causing excessive Cladophora 
growth along the nearshore. To resolve the conflicting conclusions in the two studies and fill in 
missing information, Dr. Todd Howell from the MOE offered to undertake a water quality study 
to examine four areas along the northern Lake Ontario shoreline including the Ajax Pickering 
waterfront. It is anticipated that the results of this study will be released over the next three 
years. 

Both the University of Waterloo Study and Dr Martin Auer’s peer review study were based on the data 
available at the time. However, recent data from the water quality surveys indicate that phosphorus 
tributary loadings to the nearshore area from Duffin Creek are higher than the loadings used by Dr. Auer 
(Makarewicz et al., 2012). Dr. Auer acknowledges in his report the difficulty with estimating tributary 
loadings which is related to the limited scope of concentration data sets from tributaries. These data sets 
often omit the periods of highest flow and loads, associated with snowmelt and rainfall events, and as a 
result tend to bias towards underestimation of phosphorus loading calculations (Bowen and Booty, 2012).  
More work is currently underway by TRCA and others to further assess a more accurate prediction of 
phosphorus loading due to surface runoff from streams and local storm sewer systems. In addition, Dr. 
Auer’s conclusions about the relative impacts of nutrient loading from Duffins Creek and the Duffin Creek 
WPCP were based on a simplified mass-balance based model (a so-called “footprint” approach) that did not 
account for along-shore currents nor the impacts of momentum at points of discharge for both the Creek 
and the WPCP outfall diffuser.  
 
Dr. Howell noted in a letter, dated March 8, 2012, that “the proposed [MOE Cladophora - nutrient] study 
was not developed with the intention of addressing the WPCP’s outfall limitation issues. The timing of the 
study is a product of history, both in terms of past studies in the area and Great Lakes research on the 
nuisance algae Cladophora”.  Since the study has not been designed to investigate the outfall, the findings 
would not directly impact any recommendations made through this Class EA.  

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M61 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issues and Process to Date - From the Outfall EA’s outset, Ajax Council and staff have 
encouraged the Works Commissioners of the Regions of York and Durham to work 
collaboratively with the Town and MOE to avoid similar conflicts encountered during the Stage 
3 Expansion EA. Despite these efforts, staff received a letter from the Commissioners stating 
their refusal to wait for and consider Dr. Howell’s study as part of the Outfall EA. This approach 
was reiterated in an October 18, 2012 Durham Region Works staff report recommending that 
the Outfall EA timeline not be deferred until the completion of the MOE study. 

The letter from the Regions’ Commissioners reiterated the content of another letter received by the 
Regions, prepared by Dr. Todd Howell, explaining that the MOE Cladophora nutrient study was not 
developed with the intention of addressing the WPCP’s outfall limitation issues. Based on Dr Howell's 
presentation and subsequent discussions at the November 1st SAC meeting, the study to be conducted by 
Dr. Howell will not produce specific information that will direct the EA study in one direction or another. 
However, the Regions will continue to review existing research through this EA and update the water 
quality reviews (see Section 2) accordingly. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M62 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issues and Process to Date - Even under present daily average outfall discharges of 
approximately 320 MLD of effluent, nearshore water quality and shoreline conditions are visibly 
deteriorating. The growth and decay of Cladophora algae has become a major problem in terms 
of aesthetics, odours and impairment of water quality for recreational use. Faced with doubling 
and possibly tripling of today’s discharge volumes, staff reasonably anticipate that 
environmental conditions along Ajax’s waterfront will further deteriorate. 

The problem of nuisance Cladophora algae is one that exists in almost all of the Great Lakes.   The Regions 
have implemented a high level of treatment at the Duffin Creek WPCP in order to effectively manage 
nutrient loading and minimize the impact of the algae growth phenomena.   Technical investigations have 
found that Cladophora would continue to propagate at nuisance levels even without the plant flows.  The 
Duffin Creek WPCP is designed and will continue to be operated to meet all applicable treated effluent 
criteria to the existing rated capacity of 630 MLD.  These criteria have been developed and are enforced by 
the MOE to protect Lake Ontario and the lake shoreline from detrimental impacts.  Failure to comply with 
these criteria can result in severe enforcement actions, including compliance orders, fines and incarceration 
for those responsible.  It is a duty and responsibility taken very seriously by the Regions and their staff. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M63 Municipality Town of Ajax Report Issue 1 - The Regions are Entering Phase 2 of the EA, yet the Undertaking is Not Clear -  
The Regions have produced a problem/opportunity statement for the Outfall EA which states 

When the project started, the project team very carefully considered the final wording of the 
Problem/Opportunity statement in the context of the Minister of the Environment’s March 21, 2007 2/1/2013 
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the following: “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.” This statement is vague and does not offer any insight into 
the nature of the undertaking being considered by the Regions. 

decision on the Part II Order requests received in respect of the Regions’ Stage 3 Schedule “C” Class EA and 
in light of the need to address the capacity of the existing outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP.   
 
As a result, the project team is of the opinion the statement clearly states the Problem/Opportunity to be 
considered in the Class EA and strongly disagree that the statement is ambiguous or vague.  The Class EA 
process guides the decision-making pathway used to arrive at the preferred solution that ultimately 
becomes the undertaking.  The Problem/Opportunity statement cannot presume to identify any solution or 
pre-determine the outcome prior to the start of the study.   
 
During the Class EA process, many reasonable alternative solutions to the future capacity limitations are 
presented, and through a reproducible screening methodology, the process determines a preferred 
solution that becomes the undertaking.  For this Class EA, essential goals of any solution must be to protect 
the natural environment and human health. Furthermore, both stakeholders and the SAC members were 
allowed to comment and provide input on the Problem/Opportunity statement.  As a result, the 
Problem/Opportunity statement was modified to reflect this input. 

10/22/2012 P2-M64 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 1 - The Regions are Entering Phase 2 of the EA, yet the Undertaking is Not Clear -  
MOE staff have been asked to assist in determining specifically what are the Regions seeking - a 
Preferred Alternative that can accommodate 630 MLD, or 890 MLD or more than 1,000 MLD. 
Under all of these flow scenarios, significant potential and cumulative environmental impacts 
on the Town of Ajax can be reasonably predicted. Staff also asked MOE to identify the MOE 
policies, guidelines and any requirements applicable to this large-scale wastewater 
infrastructure and to avoid adverse impacts on Lake receiving water in the Ajax area. 

As noted and set out in Condition 11 of the Duffin Creek WPCP Municipal Sewage Works CofA, the existing 
operating capacity at the facility is capped at an average daily flow of 520 MLD without prior approval of 
the Regional Director of the MOE (who has the sole discretion to allow up to 540 MLD) even though the 
rated capacity of the facility is 630 MLD.   
 
The existing CofA caps the rated capacity of the facility at 630 MLD subject to the implementation of a 
solution to the identified capacity limitation of the outfall that would permit the facility, as a whole, to have 
a maximum operating capacity of 630 MLD.  While a new outfall could handle flows great than 630MLD, 
the existing plant does not have the capacity to treat  flows above this amount. A separate Class 
Environmental Assessment must be completed to allow capacity beyond 630 MLD with subsequent 
approval through a CofA by the MOE. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M65 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 2 - Piecemealing of Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3 Expansion EA from the Outfall EA - 
CH2MHill’s Interim Report states that if a new Outfall-Diffuser is constructed, it should be built 
to a 2081 capacity of 890 MLD, or for a 70-year period with a rated capacity ranging from 960 
MLD to 1,180 MLD, both of which far exceed the expanded onshore WPCP facility’s 630 MLD 
rated capacity. However, the technical information provided through the Outfall EA fails to 
recognize and assess the environmental impacts of today’s actual daily average emissions of 
340 MLD and the proposed future outflows. 

It is best practice from engineering, environmental and economic perspectives to plan for potential future 
requirements for all infrastructure works.  If a new outfall alternative is selected as part of the preferred 
strategy, the outfall would therefore be sized for an estimated ultimate capacity of 890 MLD to meet its 
expected lifespan (i.e., 75 to 100 years).  However, this new outfall would only have regulatory approval to 
operate up to the facility’s rated capacity of 630MLD.As noted, any future expansion works, including 
operating the outfall beyond 630MLD, will not be approved through this Class EA.  Another Class 
environmental assessment will need to be completed to expand or operate the entire facility beyond the 
rated capacity of 630 MLD.  As part of this Class EA, should a new outfall be selected as part of the 
preferred solution, the Regions will assess the potential impacts of the increased capacity on Lake Ontario 
water quality through a modelling analysis.  This outcome of the analysis will be presented to the public 
and documented in the Class EA.  The modelling analysis will also be updated as part of any future Class EA 
required to expand or operate works beyond the rated capacity of 630 MLD.  As previously noted, the 
existing Duffin Creek WPCP will meet and in most cases be operated (once approval is received to revise 
the operating capacity to 630 MLD) better than all applicable effluent criteria to a rated capacity of 630 
MLD.  The MOE has determined there will not be any detrimental effect to Lake Ontario or nearshore water 
quality once the outfall capacity limitation is addressed to its satisfaction (otherwise the MOE will not 
approve any change in the operating capacity of the facility).  The existing operating capacity limit of 520 
MLD is based on the outfall capacity, not in the on-site treatment processes.  Therefore, the technical 
analyses on the outfall operations have begun at 520 MLD.   

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M66 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 2 - Piecemealing of Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3 Expansion EA from the Outfall EA -  
"Any intention to “oversize” the Outfall-Diffuser infrastructure beyond 630 MLD prematurely 
assumes that a future expansion to the onshore WPCP facility will be approved, yet no 
evaluation of the environmental impacts of expansions of that magnitude or technical 
information has been provided in the Interim Report for review." 

Please note that there is no intention to seek approval for a rated capacity above 630 MLD as part of this 
Class EA. As noted previously, it is best practice from engineering, environmental and economic 
perspectives to plan for potential future requirements for all infrastructure works.  If a new outfall 
alternative is selected as part of the preferred strategy, the outfall would therefore be sized for an ultimate 
average day flow capacity of 890 MLD to meet its expected lifespan (i.e. 75 to 100 years).  However, this 
new outfall would only have regulatory approval to operate up to the plant’s rated capacity of 630 MLD. 
Any future expansion works, including operating the outfall beyond 630 MLD, will not be approved through 
this Class EA.  Another EA will be required to expand or operate works beyond 630 MLD.    As part of Phase 
3 of this EA, the impacts of the ultimate outfall capacity on lake water quality will be  identified through a 
modelling analysis.  This outcome of the analysis will be presented to the public and documented in the EA.  
The modelling analysis will also be updated as part of any future EA required to expand or operate works 
beyond 630 MLD. In addition, it should be noted that it was the MOE that directed the Regions to 
undertake an EA solely focused on the outfall. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M67 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 3 – The Baseline Used to Determine the Size of the Mixing Zone is 520 MLD -  
"MOE’s 1994 Surface Water Quality Goals and Policies state that “mixing zones are not to be 
used as an alternative to reasonable and practical wastewater treatment”. Further, MOE’s 
Guideline B-1-5 (from 1994) states that, in the design of mixing zones for WPCP Outfalls, 
“mixing zones are to be as small as possible” and “not interfere with beneficial uses” of 
receiving water bodies."  "Despite these MOE provisions, the Interim Report (refer to Figure 1 of 

The Regions are not proposing a contrary, non-compliant approach as implied by the Town.  The Regions 
would never support any intention to violate the law in any way, shape or form.  Such a statement 
challenges the integrity of the Regions and the professionals that are involved in the project, including 
Regional staff, project engineers, technologists, consultants and employees.   
 
The remainder of the paragraph does not represent the technical work undertaken.  The referenced Figure 

2/1/2013 
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this staff report) is proposing a contrary, non-compliant approach. The proposal is to rely upon a 
“huge” mixing zone extending a total of 10 kms east and west and 2 kms north-south, or 
roughly 20 square kilometres, centred on the existing Outfall. The size of the mixing zone is 
being relied upon as an alternative to acquiring and installing sufficiently advanced treatment 
technologies to reduce the existing Outfall-Diffuser’s emissions before release from the WPCP 
into Lake Ontario." 

6-8 is the mixing zone as defined by the 90th percentile. Also, the entire mixing zone envelope is 
approximately 5km in the east-west direction and not 10km. It should be noted that this area is the 
maximum extent of the mixing zone in every direction. Over the 240 day simulation from April to 
November, the mixing zone is smaller and typically follows the lake currents in one direction. It should also 
be noted that the 90th percentile is a conservative mixing zone. 

10/22/2012 P2-M68 Municipality Town of Ajax Report Issue 3 - The Baseline Used to Determine the Size of the Mixing Zone is 520 MLD - The report 
states that Figure 3 and Figure 5 are taken from the Phase 1 interim report.  

With respect to the graphs in Figures 3 and 5, the Regions are unfamiliar with the data used to generate 
them.  It would be appreciated if the Town of Ajax would share the technical data that supports the claims 
represented in the diagrams.  Without this information the Regions are unable to comment 
further.Similarly with the following quotes, please provide the full, complete reference, attribution and 
documents where the following quotes were taken from:“The provincial objective is not to have [a PWQO] 
exceedence of not more than once every 20 years” (the sentence prior to Figure 3); and“The Town’s peer 
reviewers advise that the mixing zone for Soluble Reactive Phosphorus that promotes the growth of 
nuisance Cladophora algae could extend as much as 15-20 km across the Ajax-Pickering Waterfront…” (the 
sentence appearing after Figure 5).  

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M69 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 4 - Reliance on Regulatory Dilution Ratio Criteria -  
The 20:1 dilution criterion is a MOE regulatory performance requirement for Outfall Diffusers. 
However, the achievement of a 20:1 dilution criterion does not ensure protection of the 
environment. CH2MHill used the CORMIX model to predict the level of dilution to be achieved 
at 520 MLD. The CORMIX model itself warns users that “hydrodynamic modelling by any 
technique is not an exact science. Field and lab data has shown CORMIX predictions on dilutions 
and concentrations (with associated plume geometries) are reliable for majority of cases with a 
+/- 
50% accuracy rate”. Therefore, the predicted dilution criteria (for 520 MLD flows from the 
Outfall-Diffuser) set out in the Interim Report can actually range in accuracy as widely as from 
approximately 10:1 to 40:1. 

The MOE provides guidance on surface water quality management aimed at protecting the natural 
environment through a series of Surface Water Management Policies and Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives.  The 20:1 dilution factor is a guideline only and not instituted by regulation.  Further, this factor 
is only one of many MOE and proponents consider when managing surface water quality.  The MOE also 
considers factors such as existing lake water quality and other site specific characteristics, the size of the 
mixing zone, near and far field impacts, and impacts on beneficial uses (see MOE Procedure B-1-5 for 
further details).  These factors have also been addressed through the Class EA. 
 
The CORMIX model is a model accepted and approved by the MOE for predicting dilutions at the edge of 
the near-field mixing zone.  MIKE-3 is a model accepted and approved by the MOE for identifying far field 
impacts.  It is the responsibility of the MOE to conclude whether or not a wastewater treatment plant 
meets the intent of their Procedure B-1-5 based on modelling results. 
 
The Regions agree that we should not solely rely on dilution and as a result, the treatment facilities at the 
Duffin Creek WPCP have recently been upgraded to provide an even higher treatment including a higher 
removal of both ammonia and phosphorus. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M70 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 5 – Substances in Effluent in the Mixing Zone Impair Water Quality -  
"The Town’s consultant has advised that substances in the Outfall’s mixing zone impair 
nearshore water quality and shoreline conditions, as proven by scientific studies in the U.S. and 
Canada, and interfere with beneficial uses of Lake Ontario at Ajax (e.g., drinking water, 
swimming, wading, etc.). The Duffin Creek WPCP releases large quantities of Total Phosphorus 
and Soluble Reactive Phosphorus, as confirmed by the independent peer review completed in 
July 2011 by Dr. Auer." - Refer to the report for the additional text. 

The arguments presented in the Auer Peer Review Report were based on the 2007 to 2009 data which are 
outdated and not reflective of the  current conditions. Recent data from the water quality surveys indicate 
that phosphorus tributary loadings to the nearshore area from Duffins Creek are higher than the loadings 
used by Dr. Auer (Makarewicz et al., 2012). Dr. Auer acknowledges in his report the difficulty with 
estimating tributary loadings which is related to the limited scope of concentration data sets from 
tributaries. These data sets often omit the periods of highest flow and loads, associated with snowmelt and 
rainfall events, and as a result tend to bias towards underestimation of phosphorus loading calculations 
(Bowen and Booty, 2012).  More work is currently underway by TRCA and others to further assess a more 
accurate prediction of phosphorus loading due to surface runoff from streams and local storm sewer 
systems. In addition, Dr. Auer’s conclusions about the relative impacts of loading from Duffins Creek and 
the Duffin Creek WPCP were based on a simplified mass-balance based model (a so-called “footprint” 
approach) that did not account for along-shore currents nor the impacts of momentum at points of 
discharge for both the Creek and the WPCP outfall diffuser.  
 
The Stage 3 liquid process expansion was commissioned in the fall of 2010, and operations have since been 
modified to one of a more advanced biological nutrient removal process and chemical addition process 
than previously used.   The nitrification/denitrification process is now fully operational and optimised.  This 
process now removes a significantly larger portion of phosphorus during treatment with the outcome of 
results showing a decrease of some 50% from the final discharge effluent.  Additionally, analyses show the 
SRP content is also less than 50% of the total P. 
 
Total phosphorus loading compliance limits have been reduced by 25% in the most recent Certificate of 
Approval (CofA) which means that the total allowable phosphorus loading at flows up to 630 MLD must be 
25% less than what was previously allowed under earlier CofAs. Prior to the Stage 3 expansion, the 
phosphorus effluent limit was 420kg/day. At an average flow of 340 MLD, the total allowable total 
phosphorus loading is 340kg/day. The Stage 3 expansion decreased the allowable total phosphorus to 
311kg/day at 630MLD. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M71 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 6 – Odorous, Slippery Algae is Fouling Ajax’s ShorelineAccording to MOE’s 1994 
requirements for effluent “substances that impair water and sediment quality are a major 
problem … Substances such as nutrients, when present in excess, can upset the natural balance 
of the ecosystem … others can impair use of water by producing tastes and odours. MOE Policy 
for deriving receiving-water based, point-source effluent requirements extends well beyond the 
simple 20:1 dilution criteria used by CH2MHill, and includes consideration of mixing zones, 

At 630MLD, far field MIKE-3 modelling indicates that the mixing zone does not interfere with beneficial 
uses and there is no negative change from the baseline conditions (520 MLD) for odour and algae.With 
respect to the comments made regarding odour complaints, the Regions and the MOE have not recorded 
any odour complaints from the WPCP within the last year.   The Regions, the MOE, the Town of Ajax and 
the City of Pickering meet every six months with one agenda item being the review of odour complaints.  
The protocol agreed by each party was to share and distribute any odour complaint received.  The Town of 

2/1/2013 
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protection of beneficial uses, and limiting the release of substances that produce objectionable 
tastes and odours or contribute to objectionable growths of nuisance plants.For example, Ajax 
residents have advised Council and staff that strong “sewage” odours from the WPCP have been 
experienced in residential areas of South Ajax, along the Ajax waterfront and, particularly, as 
they cycle along the Waterfront Trail toward the WPCP. This summer, the sewage odours were 
described as being so “overpowering” and offensive those residents using the Trail had to turn 
back as they approached the vicinity of the WPCP. Staff and other residents experienced very 
offensive “rotting” smell from decaying algae along the shoreline, sostrong that the public could 
not remain to experience the waterfront. 

Ajax advises in the Report “Ajax residents have advised Council and staff that strong “sewage” odours from 
the WPCP have been experienced …”.  The Regions request that as per the agreed protocol, Ajax share their 
complaints log with them and the district MOE office, so that investigations can be conducted to determine 
the cause of the production of the odours. 

10/22/2012 P2-M72 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 7 – Dr. Auer’s Work Identified the WPCP’s Effluent as the Overwhelmingly Dominant Local 
Source of Nutrients -  
 
In July 2011, Dr. Auer’s independent final peer review was released as a final report. As 
indicated by subsequent Durham Region staff reports, including the October 18, 2012 Durham 
Works Report on the Outfall EA and Water Quality, the Regions have chosen to ignore Dr. 
Auer’s report and its findings. The Town’s consultant describes the Auer report as clearly 
pinpointing local sources of substances degrading water quality in the vicinity of the Ajax 
waterfront. 

Dr. Auer’s findings have been summarized in the EA documentation, along with the findings of other 
experts (See Section 2 and Appendix A). Dr. Auer’s peer review study was based on the data available at the 
time. However, recent data from water quality surveys indicate that phosphorus tributary loadings to the 
nearshore area from Duffins Creek are higher than the loadings used by Dr. Auer (Makarewicz et al., 2012). 
Dr. Auer acknowledges in his report the difficulty with estimating tributary loadings which is related to the 
limited scope of concentration data sets from tributaries. These data sets often omit the periods of highest 
flow and loads, associated with snowmelt and rainfall events, and as a result tend to bias towards 
underestimation of phosphorus loading calculations (Bowen and Booty, 2012).  More work is currently 
underway by TRCA and others to further assess a more accurate prediction of phosphorus loading due to 
surface runoff from streams and local storm sewer systems. 
 
In addition, Dr. Auer’s conclusions about the relative impacts of loading from Duffins Creek and the Duffin 
Creek WPCP were based on a simplified mass-balance based model (a so-called “footprint” approach) that 
did not account for along-shore currents nor the impacts of momentum at points of discharge for both the 
Creek and the WPCP outfall diffuser.  

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M73 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 7 – Dr. Auer’s Work Identified the WPCP’s Effluent as the Overwhelmingly Dominant Local 
Source of Nutrients -  
 
The report states that "discharges from the WPCP’s Outfall-Diffuser at today’s average daily 
flow of 340 MLD carry enormous loads of phosphorus." 

The amount of phosphorus in the effluent is well below the operational and compliance limits set by the 
MOE.  If it were exceeded then the plant would be out-of-compliance and disciplinary action initiated by 
the MOE.  The plant has never failed to meet these compliance limits imposed.  

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M74 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 7 – Dr. Auer’s Work Identified the WPCP’s Effluent as the Overwhelmingly DominantLocal 
Source of Nutrients - "Any preferred solution for the Outfall should incorporate the acquisition, 
installation and operation/maintenance of advanced treatment technologies that will do a 
better job of removing both nutrients and Chemicals of Concern from sewage - before effluent 
is released into Lake Ontario – than the technologies presently to be used in Stages 1, 2 and 3 of 
this WPCP. Staff are aware that the City of Hamilton is known as Ontario’s leader in this field, 
having invested in installing membrane filtration to reduce the release of substances from 
WPCP into Hamilton Harbour, which ultimately discharges into Lake Ontario." 

The Report references the City of Hamilton as a technology leader for investing in membrane filtration 
technologies to treat wastewater at their Woodward Avenue Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) that 
discharges into Hamilton Harbour.  A key distinction that should be noted is that Hamilton Harbour is 
designated as an “Area of Concern” by the International Joint Commission (IJC) and is subject to stringent 
oversight targeting the restoration of a historically polluted waterbody.  This waterbody is subject to a 
federally initiated Remedial Action Plan (RAP) under the auspices the binational Canada-U.S. Great Lakes 
Water Quality Agreement.  The Duffin Creek shoreline has not been identified as an Area of Concern by the 
IJC nor as a Policy 2 Receiver by the MOE (despite the Town’s previous attempts to do so).  It is up to the 
MOE, as the regulator with provincial oversight over these matters, to determine if more stringent water 
quality objectives are necessary for this and other areas along the Lake Ontario shoreline.  To date, the 
MOE has not deemed such measures necessary.It should also be noted that many large plants on Lake 
Ontario still bypass treatment during times of high flows due to the immense costs associated with 
managing peak hydraulic flow. All sewage directed to the Duffin Creek WPCP is treated as no bypass 
capabilities exist. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M75 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 8 – There is No Urgent Need for an Immediate Outfall Solution 
 
"In April 2012, staff retained McNaughton Hermsen Britton Clarkson (MHBC) Planning 
Consultants to determine if York Region’s population forecasts used to identify projected short 
to mid-term wastewater flows to the WPCP to 2051 are reasonable. MHBC found that the 
wastewater generation rates of 386 litres per capita per day (lpcd) prior to 2005 have been 
reduced to an average rate of 330 lpcd from 2006 to 2011. If the more current actual average 
wastewater generation rate of 330 lpcd is used, the time until the WPCP would reach 520 MLD 
(MOE’s present limit on effluent discharges from the existing Outfall-Diffuser) would be 
extended by 9 to 10 years to 2028. According to MHBC’s analysis, there is ample time 
available to undertake and complete a more comprehensive, thorough Outfall EA process, 
integrating Dr. Howell’s study and conducting a comprehensive “Assimilative Capacity and 
Cumulative Effects Study” well before approaching the existing Outfall’s capacity threshold 
date." 

Based on the planning wastewater generation rate of 386 litres per capita per day, the plant is expected to 
reach 520 MLD by around 2019.   The last few years have seen a decline in  this generation rate and may be 
contributed to several reasons: 
• The Regions, through publicized conservation policies and public education, have endeavoured to reduce 
water use by consumers 
• The Regions have endeavoured to reduce the amount of inflow and infiltration of water and groundwater 
into the existing sewerage systems through rehabilitation programs and new policies or through a 
reduction of peak flows during rainfall events 
• The Regions, over last few years have experienced lower than average rainfall and snow 
 
However, for the purposes of planning for future requirements for water and sewers, the rate of 386 lcd is 
still being endorsed by both Regions as an official design value.  To lower the design value for wastewater 
collection and treatment would be ill-advised and could result serious flooding issues which would pose a 
threat to the health of local residents when the causes for lower flows is still being determined.  However, 
the Regions are continually investigating flows to determine if a lowering of this design value is justified. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M76 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 9 – The Lack of a Provincial Nutrient Management Policy"There is no protective Provincial 
Nutrient Management Policy, applicable to the Duffin Creek WPCP and surrounding nearshore 
area (Ajax-Pickering Waterfront), or associated regulatoryrequirements that must be met by the 
Regions as part of the Outfall EA. Ajax has submitted several reports and Council resolutions to 
MOE seeking area-specific effluent limitations on the Duffin Creek WPCP’s waterborne 
emissions as crucial to resolving deteriorating environmental conditions in the West Durham 

Ontario has numerous laws to prevent and regulate water, air and land pollution.  Some of the specific 
legislation includes the Clean Water Act, the Nutrient Management Act, Ontario Water Resources Act, the 
Environmental Protection Act and the Water Opportunities Act.  Ontario also works with other provinces, 
states and the Canadian and American governments to take a holistic approach to environmental 
management of the Great Lakes.  Examples of such co-operation include the Canada-Ontario Agreement 
Respecting the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem and the efforts of the International Joint Commission.  The 

2/1/2013 
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Waterfront area. Council’s resolution to the Province in this regard has the support of the 90+ 
members of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative." 

Regions currently meet all applicable provincial and federal regulatory requirements and will continue to 
do so.  To greatly exceed these regulatory levels of treatment, as the Town of Ajax seeks from the Regions 
and have the Regions voluntarily adopt even more stringent standards, would require significant 
investments in technology and resources that are simply not warranted.  The extra resources required 
would not be justifiable to Regional Councils, local municipalities and residents, particularly when facing 
the need to properly fund other services provided to residents such as transit, transportation, drinking 
water, social and public health programs.  The Regions have a fiduciary duty to be fiscally responsible.  The 
Report notes that the Town has repeatedly sought “area-specific effluent limitations on the Duffin Creek 
WPCP’s waterborne emissions…”.  For input into changing regulations, Ajax must continue to consult with 
provincial and federal governments.  As noted, should regulatory requirements change and more stringent 
treatment is mandated, the Regions will dutifully comply with these requirements.  If the MOE and federal 
agencies have not responded positively to the Town’s requests, perhaps it is because such measures are 
not deemed necessary in the circumstances. 

10/22/2012 P2-M77 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Issue 10 – No Finite Maximum Limit on the Capacity of the Duffin Creek WPCP and its Outfall- 
Diffuser 
 
"When the Duffin Creek WPCP was originally established in the 1970’s, the WPCP was to be 
expanded in four stages to a rated capacity of 747 MLD. As noted, the Regions seem to intend 
to far exceed that rated capacity by doubling or possibly tripling existing flows to the WPCP. The 
absence of a finite “maximum limit” on the capacity of the WPCP and its Outfall-Diffuser – 
appears to allow the Regions to “overbuild” this infrastructure so as not to have to re-examine 
the Preferred Alternative or local Lake conditions for 70 years or more." 

As noted previously, the Duffin Creek WPCP has MOE approval to operate at a rated capacity of 630 MLD 
and with the existing outfall has approval for an operating capacity of 520 MLD.   
 
Prior to reaching an average flow of 630 MLD, and should growth predictions and provincial requirements 
indicate that further expansion of the Duffin Creek WPCP is required, the Regions would be required to 
conduct a subsequent municipal class environmental assessment and obtain approval from the MOE to 
have an operational capacity that is greater than 630 MLD. 
 
As outlined above, it is generally accepted that various scenarios can be used to predict future flows of 
wastewater generated throughout the Regions.  Since any construction of major infrastructure would likely 
be a very expensive commitment to the Regions and their respective local municipalities, it makes common 
sense to design for future growth. 

2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M78 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Financial Implications: 
 
"In April 2012, staff retained McNaughton Hermsen Britton Clarkson (MHBC) Planning 
Consultants to review York Region’s population forecasts to determine if the forecasts used to 
identify projected short- to mid-term wastewater flows to the WPCP to 2051 are reasonable. 
The total cost of the contract was $11,272.88, inclusive of HST and disbursements, which was 
funded from the Planning & Development Services 2012 Consulting Budget." 

The Regions would appreciate receiving a copy of  McNaughton Hermsen Britton Clarkson (MHBC) report 
from Ajax. 2/1/2013 

10/22/2012 P2-M79 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

Financial Implications:"In June 2012, staff recommended at Council’s direction, that the amount 
of $55,000, (exclusive of HST and disbursements) in Unbudgeted Funds be allocated to retain 
three consultants toconduct peer reviews of the EA process and technical documents, which 
was expected to be sufficient to cover estimated costs through to March 2014. The estimated 
cost did not include the potential future cost of retaining outside legal counsel and extending 
contracts with the recommended consultants to prepare and submit a Bump-Up Request to the 
Minister of the Environment (within 30 days of the Regions’ issuance of a Notice of Project 
Completion for the Outfall EA process and posting of a Final Environmental Study Report)." 

The Phase 1, 2, and 3 Interim Reports generated by the Region’s consultants during the Class EA are being 
peer reviewed by the Regions' independent peer review team.  The Phase 1 peer review is complete and 
posted on the public website, and the Phase 2 peer review is underway. All peer reviews will be posted to 
the project website and included in the final ESR. 

2/1/2013 

12/19/2012 P2-M80 Municipality 
Email to Regions, 
response from John 
Presta, Durham Region 

As a municipality in Durham Region, we expected greater co-operation and willingness to 
discuss the Town's issues and recommendations at the meeting held on November 6th in 
response to Joint Committee's direction of October 18, 2012. 
  
Be advised that Ajax staff do not accept the November 6th meeting draft "minutes" as 
adequately capturing key discussion points raised by the Town during the meeting.  As drafted 
and revised by the Regions, the meeting "notes" focus on the Regions' messages (no 
requirement for consensus with the Town, the City and other stakeholders).  Key points raised 
by the Town's representatives at the meeting are not documented. 
  
As such, we oppose the posting of the Regions' revised draft minutes on the Project Website, 
their inclusion in the Interim Report/ESR and any reference to them in the upcoming Regional 
Staff Report to Durham's Joint Committee due by the end of January. 

It is unfortunate that you feel that the minutes do not reflect your opinion on the project; however, the 
Regions incorporated  Town of Ajax comments pertinent to the discussions at the meeting.  Please note 
that all participants in this meeting should have input into the final meeting minutes.  In addition,  as 
mentioned in the meeting, there are certain items regarding the project in which there is a difference of 
opinion. The meeting did occur and the minutes will be part of the project documentation. 

2/1/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-M81 Municipality Newsletter 

Currently, an environmental assessment of the plant’s outfall in Lake Ontario is 
underway by York and Durham to release greater volumes of effluent into Lake water, raising 
serious concerns about increased threats to the Town of Ajax’s shoreline and, importantly, the 
future of Lake Ontario for drinking and recreational purposes. 

Please note that this Class EA is not for an expansion at the Duffin Creek WPCP, but a Class EA to address 
the limitation of the existing outfall. The Duffin Creek WPCP has a rated capacity of 630 MLD and will not be 
increased under this Class EA.   
 
 

2/1/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-M82 Municipality Newsletter 

The Town and experts believe that the phosphorus in the effluent is the major local cause of 
many of Ajax’s water quality issues. A recent study showed that more than 97% of the 
phosphorus along the Ajax shoreline is from the WPCP. Phosphorus is the key cause of excessive 
nuisance algal growth (Cladophora) that grows on the lakebed and rots onshore in summer. 

Phosphorus is a key cause of Cladophora algae in the nearshore. Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality 
in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal blooms in the Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by Canada and the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of 
this agreement, the MOE set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus 
(TP) in Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus 

2/1/2013 



Comment/Response Log - Phase 2 – Municipalities 

15 
 

Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing that this water quality objective has been met for open-
water areas on the north shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area being well below this 
value.    Though, despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has 
become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One major contributor to the nuisance algae problem is 
thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now 
completely blanket many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of 
nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of water and increasing 
the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth through a conversion of particulate phosphorus to 
soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, the mussels provide a hard surface to which algae can 
attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae 
growth is a common problem affecting most of the Great Lakes.Based on recent research it is unclear 
whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from water pollution control plants will have a 
significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  Current research is finding that tributaries are having a 
greater impact due to loadings from wet weather events, which were not accurately captured in previous 
research.  Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed treatment 
facilities that will allow for a significant decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 

1/15/2013 P2-M83 Municipality Newsletter 
Algae in Lake water is a known cause of taste and odour problems in drinking water, which may 
become an even greater issue as the WPCP’s ever-moving mixing zone around the outfall could 
encompass the Ajax Water Supply Plant’s intake pipe. 

As part of this EA, we are using models that have been recommended by the Ministry of Environment to 
assess the mixing zone and its potential for interference with beneficial uses including drinking water 
intakes.  Both sampling of existing water quality and modelling of future flows have demonstrated no 
appreciable affect to the Ajax WSP. The Ajax Water Supply Plant meets all provincial standards for water 
quality.  

2/1/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-M84 Municipality Newsletter 

Ajax is calling on the Regions to select the best possible preferred alternative that includes the 
installation of advanced technology to improve removal of nutrients like phosphorus, as well as 
chemicals from pharmaceuticals and personal care products from the sewage before effluent 
enters the outfall and is dispersed into the Lake. 

The Stage 3 liquid process expansion was commissioned in the fall of 2010, and operations have since been 
modified to one of a more advanced biological nutrient removal process and chemical addition process 
than previously used.   These processes now remove a significantly larger portion of phosphorus during 
treatment with the outcome of results showing a decrease of some 50% from the final discharge effluent.   
 
Total phosphorus loading compliance limits have been reduced by 25% in the most recent Certificate of 
Approval (CofA) which means that the total allowable phosphorus loading at flows up to 630 MLD must be 
25% less than what was previously allowed under earlier CofAs. Prior to the Stage 3 expansion, the 
phosphorus effluent limit was 420kg/day. At an average flow of 340MLD, the total allowable total 
phosphorus loading is 340kg/day. The Stage 3 expansion decreased the allowable total phosphorus to 
311kg/day at 630MLD. 
 
The secondary treatment process is also a best practice for reducing emerging contaminants of concern 
such as pharmaceuticals and personal care products.  The latest research indicates that the nitrification 
process is very effective at removing these contaminants, because the same process that converts 
ammonia to nitrates destroys aromatic rings found in these emerging contaminants of concern. The Duffin 
Creek WPCP has a nitrification process. 

2/1/2013 

1/15/2013 P2-M85 Municipality Newsletter 
If allowed to proceed, the outcome could have a negative impact on present and future 
generations in Ajax and Pickering and, due to the enormous size of its mixing zone, potentially 
other lakefront communities in Durham Region. 

As part of this EA, a Receiving Water Impact Assessment is being prepared based on the requirements of 
MOE Procedure B-1-5.  This study has assessed the potential impacts associated with nutrient loading from 
the outfall for treated effluent flows up to 630 MLD.  This Class EA study also involves modelling of both 
nearshore and offshore impacts of the outfall effluent discharges to Lake Ontario water quality and 
surrounding Ajax-Pickering water uses and users.  The modelling approaches being used are recommended 
by the MOE. The modelling results of the alternative solutions are demonstrating that the mixing zone does 
not interfere with beneficial uses and features including beaches, the shoreline, and the Ajax Water Supply 
Plant.  

2/1/2013 

2/14/2013 P2-M86 Municipality Email to John Presta, 
Region of Durham 

Further to the discussion of odour complaints at yesterday's semi-annual meeting on odour 
monitoring and mitigation measures for the expanded Duffin Creek WPCP, as well as the 
present Outfall EA, please record and follow-up on the comments below from Ajax residents.   
  
These comments about odours and noise pertain to both projects. 

Barb, I have copied our Technical Support Manager Greg Lymer for a follow up. 
Thanks, John 2/14/2013 

2/26/2013 P2-M87 Municipality Email to John Presta, 
Region of Durham 

I've been asked to request that you forward the above-noted PowerPoint presentation asap.  
Also, when will that presentation be posted on the Outfall EA website? 

You will be receiving the presentation this afternoon and material will be posted shortly. I am in meetings 
all day. 2/26/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-M88 Municipality Summary of Issues 
Presented at Ajax PIF #3 

1. Ongoing degradation of our highly valued, publicly-owned lakefront includes: 
a) Continued, frequent beach postings since 1999; 
b) Excessive nuisance algal growth across nearshore areas; 
c) Unsightly, green, murky waters hocked with floating mats of decaying algae and stinking piles 
of rotten algae; 
d) Lost recreation and tourism due to strong, offensive odours and slimy, slippery shoreline; 
e) Increased maintenance costs for beach grooming equipment and staff time; 
f) Threatened source water quality for our local municipal drinking water supplies; 
g) Clogged municipal water supply plant intakes; and, 
h) Clogged cooling water intake at the Pickering Nuclear Generating Station. 

a) The high E. coli levels at shore areas that have resulted in beach closures such as at Rotary Park Beach 
are not the result of E. coli levels in the Duffin Creek WPCP effluent.  Treated effluent currently being 
discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP is disinfected through chlorine addition and as a result, effluent E. 
coli levels are well below 100 counts per 100 mL, which is the level at which beaches in Ontario are posted 
as being unsafe for swimming.   High E. coli levels continue to impact near shore waters from sources such 
as storm sewers and rivers and streams that discharge directly into the near shore water.  These surface 
runoff sources have been found to contain high levels of E coli originating from upstream farm lands and 
from the surface runoff of the park and grass areas frequented by the large numbers of Canada geese that 
occupy these shore line areas year round.   
 
b) Due to rapidly deteriorating water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal blooms in the 

4/8/2013 
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Great Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by Canada and the United 
States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the MOE set a Provincial Water Quality 
Objective (PWQO) of 20ug/L for total phosphorus (TP) in Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient 
discharges resulted in a marked reduction in phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing 
that this water quality objective has been met for open-water areas on the north shore with overall water 
quality in the Ajax-Pickering area being well below this value.  Though, despite the very low concentrations 
of phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One 
major contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread invasion of Zebra and 
Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket many areas of Lake Ontario.  
Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth of nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which 
allows greater light penetration of water and increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal 
growth through a conversion of particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  In addition, 
the mussels provide a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in areas previously unsatisfactory 
for algal growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae growth is a common problem affecting most of the 
Great Lakes.  
 
Based on recent research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from water 
pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  Despite this, the 
Regions in the recent upgrade of the Duffin Creek WPCP, installed treatment facilities that will allow for a 
significant decrease to the amount of phosphorus discharged to Lake Ontario. 
 
c) Durham and York Regions agree that beach fouling by Cladophora is an important issue. Please refer to 
the response in b).  Also, murky waters are often the result of the discharge from Duffins Creek after a 
rainfall. 
 
d) Both Durham and York Regions are committed to protecting the environment in and around the Duffin 
Creek WPCP for recreation and tourism.  In fact, as part of previous works undertaken at the plant, both 
Durham and York Regions worked with the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) on a 
Greening/Biodiversity Plan that provided an enhancement of the natural lands adjacent to the WPCP and 
protection of the provincially significant Duffins Marsh area.  The Regions also installed raptor poles for 
local bird populations on the WPCP site and were actively involved in preserving a cultural heritage building 
(stone farmhouse) previously located on the WPCP site that hopefully will be converted to a visitor's centre 
adjacent to the Waterfront Trail.  In addition, though not a part of this EA, Durham and York Regions have 
implemented odour management strategies at the WPCP as part of an overall management program. 
 
e) Durham and York Regions agree that beach fouling by Cladophora is an important issue. Please refer to 
the response in b).  
 
f) Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant (WSP) has and continues to meet the strict limits set by 
the Ministry of the Environment. Durham Region encourages all residents to review the Annual Water 
Quality Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca to see that Durham Region 
provides an exceptionally high quality of drinking water.  On the home page there is a direct link to these 
reports. Also, as part of this EA, modelling programs approved by the Ministry of Environment are being 
used to assess the mixing zone and its interference with beneficial uses which include drinking water 
intakes.  The modelling results, which are conservative, are demonstrating that there is no interference 
with these beneficial uses.  Recent sampling in the vicinity of the outfall has also demonstrated the limited 
effect that the Duffin Creek WPCP has on local water quality. 
 
g) The existing Ajax WSP intake has never been clogged by Cladophora algae.   
 
h) Subsequent to the findings of a University of Waterloo (2009) study into the cause of Cladophora in the 
Ajax-Pickering nearshore, the Regions have not received any correspondence from Ontario Power 
Generation (OPG) indicating that OPG attributes clogging of the intake at the Pickering Nuclear Generating 
Station to the operation of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  

2/27/2013 P2-M89 Municipality Summary of Issues 
Presented at Ajax PIF #3 

2. Ajax takes the position that the Regions are not complying with their own project statement – 
to protect the environment and human health – and are also not complying with MOE policies, 
which state: 
 
Mixing zones should be as small as possible and not interfere with beneficial uses .Mixing zones 
are not be used as an alternative to reasonable and practical treatment. 
 
Mixing zones should not contain materials which: 
- Form objectionable deposits, 
- Produce objectionable odour or turbidity 
- Contribute to the production of objectionable growth of nuisance plants, or 

The Regions are committed to protecting the environment and human health. The Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives (PWQO) are the objectives set by the province to protect the environment and human health. As 
stated in the MOE procedure B-1-5, “the PWQOs play a major role in the development of effluent limits”. 
During the Stage 3 Expansion, a receiving water impact assessment was performed and new effluent limits 
were established to meet the PWQOs to 630MLD. In particular, the allowable total phosphorus loading was 
decreased by 25% and ammonia effluent limits were established. During the Stage 3 EA, there were 
limitations to the existing outfall due to the initial dilution and the outfall capacity was limited to 520MLD.  
 
For this Outfall EA, an impact assessment has been performed on the short-list of alternatives. The mixing 
zone for key parameters, including phosphorus and ammonia, have been modelled with the best available 
data and the models have been reviewed and approved by an independent peer review team and by the 
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- Render the mixing zone aesthetically unacceptable 
 
These unacceptable impacts continue to occur at Ajax. No information produced as part of this 
EA process have provided any rationale to support the Regions’ position that the present 
discharges at the Water Pollution Control Plant do not adversely affect the local environment or 
human health.  

Ministry of Environment. The modelling results are demonstrating that at 630MLD, there is no significant 
change in mixing zone from the existing approved baseline of 520MLD for all the short-listed alternatives. 
The mixing zones do not interfere with beneficial uses.  
 
As stated in the response to comment #1, there is no conclusive evidence that the Duffin Creek WPCP has a 
mixing zone that: forms objectionable deposits, Produces objectionable odour or turbidity, contributes to 
the production of objectionable growth of nuisance plants, or render the mixing zone aesthetically 
unacceptable. 
 
Regarding odour, it is not the effluent that is causing odours on the lakefront.  The effluent discharged from 
the Duffin Creek WPCP is highly treated and meets or betters all regulatory requirements.  However, 
though not a part of this EA, Durham and York Regions have also implemented odour management 
strategies at the WPCP as part of an overall management program.  

2/27/2013 P2-M90 Municipality Summary of Issues 
Presented at Ajax PIF #3 

3. Soluble reactive phosphorus is the key cause of excessive nuisance (Cladophora) algal growth. 
This WPCP is the primary facility to which your Ministry’s “reduce your phosphorus footprint” 
principle should be applied. The best possible measures (e.g., tertiary treatment are necessary 
to collect and remove phosphorus (of all types) from effluent).  

The Regions have already established a 25% decrease in total phosphorus loadings for the Stage 3 
Expansion. In addition, the MOE approval caps the amount of phosphorus loading to 311 kg/day and as 
such, the loadings are not allowed to increase as the flows increase from 520 million litres per day (MLD) to 
630MLD. Therefore, at an average day flow of 520 MLD, the plant must achieve an effluent total 
phosphorus concentration of 0.6mg/L; at an average day flow of 630MLD, the plant must achieve a lower 
effluent concentration of 0.5mg/L to maintain the same loading.   Treatment processes are in place to 
achieve these concentrations.  
 
Soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP) is not a parameter that is regulated by the MOE.  There are no maximum 
SRP limits listed in the regulations that any water pollution control plant in the Province of Ontario must to 
adhere to.  Recent discussions with the MOE confirm that they currently do not have plans to regulate the 
discharge of soluble reactive phosphorus.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-M91 Municipality Summary of Issues 
Presented at Ajax PIF #3 

4. Water quality studies have been completed in recent years, but there are differences of 
opinion between researchers. The Regions have only accepted studies to support their position 
and reject opposing positions.  

The project team has conducted an extensive literature review of completed water quality studies. The 
project team also invited Gary Bowen from the TRCA and Dr. Todd Howell from the MOE to host a meeting 
on lake water quality for the Stakeholder Advisory Committee.  Dr. Howell was invited to provide an 
unbiased, third party scientific opinion on lake water quality. In addition, the Regions have implemented a 
sampling program to better understand nearshore water quality. This sampling program was revised based 
on peer review comments from Dr. Martin Auer. A link to water quality data will soon be available on the 
project website (http://theskua.com/wqapp2/) 
 
The project team will continue to stay up to date on all the latest research.  

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-M92 Municipality Summary of Issues 
Presented at Ajax PIF #3 

5. Up until recently, the Town hoped that MOE’s current research being conducted by Dr. 
Howell into algal growth in Lake Ontario would inform this EA process, but a recent water 
quality workshop revealed a change in direction away from the WPCP’s outfall emissions, 
perhaps toward zebra mussels and their potential effects on phosphorus. While interesting, this 
research would not play a meaningful role in addressing excessive nuisance algae growth across 
the Ajax waterfront. MOE should focus its attention on whether the proliferation of Cladophora 
as experienced in Ajax is a lake wide phenomenon or whether point sources are responsible.  

This comment would be better directed to the MOE. 4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-M93 Municipality Summary of Issues 
Presented at Ajax PIF #3 

6. Since this EA commenced, Ajax has been trying to work collaboratively with the Regions to 
conduct an honest, open, transparent EA process. Meetings were held and letters exchanged. 
Unfortunately, the Regions have decided to pursue a course which ignores Ajax’s stated 
concerns and move through the EA process as quickly as possible.  

During the Stage 3 Expansion EA, the Regions have been very cooperative with the Town of Ajax. A senior 
staff member of the Town of Ajax was appointed as a member of the SAC, and the Town’s suggestions for 
additional SAC members were fulfilled. Further, to enhance public consultation in the Town of Ajax, PIF 
sessions are also held in Ajax.  Tours of the plant were given to members of the Ajax Environmental 
Advisory Committee and a presentation was given by the Regions to Ajax Council. 
By far the Town of Ajax has provided the most comments on this Class EA, through e-mails, letters and 
written reports. All correspondence with the Town is documented in Appendix G of the interim Phase 2 
report where it can be observed that the Regions have responded to the Town’s issues and have fulfilled 
many of the requests.  
 
Condition 7 of the Minister of the Environment’s Conditions for the Schedule C Class EA study for the Stage 
3 Expansion project was for the Regions to initiate the “environmental assessment activity required to 
address the limitations in the existing outfall/diffuser within six (6) weeks of obtaining all necessary 
approvals for the Stage 3 plant expansion.” The Schedule C Class EA study for the outfall commenced early 
December 2010 and has been in progress for over two years. 
 
The Town of Ajax prepared a report to the Community Affairs and Planning Committee in June 2012 which 
requested an extension of the project timeline for the Outfall EA (to early 2015) to include the 
consideration of study results from the Ministry of the Environment’s 2012-2013 study of nearshore water 
quality along the Ajax-Pickering waterfront and three other communities along the north shore of Lake 
Ontario. This MOE study is being led by Dr. Todd Howell.  
Based on research to date, the Regions do not believe there is a compelling reason to delay the completion 
of the Class EA. The current study being conducted by Dr. Howell et al. of the MOE is an example of 

4/8/2013 
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necessary ongoing research into phosphorus loading and Cladophora growth along nearshore waters. This 
research is supported by the Regions.  With the current flat (as opposed to a step-wise increase) operating 
cap of 311 kg/d on phosphorus loading for the Duffin WPCP up to a capacity of 630 MLD, there is no 
compelling reason to suggest that higher rate of treated effluent flows from the facility will exacerbate the 
growth of Cladophora in nearshore waters.  

2/27/2013 P2-M94 Municipality Summary of Issues 
Presented at Ajax PIF #3 

7. The Regions’ selected preferred alternative is disappointing and does virtually nothing – it 
would slightly modify the existing diffuser portals by adding flanges to allow flows to increase 
up to 630 MLD, still within 1 km from shore.  
 
This token approach would not fulfill MOE’s requirements. For example: 
- The Regions claim to meet 20:1 dilution, but this is a modeled number that has an accuracy of 
±50% at best (the actual dilution is between 10:1 to 40:1). It relates only to the performance of 
the diffuser, and does not ensure protection of the environment, human health or the state of 
Ajax’s shoreline.  
- The Regions claim to meet the Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 0.02 mg/L for 
Total Phosphorus (TP), but this is based on a model prediction that has an accuracy of ±50% at 
best. The PWQO for TP is only achieved beyond an enormous mixing zone – at least 5 km by 1 
km – hardly as small as possible. The mixing zone contains materials that form objectionable 
deposits, odour or turbidity, contribute to the production of objectionable growth of nuisance 
plants, and render the mixing zone aesthetically unacceptable. The Regions have used the 
mixing zone as a substitute for reasonable and practical onshore treatment and the removal of 
phosphorus.  
 
Dilution can no longer be the solution to pollution.  

Alternative 2 (modifying the existing outfall) does fulfill MOE requirements. Please refer to Comment 2 for 
a full response describing how the alternatives meet MOE requirements, including Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives and mixing zone requirements. 
 
Regarding your statement, “the Regions have used the mixing zone as a substitute for reasonable and 
practical onshore treatment and the removal of phosphorus”, the Regions have not used the mixing zone 
as a substitute for reasonable and practical treatment. As part of the Stage 3 Expansion project, the Regions 
significantly improved the effluent quality discharged to Lake Ontario and implemented a treatment 
process that removes even higher amounts of both ammonia (nitrification process) and phosphorus (dual-
point chemical addition system).  
 
Regarding your statement on accuracy of models, the Outfall EA has used the CORMIX and MIKE 3 models 
that are approved by the Ministry of Environment for modeling lake water quality.  These models are 
considered state of the art models and “a best practice” method by modelling experts.  The models have 
been developed and reviewed by independent peer-review experts in water quality modelling, and 
calibrated using the best, most complete data available.  
Comparisons with field data suggest higher levels of accuracy are achieved with the CORMIX model (Abdel-
Gawad, 1985; McCorquodale, 2007). Please refer to these references in Appendix A of the Phase 2 Interim 
report.  In addition, please note that CORMIX has been used on all recent outfall studies on Lake Ontario 
when evaluating near field mixing. 
The MIKE 3 has been calibrated to actual measured temperature and current speed data. This calibrated 
model has been compared to actual water quality data in Lake Ontario along the Ajax-Pickering waterfront. 
The comparison indicates that the model results tend to over-predict the impacts of the outfall diffuser on 
local water quality. In other words, the model is conservative. Also, it should be noted that the modelling 
runs used to assess the Outfall EA alternatives use conservative assumptions:  
• Both the CORMIX and MIKE 3 models use the plant effluent compliance limits for total phosphorus and 
ammonia. In reality, the plant operates below the effluent compliance limits.  
• Both the CORMIX and MIKE 3 models assume an ambient total phosphorus concentration that is higher 
than average levels measured in the lake which leads to larger predicted mixing zones. 
• The CORMIX model uses a below average current speed which leads to lower predicted mixing and 
dilutions. 

4/8/2013 

2/27/2013 P2-M95 Municipality Summary of Issues 
Presented at Ajax PIF #3 

8. The Town’s comprehensive staff report of October 22, 2012, “Duffin Creek Water Pollution 
Control Plant Outfall Environmental Assessment – Status Update and Next Steps” sets out eight 
recommendations to the MOE that the Town of Ajax believes would help ensure the health and 
well-being of Ajax and its residents.  

The recommendations by the Town of Ajax to the MOE have been noted.  4/8/2013 

3/6/2013 P2-M96 Municipality Email to Daniel Olsen, 
CH2M HILL 

One of our Councillor at the City of Pickering has requested us to explain in a simple language 
the meaning for following terms: 
•         phosphorus and Soluble Reactive phosphorus (SRP) 
•         Total phosphorus (TP) 
And its limits imposed by MOE for The Duffins Creek WPCP 
I am trying with many explanation but works out to be too scientific, will you able to send me a 
simple explanation as requested ? 
Thanks. 

Below is a definition of phosphorus in the context of wastewater treatment. Please let me know if you have 
any questions.  
 
• Total phosphorus (TP) –  Total  phosphorus is a nutrient that is required for all aquatic life (fish, 
invertebrates and plant life)  to grow. Total phosphorus comprises two components: particulate 
phosphorus; and soluble phosphorus. When effluent is discharged from an outfall, particulate phosphorus 
may settle to the bottom of the lake and soluble phosphorus may be assimilated by aquatic life.     
• Soluble Reactive phosphorus (SRP) – Within the soluble component of phosphorus there are reactive 
compounds. It is these compounds that can be directly consumed by algae and enables their growth. There 
are biological processes in the lake, such as the filtering activity of Zebra mussels, that can convert forms of 
phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus, thereby making them biologically available for consumption by 
algae. SRP is continuously changing in the water column as plants and fish consume SRP to sustain life, and 
new sources of SRP are supplied to the Lake from a variety of sources including zebra mussel filtering, 
surface water runoff, lake re-suspension of SRP and point sources such as storm sewers and wastewater 
treatment plants.   
• MOE limits for TP and SRP 
o Total phosphorus is regulated by the MOE. The effluent limits at the Duffin Creek WPCP were established 
in the Stage 3 Expansion to meet the Provincial Water Quality Objectives in the lake. The effluent limit for 
TP is 311 kg/day. The effluent limit prior to the Stage 3 Expansion was 420 kg/day.    
o The quantity of SRP is continuously changing in the lake on a daily basis.   Soluble reactive phosphorus is 
not regulated by the MOE. As such, there is no effluent limit  for SRP .  

3/11/2013 

4/4/2013 P2-M97 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 
In the main body of the Town of Ajax report, the following statement was made “Mr. Presta 
noted that following the review <of the Terms of Reference>, the Regions would be available to 
meet with Town staff. However, Regional staff did not advise Town staff when the review was 

Meeting with Town Staff and subsequent attempts for follow-up meetings: The Regions met with the Town 
of Ajax and the City of Pickering on November 6, 2012 and have subsequently approached Town of Ajax 
staff on numerous occasions [April 26th, April 30th, May 2nd, May 3rd] in order to try and schedule a 

5/1/2013 
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completed. Notably, Regional staff did not arrange to meet with Town and City staff to discuss 
the Regions' reviewers’ comments before finalizing a follow-up report to Joint Committee.  
 

meeting to discuss the proposed Terms of Reference.  In the Regions latest effort to try and schedule a 
meeting Town of Ajax staff noted that they “do not see the point in meeting.”  The Regions remain 
available to discuss the Terms of Reference with Town of Ajax staff should they change their opinion on the 
usefulness of such a meeting.  However, the Regions are continuing to consult with the Town of Ajax 
regarding their concerns through public and advisory committee meetings scheduled as part of the Outfall 
EA, informal discussions, written correspondence and at formal Region of Durham Committee Meetings. 
 

4/4/2013 P2-M98 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

The staff report did not refer to or address the deferred Joint Committee motion “THAT the 
Outfall EA timeline be extended to ensure that the Ministry of the Environment’s current water 
quality study and the preparation of a comprehensive “Assimilative Capacity and Cumulative 
Effects Study” be completed and that these findings be used to determine the best scientifically 
possible Preferred Alternative for the Duffin Creek WPCP’s Outfall-Diffuser”.  
 

Delaying the EA - As noted in the Joint Committee report of February 21, 2013 (2013-J-6) the Regions do 
not believe there is a compelling reason to delay the completion of the Class EA. First, the current study 
being conducted by Dr. Howell et al. of the MOE is necessary ongoing research into phosphorus loading and 
Cladophora growth along nearshore waters. However, Dr. Howell noted that his work is not designed to 
identify a causal relationship between any specific near shore source and Cladophora growth.  Rather, his 
research is based on an analysis of each study area. Second, the study being proposed by the Town of Ajax 
will not provide a conclusive link between effluent discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall and the 
growth of nuisance Cladophora. As a result, it would not be prudent to delay our EA for these studies as 
there would be no findings that would directly inform the decision-making process of the Outfall EA. 
 

5/1/2013 

4/4/2013 P2-M99 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

The Town’s complete draft ACCES TOR, submitted to John Presta on December 20, 2012, was 
not appended to or fully commented on. Instead, the staff report only spoke to selected parts of 
the draft ACCES TOR, avoiding aspects of the Town’s proposed study, such as how, with the 
Regions’ concurrence, CH2MHill’s existing model of local Lake Ontario water currents and 
effluent mixing zones could be re-run, with adjustments to the input data, to determine the 
Lake’s assimilative capacity for loadings of Total Phosphorus (TP) and Soluble Reactive 
Phosphorus (SRP) while complying with MOE Policy, all by the end of 2013.  
 

Responding to ACCES TOR - A letter dated April 10, 2013 from CH2M HILL and Dr. Ray Dewey to the Regions 
noted that re-running the model to perform the tasks outlined in the proposed Terms of Reference would 
not change the results of the Class EA, nor would it determine a definite link between effluent discharge 
from the Duffin Creek WPCP and the growth of nuisance Cladophora.  Additional points with respect to 
completing the ACCES as outlined by the Town of Ajax are described below: 
• The modelling completed as part of the Class EA has covered many of the scope items of the ACCES 

Tor, including: 
− The existing model has been calibrated to 2007 measured current and water temperature data;  
− The existing calibrated model has been run with and without flows from Duffins Creek (local 

waterbody); 
− Actual total phosphorous loadings from the Duffin Creek WPCP for the year 2008 were run in 

the model and compared to actual water quality sampling results in the lake.  Analysis 
confirmed that actual sampling results show lower levels (i.e. better water quality) than what 
the model predicts.  

− The 2008 model predictions included the Duffin Creek WPCP (actual), ABTP (simulated), 
Highland Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) (simulated), and major tributaries 
between Toronto and Clarington using actual TRCA data. 

− Maximum permitted loadings were used to run the baseline (520 MLD) and each alternative (at 
630 MLD) in Phase 2 of the Outfall Class EA. 

− Hourly time series have been provided in the baseline modelling report for the Ajax Water 
Supply intake. 

• Updating the existing lake model with 2009 to 2012 data will not change the results of the Class EA.  It 
is anticipated that these model runs will predict lower levels of TP in Lake Ontario and a smaller 
mixing zone, as the preliminary 2009 to 2012 data show lower TP in the Lake than the 2008 data. It 
should be noted that the 2009-2012 tributary data has not been published.  

• Soluble reactive phosphorus is not regulated by the MOE.  In addition, modelling SRP will not provide 
a definite link between effluent discharge from Duffin Creek WPCP and the growth of nuisance 
Cladophora for the following reasons: 
• SRP Source Loading Data – The sources of SRP to the regional study area include the Duffin 

Creek WPCP, local Pickering and Ajax tributaries, storm discharges, re-suspension from sediment 
layers, offshore transport, along-shore transport, and airborne sources. A complete and reliable 
data-set from all sources is not available. For example, SRP data are not collected for all 
stormwater discharges, and there is wide variability in SRP data from tributaries. Important 
assumptions would need to be made for source loading data, which would provide subject for 
further debate among interested stakeholders. 

• Biochemical processes in the Lake – Dreissenid mussels and other benthic/planktonic organisms 
in the lake convert total phosphorous to SRP. Great strides have been made to better 
understand the biochemistry of SRP within Lake Ontario (with ongoing research studies in 
Canada and the USA); however, this knowledge cannot be easily captured in predictive models.  

• Measuring SRP – The available analytical laboratory instrumentation cannot reliably measure 
SRP in the range of interest to this study. For example, the instrumentation used to measure the 
SRP for the monitoring program along the Ajax/Pickering shoreline from 2007 to 2012 had a 
detection limit of 0.002mg/L, which is well above the sensitive levels for growth of Cladophora.  
Assumptions about boundary conditions for SRP in the model would greatly influence the 
outcome and conclusions of the study and these assumptions could not be validated using the 
available water quality data for the study area. 

• The Duffin Creek WPCP effluent quality requirements, embedded in the current MOE regulatory 

5/1/2013 
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operating approval, comply with MOE policy.  The purpose of the current Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall 
Class EA (Outfall Class EA) is to assess alternatives to identify and develop a preferred alternative for 
addressing the limitations of the existing outfall.  The modelling results have been used in assessment 
of the alternatives to understand potential water quality impacts on beneficial uses and users, to help 
inform the selection of a preferred solution that continues to comply with MOE policy.  

 

4/4/2013 P2-M100 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

The staff report, and the Outfall EA as conducted to date, have not determined the extent to 
which nutrients and chemicals of concern loadings in effluent discharged from the Duffin Creek 
WPCP’s outfall cause and/or contribute to declining shoreline conditions, including beach 
postings, excessive Cladophora algae growth in nearshore Lake Ontario, and strong, offensive 
odours. On February 27, 2013, at a public meeting in Ajax, the Regions’ consultant (CH2MHill) 
admitted the theoretical model they are using to define existing and future conditions in Lake 
Ontario water is not capable of assessing the cause and effect relationship between WPCP 
effluent discharge and Cladophora growth. Also, their model is not designed to reflect the 
strong influence wind action has on pushing discharged effluent to the shoreline. As such, the 
Regions’ model does not provide an accurate tool to assess the extent of environmental impacts 
of their short-listed mitigation alternatives. 
 

Modelling Undertaken as part of the Outfall EA - The model results have been used in the assessment of 
the alternatives to understand potential water quality impacts on beneficial uses and users, to help inform 
the selection of a preferred solution that continues to comply with MOE policy. The modelling approaches 
are approved by and acceptable to the MOE.  In addition, the interim modelling has been reviewed with 
the MOE.  Further, an independent peer review of the modelling has been undertaken to confirm that the 
approach and method is appropriate and consistent with other outfall projects.  No interference with 
beneficial uses has been identified through this modelling.  As indicated above, additional modelling as 
suggested in the Town of Ajax’s ACCES TOR will not change the results of the Class EA, nor would it 
determine a definite link between effluent discharge from the Duffin Creek WPCP and the growth of 
nuisance Cladophora. 
 

5/1/2013 

4/4/2013 P2-M101 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

The staff report confirmed that present water quality testing by one of several MOE researchers 
and one TRCA staff person is being supported by funds from Durham Region, but that testing is 
not site-specific to the existing WPCP and its Outfall, and is still in progress and not complete. 
 

Water Quality Monitoring Completion - It is true that water quality monitoring by the TRCA along the 
Ajax/Pickering is being supported by funds from Durham Region, York Region and other partners. The 
sampling is not specific to one location but rather a grid that captures water quality in the entire study 
area. The 2007 to 2009 data analysis and review has been completed and peer reviewed. Based on 
recommendations from the peer review, the 2011/2012 program was revised to include samples at 
multiple depths and this data set is currently being analyzed and findings are expected in the fall of 2013. 
Preliminary results have shown that overall water quality has improved with respect to key water quality 
constituents such as total phosphorus.  Regarding MOE researchers, the Regions are supporting MOE 
studies with plant effluent data.  
 

5/1/2013 

4/4/2013 P2-M102 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

The staff report, as well as CH2MHill’s interim reports on Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Outfall EA, 
overstated the influence of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) input on the evaluation 
and selection of alternatives. The Regions’ Terms of Reference for the SAC (SAC TOR) defined 
the Committee’s role and responsibilities. Town staff and an Ajax resident are appointed SAC 
members. The following components of the SAC TOR affirm the SAC is only an advisory body 
and its meetings are closed to the public: The Committee is not a decision-making body; the 
Regions are not seeking consensus on discussion topics; When the Regions choose a different 
course of action on a discussed issue, the Committee is to be provided with a detailed 
explanation; Once an issue or problem has been dealt with, the matter is closed; and 
Dissatisfaction with conclusions on issues is not reason enough to revisit them. 
 

Role of the SAC - The SAC members have provided valuable input into Class EA process.  The interim reports 
refer to the agreed to terms of reference that define the SAC’s scope and responsibilities.  The terms of 
reference states that the mandate of the SAC is to review and provide comments on the materials prepared 
through the various stages of the Class EA study and that 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. The interim reports 
have followed this approach.  Specific input from the SAC includes: 

• The problem/opportunity definition statement 
• The long-list of alternatives and screening criteria 
• The definition of the regional study area boundaries that was used to evaluated impacts. 
• The selection of evaluation criteria to evaluate alternatives. 
• The weighting of evaluation criteria which was developed only with input from the SAC and not 

the Regions. 
• Further analysis on the green house gas impacts from the short-list of alternatives 
• The public consultation program (e.g. venues and formats of public meetings; composition of 

the SAC) 
 

5/1/2013 

4/4/2013 P2-M103 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

The staff report disregarded the Town’s issue that Cladophora algal mats promote the growth of 
E. coli by hosting food that attracts birds, etc. and harbouring other potentially more harmful 
pathogens close to shore, in wading-depth areas and beach sand. 
 

Impact on Beaches - The Town of Ajax expressed the same concern during the previous Duffin Creek WPCP 
Expansion EA.  In order to fully investigate this, the study, Ajax Rotary Park: Birds, Algae and Escherichia coli 
was completed by Beacon Environmental in November 2006.  This report stated that no definitive link has 
been established between the Duffin Creek WPCP and nuisance Cladophora on the Ajax-Pickering 
shoreline.  Though, regardless of the cause of nuisance Cladophora, the report explained that birds are not 
attracted to the shoreline by the algae washed up on the shore.  Rather, the large expanse of turf grass in 
Rotary Park, the natural marsh area and human handouts make the area attractive to a large number of 
birds.  Birds infrequently do eat algae; however, it is not the primary food source at this location.  Despite 
the problem of E. coli loading, the report also noted that some factors attracting the large number of birds 
to this location can be managed.  This report has been included on the project website and will also be 
looked at as part of the Outfall EA. 
 

5/1/2013 

4/4/2013 P2-M104 Municipality Town of Ajax Report 

The staff report does not acknowledge that murky waters are also produced by the growth and 
decay of Cladophora algae. E. coli Counts displayed on Figure 1 were averaged, which fails to 
reflect the wide-ranging fluctuation of E. coli levels above and below the Provincial standard 
measured along the Ajax-Pickering waterfront. Additionally, nutrient loadings combined with E. 
coli and other water quality parameters contribute to the Town’s water quality issues, including 
E. coli bacterial counts in beach areas during summer months high enough to result in frequent 
beach postings by Durham Region’s Health Department. 

Effluent E. coli Levels – The E.Coli levels are reported to the MOE on a monthly average basis. However, the 
disinfection treatment process at the Duffin Creek WPCP is designed to not have wide-ranging fluctuations 
of E.Coli in the effluent.  The dosage of chlorine is adjusted and controlled to fully treat the range of flows 
from the plant.  Based on past and current sampling results, E. Coli levels are found to be highest in 
tributary, surface run-off and stormwater discharges to the near shore. 
 

5/1/2013 
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2/14/2013 P2-F1 Chippewas of 
Rama First Nation 

Email to Chippewas of 
Rama First Nation 

 
Dear First Nations Community Members, 
Public Information Forum #3 for the Schedule C Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
study to Address the Limitations of the Outfall at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control 
Centre, is scheduled for February 26 and 27, 2013. Details are provided in the notice attached to 
this email message. 
 
For background study information, please visit the project website: www.durham.ca/OutfallEA. 
Your input is welcome at any point throughout the EA process. Comments and questions can be 
emailed to info@OutfallEA.com. 
 

As a member of the Williams Treaties First Nations, Rama First Nation acknowledges receipt of your email 
of February 13, 2013 with regard to the above noted topic. 
 
A copy of your email has been forwarded to Karry Sandy-McKenzie, Barrister & Solicitor, Coordinator for 
Williams Treaties First Nations for further review and response directly to you. Please direct all future 
correspondence and inquires, with a copy to Rama First Nation, to Ms. Sandy-McKenzie at 8 Creswick 
Court, Barrie, ON L4M 2J7 or her email address at k.a.sandymckenzie@ rogers.com. Her telephone number 
is (705) 792-5087. We appreciate your taking the time to share this important information with us. 
 

3/5/2013 

2/25/2013 P2-F2 
Mississaugas of 
Scugog Island First 
Nation 

Email to Mississaugas of 
Scugog Island First Nation 

Thank you for speaking with me on the phone today. I am writing to confirm that you have 
received a letter dated February 13th, 2013 from CH2M HILL, that provides an update on the 
Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA and invitation to attend PIF #3 in Pickering (Feb 26th) and Ajax 
(Feb 27th). 

The letter has been received, dated February 13/13. Thank you for your call today. 
 2/25/2013 

3/5/2013 P2-F3 
 Six Nations of the 
Grand River 
Council  

Telephone call to CH2M 
HILL 

Called to confirm the receipt of the letter dated Feb 13th 2013 and indicated that she will review 
the information. She asked which Phase the project was in and about the 30- day Public Review 
Period. She also wanted to confirm that the Six Nations and elected council are on the 
consultation list. 

CH2M HILL indicated that the project is still in Phase 2 of the Class Ea process and that the 30-day Public 
Review Period will commence after the Environmental Study Report is filed. CH2M HILL also confirmed that 
the Six Nations elected council are on the email contact list. 

3/5/2013 
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06/02/2013 P3-S01 
Stakeholder 
Advisory 
Committee 

Email to Regions (Paul 
Kuebler) 

June 6, 2013 

I may have missed the Email, but I as far as I know, you didn't get back to me 
regarding my question on York Region's plans for disposal of the phosphorus laden 
waste stream, that will be generated once the Proposed York Region WPCP is 
commissioned. That waste stream is being generated as the membrane and RO 
processes, filter the WPCP effluent down to the 0.015 mg/L before discharging to a 
local stream. 

As I stated, the Engineer at the demonstration plant suggested that the phosphorus 
laden waste stream would be just diverted to the York Durham WPCP. 

As you can imagine, this shocked all of us at the tour. 

This would be a big mistake for the following reasons: 

an overall waste of energy and money, removing a waste chemical TWICE from the 
same source. 

transportation of a waste chemical from one watershed to another. (While there is a 
restriction on taking from one watershed and discharging into another, I would 
expect that such a restriction would also apply to chemicals in that water.) 

adding to the phosphorus loading of not only the YD WPCP but also Lake Ontario (an 
already stressed Lake), is unacceptable! 

So, I would appreciate your confirmation that this is NOT the plan for this phosphorus 
ladened waste stream.  

-- 

June 23, 2013 

I am very disappointed with this answer. EVEN YOU should be disappointed, as I 
remembered your comment at the Ajax PIF, when I raised this with you. You stated 
and I quote "I am sure that they are not doing this, ha, ha, that would be ridiculous." 
And I agreed, and still agree. 

None the less, I need you to clarify a few points in your response. 

Under bullet 2, you forgot that, in that "soup" of concentrated chemicals, are 
pharmaceuticals. 

Under bullet 3, you stated that the flow of this concentrated sewage (by over 
100,000 times, since the UYSS is boosting 99.99% removal?) "...will be less than 1% of 
the flow…" .    That is still 6,400,000 litres per day, of CONCENTRATED SEWAGE. 

I expect the SAC is aware of this, although I doubt it, considering you were not aware. 
They need to be made aware, and I am sure you and the Team will attend to that? 

Still amazed, but looking forward to your response. 

-- 

Sept 26, 2013 

Sorry for this late reply, but I have been unbelievably busy and while I am currently 
on vacation, I felt the need to get this out, so here is my response. 

It must be concerning to you, when your staff has not made you aware of such a 
considerable change in the influent being fed to a plant under your supervision. I 
certainly would not be happy appearing to be in the dark on such a change, for a 
plant which I am responsible. As for your comment that you feel I was unnecessarily 
concerned, I would say, since the situation is actually as we had discussed at the PIF 
in Ajax, it CONTINUES TO BE OF CONCERN! 

In your response below, you stated in your third paragraph that the Upper York 

June 17, 2013 
Sorry it has taken so long, but we have been in contact with the Upper York Sewage Solutions 
(UYSS) Reclamation Plant project team to compile information on this project.  During your tour 
of the pilot process you note; “the Engineer at the demonstration plant suggested that the 
phosphorus laden waste stream would be just diverted to the Duffin Creek Water Pollution 
Control Plant (WPCP).”  Initially, this is correct.  However, the following must be understood: 

     The original design of the YDSS and the Stage 3 Duffin Creek WPCP Expansion projects included 
the collection and processing of all wastewater production from the areas of West Gwillimbury, 
Sharon, Queensville, etc. (Upper York).  Therefore, the Duffin Creek WPCP will not receive any 
additional flow or biosolids than it has been designed to process.  The biosolids, including the 
phosphorous captured by the addition of iron salts will easily re-precipitate in the preliminary 
treatment process.  (see note 1 below) 

       It is not only phosphorous that will be conveyed.  The mixture of materials discharged to the 
York Durham Sewage System (YDSS) for final processing at the Duffin Creek WPCP includes the 
precipitated organic biosolids from the raw sewage, plus the reject water from the filtration 
system with phosphorous, nitrogen and all other nutrients and contaminants that are 
captured.   

       The maximum flow of the waste discharge from the UYSS Reclamation Plant will be less than 
1% of the flow of wastewater into Duffin Creek WPCP.  

       Initially, the flow and biosolid quantities at the UYSS facility will not be sufficient to sustain a 
viable, separate biosolid processing facility on site.  The future plans are to design and 
construct a self-contained treatment facility on site which will eventually divert this stream 
from the Duffin Creek WPCP. 

5.       The Individual Environmental Assessment currently underway to address the Upper 
York Sewage Solutions, has determined that the best solution is to treat the 
wastewater locally rather than pump all the raw sewage through the YDSS for 
treatment at Duffin Creek WPCP. 

Note 1: There are several large systems that follow the model where biosolids from satellite 
plants are transported by the sewer system for processing at the major, central treatment 
plant.  For example: 
http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/default.asp 
We trust this addresses your questions and concerns. 

-- 

June 25, 2013 

Thanks for your quick response.  

 When you spoke to me at the PIF, I was without any of the information I have recently been 
provided and I made a quick conclusion. Since our conversation, I researched the matter with 
the Upper York Sewage Solutions (UYSS) team.  Now, with the knowledge and information they 
have shared, I admit and advise that my previous conclusion was incorrect.  I apologize for my 
mistake and now realize that it has caused you unnecessary concern and confusion. 

 Further to the explanation previously sent I hope to address your concerns here.  Please note 
that the discharge from the UYSS Reclamation Centre, it will not contain any additional 
biosolids, contaminants or nutrients other than the amount that would have been sent to the 
Duffin Creek WPCP at any time in the future.  While it may be "concentrated" (to use your 
term), it will in no way impact the treatment processes designed, constructed and operated.  
The volume of the contents will be the same amounts as we had forecast during the design of 
the expansion facilities.  Whether the discharge is dilute or concentrated will make absolutely 
no difference to the treatment processes at the WPCP. 

 The total flow of sewage previously allowed for in the design calculations from Upper York was 
originally a maximum of 40 MLD.  The flow forecast is now designed to be a maximum of 6 MLD 
(15% of the original flow rate).  The amount of flow and the consistency of this flow is really 

06/17/2013 
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Sewage Solution is reducing flows from 40 MLD, to 6 MLD. Sounds good on the 
surface, but since the materials that were in the 40 MLD are now in the 6 MLD (less 
the 0.03% in the 34MLD), the concentration of the 6 MLD is higher.  

Your second paragraph confirmed it was concentrated, so NO favours here, we are 
still getting the same level of material, as if 40 MLD of untreated sewage was sent to 
the YD-WPCP. Your second last sentence makes no sense to me, as I never said the 
UYSS had the ability to generate additional contaminants, just CONCENTRATE them.  

In your second paragraph you refer to my using the term "concentrated", as if that 
was incorrect or an exaggeration, when in fact it is QUITE correct. It appears you are 
making lite of that fact that I used the word "concentrated". To be clear, that I do not 
appreciate.  

Seems to be a bit of an epidemic within the SAC... the making lite of other members 
comments, if they are in conflict with the regions. I hope the Chair has better control 
of this behaviour at next SAC meeting. 

Continued in the paragraph, to be clear, I understand that the UYSS flow will not 
contain any additional materials than would have been in the initial influent of 40 
MLD. 

Anyway, the rational in this plan, may make sense to some people, but to tax payers 
(voters), I think naught. To have taxpayers (regardless of municipality) paying for the 
same service TWICE (removing Phosphorus, etc.) is unpalatable, and ridiculous, as 
you thought and stated as well. It gets more ridiculous (to Durham taxpayers), when 
the only reason it is done this way, is to save York Region taxpayers the expense of 
finishing the treatment, if it wasn't so easy to just dump down to Lake Ontario. 

This is not to mention the ENERGY consumed in the initial process of removal is LOST. 

I also understand this situation will not affect the performance, since it will receive 
the same amount of materials it was going to get before, just that it will be 
CONCENTRATED in the 6 MLD. 

4th Paragraph: You are quite correct, my number of 100,000 times was incorrect, as I 
was comparing the concentrated effluent from the UYSS flowing TO the YD-WPCP, to 
the effluent from the UYSS plant discharging to Lake Simcoe. 34 MLD at 0.03 mg/l, vs 
6 MLD at 2,000 mg/l, a 67,000 times concentration. Do the mass balance and you will 
come up with the same result. 

My error was in the comparisons. I meant to compare the effluent to Lake Simcoe 
(0.03 mg/l) to the effluent to Lake Ontario (0.8 mg/L). This is only a factor of 26.7 
times or 2,700 % higher. It all in how you look at it. 

Regarding your fifth paragraph "The idea of having a smaller satellite plant remove 
biosolids, nutrients and contaminants and transport them via the sewer system to a 
central, large facility for treatment is not new.  " 

Copying old ideas is never a good policy, especially when the receiving waters are 
already in jeopardy. 

Now I trust you understand my concerns: 

1) Taxpayers paying twice for the same service. 

2) One municipality truly dumping on another, with 6 MLD of concentrated sewage. 

3) The taking lite of concerns that others do not agree with the "Group Think" of the 
regions. 

4) The transporting of pollutants from one watershed to another is just WRONG. As is 
transporting sewage generated in one watershed to another watershed is unlawful. 

I only wish we could discuss this in person or at the SAC meeting but I will not be 

immaterial as it will not be greater than already forecasted.  The UYSS Reclamation Plant does 
not have the ability to and will not generate any additional contaminants (including 
pharmacueticals, personal care products etc), nutrients (phosphorous, nitrogen etc) or 
biosolids than already contained in the sewage.  It will remove screenings and grit.  

 There is a slight misunderstanding on how the removal rate is calculated.  The discharge is not 
concentrated by 100,000 times as you suggest, it is approximately 6.67 times.  The same 
amount of solids in 15% of the flow, (40/6 = 6.67).  The removal rate of 99.99% means that if 
there is 300 mg/l of suspended solids in the influent, the effluent can contain up to 0.03 mg/l, 
(or 300 – 0,03 = 299.97 mg/l is removed, (299.97/300) x 100 = 99.99%).  This solution is 
currently the preferred solution as determined by the Individual Environmental Assessment 
(IEA) currently underway.  Many possible solutions have been explored and evaluated with this 
being the overall solution in terms of all the factors considered during the IEA process.  For 
more information on this project, I refer you to the following link:  www.uyssolutions.ca 

 The idea of having a smaller satellite plant remove biosolids, nutrients and contaminants and 
transport them via the sewer system to a central, large facility for treatment is not new.  Please 
follow the link previously provided (and again below) to see how communities in southern 
California are following this scenario. 

http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/default.asp 

 I trust that by confirming there is no additional sewage contents entering the YDSS than 
originally allowed for in the design calculations will result in no additional loading of any 
material at the Duffin Creek WPCP than expected.  I can confirm that the treatment processes 
currently used at the WPCP will not be overstressed and it will continue to perform and meet 
all the requirements of the operational certificate of approval issued by the Ministry of the 
Environment at all flows up to 630 MLD. 

 

http://www.uyssolutions.ca/�
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08/29/2013 P3-S02 
Stakeholder 
Advisory 
Committee 

Verbal request to 
Regions 
Paul Kuebler (Ajax 
Citizen 
Representative) 

As stated earlier, I will be out of the country during this meeting. While I will be 
sending an alternate who is very familiar with the EA, I would still like to have an 
opportunity to comment as well. Would it be possible to have materials for the 
meeting sent to me as soon as available? I would be able to review and then 
comment ahead of time. 

-- 

When would this be approx.? 

Also, Wayne and Barry, are you aware of an analysis by the TRCA assessing the Ajax 
Waterfront for algae and that they will have a public meeting late September to 
present their results? 

Once the material is prepared we will send it out to all SAC members. As long you get your 
comments in to the Regions prior to submission of the ESR, they will be recorded and 
considered as part of the Class EA. 

-- 
We will be sending out an agenda a week before the meeting and will be bringing handouts to 
the meeting on October 1. We will make sure to send you the agenda and handouts. 

The Regions are aware of the water quality study being undertaken by the TRCA.  We are 
supporters of the study but it is being managed entirely by the TRCA.  If you have any questions 
I suggest contacting Gary Bowen. 

 

09/09/2013 

09/19/2013 P3-S03 
Stakeholder 
Advisory 
Committee 

Email to Regions from 
Barb Hodgins (Town of 
Ajax) 

Further to my voice mail, the CAO has asked that the Regions consider starting the 
formal presentation at 7:00 p.m. to give commuting residents sufficient time to get 
home and have dinner before attending PIF#4 at the Ajax Community Centre on 
October 30th. 

 Kindly confirm that the Regions will make this minor adjustment - before the end of 
the week please - to enable Mr. Skinner to inform Council. 

 Thank you for your continued co-operation. 

Barb, I agree this is a minor adjustment.  We will make the change to 7pm. 

Dan, please proceed with updating any materials accordingly.  Thanks. 

09/19/2013 

09/27/2013 P3-S04 
Stakeholder 
Advisory 
Committee 

Letter to Regions 
<John Koke> 

BILD would like to thank the Region for including our Association on its Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee (SAC) regarding the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant 
Outfall Environmental Assessment. BILD appreciates being closely involved in 
consultation regarding capital improvement projects in Durham and York Region and 
we are monitoring the progress of this group accordingly. Furthermore, we look 
forward to participating in discussions at the upcoming SAC meeting on October 1st. 

We are aware there have been recent discussions among SAC members regarding 
the potential for tertiary treatment installation at the Duffin Creek WPCP. Similarly, 
we have heard that an organization out of Ajax, PACT-POW, has been campaigning in 
support of what might constitute ‘the best technological treatment capabilities on 
offer for the plant’. 

While we agree in principle that measures should be taken to protect water quality 
levels in Lake Ontario, BILD would like to be clear in its position that if the intent for 
such improvements will be to have the costs included inside the Region’s 
Development Charge By-law, we would not be able to support this proposal. 
Furthermore we would question the validity of such a proposal given that we 
understand enhanced treatment of this nature would be above and beyond those 
legislated for the plant through the Ministry of the Environment. 

If you have any questions in this regard, please do hesitate to contact me. We thank 
you in advance for the opportunity to meet and review this information. 

These comments have been included in the Outfall EA consultation record. 
 

 

10/16/2013 P3-S05 
Stakeholder 
Advisory 
Committee 

Email to Project Team 
Paul Kuebler (Ajax 
Citizen 
Representative) 

It is certainly unfortunate that the SAC meeting was scheduled while I was on my 
once in a life time vacation.  
Would you please advise whether the Regions will be reviewing/approving the final 
EA submission, before it is actually submitted to the MOE? 
-- 
Sorry for the confusion. I was wondering if the Regional Councils will have to vote on 
the final ESR? 
 
 

I hope your vacation was enjoyable.  To answer your question, the Regions are the proponent 
so we are responsible for the contents of the Environmental Study Report.  As such, staff from 
both Regions will review final document(s) prior to submission to the MOE.  I am not sure if I 
am understanding your question though so please give me a call and we can discuss this 
further.  

10/17/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-S06 Stakeholder Email to Regions from I want to utilize few figures/maps/attachment from the Phase 2 Report final Draft for Attached are the most updated versions of the figures that you requested. 10/30/2013 
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Advisory 
Committee 

Deepak Bhatt (City of 
Pickering) 

report preparation which will be going to the City of Pickering Council. 
I request your permission and  to release digital images of the attachments for our 
reporting purpose and use. 
I want to get digital file so that I can copy and modify the image to add our notes and 
logo in our report.  
For clarification, I need following(as shown in attachments); 

• Local and Regional Study Area Map 
• DCWPCP – Project Timeline as of today 
• Schematic of the DCWPCP Outfall 
• Implementation Strategy- Map. 

 
If you need any clarification about above please let me know.                            

Thanks again for you support in coordinating yesterday’s PIF. 
 

10/29/2013 P3-S07 
Stakeholder 
Advisory 
Committee 

Verbal request to 
Regions 
Paul Kuebler (Ajax 
Citizen 
Representative) 

Paul Kuebler requested the calculations that determined the 10-15% rate increase 
required for the tertiary option. 

 

The presentation for this figure has been provided on the Outfall EA website. Note the 
presentation noted a 10-13% increase in water rates.  A request for the calculations has been 
forwarded to Durham’s finance department. 

11/15/2013 
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06/30/2013 P3-GP01 General Public Email to the Region of 
Durham 

I used to be a scientist at the department of the nuclear waste management at 
Ontario Power Generation. Now I cannot work anymore because of long term 
disability. My opinion is against the effluent to Lake Ontario in Ajax. The reasons are: 

1. Lake Ontario is priceless and treasure. We should keep it clean forever.  
2. People should take the consequences for what they are benefited. That is 

we should not burden the next generation and York should not burden 
Ajax. 

3. The outfall is too close to the intake of Ajax. That will cause a serious health 
problem. 

 

In response to your three comments: 
1. Keeping Lake Ontario Clean – The Regions agree that the Lake is a “treasure to be 

protected” and for this reason we have taken the necessary steps to ensure that the 
Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the best quality effluent discharging to the open 
waters of Lake Ontario.  Also, unlike most other plants on Lake Ontario, the WPCP 
treats 100% of flows with no bypass capabilities. The Regions have been proactive in 
supporting efforts to monitor water quality in the nearshore around the existing 
outfall. The measured water quality data is showing that the nutrient concentrations 
are below (better than) the Provincial Water Quality Objectives in the vicinity of the 
existing outfall diffuser. Please visit the following web links to view the sampling 
results: 

a. 2007 to 2010 Water Quality Data -  http://theskua.com/wqapp/wqapp.html  
b. 2011 to 2012 Water Quality Data - http://theskua.com/wqapp2/  

2. Burden on Next Generation and Town of Ajax – The Regions are undertaking this 
Class EA in accordance with the requirements of Ontario’s Environmental Assessment 
process; the 5 key principles of which are: consult with potentially affected and other 
interested parties; consider a reasonable range of alternatives; consider all aspects of 
the environment; systematically evaluate net environmental effects; and provide 
clear complete documentation.A rigorous and transparent evaluation of alternatives 
has been conducted in accordance with the above key principles. This evaluation has 
taken into consideration long-term impacts on future generations and also impacts to 
project stakeholders including the Town of Ajax. The full documentation can be found 
on the project website (www.durham.ca/outfallea).  

3. New Outfall – Proximity to Ajax Intake – The existing effluent and outfall does not 
interfere with the Ajax Water Supply Plant intake. The water quality from the Ajax 
Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set by the Ministry of 
the Environment and this is confirmed through rigorous water quality sampling.  The 
Regions encourage interested parties to review the Annual Water Quality Reports 
posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.  This project is currently in 
Phase 3 of the Class EA process where alternative outfall alignments and lengths are 
being evaluated for the long-term solution which is to construct a new outfall. An 
impact assessment is being performed on the alternative alignments/lengths 
considering technical, natural, social/cultural, and financial criteria. One of the social 
criteria is impact on Ajax Water Supply Plant Intake. The Class EA process ensures 
that a preferred alternative will be recommended with the least negative net effects 
when social/cultural, environmental, technical and financial factors have been 
considered. 

 

09/05/2013 

Updated Response:  As this EA progressed, it became apparent that a new outfall would not be 
required until flows reached at least 630 MLD.  The Regions, in consultation with the MOE, 
decided that it would not be reasonable to seek approval of a new outfall at this time.  A new 
outfall therefore is not considered as part of the undertaking in this EA.  The Regions will be 
required to complete another EA to address capacity limitations when flows approach 630 MLD 
(which is the current approved rated capacity of the plant.  A need and requirements for a new 
outfall, along with other alternatives will be assessed at that time.   

09/30/2013 
 

07/15/2013 P3-GP02 General Public 
Email to the Region of 
Durham 
 

I am a resident in the lakeside community, and I am concerned with the York Region 
sewage expansion. I am concerned with the excess algae, foul smell this will cause, 
loss of our waterfront, and if this will cause any future sewage problems, such as 
sewage backup in our houses? 

In response to your concerns regarding: 
1. York Region Sewage Expansion - The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment 

(EA) is not to expand the treatment facilities of the Duffin Creek WPCP.  This Class EA 
focuses on assessing alternatives to address the limitations of the existing outfall by 

09/05/2013 

http://theskua.com/wqapp/wqapp.html�
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 selecting and developing a preferred alternative(s) that accommodates the discharge 

of treated effluent from the existing plant in a manner that protects the environment 
and human health. Also note, that the plant receives sewage flows from both Durham 
Region and York Region residents.  

2. Excess Algae - There is no conclusive evidence to suggest that the phosphorus 
concentrations in the effluent promote algae growth. Due to rapidly deteriorating 
water quality in the 1960’s and 70’s, including excessive algal blooms in the Great 
Lakes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) was signed by Canada and 
the United States in 1972.  Subsequent to the signing of this agreement, the Ministry 
of Environment set a Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) of 0.02 mg/L for 
total phosphorus (TP) in Lake Ontario.  The new limits on nutrient discharges resulted 
in a marked reduction in phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario.  Today we are seeing 
that this water quality objective has been met for open-water areas on the north 
shore with overall water quality in the Ajax-Pickering area being well below this value.    
Though, despite the very low concentrations of phosphorus, nuisance Cladophora 
algae growth has become a resurging issue in the past decade.  One major 
contributor to the nuisance algae problem is thought to be the widespread invasion 
of Zebra and Quagga mussels, which are invasive species that now completely blanket 
many areas of Lake Ontario.  Mussels are thought to play a critical role in the growth 
of nuisance algae by increasing water clarity which allows greater light penetration of 
water and increasing the amount of bio-available phosphorus for algal growth 
through a conversion of particulate phosphorus to soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP.)  
In addition, the mussels provide a hard surface to which algae can attach and grow in 
areas previously unsatisfactory for algal growth.  This resurgence of nuisance algae 
growth is a common problem affecting most of the Great Lakes. Based on recent 
research it is unclear whether a further reduction in phosphorus loadings from water 
pollution control plants will have a significant effect on nuisance Cladophora growth.  
Despite this the Regions in the recent upgrade to the Duffin Creek WPCP installed 
treatment facilities that will allow for a 25% decrease to the amount of phosphorus 
discharged to Lake Ontario. 

3. Sewage Backup in Houses – Past instances of basement flooding in the local nearby 
community have not been a result of operations at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  
Basement flooding typically results when flow to local sanitary sewer pipes exceeds 
the capacity.  Excess flow resulting in backups can occur during periods of intense 
rainfall causing high levels of inflow and/or infiltration into local sewers.  Generally, 
inflow and infiltration tend to increase as sewer systems age and cracks and joints 
allow more surface and groundwater to enter the collection system.  In the case of 
the Duffin Creek WPCP service area, the risk of basement flooding due to sewer back-
up is lower since the storm sewers and sanitary sewers are separated.  To further 
reduce the risk of basement flooding, the Regions are implementing programs 
including construction of in-line storage, inflow and infiltration reduction programs 
and water efficiency programs. 

 

07/16/2013 P3-GP03 General Public Letter to Regions  

On January 10, 2013 I received from you a copy of the “York Durham Sewage System 
Privacy System Co-owners Agreement” dated November 28, 1997 as it existed on 
that date. 

However what I should have been given is a complete, accurate, up-to-date copy of 
the Agreement as it was in force in January, 2013. 

In my copy of the 1997 Agreement the Schedules are either blank, incomplete, or 
completely out of date.  I don’t know, since 1997, if any of the Articles have been 
added to, amended, or deleted. 

Consequently, I hereby request (a) a complete, accurate up to date copy of the 1997 
Agreement including all complete, accurate, up to date Schedules as that Agreement, 
its Articles and Schedules, exists as of July 16, 2013, (b) Certification by the Clerk of 
either or both Municipalities that the Agreement I am being sent is a true, accurate, 

Thank you for your letter dated May 27, 2013 requesting information concerning the dumping 
of wastewater, sewage, bio-solids, septage or any other waste into the Duffin Creek WPCP or 
York Durham Sewage System (YDSS) and your letter dated July 16, 2013 requesting a certified 
copy of the York Durham Primary System Co-Owners agreement. 

With respect to your May 27, 2013 enquiry concerning dumping to the YDSS, we can advise 
that we consider the information you have requested to be outside the scope of the Duffin 
Creek WPCP Outfall Class Environmental Assessment (Outfall Class EA) and therefore not 
available through the Class EA process.  You may however request this information through the 
Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act to one or both Regions.  We 
have attached the appropriate information and forms on how to proceed with this request 
should you wish to proceed.  

With regard to your July 16, 2013 letter requesting a copy of the York Durham Primary System 
Co-Owners Agreement certified by the Regional Clerk, we can advise that a certified copy can 

08/30/2013 
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complete up to date copy of the 1997 Agreement as of July 16, 2013. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

be provided by either the Clerk of Durham or York Region.   The document can be certified by 
the Clerk and the Region of Durham charges a certification fee of $10.00 plus a charge of $0.68 
per page of the certified document.  The Region of York charges a certification fee of $18.00 
plus a charge of $0.60 per page of the certified document.  Should you wish to proceed with 
this request please indicate this to us by mail or phone call (our contact information has been 
included below) so we can provide a cost estimate to you and steps on how to proceed. 

For your convenience we have attached a summary of your past comments, inquiries and 
requests and the Regions’ responses to each.  The Regions have made every effort to provide 
detailed verbal and written responses, reports summaries and legal documentation to you 
where appropriate as part of the Outfall Class EA.  In addition, the Outfall Class EA project team 
has offered to meet with you in person as you have voiced dissatisfaction with our responses in 
the past; however, our records indicate that you have not provided us with a favourable 
response to such a meeting. 

We wish to re-extend our offer to meet with you should you have further comments or 
questions regarding the Outfall Class EA.  We are also happy to provide responses as we have in 
the past to any written correspondence you may submit.  With regard to other data and 
questions you may have that are outside the Outfall EA we wish to direct you to the respective 
clerk’s offices in each Region as noted above. 

 

08/13/2013 P3-GP04 General Public Email to Regions  

I am writing this letter with regard to the proposal to increase the outflow from the 
Duffins Creek water treatment plant, and in doing so, also increase the amount of 
phosphorus that will lead to even more algae and an unbearable stench on our Ajax 
water front. 

As a resident of Ajax, and in particular living by the lake, I am extremely concerned 
about this proposal. 

I understand that York region has used technology to reduce the phosphorus levels 
going into Lake SImcoe by a further 95.7% over what the discharge will be from 
Duffins Creek . Why can’t this technology also be used at the Duffins Creek plant? 

As our elected representatives of this area, I would like your assurance that you will 
separately and collectively do everything in your power at your respective levels of 
government to either stop this proposal completely, or if it must happen, that you 
make sure the very best of technology and processing systems are used to maintain 
the integrity and beauty of the Ajax waterfront. 

In response to your concerns regarding: 
 

• Increased Amount of Phosphorus – The Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant 
recently went through an upgrade and expansion project which was completed in 
2011. New effluent limits were established in consultation with the Ministry of 
Environment, one of which was a stricter phosphorus loading limit of 311 kg/day. This 
means that as outflow from the plant increases, the phosphorus loading limit will not 
increase.  

• More Algae – There is broad consensus in the scientific community that nuisance 
Cladophora algae growth experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has 
been primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and 
quagga mussels.  These invasive species arrived in the Great Lakes in the late 1980s, 
and have since spread throughout all the Great Lakes and into the St. Lawrence 
Seaway. The impacts of these mussels on the near shore of Lake Ontario has been 
significant due to their high numbers, estimated at several thousand per square 
meter of lake bed, and the sheer volume of water they are capable of filtering: as 
much as 10,000 liters per square meter of lake bed per day. Through their filtering 
activity, these mussels have dramatically changed the growth conditions for 
Cladophora by increasing light availability, increasing the availability of phosphorus 
and, because Cladophora can attach itself to the mussel beds, extending the area of 
the lakebed in which Cladophora can grow. These factors, combined with increasing 
water temperatures related to climate change, are the primary drivers for nuisance 
Cladophora growth in Lake Ontario. Loading of phosphorus to Lake Ontario from 
urban and agricultural sources may also be considered a driver since satellite imagery 
shows that Cladophora growth is more pronounced in areas of high population 
density including the Golden Horseshoe from the Niagara River to Oshawa. 
Recognizing this, the Draft Ontario Great Lakes Strategy for ‘Protecting Water’ has 
focused on stormwater, agricultural runoff, and WPCP treatment bypasses to control 
phosphorus loading to the lake. It is worth noting that unlike other plants discharging 
to Lake Ontario, the Duffin Creek WPCP does not operate any treatment bypasses.  
Further, with the cap on the amount of phosphorus being discharged to Lake Ontario 
that the plant must meet, its effluent compliance limits are one of the strictest of all 
wastewater treatment plants discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. 

• Phosphorus and Lake Simcoe – The Region of York is conducting the Upper York 
Sewage Solution Environmental Assessment that will include a water reclamation 
plant discharging to Lake Simcoe. Note that the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) 
currently has a policy framework that distinguishes between Lake Ontario and Lake 

11/15/2013 



Comment/Response Log - Phase 3 - General Public 

4 
 

Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
Simcoe since Lake Simcoe has a different watershed with a different sensitivity to 
phosphorus. These physical and regulatory differences between the two water bodies 
means that there are different design considerations for plants discharging to Lake 
Simcoe than for those which discharge to Lake Ontario.  The Duffin Creek WPCP is in 
compliance with all provincial and federal effluent regulations.  

• Maintaining Integrity and Beauty of the Ajax waterfront - Both Durham and York 
Regions are committed to protecting the environment and shoreline around the 
Duffin Creek WPCP. The Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) has one 
of the best quality effluents discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. In 
addition, unlike most other plants on Lake Ontario, the WPCP treats 100% of flows 
with no bypass capabilities. The Regions have been proactive in supporting efforts to 
monitor water quality in the nearshore around the existing outfall. The water quality 
results have been positive. Please visit the following web link to view the results 
http://theskua.com/wqapp2/ and http://theskua.com/wqapp/wqapp.html . 

 

08/08/2013 P3-GP05 General Public Email to 
info@outfallEA.ca 

Save Our Waterfront Now - Stop the stinky algae in Ajax & Pickering - A better 
solution must be implemented to reduce phosphates and it must be a long term 
solution. 

Regarding the issue of algae along the Ajax/Pickering shoreline, there is broad consensus in 
the scientific community that nuisance algae growth experienced in recent decades 
throughout Lake Ontario has been primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought 
about by zebra and quagga mussels.  These invasive species arrived in the Great Lakes in the 
late 1980s, and have since spread throughout all the Great Lakes and into the St. Lawrence 
Seaway.  The impacts of these mussels on the near shore of Lake Ontario has been significant 
due to their high numbers, estimated at several thousand per square meter of lake bed, and 
the sheer volume of water they are capable of filtering: as much as 10,000 liters per square 
meter of lake bed per day. Through their filtering activity, these mussels have dramatically 
changed the growth conditions for algae by increasing light availability, increasing the 
availability of phosphorus and, because algae can attach itself to the mussel beds, extending 
the area of the lakebed in which algae can grow. These factors, combined with increasing 
water temperatures related to climate change, are the primary drivers for nuisance algae 
growth in Lake Ontario.  

Loading of phosphorus to Lake Ontario from urban and agricultural sources may also be 
considered a driver since satellite imagery shows that algae growth is more pronounced in 
areas of high population density including the Golden Horseshoe from the Niagara River to 
Oshawa. Recognizing this, the Draft Ontario Great Lakes Strategy for ‘Protecting Water’ has 
focused on stormwater, agricultural runoff, and WPCP treatment bypasses to control 
phosphorus loading to the lake. It is worth noting that unlike other plants discharging to Lake 
Ontario, the Duffin Creek WPCP does not operate any treatment bypasses. Further, with the 
cap on the amount of phosphorus being discharged to Lake Ontario that the plant must meet, 
its effluent compliance limits are one of the strictest of all wastewater treatment plants 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. 

11/15/2013 

08/12/2013 P3-GP06 General Public Email to the Region of 
Durham 

Our family is a resident of Durham and we DO NOT want to see or know that further 
“waste” will be “dumped” into Lake Ontario “AJAX Shorelines”. 

Obviously, those that are proposing the extra waste to be dumped, have not been 
down to Rotary Park or anywhere along the shore lien Mid July or August.  The smell 
and the Algie is already unbearable. 

Adding further waste to current waste (that needs to be cleaned) will only hurt our 
economy, residents who purchased close to the Lake and tourism. 

I’m positive, if you had purchased a beautiful home with Lake Front property, you 
would not want to see such a project take precedence over your residential comforts 
and the beauty of your shoreline, along with the wildlife. 

We need to be more Pro-Active with our waste and use the technology to clean the 
water before it hits Lake Ontario.  Lets keep it clean and not have to “DRINK” our 
own waste, or in this case, YORK Regions waste. 

Raw sewage or wastewater is treated at the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant using 
reliable technologies that have been approved by the Ministry of Environment to produce 
clean effluent. “Waste” is not “dumped” into Lake Ontario; rather highly treated effluent is 
discharged through a diffuser that is located 1 km from the shoreline.  

Regarding the issue of algae along the Ajax/Pickering shoreline, there is broad consensus in 
the scientific community that nuisance algae growth experienced in recent decades 
throughout Lake Ontario has been primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought 
about by zebra and quagga mussels.  These invasive species arrived in the Great Lakes in the 
late 1980s, and have since spread throughout all the Great Lakes and into the St. Lawrence 
Seaway.  The impacts of these mussels on the near shore of Lake Ontario has been significant 
due to their high numbers, estimated at several thousand per square meter of lake bed, and 
the sheer volume of water they are capable of filtering: as much as 10,000 liters per square 
meter of lake bed per day. Through their filtering activity, these mussels have dramatically 
changed the growth conditions for algae by increasing light availability, increasing the 
availability of phosphorus and, because algae can attach itself to the mussel beds, extending 
the area of the lakebed in which algae can grow. These factors, combined with increasing 
water temperatures related to climate change, are the primary drivers for nuisance algae 

11/15/2013 
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growth in Lake Ontario.  

Loading of phosphorus to Lake Ontario from urban and agricultural sources may also be 
considered a driver since satellite imagery shows that algae growth is more pronounced in 
areas of high population density including the Golden Horseshoe from the Niagara River to 
Oshawa. Recognizing this, the Draft Ontario Great Lakes Strategy for ‘Protecting Water’ has 
focused on stormwater, agricultural runoff, and WPCP treatment bypasses to control 
phosphorus loading to the lake. It is worth noting that unlike other plants discharging to Lake 
Ontario, the Duffin Creek WPCP does not operate any treatment bypasses. Further, with the 
cap on the amount of phosphorus being discharged to Lake Ontario that the plant must meet, 
its effluent compliance limits are one of the strictest of all wastewater treatment plants 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario.  

09/04/2013 P3-GP07 General Public 
Email to the Region of 
Durham and Council 
Members 

We are a group of family friends who frequent the shorelines of Ajax & Pickering with 
our children for various activities like biking and outdoor picnics. 

Lately we have found the stench and green algae unbearable to smell and picnic 
around.  Kindly look into this immediately for the sake of the health and well-being of 
taxpaying citizens who need the use of thie once pristine shoreline. 

Thank You & Regards 

 

Name Phone 

Merlin Castillo 905-239-8026 

Chona Eianzon 647-219-8789 

Olivia Castillo 905-239-8026 

Theresea Carbonel 905-427-7104 

Jeane Uy 905-922-0252 

Ramil Ganzon 289-200-3480 

Biennalyn Bruon 647-894-0827 

Hermanth C. 647-724-4104 

Lani P. Cataland 416-939-9264 

Elena Cataland 416-939-4501 

Shantha  416-893-7854 
 

Regarding the issue of algae along the Ajax/Pickering shoreline, there is broad consensus in 
the scientific community that nuisance algae growth experienced in recent decades 
throughout Lake Ontario has been primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought 
about by zebra and quagga mussels.  These invasive species arrived in the Great Lakes in the 
late 1980s, and have since spread throughout all the Great Lakes and into the St. Lawrence 
Seaway. The impacts of these mussels on the near shore of Lake Ontario has been significant 
due to their high numbers, estimated at several thousand per square meter of lake bed, and 
the sheer volume of water they are capable of filtering: as much as 10,000 liters per square 
meter of lake bed per day. Through their filtering activity, these mussels have dramatically 
changed the growth conditions for algae by increasing light availability, increasing the 
availability of phosphorus and, because algae can attach itself to the mussel beds, extending 
the area of the lakebed in which algae can grow. These factors, combined with increasing 
water temperatures related to climate change, are the primary drivers for nuisance algae 
growth in Lake Ontario.  

Loading of phosphorus to Lake Ontario from urban and agricultural sources may also be 
considered a driver since satellite imagery shows that algae growth is more pronounced in 
areas of high population density including the Golden Horseshoe from the Niagara River to 
Oshawa. Recognizing this, the Draft Ontario Great Lakes Strategy for ‘Protecting Water’ has 
focused on stormwater, agricultural runoff, and WPCP treatment bypasses to control 
phosphorus loading to the lake. It is worth noting that unlike other plants discharging to Lake 
Ontario, the Duffin Creek WPCP does not operate any treatment bypasses. Further, with the 
cap on the amount of phosphorus being discharged to Lake Ontario that the plant must meet, 
its effluent compliance limits are one of the strictest of all wastewater treatment plants 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario.  

11/15/2013 

09/04/2013 P3-GP08 General Public Email to the Region of 
Durham 

It is unacceptable to have terms of our land dictated to us by an outside region.  Let 
York either find their own solution or otherwise, they play by our rules.  Accepting 
their waste on their terms, would be spineless. If you do not stand up to them, 
expect to be voted out. 

The York Durham Sewage System (YDSS) was originally planned in 1965 by the Province of 
Ontario in response to the deteriorating quality of watercourses into which smaller, local 
wastewater treatment plants were discharging effluent.   The purpose of the YDSS (including 
the Duffin Creek WPCP) was to replace these small plants with a centralized sewage treatment 
system to improve the quality of the tributaries.   The plan was completed in 1978, and has 
been upgraded and expanded since that time.  In 1997 the Province of Ontario transferred the 
ownership of the YDSS to Durham and York Regions. .  

There is a Co-Owners agreement and transfer order which transferred the YDSS from the 
province to the Regions.  This agreement contains opportunities for both Regions to have input 
on the operation and management of jointly-owned portions of the YDSS.  

11/15/2013 

09/09/2013 P3-GP09 General Public Letter to Regions 

I received your letter of August 30/13 in reply to my letters of May 27/13 & July 
16/13 on Sept. 6/13. 

 

Thank you for the comments contained within your letter dated September 9, 2013.  We are 
responding below to your request for information on discharges to the York Durham Sewage 
System (YDSS) and for a certified copy of the York Durham Primary System Co-Owner’s s 
Agreement. 

11/15/2013 
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My requests of May 27/13 definitely do fall within the scope of the Environmental 
Assessment; therefore you are required to give me the detailed information I have 
request on many occasions.  My request concerns sewage entering the Duffin Creek 
WPCP and going out the outfall.  You are definitely not making “every effort to 
provide detailed and written responses”.  I have actively participated in the correct 
process since July, 2012.    My very strong perception is that the Durham and York 
officials are doing their very best to hinder citizens from getting all the information 
on this vital environmental issue to which they are entitled as citizens and taxpayers. 

With respect to your proposed meeting, once I get the data request, I will decide, 
after study, whether I need more information.  After that, a meeting may be in order.  
However, I do not intend to go only meeting without all the necessary knowledge 
and information. 

Please provide me with a written estimate of the costs by the Clerk of the Region of 
Durham of a certified true, complete, accurate, up-to-date copy as of September, 
2013 of the 1997 Co-owners Agreement as it reads and is in force today including the 
present in force Article and complete, accurate, up-to-date 2013 Schedules.  Do not 
send me another copy of the 1997 Co-owners Agreement as it existed on November 
28, 1997.  Are you perfectly clear as to exactly what I am requesting??  Thank you. 

 

 

We wish to reiterate that we consider that the information you have requested concerning 
discharges to the YDSS to be outside of the scope of the Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control 
Plant Outfall Class Environmental Assessment.  Note that the problem/opportunity statement 
for the Outfall Class EA project is, “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.”  Please make your request for this material 
through the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act to either one or 
both Regions.  We have again attached the necessary information and forms in order that you 
can proceed with this request. 

With respect to your request for a copy of the York Durham Primary System Co-owner’s 
Agreement certified by the Regional Clerk, please know that there have been no changes to the 
agreement signed in 1997.  Should you wish to proceed with obtaining a copy certified by 
either Regional Clerk the estimated cost would be $55 - $58 not including HST.. 

09/23/2013 P3-GP10 General Public 

Handout from Town of 
Ajax Staff to Ministry 
of the Environment 
Central Region Staff, 
York Region Staff, 
Durham Region Staff 
and City of Pickering 
Staff at the Semi-
Annual Meeting per 
Certificate of Approval 
(Air) 2229-86GMZ6, 
Condition I for the 
Duffin Creek Water 
Pollution Control Plant 
at Pickering Civic 
Complex 

The handouts comprised of: 

1) List of Odour Complaints as of mid-September 2013 from the 
SaveOurWaterfrontNow.com website, established by a local citizens group 
called PACT POW (Pickering and Ajax Citizens Together Protecting Our 
Waterfront) concerned with the declining water quality around the Duffin 
Creek Sewage Plant and the slowly deterioration of the Ajax-Pickering 
shoreline due to excessive algae growth. 

2) Map of Odour Complaints Along the Ajax Waterfront in 2013 (as of 
September 13) 

3) Photos of Ajax Shoreline Taken During Summer 2013 by Town of Ajax Staff. 

4) Summer of Odour Complaints provided by Durham Region Works Staff on 
September 17, 2013, indicating complaints related to algae along the Ajax 
waterfront.  

These comments have been included in the Outfall EA consultation record. n/a 

10/15/2013 P3-GP11 General Public Email to Project Team  

I attended the last SAC meeting and it was clear to me that there is nothing that 
anyone can say or do to change the project other than the Minister of the 
Environment.  Is this correct? 

The plant complies with the 20 year old Ontario standards so no changes will be 
made, no matter what ideas, suggestions or public opinions are put forth unless it is 
for cost reduction.  Is this correct? 

Why should anyone attend this meeting?   

 

As required through the EA process the project team is taking public comments throughout the 
duration of the EA and we will continue to address comments received. There is also an 
opportunity to review the Environmental Study Review through the public review period 
following the publishing of the Notice of Completion. 

Any stakeholder or member of the public can also make a Part II Order request to the Minister 
of Environment if they wish to have the level of study increased. 

If you are concerned about provincial, federal, or international effluent regulations, it is best to 
contact the relevant agencies. The plant does comply with all current regulations.  

11/15/2013 

10/26/2013 P3-GP12 General Public 

Online form 
submission from 
saveourwaterfrontno
w.com 

Lake Ontario is a huge shared community resource. Lake Ontario is a home offered to 
our wildlife and communities. Stop all the waste and water contaminated with 
chemicals. We need a better sewage and water plant system, make the province pay 
for this shared source or have York put some money into the same type of facility 
they're planning on building for Lake Simcoe. 

Beyond Ajax, let's preserve our waterfronts!!!! Its disgusting that Pickering doesn't 
care, its disgusting and disgraceful that those girls had to get out of Lake Ontario 
during their marathon swim. Do something for the future and stop ignoring or 
choosing what evidence to rely on. Be proactive so be we don't have to be 

The Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the best plants discharging to the open waters of Lake 
Ontario.  Your comments and concerns have been included in the consultation record of the 
Outfall EA. 

11/15/2013 
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retroactive. Some government and council need to be investigated, how can they 
NOT care about our waterfront unless it isn't somehow BENEFITTING them! 

Do something!!! I'll vote otherwise... Clearly something is CURRENTLY WRONG with 
what's happening NOW! 

10/29/2013 P3-GP13 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Do the iron salts get into the environment (aren’t they still in the liquids and go out 
to the Lake)? Iron salts will not get into the environment. The iron salts are heavier than water and they 

settle and drop out in the clarifiers. There is enough residence time in the clarifiers that the iron 
salts do not pass Into the effluent and go out to the Lake.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP14 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What does bypass ability mean? Bypass ability means that treatment processes have a bypass channel to circumvent processes 
during periods of high flow. At the Duffin Creek WPCP the plant does not have the capability to 
bypass any treatment processes. The plant is designed to treat all of the flow including 
additional flow that comes during wet weather events.   

 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP15 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What level of phosphorus can the plant achieve in the effluent today? How low can 
you get with the current system? 

The plant is currently achieving approximately 0.3 – 0.4 mg/L phosphorus. The compliance limit 
is 0.8 mg/L and the objective is 0.6 mg/L. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP16 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Is the provincial standard 0.02 mg/L for phosphorus? The provincial water quality objective (PWQO) is not a standard but rather an objective.  In 
Lake Ontario, the provincial water quality objective for phosphorus in the open water is 
0.02mg/L. Based on water quality monitoring data in the nearshore, the provincial water 
quality objective is being met in the vicinity of the diffuser. Sampling is conducted five times a 
year in the summer over a number of transects in the nearshore. Sampling has been ongoing 
since 2007.  Phosphorus concentrations at the shoreline near creek and stormwater discharges 
are often elevated well above the PWQO. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP17 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What are the baseline E. coli levels in Lake Ontario? What are the E. coli limits? The Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQO) for E.coli is 100 counts/100mL which maintains 
suitable conditions for recreational purposes and for the protection of human health.  

The lake ambient E.coli levels in the vicinity of the existing outfall are approximately 10 
counts/100mL; much less than the PWQO. Disinfection of all flows from the Duffin Creek WPCP 
ensures that discharged effluent is well below the PWQO.  E. coli concentrations at the 
shoreline near creek and stormwater discharges are often elevated well above the PWQO. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP18 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

How clean is plant effluent? Why dump effluent into Lake if it is so clean? The Duffin Creek WPCP has one of the strictest effluent requirements to the open waters of 
Lake Ontario with no by-pass capacity. The plant is regulated for six parameters including total 
solids, biological oxygen demand, total phosphorus, total ammonia nitrogen, unionized 
ammonia, and total chlorine residual. The plant performs better than the effluent limits for all 
six water quality parameters.  

Plant effluent is clean enough to be reused in plant processes in order to conserve potable 
water. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP19 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Do we hope water is diluted in the lake? What is the purpose of the Lake in the 
treatment train? 

We know that highly-treated effluent from the Duffin Creek WPCP is effectively mixed in Lake 
Ontario. The Ministry of Environment defines a mixing zone as an area of water contiguous to a 
point source or definable non-point source where the water quality does not comply with one 
or more of the Provincial Water Quality Objectives.  The guideline for mixing ratio is 20:1 which 
is achieved with the recommended solution. 

Lake Ontario is not considered part of the treatment train.  

 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP20 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  

Is there a difference in the amount of phosphorus that is allowed to discharge from 
smaller plants than what is allowed to discharge from this one? 

Every plant, no matter the size, must comply with the plant’s Environmental Compliance 
Approval, which is a legally binding document issued by the MOE.  The ECA is drafted based on 
the policies listed in the Ministry of Environment’s guidelines and policies. 10/29/2013 
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Pickering Session 

10/29/2013 P3-GP21 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Does the plant address pharmaceuticals and personal care products? Yes, through the plant’s nitrifying activated sludge process, it provides removal of 
pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCP). Generally, the activated sludge treatment 
process at the Duffin Creek WPCP can remove over 90% of the most common PPCPs. Research 
has also shown that operating the activated sludge process with a high solids retention time 
typical for nitrifying processes, provides even greater removal efficiencies for PPCP as 
compared to conventional activated sludge processes. As part of the Stage 3 Expansion at the 
Duffin Creek WPCP, a nitrification step-feed process was implemented. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP22 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What is the 520 MLD baseline based on? The Stage 3 Expansion EA increased the rated capacity of the Duffin Creek WPCP from 420MLD 
to 630MLD. A capacity limitation of 520MLD was imposed by the Ministry of Environment 
though modelling at the time showed a dilution of 20:1 at 560MLD.  Since the Environmental 
Compliance approval limits the flow from the Duffin Creek WPCP to an average of 520 MLD, 
this was chosen as the baseline condition.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP23 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

When was the plant built? The Duffin Creek WPCP was built in stages. Certificate of Approvals from the MOE for 
construction of Stage 1, Stage 2, and Stage 3 were granted in 1976, 1988, and 2007, 
respectively. 10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP24 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

How do the polymers work and what are they for? The polymer used is a polyacrylamide, a long chain molecule that is cationic. Sewage sludge is 
anionic. Oppositely charged molecules attract and agglomerates into flocs that are popcorn-
sized. The iron salts build up on the flocs as well, become heavier then sink to the bottom of 
the clarifiers where they are easily removed. 

Polymers are added to the secondary clarifiers to improve removal of suspended solids and 
total phosphorus.  Polymer addition is part of the implementation strategy for optimizing plant 
performance to maintain phosphorus loads at 311 kg/day. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP25 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Why is Durham taking York Region’s sewage? The York Durham Sewage System (YDSS) was originally planned in 1965 by the Province of 
Ontario in response to the deteriorating quality of watercourses into which smaller, local 
wastewater treatment plants were discharging effluent.   The purpose of the YDSS (including 
the Duffin Creek WPCP) was to replace these small plants with a centralized sewage treatment 
system to improve the quality of the tributaries.   The plan was completed in 1978, and has 
been upgraded and expanded since that time.  In 1997 the Province of Ontario transferred the 
ownership of the YDSS to Durham and York Regions. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP26 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Where is the next WPCP adjacent to this plant? 
There is Corbett Creek and Courtice Water Pollution Control Plants to the east. To the west 
there is Highland Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant and farther to west, is Ashbridges Bay 
Treatment Plant. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP27 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

How are solids managed at the plant? What is removed from the plant treatment 
train and taken to landfill? 

Biosolids produced by the Duffin Creek WPCP liquid process are treated and disposed in the 
solids treatment facilities. The raw (as yet unprocessed in any way) biosolids and scum 
collected in the primary clarifiers are pumped to either one of two locations.  Only about 1/8th 
of the raw biosolids flow is diverted to primary then secondary digesters.  The digesters contain 
anaerobic micro-organisms which are used destroy and break down the biosolids and the 
contaminants in particular are converted to non-active materials.  A by-product of the digestion 
process is methane gas, which is collected and used as a fuel in hot water boilers. The hot 
water is used to warm the digesters to 37 degrees C.  The digested sludge is then mixed with 
the remaining 7/8th of the raw biosolids in a blending tank.  

 All the biosolids managed at the WPCP are combined in the blending tank to produce a 
homogenous mixture prior to dewatering. Dewatering by using high speed centrifuges reduces 
the water content of the liquid biosolids to produce a cake material which is relatively free of 
water.  The dewatered cake is distributed to storage silos from where it is pumped into fluid 
bed reactors housed in the incineration building.  The dewatering building has been awarded 
LEED Gold status by the Canada Green Building Council. 

 

10/29/2013 
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The fluid bed reactors operate between 800-850 deg C.  The cake acts as a fuel for the reactor 
when operating under normal conditions and does not require additional natural gas or oil.  
The energy in the hot exhaust gas is recovered through heat exchangers and waste heat 
recovery boilers that generate superheated steam.  The steam is used by turbines to drive air 
blowers and provide building heat throughout the plant.  Calculations show that more energy is 
recovered by this method rather than by driving electrical generators.  The residual ash 
removed off site for use as a catalyst in cement production. 

Screenings and grit are also removed from the liquid stream, washed, compacted and taken to 
landfill. 

10/29/2013 P3-GP28 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

How have phosphorus limits been set? 
During the Stage 3 Expansion Environmental Assessment process, the Regions in consultation 
with the MOE set recommended the current treatment processes and also voluntarily lowered 
both phosphorus concentration limits and the phosphorus daily loading limit cap. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP29 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What is the hydraulic capacity of existing outfall? Why need a new outfall? Just 
improve and no need for new? 

A new outfall will be needed when the existing outfall reaches the end of its useful life. The 
need and requirements of a new outfall, will be assessed (along with other alternatives) 
through another EA when flows approach the rated average capacity of 630 MLD. One of the 
preferred alternatives being proposed in this EA is to modify/improve the existing outfall with 
variable diffuser ports (variable port check valves installed on the existing diffuser ports). With 
this modification, the existing outfall will have a capacity of 630 MLD (average day flow). The 
hydraulic capacity of the existing outfall is approximately 2,000 MLD.   

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP30 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Was there ever consideration of treating York Region sewage in York Region? This alternative has been evaluated in this project and prior projects including the Southeast 
Collector Individual Environmental Assessment, York Sewage Servicing Master Plans and the 
Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3 Expansion EA.  These studies concluded that Expansion of the Duffin 
Creek WPCP from 420 MLD to 630 MLD average rated flow capacity was the preferred solution. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP31 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What % of waste comes from York Region and what % comes from Durham? Will this 
change as flows increase? The approximate flow split between the Regions is currently 80%-20% for York-Durham 

respectively.  Population projections estimate that this flow split remains relatively the same to 
2031. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP32 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

How far is the plant currently from the original inflow forecast when it was built? 
The plant was originally envisioned as having four stages.  Currently, three of the four stages 
have been built. 10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP33 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Will the preferred solution correct the algae problem in Lake Ontario? There is broad consensus in the scientific community that nuisance Cladophora algae growth 
experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has been primarily caused by changes 
to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and quagga mussels.  These invasive species arrived 
in the Great Lakes in the late 1980s, and have since spread throughout all the Great Lakes and 
into the St. Lawrence Seaway. The impacts of these mussels on the near shore of Lake Ontario 
has been significant due to their high numbers, estimated at several thousand per square 
meter of lake bed, and the sheer volume of water they are capable of filtering: as much as 
10,000 liters per square meter of lake bed per day. Through their filtering activity, these 
mussels have dramatically changed the growth conditions for Cladophora by increasing light 
availability, increasing the availability of phosphorus and, because Cladophora can attach itself 
to the mussel beds, extending the area of the lakebed in which Cladophora can grow. These 
factors, combined with increasing water temperatures related to climate change, are the 
primary drivers for nuisance Cladophora growth in Lake Ontario.  

There is no evidence to suggest that any solution implemented at the Duffin Creek WPCP would 
correct the algae problem either locally or within larger Lake Ontario.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP34 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 

What is the life expectancy of the plant? Continual refurbishment could allow the plant to operate well into the future to service the 
needs of Ajax, Pickering and York. 10/29/2013 
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Excite -  
Pickering Session 

10/29/2013 P3-GP35 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Why aren’t we using the same technology here as is used at the Upper York plant on 
Lake Simcoe? 

Every plant, no matter the size, must comply with the policies listed in the Ministry of 
Environment Procedure B-1-5.  Two policies in Procedure B-1-5 relate directly to the protection 
or restoration of satisfactory water quality conditions: 

• Policy 1 - In areas which have water quality better than the Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives, water quality shall be maintained at or above the Objective. 

• Policy 2 - Water quality which presently does not meet the Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives shall not be further degraded and all practical measures shall be 
undertaken to upgrade the water quality to the Objectives. 

The water quality of the receiving water dictates which one of the above policies applies.  For 
example, Lake Ontario is a referred to as a Policy 1 receiver because water quality in the lake is 
better than the PWQO. Lake Simcoe is a referred to as a Policy 2 receiver. In addition the Lake 
Simcoe Protection Act dictates that phosphorus to Lake Simcoe must be managed to high 
standards. Effluent from the Upper York plant therefore must be treated to a higher standard 
prior to discharge to Lake Simcoe.  

As part of this EA, tertiary treatment was evaluated as an option. It was not selected because 
the assessment indicated that compared to the preferred solution net effects were greater with 
tertiary treatment having high electricity use, construction-related impacts, and higher capital 
and operating costs.  Capital costs estimates are approximately $ 200 M tertiary treatment.  If 
the same technologies planned for the Upper York Plant were applied at the Duffin Creek 
WPCP, the impacts and costs would be significantly higher than the tertiary treatment 
alternative assessed as part of this EA.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP36 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Were the old CofA Limits at the plant allowed by the MOE? The old Certificate of Approval limits at the plant were issued by the MOE.   

Certificate of Approvals from the MOE for Stage 1, Stage 2, and Stage 3 were granted in 1976, 
1988, and 2007, respectively. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP37 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Why are you allowed to ‘pulse’ discharges beyond the effluent limits? The Province 
should set criteria limits on pulses. 

Unlike many other plants, the Duffin Creek WPCP treats all flows during high inflow and still 
meets Provincial regulations and limits.  Some other plants (particularly those serving areas of 
combined sewers) will discharge partially treated sewage directly to the Lake during periods of 
high inflow.  During periods of high inflow, these plants have the ability to bypass part of their 
treatment processes (e.g. primary or secondary treatment processes).  The Duffin Creek WPCP 
service area is not combined and the plant has no bypass capabilities.  All flows receive full 
treatment.  As a result, some plants’ discharges will not meet their effluent criteria during high 
inflows whereas the Duffin Creek WPCP does.. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP38 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Which effluent limits are we required to meet? Why are some limits lower than 
others? 

There are six water quality parameters in effluent that the Regions have to monitor on a weekly 
basis and report to the MOE. These criteria include BOD, Suspended Solids (SS), total 
phosphorus (TP), Uni-onized ammonia (UIA), Total Nitrogen (TAN), and E.coli.  The different 
levels are based on targets for the receiving water as evaluated by the MOE.   

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP39 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Where does Pickering get its drinking water? How far is this from the Duffin WPCP 
outfall? The City of Pickering gets its drinking water from the Ajax Water Supply Plant which is located 

approximately 5km east of the Duffin Creek WPCP. 10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP40 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Where is the outfall? 
The outfall starts at the onshore shaft which is located on the Duffin Creek WPCP site just south 
of the existing secondary clarifiers. The outfall then extends 1,100 m into Lake Ontario 
perpendicular to the shoreline. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP41 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 

What are European/international effluent standards and can we implement those 
here? 

The Duffin Creek WPCP is not only in compliance with all provincial, federal, and Canada-US 
international phosphorus regulations, but has gone beyond the requirements of Lake Ontario 
and has put a cap on the amount of phosphorus being discharged to Lake Ontario. Moreover, 

10/29/2013 
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Excite -  
Pickering Session 

unlike many other plants discharging into Lake Ontario, the Duffin Creek WPCP does not 
operate any treatment bypasses. 

 

10/29/2013 P3-GP42 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

You can only pollute the Lake so much: eventually you are going to pay for it anyway. 
Water quality monitoring has been performed in the Ajax/Pickering nearshore since 2007. 
Preliminary findings suggest that water quality is improving in the nearshore; in particular for 
total phosphorus. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP43 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Nobody uses the beaches east of the plant; every one accesses the waterfront from 
Frenchman’s Bay. Frenchman’s Bay waterfont beach in the winter time is overrun by 
Canadian Geese. 

Thanks for the comment. Canadian Geese are a key driver for E. coli on beaches.  

A report for the Expansion EA conducted in 2007 concluded that the problem of beach closures 
is largely linked to the Duffins Creek marsh which attracts large numbers of waterfowl, 
shorebirds, gulls and geese.  This report has been posted to the project website. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP44 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

How do the diffusers work? The outfall is a 1.1km tunnel in the bedrock and the last 180m is a diffuser with 63 diffuser 
ports that extend to the surface of the lake bed. The diffuser ports have a fixed opening size. 
When variable port check valves are added at the end of the diffuser ports, the effluent exits at 
higher velocity. The variable port check valves do not change volume rates; instead, the size of 
the opening changes the velocity and improves mixing with Lake Ontario.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP45 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

So the diffuser is to dilute more? If there is more treated outfall effluent there is 
more pollution to the lake? If there is tertiary treatment, will we have less effluent? 

The current loading limit is 311kg of phosphorus/day. The plant is not allowed to discharge 
more than this mass even if wastewater flows increase. There are two parts to the preferred 
solution: first by optimizing the existing plant to ensure the mass loading of phosphorus does 
not go above 311 kg/d, and second by improving the physical mixing of effluent with lake 
water. The purpose of improved mixing and dilution is to bring phosphorus levels quickly down 
to background levels in the lake. With tertiary treatment, the same volume of effluent will be 
discharged with the same mixing, however, the concentration of phosphorus in the effluent 
would be lower.  If tertiary treatment would be implemented, the volume of effluent would be 
the same. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP46 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

How does velocity change volume ratios? 
The velocity in the diffuser does not change the volume of effluent  The higher velocity 
provides greater energy for mixing.  10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP47 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

When will the outfall be extended? Is the outfall extension part of this project? 
The new outfall is a long-term planning option that will be assessed under a separate EA 
process when flows approach 630MLD, and is not considered under this EA. 10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP48 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What is the advantage of extending the outfall that far? 
One factor that influences the mixing performance is water depth. Outfalls that are in deeper 
water have better mixing.  10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP49 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What is the current volume? What is the current discharge and allowed capacity of 
the plant? What stage is the plant at now? The current average day flow at the plant is around 380MLD. The plant has a rated capacity of 

630MLD. The MOE has limited outfall capacity to 520 MLD until the completion of this EA. 10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP50 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What are the next steps? 
The next steps in this Outfall EA are to document public input, prepare the Environmental 
Study Report and file for public review. 10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP51 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 

When will construction start? When will 630 MLD be reached? Installation of the variable port check valves will take place prior to flows reaching 520MLD 
which is expected to be 2019 at the earliest. The Regions are considering implementation the 
preferred solution after necessary approvals are received. An average day flow of 630MLD is 

10/29/2013 
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Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

predicted to be reached by 2031 at the earliest. 

10/29/2013 P3-GP52 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What major concerns were raised at the SAC?  Three key concerns that were raised at the last Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) Meeting 
#5 include: 

• Discharge of biosolids from the planned Upper York Plant to the Duffin Creek WPCP 

• Not meeting the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement target for phosphorus of 0.5 
mg/L  

• Tertiary treatment, if selected as the preferred alternative, would have been paid for 
by user rates and not development charges. 

Full responses to these concerns were provided at the SAC meeting and are documented in the 
minutes for SAC Meeting #5 (refer to Appendix H in the Environmental Assessment Report). To 
summarize the responses: 

• The Duffin Creek WPCP is designed to treat the wastewater flows from Upper York 
plant.  The treatment of biosolids from Upper York plant at the Duffin Creek WPCP is 
an interim solution. The long-term plan is to construct a biosolids facility at the Upper 
York plant. 

• The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement target for phosphorus of 0.5mg/L is not a 
regulation. The WPCP is well-positioned to meet this requirements should this target 
be adopted lake-wide. 

• Since this EA is not tied to growth, the preferred solution from this EA will not be paid 
for through developer charges, but rather through user rates.  

 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP53 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Is tertiary treatment possible at this plant? Given the time frame of this, can’t we 
amortize the costs over the lifetime? Why does Durham have to pay? 

Tertiary treatment is possible at the Duffin Creek WPCP, however tertiary treatment would not 
be sized to handle peak flows. Tertiary treatment would not be covered by development 
charges but by user rates. The Development Charges Act applies to projects that add plant 
capacity for growth. Tertiary treatment would be paid by York and Durham users, and recent 
cost estimates exceed $200M. If tertiary treatment were installed, the user rates in Durham 
would increase 10-13% for one project alone.  This analysis was presented to the Durham 
Region Works Committee (March 20, 2013) and is posted on the project website: 
(http://www.durham.ca/departments/works/duffincreek/OutfallPresentationMarch2013.pdf). 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP54 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

I am concerned about how much treatment will be required as a result of the “big 
pipe” (Southeast Collector).  The current rated capacity of the Duffin Creek WPCP is 630MLD and is sized based on the 

growth projections. The flows from the Southeast Collector are accounted for in the 630MLD. 
The pipe being constructed now is a twin to the existing sanitary trunk sewer. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP55 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

How often is the outfall inspected? 
The outfall diffusers are inspected on an annual basis by divers to assess the condition of the 
ports and to check if ports are blocked. A video of the inspection is posted on the project 
website (www.durham.ca/outfallea). 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP56 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Why don’t you tackle the problem of phosphorus at the source – detergents etc.? Phosphorus concentrations in Lake Ontario have declined since the 1970s due to improved 
sewage treatment and restrictions on phosphate levels in detergents. Levels in 1970s were 
above the Provincial Water Quality Objective of 0.02mg/L in the open waters of Lake Ontario. 
Levels are now below 0.01mg/L.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP57 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Is the water in the vicinity of the Ajax intake monitored? Is the water quality of 
drinking getting worse? 

Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the Ministry of the Environment.  Interested stakeholders are encouraged to review the 
Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.  The 
results of the lake modelling performed as part of this Outfall EA demonstrate that there is no 
interference with beneficial uses (including the Ajax WSP) and there is negligible change from 
baseline conditions.  Recent sampling in the vicinity of the outfall has also demonstrated the 

10/29/2013 

http://www.durham.ca/departments/works/duffincreek/OutfallPresentationMarch2013.pdf�
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Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
limited effect that the Duffin Creek WPCP has on local water quality in the vicinity of the Ajax 
intake. 

10/29/2013 P3-GP58 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

What is the cumulative effect of this discharge? Has one been studied? How can we 
be sure that what you are proposing is not going to make the water quality worse? 

Water quality sampling from the past 7 years indicates that there has been no measured 
cumulative effect of phosphorus loadings to Lake Ontario water quality. Longer term 
information shows that there is less phosphorus in Lake Ontario now than 100 years ago. 
Cumulative effects are usually thought of in the context of contaminants such as heavy metals 
that persist in the environment.  For phosphorus and nitrogen, it doesn’t accumulate because it 
is used by living organism and is essential for life. Heavy metals are removed through the 
treatment processes at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  

 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP59 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Can you tell me that this plant has no effect on the algae in the lakefront? If there are 
two studies with conflicting opinions, which is correct? 

The University of Waterloo Study completed in 2008 indicates that total phosphorus from 
Duffin Creek is not a major contributor to nearshore phosphorus loading and nuisance algae 
growth. The other study (Dr. Auer) states that the 85% of the total phosphorus comes from the 
plant. Both of these studies are available on the project website. 

Recent studies show that Duffins Creek is also a large contributor of phosphorus and is one of 
the largest contributors of phosphorus to the nearshore. One published study by the Toronto 
and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA), show that in wet years the phosphorus load from 
Duffins Creek can be higher than the discharge from the WPCP.. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP60 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Your water quality studies only occur during wet storm events. 
The water quality monitoring data collected between 2007 and 2012 included both dry weather 
days and wet weather days.  10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP61 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

You don’t have any control over what comes out of the creek? We all have a role to play in terms of what comes down the creek.  International Joint 
Commission (IJC) has released Ontario’s Draft Great Lakes Strategy, June 2012 that has 
identified non-point pollution from urban and agricultural watersheds as key sources of the 
excessive phosphorus loadings into Great Lakes nearshore waters.  The Region is part of the 
Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative that focuses on addressing these loadings to 
Creeks such as Duffins Creek   The City of Pickering and Town of Ajax are also part of the 
Initiative.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP62 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

The TRCA assured Paul Kuebler that the work from TRCA was not going to be 
included in the EA. There are a lot of people who do not have a lot of respect for the 
TRCA. You are using this data to discount what two professors are saying. You need a 
third professor here. 

The project team has performed a comprehensive literature review using published material 
from many different sources. All of these sources are referenced in the Environmental Study 
Report. The TRCA is one source and only their published material has been referenced.  

The water quality monitoring data collected by the TRCA has been made available to the public. 
The project team has downloaded and analysed this data independently to produce figures that 
illustrate the phosphorus concentrations in the nearshore.  

  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP63 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

In terms of controlling what is coming out of the creeks, you cannot tell farmers what 
to put on their land. You cannot tell them how to use their land; but you can spend 
$200 million dollars to clean up our waterfront by putting in tertiary treatment. 

There are provincial regulations (such as the Nutrient Management Act) that farmers have to 
adhere to minimize runoff. There are also agricultural land use practices regarding setbacks and 
fertilizer use.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP64 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Is there a net benefit of the South East Collector project to Pickering and Durham? Is 
there a cost benefit to the environment and net benefit to Pickering for participating 
in this process? 

York Region has provided enhancements to the local communities to offset the inconvenience 
of accommodating construction impacts of trunk sewers that pass through local communities.  
In the case of the Southeast Collector, enhancements on the order of $8 million were agreed 
upon to support local initiatives in the Pickering community.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP65 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Are there any downsides to the preferred solution? No downsides have been identified to the preferred alternative relative to baseline conditions. 
The preferred alternative provides total phosphorus loading of 311 kg/day or less, more 
favourable initial dilution, and meets all provincial, federal, and Canada-US international 
regulations. The mixing zone for the preferred alternative does not interfere with beneficial 
uses including beaches, shoreline, Ajax WSP intake, and aquatic systems.  No construction is 

10/29/2013 
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Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
required; therefore, there are no construction related impacts to aquatic and terrestrial 
environments. 

10/29/2013 P3-GP66 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Why does the water reek of chlorine and a corny, algae smell? 
Sometimes taste and odour incidents occur at the Ajax WSP. Carbon filters are used at the Ajax 
plant; however during times of high water usage, smell and taste may be affected. This is not a 
health concern. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP67 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Aquatic data from the Stage 1 baseline report uses a spread of 40 yrs to show existing 
life. Frenchman’s Bay is exclusively 1976 to 1983. CH2M HILL has used questionable 
technical information to give illusion of aquatic diversity. Why is this allowed? Small 
print shows there has been a major decline in diversity? 

The Stage 1 is a background existing condition report used for the screening of sensitive 
species. The baseline report has been updated once and is currently being updated again. Data 
was received from multiple sources included the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), TRCA, 
the Pickering nuclear plant, Frenchman’s Bay yacht club, and the Pickering Naturalist Club. All 
this information will be included in the updated existing conditions report.   

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP68 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

E. coli is being blamed on the birds, to the exclusion of the plant. Correct. The high E. coli levels at shore areas that have resulted in beach closures such as at 
Rotary Park Beach are not the result of E. coli levels in the Duffin Creek WPCP effluent.  Treated 
effluent currently being discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP is disinfected through chlorine 
addition and as a result, effluent E. coli levels are well below 100 counts per 100 mL, which is 
the level at which beaches in Ontario are posted as being unsafe for swimming.   High E. coli 
levels continue to impact near shore waters from sources such as storm sewers and rivers and 
streams that discharge directly into the near shore water.  These surface runoff sources have 
been found to contain high levels of E coli originating from upstream farm lands and from the 
surface runoff of the park and grass areas frequented by the large numbers of Canada geese 
that occupy these shoreline areas. 

A study was conducted Beacon Environmental in 2006 which found that the problem of beach 
closures is not linked to the Duffin Creek WPCP and is largely linked to the Duffins Creek marsh 
which attracts large numbers of waterfowl, shorebirds, gulls and geese.  This report has been 
posted to the project website. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP69 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

I’m happy the public has influence and these sessions occur! 
Thank you for the comment. These sessions are important to gain valuable input from public 
stakeholders.  10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP70 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Is there a seasonal variation in water quality/phosphorus? Phosphorus concentrations are very dynamic and vary between seasons. There are higher 
concentrations of phosphorus in winter in the lake when there is lower biological activity and 
phosphorus is used up in the summer. There is also more phosphorus during wet weather 
events through discharge from local creeks and surface runoff. Phosphorus loads are higher in 
spring within the lake, but concentrations are lower because there is dilution from overland 
flow.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP71 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Is the lake supposed to stink? Odours from the lake may be intermittently caused by algae that has washed up on shore and 
that has decomposed. There is broad consensus in the scientific community that nuisance 
Cladophora algae growth experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has been 
primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and quagga mussels.  
These invasive species arrived in the Great Lakes in the late 1980s, and have since spread 
throughout all the Great Lakes and into the St. Lawrence Seaway. The impacts of these mussels 
on the near shore of Lake Ontario has been significant due to their high numbers, estimated at 
several thousand per square meter of lake bed, and the sheer volume of water they are 
capable of filtering: as much as 10,000 liters per square meter of lake bed per day. Through 
their filtering activity, these mussels have dramatically changed the growth conditions for 
Cladophora by increasing light availability, increasing the availability of phosphorus and, 
because Cladophora can attach itself to the mussel beds, extending the area of the lakebed in 
which Cladophora can grow. These factors, combined with increasing water temperatures 
related to climate change, are the primary drivers for nuisance Cladophora growth in Lake 
Ontario. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP72 General Public Public Information 
Forum #4 

Is the MOE perfect? They set the standards 20 years ago.  Regarding the legitimacy of the Ministry of Environment (MOE) regulations, please direct your 10/29/2013 
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Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

question to the MOE.  

10/29/2013 P3-GP73 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Do you people believe you have all the answers? This talk is highly technical and the 
questions sound fairly on-target but the answers sound like you are annoyed with us. 
Do you feel as though you have the answers to our questions, and why don’t you put 
the politicians up here to answer our questions? 

The Regions and project team have been working with other agencies who are conducting 
water quality monitoring and other research efforts, to inform the recommendations in this 
Class EA.  EAs are carried out by staff and they are responsible for carrying out EA studies 
according to the MEA EA process and the EA Act. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP74 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Is it possible for Durham Region and York Region to ask Federal government to get 
funding? Are you not doing a good job of convincing the feds the need for tertiary 
treatment? 

 The Regions continually look for opportunities to receive federal and provincial government 
funding for their infrastructure projects. We received $46.6 million each from the province and 
federal governments which covered 10% of the cost of the Expansion and Upgrades at the 
plant. Infrastructure funding is getting tighter and more difficult to get. When governments 
consider funding grants they evaluate the needs across the Province or Canada.  Duffin Creek 
WPCP has very high effluent quality standards. Consequently, it would likely not be a priority 
funding project for the federal or provincial governments, when other plants are not providing 
as high a level of treatment, or bypass treatment processes.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP75 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

So you pollute to the maximum amount allowable by the ministry? During the design process, the Regions went above and beyond the regulations. The current 
Duffin Creek WPCP ECA loading limits on phosphorus are below any other large plant 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. The Regions have spent approximately $1 
billion of public funds to upgrade and expand the Duffin Creek WPCP since 2005.  Funds and 
efforts have also gone into designing and constructing a LEED gold dewatering facility, odour 
control facilities, and a biodiversity/greening plan for which they received certification from the 
Wildlife Habitat Council. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP76 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

If phosphorus is such a problem, why is Lake Simcoe’s being dumped in Lake Ontario?  The Duffin Creek WPCP has been designed to accept flow from the Upper York tributary area.  
Solids from other satellite plants in York and Durham Regions (including in the Lake Simcoe 
watershed) also send solids to Duffin Creek WPCP for processing.  All input flows to the Duffin 
Creek WPCP are treated prior to discharge in Lake Ontario, such that all regulations are met. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP77 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

How does the Policy 1 and Policy 2 receiver work? Every plant, no matter the size, must comply with the policies listed in the Ministry of 
Environment Procedure B-1-5.  Two policies in Procedure B-1-5 relate directly to the protection 
or restoration of satisfactory water quality conditions: 

• Policy 1 - In areas which have water quality better than the Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives, water quality shall be maintained at or above the Objective. 

• Policy 2 - Water quality which presently does not meet the Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives shall not be further degraded and all practical measures shall be 
undertaken to upgrade the water quality to the Objectives. 

The water quality of the receiving water dictates which one of the above policies applies.  For 
example, Lake Ontario is a referred to as a Policy 1 receiver because water quality in the lake is 
better than the PWQO. Lake Simcoe is a referred to as a Policy 2 receiver because water quality 
cannot be further degraded. In addition the Lake Simcoe Protection Act dictates that 
phosphorus to Lake Simcoe must be managed to high standards. Effluent from the Upper York 
plant therefore must be treated to a higher standard prior to discharge to Lake Simcoe.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP78 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Why were not the same standards used for the Duffin Plant as the Simcoe Plant 
during the Stage 3 Expansion? 

Different receiving waters are subject to different policies. For example, Lake Ontario is a Policy 
1 receiver where water quality in the lake is better than the PWQO. Lake Simcoe is a Policy 2 
receiver where water quality cannot be further degraded and thus more stringent 
requirements are applied. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP79 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Already have too much algae.  
It is agreed that there is an algae problem and that the problem is a widespread across the 
Great Lakes system.  10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP80 General Public Public Information 
Forum #4 

You are the second largest STP in Lake Ontario. You are huge, and if we have a 
problem now with phosphorus along the nearshore now at 340MLD, what is it going 

Prior to the commissioning of the Stage 3 Expansion, the plant had higher phosphorus loading 
rates and there were months when the plant discharged more than 311 kg/day. With the new 10/29/2013 
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Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

to be like by the time we reach 630MLD? Can you guarantee me that there will be no 
increase in algae? 

effluent limits, the plant is not permitted to discharge more than 311 kg/day of phosphorus 
into Lake Ontario from current day flows up to an average day flow of 630 MLD. 

There is no guarantee that the Lake Ontario eco-system will be the same in the future with 
respect to algae, particularly given the new invasive species that have been introduced, climate 
change, and further urban development. 

10/29/2013 P3-GP81 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Has it been emphasized to York and Durham Councils or are they aware that 
pollution intensity in Lake Ontario is 3000-6000% (0.01 mg/L compared to 0.6 mg/L) 
higher than Lake Simcoe? Why more pollution in Lake Ontario?  

Background total phosphorus levels in Lake Ontario are approximately half of what they are in 
Lake Simcoe.   Phosphorus concentration limits in the effluent are different for wastewater 
treatment plants discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario from those discharging to Lake 
Simcoe as a result of the different background concentrations of total phosphorus and other 
different water quality concerns in Lake Simcoe. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP82 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Are the councilors aware that Lake Ontario is the most pollution stressed lake at this 
point? Has the consultant team emphasized this point? 

A study by Allan et al. (2013) titled “Joint analysis of stressors and ecosystem services 

to enhance restoration effectiveness” identified Lake Ontario as having the highest cumulative 
stress of the Great Lakes. This stress indicator included other sources of stress besides pollution 
including erosion, shipping, climate change, and invasive species. Mussels were identified as 
one of the primary stressors for Lake Ontario whereas phosphorus was identified as a primary 
stressor for Lake Erie. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP83 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Why are you polluting the Lake 60 times more intensely to Lake Ontario than Lake 
Simcoe? If health and well-being of the environment is the main point, then would 
not be focusing on finances. 

As part of this EA, tertiary treatment was evaluated as an option. Tertiary treatment was also 
evaluated in the Stage 3 Expansion EA. Tertiary treatment was not selected as the preferred 
alternative when compared to the preferred solution, because it  

• has a high carbon footprint  

• requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social 
environments;  

• highest capital and operating costs  

• will not meet long-term hydraulic performance  

The preferred solution of optimizing operations and modifying existing diffuser ports, meets all 
regulatory requirements, does not impact beneficial uses (e.g. shoreline, Ajax WTP intake, 
beaches, aquatic habitats), does not require construction, and can be implemented at relatively 
low costs.  In addition, water quality monitoring since 2007 has demonstrated that the outfall 
achieves excellent mixing resulting in low P levels in and around the diffuser.  

Lake Simcoe is a Policy 2 receiver by definition as a water body that is already degraded 
because its water quality is worse than the Provincial Water Quality Objectives, and cannot 
tolerate additional phosphorus discharges. Lake Ontario is a Policy 1 receiver. Therefore, 
different effluent quality regulations exist for the two lakes.  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP84 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Does the plant manager running the Duffin Creek WPCP tours understand that their 
phosphorus removal efficiency is 3% of the proposed Lake Simcoe Plant? In order to be a licensed operator, the Duffin Creek WPCP supervisor must be aware of many 

different treatment technologies available, and how to operate different types of plants 
efficiently. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP85 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Why are we aiming for second best rather than aiming for the top? I understand the 
cost benefit, but in the end, somebody has to pay. The Duffin Creek WPCP is the only large plant that does not bypass treatment and also has a 

cap on phosphorus loadings and in this way are environmental leaders on Lake Ontario.  10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP86 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Why are we not being proactive so Lake Ontario does not become like Lake Simcoe? Phosphorus discharges to Lake Ontario have to be tackled on a lakewide basis. Being proactive 
means getting information and understanding P levels in the lake to make informed decisions. 
There are ongoing efforts to collect water quality in partnership with the MOE and TRCA. 
Preliminary findings since 2007 suggest that P levels are decreasing in the Ajax/Pickering 
nearshore. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP87 General Public Public Information 
Forum #4 

What date will the ESR be filed? Will it be 45 days or business days for the review? The ESR will be filed in late 2013. The review period will be 45 calendar days at a minimum, to 10/29/2013 
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Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Would you consider a longer review period than 45 days? accommodate the holiday season. The Regions would consider a longer review period. 

10/29/2013 P3-GP88 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Is it worthwhile what we say? How can we affect change? The Regions will record all comments and will respond to them.  This is the Phase of the EA 
where we present the recommended solution that we will be proceeding with. The 
Environmental Study Report will be prepared and filed for a minimum 45-day public review 
period. If the public is not in agreement with the preferred solution, questions and concerns 
can be brought forward to the MOE. During the public review another option is to request a 
Part II order request to the Minister of the Environment to elevate the project to an Individual 
EA. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP89 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Water coming out of sewage plants in Singapore is immediately drinkable but very 
costly. Why do we consider cost here as an issue? 

The Environmental Assessment Act in Ontario requires that all aspects of the environment  
(that is, technical, natural, social/cultural, economic) be considered when performing an EA. As 
part of this assessment, the Stakeholder Advisory Committee members were provided with the 
opportunity to provide input into the importance of each criteria.   Costs were rated least 
important, while the natural environment category was rated as most important. 

The Outfall EA performed a detailed evaluation on a short-list of alternatives using all aspects of 
the environment. Tertiary treatment was one of the alternatives evaluated. Tertiary treatment 
did not rank the best for either the technical, natural, social/culture, nor economic categories 
and was not selected as the preferred solution. Some of the reasons tertiary treatment was not 
selected when compared to the preferred solution include: 

• high carbon footprint  

• requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social 
environments;  

• highest capital and operating costs  

• will not meet long-term hydraulic performance  

It should be noted that if the Duffin Creek WPCP were to implement technologies similar to 
that of Singapore (i.e. to drinking water quality) it would be beyond the tertiary treatment 
alternative assessed in this EA.  There would be significantly more impacts and costs associated 
with implementing these technologies. 

 Please refer to the Environmental Study Report for the detailed evaluation. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP90 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

We want equitable (cheaper) rates during the whole day. If our water rates were 
equal all day, would you get ups and downs? I don’t do my washing until after 7pm 
when it is cheaper. Why doesn’t the water company have equal billing throughout 
the day so that we can spread our water use through the day? 

Water rates are fixed for the entire day and do not vary through the day unlike electrical rates. 
Also, peak water usage times occur in early morning and late afternoon/early evening.  
However, water rates are outside the scope of this EA, but your comment has been noted. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP91 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Ensure our questions are not reinterpreted. How will the questions and comments in 
this session be addressed? All comments/questions will be documented in the EA and a response will be provided. The 

Environmental Study Report will include an Appendix with all comment/responses. Also, the 
comment/response log has been posted to the project website (www.durham.ca/outfallea).  

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP92 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Lead by example, we want the best plant/lake for future generations (i.e. like waste 
diversion in the past). I remember that once upon a time nobody thought recycling 
would work and it would be too expensive. We started recycling on our own and now 
the Region takes credit for it. Lead by example. I want the best possible treatment for 
the plant so the kids will be taken care of like what was done for municipal waste 
diversion. 

The Duffin Creek WPCP currently has one of the strictest effluent requirements of all plants 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. It has LEED Gold Dewatering Facility, Odour 
Control, no bypassing, a biodiversity plan and is ISO 14001 certified.  These are some of the 
reasons we we believe that the Duffin Creek WPCP is leading by example. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP93 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

If there was no such thing as money, would our kids have less exposure to pollution? Alternatives were assessed based on all environmental components, including technical, 
natural, social, cultural, heritage and financial  In addition, Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
(SAC) members were given the opportunity to rate the importance of these criteria.  Financial 
was rated as the least important when selecting among alternatives.  Natural environmental 
considerations were rated as the most important. 

10/29/2013 
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10/29/2013 P3-GP94 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Is tertiary treatment on Lake Simcoe paid by user rates or development charges? 
The Upper York plant will be a new facility whereas the Duffin Creek WPCP is an existing facility.  
It is anticipated that since the Upper York plant will be mostly accommodating new growth in 
York Region most of the funding will come from development charges. 

10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP95 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Excited about highschool groups visiting the plant to learn about sewage treatment 
and environmental issues.  The Regions, as part of the Outfall EA, did host a high school group at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  

We agree that students should be more aware of the issues surrounding sewage treatment. 10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP96 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 
Question/Comment/ 
Excite -  
Pickering Session 

Having a process where people can provide input was good and interesting. 
Thank you for the comment. These sessions are important to gain valuable input from public 
stakeholders. 10/29/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP97 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

1. Is it acceptable that York Region has an allowable phosphorus content in the 
sewage discharge into Lake Ontario ranging 3000% to 6000% over York Region’s 
allowable phosphorus content rate in sewage discharge into Lake Simcoe? 
 

Every plant, no matter the size, must comply with the policies listed in the Ministry of 
Environment Procedure B-1-5.  Two policies in Procedure B-1-5 relate directly to the protection 
or restoration of satisfactory water quality conditions: 

• Policy 1 - In areas which have water quality better than the Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives, water quality shall be maintained at or above the Objective. 

• Policy 2 - Water quality which presently does not meet the Provincial Water Quality 
Objectives shall not be further degraded and all practical measures shall be 
undertaken to upgrade the water quality to the Objectives. 

The water quality of the receiving water dictates which one of the above policies applies.  For 
example, Lake Ontario is a referred to as a Policy 1 receiver because water quality in the lake is 
better than the PWQO. Lake Simcoe is a referred to as a Policy 2 receiver because water quality 
does not meet the PWQO. In addition the Lake Simcoe Protection Act dictates that phosphorus 
to Lake Simcoe must be managed to high standards. Effluent from the Upper York plant 
therefore must be treated to a higher standard prior to discharge to Lake Simcoe.  

11/15/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP98 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

2. Is it acceptable that pollution removed from sewage discharge destined for Lake 
Simcoe is dumped into the pipe sending concentrated pollution to Lake Ontario? 

The Duffin Creek WPCP has been designed to accept flow from the Upper York tributary area.  
Solids from other satellite plants in York and Durham Regions (including in the Lake Simcoe 
watershed) also send solids to Duffin Creek WPCP for processing.  

11/15/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP99 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

3. Do you understand that the phosphorus concentration in the sewage effluent 
entering Lake Ontario in Pickering is 1667% higher than the recorded phosphorus 
level in Lake Ontario? 

The provincial water quality objective for phosphorus in the open waters of Lake Ontario is 
0.02mg/L. Water quality monitoring has been conducted in the Ajax/Pickering nearshore since 
2007. Findings suggest that the P level in the vicinity of the diffuser is below 0.01mg/L which 
approaches open-water concentrations for phosphorus. 

11/15/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP100 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

4. During a site tour at the Pickering sewage plant, staff stated the sewage effluent is 
cleaner than Lake Ontario.  Is this a reasonable statement considering question “3”? The E coli levels in the sewage effluent are much lower than the E coli levels found in Lake 

Ontario immediately near to the shore and in tributaries. 11/15/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP101 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

5. Do you know that a current study via the University of Michigan determined that 
Lake Ontario is the most pollution stressed of the Great Lake? 

Yes, a study by Allan et al. (2013) titled “Joint analysis of stressors and ecosystem services to 
enhance restoration effectiveness” identified Lake Ontario as having the highest cumulative 
stress of the Great Lakes. This stress indicator included other sources of stress besides pollution 
including erosion, shipping, climate change, and invasive species. Mussels were identified as 
one on the primary stressors for Lake Ontario whereas phosphorus was identified as a primary 
stressor for Lake Erie. 

11/15/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP102 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

6. Do you know that the Great Lakes contain 20% of the world’s fresh water, which 
demands protection? 

Efforts have been taken by both the United States and Canada through the International Joint 
Commission to develop a Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) to protect the Great 
Lakes.   

11/15/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP103 General Public Public Information 7. During a tour of the York/Durham Sewage plant in Pickering, staff stated that it The Duffin Creek WPCP has been designed to remove a different level of phosphorus from 11/15/2013 
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Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

was one of the best plants in operation efficiency.  Based on York Region date the 
York/Durham Sewage plant is intended to run at only 1.67% of the efficiency of the 
York Region Plant discharging into Lake Simcoe.  Is this acceptable? 

effluent than the proposed Upper York plant.   In addition, phosphorus concentrations and 
loading limits are based on the receiver according to Ministry of the Environment policy.  In 
particular for Lake Simcoe, phosphorus discharges are regulated by the Lake Simcoe Protection 
Act. 

10/29/2013 

P3-GP104 

General Public Public Information 
Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

8. Do you know a reason to pollute Lake Ontario at a concentration rate 30 to 60 
times the pollution rate allowable regarding Lake Simcoe via sewage discharge? If 
yes, please explain. 

The Duffin Creek WPCP is discharging highly treated effluent to Lake Ontario and doesn’t 
bypass treatment during periods of high inflow.  Phosphorus concentrations and loading limits 
are based on the receiver according to Ministry of the Environment Procedure B-1-5.  In 
particular for Lake Simcoe, phosphorus discharges are regulated by the Lake Simcoe Protection 
Act. 

11/15/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP105 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

9. Do you believe that other sources of phosphorus into Lake Ontario, such as Duffins 
Creek, justify the York/Durham Sewage plant in dumping phosphorus into Lake 
Ontario at excessive rates when they have the technology to prevent the pollution? If 
yes, please explain. 

All sources of phosphorus must be considered when accessing the impacts on the receiving 
water. Sources of phosphorus such as Duffins Creek discharge right at the shoreline in shallow 
water with poor mixing. The Duffin Creek WPCP discharges through a diffuser system 1km 
offshore, which provides better mixing with lake water.  

The provincial water quality objective for phosphorus in the open waters of Lake Ontario is 
0.02mg/L. Water quality monitoring has been conducted in the Ajax/Pickering nearshore since 
2007. Findings from indicate that the phosphorus level in the vicinity of the diffuser is below 
0.01mg/L which demonstrates that the outfall achieves excellent mixing. 

As part of this EA, tertiary treatment technology was evaluated as an option which provides 
enhanced phosphorus removal. Tertiary treatment did not rank the best for either the 
technical, natural, social/culture, nor economic categories and was not selected as the 
preferred solution. Some of the reasons tertiary treatment was not selected include: 

• high carbon footprint  

• requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social 
environments;  

• highest capital and operating costs  

• will not meet long-term hydraulic performance  

The preferred solution of optimizing operations and modifying existing diffuser ports, meets all 
regulatory requirements, does not impact beneficial uses (e.g. shoreline, Ajax WTP intake, 
beaches, aquatic habitats), does not require construction, and can be implemented at relatively 
low costs.  In addition, water quality monitoring since 2007 has demonstrated that the outfall 
achieves excellent mixing and low P levels in and around the diffuser.  

Please refer to the Environmental Study Report for the detailed evaluation. 

11/15/2013 

10/29/2013 P3-GP106 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Pickering 
PACT-POW Suggested 
Questions Sheet 

10. PACT identified a potential Durham loss of over $2,000,000.00 in the P1 landfill 
deal with METRO, which Durham staff missed in negotiations.  In light of past history, 
do you believe that all financial arrangements regarding Durham should be open to 
the scrutiny of Durham residents? 

The Regions’ Outfall EA project team is not aware of the PACT information; however, this is 
outside the scope of our study.  Annual financial reports are independently audited and are 
publicly available on the websites of both Regions.  

11/15/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP107 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

The waterfront already smells and I understand that you are doing everything that is 
necessary for the government but it doesn’t take into consideration that the 
waterfront already smells. This will make the waterfront smell more. Rather than 
trying to appease us with government regulations, why can’t you come up with 
something that takes the P further out to the lake so it doesn’t affect our waterfront? 
We are already paying taxes and we want our taxes to go here. 

We did an evaluation of tertiary treatment and a new outfall.  These alternatives were not 
selected as the preferred solution for the reasons noted in the EA documentation and as 
presented to the public.  In addition, the Regions were a partner on a study that noted that the 
nuisance Cladophora problem would exist on the Ajax Pickering shoreline even if the plant 
were to be removed. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP108 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

I grew up in Scarborough. We have Fallingbrook beach and Scarborough Beach at the 
Bluffs and we have never had algae like you see in Ajax. Why does Ashbridges Bay 
not have algae that we see in Ajax and it looks like we will get more? 

Algae is a lake-wide problem and there is broad consensus in the scientific community that 
nuisance Cladophora algae growth experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has 
been primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and quagga 
mussels.  These invasive species arrived in the Great Lakes in the late 1980s, and have since 
spread throughout all the Great Lakes and into the St. Lawrence Seaway. The impacts of these 
mussels on the near shore of Lake Ontario has been significant due to their high numbers, 

10/30/2013 
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estimated at several thousand per square meter of lake bed, and the sheer volume of water 
they are capable of filtering: as much as 10,000 liters per square meter of lake bed per day. 
Through their filtering activity, these mussels have dramatically changed the growth conditions 
for Cladophora by increasing light availability, increasing the availability of phosphorus and, 
because Cladophora can attach itself to the mussel beds, extending the area of the lakebed in 
which Cladophora can grow.  

In addition, changes to nutrient cycling has changed: there is less phosphorus now than there 
was 20 years ago but because of changes to the ecosystem coupled with warming 
temperatures, there are much more favourable conditions for algae growth. 

10/30/2013 P3-GP109 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

I am concerned that the plant is close to our water input supply and I would like it to 
go further to take it away from the intake. 

Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the Ministry of the Environment.  Interested stakeholders are encouraged to review the 
Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.  The 
results of the lake modelling performed as part of this Outfall EA demonstrate that there is no 
interference with beneficial uses (including the Ajax WSP) and there is negligible change from 
baseline conditions.  Recent sampling in the vicinity of the outfall has also demonstrated the 
limited effect that the Duffin Creek WPCP has on local water quality. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP110 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

In the original plan for the wastewater treatment plant said that the outfall would 
reach capacity with a 50% increase, but then council said that capacity would be 
reached with a 25% increase. Which figure is right, and where are we with outfall 
capacity?  

The Duffin Creek WPCP has a rated capacity of 630MLD. The outfall has been limited to a 
capacity of 520MLD. The purpose of this Outfall EA is to address the limitations of the existing 
outfall to bring the outfall in line with the treatment capacity of the plant. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP111 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

What is the dollar amount to taxpayers for this EA? The outfall is owned 50/50 by the Regions of York and Durham. The cost of this EA is 
approximately $4M and the cost is being split 50/50. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP112 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

The town of Ajax used a University of Michigan study that says P from the plant is the 
problem, but you have a study from University of Waterloo that says zebra mussels 
are the problem but is not conclusive. Why are you not using the Michigan study and 
relying on inconclusive Zebra mussel science? 

The project team has performed a comprehensive literature review using published material 
from many different sources. All of these sources are referenced in the Environmental Study 
Report. There is broad consensus in the scientific community that nuisance Cladophora algae 
growth experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has been primarily caused by 
changes to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and quagga mussels.   

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP113 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

What is algae? Algae is broadly described as any plant that lives in water including unicellular bacteria that 
lives in water. Cladophora is a specific type of algae that grows at the bottom of the lake in 
summer months. Cladophora is a branching, green filamentous algae found naturally along the 
coastline of most of the Great Lakes. Cladophora plants attach to the lakebed, forming lush 
lawns of filaments that are periodically detached by waves and wash ashore as mats. 
Cladophora  growth is dependent on: 

• Hard substrate which provides habitat 

• Water clarity which provides more sunlight 

• Temperature 

• Phosphorus which is an essential nutrient, in particular soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP).   

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP114 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

Who funded the Waterloo Study? The study was funded mainly by Ontario Power Generation, York and Durham Regions and was 
also supported by the City of Pickering and the Town of Ajax. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP115 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

I have been swimming at the west shore, would never swim in Ajax. The high E. coli levels at shore areas that have resulted in beach closures such as at Rotary Park 
Beach are not the result of E. coli levels in the Duffin Creek WPCP effluent.  Treated effluent 
currently being discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP is disinfected through chlorine addition 
and as a result, effluent E. coli levels are well below 100 counts per 100 mL, which is the level at 
which beaches in Ontario are posted as being unsafe for swimming.   High E. coli levels continue 
to impact near shore waters from sources such as storm sewers and rivers and streams that 

10/30/2013 
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discharge directly into the near shore water.  These surface runoff sources have been found to 
contain high levels of E coli originating from upstream farm lands and from the surface runoff 
of the park and grass areas frequented by the large numbers of Canada geese that occupy 
these shoreline areas. 

10/30/2013 P3-GP116 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

Will Lake Ontario be like Lake Erie? Efforts are being made to address the algae problem in Lake Erie and to ensure other Great 
Lakes do not degrade to the same levels. The IJC, the international joint commission of Canada 
and the US, has a new plan in Lake Erie as detailed in the Lake Erie Ecosystem Priority (LEEP) 
report. The main recommendations in the plan are to control agricultural and urban runoff, and 
stop bypassing of treatment during high flows. The MOE is looking at the same preventative 
measures in their draft Great Lakes Strategy. The Duffin Creek WPCP does not bypass 
treatment during high flows and treats on all flows.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP117 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

The plant is operating at 2/3 capacity. What is the hurry when it will take 10 years to 
reach growth projections? How is this beneficial to me as a resident of Ajax?   

 

As part of the Stage 3 Expansion EA, the MOE placed a condition that the Regions initiate the 
environmental assessment activity required to address the limitations in the existing 
outfall/diffuser within six weeks of obtaining all necessary approvals for the Stage 3 plant 
expansion. To meet this condition, the Regions initiated the EA in 2010. 

Also, the existing outfall capacity at the Duffin Creek WPCP is 520MLD which is expected to be 
reached by 2019 at the earliest. It is important to plan ahead and develop a preferred solution 
prior to flows reaching 520MLD to ensure that the Town of Ajax, City of Pickering, and York 
Region continue to benefit from the high level of treatment at the Duffin Creek WPCP. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP118 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

Would moving the outfall further out in the lake mitigate Cladophora growth? How 
much more money would that cost? 

Recent water quality monitoring data suggests that moving the outfall farther offshore would 
not improve water quality in the nearshore.   

The provincial water quality objective for phosphorus in the open waters of Lake Ontario is 
0.02mg/L. Water quality monitoring has been conducted in the Ajax/Pickering nearshore since 
2007. Findings from indicate that the phosphorus level in the vicinity of the existing diffuser is 
below 0.01mg/L which demonstrates that the outfall achieves excellent mixing. 

The capital cost of a new outfall is approximately $200M  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP119 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

If we have smells at regulation levels, do we need to change regulations? Are MOE 
regulations sufficient? 

The issue of smells caused by algae needs to be tackled holistically across the Great Lakes. 
Institutions such as the IJC and MOE develop policies and guidelines to address these issues. 
Research is currently being conducted to look at the effectiveness of existing regulations and 
will influence future water quality agreements. 

Please contact the MOE if you have specific questions about their regulations.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP120 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

If you were to shut off the outfall for half a year or year, would there be algae 
washing ashore and smelling? 

As a scientist, that is exactly the experiment one would like to do but that is not feasible. There 
are tools at our disposal such as hydrodynamic modelling, water quality sampling data, and 
literature. There is a lot of focus on Cladophora in the Great Lakes right now. Satellite data is 
also used and it shows that Cladophora is a systemic problem around the lake, both in urban 
and non-urban areas.  

The provincial water quality objective for phosphorus in the open waters of Lake Ontario is 
0.02mg/L which is in place to prevent the growth of nuisance algae. Water quality monitoring 
has been conducted in the Ajax/Pickering nearshore since 2007. Findings from indicate that the 
phosphorus level in the vicinity of the diffuser is below 0.01mg/L which demonstrates that the 
outfall achieves excellent mixing. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP121 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

Why is the cost of the EA split 50/50 when York Region uses this plant more? What is 
the contribution of Durham Region and York Region to the plant and its operation?  

This EA looks at the limitations of the outfall. The outfall is owned 50/50 by both Regions. 
Accordingly any costs associated with the outfall have been shared 50/50. Typically, costs for 
capital expansions (i.e. new facilities) is split based on estimated usage.  Historically for liquid 
facilities this has been approximately 80-20.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP122 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

When were you going to inform Durham Region residents that the tertiary treatment 
(of solids) at Lake Simcoe is being “flushed” down to Duffin Creek? 

The Duffin Creek plant treats solids from both Regions. Durham Region also has plants that 
discharge to Lake Simcoe, and the solids are trucked to Duffin Creek for treatment. The Duffin 
Creek plant was also designed to treat solids from Upper York, and this volume has already 
been accounted for in the plant upgrades. There is no increase to design flows as a part of this 

10/30/2013 
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EA and the treatment process is not compromised. 

10/30/2013 P3-GP123 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

How much will it cost if Pickering or Ajax requests a Part II order? Why don’t you put 
in an alternative that addresses public concerns right away rather than to risk a costly 
bump up request that will result in installing the proper technology. What is the cost 
and timeline of a bump up? 

The “bump up request” or Part II Order is a process that allows any person who feels that 
concerns haven’t been addressed to request that a Class EA be elevated to an Individual EA 
(IEA). The cost and timeline for an IEA is unknown. Upon receiving a Part II order request the 
minister will decide to either support the EA, support it with conditions, or require an IEA. 

The total EA cost is estimated at approximately $4M. The cost of a Part II order request is 
unknown. A Part II Order request would require the Regions to respond to issues raised during 
the public review process.  The Ministry of the Environment will then review the ESR, issues 
and responses made during the public review process, and make a recommendation to the 
Minister of the Environment.  The Minister of will then make a decision based on the 
recommendations.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP124 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

You say that the algae is from phosphorus coming from runoff and not from the 
plant. It smells worse in Ajax than other waterfront areas. I don’t see any algae in the 
creek. Why is there no algae in Duffins Creek?  

There is phosphorus in Duffins Creek but no Cladophora because Cladophora needs sunlight to 
grow. The Creek typically has silt which prevents sunlight from reaching the bottom of the 
creek. Cladophora also grows on hard surfaces and not in silt. In creeks, there is other plant 
growth such as larger macrophytes but not much attached algae.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP125 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

You have two studies from universities with differing opinions. Your swing vote is 
based on a study from the TRCA, which is not a university. The guy who is leading this 
study emailed me and said “I can’t find any algae on the lakefront”. You should be 
going to another university to peer review both studies and there is time to do this. 

The two studies being referred to are presumably the 2011 report by Dr. Martin Auer and the 
2009 report from Dr. Luis Leon. The project team has used the information from these two 
studies in this EA. Water quality monitoring data in the Pickering/Ajax nearshore, collected by 
the TRCA, is also being used to understand the existing water quality in the nearshore. In 
addition, there is a wealth of information being published in peer-reviewed international 
journals about phosphorus and Cladophora in Lake Ontario and at the project site. For example, 
a paper from Booty et al. was published in 2013 in the Journal of Great Lakes Research 
reviewing methods for estimating phosphorus loadings from tributaries with the Duffins Creek 
used as its case study. All of this information is being used to inform this Environmental 
Assessment. It is incorrect to assume that the Auer and Leon reports are the only two sources 
of information being used in this EA. 

 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP126 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

I lived in Scarborough 20 years ago and occasionally there was a horrible smell. Is 
there something being done about odour that is still continuing from algae? Was it 
looked at 20 years ago? 

Nuisance Cladophora blooms were experienced in the 1950s through the early 1980s as a result 
of phosphorus concentrations exceeding internationally established targets. The problem was 
recognized by a joint commission between Canada and the U.S. and in 1976 a phosphorus 
abatement program was implemented within the framework of the Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement. This program was deemed successful by the 1980s as nuisance Cladophora blooms 
were largely eradicated and offshore phosphorus concentrations dropped below the 
established targets. 

Despite continually declining phosphorus concentrations in the offshore, nuisance Cladophora 
growth returned to the Lower Great Lakes in the mid-1990s. Initially, the scientific community 
had no explanation for this paradox of declining phosphorus concentrations and increasing 
Cladophora growth, until the link was made to the impact of dreissenid mussels which arrived 
as invasive species in the 1980s. There is broad consensus in the scientific community that 
nuisance Cladophora algae growth experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has 
been primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and quagga 
mussels.   

Institutions such as the IJC and MOE are currently researching the issue of algae across the 
Great Lakes. In 2012, the MOE released a draft Great Lakes Strategy recognizing these 
problems and outlining strategies to deal with these issues. The Regions are supporting water 
quality monitoring and research to better understand the issue of water quality and algae 
growth.   

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP127 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

By what mandate are you continuing to operate here given that the Phase 2 Report 
was defeated at the March 6 council meeting. If a motion to receive a report is 
defeated at a council meeting, this is a vote of non-confidence. Therefore you are still 
in Phase 2 of the EA. The costing on the other tertiary treatment options still has not 
been done. There were five options and the comparison was made to the most 

No direction from Durham Regional Council was received to discontinue this process. An 
appropriate level of analysis was conducted for tertiary during Phase 2. Tertiary was also 
evaluated during the Stage 3 Expansion EA. The tertiary treatment technology used in 
evaluation is the more expensive option, but other options are less reliable with respect to 
performance. A sensitivity analysis done for the different alternatives showed that cost does 

10/30/2013 
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Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 
expensive option. not change the results of the evaluation. A range of costs were provided in an email to Mr. 

Doug Anderson of DurhamClear on April 15, 2013.  Below is an excerpt from this email: 

“As part of Phase 2 of the Class EA, membrane filtration was selected as the representative 
tertiary treatment option because it is a well-known and applied technology with the highest 
potential to remove total phosphorus.  In keeping with the requirements of Ontario’s 
Environmental Assessment Act, the technology was selected and developed for Phase 2 
alternative solution assessment purposes, with the recognition that if Tertiary Treatment was 
selected as the preferred solution, the alternative design concepts for the different treatment 
methods would be assessed in more detail in Phase 3 of the Class EA process.  It must also be 
noted, that while costs of the different treatment technologies do vary (i.e. the range of capital 
costs between the tertiary treatment options is approximately $100 to $200 M,  selection of a 
tertiary treatment technology other than membrane filtration would not change the overall 
results of the Phase 2 assessment.  Alternatives #1 (existing upgraded plant and optimized 
operations) and #2 (modify existing outfall) would still rank higher than tertiary treatment. “  

10/30/2013 P3-GP128 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

I am hearing the news that we are getting 80% of our pollution from somebody else. 
How many other water treatment plants are closeby? Which way does the current 
run, and who is regulating all the others? If our water is clean, would the others be? 

There is Corbett Creek treatment plant and Courtice to the east. To the west there is Highland 
Creek and farther to west, is Ashbridges Bay. The predominant current flows both east and 
west. All treatment plants are regulated by MOE.  As part of this study, we have not 
investigated water quality sampling results in the immediate vicinity of other outfalls. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP129 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

Are we in a worse state at this shoreline compared to anybody else? The issue of algae is a problem across the Great Lakes. Other municipalities around Lake 
Ontario, such as Halton and Peel, are dealing with similar problems. Satellite images from a 
Michigan Tech study shows that algae growth is a Great Lakes problem. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP130 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

The regulations set the limit for the worst possible job you can do to keep operating. 
The regions are focusing on bettering regulations, and not aiming to do the best job 
possible. 

You are polluting 30-60 times in Lake Ontario than what is allowed in Lake Simcoe. 
You are operating at 3% the efficiency than Lake Simcoe plants. Do elected officials 
know that there is the capability to reduce phosphorus, and why not aim for the best 
technology? 

Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the best performing plants discharging into the open waters of 
Lake Ontario. The Regions have not just implemented the minimum requirements. During the 
recent Stage 3 Expansion project, the Regions put a phosphorus loading limit of 311 kg/day 
which is the same approach used on plants in Lake Simcoe. No other plants discharging to the 
open water of Lake Ontario have a cap on phosphorus. 

The Regions do not agree that Lake Ontario is being polluted 60 times more than necessary. 
Based on sampling, the water quality in the nearshore region is very good. The water quality in 
the vicinity of the existing diffuser, which is 1km from the shoreline, approaches the ambient 
levels in the open waters. However there is no dispute that there is a problem with algae in 
Lake Ontario and across the Great Lakes.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP131 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

How did we get to the point where we treat York Region’s phosphorus? The York Durham Sewage System (YDSS) was originally planned by the Province of Ontario in 
response to the deteriorating quality of watercourses into which smaller, local wastewater 
treatment plants were discharging effluent. The idea for the YDSS – a centralized sewage 
treatment system – dates back to 1965 when the province decided that no additional sewage 
treatment plants could be built on the Don and Rouge Rivers and Duffins Creek. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP132 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

I disagree with the statement of good water quality in the nearshore. The University 
of Toronto did a study of the water quality in Pickering and the E. coli levels were 80x 
more than they should be. The TRCA said it was because of the geese so I have no 
confidence in the TRCA. Would the Regions go into partnership with Ajax to select 
top scientists to peer review these studies? 

Water quality monitoring data collected from 2007 to 2012 indicates that provincial water 
quality objectives are being met in open waters of the Ajax/Pickering nearshore. The data is 
open to the public and can be viewed at http://theskua.com/wqapp/wqapp.html and 
http://theskua.com/wqapp2/. 

Regarding a study on geese and impacts on beaches, a study was conducted Beacon 
Environmental in 2006 which found that the problem of beach closures is not linked to the 
Duffin Creek WPCP and is largely linked to the Duffins Creek marsh which attracts large 
numbers of waterfowl, shorebirds, gulls and geese.  This study has been posted to the project 
website. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP133 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

I’m approaching 100 in 2029 and I want to be able to sleep at night knowing that 
when I flush the toilet that it won’t pollute the lake. 

The Regions recently invested around $1B in new works and rehabilitation of existing works at 
the Duffin Creek WPCP to provide high quality effluent. Water quality monitoring has been 
conducted in the Ajax/Pickering nearshore since 2007. Findings suggest that the phosphorus 
levels in the vicinity of the diffuser is below 0.01mg/L which is well below the provincial water 
quality objective of 0.02mg/L for phosphorus in the open waters of Lake Ontario.  

10/30/2013 
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10/30/2013 P3-GP134 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

What can we be doing to save the waterfront and all the freshwater in Canada? Durham Region is part of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities initiative that supports 
initiatives to protect the Great Lakes and disseminates information to address Great Lake 
issues. The IJC and MOE policies deal with agricultural and urban runoff, and stopping plant 
bypasses. The Regions support these initiatives through our membership in this organization, 
along with Pickering and Ajax. What we do collectively is support these organizations and help 
to implement these larger solutions. Change will not happen overnight. People can do things 
everyday such not fertilizing lawns and not using antibacterial soap with triclosan that kills the 
bugs needed at the wastewater treatment plant. The IJC Lake Erie Ecosystem Priority (LEEP) 
comes up with strategic priorities on what to do for Lake Erie. Maybe we need a LOEP for Lake 
Ontario.   

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP135 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

Can 90 days be given as a public review period? Are there any reasons that can  
prevent an extension to 90 days 

The minimum review period mandated by the MOE is 30 days. The Regions have extended the 
review period to 45 and will consider increasing. A request for a longer review time will be 
taken back to senior management. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP136 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

You point to phosphorus from the creek and the mussels, but Algae exists in urban 
areas.  

The information provided on the panels show that algae exists across all the Great Lakes. Beach 
fouling is occurring in rural areas as well such as Sleeping Bear Dunes National Park in Michigan.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP137 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

Why are costs split 50/50 between the Regions when York Region pumps 80% of 
their sewage to the plant? You should shred this contract and renegotiate it so that 
Durham can afford the more expensive technology to alleviate the problem. 

The outfall is owned 50/50 by both Regions. Accordingly any costs associated with the outfall  
EA have been shared 50/50.   

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP138 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

We’ve lived in Ajax for the last 32 years. We never smelled algae for the first 10 
years. The smell of algae is getting worse. I can’t open the windows or use the 
barbecue anymore. It seems to coincide with more heat. The algae along other 
shorelines in Lake Ontario does not smell. The smell has gotten worse in the last 10-
15 years.  

 

Nuisance Cladophora blooms were experienced in the 1950s through the early 1980s as a result 
of phosphorus concentrations exceeding internationally established targets. The problem was 
recognized by a joint commission between Canada and the U.S. and in 1976 a phosphorus 
abatement program was implemented within the framework of the Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement. This program was deemed successful by the 1980s as nuisance Cladophora blooms 
were largely eradicated and offshore phosphorus concentrations dropped below the 
established targets. 

Despite continually declining phosphorus concentrations in the offshore, nuisance Cladophora 
growth returned to the Lower Great Lakes in the mid-1990s. Initially, the scientific community 
had no explanation for this paradox of declining phosphorus concentrations and increasing 
Cladophora growth, until the link was made to the impact of dreissenid mussels which arrived 
as invasive species in the 1980s. There is broad consensus in the scientific community that 
nuisance Cladophora algae growth experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has 
been primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and quagga 
mussels.   

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP139 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

Are you telling me that the P from the plant has nothing to do with the increased 
algae or the smell? 

There is broad consensus in the scientific community that nuisance Cladophora algae growth 
experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has been primarily caused by changes 
to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and quagga mussels.   

The loading of phosphorus to Lake Ontario from urban and agricultural sources may also be 
considered a driver. Recognizing this, the Draft Ontario Great Lakes Strategy for ‘Protecting 
Water’ has focused on stormwater, agricultural runoff, and WPCP treatment bypasses to 
control phosphorus loading to the lake. It is worth noting that unlike other plants discharging to 
Lake Ontario, the Duffin Creek WPCP does not operate any treatment bypasses.  Further, with 
the cap on the amount of phosphorus being discharged to Lake Ontario that the plant must 
meet, its effluent compliance limits are one of the strictest of all wastewater treatment plants 
discharging to the open waters of Lake Ontario. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP140 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 

Work has already started with constructing a larger sanitary pipe. What does this 
have to do with the plant? 

In the Pickering and Markham communities, construction of a new Southeast collector that will 
move flow down to the plant is ongoing. It is the twinning of an existing pipe. The construction 
started 3 years ago. The Duffin Creek plant itself has already been upgraded. This EA focuses on 

10/30/2013 
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Period 
 

assessing the effectiveness of the  outfall at the Duffin Creek WPCP, and developing a preferred 
solution for improving its effectiveness.  

10/30/2013 P3-GP141 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

How far out is the Ajax Intake? Can you guarantee there is no mixing? The water treatment plant draws its raw water from a 2.1 m diameter intake pipe in Lake 
Ontario that is located 2,600 m out from the shore and at a depth of approximately 18m. 

Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues to meet the strict limits set 
by the Ministry of the Environment.  Interested stakeholders are encouraged to review the 
Annual Water Quality Reports posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca.  The 
results of the lake modelling performed as part of this Outfall EA demonstrate that there is no 
interference with beneficial uses (including the Ajax WSP) and there is negligible change from 
baseline conditions.  Recent sampling in the vicinity of the outfall has also demonstrated the 
limited effect that the Duffin Creek WPCP has on local water quality. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP142 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

Is the smell going to continue as the summers continue? This algae phenomenon differs seasonally and yearly. There is a variation depending on all the 
variables: the amount of rainfall, phosphorus loadings, sunlight exposure.    

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP143 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Question and Answer 
Period 
 

What is the guesstimate for when the next EA will be when flows approach 630 MLD?  
The lake has an amazing ability to clean itself. Its beautiful sand beaches and fresh 
water is precious and it doesn’t matter how much money it costs.  

Current population projections and flow forecasts estimate that it will be around 2031 at the 
earliest when flows approach 630 MLD.   

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP144 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Why are we still using 1996 environmental effluent standards? The Ministry of Environment develops the policies and regulations that govern the operations 
of wastewater treatment plants in Ontario. The MOE Procedure B-1-5 for deriving receiving-
water-based, point-source effluent requirements for Ontario Waters is from 1994. If you have 
questions regarding this procedure, please contact the MOE. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP145 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Do Stages 1 & 2 treat to the same standards as Stage 3? Stages 1 & 2 will be upgraded to include dual-point chemical application and a polymer dosing 
system consistent with the new Stage 3 works.  In order that Stages 1 & 2 provide comparable 
liquid and solid retention times, the previous rating of 420 ML/d for Stages 1 & 2 has been 
reduced to 320 ML/d.  The new stricter ECA compliance limits apply to the entire Duffin Creek 
WPCP. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP146 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

There is a “solution frothing” from something < 1km offshore, right at the plant that 
foams. What is that? 

The outfall pipe is susceptible to air entrainment since the effluent drops into the vertical 
onshore shaft. From time to time, air might be discharged through the diffusers in the Lake and 
bubble to the surface. This is likely the cause of what you call “solution frothing”. The air does 
not have any adverse impacts on the environment.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP147 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

I can sometimes smell the plant from central Ajax. Can this be resolved/reduced? Odour control has been installed at the Duffin Creek WPCP under the Stage 3 works.  As part of 
this works an odour monitoring program in ongoing to continually sample and assess odour 
sources and ambient background levels surrounding the WPCP. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP148 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is the monitoring done manually or electronically? How often per day? What is the 
backup plan if the threshold is breached? 

Some monitoring of the process streams at the Duffin Creek WPCP is carried out automatically 
and continuously using instruments while other monitoring is done through sampling and lab 
testing.  The Regional Lab is an accredited facility.  All sampling at the Duffin Creek WPCP meets 
or exceeds the frequency indicated in our Environmental Compliance Approval.  If effluent 
limits are exceeded, the MOE must be notified. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP149 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

How long does it take for wastewater to flow through the plant from entry to exit? The time it takes for liquids to flow through the plant is highly dependent on the amount of 
inflow.  The time it takes for liquids to flow through the plant can be in the order of hours 
whereas the solids can be retained in the process stream for at least 9 days. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP150 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Are “iron salts” commonly used in this process worldwide? What is it composed of? 
Why do polymers help? 

Yes, iron salts are commonly used for phosphorus removal worldwide. Typically they are 
composed of ferric chloride, ferrous chloride, or ferrous sulphate. Polymers help in phosphorus 
removal because they improve the capture of particulate organic matter in the secondary 
clarifiers which contain phosphorus. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP151 General Public Public Information Where is the landfill? How many trucks/week?  Ash from incinerated solids is trucked to St. Mary’s Cement in Bowmanville for use in the 10/30/2013 
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Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

production of concrete.  Other waste materials are sent to a landfill at a frequency of 
approximately one truck per day, but is highly dependent on inflow and material coming into 
the plant. 

10/30/2013 P3-GP152 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Will a longer outfall quality for development funding rather than rate payer funding? 
(It increases capacity).  

If the existing outfall is decommissioned a decision on funding would have to be made through 
both Regional Councils. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP153 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

In what way is the Town Council of Ajax involved in this project? Are they protecting 
the interests of Ajax citizens? 

Town of Ajax staff is currently a member of the Stakeholders Advisory Committee, and the 
Town have also made several comments and submissions to the Regions, which have been 
included in the Outfall EA documentation.  Town of Ajax councillors also sit on both Regional 
Council and Works Committee where information on the Outfall EA project has been 
presented. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP154 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is this outfall similar to the pipe that Nemo escaped from to the ocean? Yes, this outfall is similar to the pipe that Nemo escaped from to the ocean; however, the 
Duffin Creek WPCP outfall main pipe has been constructed below the Lake bottom whereas the 
Nemo pipe was laid on the ocean floor.  In addition the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall pipe has 
risers whereas the Nemo pipe only has openings to diffuse effluent. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP155 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

I don’t understand how a reducer nozzle would help. Pressure to the nozzle will be 
the same, the reducer will only send the discharge with more thrust or force, like a 
nozzle on a water hose.  

That is correct. With a variable port check valve, the valve opening gets smaller under average 
flow conditions and sends discharged effluent with a higher velocity through the diffuser port. 
A higher velocity through the port improves initial mixing.  10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP156 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Duckbill valves do not reduce volume. Is “better mixing” just playing with science & 
numbers? 

Variable port check valves do not reduce the volume of effluent. The valve partially closes 
under average flow conditions and increases the velocity coming out of the pipe (with the same 
volume). A higher velocity through the port improves initial mixing. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP157 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

How much time do the consultants spend at the Ajax waterfront? The consulting team visited Ajax rotary park on September 4, 2013   

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP158 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is it true that the residue from sewage treated from Vaughan comes down to the 
Duffin WPCP? Why does sewage treated from Vaughan (going to L. Simcoe) need to 
be cleaner than what goes to L. Ont? 

Sewage from Vaughan is discharged directly to the YDSS and some is treated at the Duffin 
Creek WPCP while some is treated in Peel Region.  Vaughan will not be serviced by the new 
Upper York plant. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP159 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is “modelling” without error? As part of this Outfall EA, modelling predictions were compared to actual measured water 
quality in the lake over the same time period to better understand how the model compared to 
actual conditions.  

The measured water quality data show that phosphorus concentrations tend to be highest 
along the shoreline and at the location of Duffins Creek. This has been attributed to discharges 
from the creek as well as to the role of wave induced re-suspension of sediments in raising 
phosphorus concentrations at the shoreline.  

The model simulated a “hot-spot” around the Duffin Creek diffuser. A “hot-spot” is defined as 
an area of higher phosphorous loading; however the “hot-spot” could not be detected by the 
actual water samples that were collected in the vicinity of outfall diffuser and at the depth of 
the outfall diffuser. This suggests that the model simulation results tend to over-predict the 
impacts of the outfall diffuser on local water quality. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP160 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is 1km length of outfall sufficient when in L. Simcoe (York Region) it is 2km out? The modelling performed as part of this Outfall EA demonstrates that the existing 1.1km outfall 
does not interfere with beneficial uses (i.e. aquatic systems, intakes, shoreline, beaches) and 
meets or betters all regulations.  

 

Actual measured water quality data taken between 2007 and 2012 also demonstrates the 
existing diffuser provides effective mixing. Findings from the water quality monitoring indicate 
that the phosphorus concentrations in the vicinity of the diffuser is below 0.01mg/L. The 
provincial water quality objective for phosphorus in the open waters of Lake Ontario is 

10/30/2013 
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0.02mg/L. 

10/30/2013 P3-GP161 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is algae from other lakes heading into OUR lake? Lake Ontario is the furthest downstream of all the Great Lakes and thus will receive nutrients, 
algae and aquatic life from the upstream lakes through the Niagara River. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP162 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Have we identified where the phosphorus is coming from and addressed how to 
remedy the problem? 

The loading of phosphorus to Lake Ontario comes from urban and agricultural sources. The 
Draft Ontario Great Lakes Strategy for ‘Protecting Water’ has focused on stormwater, 
agricultural runoff, and WPCP treatment bypasses to control phosphorus loading to the lake. It 
is worth noting that unlike other plants discharging to Lake Ontario, the Duffin Creek WPCP 
does not operate any treatment bypasses.  Further, with the cap on the amount of phosphorus 
being discharged to Lake Ontario that the plant must meet, its effluent compliance limits are 
one of the strictest of all wastewater treatment plants discharging to the open waters of Lake 
Ontario. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP163 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Does warm water from power plant increase algae growth? Warmer water does stimulate more algae growth, however, the effect of the power plant has 
not been reviewed as part of this study. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP164 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Have the effects of increased phosphorus on vector tick populations & lyme disease 
increase in the Ajax waterfront region been considered? (along with human, pet, 
wildlife, health impacts) 

Deer ticks use long grasses and vegetation for attachment sites so that they can then brush 
against mammals and feed on their blood.  That they are not aquatic species so they would not 
live in algal mats in lakes. The ‘wet phosphorus’ being referred on the blog 
(http://www.bubblews.com/news/678219-beware-of-ticks) is the tip of a match head.  The 
author claims that ticks “adore the flavour of wet phosphorus” which is likely the part that was 
misleading.  What the author is claiming is that ticks are attracted to the smell of a wet match 
head and will therefore pull out of human skin – they have suggested this as a removal 
technique.  The key here is that the form of phosphorus used in match heads is completely 
different than the form used by plants which was the subject of discussion at the PIF.  A match 
head is made up of a combination of materials including (tetra)phosphorus (tri)sulphide, a 
compound of phosphorus that has very different properties from the form of phosphorus used 
by plants for growth.  There is no evidence to suggest that deer ticks are feeding on phosphorus 
within Lake Ontario. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP165 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Can we change preferred solution to a longer pipe? How do we do this? What is 
required to change the “preferred solution” to a longer pipe? This would increase 
capacity and change funding.  

The preferred solution to address the limitations of the existing outfall is to modify the existing 
diffusers with variable port check valves and to optimize existing operations. This preferred 
solution will be documented in the Environmental Study Report. The Environmental Study 
Report will be filed for a minimum 45-day public review period. If the public is not in agreement 
with the preferred solution, questions and concerns can be brought forward to the MOE. 
During the public review another option is to request a Part II order requesting the Minister of 
the Environment to elevate the project to an Individual EA. 

 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP166 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is there a plan to harvest the algae and use it productively? The project team is not aware of any plans to harvest algae and use it productively. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP167 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

How long does it take for the effluent to reach the 20:1 dilution ratio? The 20:1 dilution ratio is achieved within a couple hundred meters of the diffuser structure 
which is 183m long.   10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP168 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Are there zebra mussels in Lake Simcoe? Yes, zebra mussels invaded Lake Simcoe in the year 1994. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP169 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is there a difference in the technology being used to treat the effluent entering Lake 
Simcoe vs. Lake Ontario? 

The technology for the Upper York treatment facilities and the Duffin Creek WPCP treatment 
facilities have been chosen based on best practices, MOE regulations and provincial legislation.  
The Duffin Creek WPCP is an activated sludge plant employing nitrification. Most plants 
discharging to Lake Simcoe treat to a tertiary level to meet the requirements of MOE Procedure 

10/30/2013 
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B-1-5 and the Lake Simcoe Protection Act. 

10/30/2013 P3-GP170 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is there any inter-governmental body established to govern, monitor and direct all 
influents entering the entire Great Lakes System? If so, what is it? (N. Boos. 905-426-
8999) 

The International Joint Commission (IJC) is an organization formed through a treaty signed by 
Canada and United States. According to its website: “The IJC prevents and resolves disputes 
between the United States of America and Canada under the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty and 
pursues the common good of both countries as an independent and objective advisor to the 
two governments. In particular, the Commission rules upon applications for approval of 
projects affecting boundary or transboundary waters and may regulate the operation of these 
projects; it assists the two countries in the protection of the transboundary environment, 
including the implementation of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the 
improvement of transboundary air quality; and it alerts the governments to emerging issues 
along the boundary that may give rise to bilateral disputes.” 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP171 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

What else is in discharge that we should be made aware of? Example 
pharmaceuticals and other chemicals? 

The regulated parameters discharged from the Duffin Creek WPCP include total solids, 
biological oxygen demand, total phosphorus, total ammonia nitrogen, unionized ammonia, and 
total chlorine residual. Microconstituents, such as pharmaceuticals and personal care products, 
are not regulated.  However, the treatment processes at the Duffin Creek WPCP also help to 
significantly reduce levels of microconstituents in the effluent.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP172 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is phosphorus being used/consumed by excessive algae/zebra mussels? What is 
feeding this stuff? 

Yes, phosphorus is being consumed by zebra mussels and algae. Algae only consumes 
phosphorus that is bio-available (i.e. soluble reactive phosphorus). Zebra mussels filter large 
quantities of water and convert particulate phosphorus into soluble reactive phosphorus. This 
is one of the reasons why zebra mussels are contributing to the growth of Cladophora  algae 
across the Great Lakes. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP173 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

How quickly will the discharge move from 360-520MLD? Are there further tests done 
as the effluent increases? 

The Duffin Creek WPCP is forecasted to reach 520 MLD by 2019 at the earliest. The plant 
effluent is monitored and tested on a weekly basis and results are submitted to the MOE on a 
yearly basis. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP174 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Can we have a longer review time? It is said & done before people know what is 
proposed. Can we have 1 year? 

The minimum review period for environmental assessments is 30 calendar days.  The Regions 
have currently committed to a 45-day review period.  We have also received requests for 
additional review time and we are currently reviewing those requests.  10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP175 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

York is paying more. They seem to be getting more & have an unfair funding formula. 
How can these formulas be changed? 

Typically costs for the Duffin Creek WPCP are split between Durham and York based on 
utilization.  Any changes to the YDSS funding agreements must be reviewed and approved by 
the YDSS Management Committee and Regional Councils. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP176 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

How can we get the Minister of Environment to get involved? Why is he hiding? Meetings have been held with the Ministry of Environment at every phase of this Outfall EA to 
provide project updates. A yearly report on progress of this EA has also been sent to the MOE 
as it was a requirement in the Condition of Approval for the Stage 3 Expansion.   10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP177 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

What is scheduled for 2014? The public review period of the Environmental Study Report (Phase 4) will extend into 2014.  
Implementation will follow upon receipt of the necessary approvals.  10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP178 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Is it too late to effect any changes to this EA? The preferred solution to address the limitations of the existing outfall is to modify the existing 
diffusers with variable port check valves and to optimize existing operations. This preferred 
solution will be documented in the Environmental Study Report. The Environmental Study 
Report will be filed for a minimum 45-day public review period. If the public is not in agreement 
with the preferred solution, questions and concerns can be brought forward to the MOE. 
During the public review another option is to request a Part II order requesting the Minister of 
the Environment to elevate the project to an Individual EA. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP179 General Public 

Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
Questions/Comments/
Excites 

Why do we pay 50% of 80% of York’s waste? And why don’t we give back 80% of our 
waste as a “thank-you gift”? 

Currently, Durham and York each own 50% of the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall.  Accordingly, costs 
for the Outfall EA are being split 50-50%.  Typically costs for other portions of the Duffin Creek 
WPCP are split between Durham and York based on utilization. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP180 General Public Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 

Why is fisheries department absent? The Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) has been contacted at every phase of this Outfall EA. 
Information from the MNR has been used in the existing conditions for the natural 10/30/2013 
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Questions/Comments/
Excites 

environment (includes fisheries).  

10/30/2013 P3-GP181 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

1. Lake Simcoe is recognized as having impaired water quality because it has too 
many nutrients - well so does the Ajax near shore.  Too many nutrients = too much 
algae.  Why have you considered the health of the receiving water in Lake Simcoe, 
but not in the Lake Ontario near shore?  Why would you not undertake an 
assimilative capacity study or look at the cumulative impacts of all of the sources of 
phosphorus on the receiving water? 

One of the most extensive water quality monitoring programs in recent years has been 
conducted along the Ajax/Pickering nearshore from 2007 to 2012. Findings from the water 
quality monitoring program suggest that phosphorus levels in close proximity to the diffuser 
are below 0.01mg/L, which is well below the provincial water quality objective of 0.02mg/L for 
phosphorus in the open waters of Lake Ontario.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP182 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

2. The allowable phosphorus discharge by Duffins Creek WPCP (at .8 mg/L) is 40 – 80x 
higher than the phosphorus levels discharged by your demonstration plant at Mount 
Albert and the WPCP propose for Upper York Region (the “Water Reclamation 
Centre” at .01 - .02 mg/L).  Why not reduce in Durham? 

Different receiving waters are subject to different policies. For example, Lake Ontario is a Policy 
1 receiver where water quality in the lake is better than the Provincial Water Quality Objectives 
(PWQO). Lake Simcoe is a Policy 2 receiver where water quality does not meet the PWQO and 
thus more stringent requirements are applied and a different set of regulations (refer to the 
Lake Simcoe Protection Act and MOE Procedure B-1-5).   

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP183 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

3. Although the carbon footprint of some alternatives may have been considered, 
shouldn’t that footprint have been considered in the overall context of all potential 
impacts (including the footprint of phosphorus emissions in the Plant’s plume 
meandering in the Lake and mingling with rotting algae in nearshore water and along 
the entire Ajax waterfront)? 

All aspects of the environment were considered at part of this Outfall EA including: technical, 
natural, social/cultural, and economic. The Outfall EA performed a detailed evaluation on a 
short-list of alternatives using all aspects of the environment. Tertiary treatment was one of the 
alternatives evaluated. Tertiary treatment did not rank the best for either the technical, 
natural, social/culture, nor economic categories and was not selected as the preferred solution. 
Please refer to the Environmental Study Report for the detailed evaluation. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP184 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

4. Didn’t EcoJustice send a letter to Durham Region refuting staff’s misinterpretation 
of the finding of their 2013 Great Lakes Sewage Report Card in regard to this Plant?  
Shouldn’t the EcoJustice letter be posted with that Durham staff report on the Outfall 
EA project website (and both included in the ESR) to provide interested parties and 
the Ministry of the Environment with the complete facts? 

Durham Region did not misinterpret the findings of the Great Lakes Sewage Report Card and 
have informed Ecojustice of this through a response letter.  Both the Ecojustice letter and 
Durham Region’s response will be included in the ESR documentation. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP185 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

5. There are phosphorus removal technologies that do not require the expense or the 
footprint of reverse osmosis and filtration.  (For example, Duffins Creek WPCP 
removes phosphorus using iron salts and could do better than it does today using 
existing infrastructure; Lindsay and New Tecumseth use Actiflo).  Why didn’t you 
study other options for phosphorus removal as part of the EA? 

Other tertiary treatment technologies for phosphorus removal were investigated (including 
ballasted flocculation ie Actiflo) during the EA and it was found that overall ranking of the 
tertiary treatment alternative was not impacted by the specific technology evaluated. 10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP186 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

6. If we could show you that commercially available technology could achieve a 97% 
reduction in phosphorus discharge, within the existing footprint of the Duffins Creek 
WPCP – can we agree that this would be worthy of study in the EA? 

 

The Outfall EA performed a detailed evaluation on a short-list of alternatives using all aspects of 
the environment including technical, natural, social/cultural, and economic. Tertiary treatment 
was one of the short-listed alternatives evaluated which can achieve 97% reduction in 
phosphorus and be constructed within the existing footprint of the Duffins Creek WPCP. 
Tertiary treatment did not rank the best for either the technical, natural, social/culture, nor 
economic categories and was not selected as the preferred solution. Some of the reasons 
tertiary treatment was not selected include: 

• high carbon footprint  

• requires heavy construction, with associated impacts on natural and social 
environments;  

• highest capital and operating costs  

• will not meet long-term hydraulic performance  

Please refer to the Environmental Study Report for the detailed evaluation. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP187 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

7. Why does Durham Region find it acceptable to allow the transfer of the negative 
environmental impacts of growth and development in York Region (in the Lake 
Simcoe and Lake Huron Basins) to this Plant in the Lake Ontario Basin?  Don’t you 
know that Lake Ontario is the most severely stressed of all the Great Lakes?  Won’t 
the low-cost, do-virtually nothing alternative the Regions have selected just increase 
the negative environmental stress on Lake Ontario and our waterfront? 

 

Lake Ontario is not the most stressed lake with respect to phosphorus. A study by Allan et al. 
(2013) titled “Joint analysis of stressors and ecosystem services to enhance restoration 
effectiveness” identified Lake Ontario as having the highest cumulative stress of the Great 
Lakes. This stress indicator included other sources of stress besides pollution including erosion 
shipping, climate change, and invasive species. Mussels were identified as one on the primary 
stressors for Lake Ontario whereas phosphorus was identified as a primary stressor for Lake 
Erie. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP188 General Public Public Information 8. Have you studied what level of phosphorus reduction you could achieve if you When current infrastructure is optimized, the Regions anticipate that effluent phosphorus 10/30/2013 
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Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards  

simply optimized current infrastructure?  What is that number? 

 

concentrations will be at an average of less than 0.5 mg/L at a flow of 630 ML/d. 

10/30/2013 P3-GP189 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

9. Since 2005 that effluent from the Plant’s existing Outfall is the overwhelming 
cause of poor local water quality, excessive nuisance algae growth and offensive 
odours along the Town’s Waterfront, it seems the Regions have ignored the Town’s 
concerns rather than addressing them through this EA process.  Why have the 
Regions clearly avoided dealing with the Town’s concerns in this EA? 

 

The project team has performed a comprehensive literature review of Cladophora and the 
Regions have supported one of the most extensive water quality monitoring programs in recent 
years along the Ajax/Pickering nearshore from 2007 to 2012.  

Regarding water quality, findings from the water quality monitoring program suggest that 
phosphorus levels in close proximity to the diffuser are below 0.01mg/L, which is well below 
the provincial water quality objective (PWQO) of 0.02mg/L for phosphorus in the open waters 
of Lake Ontario. The PWQO has been established to prevent the growth of nuisance algae.  

Regarding Cladophora, there is broad consensus in the scientific community that nuisance 
Cladophora algae growth experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has been 
primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and quagga mussels. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP190 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

10. Don’t the Regions plan to transfer more concentrated phosphorus loadings from 
satellite Plants in the Lake Simcoe watershed to this Plant for treatment and 
discharge into Lake Ontario?  Even if the Regions have planned capacity in this Plant 
to treat these extraneous loadings from other Plants, isn’t that philosophically and 
morally the wrong thing to do? 

 

Both Durham and York Regions currently send solids (containing concentrated phosphorus) 
from satellite plants discharging to the Lake Simcoe watershed for processing at the Duffin 
Creek WPCP.  It is anticipated that the new Upper York plant will send its waste stream to the 
YDSS for processing at the Duffin Creek WPCP.  It is also anticipated that the Upper York plant 
will eventually have on-site processing of waste streams.  It is planned that this facility will be 
included as part of the recommended solution for the Upper York Solutions IEA.  The use of a 
large centralized plant processing waste streams from other plants discharging to more 
sensitive receivers is a common strategy and is employed by such organizations as the 
Sanitation District of Los Angeles County, which has received an award for their wastewater 
system.  

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP191 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 – Ajax 
PACT-POW Cue Cards 

11. Since the vast majority (80+ %) of the sewage coming into the Plant up to and 
after the next Plant expansion (from 630 MLD to 890 MLD) will continue to come 
from sources in York Region, why hasn’t Durham Region (the Plant Operator) 
negotiated revisions to the 1997 funding agreement with York Region so that York 
Region is responsible for paying at least 80% or more of all of the Plant costs?  As part 
of a revised agreement, shouldn’t York Region be required to seek out, fully fund, 
install and operate the best available treatment technologies in the Plant – to 
prevent additional pollution from entering the Lake – as it becomes available? 

Currently, the Regions generally do fund new Duffin Creek WPCP facilities based on anticipated 
usage by each Region.  For liquid treatment facilities the funding split is typically 20-80% for 
Durham-York respectively.  Changing to tertiary treatment at the Duffin Creek WPCP would 
cost the residents of both Regions through increased user rates. 

10/30/2013 

10/30/2013 P3-GP192 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 Comment 
Sheet 

Need to extend the outfall to ~ 2km into lake to mitigate impact on shore areas. 
Need to remove phosphorus/nitrogen etc. from effluent to mitigate impact on lake 
quality. You are not doing enough. Just meeting regulations isn’t good enough. We 
hear “it’s easy + doesn’t cost much.” How about working harder and spending a few 
dollars to address our concerns? 

The proposals do not strive to utilize the best available technology and techniques 
economically achievable (BATEA). The effluent should be treated and not diluted to 
achieve targets that are best available. 

Need to address periodic strong odours from plant extending even into South Ajax 
and often smells in South Pickering (not algae but plant odour). The plant is very loud 
and sound mitigation should be implemented. The plant noise is very prevalent 
walking along lakefront park areas. 

Duffin Creek WPCP is one of the best performing plants discharging into the open waters of 
Lake Ontario and meets and exceeds regulations. During the recent Stage 3 Expansion project, 
the Regions put a phosphorus loading limit of 311 kg/day. No other plants discharging to the 
open water of Lake Ontario have a cap on phosphorus. 

The assessment of alternatives through this EA provided no reasons to suggest that the outfall 
should be extended. The provincial water quality objective for phosphorus in the open waters 
of Lake Ontario is 0.02mg/L. Water quality monitoring has been conducted in the 
Ajax/Pickering nearshore since 2007. Findings suggest that the P level in the vicinity of the 
existing diffuser is below 0.01mg/L which demonstrates that the existing outfall achieves 
excellent mixing. 

Regarding odour, a study performed for the Duffin Creek WPCP indicates that the best available 
technology to treat and remove odours is used and installed.  This study has been reviewed and 
endorsed by the MOE. 

The ECA Air includes parameters for odour, other discharges and noise.  Often during 
commissioning of certain facilities there is additional noise; however, we are not aware of other 
issues.  We are not aware of any other noise complaints.  Though, upon experiencing excessive 
noise please bring this to our attention and we will investigate. 

11/15/2013 

10/31/2013 P3-GP193 General Public 

Online form 
submission from 
saveourwaterfrontno
w.com 

From what I perceived at last night's meeting, everyone in an overseeing capacity 
knows Lake Ontario is already stressed by pollution from many sources.  
Unfortunately there were no positive solutions. IMO on the note, extending the 
plant's output system further will not resolve anything in the long term. Extending 

Lake Ontario is not stressed with respect to phosphorus. In the open waters of Lake Ontario 
phosphorus levels are below 0.01 mg/L which is below the provincial water quality objective of 
0.02 mg/L. Water quality monitoring performed along the Ajax/Pickering nearshore from 2007 
to 2012 has also found that phosphorus concentrations in the vicinity the existing outfall 

11/15/2013 
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 the outflow will not fix the lakes inability to handle the impact.  Dilution as evidenced 

isn't sustainable for the future. 

New models to change outflows as well as what is going into the inflows need a to be 
reviewed and assessed.  Possibly there could be sub-stations to remove solid wastes 
in holding ponds prior to the big pipes from York & Durham.  Solid wastes if held in 
holding contained areas could be monitored similar to a compost pile.  Then maybe 
there is a chance to assess and control what lake Ontario is expected to endure. 

Just my opinion:) Hanna 

diffuser is below 0.01mg/L which demonstrates that the existing outfall achieves excellent 
mixing. As such, extending the outfall will not solve the problem.  

Regarding the removal of solids waste, the existing Duffin Creek WPCP has an effective 
treatment process for removing and processing biosolids. The digesters contain anaerobic 
micro-organisms which are used destroy and break down the biosolids and the contaminants 
are converted to non-active materials.  A by-product of the digestion process is methane gas, 
which is collected and used as a fuel in hot water boilers.  

 All the biosolids managed at the WPCP are combined in the blending tank to produce a 
homogenous mixture prior to dewatering. Dewatering by using high speed centrifuges reduces 
the water content of the liquid biosolids to produce a cake material which is relatively free of 
water.  The dewatered cake is distributed to storage silos from where it is pumped into fluid 
bed reactors housed in the incineration building.  The dewatering building has been awarded 
LEED Gold status by the Canada Green Building Council. 

The fluid bed reactors operate between 800-850 deg C.  The cake acts as a fuel for the reactor 
when operating under normal conditions and does not require additional natural gas or oil.  
The energy in the hot exhaust gas is recovered through heat exchangers and waste heat 
recovery boilers that generate superheated steam.  The steam is used by turbines to drive air 
blowers and provide building heat throughout the plant.  Calculations show that more energy is 
recovered by this method rather than by driving electrical generators.  The residual ash is 
removed off site for use as a catalyst in cement. 

11/04/2013 P3-GP194 General Public Project Email  

 I attended your meeting in Ajax.  I am concerned about the smell at the waterfront.  I 
have lived here for the past 15 years and it is getting worse. 

 Since there does not seem to be a finite reason for the algae growth, I would like to 
see some time/money/energy dedicated to the clean up/maintenance of the 
waterfront by removing the algae - actually rake and remove.  Would this not help?   
It was also said that algae does not grow in sandy areas.... what about dumping sand 
where it is possible?   

 I can appreciate that many want the extra money spent on waste water treatment, 
but if we are the only ones doing it and there are so many other plants also dumping 
& contributing to the problem... I don't see this as a solution. 

Thank you for the follow up note. The Town of Ajax and City of Pickering are responsible for 
beach maintenance in their respective jurisdictions. Please contact these municipalities to 
make a request for this service.  

11/15/2013 

11/8/2013 P3-GP195 General Public 
Public Information 
Forum #4 Comment 
Sheet  

We would like Regions to consider moving the new outfall further out into the lake – 
as far as possible – it is not far enough currently – therefore all the algae comes back 
to our shoreline in Ajax. 

The solution for the future needs to go back to EA and government again – to review 
the maximum requirements. 

We are directly on the Lakefront in Ajax and have a huge concern about the 
mitigation measures that will actually work. 

When algae smell is at its highest – July to Sept – what steps will you take for 
cleaning this off our shores? For example – sending crews to rake, bag, remove the 
offending algae. What are the details of your “overall Odour Management Plan”? 
Why are you not using more sophisticated methods to control the phosphorus 
levels? There are such methods available!  

There is no evidence to suggest that the moving the outfall further into the lake or reducing the 
phosphorus concentrations in the effluent will stop the growth of nuisance algae along the 
Ajax-Pickering shoreline. There is broad consensus in the scientific community that nuisance 
Cladophora algae growth experienced in recent decades throughout Lake Ontario has been 
primarily caused by changes to the ecosystem brought about by zebra and quagga mussels.  
These invasive species arrived in the Great Lakes in the late 1980s, and have since spread 
throughout all the Great Lakes and into the St. Lawrence Seaway. The impacts of these mussels 
on the near shore of Lake Ontario has been significant due to their high numbers, estimated at 
several thousand per square meter of lake bed, and the sheer volume of water they are 
capable of filtering: as much as 10,000 liters per square meter of lake bed per day. Through 
their filtering activity, these mussels have dramatically changed the growth conditions for 
Cladophora by increasing light availability, increasing the availability of phosphorus and, 
because Cladophora can attach itself to the mussel beds, extending the area of the lakebed in 
which Cladophora can grow.  
Regarding the steps for cleaning algae off the shore, the Town of Ajax and City of Pickering are 
responsible for beach maintenance in their respective jurisdictions. Please contact these 
municipalities to make a request for this service. 

11/15/2013 

11/9/2013 P3-GP196 General Public Email to Project Team 

I attended the Session at Ajax recently and heard the views of some residents, more 
so of those in regard to the Algae. I am not so concerned with this aspect but from 
the view of our drinking Water being downstream only 5 Kilometers from the outfall 
of Duffins Creek. 

People of North America seem to be under the impression that the Great Lakes are 

Efforts are taken across the province to mitigate the risks of accidents that could affect drinking 
water sources.  The Province of Ontario protects source water through the Clean Water Act 
which requires that local communities - through local Source Protection Committees - assess 
existing and potential threats to their water, and they set out and implement the actions 
needed to reduce or eliminate these threats. The Ajax Water Supply Plant (WSP) resides within 

11/15/2013 

https://mail.durham.ca/OWA/redir.aspx?C=4912422be8b24fa2948f475be06f64e2&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.ene.gov.on.ca%2fenvironment%2fen%2flegislation%2fclean_water_act%2fSTD01_078394.html�
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there for whatever purpose required e.g. Power for Adam Beck Generation, Heating 
Cooling for Toronto Buildings, Cooling for OPG at Pickering, dumping of residue at 
Duffins Creek, and finally, for the Supply of Drinking Water for Durham Region. 

Somewhere along this chain, there will be a Human Relations problem in the future 
which will affect some residents of Durham: Accidents occur in spite of all 
preventative measures and I do not have to remind you of Titanic as a classic 
example. It is no wonder that the sales of Bottled Water are high in this area: we do 
not subscribe to this, but have an additional Filter on our Domestic Water. However, 
we are concerned and would like to see some project to move the Domestic Water 
Supply from the Lake to somewhere else, but think that Finances will overcome 
Needs until there is a Major Problem in the Foreseeable Future. 

I just cannot see the logic of Durham Region to build a Domestic Water Plant so close 
to the Outfall from Duffins Creek, but that was the Opinion of Experts in the late 
'90's!! I continue to oppose the expansion of Duffins Creek WPCP. 

the Toronto and Region Source Protection Area (TRSPA). A Source Protection Plan to eliminate, 
reduce or manage threats to drinking water resources by delineating vulnerable areas (Intake 
Protection Zones) has been developed for at the Ajax WSP. 

The “Intake Protection Zone” is the area around a surface water intake that is defined to 
protect the source water for a municipal residential drinking water system. It is the vulnerable 
area where potential contaminants could pose a significant risk or threat to the source water. 
Zone 1 is considered moderate risk and Zone 2 is considered low risk. The Duffin Creek WPCP 
outfall is within Zone 2 and thus represents a low risk to the Ajax WSP.  

Extensive water quality testing at the Ajax WSP meets all regulations and is conducted by 
Durham Region. The Region tests for pathogens, metals, nutrients, hydrocarbons, herbicides, 
pesticides, and radioactivity. Water quality from the Ajax Water Supply Plant has and continues 
to meet the strict limits set by the Ministry of the Environment. The Water Quality Reports are 
posted to the Durham Region website, www.durham.ca, with a direct link to these reports on 
the home page. 
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Date Reference Stakeholder Format Comment Response  Response Date 

5/23/2013 P3-M01 Municipality Town of Ajax Report May 
23, 2013 

Staff report on the Duffin Creek WPCP Outfall EA. This report provides an update on the Duffin 
Creek Water Pollution Control Plant Outfall Environmental Assessment (Outfall EA), including 
the refusal of Durham Region and York Region (the project’s proponents) to undertake the 
independent Assimilative Capacity and Cumulative Effects Study (ACCES) requested by Ajax 
Council, and the Town’s retention of outside legal counsel and consulting expertise to protect 
the Town’s interests. 

The Regions are responding to the Town of Ajax Report entitled Duffin Creek Water Pollution Control Plant 
Outfall Environmental Assessment – Status Update (Ajax Report) dated May 23rd, 2013. Please see the 
responses below.  

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M02 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

1. Regions ‘Refused’ To Undertake ACCES Study As Requested By Ajax  
 

The Town of Ajax requested that Dr. Ray Dewey, CH2M Hill and the Regions undertake the ACCES Study 
proposed.  The Regions and the Outfall Class EA study team thoroughly reviewed the scope of the study 
proposed by the Town.  Subsequently a letter dated April 10, 2013 from CH2M HILL and Dr. Ray Dewey to 
the Regions noted that re-running the model to perform the tasks outlined in the proposed Terms of 
Reference would not change the results of the evaluation in the Class EA, nor would it determine a definite 
link between effluent discharge from the Duffin Creek WPCP and the growth of nuisance Cladophora. 
Consequently the Regions informed Ajax that they would not be undertaking the ACCES Study for the 
technical reasons indicated in the April 10th letter. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M03 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

2. Retention of Outside Legal Counsel and Consultants by Ajax ‘to Protect the Town’s 
Interests’    

 

The MEA Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) process is a common and proven process 
applicable to municipal infrastructure across Ontario, including infrastructure in the Town,that satisfies the 
requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act. The purpose of the Act is to provide for “the 
betterment of people of the whole or any part of Ontario by providing for the protection, conservation and 
wise management in Ontario of the environment”. Over two decades of experience have demonstrated 
that considerable public, economic and environmental benefits are achieved by applying the Class EA 
process to municipal infrastructure projects. Thus, the Regions are using a planning process that inherently 
protects the interests of all stakeholders, including the Town.  We also wish to remind the Town that the 
Regions have voluntarily engaged a team of experts to independently Peer Review all pertinent technical 
studies prepared in support of the Outfall Class EA. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M04 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

3. Terms of Reference are Not Required for Schedule C Class Environmental Assessments 
 

The Ajax Report notes that “Terms of Reference” are not available for the Duffin Creek Water Pollution 
Control Plant (WPCP) Outfall Class EA.  Please note that the Environmental Assessment Act does not require 
that a Terms of Reference be produced for a Class EA because the MEA Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment document outlines the Ministry of the Environment pre-approved environmental assessment 
process that is used to plan municipal wastewater infrastructure. Since the Outfall Class EA is following the 
MEA Municipal Class EA process, a Terms of Reference is not required. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M05 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

4. Regions Have Endeavoured to Meet With the Town of Ajax to Resolve Issues 
 

The Ajax Report notes that the Town will “try to work with the Regions to resolve outstanding issues”. As 
part of the Class EA process, the Regions have consulted with affected stakeholders, including the Town, to 
receive input and have endeavoured to resolve issues.  Consultation activities have greatly exceeded the 
requirements set out in the MEA Municipal Class EA document, and have included formal Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee meetings, numerous Duffin Creek WPCP tours, Public Information Forums, an active 
project-specific website, and individual responses to the high volume of comments received.  Comments 
received have been reviewed, and in many instances have been incorporated into the decisions made as 
the Outfall Class EA has proceeded. The Regions recognize that the Town is an important stakeholder, and 
as such have focussed much of our consultation activities on working with Town staff to resolve issues.  As 
you are aware, the Regions met with staff from the Town of Ajax numerous times during the project and 
even made a presentation to Town of Ajax Council.  The Regions approached Town of Ajax staff on 
numerous occasions in 2013 (April 26th, April 30th, May 2nd, May 3rd) in order to try and schedule a 
meeting to discuss the proposed Terms of Reference. In the Regions’ latest effort to try and schedule a 
meeting Town of Ajax staff noted that they “do not see the point in meeting.” 
 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M06 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

5. Stage 3 Expansion of Duffin Creek WPCP Did Not Double Permitted Amount of 
Effluent 

 

The Ajax Report notes that the recent Stage 3 expansion of the Duffin Creek WPCP would result in a 
doubling of the volume of effluent permitted to be discharged into Lake Ontario (i.e. 420 ML/d to 630 
ML/d); however, this is not correct.  Since completion of the Stage 3 works the Regions are permitted by 
the MOE to discharge 520 ML/d of effluent into Lake Ontario, which is an increase of 24% from the original 
permitted capacity of 420 ML/d.  Upon implementation of the recommended solution resulting from this 
Outfall Class EA, the Regions would be permitted to discharge 630 ML/d of effluent into Lake Ontario, 
which is an increase of 50% from the original permitted capacity of 420 ML/d.  Discharge of effluent in 
excess of 630 ML/d would require an additional environmental assessment process to be completed. 
 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M07 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

6. No Further Correspondence to Regions from Ontario Power Generation Regarding 
Nuisance Cladophora Algae 

 

The Ajax Report implies that the Regions did not address Ontario Power Generation’s concerns that the 
Duffin Creek WPCP may be impacting the Pickering Nuclear Generating Station. However, subsequent to 
the scientific conclusions of a University of Waterloo (U of W) study into the cause of Cladophora in the 
Ajax-Pickering nearshore, the Regions have not received any correspondence from Ontario Power 
Generation (OPG) indicating that OPG attributes the clogging of the cooling water intake screens at the 
Pickering Nuclear Generating Station (PNGS) to the operation of the Duffin Creek WPCP. The U of W 
scientists estimated that the WPCP “contributed only a small fraction of the total phosphorous in the study 
area”, and also concluded that “restriction of nutrient inputs in the study area holds little promise of 
eliminating the algal problem because in-lake sources are sufficient to produce problematic growth.” 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M08 Municipality Regions’ response to the 7. Nuisance Cladophora Algae Currently Has Limited Effect on Pickering Nuclear The Ajax Report indicates past generation losses at the Pickering Nuclear Generating Station from the years 11/19/2013 
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Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

Generating Station 
 

1995-2005.  However, in the years subsequent to the period noted in the Ajax Report, algae impingement 
on the cooling water intake screens has not been as significant an operational issue at the PNGS.  Isolated 
algae events affecting the screens occur; however, overall there has been a reduced severity and frequency 
of algae events affecting power generation.  In some recent years there have been no power losses 
whatsoever at the PNGS due to algae. 
 

5/23/2013 P3-M09 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

8. Previous Part II Order from Ajax for the Recent Stage 3 Expansion of the Duffin Creek 
WPCP and the Regions’ Fulfillment of a Reduction of Total Phosphorus and Odours 

 

The Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3 Expansion Class EA commenced in June 2004 and shortly afterwards the 
Minister of the Environment received a Part II Order request on all YDSS projects that were under various 
stages of completion.  After review, the Minister issued a letter to York Region concurring with the decision 
to proceed with individual EA’s for the Southeast Collector and the North Leslie Trunk Sewer projects, 
permitting the remaining projects to proceed under the Municipal Class EA process, subject to project 
specific conditions.  With respect to the Stage 3 Expansion Class EA, the specific conditions included: 
 
• Development and implementation of a public consultation plan, including making all Class EA 

documentation part of the public record and available upon request;  
• Completion of a detailed receiving water assessment; 
• Independent Peer Review all technical and environmental studies done as part of the Class EA; and, 
• Completion of technical studies to a level of detail that would be required for an application for a 

certificate of approval. 
 
The Regions addressed these conditions seriously and undertook a detailed assessment of alternatives, 
extensive consultation, and peer review of documentation prior to preparing a Draft Environmental Study 
Report (ESR).  Consultation included the development of a Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) early in 
the process and subsequent meetings with the SAC, public information centres, newsletters, and a public 
website. The Regions expected that the Town of Ajax would have an interest in the project; therefore, the 
Town was invited to sit on the SAC; however, the Town declined the opportunity. Over the course of the 
consultation program, the Regions kept the Town informed and continued to request the Town’s 
participation in the Class EA; however, the Town elected not to participate in the planned public 
consultation program.  Although the Town declined to participate, many interested stakeholders did 
participate; and due to the diligent efforts of these stakeholders, the Regions were able to identify and 
resolve all significant concerns directly related to the Stage 3 Expansion Class EA.       
 
The Town of Ajax waited until the planned public consultation activities had been completed to initiate 
active participation in the Stage 3 Expansion Class EA.  The Regions were readily available to assist the 
Town with their review of the Class EA and to facilitate meaningful input; however, despite the Regions 
additional efforts the Town chose to engage outside consultants to review the technical studies.  The 
subsequent consultations with the Town and their consultants ended up focusing on issues that had 
already been brought up by other stakeholders and resolved prior to the Town’s involvement.  The Regions 
delayed filing of the ESR in an effort to educate Ajax about the project and endeavour to resolve any issues.  
Since the Town’s concerns were either redundant or not related to the proposed WPCP expansion, the 
Regions filed the ESR for public review on September 22, 2006.        
 
At the end of the public review period, the Town of Ajax submitted a Part II Order request to the Minister, 
which hypothesised that the phosphorus contained in the effluent from the WPCP is the primary reason for 
algae growth along the shoreline of the Town of Ajax.  Subsequent scientific investigations undertaken by 
the Regions failed to substantiate the Town’s hypothesis, and the Minister ultimately denied the Town’s 
request for a Part II Order.   
 
We also wish to note that through discussions with the MOE and project stakeholders, the Regions were 
proactive and committed to reduce the allowable total phosphorous loading to Lake Ontario from 420 
kg/day to 311 kg/day. The Regions are committed to maintaining the 311kg/day total phosphorus loading 
even as average day flows increase up to 630 MLD.  Typically a total loading will increase as average day 
flows increase. 
 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M10 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

9. MOE Acceptance of Duffin Creek WPCP Odour Impacts Program 
 

The Regions are complying with this Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) requirement.  In a May 6th, 
2013 conference call with the MOE, Town of Ajax, consultant teams and the Regions, the MOE indicated 
that the 2012 Duffin Creek WPCP Modelling Report has satisfied MOE’s requirements. 
 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M11 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

10. Outfall Class EA Receiving Water Impacts Assessment Being Undertaken Despite 
Claims by Town of Ajax 

 

The Ajax Report incorrectly states that the Regions have not planned to prepare a Receiving Water Impacts 
Assessment.  As part of this Class EA, a Receiving Water Impact Assessment is ongoing based on the 
requirements of MOE Procedure B-1-5. The Outfall Class EA is using the CORMIX and MIKE 3 models to 
understand the impacts on the receiving water from the Duffin Creek WPCP. The CORMIX model predicts 
the mixing of the effluent in the immediate vicinity of the outfall. The MIKE 3 model predicts the movement 
of the mixing zone further from the outfall and its impact on beneficial uses such as water intakes, beaches, 

11/19/2013 
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and aquatic systems. The CORMIX and MIKE 3 models have been specifically identified by the MOE as a 
best practice for assessing near-field and far-field receiving water impacts, respectively, and have been 
successfully and most frequently used on other recent environmental assessments on Lake Ontario. 
 
Both the CORMIX and MIKE 3 models have been completed for the baseline scenarios and for the 
evaluation of the screened alternatives.  The results have been reviewed by both an independent peer 
review team and technical staff from the MOE.  Thus far, the MOE has found the modelling to be 
acceptable, with only minor comments offered. 
 

5/23/2013 P3-M12 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

11. Soluble Reactive Phosphorus (SRP) is Not Regulated by the MOE and Measurement of 
SRP Poses Technical Challenges 

 

Soluble reactive phosphorus (SRP) on its own is not a parameter that is regulated by the MOE; there are no 
maximum SRP limits listed in the regulations that any water pollution control plant in the Province of 
Ontario must adhere to. Recent discussions with the MOE also confirm that they currently do not have 
plans to regulate the discharge of SRP.  The MOE has indicated that SRP is regulated through limits on Total 
Phosphorus.  In addition, there are technical challenges to measuring SRP at the levels indicated by the 
Town of Ajax.  For example, the Regional Environmental Laboratory located at the Duffin Creek WPCP 
currently has a detection limit of 2ug/L, which is over twice the limit indicated by the Town of Ajax and is 
well above the sensitive levels for growth of Cladophora.  With regard to the ACCES requested by the Town, 
assumptions about boundary conditions for SRP in the model would greatly influence the outcome and 
conclusions of the study and these assumptions could not be validated using the available water quality 
data for the study area. 
 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M13 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

12. Pharmaceuticals and Personal Care Products Have Been Reviewed as Part of Outfall 
Class EA Study 

 

The Ajax Report mentions that pharmaceuticals should be included as part of the Outfall Class EA.  The 
Regions have included information on pharmaceuticals and other emerging contaminants within the Outfall 
Class EA project documentation.  However, the MOE has not established limits or any regulations on these 
substances.  The MOE encourages and contributes to investigations and research that identify and 
determine the levels and fate of emerging contaminants in the environment, including pharmaceuticals and 
personal care products (PPCPs.)  The MOE has also been actively involved in this research initiative for over 
5 years and have partnered with Environment Canada and Ontario universities to evaluate different 
treatment technologies and treatment processes for PPCP removal from wastewater, and to conduct 
bioassays to determine the effects of these contaminants on fish. This work contributes to a database to 
support possible future policies. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M14 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

13. Nitrification Treatment Process at Duffin Creek WPCP Extremely Effective at 
Removing Pharmaceuticals and Personal Care Products 

 

Current research shows that standard secondary sewage treatment processes can remove high levels of 
some pharmaceuticals and other emerging contaminants of concern. The latest research from the United 
States indicates that nitrification is an extremely effective process at removing these compounds; The 
Duffin Creek WPCP’s biological nutrient removal system uses nitrification. 
 
The Regions have and will continue to look to the provincial and federal governments, professional 
associations and other health organizations for guidance on the issue of pharmaceuticals and personal care 
products. As you may be aware, thus far the MOE has not yet identified these compounds as a significant 
human health concern though their research is ongoing. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M15 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

14. University of Waterloo Cladophora Study & Regions’ Significant Actions to Reduce 
Nutrients at the Duffin Creek WPCP 

 

The Ajax Report rightly states that one conclusion of the University of Waterloo study was that in-lake 
processes are sufficient to produce nuisance Cladophora.  However, the Ajax Report incorrectly goes on to 
state that the Regions have been relying on that conclusion to justify not taking actions to curtail nutrient 
discharge from the Duffin Creek WPCP.  As part of the recent Stage 3 Expansion, additional phosphorus 
removal and ammonia removal facilities were provided. Consequently, the Regions committed to reducing 
the total allowable loading of phosphorus from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. This means that as the average 
day flow increases at the plant to 630 MLD, the plant is not permitted to discharge more than 311 kg/day of 
total phosphorus on average. In addition, the MOE in conjunction with the Regions introduced new 
seasonal ammonia limits where previously there were none. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M16 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

15. Dr Martin Auer Peer Review and the Reassessment of Phosphorus Loading from 
Tributaries 

 

Dr. Auer’s findings have been summarized in the EA documentation, along with the findings of other 
experts (see Section 2 and Appendix A which are posted to www.durham.ca/outfallEA ).  Please note that 
Dr. Auer’s peer review study and loading comparisons were based on the data available at the time. 
However, recent data from water quality surveys indicate that phosphorus tributary loadings to the 
nearshore area from Duffins Creek (the waterbody adjacent to the WPCP) are higher than the loadings 
referenced by Dr. Auer (Makarewicz et al., 2012.)  In his report, Dr. Auer does acknowledge the difficulty 
with estimating tributary loadings which is related to the limited scope of concentration data sets from 
tributaries at the time.  These data sets often omit the periods of highest flow and loads, associated with 
snowmelt and rainfall events, and as a result tend to bias towards underestimation of phosphorus loading 
calculations (Bowen and Booty, 2012). More work is currently underway by TRCA and others to further 
assess a more accurate prediction of phosphorus loading due to surface runoff from streams and local 
storm sewer systems. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M17 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

16. Dr Martin Auer Peer Review Recommendations 
 

Dr Auer did make some very helpful suggestions regarding the voluntary sampling program the Regions 
have undertaken with the TRCA in the Ajax-Pickering nearshore.  For instance, based on the 
recommendation of Dr. Auer the TRCA are currently sampling based on a modified protocol that 

11/19/2013 
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determines water quality at different elevations of the water column whereas previously only surface 
samples were taken. 

5/23/2013 P3-M18 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

17. MOE’s Current Water Quality Study 
 

The Regions have not been aware of any schedule modifications to the proposed local water quality study 
currently being undertaken by Dr. Todd Howell of the MOE’s Great Lakes Monitoring Unit.  With respect to 
the scope of investigations, Dr. Howell noted in a letter to the Regions, dated March 8, 2012, that “the 
proposed [MOE Cladophora - nutrient] study was not developed with the intention of addressing the 
WPCP’s outfall limitation issues. The timing of the study is a product of history, both in terms of past 
studies in the area and Great Lakes research on the nuisance algae Cladophora.”  Since the MOE study has 
not been designed to investigate the outfall, the findings would not directly impact any recommendations 
made through the Outfall Class EA.  Regardless, this study is a MOE-led effort and is not under the direction 
of the Regions. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M19 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

18. Assimilative Capacity and Cumulative Effects Study (ACCES) Proposed by the Town of 
Ajax Will Not Provide Definitive Answers on Cladophora Growth 

 

To clarify, the Regions met with City of Pickering and Town of Ajax staff on November 6, 2012; during this 
meeting Ajax staff proposed that Dr. Ray Dewey and CH2M Hill undertake additional modelling scenarios 
with the MIKE-3 receiving water model being used on the Outfall Class EA project.  The stated objective of 
the ACCES was to, “develop receiving-water based effluent requirements for the MOE that comply with 
MOE policy.”  Subsequent to their review of the proposed ACCES Terms of Reference, Dr. Ray Dewey and 
CH2M Hill provided a letter to the Regions with the following response: 
 
“The ACCES proposed by the Town of Ajax will not determine a definitive link between effluent discharged 
from the Duffin Creek WPCP outfall and the growth of nuisance Cladophora.” 
 
The Regions have declined to undertake the Study proposed by the Town of Ajax based on our own review 
of the ACCES Terms of Reference and based on the explicit recommendations of Dr. Ray Dewey and CH2M 
Hill  In addition, the cost estimate to undertake the ACCES has a budget estimate several times the 
$100,000-$300,000 figure provided by Town of Ajax staff. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M20 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

19. Birds, Algae and E. coli Hypothesis Disproved by Investigation During Stage 3 
Expansion EA 

 

During the previous Duffin Creek WPCP Stage 3 Expansion Class EA, the Town of Ajax formulated their 
hypothesis that E. coli closing local beaches was a result of birds being drawn to mats of Cladophora algae 
as a food source.  The feces of these birds deposited on the shoreline would then result in high bacteria 
levels.  In order to fully investigate this, the study, Ajax Rotary Park: Birds, Algae and Escherichia coli was 
completed by Beacon Environmental in November 2006.  This report stated that no definitive link has been 
established between the Duffin Creek WPCP and nuisance Cladophora on the Ajax-Pickering shoreline.  
Though, regardless of the cause of nuisance Cladophora, the report explained that birds are not attracted 
to the shoreline by the algae washed up on the shore.  Rather, the large expanse of turf grass in Rotary 
Park, the natural marsh area and human handouts make the area attractive to a large number of birds.  
Birds infrequently do eat algae; however, it is not the primary food source at this location.  This report has 
been included on the project website and is referenced as background information for the Outfall Class EA. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M21 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

20. E. coli Sampling of Duffin Creek WPCP Effluent Demonstrates Environmental 
Compliance Approval Objectives and Limits Being Met 

 

Despite claims in the Ajax Report, the Duffin Creek WPCP meets the Environmental Compliance Approval 
effluent requirements for E. coli.  For instance, in 2011 and 2012 monthly E. coli values not only met the 
effluent limits of 200 organisms per 100 mL but also met the more strict effluent objectives of 100 
organisms per 100 mL.  Furthermore, hydraulic modelling showed that the E. coli levels discharged at the 
outfall diffuser would rapidly reduce long before the nearing the shoreline. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M22 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

21. Source of E. coli Closing Beaches 
 

Nearshore and tributary sampling has confirmed that the dominant source of E. coli loading to the Ajax-
Pickering nearshore is a result of tributary flows with a lesser contribution from stormwater discharges and 
minor tributaries.  The dominant source of E. coli is not the Duffin Creek WPCP.  Dr Martin Auer in his 2011 
Peer Review Report noted, “Inputs of E. coli, as for TSS, are dominated by… [the] Creek… however, minor 
tributaries and stormwater discharges may be expected to result in localized elevations of E. coli levels.” 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M23 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

22. Funding of Tertiary Treatment 
 

With regard to the tertiary treatment alternative being requested by the Town of Ajax, and which is not 
supported through the results of the Outfall Class EA process, funding of this alternative alone could result 
in a Sewer User Rate increase for all Durham customers of potentially 10% to 13%. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M24 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

23. MOE “Water Policy” and MOE Procedure B-1-5 
 

Regarding reasonable and practical treatment, subsequent to the Stage 3 Expansion Class EA, the Regions 
committed to providing enhanced chemical phosphorus removal to decrease the allowable phosphorus 
loading from 420 kg/day to 311 kg/day. The Regions also implemented a nitrification process to improve 
ammonia removal, establishing effluent limits of 6mg/L (May 1 to Oct 31) and 10 mg/L (Nov 1 to April 30). 
Regarding mixing zones, the Outfall Class EA has used the CORMIX and MIKE 3 models that are approved by 
the Ministry of the Environment for predicting mixing zones. These models are considered state of the art 
models and a “best practice” method by modeling experts.  The models have been developed and reviewed 
by experts in water quality modelling, and calibrated using the best, most complete data available. The 
calibrated model has been reviewed by an independent peer review expert and confirmed to be acceptable 
for predicting water quality results. Model results have been reviewed and commented on by the MOE, 
TRCA and the peer reviewer. All suggestions made during the review process have been incorporated into 
the models. Model results have been checked against actual water quality measurements with favourable 
results. The models have been used to predict the mixing zones for the five short-listed alternatives at the 
WPCP rated capacity of 630ML/d. At 630ML/d, modelling indicates that the mixing zones do not interfere 
with beneficial uses including the shoreline, beaches, water intakes, aquatic systems. 

11/19/2013 
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5/23/2013 P3-M25 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

24. TRCA Water Quality Study of Ajax-Pickering Nearshore 
 

The Ajax Report correctly states that the TRCA is undertaking a water quality study of the Ajax-Pickering 
nearshore based on sampling that has been ongoing since 2007.  To be clear, the Regions have also not 
been provided an extensive terms and scope for this Study as it is being directed and managed by the TRCA.  
The Regions were however, provided with a draft of the contract document referenced in the Ajax Report.  
It is the Regions’ understanding that the scope referenced in the Ajax Report closely aligns with the 
researcher’s post-doctoral work undertaken for the Province. 
 
It is also useful to note that the Study is a collaborative project including various levels of support from the 
Regions, the TRCA, Town of Ajax and the OPG. 

11/19/2013 

5/23/2013 P3-M26 Municipality 
Regions’ response to the 
Town of Ajax Staff Report 
dated May 23, 2013 

25. Water Quality Studies of Ajax Stormwater 
 

The Regions acknowledge that it is the right of the Town of Ajax to determine to what level of water quality 
investigations into stormwater they wish to undertake, provided they meet all regulatory requirements. 
However, considering that recent studies indicate that overland runoff has a significant effect on shoreside 
Lake water quality, the Regions would encourage that the Town reverses this decision and continues with 
the TRCA sampling program. 

11/19/2013 

 



 

 

Outfall Petition





Petition: Durham and York Regions: Save the Pickering and Ajax Waterfronts 
Signature Name Residence

1 Paul Kuebler Ajax, ON
2 Doug Anderson Whitby, ON
3 Chris White Whitby, ON
4 Chris Alders Edmonton, AB
5 Alexis Fabricius Scarborough, ON
6 Joanne Richter Uxbridge, ON
7 Brian McMillan Ajax, ON
8 Ross Minichiello Pickering, ON
9 Brenda Cross Ajax, ON
10 Dave Strain Stouffville, ON
11 Christopher Curran Ajax, ON
12 George Oxenholm Ajax, ON
13 Rami Poticha Ajax, ON
14 Melanie Maxwell Ajax, ON
15 Bert Kortekaas Courtice, ON
16 Bob Roach Ajax, ON
17 Colleen Braiden Ajax, ON
18 Donna Briand Ajax, ON
19 Bradley Taylor Ajax, ON
20 PACT POW Ajax, ON
21 Cynthia Fackrell Ajax, ON
22 Peter Ryan Ajax, ON
23 Bill Kettle Ajax, ON
24 Anne Stevens Ajax, ON
25 Marion Thomas Ajax, ON
26 Vijay Raja Ajax, ON
27 Yash Adhvaryu Toronto, ON
28 Dr. John Vu Ajax, ON
29 Edward Schauer Ajax, ON
30 Pamela Schauer Ajax, ON
31 Robert Immanuel Ajax, ON
32 Racquel Immanuel Ajax, ON
33 Stella Darkwith Whitby, ON
34 Sterling Moser Ajax, ON
35 Sam Freeman Ajax, ON
36 Bruce Boyle Ajax, ON
37 Almarie Nicholas Ajax, ON
38 Lorraine Hogan Toronto, ON
39 Lina Hall Ajax, ON
40 Ben Hall Ajax, ON
41 B. Zincone Ajax, ON
42 Iffat Zehra Ajax, ON
43 Paul Lovecchio Ajax, ON
44 Norma Drummond Ajax, ON
45 Bowan Edwards Ajax, ON
46 Shannon Lawrence Ajax, ON
47 Victor Gamage Ajax, ON



48 Diane Fleming Ajax, ON
49 Gail Puddester Ajax, ON
50 Ron Rawlins Ajax, ON
51 Valerie Saunders Ajax, ON
52 Stacy Mauger Ajax, ON
53 Amy Davis Ajax, ON
54 Anthony Walsh Ajax, ON
55 Glenda Antram Ajax, ON
56 April Bassett Ajax, ON
57 Karen Strong Ajax, ON
58 Ronald Strong Ajax, ON
59 M Sookdeo Ajax, ON
60 Suba Balasundaram Ajax, ON
61 Patrice Barnes Ajax, ON
62 S Southam Ajax, ON
63 Patricia Kuebler Ajax, ON
64 Alan MacNeill Ajax, ON
65 Monica Olenroot Ajax, ON
66 Maureen MacNeill Ajax, ON
67 Lorrie Vitek Ajax, ON
68 David Steele Pickering, ON
69 Kugaraj Somasundram Ajax, ON
70 Heena Panda Ajax, ON
71 Ann Vowles Ajax, ON
72 Judith Wright Ajax, ON
73 Kelly Cooper Ajax, ON
74 Christy Strain Ajax, ON
75 Carolynn Prior Pickering, ON
76 Dorothy Powell Ajax, ON
77 Paul Wealleans Ajax, ON
78 Molly Dawe Ajax, ON
79 E Dawe Ajax, ON
80 Steve Parish Ajax, ON
81 Nadine Dunham Ajax, ON
82 Anne Tulley Ajax, ON
83 Cameron Mangai Ajax, ON
84 Carol McWhirter Ajax, ON
85 Alex Yovanovski Ajax, ON
86 Vicki Morrison Ajax, ON
87 Catherine Davis Ajax, ON
88 Connor Visca Bowmanville, ON
89 Evrett Upshall Ajax, ON
90 Gizelia Southam Ajax, ON
91 Mike Papagni Ajax, ON
92 Michael Long Ajax, ON
93 Jeff Hill Ajax, ON
94 Darcy Steeves Ajax, ON
95 Ken Black Ajax, ON
96 Mark Matsumoto Scarborough, ON
97 Doug Hall Ajax, ON
98 George Raposo Ajax, ON



99 Stacey Rocheleau-Bourgeois Ajax, ON
100 Jessica O'Reilly Ajax, ON
101 Jamie Sephton Ajax, ON
102 Karen Searle Ajax, ON
103 Tamara Anderson Ajax, ON
104 Sherrie Ross Brampton, ON
105 Jamie Sephton Ajax, ON
106 Karen Searle Ajax, ON
107 Tamara Anderson Ajax, ON
108 Stephen Locke Ajax, ON
109 Ilan Artzy Dorval, QC
110 Sandro deBattista Etobicoke, ON
111 Jeff Smithson Vancouver, BC
112 Reiner Ehlers Whitby, ON
113 Lori Miles Ajax, ON
114 Michael Shelke Prince George, BC
115 Gabriel Rodriguez Whitby, ON
116 Christine Renaud Prince George, BC
117 Pat Kuebler Toronto, ON
118 WW Pickering, ON
119 Andrea Zaretsky Toronto, ON
120 Aaron Zaretsky Toronto, ON
121 Caroline Givens Krupl Ajax, ON
122 Alma McKeever Oshawa, ON
123 Kevin D'Souza Pickering, ON
124 Geordie Lishman Ajax, ON
125 Brian Wonnacott Whitby, ON
126 Leighanne Strain Pickering, ON
127 Thomas Soltysiak Markham, ON
128 Ward Jardine Toronto, ON
129 Jason Anderson Pickering, ON
130 mike carss Whitby, ON
131 Derek Rabindran Ajax, ON
132 jamie spiegelberg Scarborough, ON
133 megan wilson Ajax, ON
134 I. Ruthig Ajax, ON
135 carin makuz Whitby, ON
136 Susan kruse Ajax, ON
137 chris wright Sudbury, ON
138 Richard Joosten Ajax, ON
139 Dawn Rose Pickering, ON
140 Sherif Boctor Pickering, ON
141 Joanne Dies Ajax, ON
142 jennifer lake Pickering, ON
143 Cathy Wilson Ajax, ON
144 Mike Fischer Kingston, ON
145 ELIZABETH BRIGHTON Oshawa, ON
146 Debbie Locke Ajax, ON
147 David Steele Pickering, ON
148 Rachel Williams Toronto, ON
149 cyndi hillis Whitby, ON



150 Mag Cornfoot Whitby, ON
151 Deborah Burns Pickering, ON
152 Traci Ellis Port Perry, ON
153 Carol McGuffie Pickering, ON
154 Siddia Gardener Ajax, ON
155 Treina Kennington Ajax, ON
156 Jane Rutherford Pickering, ON
157 Donna Nach Ajax, ON
158 Carolina Clarke Ajax, ON
159 Laureanne Hoekstra Ajax, ON
160 Maureen Lennon Toronto, ON
161 Denise Smith Ajax, ON
162 Juliana Manjarres Ajax, ON
163 Rosana Russo Whitby, ON
164 Colleen Pawelek Ajax, ON
165 Sandra Frost Pickering, ON
166 Keith Thompson Ajax, ON
167 alex mine Ajax, ON
168 Tyler Bacon West Kelowna, BC
169 Peter Skillen Toronto, ON
170 Lyne Connock Ajax, ON
171 juliana hiller Prince George, BC
172 Shannon Dixon Ajax, ON
173 katie morrison Ajax, ON
174 Mat Panchalingam Ajax, ON
175 Cindy Kimber Ajax, ON
176 Trixy Pugh Ajax, ON
177 george gallus Ajax, ON
178 Maria Vloyannitis Ajax, ON
179 ingrid pechenkov Stouffville, ON
180 Claudia Torok Ajax, ON
181 K Isaacs Ajax, ON
182 Angelique Dack Oshawa, ON
183 michelle Meloff Ajax, ON
184 Susie Healy Ajax, ON
185 Carole Stanley Oshawa, ON
186 Jim Kelly Ajax, ON
187 Lori Irvine Ajax, ON
188 Glenn Healy Ajax, ON
189 Kim Naar Pickering, ON
190 Mikos Emiline Whitby, ON
191 Jennifer O'Connell Pickering, ON
192 Ann-Marie Messenger Ajax, ON
193 Catherine Speiran Ajax, ON
194 Kim Macpherson Ajax, ON
195 kathy kibzey Ajax, ON
196 Laszlo Torok Ajax, ON
197 David Dignard Ajax, ON
198 Catherine Walker Ajax, ON
199 Emily Nguyen Ajax, ON
200 dave newman Ajax, ON



201 Sheila Munro Ajax, ON
202 Ildiko Ciutacu North Bay, ON
203 Melodie Ramsay Ajax, ON
204 Aileen Bryson Ajax, ON
205 Eric Westermann Ajax, ON
206 Catherine Arms-Roberts Ajax, ON
207 Ellyn Wise Ajax, ON
208 Alison Gordon Ajax, ON
209 Kerry & Scott Dunn Ajax, ON
210 Vicky Reid Ajax, ON
211 Rebecca Burton Ajax, ON
212 Tracy Ghesquiere Pickering, ON
213 Leanne Nystrom Pickering, ON
214 Gwen Sheridan Uxbridge, ON
215 Karen MacDonald Ajax, ON
216 Melissa Boulrice Ajax, ON
217 Marilyn Post-Sandford Marmora, ON
218 Tom Barber Campbellford, ON
219 Jo-Anne Power Pickering, ON
220 Shelby Power Pickering, ON
221 Nicole Bourjot Ajax, ON
222 Chris Crocker Ajax, ON
223 Carolin Schmidt Toronto, ON
224 Neil Mathews Ajax, ON
225 Geoff Schultz Ajax, ON
226 Rob Logan Ajax, ON
227 Mat Byrom Pickering, ON
228 Cathy Boath Ajax, ON
229 Dervilla Kelly Ajax, ON
230 Christopher Bettencourt Ajax, ON
231 Catherine McLean Ajax, ON
232 Irene McDougall Ajax, ON
233 Eric Filmer Ajax, ON
234 adrian Carbonaro Pickering, ON
235 Sarah Crawford Ajax, ON
236 Steve Bishop Ajax, ON
237 Melanie Waxman Ajax, ON
238 Andréanne Méthot Alban, ON
239 Robert Joyce Boulder City, Nebraska
240 Neena Gupta Toronto, ON
241 Indushiv Gupta Scarborough, ON
242 Markos Anselm Toronto, ON
243 Linda Joosten Ajax, ON
244 Joe Wightman Markham, ON
245 Wei Jiang Markham, ON
246 Hongbo Guo Markham, ON
247 Ryan Prentice Courtice, ON
248 Elaine Pritchard Ajax, ON
249 Luiza Bidwell Ajax, ON
250 Veronica Timm Thornhill, ON
251 Lenore Providence North York, ON



252 J Mike Sciuto Ajax, ON
253 Jennifer Nichol Richmond Hill, ON
254 Lisa Lamble Richmond Hill, ON
255 Rimon Mahmud Scarborough, ON
256 Norm Ullock Ajax, ON
257 John Draskovic Ajax, ON
258 Jan Dileo Pickering, ON
259 M Wallace Ajax, ON
260 Ryan Lessor Whitby, ON
261 C Lessor Whitby, ON
262 Mike Campbell Mississauga, ON
263 Natalie DiQuattro Pickering, ON
264 John DiQuattro Pickering, ON
265 MIna DiQuattro Pickering, ON
266 Ken Sumpter Ajax, ON
267 Angela Colm Ajax, ON
268 Zephur Yazejian Ajax, ON
269 Faiz Habib Pickering, ON
270 H Ullock Ajax, ON
271 Susan Chartrand Ajax, ON
272 Robert Robertson Ajax, ON
273 Alexandra Del Degan Pickering, ON
274 Melissa Spencer Ajax, Canada 
275 Veronica M Ajax, Canada 
276 Gail Holland Ajax, Canada 
277 Jen Batchelor Ajax, Canada 
278 Hanna Feek Ajax, Canada 
279 Bruce Hutcheon Ajax, On, Canada 
280 John Bott Ajax, Canada 
281 pat forestieri ajax, Canada 
282 gary snow ajax, Canada 
283 Dina Halabi Ajax, Canada 
284 Bob Braid Ajax, Canada 
285 Ann Braid Ajax, Canada 
286 Charlene Rizk Ajax, ON
287 Viola DeVouge Pickering, ON
288 bruce andrews Pickering, ON
289 Rachel Ottaway Ajax, ON 
290 Paul Bell Oshawa, ON
291 Courtney Schouwerwar Oshawa, ON
292 Shirley Cook Ajax, ON
293 Bonny Troop Ajax, ON
294 Cindy Xiang Markham, ON
295 Priyan Ramanihar Ajax, ON
296 Diana King Ajax, ON
297 Lesa Moriarity Oshawa, ON
298 Diane Leahy Ajax, ON
299 Nicole Bishop Whitby, ON
300 Aakriti Pandey Ajax, ON
301 Ajay Thakyr Ajax, ON
302 Garth Smith Ajax, ON



303 Alexis Tedsham Ajax, ON
304 Phil Jocz Ajax, ON
305 Doug Pinto Pickering, ON
306 Kim Hughes Pickering, ON
307 Michelle Couvrette Whitby, ON
308 Samantha Seeatton Ajax, ON
309 Matt Greenham Oshawa, ON
310 Constance Denault Ajax, ON
311 Searra Denault-King Ajax, ON
312 Craig Hutcheon Ajax, ON
313 Scott Pimbert Oshawa, ON
314 Ruth Shaw North York, ON
315 Darla Riley London, ON
316 Linda Favacho Ajax, ON
317 Nina Minichiello Pickering, ON
318 Beth Marchand Bolter Ajax, ON
319 Barbara Fleury Port Perry, ON
320 Elaine Cruise Smith Ajax, ON
321 Lucia MacKenzie Whitby, ON
322 Lee Nowensky Lindsey, ON
323 SierraClub Ontario Toronto, ON
324 Kenneth Mackenzie Whitby, ON
325 Kaitlin Roach Mission Viejo, California 
326 Richard Rizk Ajax, ON
327 Rayees Khan Ajax, ON
328 Kelly Busby Ajax, ON
329 Mary Patrick Ajax, ON
330 Sayema Raw Markham, ON
331 M W Newcastle, ON
332 Don Jacyshyn Bowanville, ON
333 Mimi DesRosiers Ajax, ON
334 Sebastien Moreau-Hernandez Ajax, ON
335 Bill McMahon Uxbridge, ON
336 Sylvie Parent Ajax, ON
337 Jennifer Andrew Ajax, ON
338 Lisa Bower Ajax, ON
339 Sebastien Moreau-Hernandez Ajax, ON
340 Bill McMahon Uxbridge, ON
341 Sylvie Parent Ajax, ON
342 Jennifer Andrew Ajax, ON
343 Lisa Bower Ajax, ON
344 Jennifer Street Ajax, ON
345 Michelle O'Donoghue Ajax, ON
346 Tanja Rilling Toronto, ON
347 Sarah Abdelnour Ajax, ON
348 Jenna Matier Ajax, ON
349 Chris Page Scarborough, ON
350 Tamara Brancati Ajax,ON
351 Courtney Milne Ajax,ON
352 Mike Atkin Pickering, ON
353 Mark Perala Ajax, ON



354 Nicole Stewart Ajax, ON
355 Brad Levantis Ajax, ON
356 Lisa Virtue Vancouver, BC
357 Quenten Majoor Bomanville, ON
358 Lesley Buchan Ajax, ON
359 Zoltan Zalavari Pickering, ON
360 Cathie Reid Ajax, ON 
361 Shannon Savage Pickering, ON
362 Filip Kotynia Pickering, ON
363 Justyna Bryl Pickering, ON
364 Russ Blakely Pickering, ON
365 Peter Kikic Oshawa, ON
366 Catherine Perry Ajax, ON
367 Nona Johnstone Ajax, ON
368 Gordon Phillips Ajax, ON
369 Nona Johnstone Ajax, ON
370 Gordon Phillips Ajax, ON
371 Karen Deventer Ajax, ON
372 Nicole Busby Ajax, ON
373 Jessica Drake Port Elgin, Canada
374 Jim Morrison Pickering, ON
375 Simran Bhatti Ajax, ON
376 Daniel Stevenson Lundar, Canada
377 Kristen Brewer Pickering, ON
378 Donald Hightower Ajax, ON
379 Bev McDonald Ajax, ON
380 Wayne Mcdonald Ajax, ON
381 Tom Maxsein Ajax, ON
382 Krista Maxsein Ajax, ON
383 Neal McCarten Ajax, ON
384 Sara Jones Georgetown, Canada
385 Elizabeth Mason Ajax, ON
386 Mike Cosolo Toronto, ON
387 Steve Waxman Ajax, ON
388 Wendy Bowers Belleville, ON
389 Gordon Phillips Ajax, ON
390 Karen Deventer Ajax, ON
391 Nicole Busby Ajax, ON
392 Jessica Drake Port Elgin, Canada
393 Jim Morrison Pickering, ON
394 Simran Bhatti Ajax, ON
395 Daniel Stevenson Lundar, Canada
396 Bev McDonald Pickering, ON
397 Wayne Mcdonald Ajax, ON
398 Tom Maxsein Ajax, ON
399 Krista Maxsein Ajax, ON
400 Neal McCarten Ajax, ON
401 Sara Jones Georgetown, Canada
402 Elizabeth Mason Ajax, ON
403 Mike Cosolo Toronto, ON
404 Steve Waxman Ajax, ON



405 Wendy Bowers Belleville, ON
406 Joe Daniels Prince George, BC
407 Ron Perreault Ajax, ON 
408 Gloria Reszler King City, ON
409 Nick Krewen Toronto, ON
410 Jason Pertabsingh Scarborough, ON
411 Johnathon Pollock Ajax, ON 
431 Ron Perreault Ajax, ON
432 Gloria Reszler King City, ON
433 Nick Krewen Toronto, ON
434 Jason Pertabsingh Scarborough, ON
435 Johnathon Pollock Ajax, ON
436 Nadine Charlebois Pickering, ON
437 A.Buckley Ajax, ON
438 Jay McIlwain Ajax, ON
439 Liana McIlwain Ajax, ON
440 Marek Powichrowski Ajax, ON
412 Elizabeth Powichrowski Ajax, ON 
413 Sydney Smyth Whitby, ON
414 Richard Kranjec Ajax, ON 
415 Alex Pana Whitby, ON
416 Chris Visconti Ajax, ON
417 Shauna Speare Ajax, ON
418 Lindsey Stewart Ajax, ON
419 Diana Moore Ajax, ON
420 Evan Harper Brooklin, ON
421 Paul Craigie Ajax, ON
422 Melissa Ferrari Pickering, ON
423 Cheryl Cullis Ajax, ON
424 Michael Ferrari Pickering, ON
425 Kim Kacala Ajax, ON
426 Leanne Nichols Ajax, ON
427 Ron Speare Ajax, ON
428 Jennifer Berehulka Pickering, ON
429 Peter Kacala Ajax, ON
430 John Vlachos Ajax, ON 
441 Nadine Long Oshawa, ON
442 Therese Rowe Ajax, ON
443 Mark Grant Ajax, ON
444 Jonathan Teslak Ajax, ON
445 Dave Edwards Ajax, ON
446 Ian Speiran Ajax, ON
447 Amanda Stewart Ajax, ON
448 Michelle Watson Fraserville
449 Bernard and Linda Cork Ajax, ON
450 Chris Evans Oshawa, ON
451 Stephen Baxter Ajax,ON
452 Tyler Hunting Ajax,ON
453 Jo-Anne Klein Ajax,ON
454 Greta Snodgrass Ajax,ON
455 Sue Pelley Cambridge, ON



456 Sam Hall Claremont, ON
457 Janice Turner Ajax, ON
458 Blanca Scouller South Ajax, ON
459 Kimberly Hartwick Ajax, ON
460 Bob Hardy Ajax, ON
461 Ryan Scouller Ajax, ON
462 Donna Jean Ajax, ON
463 Shirley Barber Ajax, ON
464 Jolanta Duszak Pickering, ON
465 Al McPhee Pickering, ON
466 Paul Smith Ajax
467 Lina Smith Ajax
468 Alison Stuart Ajax
469 Gord Snellings Ajax
470 Mathew O'Reilly Ajax
471 Christine Monk Ajax
472 Cat Beattie Pickering, ON
473 Andy Mckinnon Pickering, ON
474 Sheldon Pesson Ajax
475 Leslie Noble Ajax
476 Lani Catalan Ajax
477 Marjorie Middleton Ajax
478 Craig Bamford Pickering, ON
479 Janis Mitchell Ajax
480 Noreen Crowley Ajax
481 Neil Abbey Ajax
482 Mallory Morris-Sartz Ajax
483 John Sartz Ajax
484 Joe Chernis Ajax
485 Harold Johnston Ajax
486 Michelle Szauter Ajax
487 Carly Lambe Ajax
488 Veronica Jesuthasam Whitby, ON
489 Wendy Nye Ajax
490 Hemzeth C's Ajax
491 Dey Brownlee Pickering, ON
492 Vanessa Wade Ajax
493 George Raposo Ajax
494 Steve Hogan Ajax
495 Barb Emery Ajax
496 Tom Shea Ajax
497 Lisa Klue Ajax
498 Crystal Ojala-McLean  Ajax
499 George Dubeau Ajax
500 Janet Cook Ajax
501 Peter Farmer Ajax
502 David Grant Ajax
503 Marie Billinger Pickering, ON
504 Susan Brasier Ajax
505 Chris Harris Ajax
506 Walter MacEwen Ajax



507 Nathaniel Ring Ajax
508 Lilia Safiullina Pickering, ON
509 Hal Aktulga Ajax
510 Jeanette Evely Pickering, ON
511 Leonard Wilson Pickering, ON
512 Evanne Willson Pickering, ON
513 Rita Potts Ajax
514 Brian Potts Ajax
515 Tommy Alper Ajax
516 Tommy Alper Ajax
517 Marjorie Seymour Pickering, ON
518 Audrey Morgan Ajax
519 Jeff Morgan Ajax
520 Linda Fraser Whitby, ON
521 Barbara Pulst Pickering, ON
522 Karen Nunno Ajax
523 Yvonne Lalonde Ajax
524 Alana Pontone Ajax
525 Emerald Hawkley Whitby, ON
526 Brian Izzard Scarborough, ON
527 Andrea Ross Ajax, ON
528 George DiFalco Ajax, ON
529 Mary Sherlock Whitby, ON
530 Vera Baniny Ajax, ON
531 Colin Behag Ajax, ON
532 Gerry Stuart Pickering, ON
533 John Lacey Ajax, ON
534 Lisa Paszkowski Ajax, ON
535 Hugh Johnston Whitby, ON
536 Matthew Leduc Ajax, ON
537 Anne Hausdorf Ajax, ON
538 Jim Devlin Ajax, ON
539 Sharron Monk Ajax, ON
540 Michael Monk Ajax, ON
541 Hubert DeKever  Oshawa, ON
542 Joe Monaghan  Ajax 
543 Derrick Ginter Ajax
544 Carolyn Kasperski Pickering
545 Michael Courtney Ajax
546 Anne Kerubo Ajax
547 Ruth Nelson Ajax
548 Randy Vincent Ajax
549 Zakieh Seaifan Ajax
550 Sean Walsh Bowmanville
551 MA Goribbeu Bowmanville
552 Justin Pilon Pickering
553 Andre Pilon Pickering
554 Doreen O'Connell Pickering
555 Camille Soucie Ajax
556 Savi Grewal Ajax
557 Alan Birks Pickering



558 Brenda McLaughlin Pickering
559 Doug Vowles Ajax
560 Jean Shim Ping Pickering
561 Alan MacNeill Ajax
562 Dylan MacNeill Ajax
563 Alina Raposo Ajax
564 Jennifer Dempsey Locust Hill
565 Frank Dempsey Locust Hill
566 Connie Brienza Ajax
567 Tom Harris Ajax
568 Dorothy Leksinski Pickering
569 Youhenth Yourarajed Ajax
570 Leslie Chin Scarborough
571 Janette Kasperski Ajax
572 Peter Romborough Port Perry
573 Cameron WIlson Ajax
574 Daniel Malta Whitby
575 Siegfried Wall Pickering
576 Joan Munro Ajax
577 Garry Hicken Ajax
578 Jillianne Jeffery Pickering
579 Laura Panhuyzen Ajax
580 Jacqualine Currie Pickering
581 Don O'Connell Pickering
582 Cynthia Hawkins Ajax
583 Jessie Lusina Pickering
584 Barb Murphy Pickering
585 Darryl Correya Pickering
586 Mike Leduc Ajax
587 Barbara Ibarguchi Pickering
588 Dave Bourdages Pickering
589 Debra Mitchell Ajax
590 Tenille Chen Pickering
591 John Legourdas Pickering, Canada
592 Al Gorenko Caledon, Canada
593 Robyn Winter Crawford Ajax, Canada
594 Kevin Legrand Oshawa, Canada
595 Marie Scott Pickering, Canada
596 Sherri Zielinski Pickering, Canada
597 Sheri Macneall Pickering, Canada
598 Sanjin Zeco Pickering, Canada
599 Edita Zeco Pickering, Canada
600 Len Butticci Pickering, Canada
601 Steve Kambasis Ajax, Canada
602 Ravi Persaud Ajax, Canada
603 Darren Stevens Ajax, Canada
604 William Hicks Oshawa, Canada
605 JackieTeevan Pickering, Canada
606 Valentina Body Pickering, Canada
607 Laurann Edwards n/a
608 Dindhal Chowtie n/a



609 Michael Churaman n/a
610 Yudesh Chowtie Pickering, Canada
611 Vasanthan Kudell n/a
612 B. Van Gestel Ajax, Canada
613 Chris Dumond n/a
614 Angie Draskovic n/a
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