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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station (S.S.P.S.) in the Township of Scugog 
(Township) within the Regional Municipality of Durham (Region) does not have 
adequate capacity for existing peak sewage flows, and additional pumping capacity is 
required to manage existing and planned future higher flows from the Water Street 
S.S.P.S. drainage area. During wet weather events, the Water Street S.S.P.S. has 
experienced higher-than-expected flows, which has resulted in both pumps running 
simultaneously. During these events, the Water Street S.S.P.S. has no redundant capacity 
(that is, flow exceeds firm capacity). In addition, although a Capital Needs Assessment 
completed in 2016 found that the station currently has no major structural or process 
issues that could interfere with its safe operation, it was originally constructed in 1971 
and is 48 years old. Consequently, major capital upgrades to the station are required to 
meet capacity, operation, maintenance and compliance requirements if it is to continue 
to provide reliable service in the future. 

The Region engaged Jacobs to undertake a Schedule B Class Environmental Assessment 
(E.A.) to identify the best approach for providing the capacity required to meet the 2031 
and ultimate design flow for the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area. The objectives of the 
E.A. are to identify and assess viable alternatives and to select a preferred pumping station 
solution that is endorsed by the Region and considers public and other stakeholder issues 
and concerns. The solution must represent high value and low risk to the Region for 
providing additional pumping capacity to serve the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area, 
and future flexibility to accommodate post-2031 capacity needs. The preferred solution 
will also meet the Region’s social and environmental stewardship, regulatory 
requirements, technical and cost effectiveness, and energy management objectives. 

The purpose of this technical memorandum (T.M.) is to present background information, 
population and flow projections for the service area, design criteria, site constraints and 
a preliminary long list of alternative solutions. This information was used to develop a 
problem and opportunity statement for this Class E.A. 

1.2 Technical Memorandum 1 Organization 

This T.M. is organized into the following sections: 

1) Introduction 

− Provides an overview of the objective and drivers for the Class E.A. and this T.M. 

2) Schedule B Class E.A. Process 

− Describes the Schedule B Class E.A. process that will be followed for this project 
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3) Existing Conditions 

− Outlines the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area boundaries and characteristics of 
the drainage area 

− Describes the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. capacity and condition  

− Summarizes existing flows for the pumping station 

4) Future Flow Requirements 

− Includes discussion regarding the findings of current infiltration and inflow (I & I) 
studies, historical flows, and projected flows 

− Details the population projection that will be the basis for this Class E.A. 

− Summarizes the design criteria used to determine future flow projections 

− Presents the future flow projections 

− Outlines the problem and opportunity statement as developed based on the 
findings of the background information review, Water Street S.S.P.S. capacity 
(and associated footprint), and the site constraints of the existing location 

5) Long List of Alternative Solutions 

− Describes the long list of alternative solutions to provide capacity for the Water 
Street S.S.P.S. drainage area additional capacity and identifies feasible solutions 

6) Study Area 

− Defines the Class E.A. study area, which encompasses the area that could be 
affected by the feasible solutions  

7) Summary 

− Summarizes key elements of the T.M. 
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2. Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process 

2.1 Overview 

All municipalities in Ontario are subject to the provisions of the E.A. Act and its 
requirements to prepare a Class E.A. for applicable public works projects. The Ontario 
Municipal Engineers Association (M.E.A.) Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
document provides municipalities with a five-phase planning procedure approved under 
the E.A. Act to plan and undertake all municipal sewage, water, stormwater 
management, and transportation projects that occur frequently, are usually limited in 
scale, and have a predictable range of environmental impacts and applicable mitigation 
measures. Key components of the Class E.A. planning process include the following: 

 Consultation early and throughout the process 
 Reasonable range of alternatives 
 Consideration of effects on the environment and ways to avoid or reduce impacts 
 Systematic evaluation of alternatives 
 Clear documentation 
 Traceable decision making 

Municipalities’ projects affect the environment to varying degrees; as such, projects are 
classified in terms of Municipal Class E.A. schedules. Based on the M.E.A. Municipal Class 
E.A. document and subsequent amendments, projects are classified as Schedule A, A 
plus, B, or C projects, summarized herein. Each classification requires a different level of 
review to complete the requirements of the Municipal Class E.A.: 

 Schedule “A” projects are limited in scale, have minimal adverse effects, and include 
the majority of municipal sewage, stormwater management, and water operations 
and maintenance activities. These projects are preapproved and may be 
implemented without following further phases in the Class E.A. planning process. 
Schedule “A” projects typically include normal or emergency operational 
maintenance activities, with typically minimal environmental effects.  

 Schedule “A plus” projects are preapproved, but because of their potential to affect 
local landowners during construction, they required public notification.  

 Schedule “B” projects have the potential for some adverse environmental effects. The 
proponent is required to undertake a screening process involving mandatory contact 
with directly affected public and relevant review agencies to make them aware of the 
project and to provide an opportunity for their concerns to be addressed. Schedule “B” 
projects require that Phases 1 and 2 of the Class E.A. be followed, and a project file 
report be prepared and submitted for review by the public. If there are no outstanding 
concerns raised by the public or review agencies, the proponent may proceed to 
project implementation. If, however, the screening process raises a concern that 
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cannot be resolved, the Part 2 Order procedure may be invoked. Alternatively, the 
proponent may voluntarily elect to plan the project as a Schedule “C” undertaking. 

 Schedule “C” projects have the potential for significant environmental effects and 
must proceed under the full planning and documentation procedures (Phases 1 to 4) 
specified in the Municipal Class E.A. document. Schedule C projects require that an 
Environmental Study Report be prepared and submitted for the public’s review. If 
concerns are raised that cannot be resolved, the Part 2 Order procedure may be 
invoked. 

2.2 Water Street S.S.P.S. Schedule B Class E.A. Process 

In accordance with the M.E.A. Municipal Class Environment Assessment document 
(dated October 2000, as amended in 2007, 2011, and 2015 page 1 to 15), the Water 
Street S.S.P.S. project is a Schedule B undertaking: 

“Construct New Pumping Station or Increase Capacity by adding or Replacing Equipment 
and Appurtenances where New Equipment is Located in a New Building or Structure” 

Figure 2-1 illustrates the process followed during the planning and design of projects 
covered by a Schedule B Municipal Class E.A. The figure incorporates steps considered 
essential for compliance with the requirements of the E.A. Act. 

 

Figure 2-1. Schedule B Class E.A. Process 
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This Schedule B Class E.A. includes the following: 

 Phase 1: Identifying the problem or need for the project, with public consultation 
such as 

– Collect and review background studies, and information on existing conditions 
– Confirmation of service populations 
– Review of site constraints 
– Notice of Commencement 
– T.M. 1 Problem and Opportunity Statement 

 Phase 2A: Identifying Shortlisted Alternative Solutions 

– Assessment of a long list of solutions to identify feasible solutions 
– Identification of alternatives to the feasible solutions 
– Development of screening and evaluation criteria 
– Conduct desktop studies (Archaeological, Geotechnical, Natural Heritage) 
– Public and Stakeholder Consultation, including Public Open House Number 1 
– T.M. 2 Identification of Alternative Solutions and Development of Evaluation 

Criteria 

 Phase 2B: Assessment of Alternatives and Identification of Preferred 

–  Develop and evaluate alternatives 
–  Select the preferred alternative 
–  T.M. 3 Evaluation of Alternatives and Identification of Preferred Alternative 
–  Public and Stakeholder Consultation, including Public Open House Number 2 
–  Develop design concept  
–  Develop budget cost estimates 
–  Compile project documentation in Project File Report 

Each potential solution will be screened to identify a short list of feasible solutions, 
based on the potential solution’s ability to solve the defined problem, as well as general 
environmental impacts and probable costs. Alternatives will be developed for each 
shortlisted solution, which will be evaluated against detailed criteria developed with the 
Region and considering the input from public and stakeholders. The evaluation criteria 
will generally be divided into four main categories: 

 Natural environment 
 Socio-Cultural 
 Technical 
 Economics 

The development of the evaluation criteria will be in cooperation with the Region as part 
of Phase 2A of the E.A. process. The draft project file will be submitted to the Ministry of 
the Environment, Conservation and Parks (M.E.C.P.) for review prior to the 30-day public 
and agency review period. Any Part 2 orders received in the 30-day review period will be 
addressed as a high priority. 
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3. Existing Conditions 

3.1 Overview of the Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Drainage Area 

The Water Street S.S.P.S. is located at 213 Water Street in the Town of Port Perry near 
the shore of Lake Scugog near the intersection of Water Street and North Street. Port 
Perry is part of the Township of Scugog within the Regional Municipality of Durham. The 
Water Street S.S.P.S. services the majority of the Port Perry sanitary service area, with its 
drainage area approximately bound by Reach Street in the north, King Street in the 
south, Old Simcoe Road to the west, and Lake Scugog to the east. The Water Street 
S.S.P.S. drainage area is illustrated on Figure 3-1. 

Figure 3-2 illustrates the land-use designations in the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage 
area, as identified in the Scugog Official Plan. As indicated, the drainage area is located 
within the Port Perry urban area. The drainage area is highly urbanized, with most of the 
area being classified as residential, with some commercial/tourist land use along the 
waterfront. There are little industrial uses within the drainage area, except for a small 
part of the Reach Industrial Park area at the western boundary of the Study Area. The 
existing Water Street S.S.P.S. is located within the downtown commercial and tourist 
core. The Durham Region Official Plan and the Scugog Official Plan support future 
residential and light commercial land use in the drainage area, with no further industrial 
development within the downtown area. Along with the residential, commercial, and 
tourist areas, there are areas classified as Environmental Protection, in accordance within 
the Scugog Official Plan. These include Palmer Park to the south of the existing Water 
Street S.S.P.S., and Birdseye and Rotary Environmental parks to the north. Public utilities 
(for example, pumping stations) are permitted uses in these parks, provided they do not 
negatively impact the environment and the park uses. 

The Durham and Scugog Official Plans both also support protection of the lakefront with 
the goal of ensuring protection of lake water quality and continued sustainable lakefront 
communities. Developments along the lakefront must maintain the natural and visual 
character of the shoreline, and are subject to setbacks, height limitations, and footprint 
limitations. 

The current sanitary sewer network is shown on Figure 3-3. Most of the properties in the 
drainage area are connected to the sanitary sewer system, except for the following: 

 Two small development areas near the intersection of Scugog Street and Old Simcoe 
Road 

 The development area in the south of the drainage area, south of Victoria Street 
along Union and Old Simcoe Road 
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These properties are currently on privately owned septic systems. This Class E.A. is 
considering the pumping station capacity required to service the planned future 
connection of these properties to the sanitary sewer system. 

Figure 3.3 also shows the two other pumping stations in Port Perry: the Canterbury 
Commons S.S.P.S. located to the north of the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area on 
Waterbury Crescent, and the Reach Street S.S.P.S. located to the west at Reach Street 
and Sherrington Drive. These pumping stations share common forcemains 
(350-millimetre and 400-millimetre diameter) with the Water Street S.S.P.S. between 
Reach Street and the Nonquon Water Pollution Control Plant (W.P.C.P.). At the time of 
writing this T.M., the 350-milimetre forcemain was in operation, but the new 
400-millimetre-diameter forcemain was not yet fully commissioned. Hydraulic 
modelling completed by the Region as part of the Capacity Needs Assessment (2016) 
indicates that the capacities of the Canterbury Commons S.S.P.S. and Reach Street 
S.S.P.S. will not be impacted by the operation of the Water Street S.S.P.S., as long as the 
Water Street S.S.P.S. flows do not exceed 310 litres per second. This study will consider 
and mitigate the effects any proposed changes to the Water Street S.S.P.S. capacity will 
have on the operation of the Canterbury Commons and Reach Street S.S.P.S. 
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3.2 Water Street Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station 

The Water Street S.S.P.S. was originally constructed in 1971 and has undergone several 
upgrades and modifications. In accordance with M.E.C.P. Existing Certificate of Approval 
number (3-0752-99-006), now referred to as Environmental Compliance Approval, the 
Water Street S.S.P.S. has a firm capacity of 160 litres per second, or 13,834 cubic metres, 
per day. 

The Water Street S.S.P.S. consists of a small brick building over top of the dry well 
adjacent to the wet well. The main floor contains the motor control centre, diesel 
generator, and fuel storage. The dry well consists of two submersible dry pit pumps 
(each with 160-litre-per-second capacity), process valves, a flow meter, piping, and an 
alum dosing system. The single chamber wet well consists of an inlet bar screen, 
ultrasonic level instruments, and backup float system. The H VAC system is located on 
the roof of the building. Access to the wet well is via a hatch on the outside of the 
building. An underground alum storage tank is located beside the wet well. Flows are 
pumped from the Water Street S.S.P.S. to the Nonquon W.P.C.P. for treatment through 
forcemains of 350-millimetre and 400-millimetre diameter. 

The Water Street S.S.P.S. is in the centre of the parking lot near the Port Perry Marina to 
the east and Water Street directly to the west. The Scugog Memorial Public Library is to 
the north, and commercial properties are to the south. Space for expansion within the 
existing building or on the property is very limited. Figure 3-4 shows the aerial 
photograph of the Water S.S.P.S. site, and Figure 3-5 is a copy of the record drawing M1 
from Contract Number D79-41 that shows the layout of the Water Street S.S.P.S. 

3.3 Existing Flows 

In October 2016, the Region installed a weir-based flow-monitoring station (that is, an 
open-channel flowmeter) at the Water Street S.S.P.S. inlet maintenance hole to monitor 
influent flows to the station. Existing daily dry weather flows to the Water Street S.S.P.S. 
range between 1,987 and 3,888 cubic metres per day (23 to 45 litres per second). A 
typical diurnal pattern is shown on Figure 3-6. 

Although the Water Street S.S.P.S. has capacity to pump dry weather flows, its firm 
capacity has been exceeded during wet weather events. Recent monitoring data show 
flows of 19,440 cubic metres per day (225 litres per second) during an extreme rain 
event on July 13, 2017, as indicated on Figure 3-7. During peak flow events, both 
pumps must operate.  



Figure 3-4 Water Street S.S.P.S. Site View
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Figure 3-5 Pumping Station Layout
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Figure 3-6. Typical Dry Weather Diurnal Flow Demonstrating Flows to the Station are 23 to 45 litres per 
second (Data from March 2017) 

 

Figure 3-7. Peak Flow Recorded during Flow Monitoring 
(Precipitation on July 13, 2017, was 12.8 millimetres, Environment Canada Historical Data) 
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4. Pumping Station Capacity Criteria 

In determining future flows from the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area, the following 
were considered: 

 Regional Municipality of Durham and the M.E.C.P. Design Criteria  
 Population growth and land-use forecast  
 Existing plant flows and capacity 

4.1 Design Criteria 

The Region’s Design and Construction Specification Manual and the M.E.C.P. Design 
Guidelines for Sewage Works were used as design criteria for this study. The design 
criteria vary based on the land-use classification (residential, non-residential 
commercial, and non-residential industrial). The design criteria used are as follows:  

 Average Residential Flows: The Region’s approved unit wastewater flow rate is 
364 litres per capita per day.  

 Peak Flows in Residential Area: The peak wastewater flowrate from the residential 
areas is calculated by the Harmon Peaking formula. 

 

Where P = Population in thousands 

KH Max = 3.8 

KH Min = 1.5 

 Infiltration Residential: Prior to 1983, it was standard practice to connect foundation 
drains to the sanitary sewer system. This meant increased levels of infiltration into 
the sanitary sewer system. Since 1983, the Region as well as other municipalities 
have changed practices such that no new properties have foundation drains 
connected to the sanitary sewer system. They are connected to the stormwater 
system. To account for the different standards, the following unit flow rates for 
infiltration are used: 

– 0.26 litres per second per hectare when foundation drains are not connected to 
the sanitary system 

– 0.52 litres per second per hectare when foundation drains are connected to the 
sanitary sewer 

 Average Commercial Flows (including infiltration/inflow): The Region Design 
Specifications for Sanitary Sewers recommends using a unit wastewater flow rate of 
180 cubic metres per hectare per day to design sanitary sewers servicing commercial 
developments; this unit wastewater flowrate accounts for infiltration flows and 
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peaking effects. However, the Region typically assumes a 50% Floor Service Index for 
all commercial developments; therefore, a unit wastewater flow rate of 90 cubic 
metres per hectare per day is used to calculate the wastewater flows from the floor 
areas designated for commercial uses. 

 Average Industrial Flows (including infiltration/inflow): The Region Design 
Specifications for Sanitary Sewers recommends using a unit wastewater flowrate of 
180 cubic metres per hectare per day to design local sanitary sewers servicing 
industrial developments and recommends using a unit wastewater flowrate of 
90 cubic metres per hectare per day to design trunk sewers. Since this project 
involves trunk sewer network, the unit flowrate of 90 cubic metres per hectare per 
day was used in the wastewater flow analysis; this unit flowrate includes an allowance 
for infiltration flows and the peaking effect.  

4.2 Population Projections and Land Uses  

The residential population projections and associated service areas for the Water Street 
S.S.P.S. drainage area based on background planning information received from the 
Region and are summarized in Table 4-1. The existing population serviced by the Water 
Street S.S.P.S. is estimated to be 6,642. A population of 10,500 will be required to 
service in Phase 1, with an ultimate build-out of 13,000. This Phase 1 estimate is based 
on population growth estimated in the Region’s Official Plan and includes existing 
populations now serviced by private septic systems being connected to the sanitary 
sewer collection system. These include the following: 

 Readily Serviceable Population of 251: This represents non-vacant lots on private 
septic systems within the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area that are within 
30 metres of an existing trunk sewer. These areas could connect to the existing 
system with minimal additional infrastructure. 

 Not Readily Serviceable Population of 896: The estimated population on septic that 
are not readily serviceable would require an extension to the sanitary sewer collection 
system in order to be connected to the Water Street S.S.P.S. collection system.  

Table 4-1. Population Projection for the Water Street S.S.P.S. Drainage Area 

Description Population Serviced Area (hectares) 

Water Street S.S.P.S. Existing Service Population [a] 6,642 242.6 

Official Plan Service Population Estimate (Phase 1) [b] [c] 10,500 314.6 

Full Build-out Service  13,000 501.4 

Notes: 
[a] Based on 2017 service population.  
[b] Includes both increase due to population growth as per the Region’s Official Plan, as well as connecting 

private existing septic systems (a serviceable population of 251 and a not readily serviceable population 
of 896). 

[c] Durham’s Official Plan forecast for the Urban Area in Port Perry for the year 2031 is 11,880 people.  
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The current and projected land uses in hectares is shown in Table 4-2. As indicated, most 
of the population growth is expected to be residential, with some minor new light 
commercial area growth. The industrial area is not expected to grow in the Water Street 
S.S.P.S. service area. 

Table 4-2. Existing and Future Land Uses in the Water Street S.S.P.S. Drainage Area 

Description Current (hectares) Phase 1 (hectares) 
Full Build-out 

(hectares) 

Residential (1983 and Prior) 154.6  154.6  154.6  

Residential (1984 and Later) 88.0  160  346.8  

Total Residential 242.6  314.6  501.4  

Commercial 9.3  10.2  10.2  

Industrial 11.7  11.7  11.7  

4.3 Historical, Existing, and Future Flow Projections 

The Water Street S.S.P.S. historical flow records for the last 5 years are summarized in 
Table 4-3. Based on Table 4-3, the average gross per capita sewage contribution is 
354 litres per capita per day, averaged over the last 5-year period. This is slightly less 
than the Region’s design criteria of 364 litres per capita per day. The Region’s per capita 
sewage contribution rate is therefore conservative. 

Table 4-3. Water Street S.S.P.S. Historical Flows 

Description 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Average 

Average Daily Flow (litres 
per second) [1] 

28 25 23.9 30.5 27.5 27.0 

Service Population [2] 6,516 6,533 6,607 6,642 6,646 N/A 

Per capita Flow (litres per 
capita per day) 

372 332 313 396 358 354 

Notes:  
[1] Average daily flow based on historical flow data from the Water Street S.S.P.S. annual reports.  
[2] Service population as provided by the Regional Municipality of Durham in the request for proposal 

documents. 

Table 4-4 provides the existing and future flow projection estimates that will be used in 
this study to develop and assess alternatives and develop the conceptual design of the 
preferred solution. 
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Table 4-4. Water Street S.S.P.S. Estimated Existing and Future Projected Flow Estimates 

Description Current 2018 Phase 1 Full Build-out 

Residential (1983 and Prior) (hectares) 154.6  154.6  154.6 

Residential (1984 and Later) (hectares) 88.0 160.0 346.8  

Total Residential (hectares) 242.6 314.6 501.4 

Commercial (hectares) 9.3 10.2 10.2 

Industrial (hectares) 11.7 11.7 11.7 

Population 6,646 10,500 13,000 

Per capita Flow (litres per capita per day) 364  364  364  

Average Flow (litres per second) 28  44.2  54.8  

Peak Flow Factor 3.1 2.9 2.8 

Commercial unit rates (including I & I and peaking 
effect) (cubic metres per hectare per day) 

90  90  90  

Peak Industrial unit rates (including I & I and peaking 
effect) (cubic metres per hectare per day) 

90  90  90  

Residential Peak Flow (litres per second) 87.6  129.8 155.6 

Commercial Peak Flow (litres per second) 9.7 10.6 10.6 

Industrial Peak Flow (litres per second) 12.2 12.2 12.2 

Connected Residential 1983 and Prior [a]  
(litres per second) 

80.4  80.4 80.4 

Not Connected Residential 1984 and Later [b]  
(litres per second) 

22.9 41.6 90.2 

Projected Design Peak Flow 213 275 349 

Notes:  
[a]  0.52 litres per second per hectare.  
[b]  0.26 litres per second per hectare. 

Table 4-4 indicates that the existing conditions estimated peak flow is 213 litres per 
second. This estimated peak flow was based on the Region’s average per capita 
residential contribution criteria of 364 litres per capita per day, current service 
population of 6,646, and the Region’s I & I rate of 0.26 litres per second per hectare for 
developments constructed after 1983 and 0.52 litres per second per hectare for 
developments constructed prior to 1983. The 213 litres per second estimate is slightly 
lower than the peak flow of 225 litres per second as recorded through flow monitoring 
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in July 2017. However, given the that the July 2017 peak flow represented an extreme 
event, the 213 L/s appears to be a reasonable estimate. 

4.4 Problem and Opportunity Statement 

The existing rated capacity of the Water Street S.S.P.S. is 160 litres per second, which is 
less than the estimated current peak flow rate of 212.7 litres per second. During peak 
periods when flow exceeds 160 litres per second, both the duty and standby pumps run 
simultaneously to provide the required capacity. Should one pump fail during a peak 
flow event, there is a risk of sewer surcharges, which can cause potential flooding in the 
collection system and overflows. Consequently, it is important that additional pumping 
capacity be provided in the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area.  

Expansion of the pumping capacity is also required to provide capacity for future phased 
growth and expansion of the service area. To serve a projected population of 10,500 in 
Phase 1, a pumping station capacity of 275 litres per second is required. For the ultimate 
growth scenario with a population of 13,000, a pumping station capacity of 349 litres 
per second is required. 

This E.A. will identify a preferred sewage pumping solution that provides capacity for 
Phase 1 and allows for future expansion to provide capacity for the ultimate growth 
scenario. The pumping station design will consider the capacity required to handle a 
wide range of flows from existing conditions average daily flow of 27 litres per second to 
the Phase 1 peak flow capacity of 275 litres per second, while also taking into 
consideration a phased approach to meet the full build-out requirement of 54.8 litres 
per second average flows and full build-out peak flows of 349 litres per second. In 
addition, the capacity and operating requirements of the forcemains will be confirmed 
through hydraulic modelling. For instance, the design will include providing a minimum 
velocity of 0.6 metres per second when both forcemains (350 millimetres and 
400 millimetres) are in operation with a single pump running. Water Street S.S.P.S. 
expansion beyond Phase 1 will also consider potential impacts to the Canterbury 
Commons S.S.P.S. and Reach Street S.S.P.S. operation. 
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5. Long List of Potential Solutions 

5.1 Overview 

Six potential solutions to address the pumping capacity required for the Water Street 
S.S.P.S. service area are presented and screened in this section. Each has different 
potential impacts to the natural environment, public, and property owners.  

5.2 Potential Solutions and Feasibility 

5.2.1 Option A: Do Nothing (or Baseline Scenario) 

As noted previously, the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. does not have enough capacity to 
handle the existing peak flows or the planned 2031 and full build-out peak flows. 
Consequently, the “do nothing” approach will not be carried forward for further 
evaluation. 

5.2.2 Option B: Limit Development 

Option B is to limit development in the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area so that there 
is little to no increase in future flows. As noted, under existing conditions, the Water 
Street S.S.P.S. does not have adequate capacity. In addition, limiting development is 
inconsistent with the planned growth in the Regional Municipality of Durham and the 
Township of Scugog Official Plans. Consequently, this option will not be carried forward 
for further evaluation. 

5.2.3 Option C: Implementation of Water Use Efficiency and Inflow and Infiltration 
Reduction Measures 

Option C depends on reducing flow to the sanitary sewer system through customer water 
use efficiency and implementation of measures to reduce I & I. The Region has realized 
reduction in water use since implementing a water use efficiency program in 1997. The 
program provides opportunities for customers to replace high-flow toilets and shower 
heads, and proactively educates customers about how to reduce indoor and outdoor 
water use. In addition, the Region has programs in place to reduce I & I into the sanitary 
collection system, including roof leader disconnection programs, and upgrades and 
rehabilitation of sanitary sewers and maintenance holes. The Ontario Building Code 
changes in 1983 prohibited foundation drains to be directly connected to the sanitary 
system, which also reduced I & I. 
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The success of these programs is reflected in the design criteria used to estimate future 
average and peak flows, described as follows: 

 In 1997, average per capita flows in Durham Region were greater than 390 litres per 
capita per day. The average per capital flow criterion in the Region is now 364 litres 
per capita per day. 

 Unit flow rates for infiltration with no foundation drain connections to the sanitary 
system are half those with foundation drain connections: 

– 0.26 litres per second per hectare when foundation drains are not connected to 
the sanitary system 

– 0.52 litres per second per hectare when foundation drains are connected to the 
sanitary sewer 

Water efficiency and I & I reduction are therefore already integral to developing the 
design criteria for future flows. Implementation of new measures to further reduce flows 
to the sanitary system (for example, foundation drain disconnection by private property 
owners with homes constructed prior to 1983) are not deemed a feasible option as they 
would be difficult and expensive to implement, and would result in small changes to 
flows. Consequently, this option on its own is not feasible to provide the required 
capacity and will not be carried forward for further evaluation. 

5.2.4 Option D: Flow Diversion 

Option D is based on diverting flow from the Water Street S.S.P.S. to one of the other 
pumping stations. Due to the sewage collection system hydraulics, significant 
reconfiguration of the existing collection system would be required, as well as expansion 
of the receiving pumping station. Collection system implementation would affect the 
greatest number of property owners when compared with the other options. 
Consequently, Option D will not be carried forward for further evaluation. 

5.2.5 Option E: Construction of a New Pumping Station and Forcemain at a new 
Location  

There are site constraints at the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. that could limit the 
expansion of the current pumping station. Four potential locations were identified for 
the construction of a new pumping station to service the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage 
area, shown as Locations 1, 2, 3 and 4 on Figure 5-1. All potential locations are close to 
the existing Water Street S.S.P.S., to avoid major reconfiguration of the collection 
system. Each potential location is described as follows. 

Location 1: Location 1 is across the street from the existing site of the Water Street 
S.S.P.S., Township of Scugog Lots 35 and 36. It is also located in the heart of downtown 
Port Perry but not adjacent to the waterfront. Although the location would provide 
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adequate space for future expansion, it would result in loss of parking, which could have 
negative impacts to the nearby businesses. Location 1 is on previously disturbed land 
and is currently paved and would therefore not result in the loss of greenspace. 
Location 1 is close to the existing forcemains and gravity sewers and would therefore 
result in limited collection system modifications. 

Location 2: Location 2 is northwest of the existing Water Street S.S.P.S., Township of 
Scugog Lots 11, 20, 21, 32, 33, and 34. Within the boundaries of Location 2, there is 
some area designated as Ministry of Natural Resources (M.N.R.) natural heritage 
(woodland) and some area designated as Kawartha Conservation regulated area (buffer 
area around the watercourse). Outside of these designated areas, there appears to be 
space adjacent to Old Rail Line that could be considered for a new S.S.P.S. More linear 
works would be required for the forcemains and gravity sewers when compared to 
Locations 1 and 4, as it is farther away from the existing pumping station. It would also 
result in a loss of parking that could have negative impacts on the nearby businesses. 
The Durham Rowing Club is also located within the boundaries of Location 2, and there 
is a boat launch directly across the street. Access to these public use areas would need to 
be maintained during construction. There is potential for strict permitting from the 
Township, M.N.R., Fisheries and Oceans Canada (D.F.O.), and Kawartha Conservation 
required at this site; permitting requirements will be investigated further in Phase 2A. 

Location 3: Location 3 is east of the Scugog Memorial Public Library and within Birdseye 
Park, Township of Scugog Lots 35 and 36. A buffer around the shoreline is designated as 
Kawartha Conservation regulated area. Aside from the public pool area, most of Location 
3 is greenspace; therefore, loss of greenspace would be a result of constructing at 
Location 3. It is also in a public use area, and therefore, public safety and access would 
have to be considered during construction. The new S.S.P.S. would need to be designed 
to blend in with the surroundings as much as feasible. There is potential for strict 
permitting from the Township, M.N.R., D.F.O., and Kawartha Conservation required at this 
site; permitting requirements will be investigated further in Phase 2A. The most 
extensive linear works modifications would be required at this location because it is 
farthest from existing forcemains.  
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 Location 4: Location 4 is diagonally across from the existing Water Street S.S.P.S., 
Township of Scugog Lot 31. The biggest constraint at this location is that it is 
privately owned land and would therefore require property acquisition if it is 
determined to be the preferred solution. Less extensive linear works would be 
required when compared to Locations 1 and 2; however, when compared to Location 
1, there would need to be some additional linear works. There would be no loss of 
public parking or loss of public space. The property owner is not currently interested 
in selling. Options that are sited on community-owned lands are preferred. 

 Location 5: Location 5 is at the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. location, Township of 
Scugog Lots 122, 123, and 124. This option would consider whether building a new 
pumping station at the northern side of the site would provide better access to the 
pumping station as well as improve potential for redeveloping the area in agreement 
with the Port Perry Waterfront Revitalization project. This location is in the heart of 
downtown Port Perry adjacent to the lake and Kawartha Conservation regulated area. 
A marina and the Latcham Centre are also located on these lots. An advantage of 
Location 5 is that there would be limited modifications required to the linear works 
feeding and discharging from the station. Less favourable conditions associated with 
Location 5 is that there is a risk of incompatibilities with the Port Perry Waterfront 
Revitalization project, loss of parking, and limited access to the Latcham Centre and 
marina both during and post-construction. There would be strict permitting from the 
Township, M.N.R., D.F.O., and Kawartha Conservation required at this site. 

5.2.6 Option F: Upgrading or Optimizing the Station at the Current Location  

Option F is to upgrade and expand the existing Water Street S.S.P.S., located at Township 
of Scugog Lots 122, 123, and 124. As noted, this location is in the heart of downtown 
Port Perry adjacent to the lake and Kawartha Conservation regulated area. A marina and 
the Latcham Centre are also located on these lots. An advantage of Option F is that there 
would be limited modifications required to the linear works feeding and discharging 
from the station. Less favourable conditions associated with Option F is that there is a 
risk of incompatibilities with the Port Perry Waterfront Revitalization project, loss of 
parking, and limited access to the Latcham Centre and marina both during and 
post-construction. There would be strict permitting from the Township, M.N.R., D.F.O., 
and Kawartha Conservation required at this site. Construction sequencing would also 
have to be considered such that the S.S.P.S. can remain operational through the 
construction period. 
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Given the age of the structures (48 years) and condition of some of the equipment, 
capital upgrades and equipment replacement will be required if the Water Street S.S.P.S. 
continues to be used to future capacity requirements. Relevant findings of the Capital 
Needs Assessment Report (2016) for the Water Street S.S.P.S. include the following: 

 The station has a single wet well. The M.E.C.P. Design Requirements have been 
updated since the Water Street S.S.P.S. was constructed and now require that for 
stations having capacity exceeding 100 litres per second, at least two wet wells are 
required to provide redundancy for maintenance. 

 The station wet well capacity was determined by using the wet well area (3.66 metres 
by 4.65 metres) and a lead pump operating depth of 0.84 metre, which provides a 
cycle volume of 14.8 cubic metres, equating to a cycle time of 6 minutes for the 
current pumping rate of 160 litres per second. Typically, a 10-minute cycle time is 
provided. With pump alternation and use of variable frequency drive, a reduced wet 
well can be accommodated. At the Phase 1 peak flow of 275 litres per second and 
full build-out peak flow of 349 litres per second, the cycle time provided by the 
existing wet well will be 3.6 minutes and 2.8 minutes, respectively. The existing wet 
well is therefore inadequate to provide acceptable cycle time for the Phase 1 and full 
build-out flows. Therefore, a second wet well will be required at the existing site. 

Expanding the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. and designing it to meet current design 
standards, while maintaining pumping operation, poses significant constructability 
challenges. During construction, temporary pumping would be required to bypass flow 
from upstream of the pumping station to the downstream forcemain. This would result 
in extended road closures. Further, given the age and condition of the existing station, 
major rehabilitation would be required that would be of similar cost to building a new 
station. For these reasons, rehabilitation and expansion of the existing station will not be 
carried forward for further analysis. 
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6. Study Area 

As shown on Figure 5-1, the alternative locations under consideration are within the 
vicinity of the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. to limit the need for extensive new or 
modified collection infrastructure. Therefore, the Study Area Boundary within the Water 
Street S.S.P.S. drainage area was developed to encompass the locations under 
consideration, the property adjacent to the alternative locations, and the property with 
potential to be affected by the construction or operating of a pumping station at each 
location. Figure 6-1 shows that the Study Area is bounded by Lake Scugog to the east, 
Perry Street and Queen Street to the south, and north of the rowing club to the north. 
The Study Area is within the main central area of Port Perry, with open space along the 
waterfront. There is a buffer zone along the waterfront and watercourses that is 
designated as Kawartha Conservation regulated area. Birdseye Park is in the northern 
part of the Study Area.  
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7. Summary 

The existing Water Street S.S.P.S. provides a rated (firm) capacity of 160 litres per 
second but does not provide capacity for current peak flows or future increased flow 
from planned growth, and due to its age, requires significant upgrading. This Schedule B 
Class E.A. is being carried out to identify a preferred solution to provide pumping 
capacity for the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area. This T.M. provides the existing 
conditions and design criteria and an assessment of potential solutions.  

Expansion of the pumping capacity is required to provide peak flow capacity at current 
flows. To serve a projected population of 10,500 in Phase 1, a pumping station capacity 
of 275 litres per second is required. For the ultimate growth scenario with a population 
of 13,000, a pumping station capacity of 349 litres per second is required. 

Six alternative solutions were reviewed, including the following: 

 Option A: Do Nothing (or Baseline Scenario) 

 Option B: Limit Development 

 Option C: Implementation of Water Use Efficiency and Inflow and Infiltration 
Reduction Measures 

 Option D: Flow Diversion 

 Option E: Construction of a New Pumping Station and Forcemain at a New Location  

 Option F: Upgrading or Optimizing the Station at the Current Location  

Only Option E is considered feasible. Potential locations for a new pumping station 
include the existing site and four other nearby sites. Each alternative site will be 
developed in more detail in the next phase of the Class E.A. 
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