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1. Context for the Public Workshop

The Regional Municipality of York (York Region) has initiated the Upper York Sewage Solutions
(UYSS) Environmental Assessment (EA) for developing a sustainable sewage servicing solution
to accommodate forecasted growth to 2031 in the UYSS service area. This growth is in
accordance with both the provincial growth management policies outlined in the Growth Plan
pursuant to the Places to Grow Act, 2005 and with applicable environmental statutes including,
but not limited to, the Lake Simcoe Protection Act, 2008, the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation
Act, 2001, the Greenbelt Act, 2005 and the Ontario Water Resources Act.

The service area consists of the growth portions of the Town of Aurora, Town of Newmarket and
portions of East Gwillimbury, including Holland Landing, Queensville and Sharon (please see
map below).

The UYSS EA will be carried out according to the _Eﬂe:d“ T
Terms of Reference (ToR) that was approved (as ||l semooses |

amended) by the Minister of the Environment on "Er_auf,o'-r-d-fW'é's

T Gwillimbury _

March 11, 2010. } _
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On June 2, 2010 York Region held a public workshop
to discuss the alternatives that will be assessed as
part of the UYSS EA. This workshop was held from
5:30 to 9:00 p.m. at the Holiday Inn in the Town of
Newmarket. At this workshop participants learned
about the UYSS EA process, brainstormed on big
picture ideas and concerns for developing a
sustainable solution, shared views on the four
Alternatives To the Undertaking and reviewed the
process on how alternatives will be assessed.
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The workshop was specifically designed to:

e Create an atmosphere that promotes a high
degree of interactive participation and
comfortable discussion of study opportunities
and challenges;
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e Provide education on water and sewage technologies that will contribute to York
Regionds goal of wusing sustainabl e approaches
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e Achieve a balanced discussion of the Upper York Sewage Solutions project to address
potentially competing interests in a manner that builds towards a better understanding of
the possible study trade-offs;

+ Obtain concrete feedback on the potential alternative servicing solutions (Alternatives
To the Undertaking) being proposed and how these would be assessed in order to
identify a recommended alternative; and,

e Encourage continued involvement and community engagement in the project.

Advance notification of the Workshop was provided to interested review agencies and the public
to ensure maximum attendance. The following forms of notification were utilized prior to the
Workshop:

e E-mailing or mailing to all agencies and interested members of the public in the contact
database on April 28, 2010.

e Posting on the UYSS project website, the York Region website, websites of the local
municipalities (East Gwillimbury, Newmarket, Aurora, and Richmond Hill), and websites
of the conservation authorities (Lake Simcoe Region CA, and Toronto and Region CA).

¢ Newspaper advertisements in the Era-Banner, which circulates to Aurora, Newmarket
and East Gwillimbury, and the Richmond Hill Liberal on April 29" and May 15™.

e Placing posters in strategic locations such as libraries throughout the preliminary Study
Area on June 2, 2010. A total of 16 posters were placed.

Individuals were able to register for the workshop through the project website or by calling the
project office. In total, 30 individuals attended the workshop (A list of those individual that
participated in this workshop are found at Appendix A).

Sue Cumming of Cumming + Company an independent
facilitator and public consultation specialist facilitated the
workshop discussion with significant opportunity for
individuals to share ideas through table discussions. Key
points and ideas for consideration by York Region were
noted through table breakouts and overall group
discussion. Key messages were assembled by the
facilitator and highlighted at the end of each discussion
questions.

The workshop was organized with Opening Remarks from Adrian Coombs, York Region Project
Manager who expressed the desire for creative and inclusive discussion of ideas and opinions
for the UYSS EA. George Godin of Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA) provided a short
description of the four Alternatives To the Undertaking which was followed by an overview of the
assessment process and criteria by lan Dobrindt of AECOM. The presentation materials were
posted on the website several days after the workshop (www.uyssolutions.ca).
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Following each mini presentation, small group discussions were held focused around key
guestions. A number of communication materials were used at the workshop, the first being a
participant guide (Appendix B) which each person was provided with as a tool to assist with the
table discussions. The second was flip chart paper where participants recorded comments,
ideas and concerns.

This report has been prepared by the facilitator. The views and ideas expressed in this report
serve to provide significant value in understanding the important directions that the public would
like to see for the UYSS EA. The report is being utilized by York Region to assess the four
Alternatives To the Undertaking. A second consultation event with the public is planned for later
in the year where the Recommended Alternative To the Undertaking will be identified and
discussed.

The main body of the report includes a synthesis of the key points that were noted through the
workshop discussions. The synthesis was put together by the facilitator to highlight these key
ideas. To ensure full transparency in the reporting of the input received through the workshops,
Appendix C includes the recorded flipchart points from all the table discussions.

2. Big Picture Ideas and Concerns identified by Participants

Participants were asked to identify big picture ideas and concerns for consideration by York
Region in developing sustainable solutions for the EA. The Purpose/Opportunity Statement was
presented and discussed.

The table discussions were lively with many views on how to develop a sustainable sewage
servicing solution for upper York. The following identifies the key themes that emerged through
the discussion:

a) Overall, there is interest in exploring
innovative wastewater technologies as part
of all of the Alternatives To the
Undertaking. Participants would like York
Region to explore proven, efficient and
effective technologies that could be used in
either of a Lake Ontario or Lake Simcoe

sewage servicing solution that discharge option. Some suggested a
can accommodate the growth review of technologies that are being used

forecasted to occur in the successfully in other areas.
Upper York Sewage Solutions
service area.

Upper York Sewage Solutions
Environmental Assessment
Purpose/Opportunity
Statement

To develop a sustainable
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b) Strong support exists for considering more sustainable technologies and building
techniques. For example, some suggested looking into approaches that coordinate
infrastructure and utility projects with consideration of creating energy through
wastewater treatment. Can the wastewater be treated locally and used to generate
energy or used for irrigation?

c) Many would like to see this EA set a good example for other Great Lakes Communities.
For example, participants would like to have water properly treated to remove elements
that contribute to eutrophication toxification.

d) Questions were noted about whether 2031 is a reasonable time horizon and whether it
should be longer to consider any potential growth beyond 20317

e) The timing for implementation of any solution and implications for realizing planned
population and employment growth were raised as a potential concern. A number of
participants spoke about the need to ensure that the servicing would be in place in time
to meet the overall growth needs throughout the Region;

f) Strong interest was noted for maximizing water conservation to reduce the amount of
wastewater generated.

g) Significant support exists for minimizing the environmental impact to provide for the
health of all of the watersheds with particular concern about potential impacts to the Oak
Ridges Moraine.

h) There was lots of discussion about the need for the Region to carefully consider an intra-
basin transfer with concerns for the limits of each waterbody. Some hold the view that
the Region should deal with sewage it its own watershed 1 not taking water outside the
watershed i a local solution.

i) Many participants identified concerns about the assimilative capacity of Lake Simcoe
and whether it could handle the treated wastewater. Still others expressed concerns
that the uncertainty of timing of phosphorous trading legislation, and impacts to Lake
Simcoe, would result in not being able to meet timelines to address development needs.

j) Solutions need to be affordable to York Region and its residents.

k) Concerns about existing private sewage systems and future servicing and costs to
replace with municipal sewer were noted.

I) Infrastructure needs to be in place prior to expansion of development.
m) Make sure that the route selected minimizes impact on natural heritage systems.

n) Carefully consider all environmental impacts (i.e. water quality).
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0) People are looking for responsible, affordable solutions and timely solutions.

p) Questions about how/who is paying for this - with the view that the solution should not

become a public liability with participants wanting to know if the developers will

contribute to the cost of this.

g) The need to look out for/consider impact on small communities was highlighted

throughout the discussion.

A second part of this discussion was the identification of key words that would describe each

personés vision for a sustainabl e sewage

frequently noted by a majority of workshop participants:

Future Vision Key Words

<K<K LK LK LK KKK KKK KLK KL

Affordable and cost effective (including maintenance)
Timely

Innovative

Reliable and Proven (effective with safe construction methods)
Efficient (energy efficient, efficient technology)
Expandable

Adaptable, Responsive to new technology

Conservation (little water as possible)

Clean i air and water with minimal environmental impact
Non-invasive

Regional treatment

Health concerns

Environmentally sensitive system

3. Views on each of the Four Alternatives being considered

s ol

The second discussion question focused on the four Alternatives To the Undertaking. George

Godin of CRA presented the four alternatives providing description and examples of each.

Following the presentation, each table responded to the following question: What are your views

on the four Alternatives being considered? What do you like about each and what concerns

might you have? The following is a synthesis of the public feedback on each:

Upper York Sewage Solutions EA Public Workshop Feedback Reporti June 2, 2010

Page 6

ut i

on



a) Do Nothing

No additional sewage collection and treatment capacity would be built to accommodate the

prescribed growth.

What some participants liked about
this alternative:

Preliminary concerns/questions that
participants raised about this alternative:

A Could/would limit growth but question
whether this is possible given Growth
Plan and Official Plan policies

A Not sure status quo will help protect
Lake Simcoe

A No apparent environmental cost
impact

A Does not accommodate required/planned
growth / not an option i Places to Grow
Mandates 150 k serviced population
Should be discarded

Doesné6t deal with sp
Restricts economic growth of the Region
Would not resolve issues with inadequate
private services / Groundwater
contamination from existing failing on-site
septic systems

A Human evolution does not accommodate

this

> > >

b) Discharge to Lake Ontario

Connection to the existing York Durham Sewage System via some combination of tunnel/gravity
sewer and/or pumping station(s) & forcemain(s)

What some participants liked about this
alternative:

Preliminary concerns/questions that
participants raised about this alternative:

Current drinking water source

Builds on existing wastewater system
Has more assimilative capacity than
Lake Simcoe

Cost benefit ratio better than Lake
Simcoe!

Potentially least expensive and fastest
Uses existing infrastructure and routes
Known technology/proven to existing
standards

Meets Places to Grow timelines
Majority of required downstream
infrastructure is already sized,
constructed and functioning therefore
potentially a more cost effective
solution

A Centralized treatment facility

A Majority of wastewater could be

> B> >y D> D>

A Concerned about intra-basin transfer

A Concerned about how close is Lake
Ontario to Lake Si mc
issues

A Lower quality of treated wastewater

discharging to Lake Ont. (vs. Lake Simcoe)

Reuse opportunities lost

How will pipes (gravity or forcemain) get

through Oak Ridges Moraine. Could be

most destructive?

Nutrients still in discharge

Enviro catastrophe enhanced

Precludes innovative approaches (i.e.

treating toilet water the same as drinking

water.)

Very expensive process

Lake Ontario is already struggling (See

Waterlife). Not right to ad

T > D > >

> >

1 . .
Based on an assumption. No costs were provided.
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What some participants liked about this
alternative:

Preliminary concerns/questions that
participants raised about this alternative:

returned to its source

A Needs clean-up of existing upgrade for
new (Great Lakes Charter issues)

c) Discharge to Lake Simcoe

Requires an advanced wastewater treatment plant guided by the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan
(requires Phosphorus Reduction Strategy and Water Quality Trading)

What some participants liked about this

Preliminary concerns/questions that

alternative: participants raised about this alternative:
A Would help balance water takings with A Competing pressures could overload
return capacity
A Discharge quality could improve lake A Water quality of Lake Simcoe/
quality environmental impacts on Lake
A High quality of treated waste waster A Expensive, higher costs associated with
A Provides a localized solution higher regulations through the Lake
A No intra-basin transfer. Simcoe Protection Plan?
A Like keeping water on this side of Oak A Need higher level of treatment
Ridges Moraine A Should be combined with Option D
A Like potential cost effective infrastructure A Concerns about supply of potable water.
A We have worked so hard to protect Lake Is there an adequate supply (i.e. aquifer)
Simcoe i can it accommodate the A s it cost effective to undertake high
impact? efficiency treatment technology?
A Phosphorus trading

climate change
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d) Innovative Wastewater Treatment Technologies
Use of innovative wastewater treatment technologies (i.e. water purification, water recycle)

What some participants liked about this Preliminary concerns/questions that

alternative: participants raised about this alternative:

A Like thinking outside of the box A Cost

A Allows new options to fix old problems A Long time lag for implementation

A Could be applied to both Lake Simcoe A Are the technologies proven i concern
and Lake Ontario about effectiveness and reliability

A More focus on future generations/ A Water quality of Lake Simcoe
tomorrow focus

A Would like to see exploration of best

practices/other technologies elsewhere

4. ldeas and Input for Assessing the Alternatives and Criteria

Through the participant guide, people provided input to the process for assessing the

alternatives.  Workshop participants were also
asked to comment on a list of criteria (1 through 15
as shown in the Participant Guide found at
Appendix B). The following questions were posed:

Question 4: What ideas or concerns would you like
to have considered or taken into account when
York Region assesses the Alternatives To the
Undertaking?

Question 5: What comments do you have on the
criteria listed? Are they clear? What changes if any
would you recommend?

Question 6: Are there other criteria that you would
like to York Region to consider?

In response the following comments were noted:

a) The assessment should not depend on
ideas or technologies that are not timely for
their implementation. The EA process
needs to be more efficient than is typical T
streamlined.

b) Would like to see the assessment consider
the following:

The approved Terms of Reference state
that the Alternatives To the Undertaking
will be assessed through four key tasks
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— Timing;

— Budget and costs;

— Environmental impacts;

— Construction impacts;

— Sustainable development options;
— Combination of alternatives.

c) More emphasis on whether the alternative can satisfy the purpose/opportunity
statement. IF the answer is no, thenyoushoul dndét need to go any furt

d) All of the criteria are reasonable criteria but how will these criteria be weighted?

e) How will the Region define/demonstrate whether the alternative represents proven
technology? How critical is this to the evaluation? Theway t hat thi s i s wor ded
allow for innovative technologies.

f) How will the Region determine if it is within its ability to implement? This criterion is not
clear, how will it be demonstrated?

g) Criterion7 doesndt refer to ar edshouldni ci pal of ficial

h) Not sure if criteria 11 and 12 cover the issue of intra-basin transfers and how to avoid
them. Look at water consumption and wastewater production could be reduced so that
growth will be accommodated by no net expansion of system beyond 2015 projections.

i) How can we address the question of what would it cost to reduce our total wastewater
produced, even with growth to hold it constant so expansion is not necessary?

j) Criteria 10 needs to be a higher priority.

The following additional criteria were suggested for consideration:
a) What is the cost to maintain the system once up and running?
b) Would like to see social criteria considered. For example

— Are there health considerations?

— What are the employment opportunities?

— What are the opportunities for wading into the domain of innovative technologies
that could result in innovative economic development?

c) Is the alternative consistent with the 2007 Charter or Annex Agreement between the
Great Lake States, Ontario and Quebec and the current Great Lakes Quality Review
Process (federal)?

d) What are the environmental impacts on land, air and water?
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5. Next Steps

The public feedback from the workshop held on June 2, 2010 will be reviewed and considered

as part of finalizing the descriptions of the Alternatives To the Undertaking and for assessing

the Alternatives To the Undertaking over the summer and fall of this year. You are

encouraged to actively participate in the planning process by attending future workshops,
participating in themed nAOdffices doatycting <elff Hiedlly vath t he P
information, comments or questions. Additional consultation opportunities are planned

throughout the planning process, including Public Information Forums (PIFs) and community

meetings, to be held at key decision-making points during the EA. You will be notified of these

events through advertising in the newspaper, mailings to those registered on our project

mailing list, and on the project website: www.uyssolutions.ca.

As part of the projragdasy rlaglivdskénedewsd alyy WilRT ks 0

be held at the project office on the first Tuesday of July (6™) and August (3") (1195 Stellar

Drive, Unit 1, Newmarket ON). It 6 s st i I | drop in between 6: 00
guestions and answers with our team available to talk with you. Information is available on the

project website.
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APPENDIX A: Participant List
APPENDIX B: Participant Guide distributed and used throughout the workshop

APPENDIX C: Flipchart Points from Table Discussions i June 2" Workshop
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APPENDIX A

The following individuals participated at the June 2™ workshop

Participant
John Taylor

Steven Strong

Jane Twinney
Virginia Hackson
Maxine Jafine
Hilary VanWalter
Robert Cole
Rodger Miller

Rick Carlstrom
John Eaton

Rebecca Margel
Peter Piersol

Paul Bracken
Sylvia Bowman
Christine Hyde

Gerald Kellington
Mike Sciberras

Ali Korangi
Graham Purvis

Lori Coon

Stela Schiavo
Adolfo Emer
Michelle Riordan
Larry Pakulat
Bruce Fischer
Dale Pegg
Sarah Kurtz
Jeremy Gawen
Robin Skinner

Joanne Barnett

Title
Regional Councilor

District Planner

Resident
Councilor
Resident
Representative
Resident
Representative

Director of Business Development
Resident and Committee Member

Resident
Representative

Resident
Conservation Director
Planner

Representative
Representative

Resident
Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident i Markham
Resident

Resident
Representative
Resident
Representative
Representative
Environmental Planner i Planning
and Building Services
Representative

Representing
Newmarket - York Region

Ministry of Natural Resources i
Aurora District

York Region

Town of East Gwillimbury

Windfall Ecology Centre

Mattamy Development
Corporation

Power Bus Way

East Gwillimbury Development
Committee

Aurora Environmental Advisory
Committee

Sharon

York Simcoe Naturalists

York Catholic District School
Board

York Federation of Agriculture
Groundswell Urban Planners.
Inc.

Richmond Hill

Royal LePage York Realty -
Newmarket

Newmarket

MMM Group Ltd

Gormley

King City

Metrus Development Inc
Sharon

SCS Consulting Group Ltd.
Georgian Bay Forever
Town of East Gwillimbury

Kerbal Group
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UYSS Project Team
Adrian Coombs
Meranda Morcos
George Godin

Tom Casher

Alice Maliakkal

lan Dobrindt

Katrina Broughton

Sue Cumming

Senior Project Manager
Special Project Technologist
Consortium Project Manager
Lead Engineer

Wastewater Engineer

Deputy Consortium Project
Manager

Socio-Economist/Land Use
Planner

Lead Facilitator

York Region
York Region
CRA
CRA
CRA

AECOM

AECOM

Cumming+Company
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APPENDIX B

PARTICIPANT GUIDE USED AT THE WORKSHOP
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Upper York Sewage Solutions

Todayos Agenda

Environmental Assessment 5:30 p.m. Arrival and Registration
. 6:00 p.m. Introductions and Workshop Overview
PUblIC Workshop 6:30 p.m. Mini Presentations and Roundtable
Discussions

8:30 p.m. Key Messages and Next Steps

WATER & SEWAGE
EXISTING SERVICING

Our Ground Rules

e Everyone is equal and must feel comfortable
ot participating
C e We donét havevedodhavatgr e e
respect each other® viewpoints
e Share all of your thoughts, every idea is
needed
e | f you dondt understan:i
please ask

York Durham Sswage System

For more information about the study, please

June 2, 2010 contact Adrian Coombs (Regional Project

. . . Manager) or George Godin (Consultant Project
PartICIpant Guide Manager) at the UYSS Project Office: 905 830-
Please use this workshop booklet to share your ideas and 5656 info@uyssolutions.ca www.uyssolutions.ca

record your comments aboutie UYSS EA
This workshop facilitated by Sue Cumming, MCIP RPP

cumming@total.net 1-866-611-3715

Your Name:



mailto:info@uyssolutions.ca
mailto:cumming@total.net

Upper York Sewage
Solutions Environmental
Assessment (UYSS EA)
Purpose and Opportunity
Statement

To develop a sustainable
sewage servicing solution
that can accommodate
the growth forecasted to
occur in the Upper York
Sewage Solutions service
area.

1. For this project, what big picture ideas and concerns
do you think the Region should consider?

Please identify three ideas and concerns/challenges:

Your ideas: Your concerns/challenges:

2. What key words would describe your vision for a sustainable sewage solution for

upper York?




3. What are your views on the four alternatives being considered? What do you like
about each and what concerns might you have?

e) Do Nothing
No additional sewage collection and treatment capacity would be built to accommodate the prescribed
growth

What | like about this alternative: Preliminary concerns/questions that | have:

f) Discharge to Lake Ontario
Connection to the existing York Durham Sewage System via some combination of tunnel/gravity sewer
and/or pumping station(s) and forcemain(s)

What | like about this alternative: Preliminary concerns/questions that | have:




g) Discharge to Lake Simcoe

Requires an advanced wastewater treatment plant guided by the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (including the
Phosphorus Reduction Strategy and possibility of Water Quality Trading)

What | like about this alternative: Preliminary concerns/questions that | have:

h) Innovative Wastewater Treatment Technologies
Use of innovative wastewater treatment technologies (e.g. water purification, water recycle)

Some examples of innovative technologies | think the Region should consider:

What | like about this alternative: Preliminary concerns/questions that | have:




4. What ideas or concerns would you like to have

The approved Terms of considered or taken into account when York

Reference state that the

Alternatives To the Region assesses the Alternatives To the

Undertaking will be assessed Undertaking?
through four key tasks




5. Here are the criteria proposed to be used to assess the Alternatives To the
Undertaking. What comments do you have on each of these? Are they clear?
What changes (if any) would you recommend?

Please tell us your views on each of the criteria shown in the chart below:

1. Canthe alternative satisfy the
problem/opportunity statement?

2. Does the alternative represent proven
technology?

3. Is the alternatigenstructils?e

4. |s the alternative consistent with the Pr¢
Policy Statement?

5. Is the alternative consistentheitGriowth
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe

6. Is the alternative consistent with the La
Simcoe Protection Plan?

7.1 s t he alternati ve
Official Plan?

8.1l s the alternati ve
2009 Water and $tlwater Master Plan
Update?

9.91s the alternative
Sustainability Strategy for Water and
Wastewater Servicing?

10l s the alternati ve
Water Efficienapd ConservatiBrograis




11.s the alternatigensistent with the Sourc
Water ProtectioSBouth Georgian Bay La
Simcoe Source Protection R&gion

12.Is the alternative consistent with the Gr
Lakeg St. Lawrence River Basin Sustai
Water Resources Agreement (2005) as
incorporated into eario Water Resour
AcP

13.Is the alternative financially viable?

14 Is the alternative within the ability of Yo
Region to implement?

15.s the alternative able to meet the purpc
theEnvironmental Assessmefit Act

6. Are there other criteria that you would like York Region to consider?
Yes No Please describe:




Please use the space on this page to
share other ideas or comments that you

have about the Upper York Sewage

Solutions Environmental Assessment

Thankyou for your input

Workshop Evaluation

Were the presentations clear?

Yes No Because:

Were the discussion groups helpful?

Yes No Because:

| received all the information | expected?

Yes No c | would like a member of
the project team to contact me discuss further:

Name:

Telephone or E-mail:




APPENDIX C
RECORDED FLIPCHART POINTS FROM ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSIONS
The following are the detail ed vdsgoudsiantables. Hlas e s

been used to compile the frequently noted themes and synthesis of input described in the main
part of the report. The points are organized by the workshop questions.

Question 1: For this project, what big picture ideas and concerns do you think Region
should consider? Pl ease identify three ideas

Yellow Table | — Oversize the pipes to minimize disruption look beyond 2031 ( 50 years)
— Balance takings with returns

— Consider the limits of each water body

— Consider energy from waste

— Coordinate infrastructure and utility projects

— Work with all service providers

— Intrabasin transfer

— Maximize conservation

— Consider more sustainable technologies and building techniques
— Reduce combined sewers

— Minimal environmental impact

Pink Table — 1s 2031 a reasonable time horizon? (should it be longer to consider
potential future growth beyond 2031)

— Can the wastewater be treated locally and used to generate energy or
used for irrigation?

— Solution needs to be affordable for York region and its residents

— Water conservation should be promoted to reduce the amount of
wastewater generated

— Concern: Can Lake Simcoe handle the treated wastewater i.e. assimilated
capacity of the Lake?

— Servicing of existing residential areas currently on septic concerns about
when, costs to hook up and decommissioning of existing system

— Timing I how does timing of solution coincide with the East Gwillimbury
Official Plan for residential and commercial growth

— Will the solution be in place in time to meet the overall growth needs
throughout the Region?

— Should consider where the water comes from and attempt to return the
treated wastewater to the same source

— Concern with potential impacts to the Oak Ridges Moraine

fro



Brown Table

Keep Lake Simcoe clean 1 phosphorus and other contamination
Oak Ridges Moraine i protect aquifer and interbasin transfer
Interbasin transfer

Planning precedes development

Potential for expansion beyond 2031

Forward thinking solutions and technology planning
Challenges:

Fixing past mistakes

Does growth exceed carrying capacity of land

Stormwater treatment

Runoff from impervious surfaces

Timely solutions for development

Responsible but affordable solutions

Regulations

Green Table

Concerns about existing private sewage systems and future servicing (non-
functioning systems/costs to replace with municipal sewer i local
improvement

Impact on land values i could be good, could be bad

Quiality of effluent discharges and where? Lake Ontario? Lake Simcoe?
Inter-basin transfer/new permit to take water needed

Great lakes charter

Region should deal with sewage in its own watershed i no taking of water
outside the watershed

Conservation i design systems that conserve water to the greatest degree
possible

Places to Grow mandates population that has to be services. Do nothing
not an option.

How much is the thumbprint?

Intra-basin transfer negative

Lake Simcoe 1 if go with this alternative then it deals with the local problem
locally. Issue with the uncertainty of timing of phosphorous trading
legislation T may not meet timelines i implementation not possible without
tools

Sets good example for other Great Lakes Communities

Could fix existing STPs with this alternative

Innovative technologies

Mix and match with B or C

Are sustainable which is good

Cost effective

Timeliness

Local solution 1 positive




Red Table

Water should not be transferred across watersheds (see point 12)

Water should be properly treated to remove elements that contribute to
eutrophication toxification

Infrastructure needs to be in place prior to expansion of development
Make sure that the route selected minimize impact on natural heritage
systems

Carefully consider all environmental impacts (i.e. water quality)

The construction needs to be undertaken i.e. actual implementation is of
required quality T proper oversight of construction

Do right from the beginning take the necessary time

Path of least resistance

Look out for/consider impact on small communities

Consider impact on residents

Can it be expanded on in the future? Why is this solution only geared to
last until 2031 7 only 21 years

Concerns about the watershed i see first point imbalance in the watershed
How /who is paying for this- should not become a public liability, will the
developers contribute to the cost of this

Does this affect the Bayview Pumping Station? If so, then what impact will it
have on those residents?

How do you get people interested in sewage i consider the number of
people who will be impacted 20 people here is considered a good turnout
What would nature suggest advise as to the best solution (point 4)

How do we maintain the system

Question 2: What key words would describe your vision for a sustainable sewage solution

for upper York?

Yellow Table

Little water as possible
Minimize environmental impact
Energy efficient

Pink Table

Cost effective

Environmentally sustainable
Timely

Expandable

Proven technology

Ecosystem viability

Proven/ safe construction methods

Brown Table

Affordable

Sustainable

Timely

Responsible i proven and innovative
Efficient

Green Table

Money

Regional treatment

Conservation

Reliable and efficient technology (could be new technology)




Expandability

Cleani air/water

Adaptability/responsiveness to new technology
Sensitive

Health concerns

Red Table

Environmentally sensitive system

Cost effective in maintenance

Reliable and effectively reliable

Non invasive

Innovative technology, social and integrated

Once it is gone | donét want it c¢omi
The best sewer is the one that you (¢

Question 3: What are your views on the four alternatives being considered? What do you
like about each and what concerns might you have?

a) Do Nothing Alternative

No additional sewage collection and treatment capacity would be built to accommodate the

prescribed growth

Yellow Table

Concern: limited growth
Doesnd6t 6 deal with sprawl

Pink Table

Likes: limits growth

Concerns/questions:

Groundwater contamination from existing failing on-site septic systems
Does not accommodate required/planned growth

Brown Table

Likes

Limits growth which illustrates the problem
Concerns:

Growth is planned for and somewhat inevitable

Green Table

Not an option T Places to Grow Mandates 150 k serviced population
Should be discarded

Restricts economic growth of the Region

Would not resolve issues with inadequate private services

Red Table

No apparent environmental cost iimpac(
would have to make a quick decision

Questionable if growth targets could be met

Not sure status quo will help protect Lake Simcoe

Human evolution does not accommodate this




b) Discharge to Lake Ontario

Connection to the existing York Durham Sewage System via some combination tunnel/gravity
sewer and/or pumping station(s) or forcemain(s)

Yellow Table

Like because current drinking water source

Like because build on existing wastewater system

Concerned about distance

Like because more assimilated capacity than Lake Simcoe

Cost benefit ratio better than Lake Simcoe

Concerned about intra-basin transfer

Concerned abouthowc | ose is Lake Ont ar i aqualtyp
issues

Pink Table

Likes

Majority of required downstream infrastructure is already sized, constructed
and functioning therefore potentially a more cost effective solution
Centralized treatment facility

Majority of wastewater being returned to its source

Concerns/questions:

Lower quality of treated wastewater discharging to Lake Ontario (vs. Lake
Simcoe)

Reuse opportunities lost

How will pipes (gravity or forcemain) get through Oak Ridges Moraine i what
impacts?

Brown Table

Likes

Probably least expensive and fastest
Concern:

Interbasin transfer

Most destructive to Oak Ridges Moraine
Nutrients still in discharge

Enviro catastrophe enhanced

Green Table

Uses existing infrastructure and routes

Known technology/proven to existing standards

Meets places to growth timelines

Needs clean-up of existing upgrade for new (Great Lakes Charter issues)

Red Table

Like that it builds on existing infrastructure and uses existing plans and pipes
Concerned that interbasin transfer is a risky alternative. Precludes innovative
approaches (i.e. treating toilet water the same as drinking water)

Very expensive process

Lake Ontario is already struggling (See Waterlife)

Not right to add to its #fAload?d




c) Discharge to Lake Simcoe

Requires an advanced wastewater treatment plant guided by the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan
(including the Phosphorus Reduction Strategy and possibility of Water Quality Trading)

Yellow Table

Concern competing pressures could overload capacity
Concern1 environmental impacts on Lake

Like i would help balance water takings with return

Like i discharge quality could improve lake quality
Concern i costs associated with higher regulations (LSPP)

Pink Table

Likes

High quality of treated waste waster
Provides a localized solution
Concerns/questions

Should be combined with Option D
Costs

Water quality of Lake Simcoe

Brown Table

Likes
Local handling of water/wastewater
No interbasin transfer

Concerns:
Expensive
Need high level of treatment
Green Table Didndét have time to get to it

Red Table

Like keeping water on this side of Oak Ridges Moraine

Like potential cost effective infrastructure

Concerns about supply of potable water. Is there an adequate supply (i.e.
aquifer)

Is it cost effective to undertake high efficiency treatment technology?
Phosphorustrading hasndét worked for c¢cl i mate
We have worked so hard to protect Lake Simcoe i can it accommodate the
impact?

d) Innovative Wastewater Treatment Technologies

Use of innovative wastewater treatment technologies (i.e. water purification, water recycle)

Yellow Table

Costs could be a concern
Are the technologies proven i concern about effectiveness and reliability
Like thinking outside of the box

Pink Table Costs
Water quality of Lake Simcoe
Brown Table Likes

Allows new options to fix old problems

Could be applied to both Lake Simcoe and Lake Ontario
Concerns:

Cost




Long implementation
Reliability

Green Table

Didndédt have time to prepare a resport

Red Table

Like for future generations

More future/tomorrow focused

Stretch our minds

Have you considered best practices/other technologies being used elsewhere
in the world?




