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August 25, 2021

Attention: Erinn Lee, Regional Environmental Assessment Coordinator
Project Review Unit, Environmental Assessment Branch
Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks

Project Name: Water Street Sanitary Pumping Station Capacity Expansion, Township of Scugog,
Regional Municipality of Durham, Schedule B Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

Subject: Response to Project Review Unit Comments

Dear Ms. Lee,

Thank you for providing review comments on the Final Project File Report for the Class
Environmental Assessment for the Water Street Sanitary Pumping Station Capacity Expansion. The
Region very much appreciates your time and attention to this file.

These comments constitute the second round of feedback received from MECP. Comments on the
Draft Project File Report were provided in February 9, 2021 and those were addressed in the Final
Project File, issued for public review on May 27, 2021.

We have prepared this letter to provide additional information in response to your comments 3, 6,
9, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 18 included in your letter dated June 24, 2021.

In the following sections, we have copied your comment and prepared a response in the following
paragraph.  Additional information is included as attachments to this letter.

Comment 3

MECP: Note (a) under Table 7-4 provides a high-level summary of the Port Perry Waterfront Action
Plan and states that the Durham Region and Township of Scugog Official Plans support protection
of the lakefront. The note also states that developments along the lakefront must maintain the
natural and visual character of the shoreline and are subject to setbacks, height limitations and
footprint limitations.

Additional information should be provided in the report to more fully describe how the preferred
alternative is and/or will be consistent with the Port Perry Waterfront Action Plan and Township of
Scugog Official Plan, including identifying applicable policies.
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As recommended in MECP’s comments on the draft report, additional information and context
should also be provided on the Lake Scugog Waterfront Space (Official Plan designation). It is
unclear what the implications of being within or adjacent to the Lake Scugog Waterfront Space are
when reviewing the alternatives (Table 7-4). Section 7.7 also states that “the existing site has a
higher level of potential social and cultural impacts because it is within the Port Perry Waterfront
redevelopment plan area (Scugog Waterfront Open Space, per Official Plan Designation)…”. It is
unclear what social and cultural impacts this statement is referring to in the context of the
redevelopment plan.

Response: Per the Waterfront Action Plan website, (https://my.scugog.ca/waterfront?tool=qanda),
the Plan is being developed to recommend “short, medium and long term actions for recreation,
natural and cultural heritage features, economic development and tourism on the 17 hectare
waterfront area that stretches from the boat launch close to the Rowing Club to Highway 7a on the
south”. There are no specific policies identified in the Plan beyond those relevant to the Official
Plan; it was developed within the context of the following guiding principles:

1. Public access to and along the waterfront

2. Accommodate a diversity of water and land based recreation uses

3. Protect natural heritage

4. Restore the environment

5. Accommodate year round use

6. Something for everyone

7. Pedestrian priority

8. Recognize indigenous culture and heritage

With regard to the existing site, it is not only within the Waterfront Action Plan area, it is also located
adjacent to the property of the George Currie Grain Elevator (Old Mill, oldest remaining grain
elevator in Canada, designated under Ontario Planning Act), in the Port Perry Marina parking lot and
adjacent to the Latcham Centre property, home of the Port Perry Seniors Club.  The existing
pumping station cannot be reused and therefore, construction considering the latter two land uses
make this site very unattractive.

For the preferred site, it is acknowledged that it is in the Waterfront Action Plan area, and therefore,
could potentially pose aesthetic or odour impacts to land uses surrounding the site.  Aesthetic and
odour impacts fall into the general category of ‘social-cultural impacts’.  No other specific impacts
were identified, rather, the intent was to acknowledge that the pumping station would be in the Plan
area. Mitigation measures were identified in Table 8-1 to minimize these impacts.
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Of note, the Action Plan Map acknowledges the location of the new pumping station
(https://my.scugog.ca/waterfront/widgets/73514/photos/20263).  The final Waterfront Action
Plan Report was endorsed by Council in March 2021.

Comment 6

MECP: Note (a) of Section 8.5 (Mitigation Measures) indicates that “The M.H.S.T.C.I. ‘Cultural
Heritage Checklist’ was completed for the preferred site, which confirmed that there are no
significant cultural heritage features. The form was submitted to M.H.S.T.C.I. and is included in
Appendix A”. This form is not provided in Appendix A and should be provided.

Response: The submitted form is attached to this letter.

Comment 9

MECP: MECP notes that mitigation measures related to Traffic and Land Use have been added to
Table 8-1 in response to comments on the draft report. However, it remains unclear how
“construction traffic on local residential streets will be restricted” and how “construction will be
planned to minimize size of construction area”. Additional details should be provided to make it
more clear how these mitigation measures will address concerns from members of the public

Response: A detailed Traffic Management Plan will be prepared during detail design and included
in construction specifications and will be developed to limit impacts to local roads and provide
alternative routes for vehicle and pedestrian traffic.  Notification to the local community and
signage will be required as part of the plan.  Because the design and construction sequencing has
not yet been developed, no further details are available for this Public File Report.

Comment 11

MECP: As indicated in MECP’s comments on the draft report, Appendix A.4 includes three
comment/response email chains from members of the public in response to PIC 2.
Comment/response email chains from PIC 1 should also be included or it should be identified that
no emails were received.

Response: No emails from PIC 1 were received.

Comment 13

MECP: Table 9-3 of the Project File Report summarizes Indigenous engagement and Section 9.3
states that “copies of the engagement materials and correspondence are included in Appendix D”.
This correspondence is not provided in Appendix D. Section 8.2 (First Nations and Métis
Engagement) states that “copies of the First Nations and Métis engagement materials and
correspondence will be included in the Class E.A. Project File report”. This correspondence is also
not provided in the Project File Report. Please add copies of the correspondence with Indigenous
communities to either the Project File Report or to Appendix A.5, as previously requested in MECP’s
comments on the draft report.
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Response: Copies of the letters (correspondence) and notices (engagement materials) sent to First
Nations and Métis communities are included in the appendix, as was the list of communities on the
contact list.  We would like to clarify the following:

- All Indigenous communities identified in the contact list were sent all of the notices (provided
in Appendix A) with a separate cover letter/email specifically addressed to the contact person
for each community. The letter/email templates for the three (3) notices sent over the course
of the Class EA are also attached to this letter.

- The virtual meeting held with Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation and telephone
conversation with Curve Lake First Nation were informational and no concerns were identified.

In addition, select contacts requested copies of the Archaeological and Natural Heritage reports.
Reports were sent in response to these requests.  These requests are identified in Table 9-3.

Comment 15

MECP: Table 8-2 of Section 8.2 of Appendix D should be updated to reflect the current status of
Indigenous engagement, similar to Table 9-3 of the Project File Report. For example, the “Response
and Action Taken Through Class E.A. Process” for Huron-Wendat Nation still states that a copy of
the finalized Archaeological Assessment report will be provided once finalized. Similar comments
are made for Curve Lake First Nation and Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation.

Response:  Appendix B, C and D represent in-progress work for development phases of the Class
Environmental Assessment.  The up to date and most recent consultation record is provided in the
main body of the Project File Report, in Table 9-3.

Comment 17:

MECP: It is noted in Section 9.1 that comments on the Draft Project File Report were received from
MECP, Kawartha Conservation, and the Township of Scugog. These comments should be
summarized in the Project File Report and the letters should be provided in Appendix A.5. It is
unclear what the comments were or how the report was revised in response to these comments.

Response:  We have attached the correspondence from MECP, Kawartha Conservation and
Township of Scugog for your information.  These agencies, as well as other departments within
Durham Region, were asked to review the draft report as curtesy, prior to it being released for public
and agency review.  All three agencies have opportunity during the formal 30-day review period to
comment on the final Project File.  It is appropriate to report that these agencies provided input that
was considered in finalizing the report; however, it is not typical practice to publicize reviewer
comments on a draft report.  Any comments received during the public review period, and
responses provided, will become part of the Public File for this project.
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Comment 18:

MECP:  Table 7-5 indicates that none of the alternative sites are within a source protection area. 
However, it appears that some of the alternative sites, including the preferred alternative, may be 
located in Intake Protection Zone 3 in the Kawartha-Haliburton Source Protection Area.

As indicated in MECP’s comments on the draft report, a discussion on source water protection is 
needed. Please refer to the Areas of Interest document attached to the MECP’s letter of June 12, 
2019 in response to the Notice of Commencement for this project for more direction. Note that with 
respect to the MECP’s mapping tool, various layers (including WHPAs, WHPA-Q1 and WHPA-Q2, 
IPZs, HVAs, SGRAs, EBAs, ICAs) can be turned on through the “Map Legend” bar on the left. The 
mapping tool will also provide a link to the appropriate source protection plan to help identify what 
policies may be applicable in the vulnerable area. Alternatively, the local source protection authority 
can be consulted.

Response: We agree that the proposed pumping station location, alternative locations and existing 
pumping station are in Intake Protection Zone (IPZ) 3C in the Kawartha-Haliburton Source 
Protection Area, specifically as related to the Lindsay Water Supply System (WSS).  We consulted 
with some of the staff from the Source Protection Team and Durham Region’s Hydrogeologist, and 
it was reported that the new wastewater pumping station would not pose any threat to the Lindsay 
WSS based on its assigned vulnerability score of 2, compared to a the minimum score of 8 
indicating vulnerability.

Further, the Source Protection Plan does not have policies for IPZ3 for either threat management or 
planning, therefore it is recommended “to have best management measures to ensure that spill 
prevention protocols are in place and built into the design of the facility”.  These will be provided via 
emergency storage designed for 1-hour at peak design storm event to protect basement flooding, 
process piping sized for full built-out capacity and standby power provided by diesel generator. 
Therefore, it is quite unlikely that an overflow event to Lake Scugog or spill will ever happen.

Closing

Based on your questions and comments, we understand that the MECP has no concerns regarding 
the preferred solution, that is, to replace a critical pumping station serving the community of Port 
Perry that is reaching the end of its useful life and is in a location that impacts adjacent land uses. 
The preferred solution will be a modern and reliable pumping station that will be designed to be 
aesthetically compatible with the local surroundings.

We trust these responses address your concerns.  Since we received your comments as part of the 
30-day review period, the Region intent is not to reissue the Project File Report. However, the MECP 
letter and our response provided to you, along with any other comments and responses received 
during the review period, and will also be posted online at durham.ca/WaterStreetSSPS and placed 
with any hard copies of the report. All documents will form part of the Region’s complete project 
record.

http://www.durham.ca/waterstreetssps
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We appreciate your time in providing a detailed review of the Project File.  If there are any aspects of
the project documentation that remain unclear following your review of this letter, we would be
pleased to discuss them and offer additional information at our meeting.

Yours sincerely

CH2M Hill Canada Limited (Jacobs)

Deborah Ross, M.A.Sc., P.Eng., Project Manager

Copies to:
Katy Potter, Supervisor, Project Review Unit, MECP
Celeste Dugas, York-Durham District Manager, MECP
Patricia Casco, Project Manager, Regional Municipality of Durham

Attachments:

M.H.S.T.C.I Screening Checklist (separate file)
Cover Letters for Notices to First Nations and Métis Communities
Comments from MECP, Kawartha Conservation and Township of Scugog on draft Public File Report



If you require this information in an accessible format, please contact 1-800-372-1102 ext. 2233 

The Regional 
Municipality of 
Durham 

Works Department 

605 Rossland Rd. E. 
Level 5 
PO Box 623 
Whitby, ON L1N 6A3 
Canada 

905-668-7711
1-800-372-1102
Fax: 905-668-2051

durham.ca 

Sent via mail and email May 23, 2019 

Dear  : 

RE:      Notice of Request to Consult 
            Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Capacity     
            Expansion        
            Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
            Port Perry, Township of Scugog 

The Regional Municipality of Durham (Region) is undertaking a study to 
review the existing and future pumping capacity requirement for the Water 
Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station (SSPS) drainage area and to 
develop and evaluate alternative solutions and recommend a preferred 
solution to provide the additional sanitary sewage pumping capacity 
required to service the Water Street SSPS drainage area. 

The geographic area of interest is outlined in the attached Study Area 
Location Plan. It is understood that the study area is situated within the 
Williams Treaties First Nations territory. The purpose of this letter is to 
communicate our request to consult, provide you with study information, 
and to request your feedback concerning any of the proposed activities 
associated with this project. 

As indicated in the attached Notice of Study Commencement and Public 
Information Centre Number 1, the Region is undertaking this study in 
accordance with the Municipal Class EA process for Schedule B projects. 

Additional information related to this study can be accessed on the 
Region’s website (www.durham.ca/ WorksProjects) and search “Water 
Street”. 

The archaeological assessment and natural heritage and geotechnical and 
hydrogeological reviews are being completed as part of this study. The 
Region would be pleased to share a copy of these reports with you once 
they have been completed, if desired. 

The first Public Information Centre (PIC) is scheduled for June 4, 2019 to 
provide an opportunity to review and discuss study information with 
members of the study team (further details are provided in the attached 
notice). Information displayed at the PIC will be posted on the study 
website following this event. A copy of the PIC display material will also be 
available upon request.   

Following the first PIC, the alternative solutions will be further developed 
and evaluated to determine the preferred alternative solution. A second 
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PIC will be scheduled in the fall of 2019 again to provide an opportunity to review and discuss 
study information and alternative evaluation with members of the study team. After the second 
PIC, a Project File Report will be prepared to document the planning and decision-making 
process. A separate Notice of Study Completion will be issued to indicate that the planning 
process is complete, and that the Project File Report is available for review for a 30-calendar 
day period. It is anticipated that the Project File Report will be filed early in 2020. 

It would be appreciated if you could provide a written response to this Notice of Request to 
Consult, along with contact information for the appropriate Chippewas of Georgina Island First 
Nation representative, by June 27, 2019. In the interim, the study team would be pleased to 
meet with you to answer any questions or concerns you may have. 

If you require additional information or would like to schedule a meeting to discuss this project, 
please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone (905-668-4113, ext. 3568) or by email 
(Patricia.Casco@durham.ca). I look forward to your response. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Patricia Casco, P.Eng. 
Project Manager 
Enclosed 

c. Aaron Christie, P.Eng., Manager, Engineering Planning & Studies, Region of Durham 

 Laurie Boyce, B.Sc., M.A, Project Manager, Jacobs 

Meseret Aniye, P.Eng., Assistant Project Manager, Jacobs 
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The Regional 
Municipality of 
Durham 

Works Department 

605 Rossland Rd. E. 
Level 5 
PO Box 623 
Whitby, ON L1N 6A3 
Canada 

905-668-7711 
1-800-372-1102 
Fax: 905-668-2051 

durham.ca 

Sent via email  

July 2020 

Dear: 

RE: Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Capacity 
Expansion Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
Port Perry, Township of Scugog 

In May 2019, we sent you a letter requesting an opportunity to 
consult with you on the Class Environmental Assessment to plan for 
expansion of pumping capacity in the Water Street Sanitary Pumping 
Station (SSPS) service area.  In response to your interest in this 
project, this letter has been prepared to present the status of the 
project and preliminary recommended solution. 

As background, the Regional Municipality of Durham (Region) is 
undertaking a study to develop and evaluate alternative solutions and 
recommend a preferred solution to provide sanitary sewage pumping 
capacity required to service the Water Street SSPS drainage area 
into the future. The Region is undertaking this study in accordance 
with the Municipal Class EA process for Schedule B projects. 

At the first Public Information Centre (PIC), held June 4, 2019, five 
alternative locations for a new pumping station were presented 
(including locating at the existing site), as shown in the attached 
Notice.  Also, a set of criteria were presented to evaluate each 
alternative, considering its environmental, socio-cultural, technical 
and cost impacts and benefits. Comments received as a result of that 
meeting were considered in the next Class EA stage. 

The evaluation of alternatives has been completed, supported by 
information from the archaeological assessment and natural heritage 
assessments, and geotechnical and hydrogeological reviews. The 
preliminary preferred site is in Birdseye Park, adjacent to the outdoor 
pool facility.  

As presented in the attached Notice, the second public consultation 
will be conducted online starting next week and until August 21, 2020, 
to present the evaluation results and rationale for the preliminary 
recommended site, and to seek input on the recommendation.  

Additional information related to this study can be accessed on the 
Region’s website (www.durham.ca/WaterStreetSSPS). 

The information material and a comment form are in the above 
website. 
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The Regional 
Municipality of 
Durham 

Works Department 

605 Rossland Rd. E. 
Level 5 
PO Box 623 
Whitby, ON L1N 6A3 
Canada 

905-668-7711 
1-800-372-1102 
Fax: 905-668-2051 

durham.ca 

After the second consultation period, a Project File Report will be 
prepared to document the planning and decision-making process. A 
separate Notice of Study Completion will be issued to indicate that 
the planning process is complete, and that the Project File Report is 
available for review for a minimum 30-calendar day period. It is 
anticipated that the Project File Report will be filed in fall of 2020. 

If you require additional information or would like to schedule a 
meeting to discuss this project, please do not hesitate to contact me 
by telephone (905-668-4113, ext. 3568) or by email 
(Patricia.Casco@durham.ca). I look forward to your response. 

Sincerely, 

 

Patricia Casco, P.Eng. 
Project Manager 

cc. Deborah Ross, Project Manager, Jacobs 
Meseret Aniye, Assistant Project Manager, Jacobs 



1

Ross, Deborah/TOR

Subject: Notice of Study Completion - Water St Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Capacity
Expansion - Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

Attachments: Notice of Study Completion_210527.pdf

Good afternoon,

On behalf of Patricia Casco, Project Manager, Engineering Planning & Studies, Works Department,
Durham Region and the undersigned, please find attached the Notice of Completion for the Schedule
B Municipal Class Environmental Assessment for Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station
Capacity Expansion, in Port Perry in the Township of Scugog.  The Project File Report will be posted
for public review from May 27, 2021 to July 15, 2021 at durham.ca/WaterStreetSSPS.

Deborah Ross, M.A.Sc., P.Eng.
Wastewater Market Sector Lead, Eastern Canada
245 Consumers Road, Suite 400
Toronto, ON  M2J 1R3 Canada

Direct: (416) 499-0090 ext. 73534
Cell:    (647) 518-1052
Deborah.ross@jacobs.com



 

 

 

February 9, 2021        File No.: EA 01-06-03 

 

Patricia Casco (BY EMAIL ONLY) 
Durham Region 
605 Rossland Road E. 
Whitby ON  L1N 6A3 
 
Re:      Water Street Sanitary Pumping Station Capacity Expansion 

Durham Region 
Municipal Class EA – Schedule B, wastewater 
Draft Project File Report 
Project Review Unit Comments 
 
 

Dear Patricia Casco, 

 
We have received the draft Project File Report for the above noted environmental assessment. Our 
understanding is that the preferred alternative is to construct a new sanitary sewage pumping station 
at Alternative Site 3 (Birdseye Park) with an initial capacity of 275 L/s, and provision for future 
expansion to 350 L/s (with forcemain and sewer). We provide the following comments below for your 
consideration.  
 
Section 7.3  
 
1) Page 25 – the full Natural Heritage Inventory Report is found in Appendix C, not Appendix D 

 

2) Page 25, section 7.31 and Page 26, Figure 7-2 – For clarity purposes it would be helpful if the 
text or the figure could better link Deciduous Woodland (WOD), Deciduous Forest (FOD) and 
Wetland (WE) on page 25 with the ecological land classifications in Figure 7-2.  

 

3) Page 27, Table 7-2 – identifies that “Lake Scugog Waterfront Open Space (Official Plan 
Designation)” natural heritage feature may be potentially impacted by the existing site, but no 
other information is provided on what this actually means or is identifying.  

 
4) Page 28, Table 7-3 – states that alternative site 1 is “adjacent to railway”. However, the MECP 

does not see any railways mapped in this area. It is not clear whether this is supposed to be 
referring to the “historic railway” referenced for site 2 or the “historic rail line” referenced for site 4 
or the “Railway [that] ran through the site from 1871 to 1941” for the existing site. Further it is 
unclear if all these references to a railway/historic railway are referencing the same feature or if 
there are multiple features.  

 



5) Page 28, section 7.3.2 – This section should clearly identify that there is potential for subsurface 
contamination due to being in/near the historic Port Perry industrial downtown and the old rail 
line.  

 
6) Page 31, section 7.5.1 – “KRCA and MNRF: Endangered Species Act, if species are at risk 

(SAR) or their habitats will be affected, permits may be required and approved only in certain 
circumstances.” This should be revised to KRCA and MECP, as MECP now has responsibility of 
Ontario’s Species at Risk program.  

 
7) There is no information provided about Williams Creek or the aquatic or fisheries habitat. Further 

the Natural Heritage Inventory Report identified that Williams Creek is a Significant Valleyland 

under the Town’s Official Plan. This is not discussed in the main report.  
 

8) In general, section 7.3 is highly summarized from the full Natural Heritage Inventory Report, and 
more information could be provided in the main report to more fully describe the existing natural 
environment conditions. 

 

Section 7.4 (page 29-30) 

9) This section does not appropriately describe or inventory the existing social/cultural conditions as 

there is not enough information or detail, and the section should be expanded. Without this level 

of information, a proponent cannot appropriately identify the magnitude of potential impacts on 

the social/cultural environment for consideration in the evaluation of alternatives and/or the 

proponent has not provided clear and complete documentation of the planning process followed, 

to allow "traceability" of decision-making with respect to the project (key principle of EA).  
 

a) Cultural Heritage Resources/Landscapes 
• The George Currie Grain Elevator (Old Mill) is identified as a cultural heritage resource 

that potentially may be impacted but there is minimal description about this resource (all 

that is stated is that it is designated under the Ontario Heritage Act (the oldest remaining 

wooden grain elevator in Canada, ca. 1874).  

• It is unclear whether this is the only built resource in the surrounding area that could 

potentially be impacted. Properties designated under the Ontario Heritage Act, as well as 

those designated or recognized at a municipal level need to be identified and described. 

• Table 7-3 mentions a historic railway(s) (see comment 6 above), yet this is not identified 

nor discussed in section 7.4.  

• There is no information about whether any cultural heritage landscapes were identified. 

There is reference to review of the Downtown Port Perry Heritage Conservation District 

Plan (2010). Given the study area location, it is reasonable to assume that there may be 

cultural heritage landscapes in the surrounding area that could potentially be impacted.  

• Information on the Downtown Port Perry Heritage Conservation District Plan (2010) itself 

should also be added to support the discussion of existing cultural heritage conditions. 

What is the plan, where is the Heritage Conservation District located, are any alternative 

sites located in the Heritage Conservation District or close-by etc.  

• Further to the above points, it does not appear that the proponent completed the Criteria 

for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 

screening checklist as directed by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture 

Industries in its letter of August 20, 2020. Given this and the lack of information, it is 

unclear at this point whether the proponent has completed the appropriate studies needed 

relating to cultural heritage.  



We strongly advise that the Region consult with the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture 

Industries prior to issuing the Notice of Completion once the above information is gathered to confirm 

potential requirements as part of this EA.  

b) Archaeology 
• This section does not provide any discussion or description of archaeological resources 

besides stating that Stage 1 and 2 archaeological assessments were completed. This 

section should at minimum provide a summary of the assessments completed and its 

results.  

 

c) Social  
• The section does not provide a discussion of the existing community, land uses, 

recreational areas etc. It states for example that there are surrounding businesses and 

recreational land uses, but does not actually describe the conditions. For example, what is 

the area used for, what types of businesses are here, is this a highly trafficked area of 

downtown by cars or pedestrians, what types of recreation and how often is it used, are 

there any trail systems, what are the Official Plan designations, etc.  

• The section mentions the Township of Scugog Waterfront Revitalization Project without 

providing any information or context about what this is.  

• The section mentions redevelopment plans for the George Currie Grain Elevator (Old Mill) 

Market Place/Public Square without providing any information or context about what this 

is.  

• The section also mentions the Lake Scugog Waterfront Open Space (Official Plan 

Designation) without providing any information or context about what this is.  

Section 7.5 
 
10) Page 31, section 7.5.1 – states “Alternative sites located in areas with the potential to affect 

natural heritage (Alternative Sites 2 and 4) may also require the following additional permits:” Site 
3 is also located in an area with the potential to affect natural heritage. Further, Table 7-2 
identifies “Lake Scugog Waterfront Open Space (Official Plan Designation)” as a natural heritage 
feature potentially impacted by site 5 (though it’s unclear if that would trigger the requirement for 
the permits listed).  
 

11) In Table 5-1 Evaluation Criteria, under the Technical category, there is also “Flood Protection” 
listed as a criterion. This is the only criterion listed under the Technical category that is not 
discussed in section 7.5 and should be.  

 

12) With regards to the disposal of water from construction dewatering, the Region should be aware 
that it may need to consult the conservation authority and that Indigenous communities may also 
be interested in the water-taking and discharge plan. Consultation should be done in detailed 
design. Further, a permit from the municipality will be required if discharging to municipal 
infrastructure. 

 
Planning and Policy 

13) A discussion on the planning and policy context is missing (provincial and municipal at minimum) 
from the report. From the provincial perspective this would include discussion on the PPS, the 
Growth Plan and Greenbelt Plan, and applicable policies as appropriate (refer to section C.1.1.1 
and C.3.1 of the MCEA, 2015, as well as the Areas of Interest document attached to the MECP’s 
letter of June 12, 2019 in response to the Notice of Commencement for this project (also found 
near the beginning of Appendix A3) for more direction).  

 
 



Source Water Protection 
 
14) A discussion on source water protection is missing from the report. Please refer to the Areas of 

Interest document attached to the MECP’s letter of June 12, 2019 in response to the Notice of 
Commencement for this project (also found near the beginning of Appendix A3) for more 
direction. Note that with respect to the MECP’s mapping tool, various layers (including WHPAs, 
WHPA-Q1 and WHPA-Q2, IPZs, HVAs, SGRAs, EBAs, ICAs) can be turned on through the “Map 
Legend” bar on the left. The mapping tool will also provide a link to the appropriate source 
protection plan to help identify what policies may be applicable in the vulnerable area. 
Alternatively, the local source protection authority can be consulted. 

 
Climate Change 
 
15) Climate change considerations have not been documented in the report. Please refer to the 

Areas of Interest document attached to the MECP’s letter of June 12, 2019 in response to the 
Notice of Commencement for this project (also found near the beginning of Appendix A3) for 
more direction. 

 
Air Quality and Odour 

16) Page 30, section 7.4 and page 40, Table 8-1 commit to completing an air quality impact 
assessment during detailed design. In addition to this commitment, the ministry still expects a 
qualitative discussion on air quality and odour be included in the report which discusses the 
typical air emissions that are released from the proposed undertaking, summarizes the closest 
sensitive receptors to the existing and proposed pumping station and how the proposed 
undertaking may impact air quality. As noted in Table 8-1, odours will be collected and treated 
before released into the natural environment.  The proposed odour mitigation measures should 
also be discussed in the air quality section along with the commitment that an air quality impact 
assessment of the proposed undertaking will be done during the detailed design stage and how 
will it comply with O. Reg 419/05 Schedule 3 standards, which includes 10-minute odour 
standards for H2S and TRS.    

  
Section 8.4 (page 30-31) 
 
The following is missing from Section 8.4/Table 8-1: 
 
17) Odours and emissions – Construction impacts are not “N/A”. There will be construction dust, 

greenhouse gas emissions from construction equipment, potential odour emissions when working 
on existing sewers etc.  

• With respect to construction dust, the MECP recommends that non-chloride dust-
suppressants be applied. For a comprehensive list of fugitive dust prevention and control 
measures that could be applied and discussed, refer to Cheminfo Services Inc. Best 
Practices for the Reduction of Air Emissions from Construction and Demolition Activities 
report prepared for Environment Canada. March 2005. 

 
18) Traffic and Land Use – There is no discussion on mitigation measures related to impacts on the 

recreational land use of site 3 (including parkland and public pool facility). This was raised as a 
key concern from members of the public. The Region’s responses on how it plans to 
address/mitigate these concerns raised can be added to Table 8-1.  

 
19) This project will involve ground excavation. Impacts related to excess soil management is 

missing. In December 2019, MECP released a new regulation under the Environmental 
Protection Act, titled “On-Site and Excess Soil Management” (O. Reg. 406/19) to support 
improved management of excess construction soil. This regulation is a key step to support proper 
management of excess soils, ensuring valuable resources don’t go to waste and to provide clear 

http://www.bv.transports.gouv.qc.ca/mono/1173259.pdf
http://www.bv.transports.gouv.qc.ca/mono/1173259.pdf
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/r19406


rules on managing and reusing excess soil. New risk-based standards referenced by this 
regulation help to facilitate local beneficial reuse which in turn will reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions from soil transportation, while ensuring strong protection of human health and the 
environment. The new regulation is being phased in over time, with the first phase in effect on 
January 1, 2021. For more information, please visit https://www.ontario.ca/page/handling-excess-
soil. Table 8-1 should reference that activities involving the management of excess soil should be 
completed in accordance with O. Reg. 406/19 and the MECP’s current guidance document titled 
“Management of Excess Soil – A Guide for Best Management Practices” (2014). 

 

20) Site 3 has the potential for buried abandoned infrastructure from the previous cabin retreat use to 

be present, as well as previous use of fill. Impacts related to encountering potential subsurface 

contamination is missing.  

• Appropriate tests to determine contaminant levels from the previous land use may be 

required. If the soils are contaminated, you must determine how and where they are to be 

disposed of, consistent with Part XV.1 of the Environmental Protection Act (EPA) and 

Ontario Regulation 153/04, Records of Site Condition, which details the requirements 

related to site assessment and clean up.  

• The Region may consider completing an inventory of potential contaminated sites along 

the route of the proposed infrastructure from which contamination be drawn during 

dewatering.  

• The York-Durham MECP District Office is to be contacted for further consultation if 

contaminated sites are present.  

• All waste generated during construction must be disposed of in accordance with 

applicable ministry requirements.  
 

21) A spills response and management plan should be added, especially given the proximity to the 

lake.  

 

22) Site 3 contains potential significant wildlife habitat and potential species-at-risk. How will impacts 

to wildlife and species-at-risk be managed/mitigated or further studied? 

 

23) A discussion on impacts/mitigation measures to cultural heritage will need to be added to Table 

8-1 following completion of the additional work as described in comment 10a.  

 
Section 9 (page 43-45) 
 
24) The email communication with Ontario Waterways Unit, Trent Severn Waterway National Historic 

Site, Parks Canada, Government of Canada appears to be missing from Appendix A. It is unclear 

whether this project triggers a permit requirement from Parks Canada or not, as Table 9-1 

indicates a permit requirement but this is not listed in section 7.5.1. Please clarify. 

 

25) Appendix A.4 includes 3 comment/response email chains from members of the public in 

response to PIC 2. Comment sheets from PIC 1 should also be included.  

 

26) Section 9.3 states “Per federal requirements indigenous communities must be engaged through 

the Class EA process.” This should be revised to “provincial”, not “federal”, as the Class EA 

process is under Ontario’s legislation. 

 

27) Please add copies of the correspondence with Indigenous communities to Appendix A.5. 

 

28) Table 9-3 indicates a meeting was held with the Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation. 

Please provide more information about this meeting – e.g. date of meeting, method of meeting 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/handling-excess-soil
https://www.ontario.ca/page/handling-excess-soil
http://www.ontario.ca/document/management-excess-soil-guide-best-management-practices


(in-person/teleconference/video call), concerns raised or input from the Mississaugas of Scugog 

Island First Nation, the Region’s response to any comments or concerns. Any materials shared 

and minutes prepared should be included in Appendix A.5.  

 

29) Section 3.2 states that presentations were made to the Township of Scugog and Kawartha 

Conservation in March 2019 and January 2020 to seek input. There’s no discussion about any 

comments or concerns raised by the Town or Kawartha Conservation in section 9 from these 

consultation points. Please describe. 

 

30) It is noted that all sites are on lands owned by the Township of Scugog. Further to the above, 

what are the recent comments from the Township of Scugog regarding selection of site 3 as the 

preferred site? Does the Town have any concerns? 

 

31) Further to the above, were there any recent comments from Kawartha Conservation after site 3 

was confirmed as the preferred site alternative? 

 

32) Section 3.2 states that “Email and telephone communications were carried out during the project 

with Curve Lake First Nation, Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation, private property 

owners, interested public and the Durham Rowing Club.” Telephone communications are not 

documented in the tables of section 9. Please provide more information about this consultation – 

dates of communication, who the communication was with, concerns raised, how they were 

addressed etc. 

 

Other 

 
33) Please include a preliminary anticipated project timeline. 
 
34) Once the Region addresses the comments on the draft report, the Executive Summary will need 

to be reviewed and updated accordingly.  
 

 
Please provide an accompanying response letter to support our review of the final report. Please also 

ensure a copy of the final notice is sent to the ministry’s Central Region EA notification email account 

(eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca). Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project and 

your subsequent response.  

 
Should you or any members of your project team have any questions regarding the material above, 

please contact me at emilee.oleary@ontario.ca.      

 

Yours truly, 

 

Emilee O’Leary 
Regional Environmental Assessment Coordinator 
Project Review Unit 
 
cc         Katy Potter, Supervisor, Project Review Unit, MECP  

Celeste Dugas, Manager, York Durham District Office, MECP 

Demetra Koros, Water Compliance Supervisor, York Durham District Office, MECP 

Deborah Ross, Consultant Project Manager, Jacobs 

mailto:eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca
mailto:emilee.oleary@ontario.ca
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Ross, Deborah/TOR

From: Tanner Liang <tliang@kawarthaconservation.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 12:07 PM
To: Ross, Deborah/TOR
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments for the Water St. SPSS
Attachments: WaterStSPSS_ReviewComments.pdf

Good afternoon Deborah,

Please accept the attached PDF as my comments for the Water St. SPSS. I have also sent it to our planning
department for review. They will send on their comments separately. Thank you for all your work. I look
forward to the next report and a more detailed plan regarding stormwater management.

Take care and talk soon,

Tanner

Tanner Liang

Water Quality Specialist
KAWARTHA CONSERVATION
277 Kenrei Road
Lindsay, ON  K9V 4R1

Tel: 705.328.2271 ext. 228
Fax: 705.328.2286

KawarthaConservation.com

IMPORTANT COVID-19 NOTICE: In light of health concerns related to the COVID-19 virus, the Kawartha Conservation
Administrative office is open to the public by appointment only. Permitting Pre-Consultation meetings can be arranged
by calling 705.328.2271 or scheduling online.

This electronic transmission, including all attachments, is directed in confidence solely to the person(s) to which it is addressed, or an authorized recipient, and may not
otherwise be distributed, copied, printed or disclosed. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please
notify the sender immediately by return electronic transmission and then immediately delete this transmission, including all attachments, without copying, printing, distributing
or disclosing same. Opinions, conclusions or other information expressed or contained in this email are not given or endorsed by the sender unless otherwise affirmed
independently by the sender.



Comments for the Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station (SSPS) 

PDF Page Comment 

107 It was highly suggestive by Emilee O’Leary (MECP) that the project should 
consult with First Nation communities. One community, Alderville First 
Nation, was on the list of communities to consult.  

On PDF page 249 (Jacobs Technical Memorandum No. 2, page 45), there was 
no indication if any consultation or communication was involved with 
Alderville First Nation.  

Throughout the 
document 

Throughout the document, it was highly suggestive that site 3 will be the new 
site for Water Street SSPS. There is no indication if the current site of the 
Water Street SSPS will be decommission or become inactive. It would be 
helpful to clarify what will happen Water Street SSPS in the coming years.  

Throughout the 
document 

The Port Perry Stormwater Management Report 2013 highlights the study 
site for site 3 to be a High Priority Drainage Area. This creates new 
opportunities for improvement operations with green technology.  

During the next phase, it would be great to have a detailed stormwater 
management plan in place that outlines how stormwater (specifically nutrient 
and metal) will be manage during and post construction.  

It is recommended that any measures/tools should be used to reduce 
pollutant loading and increase infiltration, especially being in close proximity 
to the lake.  

Attachment to email from Kawartha Conservation dated January 27, 2021
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Ross, Deborah/TOR

To: Patricia Casco
Subject: RE: Class EA for the Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Service Area

From: Carol Coleman <CColeman@scugog.ca>
Sent: March 8, 2021 9:35 AM
To: Patricia Casco <Patricia.Casco@durham.ca>
Cc: Aaron Christie <Aaron.Christie@durham.ca>
Subject: RE: Class EA for the Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Service Area

Patricia,

Overall the report looks good.  We would like to repeat our comments on the preliminary design for the
pumping station.  The Township intends to construct accessible changerooms at the Birdseye pool and will
need some clearance between the pumping station/ fence and the pool building to allow space for this
construction.  In addition, the Township needs access to the north side of the pool building and to Birdseye
Park between the two buildings.  Please maximize the space between the pumping station and the pool
building during the design phase.

Carol

From: Patricia Casco <Patricia.Casco@durham.ca>
Sent: March 2, 2021 10:04 AM
To: Carol Coleman <CColeman@scugog.ca>
Cc: Aaron Christie <Aaron.Christie@durham.ca>
Subject: FW: Class EA for the Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Service Area

Hello Carol,

Hope all is well.

Just wondering if the Township has any comments for the Water St SSPS Class EA Project File Report sent on January 12,
2021. We are now finalizing the report for public review and we want to make sure that we consider the feedbacks from
the Township (if any) before publishing the document.

Thank you,

Patricia Casco, P.Eng.
Project Manager, Engineering Planning & Studies
Region of Durham – Works Department
T: 905-668-4113 ext. 3568

From: Deborah.Ross@jacobs.com <Deborah.Ross@jacobs.com>
Sent: January 12, 2021 5:58 PM
To: Patricia Casco <Patricia.Casco@durham.ca>
Subject: Class EA for the Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Service Area

Jacobs File Transfer System
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Deborah.Ross@jacobs.com has sent you a file archive, with the following message:

Hello,
On behalf of Patricia Casco, Project Manager at the Regional Municipality of Durham, we are inviting you to review
the draft Public File Report for the Schedule B Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to plan a preferred solution to
pump wastewater from the Port Perry service area in Township of Scugog to the Nonquon Wastewater Treatment
Plant. The project was initiated because the existing Water Street SSPS is nearing the end of its service life and
cannot provide adequate capacity for future flow from planned growth in the service area.

We are requesting that you provide your comments by February 19, 2021, so that the project team can address
these and issue the report for the 30-day public review period. While you are reviewing, if you have any questions
or would like to discuss any aspect of the project, please contact Patricia at patricia.casco@durham.ca or the
undersigned at deborah.ross@jacobs.ca.

Thank you in advance for your interest in this project.

Deborah Ross, M.A.Sc., P.Eng., Jacobs

If you trust Deborah.Ross@jacobs.com, use the URL below to pick up the file archive (you may need to copy and paste it
into your browser):

Download URL: https://jftt.jacobs.com/download.aspx?ID=da28bdd3-56c9-434d-9037-
8f1ca590d731&RID=c414f139-6805-4250-a780-35563f25aee3
Download size: 75,874 KB
Download contents: ce735500_waterstsspsea_projectfilereport_draftr02_210106.pdf
Distribution:
  To:
  Cc:patricia.casco@durham.ca

You have 10 days to pick up this file archive; after 10 day(s) (Midnight 1/22/2021), it will be deleted. This is an
automated e-mail. Thank you for using the Jacobs File Transfer System.

THIS MESSAGE IS FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED RECIPIENT(S) ONLY AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS
PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY, CONFIDENTIAL, AND/OR EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER ANY RELEVANT PRIVACY
LEGISLATION. No rights to any privilege have been waived. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that any review, re-transmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy, taking of action in
reliance on or other use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have
received this message in error, please notify me by return e-mail and delete or destroy all copies of this message.

--
This email originated from an external source.
THIS MESSAGE IS FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED RECIPIENT(S) ONLY AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS
PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY, CONFIDENTIAL, AND/OR EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER ANY RELEVANT PRIVACY
LEGISLATION. No rights to any privilege have been waived. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that any review, re-transmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy, taking of action in
reliance on or other use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have
received this message in error, please notify me by return e-mail and delete or destroy all copies of this message.



245 Consumers Road

Suite 400

Toronto, ON M2J 1R3

Canada

T +1.416.499.9000

www.jacobs.com

August 25, 2021

Attention: Joseph Harvey, Heritage Planner
Heritage Planning Unit
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries

Project Name: Water Street Sanitary Pumping Station Capacity Expansion, Township of Scugog, 
Regional Municipality of Durham, Schedule B Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

Subject: Response to Project Review Unit Comments

Dear Mr. Harvey,

Thank you for providing MHSTCI feedback on the Durham Region Class Environmental Assessment 
(EA) to Plan for the Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Drainage Area, Town of Port 
Perry in your letter dated July 21, 2021. The Region very much appreciates your comments.

We understand that the general nature of the comments relates to the style of documentation, 
phrasing, the preferred means of recognizing the Cultural Environment as being a distinct factor 
from Social Environment and the clear consideration of built cultural heritage and archaeological 
aspects throughout the assessment and evaluation of alternatives and in mitigation measures. We 
also acknowledge that the long-term mitigations outlined in your letter will be specifically 
addressed in the next phases of implementing the new pumping station, including the actions to be 
taken if any archaeological resources are found or have potential to be impacted during 
construction.

We note that while the Project File will not be reissued for public review, the MHSCTI letter will form 
part of the Region’s complete project record (and posted on the project web page at
durham.ca/WaterStreetSSPS. MHSCTI input will also be considered for further work on this project, 
as applicable, through design and construction phases.  In addition, the Region will consider your 
feedback for future Class EA studies and other projects to tailor future water/wastewater Project 
Files and Environmental Study Reports based on your specific comments.

For Project File completeness, we have also attached the Cultural Heritage Checklist to this letter.

CH2M HILL Canada Limited

MHSTCI_Response_R00_210825.docx

http://www.durham.ca/waterstreetssps


August 25, 2021

Subject: Response to Project Review Unit Comments

MHSTCI_Response_R00_210825.docx 2

We appreciate your time in providing a detailed review of the Project File.  Please do not hesitate to
contact me with any additional questions or comments, or if you would like to arrange a meeting to
discuss any concerns.

Yours sincerely

CH2M Hill Canada Limited

Deborah Ross, M.A.Sc., P.Eng.
Project Manager, Jacobs

Copies to:
Erinn Lee, EA Coordinator, MECP
Patricia Casco, Project Manager, Regional Municipality of Durham

Attachment: Cultural Heritage Checklist



 

 

Ministry of Heritage, Sport,  
Tourism and Culture Industries 
 
Programs and Services Branch 
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7 
Tel: 613-242-3743 

Ministère des Industries du Patrimoine,  
du Sport, du Tourisme et de la Culture  
 
Direction des programmes et des services 
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700 
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7 
Tél:  613-242-3743 

 

 
 

July 21, 2020    EMAIL ONLY  
 
 
Deborah Ross, P. Eng.  
Consultant Project Manager 
Jacobs  
245 Consumers Road, Suite 400 
Toronto, ON M2J 1R3 
Deborah.ross@jacobs.com  
 
 
MHSTCI File : 0010651 
Proponent : Regional Municipality of Durham  
Subject : Notice of Study Completion   
Project : Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Capacity Expansion 
Location : Regional Municipality of Durham  

 

 
 
Dear Deborah Ross: 
 
Thank you for providing the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) 
with the Notice of Study Completion for the above-referenced project.  
 
MHSTCI’s interest in this Environmental Assessment (EA) project relates to its mandate of 
conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage. Under the EA process, the proponent is required to 
determine a project’s potential impact on cultural heritage resources.  
 
 
Project Summary 
The Regional Municipality of Durham undertook an EA to identify a preferred solution to increase 
pumping capacity and address deficiencies associated with the existing Water Street Sanitary 
Sewage Pumping Station, which provides pumping capacity for most of Port Perry. This study 
followed the process for Schedule B projects as outlined in the Municipal Class EA document (as 
amended in 2007, 2011 and 2015). 
 
 
Project Comments:   
We have reviewed the above referenced notice and the Project File Report prepared by Jacobs 
(dated May 12, 2021). We recommend some revisions for clarity and due diligence 
documentation. We have attached a table with detailed comments, and we would be pleased to 
discuss them further and/or provide additional information.  
 
 
 
 

mailto:Deborah.ross@jacobs.com
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Thank you for consulting MHSTCI on this project. If you have any questions or require clarification, 
do not hesitate to contact me.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joseph Harvey 
Heritage Planner 
Heritage Planning Unit  
joseph.harvey@ontario.ca  
 
Copied to:  Patricia Casco, Project Manager, The Regional Municipality of Durham 
 Erinn Lee, EA Coordinator, MECP  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or file 
is accurate.  MHSTCI makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the any checklists, reports 
or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way shall MHSTCI be liable for any harm, damages, 
costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or supporting documents are discovered to be 
inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.  
 
Please notify MHSTCI if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources 
must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the 
Ontario Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.   
 
If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Registrar, Burials of the 
Ministry of Government and Consumer Services (416-326-8800) must be contacted. In situations where human remains are 
associated with archaeological resources, MHSTCI should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed 
alterations which would be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

mailto:joseph.harvey@ontario.ca
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Item No. PFR Section 
 

Original Text  Comment 

1 Executive 
Summary 

Page i 

 
Surrounding land uses were reviewed to identify potential 
social impacts (for example, noise, odor, aesthetics, and 
loss of parking) due to construction or long-term operation 
of a pumping station at each alternative site. In addition, 
archaeological and cultural features, as well as potential 
impacts on First Nations and Métis are important factors to 
be considered under this category.  
 
A Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment was completed for all 
five sites to document the archaeological and cultural 
resources within the project study area of the alternative 
sites. A Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment was performed 
for Alternative Sites 2, 3, and 4 (based on recommendations 
from Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment), which found no 
archeological resources during the field investigations, and 
full archaeological clearance was recommended in the 
Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment Report. The Ministry of 
Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries 
(M.H.S.T.C.I.) accepted the Stage 1 and 2 reports in 
February 2021. 
 

 
Please revise this paragraph of the Executive Summary to reflect revisions 
made to the body of the report as recommended below. 

2 5.2 Multi-Criteria 
Decision-Making 
Approach 

Table 5-1. 
Evaluation Criteria 

Page 23 

 

 
Archaeological and Cultural Resources are included as a 
single item under the category Socio Cultural Impacts 
 

 
Cultural heritage resources include archaeological resources, built heritage 
resources and cultural heritage landscapes. Please revise this row to better 
reflect potential impacts to cultural heritage resources. We recommend the 
following: 

• Criteria: Archaeological Resources. Description: Potential impacts to 
archaeological resources and areas of archaeological resources by 
disturbance or destruction. 

• Criteria Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes. 
Description: Potential impacts to built heritage resources and cultural 
heritage landscapes e.g. displacement of resources by demolition or 
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removal; disruption of resources by the introduction of physical, visual, 
audible or atmospheric elements that are not in keeping with the 
character and setting of the resource.  
 

3 7.4 Social and 
Cultural 
Environment 
Considerations  

Page 37 

 
Surrounding land uses were reviewed to identify potential 
social impacts (for example, noise, odor, aesthetics, and 
loss of parking) due to construction or long-term operation 
of a pumping station at each alternative site. In addition, 
archaeological and cultural features, as well as potential 
impacts on First Nations and Métis are important factors to 
be considered under this category.  
 
The following information was reviewed to understand the 
existing and future land uses and land use policies for the 
study area: 

•  Township of Scugog Municipal Heritage Register, 
adopted at Council Meeting on March 31, 2007 

•  Regional Municipality of Durham Official Plan 
(2017)  

• Township of Scugog Official Plan (2017) 

•  Downtown Port Perry Heritage Conservation 
District Plan (2010)  

• Waterfront Revitalization Project (underway)  

• Lake Scugog Enhancement Schedule B Class E.A. 
(underway).  

 
The following specialty studies were completed to document 
the archaeological and cultural resources within the project 
study area of the alternative sites:  

 
• Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment (full report 

included in T.M. 2 (Identification of Alternative 
Solutions and Development of Evaluation Criteria; 
included as Appendix C in this report)  

 
Under an EA process, proponents should identify and describe the existing 
baseline conditions. Archaeological assessments were undertaken by a 
licensed archaeologist. The study area was considered free of archaeological 
concern and no further work is recommended. The Criteria for Evaluating 
Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
(MHSTCI) was completed and the proponent concluded that there are no 
significant cultural heritage features. However, MHSTCI notes that the PFR 
includes a reference to the George Currie Grain Elevator, which is adjacent to 
the existing site. The Grain Elevator is designated under the Ontario Heritage 
Act by the municipality.  Therefore,  
 
we suggest the following text: 

Cultural Heritage Environment: 

Cultural heritage resources include archaeological resources, built heritage 
resources and cultural heritage landscapes. 

Archaeological Resources  
A Stage 1 archaeological assessment (AA) (under Project Information Form 
number P439-0062-2019) was undertaken on December 14, 2020 by 
Archeoworks Inc. in support of this environmental assessment. A Stage 1 AA 
consists of a review of geographic, land use and historical information for the 
property and the relevant surrounding area. Its purpose is to identify areas of 
archaeological potential and further archaeological assessment (e.g. Stage 
2,3,4) as necessary. The Stage 1 AA is included in Appendix C. 

[Then include the outcomes and recommendations of the report, as is in the 
Executive   Summary – just copy and paste, don’t summarize] 
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• Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment (full report 
included in T.M. 3 (Evaluation of Alternatives and 
Selection of the Preferred Solution); included as 
Appendix D in this report).  
 

Of note, Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment was performed 
for Alternative Sites 2, 3, and 4 (based on recommendations 
from Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment), which found no 
archeological resources during the field investigations, and 
full archaeological clearance was recommended in the 
Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment Report. The 
M.H.S.T.C.I. accepted the Stage 1 and 2 reports in February 
2021. 
  
 
Figure 7-3 presents the designated land uses for each 
alternative site. The aerial photo on Figure 7-4 presents the 
social and cultural land uses around each alternative site. 
Table 7-4 summarizes the land uses that could be potentially 
affected at each alternative site during design on operation 
of a new pumping station. 

A Stage 1-2 AA (Project Information Form number P1059-0043-2019 was 
undertaken on August 27, 2020 by Archeoworks Inc.  The Stage 1-2 AA is 
included in Appendix D. 

[Then include the outcomes and recommendations of the report, as is in the 
Executive   Summary – just copy and paste, don’t summarize] 

Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 

The screening checklist, Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage 
Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes, developed by the Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture and Sport, was completed as part of the project file (see 
Appendix X). The existing site is adjacent to the George Currie Grain Elevator, 
which is designated by the municipality as a property of cultural heritage value 
or interest under the Ontario Heritage Act. The rest of the study area was 
determined to have low potential for built heritage resources and cultural 
heritage landscapes. Therefore, no technical cultural heritage studies have been 
undertaken.  

 
[Please include the completed screening checklist with documentation to 
support your conclusion for this project] 
 

4 Table 7-4. 
Potential Social 
and Cultural 
Features that May 
Be Affected by 
Alternative Sites 

Page 41 

 
Existing Site (Adjacent to Current Site) 
 

• Adjacent to the property of the George Currie Grain 
Elevator (Old Mill, oldest remaining grain elevator 
in Canada, designated under Ontario Planning Act) 
and the Port Perry Marina parking lot 

 
See comment above – item 3.  The George Currie Grain Elevator, located at 
139 Queen Street, is designated under the Ontario Heritage Act – Municipal by-
law 19-18.  Please cite the Ontario Heritage Act when referencing this property.  
 
Please ensure all known (previously recognized) and potential built heritage 
resources and/or cultural heritage landscapes within the study area are included 
under the revised existing conditions section. 

5 7.7 Preliminary 
Evaluation to 
Eliminate Existing 
Site  

 
…. 
 
The existing site has higher level of potential social and 
cultural impacts because it is within the Port Perry 

 
 
See comment above – item 4. 
 
 

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
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Page 45  
Waterfront redevelopment plan area (Scugog Waterfront 
Open Space, per Official Plan Designation), adjacent to the 
property of the George Currie Grain Elevator (Old Mill, oldest 
remaining grain elevator in Canada, designated under the 
Ontario Planning Act), in the Port Perry Marina parking lot 
and adjacent to the Latcham Centre property, home of the 
Port Perry Seniors Club. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6.  

 

8.5 Mitigation 
Measures  
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Mitigation measures will be required during construction and 
long-term operation of the new pumping station. Table ES-5 
presents the preliminary mitigation strategies identified 
based on information developed in this study. 
 
Impact type: Adjacent land use 
 
Mitigation for long-term operation  

• The architecture features of the new pumping 
station will be designed to be compatible with the 
heritage character of the Downtown Port Perry 
Heritage Conservation District 

 
Please include a section of text devoted to mitigating potential impacts to cultural 
heritage resources.  
 
MHSTCI recommends the following long-term mitigations be included 

• Compliance with the recommendations from the Stage 1-2 archaeological 
assessment report. 

• If archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work, notify 
MHSTCI at archaeology@ontario.ca. All activities impacting archaeological 
resources must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is 
required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the 
Ontario Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 
Archaeologists.   

• If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately 
and the local police as well as the Registrar, Burials of the Ministry of 
Government and Consumer Services (416-326-8800) must be contacted. 
In situations where human remains are associated with archaeological 
resources, MHSTCI should also be notified to ensure that the site is not 
subject to unlicensed alterations which would be a contravention of the 
Ontario Heritage Act. 

 

 
 




