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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. 

Technical Memorandum (T.M.) Number 1 (T.M. 1) presented design criteria and 
alternative solutions to providing reliable pumping capacity. T.M. 2 presents a recap of 
the alternative solutions considered and rationale for the recommendation for a new 
pumping station and focuses on identifying alternative sites for the new station and 
conceptual design requirements and potential environmental and socio-cultural 
impacts. The evaluation methodology to be used for a comparative evaluation of the 
shortlisted alternative sites is also presented in this T.M., as well as the input from the 
first Public Information Centre (P.I.C. Number 1). 
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1.2 Technical Memorandum 2 Organization 

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

1) Introduction and Background 

− Provides an overview of the objectives of this T.M. 

2) Overview of Class E.A. Process – Phase 2A 

− Describes the Phase 2A step in the Municipal Class E.A., including the 
stakeholder consultation program 

3) Recap on the Long List of Alternative Solutions  

− Describes the alternative solutions to providing pumping capacity for the 
Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage 

− Provides rationale for the recommended solution 

4) Alternative Sites 

− Describes the potential sites for a new sanitary sewage pumping station to 
replace the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. 

− Provides an assessment of potential sites 

5) Conceptual Designs for Alternative Sites 

− Establishes the conceptual design requirements for the preferred sites, including 
site layouts for the pumping station and associated forcemains and gravity 
sewers alignment 

6) Evaluation Approach and Criteria 

− Describes the evaluation approach and evaluation criteria for assessing the 
alternative sites 

7) Natural and Social Environment Considerations 

− Provides findings of desktop reviews of natural environment (terrestrial and 
aquatic); Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment and Cultural Heritage; Phase 1 
Geotechnical and Hydrogeological Review 

8) Technical Considerations and Preliminary Cost Estimates 

9) Stakeholder Consultation 

− Summarizes the Phase 1 and Phase 2A consultation activities, issues, and 
responses 

10) Next Steps 

Presents the next steps in the Class E.A. 
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2. Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process 

In accordance with the Ontario Municipal Engineers Association’s Municipal Class E.A. 
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 

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  
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 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. Recap on the Long List of Alternative Solutions 

The following six potential solutions to address the pumping capacity required for the 
Water Street S.S.P.S. service area were presented, and their feasibility was evaluated 
in T.M. 1: 

 Do nothing (or baseline scenario) 
 Limit development 
 Implement water use efficiency and inflow and infiltration (I & I) reduction measures 
 Flow diversion (to another pumping station) 
 Construction of a new pumping station and forcemain at a new location 
 Upgrading or optimizing the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. 

The feasibility of each of the potential solutions was reviewed with respect to its ability to 
provide capacity for current and future flow from the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area. 
Table 3-1 presents the details of this review, based on the findings presented in T.M. 1. 

Table 3-1. Feasibility Review of Potential Solutions 

Alternative Description Feasibility Assessment 

a) Do nothing No changes from the existing conditions, other 
than continue to maintain the existing Water 
Street S.S.P.S. 

Does not meet capacity or 
reliability requirements 

b) Limit community 
growth 

Inconsistent with the Regional Municipality of 
Durham and the Township of Scugog Official 
Plans. 

Not feasible. This option will 
not be carried forward for 
further evaluation. 

c) Implement water 
use efficiency and 
I & I reduction 
measures 

The Region has various programs in place to 
increase water efficiency and reduce inflow and 
infiltration. These measures on their own cannot 
provide adequate flow reduction to avoid or 
delay the need for capacity expansion at the 
Water Street S.S.P.S. 

Not feasible. Will not be 
carried forward for further 
evaluation. 

d) Flow diversion (to 
another pumping 
station) 

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 alternatives. 

Significantly more disruptive 
and higher cost compared to 
Alternative A. Will not be 
carried forward for further 
evaluation. 

e) Construction of a 
new pumping 
station and 
forcemain at a new 
location 

Will allow the Region to meet existing and 
future pumping station capacity requirements 
in the Water Street S.P.S.S. drainage area. 

Five sites were preliminarily 
identified for detailed 
evaluation (including the 
existing Water Street S.S.P.S. 
site) 
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Alternative Description Feasibility Assessment 

Upgrading or 
optimizing the 
existing station 

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. 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. 

Significantly more disruptive 
and higher cost compared to 
Alternative A. Will not be 
carried forward for further 
evaluation. 
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4. Study Area and Alternative Sites 

4.1 General Locations 

T.M. 1 identified potential locations for the new Water Street S.S.P.S. These locations 
were selected to be close to the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. to limit the need for 
extensive new or modified linear infrastructure, as illustrated on Figure 4-1. The 
locations are described as follows: 

 Location 1: Across the street from the existing site of the Water Street S.S.P.S. and 
includes Township of Scugog Lots 35 and 36. The lots are used for parking within the 
heart of downtown Port Perry. 

 Location 2: Northwest of the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. Includes a large area 
consisting of 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 natural heritage (woodland) and some area designated as Kawartha 
Conservation regulated area (buffer area around the watercourse). In addition, there 
is a parking lot along the Old Rail Line and the Durham Rowing Club within the 
boundaries of Location 2. There is a boat launch directly across the street from the 
location. 

 Location 3: North of the Scugog Memorial Public Library and within Birdseye Park in 
Township of Scugog Lot 127. A buffer around the shoreline is designated as 
Kawartha Conservation regulated area. Aside from the public pool area, most of 
Alternative 3 location is greenspace. 

 Location 4: Diagonally across from the existing Water Street S.S.P.S., Township of 
Scugog Lot 31. This location is on privately owned land with a house on the property. 

 Location 5: At the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. location, Township of Scugog 
Lots 122, 123, and 124. Further assessment is required to confirm that the site 
provides adequate space to build a new pumping station adjacent to the existing 
pumping station. 

All locations are lots owned by the Township of Scugog, except for Location 4 (Township 
of Scugog Lot 31). The property owner of Lot 31 does not want to sell the property. 
Therefore, since there are other possible locations, Location 4 was removed as a 
potential location. 

The Study Area Boundary within the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area was developed 
to encompass the locations under consideration, the properties adjacent to the 
alternative locations, and the areas that could be affected by construction or long-term 
operation of a pumping station at any of the alternative sites. Figure 4-1 shows that the 
Study Area is bounded by Lake Scugog to the east, Perry Street and Queen Street to the 



Technical Memorandum Number 2 – Alternative Pumping Station Sites, Conceptual Design 
Requirements and Evaluation Methodology 

 8 

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 north of the Study Area.  



Figure 4-1
Alternative Locations for 
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4.2 Alternative Sites 

The existing and future service requirements for the Water Street S.S.P.S. drainage area 
are shown in Table 4-1 and described in detail in T.M. 1. 

Table 4-1. Existing and Future Service Requirements 

Service Condition Population 
Drainage Area 

(hectares) 
Peak Pumping Design Flow 

(litres per second) [a] 

Existing Conditions (2017) 6,642 237 213 

Phase 1 Service [b], [c] 10,500 337 275 

Full Build-out Service [c] 13,000 523 350 

[a] Projected based on future service population, see T.M. 1 for further details. 
[b] The Region’s Official Plan Forecast for the Urban Area in Port Perry for the year 2031 is 11,880 people. 
[c] 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). 

Any new site must be of adequate size to be able to meet the maximum capacity 
requirements at full build-out as indicated in Table 4-1, as well as allow space to do the 
following: 

 Provide access for operations and maintenance work. The station will be accessible 
by maintenance vehicle to allow removal of screenings on a regular basis and 
mechanical equipment as required 

 Emergency storage capacity in the wet wells 

 Staging area for construction 

Based on these factors, the site size required to construct a new Water Street S.S.P.S. is 
approximately 50 metres by 40 metres. (Further details on the design criteria for 
developing conceptual designs are described in Section 5). 

The locations shown on Figure 4-1 (except for Location 4 on the privately owned land) 
were reviewed to determine the most appropriate site for the new S.S.P.S. Factors 
considered in the selection of the sites were as follows: 

 Space to construct and operate a new S.S.P.S., which will require land area of 
approximately 50 metres by 40 metres  

 Proximity to the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. to minimize additional conveyance 
infrastructure 

 Avoidance of shoreline and low-lying wet areas for constructability purposes  
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Figure 4-2 shows the shortlisted alternative sites. Site descriptions are provided as 
follows: 

 Alternative Site 1 (Central Downtown Parking Lot): The site is located to the eastern 
side of Location 1 (Township of Scugog Lots 35 and 36) across from the existing 
Water Street S.S.P.S. The site will take up approximately half of the Central 
Downtown Parking Lot. 

 Alternative Site 2 (Old Rail Line Parking Lot): The site is located at the southeastern 
corner of Location 2 (Township of Scugog Lots 11, 20, 21, 32, 33, and 34), south of 
the Old Rail Line and east of Williams Creek within the existing Township Parking Lot. 

 Alternative Site 3 (Birdseye Park): This site is at the southwestern corner of Township 
of Scugog Lot 121, west of the pool area within Birdseye Park. 

 Alternative Site 4 (Durham Rowing Club): This site is also in Location 2 ((Township of 
Scugog Lots 11, 20, 21, 32, 33, and 34) but is to the west of Williams Creek in the 
area where the Durham Rowing Club and storage area are currently located. 

 Alternative Site 5 (Adjacent to Current Site): Alternative Site 5 is the area around the 
current S.S.P.S. site between the Port Perry Marina, the Latcham Centre, the Library 
and the historically significant grain mill. For this option, the new pumping station 
would be constructed at the northern side of the site where space is available.  



Figure 4-2 
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5. Conceptual Design Requirements for the Shortlisted Sites 

The conceptual design for the proposed Water Street S.S.P.S. will take the following key 
requirements into consideration: 

 Provide capacity. The station will be designed to satisfy the current and full build-out 
peak flow conditions. The station structure will be sized for the projected full build-
out flows. Process equipment will be installed in phases to account for current flow 
rates, which will increase over time to the full build-out flow rate of 350 litres per 
second. The wet well will be designed to provide a 1-hour emergency storage 
capacity based on the full build-out peak flow rate of 350 litres per second. 

 Provide access for operations and maintenance work. The station will be accessible 
for maintenance vehicles to allow removal of screenings on a regular basis and 
mechanical equipment repair as required. 

 Meet health and safety requirements. The station will be designed to allow safe 
access, egress and provide safe operating conditions for operators.  

 Comply with current Industry Standards and Regulations. 

5.1 Hydraulic Modelling 

The Applied Flow Technology (A.F.T.) Fathom Hydraulic Model developed for the 
forcemains was provided by the Region. The model was reviewed and used for the 
following purposes: 

 Determine design pump operating conditions. Both flow rate and total dynamic head 
(T.D.H.) are required for pump selection. The model provides the T.D.H. required at 
the station firm capacity. 

 Evaluate hydraulic impact of the Water Street S.S.P.S. upgrades on the performance 
of the Reach Street and Canterbury S.S.P.S.’s.  

 Hydraulic transient analysis and selection of appropriate surge protection device. The 
detailed Hydraulic Modelling report has been appended as Appendix A with this T.M. 

5.2 Pump Operating Point 

Hazen William’s C-factor test was completed by G M Blue Plan in 2016 and determined 
that the forcemains under 2016 conditions had an average C-factor of 98. A previous 
study completed by Totten Sims Hubicki Associates Limited determined a C-factor of 97 
to 101. The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation, and Parks (M.E.C.P.) Design 
Guideline C-factor ranges for pumping station design are 120 to 140.  
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Figure 5-1 shows the existing and future Water Street S.S.P.S. system curves, using both 
the M.E.C.P. Design Guideline lower range (C-factor of 120) and the G M Blue Plan 2016 
determined C-factor of 98. Using the C-factor of 98 corresponds to an approximately 
10-metre higher T.D.H. For this study, a C-factor of 98 was used for pump selection to 
maintain a conservative design approach. Therefore the pump operating duty points are 
as follows: 

 Phase 1: 275 litres per second at a T.D.H. of 46 metres  
 Full Build-out: 350 litres per second at a T.D.H. of 60 metres 

 

Figure 5-1. System Curve for the Water Street S.S.P.S. 

5.3 Hydraulic Impact of the Water Street S.S.P.S. on Reach and Canterbury S.S.P.S 

The Water Street S.S.P.S. shares common forcemains with the Reach Street S.S.P.S. and 
Canterbury S.S.P.S. between Reach Street and the Nonquon Water Pollution Control 
Plant (W.P.C.P.). The A.F.T. Fathom Hydraulic Model was used to predict the impact 
upgrading the Water S.S.P.S. will have on both the Canterbury S.S.P.S. and Reach Street 
S.S.P.S. The results are shown in Table 5.1 and indicate that increasing the firm capacity 
at the Water Street S.S.P.S., and therefore the hydraulic grade line, will result in a 
reduction in pumping capacity at the other pumping stations. This is because the 
operating point moves back on the pump performance curve to higher head and lower 
flow at both the Canterbury and Reach Street S.S.P.S.’s. The Hydraulic Model predicts the 
following: 



Technical Memorandum Number 2 – Alternative Pumping Station Sites, Conceptual Design 
Requirements and Evaluation Methodology 

 15 

 For Phase 1 (increase of firm capacity from 160 litres per second to 275 litres per 
second at Water Street S.S.P.S.)  

– Reduction in capacity at Reach Street S.S.P.S. will be 10% (from 30 litres per 
second to 27 litres per second), and at Canterbury S.S.P.S., the reduction in 
capacity will be 14% (from 22 litres per second to 19 litres per second) assuming 
a C-factor of 120 as shown in Table 5-1. 

– Reduction in capacity at Reach S.S.P.S. will be 40% (from 30 litres per second to 
18 litres per second), and at Canterbury S.S.P.S., the reduction in capacity will be 
40% (from 22 litres per second to 13 litres per second), assuming a C-factor of 
98 as shown in Table 5-1. 

 For Phase 2 (build-out) (increase of firm capacity from 160 litres per second to 
350 litres per second at Water S.S.P.S.) 

– Reduction in capacity at Reach S.S.P.S. will be 43% (from 30 litres per second to 
17 litres per second), and at Canterbury S.S.P.S., the reduction will be 36% (from 
22 litres per second to 14 litres per second), assuming a C-factor of 120 as shown 
in Table 5-1.  

– If a C-factor of 98 is used, the reduction in capacity at Reach S.S.P.S. will be 76% 
(from 30 litres per second to 7 litres per second), and at Canterbury S.S.P.S., the 
reduction will be 73% (from 22 litres per second to 6 litres per second).  

The C-factor of 98 provides a conservative design. Periodic flushing of the forcemains 
will increase the C-factor closer to the M.E.C.P. Design Guidelines of 120 to 140. 
Therefore, it is predicted that there will be a slight reduction in capacity at the 
Canterbury and Reach Street S.S.P.S.’s for the Water Street S.S.P.S. Phase 1 increase, but 
upgrades at Canterbury and Reach Street S.S.P.S.’s are not anticipated to be necessary 
for the Phase 1 increase. 

The full build-out expansion at the Water Street S.S.P.S. will need to consider providing 
upgrades at the Reach Street S.S.P.S. and Canterbury S.S.P.S. to restore their current 
capacities, as significant reductions in capacity at both stations are predicted as a result 
of the Water Street S.S.P.S. full build-out. Options to include in future study to restore 
the capacities at Reach Street S.S.P.S. and Canterbury S.S.P.S. could include replacing the 
pumps at the Reach Street S.S.P.S. and Canterbury S.S.P.S. with larger head pumps to 
overcome the added headloss created by increased flows at the Water Street S.S.P.S., or 
constructing a dedicated new forcemain for the Reach Street S.S.P.S. and Canterbury 
S.S.P.S. 
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Table 5-1. Impact of Upgrading Water S.S.P.S. on the Reach Street and Canterbury S.S.P.S.’s 

Station 

Current 
Firm 

Capacity 
(litres per 
second) 

Phase 1 
Predicted 

capacity (litres 
per second) 

Based on 
C-Factor of 

120 [a] 

Phase 1 
Predicted 

capacity (litres 
per second) 

Based on 
C-Factor of 98 [a] 

Full Build-out 
Predicted 

capacity (litres 
per second) 

Based on C-Factor 
of 120 [a] 

Full Build-out 
Predicted capacity 
(litres per second) 
Based on C-Factor 

of 98 [a] 

Reach S.S.P.S.  30 27 18 17 7 

Canterbury S.S.P.S. 22 19 13 14 6 

Water S.S.P.S. 160 275 275 350 350 

[a] All predicted capacity considered both forcemains used. 

5.4 Hydraulic Transient Analysis and Selection of Surge Protection Device 

The A.F.T. Fathom Hydraulic Model developed for the forcemains was used to evaluate 
the surge pressure in the system. The following were predicted, using the model: 

 Positive surges are not as critical as negative surges (full vacuum in a large section of 
the forcemain). 

 During Phase 1, the existing air valves will be able to mitigate the negative pressures 
to an acceptable level. 

 During full build-out, the air valves reported by G M BluePlan (five existing and two 
new) help mitigate or reduce the transient vacuum but will not eliminate it 
completely, and there are still some sections of the forcemain subjected to full 
vacuum. A preliminary run using a 6,000-litre bladder-type surge tank at the Water 
Street S.S.P.S. shows that the full vacuum pressures are eliminated from the entire 
forcemain. Only a short section of the forcemain near the W.P.C.P. remains negative 
but above the acceptable negative elevation. 

5.5 Design Considerations 

This section provides the wastewater flow projections, capacity as well as the design 
basis, for the proposed new pumping station to replace the existing Water Street S.S.P.S. 

The proposed peak flow projection and capacity for Phase 1 and full build-out are 
275 litres per second and 350 litres per second, respectively, as presented in T.M. 1. 
Table 5-2 provides the basic design criteria. 
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Table 5-2. New Pumping Station Conceptual Design Basis 

Parameter Design Criteria Discussion 

Wet well volume Emergency storage required based on 
1-hour peak design flow rate of 
350 litres per second. Volume required 
1,260 cubic metres. Typical minimum 
required capacity is 10 minutes to 
satisfy pump cycling requirement 

Hydraulic Institute Standards will be 
used to guide wet well geometry. 

Number of wet wells Two M.E.C.P. Design Guideline for station 
having a capacity of 100 litres per 
second or more require two divided wet 
wells 

Number of pumps 
and capacity 

Multiple pumps to provide for full flow 
ranges and to provide for standby 
capacity 

Four pumps proposed (three duty and 
one standby). 

 Three rated at 140 litres per second 
at T.D.H. of 60 metres 

 One rated at 70 litres per second at a 
T.D.H. of 60 metres.  

Velocity through 
discharge piping 

0.8 to 4.0 metres per second; lower 
end preferred 

M.E.C.P. Design Guidelines for Sewage 
Works, 2008, Chapter 7, Section 7.2.8. 
300-millimetre diameter used, which 
provides a velocity of 2.5 metres per 
second through each discharge piping. 

Forcemain C-factor 98 Based upon previous studies by G M 
BluePlan. 

Forcemain velocity 0.6 to 3 metres per second M.E.C.P. Design Guidelines for Sewage 
Works, 2008, Chapter 7, Section 7.2.8. 
350-millimetre and 400-millimetre 
diameter existing forcemain will provide 
velocity of 0.8 metre per second and 
1.6 metres per second for a single 
pump and two pumps running, 
respectively. 

Materials Discharge Pipe: Stainless Steel 

Forcemain: P.V.C. Dimension Ratio 11 

Inlet Sewer: Concrete 

Not Applicable 

Flooding – above-
grade 

Structures and electrical and 
mechanical equipment should be 
protected from physical damage by 
the 100-year design flood event 

M.E.C.P. Design Guidelines for Sewage 
Works, 2008, Chapter 7, Section 7.1.2 
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Parameter Design Criteria Discussion 

Flooding – basement The proposed pumping station will 
have emergency storage designed for 
1 hour at peak design flow to protect 
basement flooding at peak flows. 

Not Applicable 

Inlet sewer Minimum slope according to M.E.C.P. 
Design Guidelines for Sewage Works, 
2008, Chapter 5, Section 5.7.5. 

Not Applicable 

5.6 Design Standards 

The design standards in Table 5-2 have been applied to the conceptual design of the 
proposed Water Street S.S.P.S. 

Table 5-3. Standards Applicable for Conceptual Design of the New Pumping Station 

Design Criteria Discussion 

Hydraulic Institute standards Hydraulic design, and wet well and pump arrangement 
design 

M.E.C.P. Design Guidelines Hydraulic and process mechanical 

National Fire Prevention Association 
(N.F.P.A.) 820-2012, as coordinated with 
Ontario Electrical Safety Code  

Standard for fire protection in wastewater treatment and 
collection facilities  

Ontario Building Code (O.B.C.) (2012) Building architecture, structure, mechanical, heating, 
ventilation, electrical and plumbing systems 

Ontario Fire Code and N.F.P.A. Standards 
stipulated within O.B.C. 

Fire protection. 

Smoke and fire notification will be provided. 

Ontario Plumbing Code, and National 
Plumbing Code and American Society of 
Plumbing Engineers Data Books and 
Periodicals 

Building plumbing systems 

CAN/C S A Group (C S A) B139-ON-2006 Ontario Installation Code for Oil Burning Equipment 

American Society of Heating, Refrigeration 
and Air-Conditioning Engineers Standards, 
Handbooks and Periodicals 

Standard 62.1-2010: Ventilation for acceptable indoor 
quality. 

Standard 90.1-2010: Energy Standard for Buildings 
Except Low-Rise Residential Buildings. 

American Society of Mechanical Engineers Heating, ventilation and air conditioning (H VAC)  

Canadian Electrical Safety Code Electrical 

Ontario Electrical Safety Code and all 
bulletins 

Electrical 

Ontario Hydropower Commission 
Requirements 

Electrical 
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Design Criteria Discussion 

Grounding to C S A C22.3 Electrical 

C S A All 

National Building Code Structural 

A S T M International Material 

American Concrete Institute  Structural 

Sheet Metal and Air-Conditioning 
Contractors Association Standards and 
Guidelines 

H VAC 

Air Moving and Conditioning Association  H VAC 

Technical Standards and Safety Authority Storage, handling and use of fuels 

Local applicable codes and regulations All 

5.7 Phasing 

Table 5-4 summarizes the proposed capacities of various components for Phase 1 and 
the full build-out of the proposed Water Street S.S.P.S. 

Table 5-4. Summary of Proposed Sizing of Pumping Station Components 

Component Phase 1 Full Build-out 

Building envelope Sized for full build-out capacity Not applicable 

Electrical services Electrical Servicing including 
transformer and motor control centre 
sized to meet full build-out pumps. 
Handle full build-out load for 
mechanical building services with 
Phase 2 capacity. 

Not applicable 

Standby diesel generator Sized to handle full build-out capacity. Not applicable 

Sewage pumps Sized for Phase 1 capacity (three 
pumps each rated 137.5 litres per 
second at T.D.H. of 40 metres). 

Replace all pumps to handle full 
build-out capacity (three pumps 
each rated 175 litres per second at 
T.D.H. of 60 metres). 

Process piping Sized for full build-out capacity. Not applicable 

H VAC, heating, lighting 
and plumbing 

Sized for full build-out capacity. Not applicable 

Lifting hoists Sized for full build-out capacity. Not applicable 

Odour control system Sized for full build-out capacity. Not applicable 
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Component Phase 1 Full Build-out 

Pressure Tanks Not applicable Two each, 6,000-litre pressure 
tanks to handle transient pressure. 

Radio Communication 
Tower 

Provided During Phase 1 Not applicable 

5.8 Alternative Site Layouts 

Conceptual layouts for each site were established, based on the design considerations, 
design standards, and phasing. The proposed layout for each of the alternatives 
considered for this project are illustrated on Figure 5-2, and requirements of each are 
discussed the following section. The proposed station layouts for each alternative site 
are provided in Appendix B. 

 An inlet sanitary sewer that connects the existing maintenance hole (M.H.) upstream 
of the current station on Water Street and the wet well at the proposed alterative site. 
Gravity flow requires that the inlet sewer is constructed at a slope that provides a 
self-cleansing velocity of 0.6 metres per second at full pipe flow. The full build-out 
peak flow capacity of 350 litres per second can be provided by using inlet sewer sizes 
of 600 millimetres, 750 millimetres, or 900 millimetres at minimum slopes of 0.35%, 
0.15%, and 0.05%, respectively. A 900-millimetre-size inlet sewer is preferred, as it 
provides more storage capacity compared to the other two sizes, and it will slightly 
reduce the overall depth of the wet well because the sewer can be constructed at a 
flatter slope compared to the two smaller sizes considered. 

 A wet well sized to provide a 1-hour emergency storage capacity at the full build-out 
peak flow of 350 litres per second. The emergency storage can be accommodated in 
a 15-metre-diameter wet well, using a storage depth of 7 metres below the inlet 
sewer. The invert of the existing inlet sewer at the upstream M.H. is 247.29 metres. 
The ground elevation at the upstream M.H. is 253.289 metres. Therefore, the inlet 
sewer at the existing station is about 6.0 metres below grade (Elevation equals 
247.07 metres at the station). The proposed wet well will be approximately 
13 metres deep at the existing location, and there will be slight variation at the 
alternative sites depending on the slope of the inlet sewer and ground elevation at 
the proposed locations. If submersible sewage pumps are used, the pumps will be 
installed inside the wet well with access hatches provided at the top slab of the wet 
well above the pumps. 

 A superstructure constructed above the wet well with an electrical room to house 
electrical equipment, including a motor control centre and instrumentation. A 
mechanical room housing odour control equipment, future surge tanks, and access 
hatches to remove pumps from below the wet well. A pipe gallery located a floor 
below the superstructure and accessible through stairs from ground level and 
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housing piping, valves and flowmeter, and mechanical ventilation equipment. The 
superstructure will be brick finish with architectural characteristics designed to blend 
with the surrounding structures. 

 A new forcemain that connects the alternative sites to the existing 350-millimetre 
P.V.C. and 400-millimetre concrete pressure pipe forcemains. Two each of 
400-millimetre headers proposed to tie in to the exiting forcemains. 

 Access road with adequate turning angle and space provided to allow vehicles to 
access the site for routine operation and maintenance work. 

 Overhead or underground constructed primary power lines will be provided to each 
alternative site. This will be further detailed during the conceptual design stage in 
consultation with the local electric power supply authority. Transformer size and type 
will be further refined during the conceptual design stage. 

 A walk-in type outdoor standby diesel generator with a fuel storage base mounted on 
a concrete pad.  

 Security fencing with double gates will be provided at Alterative Sites 2, 3, and 4. 
Alterative Sites 1 will be delineated from the public parking via curbs and lifting 
gates. Alternative Site 5 is as existing.  

 Contractor laydown area to allow the contractor store material, equipment, trailer, 
and washrooms. 

 Communication tower or alterative communication mechanism to send signals and 
alarms to operators.  
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6. Evaluation Methodology 

To evaluate the alternative sites, preliminary criteria were developed within four 
categories of the environment, as follows: 

 Natural Environment 
 Socio-Cultural (community) 
 Technical 
 Cost 

Proposed criteria and evaluation measures are presented in Table 6-1. A scoring method 
of 1 to 5 is proposed, with 5 being most desirable and 1 being least.  

Preliminary criteria were presented at the first P.I.C. for input and comment. Additional 
criteria were not suggested by the P.I.C. attendees; however, comments were received 
regarding the importance of considering impacts to existing parking availability in the 
downtown core and potential loss of park space, as well as the importance of 
maintaining access to the Latcham Centre during construction. Originally, only one 
criterion was identified for considering these impacts: Existing land use impacts (parks, 
community uses). Based on public input, the existing land use impacts are covered under 
two separate criteria: 

 Public Parking 
 Recreational Land Use 

Following the meeting, permits and approvals were also added as a separate criterion. 

Table 6-1. Evaluation Criteria 

Category Criteria Description Evaluation Measures 

Natural 
Environment 

Terrestrial 
Systems 

Potential impacts 
to the local 
vegetation, trees 
and wildlife 

5 – Alternative has low potential to impact on 
terrestrial systems. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate potential to 
impact on terrestrial systems. 

1 – Alternative has high potential to impact 
terrestrial systems. 

Natural 
Environment 

Aquatic Systems Potential impact to 
the local aquatic 
flora and fauna 

5 – Alternative has the least potential to 
impact on aquatic systems. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate potential to 
impact aquatic systems. 

1 – Alternative has the greatest potential to 
impact aquatic systems. 



Technical Memorandum Number 2 – Alternative Pumping Station Sites, Conceptual Design 
Requirements and Evaluation Methodology 

 24 

Category Criteria Description Evaluation Measures 

Natural 
Environment 

Surface and 
Groundwater 

Potential impact to 
the quality of 
surface and 
groundwater 

5 – Alternative has the least potential to 
impact surface and groundwater. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate potential to 
impact surface and groundwater. 

1 – Alternative has the greatest potential to 
impact surface and groundwater. 

Natural 
Environment 

Soil and Geology Potential impact to 
the quality of the 
soil and geology 

3 – Alternative has the least potential to 
impact soil and geology. 

2 – Alternative has a moderate potential to 
impact soil and geology. 

1 – Alternative has the greatest potential to 
impact soil and geology. 

Socio-
Cultural 

Public Parking Potential to impact 
existing parking 
availability in the 
downtown core 

5 – Alternative the most potential to eliminate 
some existing parking spaces. 

3 – Alternative may impact existing parking 
spaces, but can be mitigated. 

1 – Alternative does not impact existing 
parking spaces. 

Socio-
Cultural 

Recreational Land 
Uses 

Potential to impact 
existing parks and 
open spaces 

5- Alternative has high compatibility with the 
existing land use. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate compatibility 
with the existing land use. 

1- Alternative has low compatibility with the 
existing land use. 

Socio-
Cultural 

Future Planning 
Policies/Initiatives 

Compatibility with 
Scugog Waterfront 
Revitalization Plans 
or other downtown 
initiatives  

5 – Alternative has high compatibility with the 
planned future land use. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate compatibility 
with planned future land use. 

1 – Alternative has low compatibility with 
planned future land use. 

Socio-
Cultural 

Disruption During 
Construction 

Disruption to 
existing 
community during 
construction 
(traffic, noise) 

5 – Alternative has low potential to disrupt the 
community during construction. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate potential to 
disrupt the community during construction. 

1 – Alternative has high potential to disrupt 
the community during construction. 
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Category Criteria Description Evaluation Measures 

Socio-
Cultural 

Air Quality/Noise Potential impacts 
to air quality and 
noise levels (post-
construction) 

5 – Alternative has low potential to reduce air 
quality and/or increase noise levels. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate potential to 
reduce air quality and/or increase noise levels. 

1 – Alternative has high potential to reduce air 
quality and/or increase noise levels. 

Socio-
Cultural 

Visual Landscape Potential to impact 
character of the 
existing 
community; or 
interfere with views 

5 – Alternative has high compatibility with 
existing landscape. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate compatibility 
with existing landscape. 

1 – Alternative has low compatibility with 
existing landscape. 

Socio-
Cultural 

Archaeological 
and Cultural 
Resources 

Potential impacts 
to archaeological 
and cultural 
resources 

5 – Alternative has low potential to impact 
archaeological and cultural resources. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate potential to 
impact archaeological and cultural resources. 

1 – Alternative has high potential to impact 
archaeological and cultural resources. 

Socio-
Cultural 

First Nations and 
Métis 

Potential impacts 
to First Nations and 
Métis 

5 – Alternative has low potential to impact 
First Nations and Métis. 

3 – Alternative has potential to impact First 
Nations and Métis. 

1 – Alternative has high potential to impact 
First Nations and Métis. 

Technical Implementation 
Feasibility 

Feasibility of 
implementation in 
terms of available 
space, accessibility, 
constructability, 
easements, and 
land acquisition 
needs 

5 – Alternative has few feasibility constraints. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate number of 
feasibility constraints. 

1 – Alternative has many feasibility constraints. 
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Category Criteria Description Evaluation Measures 

Technical Permits and 
Approvals 

Ease of receiving 
permits and 
approvals, 
including the 
agency approvals 
necessary 

5 – Alternative requires few, or they are 
standards permits and approvals without long 
lead times. 

3 – Alternative requires a moderate number of 
approvals or permits but does not have 
significant impact on project timelines or 
complexity. 

1 – Alternative requires many, or they are 
complicated approvals or permits that add 
significant time to project schedule or add to 
project complexity. 

Technical Reliability Ability to provide 
reliable or 
continuous service 
for the required 
pumping capacity 

5 – Alternative provides full redundancy for 
the rated capacity. 

3 – Alternative provides redundancy for a 
portion of the rated capacity. 

1 – Alternative does not provide redundancy. 

Technical Effectiveness Effectiveness at 
meeting current 
and future 
pumping 
requirements 

5 – Alternative provides for all identified 
current and future pumping requirements. 

3 – Alternative provides for most of the 
identified current and future pumping 
requirements. 

1 – Alternative does not provide for identified 
current and future pumping requirements. 

Technical Compatibility with 
Existing 
Infrastructure  

Ease of connection 
with the existing 
sewer system 

5 – Alternative connects to existing gravity 
sewers and forcemains with limited new linear 
works. 

3 – Alternative connects to existing gravity 
sewers and forcemains with moderate new 
linear works. 

1 – Alternative connects to existing gravity 
sewers and forcemains with extensive new 
linear works. 

Technical Flexibility Flexibility in being 
able to meet future 
demands or 
expansion 
requirements; or 
future regulatory 
requirements 

5 – Alternative allows for future capacity 
expansion and operational upgrades with 
limited capital works. 

3 – Alternative allows for future capacity 
expansion and operational upgrades with 
moderate capital works. 

1 – Alternative does not allow for future 
capacity expansion or operational upgrades 
without significant capital works. 
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Category Criteria Description Evaluation Measures 

Technical Flood Protection Facility is not 
located in 
floodplain and can 
be protected from 
flooding risks 

5 – Alternative has low risk of flooding, 
flooding protection measures are easily 
integrated with facility design. 

3 – Alternative has moderate risk of flooding, 
flooding protection measures are compatible 
with facility design. 

1 – Alternative has high risk of flooding, 
flooding protection measures are not 
compatible with facility design. 

Economics Capital Cost Estimated Capital 
Costs 

5 – Alternative has lowest estimated capital 
cost. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate estimated 
capital cost. 

1 – Alternative has highest estimated capital 
cost. 

Economics Operation and 
Maintenance 

Estimated 
Operational and 
Maintenance Costs  

5 – Alternative has lowest estimated operation 
and maintenance cost. 

3 – Alternative has a moderate estimated 
operation and maintenance cost. 

1 – Alternative has highest estimated 
operation and maintenance cost. 

A symbol-based evaluation method was used. A solid green circle represents favourable 
conditions, a half-solid yellow circle represents moderately favourable conditions, and 
an open red circle represents unfavourable conditions. Table 6-2 shows the symbols that 
were used. The symbols versus numeric scoring approach was confirmed with the Region 
prior to evaluating the alternatives. 
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Table 6-2. Evaluation Matrix – Symbol Method 

Rating  
Natural 

Environment Socio-Cultural Technical Economics 

 
Most Preferred 

Low Impact Low Impact High Technical Merit Low Cost 

 
Moderately to 

Highly Preferred 

Low to 
Moderate 
Impact 

Low to Moderate 
Impact 

Moderate to High 
Technical Merit 

Low to Moderate 
Cost 

 
Moderately 
Preferred 

Moderate 
Impact 

Moderate Impact Moderate Technical 
Merit 

Moderate Cost 

 
Less Preferred 

Moderate to 
High Impact 

Moderate to High 
Impact 

Low to Moderate 
Technical Merit 

Moderate to High 
Cost 

 
Least Preferred 

High Impact High Impact Low Technical Merit High Cost 
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7. Natural and Socio-cultural Environmental Considerations 

7.1 Natural Environment Considerations 

The natural environment includes terrestrial and aquatic systems, surface and 
groundwater, and soils and geology, as reflected by the criteria identified in Table 6-1 
for Natural Environment. The following two desktop studies were completed to describe 
the natural environment in the Study Area and at the specific alternative sites: 

 Natural Heritage Inventory Report by Matrix Solutions Inc. (Appendix C) 
 Geotechnical and Hydrogeological Desktop Study completed by Jacobs 

(Appendix D) 

Details on these studies are presented in the Appendices and summarized in the 
following sub-sections.  

7.1.1 Natural Heritage Inventory 

Figure 7-1 (Reproduced Figure 2, Appendix C) shows the Ecological Land Classifications 
in the Study Area as defined by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. As indicated, 
most of the Study Area is classified as Residential (C.V.R.) and light 
Commercial/Institutional (C.V.C.); however, there are more natural areas that have the 
potential to support terrestrial and aquatic species and habit. These areas include the 
following: 

 Deciduous Woodland (W.O.D.). This deciduous community type consists of a 
semi-closed community composed of 35 to 60% tree cover. It encompasses all of 
Birdseye Park, where Alternative Site 2 is located. 

 Deciduous (F.O.D.). This deciduous community type is composed of areas with 
greater than 60% tree cover. It is in the centre of the Study Area, adjacent to 
Alternative Site 4. Williams Creek also runs through this deciduous community. 
Williams Creek is the small, urbanized channel of approximately 1.1 kilometres that 
flows south to north and outlets to Lake Scugog near the boat ramp. Some sections 
of the creek are buried underground and flow through a storm sewer system. 

 Wetland (W.E.). A portion of the Port Perry North Marsh extends with the Study Area, 
adjacent to Williams Creek, in the area adjacent to Alternative Site 4. The Port Perry 
North Marsh is a 21.4-hectare locally significant wetland, which as a significant water 
quality control for Lake Scugog. The wetland also provides spawning habitat for fish 
and nesting habitat for birds. 
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The desktop inventory completed by Matrix Solutions Inc (Appendix C) identifies the 
potential for the following in these ecological land classified areas: 

 Significant Wildlife Habitat (S.W.H.), including the potential for Seasonal 
Concentrations of Animals, Rare Vegetation Communities, Specialized Habitat for 
Wildlife, Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern, and Animal Movement 
Characters (see Table 3, Appendix C for details). 

 Species of Risk (S.A.R.), including potential for some avian species and mammals 
(American badger and various bat species), as well as one herpetofauna (Blanding’s 
turtle) and one insect (Gypsy cuckoo bumble bee) (see Table 4, Appendix C for 
details) 

 Species of Conservation Concern (S.o.C.C.), including four avian species, one 
herpetofauna (common snapping turtle), and one insect (monarch) (see Table 5, 
Appendix C for details).  



2
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The following more significant features were not present within the Study Area: 

 Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 
 Environmentally Significant Areas 
 Significant Woodlands 

Table 7-1 provides an overview of the potential impacts on the natural environment at 
each of the alternative sites. 

Table 7-1. Potential Natural Heritage Features that May Be Impacted by Alternative Sites 

Alternative Sites Natural Heritage Features Potentially Impacted 

Alternative Site 1 (Central 
Downtown Parking Lot) 

 None – The area is currently a parking lot. 

Alternative Site 2 (Old Rail Line 
Parking Lot; south of the Old Rail 
Line and east of Williams Creek 
within the existing Township 
Parking Lot). 

 Mainly a parking lot, but in vicinity of Williams Creek, Woodland 
and Wetland 

 Potential for S.A.R. 

 Potential S.A.R. or S.o.C.C. 

Alternative Site 3 (Birdseye Park)  Lake Scugog Waterfront Open Space (Official Plan Designation) 

 Deciduous Woodland 

 Potential S.W.H. 

 Potential S.A.R. of S.o.C.C. 

Alternative Site 4 (Durham Rowing 
Club; west of Williams Creek in the 
area where the Durham Rowing 
Club and storage area is currently 
located). 

 Williams Creek 

 Deciduous Woodland 

 Wetland  

 Potential S.W.H. 

 Potential S.A.R. of S.o.C.C. 

Alternative Site 5 (Adjacent to 
Current Site) 

 Lake Scugog Waterfront Open Space (Official Plan Designation) 

As indicated previously, some sites have more potential to impact the natural 
environment than others. However, with proper mitigation, no long-term negative 
impacts are anticipated at any of the alternative sites. Once the preferred alternative is 
selected, a detailed field inventory of the natural environmental impacts of the 
alternative will be conducted, if necessary. Measures to mitigate impacts will be 
established. 

7.1.2 Geotechnical and Hydrogeological 

A geotechnical and hydrogeological Phase 1 desktop study was completed, which 
consisted of a review of the geotechnical and hydrogeological conditions in the Study 
Area to provide sufficient information to evaluate the alternative sites. The details on the 
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geotechnical and hydrogeological conditions in the Study Area are provided in 
Appendix D and summarized in Table 7-2. 

Table 7-2. Geological and Hydrogeological Construction Constraints and Considerations 

Alternative Site Overview of Site Conditions 
Preliminary Construction Constraints and 

Considerations 

Alternative Site 1 
(Central Downtown 
Parking Lot) 

 Site of Old Arena 

 Adjacent to Railway 

 In historic core of Port Perry 

 The details of the demolition of the old 
arena are not known. There could be 
potential for construction, foundation or 
utility remains from this building under 
the parking lot. 

 Newmarket Till or glaciolacustrine clay 
plain material likely on site below surficial 
fill would likely provide a good base for 
foundation. 

 A portion of the fill may or may not be 
saturated. 

Alternative Site 2 (Old 
Rail Line Parking Lot; 
south of the Old Rail Line 
and east of Williams 
Creek within the existing 
Township Parking Lot). 

 Old Rail Line parking lot 

 Adjacent to historical 
railway 

 A portion, or all of the site, is possibly 
located on reclaimed land over thick 
organic soils. 

 Potential for compressible foundation 
material. 

 Unknown depth to material that would 
provide for better foundation supporting 
material. 

 Near environmentally sensitive areas. 

 A portion of the fill is likely saturated. 

Alternative Site 3 
(Birdseye Park) 

 Currently vacant and 
naturalized land 

 Previously cabin retreat 

 Likely located on reclaimed land over 
thick organic soils. 

 Details of demolition of cabin vacation 
park unknown. There could be potential 
for construction, foundation or utility 
remains from this building under the 
topsoil. 

 Potential for compressible foundation 
material. 

 Unknown depth to material that would 
provide for better foundation supporting 
material. 

 A portion of the fill is likely saturated. 

 Surrounded by the lake, which will require 
more engineering to dewater. 
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Alternative Site Overview of Site Conditions 
Preliminary Construction Constraints and 

Considerations 

Alternative Site 4 
(Durham Rowing Club; 
west of Williams Creek in 
the area where the 
Durham Rowing Club and 
storage area is currently 
located). 

 Next to Port Perry Rowing 
Club 

 Adjacent to historical rail 
line 

 A portion, or all of the site, is possibly 
located on reclaimed land over thick 
organic soils. 

 Potential for compressible foundation 
material. 

 Unknown depth to material that would 
provide for better foundation supporting 
material. 

 Near environmentally sensitive areas. 

 A portion of the fill is likely saturated. 

Alternative Site 5 
(Adjacent to Current Site) 

 Railway ran through the site 
from 1871 to 1941. 

 On the northern edge of the 
site was a grist mill that 
burned down in 1951 and 
was demolished. 

 Part of existing shoreline 
indicating that the material 
is likely native material 
below modern surficial fill 
material. 

 Limited space onsite. 

 A portion of the fill may or may not be 
saturated. 

 Newmarket Till or glaciolacustrine clay 
plain material on site would likely provide 
a good base for foundation. 

The information presented in Table 7-2 will be used to assess the alternatives. Once a 
preferred alternative is selected, a Phase 2 geotechnical and hydrogeological 
investigation, consisting of exploratory boreholes, laboratory testing, and preparation of 
a geotechnical and hydrogeological data and interpretive report, will be completed.  

7.2 Social and Cultural Environment Considerations 

The social impacts relate to those that impact existing and future planned land uses, as 
well as those impacts on surrounding land owners and users (for example, parking, 
recreational uses, visual landscape, noise/odour, and short-term construction impacts), 
as reflected in the evaluation criteria described in Table 6-1. Archaeological and cultural 
features, as well as potential impacts on First Nations and Métis are important criteria 
under this category as well. 
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7.2.1 Existing and Future Land Use Policies 

The Land Use and Development in Port Perry is dictated by both the Regional 
Municipality of Durham Official Plan and the Township of Scugog Official Plan, as 
follows: 

 Regional Municipality of Durham Official Plan: The Region of Durham Official Plan 
was approved by the Ontario Municipal Board (O.M.B.) in January 2013 and 
consolidated in May 2017. The Official Plan defines the intent of the Regional 
Council in the guidance of growth and development within the Region (Regional 
Municipality of Durham 2017). The Study Area includes the following land use 
designations: 

– Greenlands System — Waterfront Area 
– Urban system — Living Areas and Regional Centre 

 Township of Scugog Office Plan: The Township of Scugog Official Plan was approved 
by the O.M.B. in 2011 and consolidated in September 2017. This Official Plan 
identifies the goals, objectives, and policies which will be used to establish the 
pattern that development within the Township should follow. The plan serves as a 
basis for managing change in the Township to the Year 2031 (Township of Scugog 
2017). Section 4 of the Official Plan identifies the land uses and policies for the Port 
Perry Urban Area. Figure 7-2 illustrates the land use designations in the Water Street 
S.S.P.S. drainage area, as identified in the Scugog Official Plan. It is noted for 
clarification that the Scugog Official Plan classifies areas that are hazardous or 
unstable due to flooding, poor drainage, organic soils, erosion areas, steep slopes, 
meander belts, contamination of any other physical condition that could cause loss 
of life, personal injury, property damage or degradation of the environment as hazard 
lands. 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. 
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The Township of Scugog is proactive in protecting and continuing to enhance the 
Port Perry Downtown core and its waterfront through the development of an overall 
Waterfront Action Plan. Key studies and plans in place or underway that form the basis 
of the Action Plan are as follows: 

 Downtown Port Perry Heritage Conservation District Plan (2010): The Port Perry
Heritage Conservation District (H.C.D.) was developed based on the Ontario Heritage
Act guidelines to formally recognize and protect the significant heritage assets in the
historical Queen Street Commercial Core. The objectives of the Downtown Port Perry
H.C.D. are to

– Preserve and enhance Downtown Port Perry’s historical cultural and commercial
role as a hub of Scugog Township

– Preserve and enhance contributing heritage buildings and building features, and
ensure that new designs contribute to the heritage character of the District

– Preserve and enhance the public realm by maintaining and supporting the
historically pedestrian-oriented environment and the associated heritage
landscapes contained within the District

– Build upon and promote increased awareness of the heritage value of Port Perry

 Waterfront Revitalization Project (underway): In March 2003, the Township
completed Phase 1 of the Waterfront Revitalization Project. This Phase included the
development of land use concepts for revitalizing the waterfront to include more
green space, accessibility, stormwater drainage, and shoreline stabilization. Much of
the concepts in the Phase 1 project have been implemented, and the Township is
currently undertaking Phase 2 of the Waterfront Revitalization Project, which involves
updating the plan and extending it to include the entire waterfront of the Port Perry
Urban Area. In particular, it includes the redevelopment of the George Currie Grain
Elevator (Old Mill). The Township of Scugog plans to renovate the Old Mill for use as
a Market Place/Public Square, while maintaining its structural integrity and heritage
status. The goal is to renovate the building and enhance its use, such that it will be a
significant cultural hub that will

– provide an anchor to the Queen Street retail area and a focus for waterfront
related activities

– support tourism
– support localized economic growth

Further development at Alternative Site 1 (Downtown Parking Lot) or Alternative 
Site 5 (adjacent to the existing Water Street S.S.P.S.) are both in conflict with the 
Township’s Waterfront Revitalization Project, as they would interfere with 
accessibility to the waterfront and the redevelopment plans for the Old Mill Market 
Place/Public Square. 
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 Lake Scugog Enhancement Schedule B Class Environmental Assessment
(underway) – With Kawartha Conservation, the Township of Scugog is completing a
Class E.A. to achieve the following:

– Address the shallow water in the Port Perry Bay of Lake Scugog and the municipal
boat launch

– Address the build-up of nutrients in the lake caused by stormwater runoff,
resulting in an increase in growth of lake plants and algae

– Reduce the density of invasive lake plants and algae that impact aquatic habitat
and recreational usage

The Lake Scugog Enhancement Class E.A. study area encompasses part of the lake 
and waterfront area directly adjacent to or within the Water Street S.S.P.S. Study 
Area. The recommended alternative is to dredge a large area along the shoreline 
south of the Water Street S.S.P.S. Study Area as well as some dredging near the 
marina within the Water Street S.S.P.S. Study Area. The dredged materials will be 
used to create an offshore wetland in the area to the south of the Water Street 
S.S.P.S. Study Area. Although this will not impact the construction of a new Water 
Street S.S.P.S., the timing of construction may overlap and should be considered 
during the next phases of the Water Street S.S.P.S. implementation, design and 
construction. 

7.2.2 Air Quality and Acoustic (Noise) 

7.2.2.1 Air Quality 

The pumping station must be designed to meet M.E.C.P. air emissions standards (Ontario 
Regulation 419/05), which would be the same for all alternative sites. To meet the 
standards, the M.E.C.P. requires that an air quality impact assessment (A.Q.I.A.) be 
completed prior to design and construction. The A.Q.I.A. must include an assessment of 
the contaminants of concern from these operations, such as hydrogen sulphide, nitrogen 
oxide, odour, and total reduced sulphur compounds, as well as mitigation measured if 
required. 

7.2.2.2 Acoustic (Noise) 

The pumping station must also be designed to meet M.E.C.P. sound level limits, as set 
out in M.E.C.P. Publication N P C-300. There are four classes of acoustical environment 
areas set out in the publication, summarized as follows:  

 Class 1 area is an area with an acoustical environment typical of a major population
centre, where the background sound level is dominated by the activities of people,
usually road traffic, often referred to as "urban hum."
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 Class 2 area is an area with an acoustical environment that has qualities 
representative of both Class 1 and Class 3 areas.  

 Class 3 area is a rural area with an acoustical environment that is dominated by 
natural sounds having little or no road traffic. For example: 

– a small community 
– agricultural area 
– a rural recreational area such as a cottage or a resort area 
– a wilderness area 

 Class 4 area is an area or specific site that would otherwise be defined as Class 1 or 2 
and which 

– is an area intended for development with new noise sensitive land use(s) that are 
not yet built 

– is in proximity to existing, lawfully established stationary source(s) 
– has formal confirmation from the land use planning authority with the Class 4 

area classification, which is determined during the land use planning process 
– Additionally, areas with existing noise sensitive land use(s) cannot be classified as 

Class 4 areas. 

 All five alternative locations are considered Class 2 areas with the following noise 
design criteria:  

– 07:00 to 19:00, 50 decibels 
– 19:00 to 23:00, 45 decibels 

Once the preferred alternative is selected, an acoustic evaluation will be completed as 
part of the conceptual design for the pumping station. 

7.2.3 Archaeological and Cultural Resources 

A Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment for the Study Area was completed by Archeoworks 
Inc. (Appendix E). The objectives of a Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment, as outlined by 
the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (‘2011 S&G’) 
published by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (2011), are 
as follows: 

 To provide information about the property’s geography, history, previous 
archaeological fieldwork and current land condition. 

 To evaluate in detail the property’s archaeological potential, which will support 
recommendations for Stage 2 survey for all or parts of the property. 

 To recommend appropriate strategies for Stage 2 survey. 
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The Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment (Appendix E) established that there are areas of 
elevated potential for the recovery of archaeologically significant materials within the 
Study Area because of the documented proximity of one registered archaeological site, 
existing and nonextant historical structures, railway and roadways, and Lake Scugog. 
Figure 7-3 (reproduced Map 9: Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment results, Appendix E) 
illustrates the areas of archaeological potential within the Study Area and the alternative 
site locations. As shown, much of the area is previously disturbed, with some low-lying 
wet terrain areas with low or no archaeological potential. These areas include the entire 
Alternative Site 1 (Downtown Parking Lot) and Alternative Site 5 (Adjacent to the 
Current Location). Alternative Site 2 (Old Rail Line Parking Lot) and Alternative Site 4 
(Durham Rowing Club) are adjacent to some undisturbed areas, so portions of the sites 
may have potential for archaeological resources; as such, a Stage 2 Archaeological 
Assessment will be required on portions of the site. The entire Area of Alternative Site 3 
(Birdseye Park) is in an undisturbed area and will require a Stage 2 Archaeological 
Assessment to determine whether archaeological resources are on the site. 

The Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment requires a field test pit survey at 5-metre 
intervals on the proposed areas for construction. No construction activities can take 
place within areas designated as requiring Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment without 
the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (Archaeology Programs Unit) confirming in 
writing that all archaeological licensing and technical review requirements have been 
satisfied. 

According to Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S & G, property listed on a municipal register or 
designated under the Ontario Heritage Act, or that is a federal, provincial, or municipal 
historical landmark or site are also considered features or characteristics that indicate 
archaeological potential. The Study Area is located immediately adjacent to (within 50 
metres of) the Downtown Port Perry H.C.D. (Township of Scugog 2010; Township of 
Scugog 2019), with 20 buildings along Queen Street as well as Palmer Memorial Park on 
Water Street. Although a new pumping station at any of the new sites will not directly 
impact these cultural heritage resources, it is important to the Township and Port Perry 
citizens that the architecture features of the new pumping station are in keeping with the 
heritage character of the Downtown Port Perry H.C.D.  



STAGE 1 AA FOR WATER STREET SSPS SERVICE AREA EA 
TOWNSHIP OF SCUGOG, R.M. OF DURHAM, ONTARIO 

Figure 7-3. Areas of Archaeological Potential



Technical Memorandum Number 2 – Alternative Pumping Station Sites, Conceptual Design 
Requirements and Evaluation Methodology 

 42 

7.2.4 Summary of Social and Cultural Considerations 

Table 7-3 summarizes the social and cultural consideration for each alternative site. 

Table 7-3. Summary of Social and Cultural Considerations 

Alternative Sites Social and Culture Features Potentially Impacted 

Alternative Site 1 (Central Downtown 
Parking Lot) 

 Public Parking Lot 

 Surrounding businesses 

 Township of Scugog Waterfront Revitalization Project 

Alternative Site 2 (Old Rail Line 
Parking Lot; south of the Old Rail Line 
and east of Williams Creek within the 
existing Township Parking Lot) 

 Public Parking Lot 

 Portion of the site has potential for Archaeological 
Resources; Stage 2 Test Pit Survey at 5-metre intervals 
required 

Alternative Site 3 (Birdseye Park)  Lake Scugog Waterfront Open Space (Official Plan 
Designation) 

 Recreational Land Use 

 Potential for Archaeological Resources; Stage 2 Test Pit 
Survey at 5-m intervals required 

Alternative Site 4 (Durham Rowing 
Club; west of Williams Creek in the 
area where the Durham Rowing Club 
and storage area is currently located). 

 Portion of the site has potential for Archaeological 
Resources; Stage 2 Test Pit Survey at 5-metre intervals 
required 

 Durham Rowing Club members and boat storage area 

Alternative Site 5 (Adjacent to Current 
Site) 

 Limited space onsite 

 Lake Scugog Waterfront Open Space (Official Plan 
Designation) 

 Township of Scugog Waterfront Revitalization Project 

 George Currie Grain Elevator (Old Mill) – Cultural Heritage 
Resource (the oldest remaining wooden grain elevator in 
Canada, circa 1874) 
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8. Technical Considerations and Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Technical considerations and cost estimates have been developed for each alternative 
site. 

8.1 Technical Considerations 

The evaluation criteria relating to the technical conditions include implementation 
feasibility, permits and approvals, reliability, effectiveness and compatibility with the 
existing infrastructure as identified in Table 6-1. For all alternatives, the pumping station 
design will be the same; as such, the reliability and effectiveness of the alternatives will 
be similar. Construction at the different alternative sites will, however, have different 
implementation and permits or approval requirements. In addition, the connections to 
the existing sanitary sewer network will change depending on the site. Table 8-1 
provides an overview of the different technical considerations for each of the 
alternatives. 

Table 8-1. Summary of Technical Considerations 

Alternative Sites Technical Constraints and Considerations 

Alternative Site 1 
(Central Downtown 
Parking Lot) 

 Access will be provided both from Water Street and North Street 

 Security fencing not considered to avoid aesthetic impact to the downtown core 
area. 

 Approximately 70 metres long with 900-millimetre-ediameter concrete inlet 
sewer approximately 6 metres deep constructed across Water Street between 
the new wet well and existing upstream M.H. located adjacent to the current 
station. Both tunnelling and open-cut excavation to be further explored to 
select preferred construction method. 

 Approximately 70 metres long with two forcemains 400-millimetre diameter, 
P.V.C., approximately 3 metres deep constructed across Water Street between 
the new pumping station and existing forcemain adjacent to the current 
station.  

 Temporary and long-term loss of parking space for siting of the station as well 
as temporary use for contractor’s laydown area. (The Township, however, may 
potentially consider available land along the waterfront to replace this 
parking). 

 Potential source of odour at the core downtown area as the result of operating 
the station. 

 Diesel generator testing and operation will be source of noise and emissions. 

 Demolition of the existing station once the new station becomes operational. 
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Alternative Sites Technical Constraints and Considerations 

Alternative Site 2 
(Old Rail Line 
Parking Lot; south of 
the Old Rail Line and 
east of Williams 
Creek within the 
existing Township 
Parking Lot).  

 Access will be provided from Old Rail Line. 

 Any potential contaminated soil along the Old Rail Line that was once railway 
path will need to be further explored if this site is considered preferred 
location. 

 Chain-link security fencing and gate will be provided to protect the station. 

 Approximately 150 metres long with 900-millimetre diameter concrete inlet 
sewer approximately 6 metres deep constructed along Old Rail Line between 
the new wet well and existing upstream M.H. located adjacent to the current 
station. Both tunnelling and open-cut excavation to be further explored to 
select preferred construction method.  

 Approximately 20 metres long with two forcemains, 400-millimetre diameter, 
P.V.C., approximately 3 metres deep constructed between the new pumping 
station and existing forcemain located on Old Rail Line. Open-cut excavation 
preferred.  

 Temporary and long-term loss of parking space for siting of the station as well 
as temporary use for contractor’s laydown area. (The Township, however, may 
potentially consider available land along the waterfront to replace this 
parking). 

 Demolition of the existing station once the new station becomes operational. 

Alternative Site 3 
(Birdseye Park) 

 Geological and hydrogeological conditions may create construction challenges 
such as dewatering, shoring and potential deep pile foundation due to 
proximity to Lake Scugog as well as historical fill.  

 Close proximity to a residential property and potential noise, odour and gas 
emissions due to operation of standby generator and the station. 

 Approximately 150 metres long with 900-millimetre diameter concrete inlet 
sewer approximately 6 metres deep constructed between the new wet well and 
existing upstream M.H. located adjacent to the current station. Both tunnelling 
and open-cut excavation to be further explored to select preferred construction 
method. 

 Approximately 100 metres long and two forcemains, 400-millimetre diameter, 
P.V.C., approximately 3 metres deep constructed between the new pumping 
station and existing forcemain on Old Rail Line.  

 Demolition of the existing station once the new station becomes operational. 
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Alternative Sites Technical Constraints and Considerations 

Alternative Site 4 
(Durham Rowing 
Club; west of 
Williams Creek in the 
area where the 
Durham Rowing Club 
and storage area is 
currently located).  

 Geological and hydrogeological conditions may create construction challenges 
such as dewatering, shoring and potential deep pile foundation due to 
proximity to Williams Creek.  

 Approximately 270 metres long with 900-millimetre diameter concrete inlet 
sewer approximately 6 metres deep constructed between the new wet well and 
existing upstream M.H. located adjacent to the current station. Both tunnelling 
and open-cut excavation to be further explored to select preferred construction 
method. 

 Approximately 20 metres long with two forcemains, 400-millimetre diameter, 
P.V.C., approximately 3 metres deep constructed between the new pumping 
station and existing forcemain on Old Rail Line. 

 Potential fuel spill to Williams Creek when diesel generator fuel tank is being 
filled. 

 Farthest away from the existing station, resulting high capital cost in 
constructing the inlet sewer. 

 Potential interfere with the Rowing Club operation. Temporary and long-term 
loss of parking space for siting of the station as well as temporary use for 
contractor’s laydown area. 

 Demolition of the existing station once the new station becomes operational. 

Alternative Site 5 
(Adjacent to Current 
Site) 

 Limited laydown area at the site for construction. A temporary easement will 
need to be provided for a laydown area in close proximity to the site. 

 The station will have to be bypassed for extended period of time by using 
temporary pumps installed in the upstream M.H. Reliability of a bypass system 
is questionable for extended period of time. Without screens, the pumps could 
be exposed to clogging. 

 Odour production in the core downtown area due to operation of the station. 

 Demolition of the existing station once the new station becomes operational. 

8.2 Preliminary Evaluation of Alternative Sites 

The natural environment, social and cultural environment, and technical considerations 
for each alternative site were reviewed to determine if the present conditions would 
make any of the sites significantly less desirable when compared to the other identified 
alternative sites. Alternative Sites 1 through 4 all appear to be technically feasible, 
require a similar level of complexity of construction, and similar level of social and 
cultural impacts that will need to be mitigated. Alternative Site 5 requires a much higher 
level of complexity during construction, as the pumping station will need to be bypassed 
for the full duration of the construction period (which could impact the reliability of the 
station), and there is limited area available at the site for a construction laydown area 
(temporary easement would be required elsewhere to store construction material and 
equipment). Alternative Site 5 also has a higher level of social and cultural impacts, as it 
is designated as Lake Scugog Waterfront Open Space (Official Plan Designation), is 
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connected with the Township of Scugog Waterfront Revitalization Project, and is 
adjacent to the George Currie Grain Elevator (Old Mill) – Cultural Heritage Resource 
(the oldest remaining wooden grain elevator in Canada, circa 1874). For these reasons, 
it is recommended that Alternative Site 5 not be further evaluated. 

8.3 Permits and Approvals 

For all alternatives the following permits and approvals must be received prior to 
construction: 

 M.E.C.P. – Environmental Compliance Approval, Permit to Take Water 

 Township of Scugog – Building, Road Occupancy, Site Alteration, Site Servicing  

 Utilities – Hydro One, Enbridge Gas, Veridian Connections (with Elexicon), Bell, 
and Rogers 

 Ministry of Labour – Work Permits 

 Technical Standards and Safety Authority 

 Electrical Safety Authority 

Alternative sites located in areas with the potential to affect natural heritage (for 
example, Alternative Sites 2 and 4) may require the following additional permits: 

 Kawartha Conservation: Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alternations 
to Shoreline and Watercourses Permit (Ontario Regulation 42/06) if construction is 
within Conservation Authority regulated limits. 

 Kawartha Conservation/Ministry of Natural Resources: Endangered Species Act, if 
species are at risk or their habitats will be affected, under the Endangered Species 
Act, permits may be required and approved only in certain circumstances. 

 Fisheries and Oceans Canada: Fisheries Act (Self-Assessment); if aquatic species at 
risk or their habitats are affected. 

 Environment Canada: Migratory Bird Convention Act (M.B.C.A.) (Letter of Advice): Any 
tree removals would need to be completed outside of the breeding bird season 
(April 1 to August 25) to avoid disturbing active nests of migratory birds protected 
under the M.B.C.A. 

For those sites with the potential for archaeological resources (Alternative Site 3; and 
potential Alternative Sites 2 and 4), Archaeological Clearance Approval is required from 
the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries prior to construction. 
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8.4 Capital Cost Estimate 

The purpose of this estimate is to establish an engineer’s opinion of probable 
construction cost for the construction of sanitary pumping stations at the alternative 
sites at Class E.A. study level. 

This cost estimate has been prepared for guidance for evaluation of alternative sites. The 
final costs of the project will depend on actual labour and material costs, competitive 
market conditions, final project costs, implementation schedule and other variable 
factors. As a result, the final project costs will vary from the estimate presented herein. 
Because of this, project feasibility and funding needs must be carefully reviewed prior to 
making specific financial decisions so that proper project evaluation and adequate 
funding occur. 

This cost estimate prepared is considered a project definition feasibility and study stage or 
Class 4 estimate as defined by the Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering 
International. It is considered accurate to minus 30% to plus 50%, based on a Class E.A. 
study level. 

This estimate includes escalation with the assumption that construction will start in 
December 2020 and end in June 2022 (18 months of construction assumed). 

The markups indicated in Table 8-2 are based upon general assumptions about how the 
project will be contracted. Actual markup percentages may vary from those shown in the 
table and are the responsibility of the bidding contractor. 

Table 8-2. Markups Used for the Cost Estimate 

Description of Markup 
Markup Amount (%) of 

Capital Cost 

General Requirements Contractor’s Overhead  4.00% 

Mobilization/Demobilization/Bonds and Insurance 5.00% 

Contractor’s Overhead and Profit 6.00% 

Design Contingency 20.00% 

Construction Contingency 5.00% 

Escalation 6.75% 

Harmonized Sales Tax (H.S.T.) 13.0% 
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The cost estimate excludes the following costs: 

 Any upgrades required at the Reach Street and Canterbury Commons S.S.P.S.’s as the 
result of capacity shortcomings due to expansion at the Water Street S.S.P.S. 

 Removal of any contaminated soil and hazardous material 

 Rock excavation 

 Non-construction or soft costs for design, services during construction, land, legal 
and owner administration costs and all approvals cost 

 Material adjustment allowances above and beyond what is included at the time of the 
cost estimate 

 Geotechnical and hydrogeological condition is not known at this time. Therefore, 
dewatering, shoring and foundation cost estimates may not reflect the actual 
condition. 

 Primary power supply to the site 

 Utility relocation 

 Property cost 

 Hydro costs 

 H.S.T. 

Cost estimates are indicated in Table 8-3, and the detailed cost breakdown is presented 
in Appendix F. 

Table 8-3. Summary Capital Cost Estimate 

Alternative Site 

Low Range  
(minus 30%) 

Excluding H.S.T. 
Estimated Costs 
Excluding H.S.T. 

High Range  
(plus 50%) Excluding 

H.S.T. 

Alternative Site 1 (Central 
Downtown Parking Lot) 

$8,060,000 $11,514,000 $17,271,000 

Alternative Site 2 (Old Rail Line 
Parking Lot; south of the Old Rail 
Line and east of Williams Creek 
within the existing Township 
Parking Lot) 

$8,308,000 $11,868,000 $17,802,000 

Alternative Site 3 (Birdseye Park) $8,398,000 $11,997,000 $17,996,000 

Alternative Site 4 (Durham Rowing 
Club; west of Williams Creek in the 
area where the Durham Rowing 
Club and storage area is currently 
located) 

$8,786,000 $12,552,000 $18,828,000 
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9. Stakeholder Consultation and Engagement 

9.1 Overview 

The objectives of the stakeholder consultation activities are to meet the requirements for 
public notification and consultation as outlined in the Municipal Class E.A. planning 
process, understand what is important to the project stakeholders, and identify the 
preferred solution and design concept with a goal of maximizing value and minimizing 
impacts to the project stakeholders. 

Through Phases 1 and 2A of the Class E.A. process, the public and consultation 
objectives were met through the following: 

 Contact Lists – A contact list was created for the Water Street S.S.P.S. capacity 
expansion Study Area. The list included review agencies, local interest groups, local 
councillors, internal divisions, and any member of the public that requested to be 
added via telephone, email, website, or comment sheet. 

 Public Information Centre Number 1 – The first of two planned P.I.C.’s was held on 
June 4, 2019. The format was an informal drop-in where participants had the 
opportunity to review display panels and speak one on one with project staff. Each 
participant was encouraged to fill out a comment sheet and visit the project website. 

 Newspaper advertisements – Newspaper advertisements were placed in the Port Perry 
Star newspaper to announce the commencement of the E.A., as well as to advertise 
P.I.C. Number 1. The advertisements were included in both the May 23, 2019, and 
May 30, 2019, editions. 

 Notices were hand delivered and distributed to local businesses within the Study Area 
the week of May 27, 2019. 

 Notices were distributed to local councillors, government review agencies, local 
residents’ associations, and internal Region staff during the week of May 20, 2019. 

 Presentation to local Councillors at the May 27, 2019, Township of Scugog Council 
Meeting was made to introduce the project. 

 Website – A project website was created and maintained by the Region 
(https://calendar.durham.ca/default/Detail/2019-06-04-1400-Public-Information-
Centre-1-Municipal-Class-Enviro). The website includes project-related information, 
including the P.I.C. Number 1 details. The P.I.C. Number 1 open house materials have 
been added to the website, and the website will be updated throughout the study. 

Copies of the public and stakeholder consultation materials and correspondence will be 
included in the Project File. 



Technical Memorandum Number 2 – Alternative Pumping Station Sites, Conceptual Design 
Requirements and Evaluation Methodology 

 50 

9.2 Public and Agency Consultation Comments 

To track comments received from the public, agencies, and other stakeholders, a 
comment log was developed and will be maintained throughout the Class E.A. process. 
Table 9-1 summarizes the comments to date and response and or action required 
through the Class E.A. process. As the project moves forward, the summary will be 
updated and included in future T.M.’s and the Project File. 

Table 9-1. Summary of Comments from Public and Agency Consultation 

Consultation Summary of Comments to Date 
Response and Action Taken 
Through Class E.A. Process 

P.I.C. Number 1 Respondents raised the following points: 

 It is important to maintain parking in 
the downtown area, both during and 
post- construction. 

 Maintaining access to the Latcham 
Centre both during and post-
construction is important to the 
community. 

Impacts to the community during 
and post-construction are included 
in the evaluation criteria. Parking 
spots and access to community 
buildings will be incorporated. 

Ontario Region, 
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency/ 
Government of Canada 

Received email noting that the project 
does not appear to be described in the 
Regulations of the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 
(CEAA 2012), and request that the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Agency be removed from the contact list. 

Requirements of CEAA 2012 have 
been reviewed, project is not 
subject to a federal E.A. Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency 
removed from the contact list. 

Ontario Waterways 
Unit, Trent-Severn 
Waterway National 
Historic Site, Parks 
Canada, Government of 
Canada 

Received email noting if there is any 
shoreline or in-water work, a permit is 
required from Parks Canada. 

At this point, no shoreline or in-
water work has been identified, 
permit requirements are noted 
should shoreline or in-water work 
be needed in the alternative 
solutions. 

M.E.C.P. Received email noting: 

 M.E.C.P. is delegating the procedural 
aspects of rights-based consultation to 
the proponent. 

 M.E.C.P. requests a copy of the Project 
File with minimum 30-day review 
period prior to the public review 
period. 

 Copy of Notice of Completion and final 
Project File requested once complete. 

First Nations and Métis 
engagement has already been 
initiated and will be continued 
through the project. The M.E.C.P. 
30-day review period has been 
built into the project schedule, 
final copies of Notice of 
Completion and the Project File 
will be provided to the M.E.C.P. as 
requested. 
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9.3 First Nations and Métis Engagement 

According to federal requirements, First Nations and Métis communities must be 
engaged through the Class E.A. process. A contact list, including 12 First Nations and 
Métis communities, was developed for this project. A notice of request to consult was 
mailed to all the identified communities the week of May 20, 2019.  

To track comments received from the First Nations and Métis communities, a comment 
log was developed and will be maintained throughout the Class E.A. process. At the time 
of writing, the Hiawatha First Nation, Huron-Wendat Nation, Curve Lake First Nation, 
Chippewas of Rama First Nation, and Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation have 
responded. Table 9-2 summarizes the comments and actions to date. 

Copies of the First Nations and Métis engagement materials and correspondence will be 
included in the Class E.A. Project File report. 

Table 9-2. Summary of Comments from First Nations 

From Summary of Comments to Date 
Response and Action Taken 
Through Class E.A. Process 

Hiawatha First Nation Acknowledgement of receipt of P.I.C. 
Number 1 Notice.  

Email to acknowledge receipt of 
communication. 

Huron-Wendat Nation Acknowledgement of receipt of P.I.C. 
Number 1 Notice.  

Requested copy of Archaeological 
Assessment Report once finalized. 

Copy of Archaeological Assessment 
report will be provided once 
finalized. 

Curve Lake First Nation Acknowledgement of receipt of P.I.C. 
Number 1 Notice.  

Provided letter with consultation 
process requirements. 

Request to be involved in any 
archaeological assessment studies. 

Letter provided acknowledging the 
consultation requirements and 
review fee provided. Copies of draft 
desktop archaeological assessment 
study and natural heritage inventory 
study provided for review. Currently 
coordinating field work for Stage 2 
Archaeological Assessment. 

Chippewas of Rama First 
Nation 

Acknowledgement of receipt of P.I.C. 
Number 1 Notice, requested to be 
kept informed. 

Email to acknowledge receipt of 
communication, added contact name 
to Stakeholder list. 

Mississaugas of Scugog 
Island First Nation 

Acknowledgement of receipt of P.I.C. 
Number 1 Notice.  

Requested copy of Archaeological 
Assessment Report and Natural 
Heritage Inventory report. 

Email to acknowledge receipt of 
communication. 

Copies of draft desktop 
Archaeological Assessment study 
and natural heritage inventory study 
provided. Finalized reports will be 
provided once available. 
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10. Next Steps 

T.M. 2 provides details on the development of the alternative sites, design concept, 
evaluation criteria, and approach for assessment of the alternatives, and the potential 
natural environment, social and cultural, technical and cost considerations. The next 
steps in the process are as follows: 

 Assess alternatives, using the evaluation methodology 

 Meet with the Township of Scugog to receive their input on the assessment and 
recommended alternative 

 Provide details on the concept design for the recommended alternative, including 
mitigation techniques 

 Stakeholder consultation, including P.I.C. 

 Finalizing the preferred alternative 

T.M. 3 will document the evaluation of alternatives, including conceptual details on the 
preferred alternative and the stakeholder consultation process. T.M.’s 1, 2, and 3 will 
then form the basis of the Project File to be filed on the public record for the 30-day 
review period. 
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