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Appendix 3 Table 1: Agency Review Contact List
AGENCY
Aamjiwnaang (Chippewas of
Sarnia First Nation)
AECOM

Ainley Group

Ainley Group

Alderville First Nation

Algonquins of Ontario
Consultation Office

Angus & Area Chamber of
Commerce
Angus Horticultural Society

Aundeck-Omni-Kaning
(Ojibways of Sucker Creek)
Barrie Friendship Centre

Beausoleil First Nation
(Christian Island)

AZIMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

MAILING ADDRESS
P.O. Box 2003
Angus, Ontario
L0M 1B0
55 Cedar Pointe Drive
Suite 620
Barrie, Ontario
L4N 5R7
550 Welham Group
Barrie, Ontario
L4N 8Z7
195 County Court Blvd
Suite 300
Brampton, Ontario
L6W 4P7
11696 Second Line
Alderville, Ontario
K0K 2X0
31Riverside Drive
Suite 101
Pembroke, Ontario
K8A 8R6
P.O. Box 2003
Angus, Ontario L0M 1B0
2 First Street
Angus, Ontario
L0M 1B3
RR1, COMP 21
Little Current, Ontario
P0P 1K0
175 Bayfield Street
Barrie, Ontario
L4M 3B4
11 Ogemaa Milkaan
Christian Island, Ontario
L9M 0A9

CONTACT
Christopher Todd Plain,
Chief
Rick Groves, Senior
Project Manager

Claude Marchand, Senior
Engineering Technologist
Preya Balgobin, Senior
Project Manager

David Mowat, Chief

Janet Stavinga, Executive
Director

Cheryl Ferguson, President
Wendy Harry, President

Patsy Corbiere, Chief

Gary Sutherland, Executive
Director
Guy Monague, Chief

AGENCY
Bell Canada

Canadian Pacific Railway

Chippewas of Georgina Island

Chippewas of Kettle and
Stony Point

Chippewas of Nawash First
Nation

Chippewas of Mnjikaning
(Rama)

Chippewas of the Thames
First Nation
County of Simcoe

County of Simcoe

County of Simcoe

AZIMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

MAILING ADDRESS
136 Bayfield Street
2nd Floor
Barrie, Ontario
L4M 3B1
290 Central Parkway West
Suite 800
Mississauga, Ontario
L5C 4R3
RR #2 Box N-13
Sutton West, Ontario
L0E 1R0
6247 Indian Lane
Kettle and Stony Point
First Nation, Ontario
N0N 1J1
135 Lakeshore Blvd
Neyaashiinigmiing,
Ontario
N0H 2T0
320 Rama Road
Suite 200
Rama, Ontario,
L0K 1T0
320 Chippewa Road
Muncey, Ontario
N0L 1Y0
County of Simcoe
Administration Centre
1110 Highway 26
Midhurst, Ontario
L9X 1N6
County of Simcoe
Administration Centre
1110 Highway 26
Midhurst, Ontario
L9X 1N6
County of Simcoe
Administration Centre

CONTACT
Engineering Department

Josie Tomei

Donna Big Canoe, Chief

Jason Michael Henry,
Chief

Gregory Ptere Nadjiwon,
Chief

Rodney Noganosh, Chief

Jacqueline French, Chief

Mark Aitken, Chief
Administration Officer

David Parks, Director of
Planning, Economic
Development, and Transit

Greg Marek, Manager of
Planning (North/West)

AGENCY

MAILING ADDRESS

CONTACT

1110 Highway 26
Midhurst, Ont, L9X 1N6

County of Simcoe

Enbridge Gas

Georgian Bay Metis Council

Hiawatha First Nation

Hydro One

M'Chigeeng First Nation

Metis Nation of Ontario

AZIMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

County of Simcoe
Administration Centre
1110 Highway 26
Midhurst, Ontario
L9X 1N6
500 Elgin Mills Road E
Richmond Hill, Ontario
L4C 5G1
355 Cranston Crescent
P.O Box 4
Midland, Ontario
L4R 4K6
123 Paudash Street
Hiawatha, Ontario
K0L 1R0
483 Bay Street
8th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M5G 2P5
Administration Office
53 Highway 551
P.O. Box 333
M'Chigeeng, Ontario
P0P 1G0

Dan Amadio, Manager of
Planning (South/East)

500 Old St. Patrick Road
Unit 3
Ottawa, Ontario
K1N 9G4

Consultations

Linda Creamer, Planning
& Technical
David Dusome, President
(Building Committee)

Lauire Carr, Chief

Barry Reynolds, Manager Planning & Support
Services
Linda Debassige, Chief

AGENCY
Ministry of Agriculture, Food
and Rural Affairs

Ministry of Environment,
Conservation, and Parks

Ministry of Environment,
Conservation, and Parks

Ministry of Environment,
Conservation, and Parks

Ministry of Environment,
Conservation, and Parks

Ministry of Environment,
Conservation, and Parks

Ministry of Indigenous
Affairs

Ministry of Infrastructure

Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing

AZIMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

MAILING ADDRESS
1 Stone Road West
Ontario Government
Building 5th Floor NE
Guelph, Ontario
N1G 4Y2
Barrie District Office
54 Cedar Pointe Drive
Unit 1201
Barrie, Ontario
L4N 5R7
5775 Yonge Street
8th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M2M 4J1
5775 Yonge Street
8th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M2M 4J1
135 St Clair Ave W
1st Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M4V 1P5
135 St Clair Ave W
1st Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M4V 1P5
160 Bloor Street East
9th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M7A 2E6
250 Dundas Street West
Suite 605
Toronto, Ontario
M5T 2Z5
777 Bay Street
College Park 16th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M7A 2J3

CONTACT
Michele Ireland, Director,
Legal Services Branch

Jennifer Barnett, Senior
Environmental Officer

Chunmei Liu,
Environmental Resource
Planner & EA Coordinator
Paul Martin, Supervisor,
Air, Pesticides and
Environmental Planning
Annamaria Cross, Director,
Environmental Assessment

Tom McKinlay, Director,
Legal Services Branch

Candice Telfer, Director,
Legal Services Branch

Fateh Salim, Director,
Legal Services Branch

Jeff Schelling, Legal
Director, Legal Services
Branch

AGENCY

MAILING ADDRESS

Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry

99 Wellesley Street W
Whitney Block Room 3420
Toronto, Ontario
M7A 1W3
125 Sir William Hearst
Ave
Building B 1st Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M3M 0B5

Diane Zimnica, Director,
Legal Services Branch

22521 Island Road RR #5
Port Perry, Ontario
L9L 1B6
2789 Mississauga Road
RR 6, Hagersville, Ontario
N0A 1H0

Kelly Larocca, Chief

P.O. Box 90
Akwesasne, Quebec
H0M 1A0
Mohawk Administration
Building
24 Meadow Drive
Tyendinaga Mohawk
Territory, Ontario
K0K 1X0
John Hix Conservation
Administration Centre
8195 8th Line
Utopia, Ontario
L0M 1T0
John Hix Conservation
Administration Centre
8195 8th Line
Utopia, Ontario

Abram Benedict, Grand
Chief

Ministry of Transportation

Mississauga's of Scugog
Island First Nation
Mississaugas of the Credit

Mohawks of Akwesasne

Mohawks of the Bay of
Quinte

Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority

Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority

AZIMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

CONTACT

Mary Gersht,
Director, Legal Services
Branch

Ralph Laforme, Chief

Rodrick Maracle, Chief

Chris Hibberd, Director,
Watershed Management
Services

Lee Bull, Manager,
Planning Services

AGENCY

MAILING ADDRESS

CONTACT

L0M 1T0

Nottawasaga Valley
Conservation Authority

Ontario Provincial Police

Ontario Clean Water Agency

Ontario Clean Water Agency

Powerstream Inc.

Rogers Cable Inc.

Saugeen Ojibway Nation

Saugeen First Nation
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John Hix Conservation
Administration Centre
8195 8th Line
Utopia, Ontario
L0M 1T0
Nottawasaga Detachment
Office
P.O. Box 939
Alliston, Ontario
L9R 1W1
Georgian Highlands
Regional Hub Office
30 Woodland Drive
Wasaga Beach, Ontario
L9Z 2V4
Georgian Highlands
Regional Hub Office
30 Woodland Drive
Wasaga Beach, Ontario
L9Z 2V4
161 Cityview Boulevard
Vaughan, Ontario
L4H 0A9
P.O. Box 8500 1
Sperling Drive
Barrie, Ontario
L4M 6B8
25 Maadookii Subdivision
Neyaashiinigmiing,
Ontario
N0H 2T0
6493 Highway 21
Southhampton, Ontario
N0H 2L0

Doug Hevenor, Chief
Administration Officer

Mark Yandt, Senior
Operations Manager

Steven Priestly, Cluster
Manager

Engineering Clerk

Kathleen Ryan, Acting
Manager

Lester Anoquot, Chief

AGENCY
Service Ontario

Sheguiandah

Simcoe County District
School Board
Simcoe Muskoka Catholic
District School Board
Simcoe Muskoka District
Health Unit

Six Nations of the Grand
River
Township of Essa

Township of Essa

Township of Essa

AZIMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

MAILING ADDRESS
5775 Yonge Street
16th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M7A 2E5
P.O. Box 101
Sheguiandah, Ontario
P0P 1W0
1170 Highway 26
Midhurst, ON
L0L 1X0
46 Alliance Boulevard
Barrie, Ontario
L4M 5K3
Barrie Office
15 Sperling Drive
Barrie, Ontario
L4M 6K9
P.O. Box 5000
Ohsweken, Ontario
N0A 1M0
Township of Essa
Administration Centre
5786 County Road 21
Utopia, Ontario
L0M 1T0
Township of Essa
Administration Centre
5786 County Road 21
Utopia, Ontario
L0M 1T0
Township of Essa
Administration Centre
5786 County Road 21
Utopia, Ontario
L0M 1T0

CONTACT
Ministry of Health
Secretary

Andrew Aguonie, Chief

Mr. Andrew Keuken

Jennifer Sharpe, Manager
of Planning and Properties
Charles Gardner, Medical
Officer of Health

Mark Hill, Chief

Collen Healey-Dowdall,
Chief Administration
Officer

Michael Mikael, Manager
of Public Works

Sandie Macdonald, Mayor

AGENCY
Township of Essa

MAILING ADDRESS

CONTACT

Township of Essa
Administration Centre
5786 County Road 21
Utopia, Ontario
L0M 1T0
Township of Essa
Administration Centre
5786 County Road 21
Utopia, Ontario
L0M 1T0
Township of Essa
Administration Centre
5786 County Road 21
Utopia, Ontario
L0M 1T0
Township of Essa
Administration Centre
5786 County Road 21
Utopia, Ontario
L0M 1T0
117 Tahgahoning Road
Walpole Island, Ontario
N8A 4K9

Michael Smith, Deputy
Mayor

Wikwemikong

19 A Complex Drive
Wikwemikong , Ontario
P0P 2J0

Norman Peltier, Chief

Zhiibaahaasing First Nation

36 Sagon Road
Zhiibaahaasing, Ontario
P0P 1X0

Irene Kells, Chief

Township of Essa

Township of Essa

Township of Essa

Walpole Island
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Keith White, Councillor –
Ward 1

Henry Sander, Councillor –
Ward 2

Ron Henderson, Councillor
– Ward 3

Daniel Miskokomon, Chief

TECHNICAL MEMO
From: Mike Jones, Azimuth
To: Jennifer Barnett, MECP
cc: Rayna Thompson; David Murphy, Brookfield
Topic: MECP Pre-Consultation regarding Water and Wastewater Services, Baxter Subdivision
Date: Sep 30, 2019
An introductory telephone conversation was held on Tuesday Sep 24, 2019 between Mike Jones
(MJ) and Jennifer Barnett (MECP Barrie District Office) to discuss the current concepts under
consideration for wastewater servicing for the approved Brookfield residential subdivision in the
Community of Baxter. The purpose of the discussion is to seek background information and
MECP pre-consultation comments on approvals and constraints to be addressed within the
technical and planning considerations if Brookfield decided to move forward with alternate
plans. We request your feedback and confirmation that the descriptions below are appropriate,
as it relates to MECP concerns.
The Baxter subdivision is an approved subdivision and some site works have started, in terms of
clearing and initial grading, and construction of model homes. The Plan of Subdivision includes
253 single detached homes. Approved wastewater servicing includes a local municipal
collection system to a pump station, transit via forcemain to the Center Street Wastewater
Treatment Plant in Angus.
Brookfield has proceeded with detail design and has filed applications to the MECP for OWRA
Section 53 approval for the sewage pumping station and the transfer forcemain. Brookfield has
also obtained trade quotations for the construction of these facilities, which are well in excess of
a new plant. Therefore, Brookfield is considering alternatives to this approved design. For the
same project, Brookfield has obtained PTTW’s for construction dewatering and a construction
pumping test for the SWMP excavation.
One opportunity could be to construct an on-site sewage treatment system that would be
constructed by the developer and eventually turned over to the municipality to own and operate
in the long term. As this is a deviation from the approvals in place, it would also entail review
and amendment to the planning approvals. Brookfield has had initial discussion with the
Township, who are generally supportive to consider the alternative.
The Angus plant (based on ECA 9480-A34QYG issued in 2015) is rated for an ADF of 5,511
m3/day and provides treatment including pre-screening, aeration, chemical addition, tertiary
filtration, UV disinfection, and sludge digestion and thickening, followed by discharge directly
to the Nottawasaga River. Effluent limits are 10mg/L for BOD and TSS, 0.3mg/L for TP and
seasonal limits for total ammonia (0.6mg/L for Jun 1-Oct 31 and 3.1 mg/L for Nov 1-May 31).
Notionally, the alternative would include the same local collection system, and the pump station
would be replaced by a municipal-style tertiary treatment plant. For comparison, the proposed
subdivision and the existing homes would have an ADF of approximately 400m 3/day. It is
expected that the treatment plant would discharge to surface water in a similar manner that the

Angus plant does, and that the treatment requirements would be similar, in that the new plant
simply represents moving the discharge point approximately ten kilometres upstream.
An initial assimilative capacity study was completed for the project by Hutchinson
Environmental Sciences Ltd. (February 2011). The study evaluated an on-site treatment system
discharging to the Nottawasaga River and concluded that “discharge of treated effluent from the
proposed Marshall Baxter development to surface water is feasible and practical. The Nottawasaga River
is a Policy 2 receiver for total phosphorus as its 75th percentile phosphorus concentration of 0.034 mg/L
exceeds the PWQO of 0.03 mg/L. Therefore, any discharge would require a Director’s Deviation from the
MOE, and would need to demonstrate “Where new or expanded discharges are proposed, no further
degradation will be permitted and all practical measures shall be taken to improve water quality.” in
accordance with MOE’s Policy 2 for management of surface water quality.” The study evaluated TP
limits of 0.1mg/L and 0.05mg/L and the study would need to be updated to ensure that it reflects the
current design basis. However, it does provide general support for these concepts.
The following information is sought from the MECP:
a) Discussion regarding assimilative capacity and setting of effluent criteria that would

become the design focus for an on-site plant,
b) Identification of issues and feasibility for an on-site plant,
c) Discussion regarding the approvals process and timetable, and
d) Background information on the assimilative capacity and design basis for the Angus

plant.
To facilitate discussion, Brookfield is requesting a teleconference with MECP District and
Central Region technical staff within the next two weeks.

3381 Steeles Avenue East
Suite 100
Toronto, ON, M2H 3S7

Date of
Meeting:

July 23, 2020

Project:

Marshall Subdivision – Baxter
Township of Essa
Simcoe County

Location:

Teams Meeting – Conference Call

Purpose:

Review of Township & Ainley
Comments on Draft Phase I/II EA
Report

Phone: (905) 948-4732
Fax: (905) 477-9001

MEETING Minutes

Invitees:
Colleen Healey-Dowdall, Township of
Essa (CAO)
Michael Mikael, Township of Essa (PW)
Preya Balgobin, Ainley Group

Rayna Thompson, Brookfield Properties
Mike Jones, Azimuth Environmental

The following is a summary of the above referenced meeting. Please advise of any errors or omissions .
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

The following minutes are in relation to the comments raised by the Township of Essa via email on July 17,
2020, comments raised by Ainley Group via email on July 9, 2020, as well as the response discussion points
provided by Azimuth via email on July 21, 2020. The comments and discussion points are included as an
attachment to the minutes.
1. Township Comments
1.1.

Section 8.1 – Location
1.1.1.

Current sizing of the SPS area is ~ 1,500m2, which is similar to what is expected for a
WWTP. Azimuth will provide additional information in the report identifying potential
locations that could be considered in Phase 3 based on land ownership and size
requirements.

1.1.2.

A figure will be included in the EA document identifying potential lands under the
Township’s control, or that could potentially be acquired from private landowners for a
WWTP.

1.1.3.

Ainley is in agreement with Azimuth’s comments on not using wind direction as criteria
for sighting. Township is okay with this not being included.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

1.2.

Section 8.4 – Limiting Growth & 9.3.1 – Allowing New Development and Growth of Community
1.2.1.

1.3.

Section 9.3.3 – Minimize Use of Land for Utilities and Limit Sterilization Through Setbacks
1.3.1.

1.4.

1.6.

1.5.1.

This section will be revised to “Aesthetic Appearance”

1.5.2.

The aesthetic components related to odour and noise will be dealt with in the odour and
noise sections.

Section 9.3.7 – Odour

Emphasis will be placed on the considerations not related to capital cost, however
capital costs will continue to be one of the considerations.

Section 9.3.11 - Willing Host (Lands Available)
1.9.1.

1.10.

Desires, comments and concerns raised by the existing residents who have provided
comment on the EA to date will be discussed in the report, however, this will no longer
be an evaluation criteria. A reference to the applicable appendix containing the resident
input received to date will be provided in the section where resident input is discussed.

Section 9.3.10 – Addresses Desires of Developer & Section 9.3.17 – Capital Costs
1.8.1.

1.9.

This section will provide discussion on the potential odours as a result of the normal
operation of the facility as well as odours as a result of plant upset.

Section 9.3.9 – Addresses Desires of Existing Residents
1.7.1.

1.8.

Discussion in this section will speak to the emergency storage at a WWTP being in
accordance with typical best practices rather than providing a specific reserve
capacity. The specific reserve capacity will be determined through Stage III/IV of the
EA process

Section 9.3.5 – Aesthetics

1.6.1.
1.7.

Azimuth explained the rationale in detail for the scoring of the alternatives. Due to the
increased land requirement and setbacks for the WWTP, the SPS & FM alternative
received a higher score.

Section 9.3.4 – Public Safety
1.4.1.

1.5.

Township advised that future growth will be pushed to Angus per planning direction,
and that the focus of the EA should be limited to the subdivision lands.

Discussion will be included on expected land requirements and potential locations
currently under the Municipality’s control that could be considered for a WWTP, and it
will be identified that evaluation of locations will be part of Phase III/IV work.

Section 9.3.12 – Proven Technology and Track Record
1.10.1. Ainley suggested that a table be included of proven technologies (e.g. technology,
location of facility(s), years of operation of facility, designer, years the design company
has been in operation, etc.).
1.10.2. The FM is not to be considered part of this section as treatment is independent from FM
operation and maintenance issues.
1.10.3. Treatment performance at the Angus WWTP is to be discussed in the report.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

1.11.

Public Consultation
1.11.1. Township (Michael) prefers that the public consultation be in person and suggested an
outdoor gathering where there is a greater opportunity for physical distancing and an
increased number of participants.
1.11.2. Brookfield and Azimuth raised a number of concerns with public consultation occurring
in person (e.g. limiting number of attendees, health screening, ensuring flow of
participants along the presentation boards, residents perhaps not being comfortable
attending a gathering, etc.).
1.11.3. Township (Colleen) wants for Brookfield to propose the form of public consultation.

2. Ainley Comments
2.1.

The majority of the Ainley comments were discussed as part of the above, with the exception of
the following
2.1.1.

Pg 36 – ACS
2.1.1.1.

2.1.2.

The report will be revised to ensure that references are made to the
“original” or “updated” ACS.

Pg 45 – Proven Technology & Track Record
2.1.2.1.

The FM is not to be considered part of this section as treatment is
independent from FM operation and maintenance issues.

3. Next Steps
3.1.

Revise draft report to address comments provided by the Township and Ainley

3.2.

Post revised draft report to Ainley’s website

3.3.

Public notification re: publication of draft report and upcoming public consultation session details

3.4.

Public consultation

3.5.

Address comments raised as part of public consultation and finalize report

3.6.

Proceed to Phase III of Class EA

4. Resident Inquiries
4.1.

Township advised that they have received a number of inquiries from residents regarding the
EA. Brookfield and Azimuth requested that Township staff forward these inquiries along to
Brookfield and Azimuth so that we can provide additional information and updates as required.
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Comments from Township of Essa (Michael Mikael – email from July 17, 2020)
8.1 (S3) Local Communal treatment system in Baxter: (Land study in an appendix ???)
Location: I believe we should be exploring/identifying the available location options in phase I/II ( 8.1 (S1) Do nothing
identified the exact location for the SPS) based on the ADF for Baxter and taking in count odour/ noise control (should
wind direction be taken in consideration as well when proposing the location options ??). I believe this is an important
item to be included in the public consultation since the location is one of the main concerns for the Baxter residents and
allow our residents to give their opinion on the proposed different locations during the public consultation.
Response: We will add further discussion regarding location consideration (Approximate footprint, minimum setbacks),
and identify that there are a number of suitable locations in proximity to the development that can be reviewed in detail
as part of Phase 3. The Phase II decision is mainly if there is to be a local plant or SPS / forcemain to Angus. I believe
that adding specific location information in the Phase II report might be viewed as prejudicial – that a decision regarding
a local plant has already been made. The Phase III report will be issued shortly following the comment period for the
Phase II report, so hopefully this will satisfy that aspect. Prevailing wind is one aspect, but wind from other directions
occurs about 50% of the time, and is usually lighter (Baxter wind rose (depicting wind speed and direction) is provided
below). Odour carry is frequently most noticeable when wind is light. We don’t typically rely on wind direction as a
sighting criteria for that reason.

8.4(S4)Limiting growth & 9.3.1 Allow New Development and Growth of the Community:
Please note that the municipality does not allow continued growth in Baxter beyond this draft plan, the PPS does not
require us to continue to grow in this community, no obligation for continued growth.
Response: The S4 option of limiting growth refers to potential changes to the form of the Baxter‐Marshall subdivision
that would change servicing requirements. An example might be to change to estate residential using private
services. This aspect is considered not to meet current planning initiatives, nor the existing site approvals.

2

New development is a generic reference although there are defined ICI lands in Baxter plus vacant lands to south of
school, and some fill‐in lots. Simcoe County defines growth of Essa population by up to 21,000 and employment by
9,000 by 2032.

9.3.2 Address Potential Future Need for Existing Properties :
Baxter residents may have a low desire to connect to either options and this can be addressed later through A public
consultation/engagement session. It seems both options should be treated equally for the time being.
Response: Agreed – both received same score and wording
9.3.3 Minimize Use of Land for Utilities and Limit Sterilization Through Setbacks :
It is clear that S3 will require more land than S1 since the entire process occurs on ‐site (should a average square footage
be included for comparison ??) and the scoring set target is to minimize land usage. It seems to me that both options
should be receiving a score of 10. We would appreciate providing more comments on this item.
Response: As noted in the comment and the report, the S3 option will require marginally more land within the
community, and has slightly larger setback requirements, therefore we ranked S1 higher. We can add information
regarding the footprint and required land area for both options. As the WWTP option S3 requires marginally more land
and greater setbacks, we are unsure regarding the comment that they should be ranked the same.
9.3.4 Public Safety:
Second paragraph stated that S1 has a limited reserve capacity equal to 2 hours of storage at the ADF which was based
on previous design completed back in 2012. On the other hand it was stated that S3 has an emergency storage of more
than 6 hours at the ADF ( based on what ??, what system are we proposing for here ?) unless we state that the proposed
S3 will be designed to accommodate 6 hours of emergency storage at ADF. I am not sure if I am missing something here
and I would really appreciate providing more details.
Response: Will revise the specific comment regarding capacity. 6 hours was considered as is a typical BMP for design
basis, and a specific design has not been reached. The SPS capacity is part of the detailed design.
9.3.5 Aesthetics:
“Aesthetics would include the aesthetic aspects related to noise and odour” both options received a score of 10,
however under 9.3.7 Odour alternative S1 received a score of 7 and alternative S3 received a score of 10. It seems
conflict to me ??. Can you please provide more clarification ?
Response: The Aesthetics criteria was intended to address the appearance and negative emissions (odour, noise) based
on how intrusive it could be during regular operations, i.e. is it smelly, loud, look out of place in the community?
The Odour and Noise criteria were intended to address the requirements for design and operations, i.e. is odour control
a required component of the design or an option.
We will revise “Aesthetics” to Aesthetic Appearance” and address both aesthetic aspects and operational aspects
together under the Odour and Noise criteria.
Under normal operations, S1 has greater potential for odour, due to the headspace in tankage and opportunity for
wastewater to become anaerobic. The report will be updated to reference the air relief valve chambers along the FM
alignment in odour section, which are considered additional odour point sources. This is recognized by the requirement
for Bioxide addition as part of the process. S3 has the opportunity to control odour by aerobic management, and odour
3

control is a mitigation process versus requirement of design. Small community plants usually do not have odour
containment.
9.3.7 Odour:
The scoring seems reversed to me. S3 represents a full treatment process on site, trucking for sludge removal
activities etc.. Odour will be very noticeable in cases of poor operation/ biological upset of the process which is very
common issues.
Response: Disagree with respect to operations as scoring supposed to reflect normal operations. Will clarify in text.
Plant upset is a different issue addressed under 9.3.13. Will add further discussion in 9.3.13 regarding odour generation
from upset or operations. Trucking of stabilized sludge not particularly odiferous.
9.3.8 Traffic:
S3 should receive a lower score than S1 since it is a full treatment on site and will require more activities utilizing the
surrounded local roads
Response: Perhaps we can quantify the traffic resulting from the periodic sludge removal vs. that expected for the
inspection and maintenance of the FM. S1 will require routine maintenance and inspections along the length of the
forcemain via public roads. Inspections and maintenance along the FM require work within or affecting live lanes. S3
would have an independent driveway and traffic would not be affected other than by a small number of trucks,
expected to be a small number of loads every two months.
9.3.9 Addresses Desires of Existing Residents:
I would highly recommend excluding this from the comparison list for the time being and lets give our residents the
chance through the up coming public engagement session to say their word. Following that we can include an appendix
addressing the engagement session.
Response: There is an obligation to include information comments received from members of the public. We will add
reference in this section to appendix that contains the public feedback to date, which would be updated with each
report release.
9.3.10 Addresses Desires of Developer & 9.3.17 Capital Cost :
Both reflects S1 & S3 capital cost and It seems to be duplication. Would it be more beneficial to only include one of the
two in the rating criteria ?. Also I think it is important to include more details on the cost for S3 not just other models
from different municipality (Shakespeare and Mono plants) to make it easier to the reader to understand and to avoid
any cost inflation with respect to the existing two models and other factors (available land,…..)
Response: “Addresses desires of developer” related to timeliness, ease of construction, ease of operation, ease of
facility turnover to the Municipality, etc., in addition to costing. In general, developers wish to turn over the plant to the
municipality in a short timeframe. We will add more details on costing and the aspects included in the summary
information.
9.3.11 Willing Host (Lands Available):
Again, this is related to the location and it seems unfair to score S3 a 10 without a proposed location options and
identifying possible land Acquisition requirement (if any) and associated costs.
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Response: We will add more details and size of lands required. Identifying location and identifying associated land costs
would be part of the Phase III report.
9.3.12 Proven Technology and Track Record:
It seems both options should score the same. The Township would appreciate naming the proposed Technology for S3 in
the report ( not just referencing to Shakespeare and Mono plants).
Response: This decision on plant technology is part of Phase III. We can provide examples of technologies that will be
considered, and also the specific technologies utilized in the reference facilities.
Possibly Michael or members of Council would like to go on tour of local small plants as they didn’t see
Shakespeare. There are several local examples – Snow Valley, Mono, King City, Whitchurch‐Stouffville, etc
9.3.13 / 9.3.14 / 9.3.15 / 9.3.16: The Township will provide comments on all 4 scoring items once the proposed location
options for S3 is provided since the proposed location may/may not affect other farm land, sensitive areas…. Trusting
this to be satisfactory.
Response: The selection of a location will be determined through the Phase III report.
9.3.18 Maintenance Cost :
Numbers seems high for S1. Will it be a good approach to consult OCWA to confirm theses numbers ?. Let us know and
we can arrange for that.
Response: Maintenance and operations costs were supplied by OCWA. Cost factors are intended to reflect total costs,
so for S1 they include costs associated with the SPS and forcemain, and also a proportionate cost for treating a higher
volume in Angus (not a large amount but it is a factor).
9.3.19 Operating Cost :
For S3 the report stated




Mono Plant operating costs are $230,000/year for only 90 homes
Shakespeare Plant operating costs are only $75,000/year for 300 homes
Westhill is $40,000/year for 75 homes

I am not sure what is the reason for the huge cost fluctuation between the 3 different options ?. And how the scoring
was done when comparing 1 model to 3 different models? . I believe this should be addressed
Response: There is an error in the text as Mono has 344 homes, not 90. We can provide additional information on how
costs are affected. The variation in costs over the technologies can depend on having remote access and control,
varying energy costs, varying utility costs, chemicals, manpower requirements, etc..
9.3.21 Manpower Requirements:
It seems both options should be receiving a score of 10. We can also consult OCWA for confirmation if required.
Response: Manpower requirements were provided by OCWA and through the maintenance schedules associated with
the detail design of forcemain options.

5

10.0 Public Consultation:
The province is entering Stage 3 which allow more gathering up to 50 people and based on that the Township would like
to arrange for public meeting in person. The Township will have the administration office available to be utilized during
the public consultation session. We would also require to advertise for the public consultation dates through our
website, local news paper to ensure that all Baxter residents are notified and had the chance to provide their input. This
can be discussed later once the report is finalized and the public presentation is available for review.
Response: We believe there are a number of logistical issues in promoting a community gathering, regardless of number
of persons permitted. Concerns re: more than 50 persons attending, logistics re: spacing out of people, Township not
previously supportive of hosting at Admin Centre, public buildings not typically providing public spaces at this
time. There will be some members of the community that will not attend in person, so we need to address their
participation as well. We continue to be desirous of proceeding with a digital public consultation.

Comments from Ainley (Preya Balgobin email from July 9, 2020)
Pg 35 – Odours can also be the result of poor / incorrect operation of the plant’s biological process.
Response: We agree with the comment. We will add information regarding plant upset and odour control on page 35
and also as part of 9.3.13.
Pg 36 – Clarify if this conclusion is from the updated ACS. HESL’s ACS recommended that discharge go to the River and
not the tributary. Page 12 of HESL’s report states, “We therefore recommend that any surface water discharge be
directed to the Nottawasaga River and not to the unnamed creek.”
Response: The comment is correct. The conclusion is from the updated ACS. HESL, in the same paragraph, indicated
that the tributary appears to be a feasible receiver, but that discharge to the main branch was preferred as the dilution
potential is greater. We do not disagree, however, additional flow measurements are providing more information
regarding the flow regime of the tributary, and there are additional advantages to couple discharge from the STP with
the stormwater outlet from the Baxter‐Marshall subdivision. These aspects would be explored more fully in the Phase III
report, and would conclude with a specific recommendation regarding a discharge location.
Pg 36 – Typical for Angus STP? Clarify.
Response: The sentence refers to a typical year of discharge from a local plant. I have updated the values to use the
measured average of weekly samples from Angus to the following table. I will also update Table 3 to reflect the
observed average for Angus of 0.11 instead of the estimated value of 0.15
The assumption is that typical volume is about two‐thirds of Design Flow, and that the achievable TP in effluent is about
65% of the objective. The first table reflects the objective and compliance concentrations. The second table is the
calculated loading if the effluent matched the reference concentrations. As in the Phase I/II Report, the applicable
concentrations for discharge to the tributary are lower than discharge to the Main Branch.
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Pg 41 – The Angus WWTP option might be more onerous in terms of expansion because the forcemain size might need
to be increased, which could be a major disruption to residents and costly. Also, expansion at Angus to accommodate
Baxter residents would depend on whether Angus has the ability / space to expand and if they’re willing to
accommodate Baxter’s expansion.
Response: Agreed. Given that growth projections for Baxter are modest beyond the Baxter‐Marshall subdivision, I am
assuming that it could likely be achieved by surcharging or balancing. Expansion of the STP & FM would require
twinning of the FM and construction of a larger wet well (space for both have been accounted for in the facility design) .
Pg 41 – This is confusing. Do you mean minimum setback available between the proposed location of the SPS and
packaged plant and the nearest resident? Also it seems that the option with the lower setback distance (S1) and the
lower land requirement (S1) would receive the lower score. The scoring here seems reversed.
Response: The minimum setback is the setback required to meet design recommendations from MECP. There are
avenues that can allow the setbacks to be reduced, primarily by incorporating odour and noise control. The option with
the smaller land requirement (S1) is expected to be the most advantageous (or least constraining) so it received the
higher score. MECP have approved communal plants with setbacks as low as 30m between the odour emission point
and a residential building.
Pg 44 – Greater than what? This statement is debatable because a package plant will typically have several tanks; all
designed to treat the same volume of water that the SPS is pumping and all with the same relative amount of
headspace, which is a greater probability for fugitive odours. Also, refer to previous comment that odours at a
treatment plant can also be a result of several issues, including poor operation.
Response: I agree this aspect is debatable, and depends on design factors and how operations are completed. For the
SPS, my assumption is that it would be pumped down to a base level, and the tank would then gradually fill up, which
displaces gases out. The gases are in direct contact with raw sewage, and the aerobic state of the raw sewage is not
controlled. There is also potential odour release from the air relief valves along the forcemain. For a treatment plant,
there are more potential sources, but the wastewater is aerobic and partially treated as it migrates through the plant, so
that the potential for odour decreases along the treatment path. I agree regarding the previous comment about
odours and poor operation.
Pg 44 – A biological inhibitor at the SPS might negatively affect the performance of the secondary treatment process at
the Angus plant
Response: Agreed, but that it depends on the inhibitor used. The Township required that Bioxide addition be added to
the SPS design. Bioxide inhibits sulphate‐reducing bacteria, I believe by promoting nitrifying bacteria so should have
limited impact to performance at the Angus plant. Will change wording to reference Bioxide.
Pg 44 – It is typically more difficult to control odours at a treatment plant than at an SPS since there are more areas in a
plant where odours are generated and can escape. The score for S3 on odours seems high.
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Response: In general, agree. For odour control at previous facilities, we have used controlled air from odour source
areas by drawing air for blowers from these areas, however, this is a function of design for Phase III.
Pg 44 – Sludge removal activities would result in S3 having more traffic impacts than S1 since S1 does not require a
similar traffic‐related activity. It seems that S3 should receive a lower score than S1.
Response: Sludge removal is expected to require a few truckloads per month so the number of vehicles is low, and
hauling would occur from private accessways. Traffic impacts along the forcemain would create traffic impacts on
Denney Drive within live traffic. Sludge handling is also seen as neutral within the Township as the S1 option would
increase trucking in Angus whereas S3 increases trucking in Baxter.
Pg 45 – The capital costs presented in the evaluation matrix, appended to the report, should be presented in the body of
the report since cost impacts were the major factor in re‐opening the Class EA.
Response: Agree will add the information in Section 9.3.17
Pg 45 – It seems that both options should score the same because the length of the forcemain is not a factor in whether
the treatment technology will or not. It might also be helpful to present example influent / effluent characteristics for
the existing package treatment plants used in the evaluation matrix in the appendices to support that they can achieve
the required performance.
Response: Agree that the forcemain length is not a factor affecting the treatment technology. However, the forcemain
length was a factor requiring that the design be changed from the simple design considered in the 2012 Class EA to the
more complex design that was eventually arrived at. Agree, will add the information on influent / effluent
characteristics
Pg 47 – Capital costs should be presented and discussed in the body of the report to support this statement.
Response: Agree will add the information in Section 9.3.17
Pg 47 – It would be helpful to present the costs for S1 and the Shakespeare and Mono plants for easy
comparison. These numbers are buried in the appendices, making it difficult for the reader to evaluate the validity of
this conclusion.
Response: Agree will add the information in Section 9.3.17
Pg 48 – Table 2 is the Class EA Agency contact List, not the cost comparison table.
Response: The reference will be corrected. Will add a table of costs within the section
Pg 48 – It would add more support for the scoring if a statement was included that the costs for S3 are based on actual
operating cost of the packaged plants at Shakespeare, Mono and Westhill which is presented in the appendices.
Response: Agreed, will add to the discussions.
Pg 48 – Life‐cycle analyses should be included in the appendices.
Response: Agreed, will add to the section.
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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Liu, Chunmei (MECP) [Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca]
August 26, 2020 4:10 PM
Mike Jones; Rayna Thompson
Papageorgiou, Agni (MECP); Martin, Paul (MECP); Hood, Cindy (MECP)
RE: Announcing Baxter Wastewater Class EA PIC #1 and draft Phase I/II Report

Good afternoon Mike and Rayna;
Thank you very much for updating us on this project. Based on the PIC presentation posted on the project website, we
understand that the preferred alternative solution is to build a new sewage treatment plant in Baxter which is a
Schedule C undertaking under the Municipal Class EA.
The proposed new sewage treatment plant in Baxter can potentially impact air quality in the surround areas of the
facility. Therefore, a quantitative air quality and odour impact assessment should be completed to evaluate alternatives,
quantify local air quality and odour (ou) impacts on nearby sensitive receptors and the environment, and identify
appropriate mitigation measures. The assessment will compare all applicable standards or guidelines with all
contaminants of concern.
A general approach is as follows:
1. Determine the air quality impacts from existing conditions versus future modifications / expansion;
2. Assess odour impacts using OUs and contaminants of concern on key process operations (e.g. ammonia, TRS,
H2S, mercaptans, dimethyl sulphide and dimethyl dishulphide);
3. Development of an existing and future emission inventory;
4. Conduct dispersion modeling to assess the maximum off-site impacts and at sensitive receptors (“Methodology
for modelling assessments of contaminants with 10-minute average standards and guidelines for Odour under
O.Reg.419/05”, September 2016). If elevated odour levels (OUs) are predicted from the dispersion modelling,
then it is recommended to conduct a frequency assessment at the most impacted sensitive receptors; If
modelling results show elevated odour levels (OUs), a site specific meteorological data set may be required for a
frequency assessment during the Class EA process to illustrate that the proposed facility will be in compliance
with local Ontario Regulation 419/05. Please contact MetDataENE@ontario.ca for information regarding site
specific meteorological data.
5. Please note that the current regulatory model version for AERMOD is version 19191 and AERMET 19191 which
is recommended to be used for the quantitative air quality impact assessments during the Class EA process
since it will be require for the ECA application.
6. Compare the predicted existing and future concentrations with O. Reg. 419/05 24-standards and the 10-minute
odour guidelines – “Air Contaminants Benchmarks (ACB) List: Standards, guidelines and screening levels for
assessing point of impingement concentrations for air contaminants:” (MECP, 2020);
7. If required, mitigation measures should be addressed and discussed.
If you have any questions regarding comments above, please feel free to contact me for further discussion or teleconference for
clarification.
Thank you,

Chunmei Liu | Regional EA and Planning Coordinator

Environmental Assessment Branch, Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca |
Website: http://www.ene.gov.on.ca/

If you have any accommodation needs or require communication supports or alternate formats, please let me know.
Si vous avez des besoins en matière d’adaptation, ou si vous nécessitez des aides à la communication ou des médias
substituts, veuillez me le faire savoir.
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From: Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Sent: August-19-20 2:58 PM
To: Rayna Thompson <Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>
Subject: Announcing Baxter Wastewater Class EA PIC #1 and draft Phase I/II Report
CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.

Hello:
Please find attached an announcement regarding Public Information Centre (PIC) #1 for the Baxter Wastewater Class EA,
scheduled for August 25, 2020 from 3:30 to 7:30pm. A link is also available for the documents. The PIC will be held at
the Township’s outdoor covered skating rink at 119 Murphy Road.
I will be uploading the PIC information panels to the same link and expect they will be available on Monday or Tuesday
next week. I will also include a comment form so that people can respond by email or print and mail it to myself or
Rayna Thompson. Our contact information is on the announcement too.
The digital information and the information panels at the PIC will be the same so that people can choose to review the
digital file or come to the PIC as they choose.
Regards, Mike
-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101
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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lee Bull [lbull@nvca.on.ca]
September 9, 2020 3:56 PM
'Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com'
Mike Jones
NVCA Comments - Marshall Baxter Sewage Treatment Plant - NVCA ID # 21257

Good afternoon Rayna
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA) staff is pleased to provide comments on the
slide presentation prepared for the August 25, 2020 Public Information Centre for the above
noted EA.
NVCA staff has reviewed the following:


Azimuth Environmental, Brookfield Development (Baxter) – Sewage Treatment Plant EA,
Public Information Center – Slideshow Presentation, Aug 2020

Upon completion of our review, we offer the following comments:
1. It is not evident that a footprint for the proposed local treatment facility has been
determined at this time. However Figure 5 in the PIC slideshows depicts several
candidate locations. Candidate locations #3 and #5 appear closest to the proposed
receiving body (Nottawasaga River), but it is not clear these would require any
encroachment into natural areas and/or regulated features associated with the river
corridor. There are no details provided with regard to potential siting of the force main
and outfall location.
2. Further assessment work should identify a location for the Sewage Treatment Plant (STP)
that avoids impacts to regulated features and setbacks, as well as other significant
natural heritage features associated with the Nottawasaga River corridor. The river
corridor east of Baxter contains multiple mapped, unevaluated wetland communities
which are regulated by the NVCA. The corridor is also designated as a provinciallysignificant life-science Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI). The ANSI is
recognized for its representation of river valley vegetation types, including a mosaic of
upland, valley slope, and floodplain forests. Site-specific natural heritage details are
unavailable based on the information provided in the PIC. Any proposal to site
infrastructure within or adjacent to the river corridor would require detailed study to
assess site-specific impacts and mitigation plans.
3. NVCA staff should be consulted regarding the scope of studies for reviewing candidate
infrastructure locations.
4. NVCA will expect that any wastewater effluent discharged into the Nottawasaga River will
be of the highest quality regardless of STP size.
5. Wastewater effluent discharged to the Nottawasaga River near Baxter will need to be
cognizant of Lake Sturgeon (endangered) populations, spawning and rearing habitat.
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6. The following must be considered, but not limited to, when selecting the preferred sewage
treatment plant (STP) location:
o STP must be sited beyond all natural hazards (i.e. flood, erosion, and hazardous
soils)
o Minimize watercourse crossings of the sanitary sewer alignment from Baxter
community to the STP
o Minimize environmental disturbance (i.e. clearing, etc.)
o Consider outfall location and potential erosion concerns (i.e. meanders, field visit to
determine watercourse stability, etc.)
We trust the foregoing is of assistance to you. Please feel free to contact the undersigned
should you wish to discuss these comments further.
Sincerely,
Lee J. Bull, MCIP, RPP | Manager, Planning Services
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
8195 8th Line, Utopia, ON L0M 1T0
T 705-424-1479 ext. 231 │F 705-424-2115
lbull@nvca.on.ca │nvca.on.ca

I am currently working remotely as the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority is taking preventative measures to
limit the spread of COVID-19. You may experience some delays or disruptions as we follow recommendations of
health professionals to slow the virus from spreading.
This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the
original message.
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Mike Jones

Subject:
Attachments:

Liu, Chunmei (MECP) [Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca]
October 19, 2020 11:02 AM
Mike Jones; Rayna Thompson
Papageorgiou, Agni (MECP); Hood, Cindy (MECP); Belayneh, Ted (MECP); Shen, Lisai
(MECP)
RE: Baxter EA Amendment and ACS- TSS Technical Comments
ReviewMemo_BaxterEA&ACS.pdf

Importance:

High

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Good morning Mike;
Thank you very much for your email response regarding the ministry’s air comments for this project.
Please also find the attached memo as the ministry’s technical comments on the assimilative capacity study for this
project. If your project team have any questions, please let us know.
The ministry staff will review the draft EA report for this project to address any significant concerns before the notice of
completion is issued.
Thank you, Chunmei
From: Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Sent: September-11-20 4:12 PM
To: Liu, Chunmei (MECP) <Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca>; Rayna Thompson
<Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>
Cc: Papageorgiou, Agni (MECP) <Agni.Papageorgiou@ontario.ca>; Martin, Paul (MECP) <Paul.D.Martin@ontario.ca>;
Hood, Cindy (MECP) <cindy.hood@ontario.ca>
Subject: RE: Announcing Baxter Wastewater Class EA PIC #1 and draft Phase I/II Report
CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.
Hello, Chunmei:
Thank you for the response regarding the Baxter Class EA. As you note, the Phase 2 report concludes with a
recommendation to establish a local treatment plant to service the community, and particularly the new subdivision of
253 homes.
Your response has focused on air quality and that is one of the factors that would be considered during the Phase 3
evaluations, which would establish a recommended design concept (incorporating treatment technology, location and
discharge aspects). We have already been planning to incorporate air quality factors in evaluating potential locations
and also to evaluate design alternatives that reduce the potential for odour generation, and basing these components
on the potential air quality impacts and potential impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. Full modelling requires
definition of location for emission points, source characterization, generation rates from various components of the
plant, all of which is the outcome from the Phase 3 evaluation.
The current condition would reflect the construction of a sewage pumping station as was previously validated through
the previous Class EA. In fact, the potential for air quality impacts and additional requirements for air release valving
and the use of chemical addition to mitigate odour was one of the factors in Brookfield’s decision to re-open the Class
EA.
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The evaluation of potential air quality impacts will also be utilized to evaluate the need for design components such as
stack design and odour mitigation components. We also note that many small community plants operate effectively
without odour mitigation.
Regards, Mike
-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101

From: Liu, Chunmei (MECP) [mailto:Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca]
Sent: August 26, 2020 4:10 PM
To: Mike Jones; Rayna Thompson
Cc: Papageorgiou, Agni (MECP); Martin, Paul (MECP); Hood, Cindy (MECP)
Subject: RE: Announcing Baxter Wastewater Class EA PIC #1 and draft Phase I/II Report

Good afternoon Mike and Rayna;
Thank you very much for updating us on this project. Based on the PIC presentation posted on the project website, we
understand that the preferred alternative solution is to build a new sewage treatment plant in Baxter which is a
Schedule C undertaking under the Municipal Class EA.
The proposed new sewage treatment plant in Baxter can potentially impact air quality in the surround areas of the
facility. Therefore, a quantitative air quality and odour impact assessment should be completed to evaluate alternatives,
quantify local air quality and odour (ou) impacts on nearby sensitive receptors and the environment, and identify
appropriate mitigation measures. The assessment will compare all applicable standards or guidelines with all
contaminants of concern.
A general approach is as follows:
1. Determine the air quality impacts from existing conditions versus future modifications / expansion;
2. Assess odour impacts using OUs and contaminants of concern on key process operations (e.g. ammonia, TRS,
H2S, mercaptans, dimethyl sulphide and dimethyl dishulphide);
3. Development of an existing and future emission inventory;
4. Conduct dispersion modeling to assess the maximum off-site impacts and at sensitive receptors (“Methodology
for modelling assessments of contaminants with 10-minute average standards and guidelines for Odour under
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O.Reg.419/05”, September 2016). If elevated odour levels (OUs) are predicted from the dispersion modelling,
then it is recommended to conduct a frequency assessment at the most impacted sensitive receptors; If
modelling results show elevated odour levels (OUs), a site specific meteorological data set may be required for a
frequency assessment during the Class EA process to illustrate that the proposed facility will be in compliance
with local Ontario Regulation 419/05. Please contact MetDataENE@ontario.ca for information regarding site
specific meteorological data.
5. Please note that the current regulatory model version for AERMOD is version 19191 and AERMET 19191 which
is recommended to be used for the quantitative air quality impact assessments during the Class EA process
since it will be require for the ECA application.
6. Compare the predicted existing and future concentrations with O. Reg. 419/05 24-standards and the 10-minute
odour guidelines – “Air Contaminants Benchmarks (ACB) List: Standards, guidelines and screening levels for
assessing point of impingement concentrations for air contaminants:” (MECP, 2020);
7. If required, mitigation measures should be addressed and discussed.
If you have any questions regarding comments above, please feel free to contact me for further discussion or teleconference for
clarification.
Thank you,

Chunmei Liu | Regional EA and Planning Coordinator
Environmental Assessment Branch, Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca |
Website: http://www.ene.gov.on.ca/

If you have any accommodation needs or require communication supports or alternate formats, please let me know.
Si vous avez des besoins en matière d’adaptation, ou si vous nécessitez des aides à la communication ou des médias
substituts, veuillez me le faire savoir.
From: Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Sent: August-19-20 2:58 PM
To: Rayna Thompson <Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>
Subject: Announcing Baxter Wastewater Class EA PIC #1 and draft Phase I/II Report
CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.

Hello:
Please find attached an announcement regarding Public Information Centre (PIC) #1 for the Baxter Wastewater Class EA,
scheduled for August 25, 2020 from 3:30 to 7:30pm. A link is also available for the documents. The PIC will be held at
the Township’s outdoor covered skating rink at 119 Murphy Road.
I will be uploading the PIC information panels to the same link and expect they will be available on Monday or Tuesday
next week. I will also include a comment form so that people can respond by email or print and mail it to myself or
Rayna Thompson. Our contact information is on the announcement too.
The digital information and the information panels at the PIC will be the same so that people can choose to review the
digital file or come to the PIC as they choose.
Regards, Mike
-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
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3381 Steeles Avenue East
Suite 100
Toronto, ON, M2H 3S7

Date of
Meeting:

September 29, 2020

Project:

Marshall Subdivision – Baxter
Township of Essa
Simcoe County

Location:

Teams Meeting – Conference Call

Purpose:

Review of Township Comments on
Draft Phase I/II EA Report following
PIC#1

Phone: (905) 948-4732
Fax: (905) 477-9001

MEETING Minutes (rev1)

Invitees:
Michael Mikael, Township of Essa (PW)
David Murphy, Brookfield Properties

Rayna Thompson, Brookfield Properties
Mike Jones, Azimuth Environmental

The following is a summary of the above referenced meeting. Please advise of any errors or omissions .
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

The following minutes are in relation to the comments raised by the Township of Essa in the letter dated
September 17, 2020, as well as the response discussion points provided by Azimuth via email on September
25, 2020. The comments and discussion points are included as an attachment to the minutes.
1.

Section 10.4 – Public Safety

1.1.

Township’s comment was on the basis that we should be comparing apples to apples, and that
the same amount of reserve storage capacity should be provided for both facilities.

1.2.

Azimuth and Brookfield confirmed that the sewage pumping station (SPS) facility is final, with
the Township and Ainley having accepted the design, and the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks (MECP) having issued the Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA).
The existing approved design will not be modified to provide additional storage, and therefore
the alternatives will receive different scores.

2.

Section 10.3.9 – Odour

2.1.

Azimuth indicated that, in his experience, most small packaged sewage treatment plants (STPs)
do not implement active odour control. However, odour control was a component of the designs
and the report was not intended to suggest that odour controls be omitted.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

2.2.

For the SPS, each time the pumps operate, it creates new headspace, and therefore the
opportunity for more odour generation. The currently approved design includes active pumping
of the headspace gases and mandatory treatment for the expelled gas. For packaged STPs,
the headspace is typically less, and the odour controlled through design components, resulting
in less opportunity for odour generation.

2.3.

The report will be updated to reflect that the any STP will include for odour control and/or odour
mitigation, as required.

3.

Section 10.3.10 – Traffic

3.1.

General discussion in keeping with the discussion points of September 25, 2020. No action
required.

4.

Section 9.3.9 – Addresses Desires of Existing Residents

4.1.

General discussion of how to ensure the comments and concerns of the existing residents who
provided written submissions should be captured in the report. Whether this item continues to
be an evaluation criteria or not, the written comments received will be included in the appendix
of the report.

4.2.

This matter will be discussed further between Brookfield and Azimuth and incorporated into the
final report.

5.

Section 10.3.13 – Proven Technology and Track Record

5.1.

Township’s primary concerns relate to the reference of RBC technology, which they are not
prepared to support.

5.2.

Brookfield and Azimuth explained that the evaluation is based on there being a variety of proven
technologies that the MECP could readily approve, and the proposed technology will be
determined as part of the next phase of the EA.

5.3.

The inclusion of RBC technology is identified for a number of reasons, which include that
Brookfield and Azimuth have actual as-constructed costs for a similarly sized facility, as well as
operation and maintenance costs for the facility for a period of 5-years.

5.4.

Further discussion of various technologies will be incorporated into the report and Brookfield
and Azimuth will try to refine the text in this section to reduce or remove references to RBC
technology.

6.

Section 10.3.14 – Allow for Mitigation or Repair if the System Malfunctions

6.1.

The text in this section will be refined to draw attention to the fact that mitigation and/or repair of
a STP would be within the confines of the facility, whereas in the instance of the SPS & FM, it
could be within the SPS or anywhere along the alignment of the FM. In both instances,
depending on the nature of the required mitigation or repair, trucked transfer of sewage to
Angus may be required.

7.

Section 10.3.16 – Protect Surface Water Regime

7.1.

It was agreed that a local STP is more protective of surface water. The evaluation of the criteria
will remain.
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8.

Section 10.3.18 – Capital Cost

8.1.

Township requested breakdown of how capital costs were calculated.

8.2.

Azimuth to provide costs for the facilities identified in Table 5 to show capital costs for each
facility, as well as the average and/or range for the technologies used for those plants. Azimuth
also to show the specific information and how the values were adjusted for the Consumer Price
Index (CPI).

9.

Section 10.3.19 – Maintenance Cost

9.1.

Azimuth to provide detailed information for the comparative facilities and formulas for how the
values were determined. The Township will review and may circulate to OCWA for their
feedback as well.

10.

Section 10.3.20 – Operating Cost

10.1.

Azimuth to provide detailed information for the comparative facilities and formulas for how the
values were determined. The Township will review and may circulate to OCWA for their
feedback as well.

11.

Section 10.3.21 – Life Cycle Cost

11.1.

The amortization will be over a period of 25-years. No need to amortize concrete separately
over 50-years.

11.2.

Breakdown of amortization calculations to be provided to the Township. The units for lifecycle
costs are $$/year/each property served.

12.

Section 10.3.22 – Manpower Requirements

12.1.

Values were based on the recommended maintenance activities for the detailed design of the
SPS, data from comparative facilities and OCWA regarding the operations of the Angus plant.
Azimuth to provide detailed information for the comparative facilities and formulas for how the
values were determined. The Township will review and may circulate to OCWA for their
feedback as well.

13.

Part “A”

13.1.

Brookfield and Azimuth indicated that the intent is not to publish another draft of the report for
review and input, as the typical process for Class EA reports is to provide a draft for comments
and review, and then a final report addresses the received information. Updates will be made,
and information circulated to the Township per the above noted items.

13.2.

The Township noted that when the information to address the comments has been provided,
they will need to circulate to Council (not required to be presented to Council through a Council
Report).

13.3.

Brookfield and Azimuth advised that it is not typical to publish multiple drafts of a report, or to
have a participant (not proponent or co-proponent) sign off on a finalized report.
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14.

Part “B”

14.1.

Home depreciation

14.1.1.

The Township received a number of complaints and threats from homeowners that they would
take legal action against the Township for depreciation of home values.

14.1.2.

Township referenced litigation in Alberta (possibly Mackenzie Towne) where residents initiating
legal action against the City of Calgary. Township to provide information regarding this matter.

14.1.3.

Township’s concerns regarding home depreciation are based on comments received from
residents.

14.1.4.

Brookfield noted that it is common for new development to increase property values for homes
on adjacent properties. All agreed that the outcome of the Phase III evaluation regarding
location, technology, and how issues such as odour or noise are addressed would consider
residents intents and ability to launch legal action.

14.1.5.

Brookfield to provide a written response to the Township on how potential action re: home value
depreciation is to be dealt with. The Township has requested that this be in the form of a Letter
of U

14.2.

Risk Contingency Plan & Agreement

14.2.1.

It is typical for there to be a 2-3 year warranty from the time the facility has been turned on and
is operational where the Developer is responsible for the operation and repair of the facility.

14.2.2.

Brookfield would expect to contribute to the capital reserve fund for unoccupied homes within
the development.

14.2.3.

Brookfield referenced the rate study prepared by Watson for the Mono Facility, and identified
that the actual costs of operating the facility are quite close to those expenses identified in the
report. A copy is to be provided to the Township for information. [Post-Meeting Note: Provided
via email on October 7, 2020]

14.2.4.

Brookfield to provide a written response to the Township on this matter. The Township has
requested that this be in the form of a Letter of Understanding.

15.

General Discussion

15.1.

Township made it very clear that they are not supportive of an RBC facility, but could get on
board with an alternative technology. Brookfield and Azimuth also noted that they are not
favouring RBC technology; however, it will be evaluated as part of the Phase 3 work.

15.2.

The objective is to have a STP that can be easily operated by Brookfield, and easily turned over
to the Municipality.

15.3.

Azimuth referenced the site visit undertaken in 2019 to the MSBR in Shakespeare by the
Township, Ainley, OCWA, Brookfield, and Azimuth. Azimuth would be happy to arrange a site
visit to local plants and/or to Shakespeare so the Township can have concrete examples of
plant design and operations.

15.4.

Reference was made to previous discussion regarding the operation of smaller FMs. The
operation of smaller FMs where there is not a lot of sewage to push through (like Baxter), is
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challenging, and the complexities to make the FM operate well. The approved design did
balance these issues with activities like flushing, which would increase volume but dilute the raw
sewage being sent to Angus.
15.5.

Township noted that when it comes to plant selection, OCWA will be providing input to the Town
regarding operation and maintenance components.

16.

Next Steps

16.1.

Submit financial information to the Township for items 8.2 (capital costs), 9.1 (Maintenance
Cost), 10.1 (Operating Cost), 11.1 (life cycle costs), and 12.1 (Manpower Requirements).

16.2.

Finalize and post Phase I/II Report.

16.3.

Proceed with Phase III work. In keeping with the Phase I/II work, a preliminary draft of the
report will be circulated to the Township for review and comment prior to finalizing the draft and
issuing to the Public as part of PIC #2.
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Rayna Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Friday, September 25, 2020 2:50 PM
Rayna Thompson; Michael Mikael
RE: Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase I/II Draft Report _ Review/Comments _Township
of Essa

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

CAUTION: EXTERNAL MAIL

Hi, Michael:
Thank you for providing your comments on the Phase II report. We have reviewed them and provide some summary
information so that we can discuss each at our meeting next week.
Our responses to the Township’s comments in red italics:
Comments on the Comparative factors (including new factors introduced to the draft report):
‐

10.3.4 Public Safety: It seems that both alternatives shall receive the same score. The 2 hours limited design
reserve storage capacity at ADF for S3 can be refined to accommodate the targeted 6 hours at ADF.
o The design of the facility for S3 has already been completed to the satisfaction of the Township, Ainley and
OCWA. An ECA for the facility has already been issued by the MECP. The SPS design is considered final.

‐

10.3.9 Odour: It seems that the scoring is reversed (S4 shall receive 7 & S3 shall receive 10). The last paragraph
stated "Both facilities can be designed to control odour. S3 has a greater risk of creating odour because it does
not include oxidation in the SPS and the tank headspace is greater". (Greater than what?). This is debatable
because a packaged treatment plant will typically have a several tanks, all designed to treat the same volume of
water that the SPS is pumping and all with the same relative amount of heads pace, which is greater probability
for fugitive odours, Also odours at a treatment plant can also be a result of several issues including poor
operation which is common. It is typically more difficult to control odours at a treatment plant than at an SPS
since there are more areas in a plant where odours are generated and can escape. Also, paragraph no.6 stated
that “control odour management and mitigation process will be a contingency rather than a requirement to the
design". Furthermore, section 9.4 stated that the construction of a local communal treatment system in Baxter
"Based on experience at other facilities (what other facilities?), active treatment is typically not required as long
as the sewage is maintained in an aerobic state. "For Baxter, odour control is not considered a requirement for
the initial plant design". Basically the report concluded (based on section no.6 & no.9) that there will be no need
for any odour control for alternative S4 based on the experience in other facilities that some have already
malfunctioned Finally, the sludge removal and trucking process will have impact on the Odour.
o Headspace is the distance between the sewage and the surface of the tank/structure.
 In the SPS, the lead pump turns on at elevation 211.55 and the surface elevation is 220.40,
resulting in 8.85m of headspace. In the instance where the high level alarm is triggered, sewage
is at an elevation of 215.20, resulting in 5.2m of head space. The approved SPS design includes
active ventilation and will be venting headspace gas from the wet well on a continual basis. The
active ventilation of the headspace is ~789m3/hr, which is the volume of air within the headspace
that will be expelled. Providing active ventilation is an added mitigation component of the facility
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design, and will require upkeep and maintenance to ensure optimal performance. Although
active ventilation is being provided at the wet well, there is still the opportunity for fugitive odours
to be released. In addition, there will be untreated odours being released from the air relief
valves along the forcemain alignment.
 In a SBR or modified SBR facility, the headspace is typically in the order of 0.5‐1m. In an RBC
facility, the treatment tank liquid levels are static and is not actively vented.
o The referenced facility that has malfunctioned is the Watermark facility in the Town of Mono. While the
draft Phase I/II document references an RBC facility in the Town of Mono, this is not the same
facility. The article (link in comments on section 10.3.13 below) was constructed as part of the
Watermark condominium development by Aragon (Hockley) Development Corp. It is unclear how the
failure of the Watermark facility impacts on the odour section of the draft report.
‐

10.3.10 Traffic: It seems that both alternatives shall receive the same score. The factors for Alternative S4 did
not reflect the impact of maintenance/operations schedules when compared to alternative S3. Sludge removal
activates would result in having more traffic impact.
o Maintenance and operation of S4 would take place in the facility as part of the routine visits, whereas S3
requires periodic inspection and maintenance along the FM alignment. Maintenance for the forcemain
will require temporary, regular blockages of active lanes on Denney Drive. This has substantially more
impact to traffic than a small number of additional trucks.
o Sludge removal activities are accounted for in the evaluation of S4 in the 3rd paragraph (estimated to be 2‐
4 loads every 2 months).

‐

9.3.9 Addresses desires of existing residents: This should be restored back to the comparative factors and to
reflect the actual resident desire based on the August public consultation. From the provided comments. The
Baxter residents have zero desire with respect to option S4 and almost everyone is in favour of option S3. It
seems that S3 shall receive a score of 10 and S4 shall receive a score of zero.
o This section was removed from the draft report as a result of considering the Township’s previous
comments.
o The written comments of a select number of participants does not correlate to zero desire for a local
STP. Eight written comments were submitted and two explicitly are against an STP in Baxter. Others do
not like particular aspects, such as the potential to discharge to the North Tributary.
o The written comments will be provided in the appendix of the finalized report.
o Consideration can be given to removing the evaluation criteria associated with addressing the desires
of the Developer.

‐

10.3.13 Proven Technology and Track record: It seems that both alternatives shall receive the same score. Third
paragraph stated that "the design velocity in the forcemain is 0.6 m/s which is below the MECP recommended
range of 0.8 to 2.5 m/s therefore the wastewater flow regime is at or below the range where clogging is a risk."
This seems to be a design requirement that can be enhanced by improving other design parameters.
Furthermore; table 5, examples of communal plants serving smaller communities included examples in other
communities that have already malfunctioned/failed (Town of Mono https://www.orangeville.com/news‐
story/9223842‐town‐of‐mono‐sues‐watermark‐builders‐for‐wastewater‐treatment‐plant‐failure/ ). The
consultant shall name the proposed technology.
o The design of the forcemain for S3 has already been completed to the satisfaction of the Township, Ainley
and OCWA. An ECA for the forcemain has already been issued by the MECP. The SPS design was peer
reviewed by Ainley and OCWA, and comments were satisfactorily addressed. The design is considered to
be final. Changing liquid velocity requires changing pipe diameter which was optimized during the
design process.
o The intent of Phase 2 of the EA is to determine the preferred alternative for servicing the development
(SPS & FM vs. STP). The detailed evaluation between different technologies will be undertaken during
Phase 3.
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o The intent of this section is to identify small communal STPs that serve communities that serve
communities of a similar size to the Baxter plant.
o This section was augmented from the original draft report to address Ainley’s comments of July 9,
2020. Ainley’s comments also point to significant issues with long forcemains with limited volume,
particularly in reference to the Springwater facilities.
‐

10.3.14 Allow for Mitigation or Repair if the System Malfunctions: It seems that both shall receive the same
score. Especially when the report is utilizing examples in other communities S4 that is already malfunctioning.
o This section provides an evaluation on the degree to which the alternatives can be maintained and
repaired, with preference for readily available and industry‐standard parts.
o As described in this section, S3 received a lower score due to the difficulties in identifying leaks and/or
failures on the underground FM alignment. Similarly, repairs or replacement of sections of the
forcemain would involve road closures and/or stream crossings. It may also have requirements to turn
off the forcemain for repair periods as there is no redundancy.

‐

10.3.16 Protect surface water regime: It seems that both alternatives shall receive the same score since both
effluents will be directed to the Nottawasaga river. Furthermore; utilizing the concept that alternative S3 would
cross four streams to get to Angus shall only apply to 10.3.15 "Protect ground water regime".
o Should there be a leak in the FM at one of the 4 water crossings, the raw sewage has the potential to
migrate upwards to the surface water.

‐

10.3.18 Capital Cost: I believe this is not a valid comparison item to compare detailed design project to an
unnamed technology ( RBC, SBR,MSBR,MBR,MBBR .... ) or other communities where systems have already
malfunctioned/failed as stated above.
o As previously noted, the purpose of Phase 2 of the EA is to determine a preferred alternative for servicing
the community (i.e. SPS & FM vs. STP).
o It is premature to provide detailed design costs for a proposed STP at this stage of the EA, as the location,
technology, discharge location, etc. have not yet been determined.
o The costing included in this section is based on actual construction costs realized for 2 similar sized
facilities. The construction costs have been converted to a per house amount for comparison purposes.
o Once again, the failure referenced is not the same plant being referenced in the draft Phase I/II report.

‐

10.3.19 Maintenance Cost: Maintenance cost for S4 seems low. It seems both alternatives shall receive same
score.
o The maintenance costs are based upon input provided from OCWA and on the maintenance requirements
defined during the SPS / forcemain design.
o It is unclear on what basis the Township feels that the maintenance costs are low. As stated in the report,
the values provided for maintenance represent the actual maintenance costs being incurred for the
referenced facilities.

‐

10.3.20 Operating Cost: It seems that both alternatives shall receive the same score. The fluctuation in the
provided operating cost for alternative S4 make it unfair to validate the rating criteria until a specific system is
identified.
o The operating cost for S3 is based on input from OCWA. The S3 operating costs include cost for the SPS,
the forcemain and an incremental cost at Angus so there are three elements to be considered, whereas
S4 is a single element.
o The operating costs for S4 is based on the actual operating costs being incurred for the referenced
facilities.
o It is unclear how the fluctuation in the operating cost for S4 makes it unfair to validate the rating
criteria. The information provided demonstrates an upper and lower range of probable operating costs.
o The Mono RBC facility is the more costly STP to operate at $230,000/year, which is less than the projected
operating cost for a SPS & FM in Baxter. RBC facilities are typically very energy intensive to
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operate. Should an alternative technology be selected as part of the Phase 3, the operating costs would
be lower.
‐

10.3.21 Life Cycle Cost: It seems that both alternatives shall receive the same score. This shall be revised to
reflect more clear operating cost, maintenance cost, capital cost for S4. "Life cycle costs are quantitatively
evaluated using a formula that reflects the sum of the Capital costs plus the maintenance and operations cost
plus the maintenance and operations cost for 25 years, divided by the number of houses divided by 25 years".
The provided slides at the public consultation included unclear information (i.e. replacement cost is
$1099.80/year for 25 years for life cycle costs .... ). We are still unsure if this a valid comparative factor since the
proven technology for S4 still unknown. A detailed breakdown for all costs associated with the life Cycle
costs/evaluation shall be included in the next submission. 10.3.22.
o Lifecycle costs should have units of “cost per year per house”. With capital cost, maintenance cost and
operating cost all lower for S4, the lifecycle costs are also lower, and therefore they should not receive
the same score. Although it was not factored in directly, replacement or upgrading of equipment is more
straightforward for S3 compared to replacement of the forcemain as components are arranged
redundantly, and the lifecycle of the concrete structure is longer than the 25 years considered.

‐

Manpower requirements: It seems alternative S3 shall be scored higher than S4. The comparative factor for S4
did not count for any requirement for poor operations/biological upset of the process which is very common
issues. Especially when utilizing examples in other communities that already malfunctioned.
o The evaluation of alternative S3 also did not account for any issues with respect to poor operation.
o It is not typical to evaluate items based on poor operation. Items such at this are captured in section
10.3.14 “Allow for Mitigation or Repair if the System Malfunctions”.

The Township will require the completion of the following Part "A" and Part 118" before closing the Baxter Class EA
Amendment Phase I/II draft report (Azimuth,2020):
Part “A”
Once the draft report is finalized, the Township will conduct another review with respect to the above comments. The
Township will also require feedback from the following bodies on the final report before closing the Baxter Class EA
Amendment Phase I/II draft report (Azimuth,2020).
‐ Ministry of Environment (MOE)
‐ Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA)
‐ Indigenous communities
‐ Consultation with OCWA
o The Township is a participant / stakeholder in the process. The report will not be considered final until
completion of Phase 3 of the EA.
o We will be addressing comments received from the NVCA and MECP.
o We will address comments from the indigenous communities, should comments be provided. We cannot
force agencies to provide comment or feedback. Consultation for First Nations was undertaken during
the 2012 Class EA and for the Notice of Commencement and the Phase 2 Report. Comments have not
been received regarding any of these documents.
o It is unclear why OCWA was not engaged by the Township as part of the review of the draft report at the
time of PIC#1. OCWA was circulated with the notice that the report had been issued.
Part “B”
A meeting between the Township and the developer and a potential agreement to address the following:
‐ Depreciation of existing home values: During the month of June, July, August of 2020 the Township received
several complaints & threats that the existing residents will be taking legal actions against the Township and the
developer for the anticipated depreciation of the existing home values.
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o As previously requested, the Township should refer commenters to Brookfield so that their comments can
be considered and addressed. It is unclear how an appropriate STP located appropriately distant to
existing houses affects property values, particularly compared to the relative effect of an
SPS. Community STPs are relatively common in nearby communities, such as Snow Valley, and do not
appear to have a depreciative effect.
‐

Risk Contingency Plan & Agreement: The Township is a small municipality with a very limited financial
capacity/reserve. Some of the proposed alternative options have a common malfunction/failure issue. Also, an
extended warranty/retainer shall be discussed to ensure the liability of the system and allow the Township to
generate reserves during the first few years to operate/maintain the preferred alternative. The Township may
require OCWA's consultation during this stage.
o As previously identified, the Mono plant described in the report is not the plant you referred to as having
failed. We would also note a difference between failure and non‐compliance. Brookfield will be the
owner and responsible party for the infrastructure until it is transferred to the Township, which is likely to
be several years and will demonstrate an appropriate track record at their cost. It is typical that a
reserve fund be established and funds from utility fees are reserved for financial items, and we assume
that the Township already does this for your other facilities. We welcome OCWA’s inclusion in these
discussions, and OCWA was part of the team that led to the SPS / forcemain design. There has also been
some discussion that OCWA would be Brookfield’s operators until ownership is transferred, which
Brookfield is willing to entertain. This would create continuity for operations through this period.

Regards, Mike

‐‐
Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721‐8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790‐7101

From: Michael Mikael <mmikael@essatownship.on.ca>
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 10:25 AM
To: Rayna Thompson <Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>; Mike Jones
<Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Cc: Colleen Healey <chealey@essatownship.on.ca>
Subject: RE: Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase I/II Draft Report _ Review/Comments _Township of Essa
CAUTION: EXTERNAL MAIL
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Good morning Rayna & Mike,
Please find the attached letter regarding the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase I/II Draft Report.
Best Regards,

Michael Mikael, P.Eng
Manager of Public Works
Township of Essa
mmikael@essatownship.on.ca
705‐424‐9917 ext. 135
Information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any
review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the
intended recipient is prohibited.If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer.
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Review Memo
Re: Baxter Class EA Amendment, Phase I/II Report and Assimilative
Assessment Update
Oct 15, 2020

Reference Document:
Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase I/II Report, Township of Essa, prepared for
Brookfield Properties, prepared by Azimuth Environmental Consulting Inc. August 2020
Marshall Baxter Subdivision Development-Assimilative Capacity Study Update,
Azimuth Environmental Consulting Inc. March 2020
Marshall Baxter Development: Feasibility Level Assimilation Assessment,
Hutchinson Environmental Sciences Ltd, February 2011

Background
The Town of Essa completed a Municipal Class EA in 2012 for a waste treatment plan
for a proposed Baxter Marshall subdivision. As part of the EA process, Hutchinson
completed a Feasibility Level Assimilation Assessment (2011) to investigate the
feasibility of a surface water discharge of treated effluent into the Nottawasaga River.
The 2011 ACS concluded that such discharge is feasible and recommended that
treated effluent be discharged into the Nottawasaga River main branch compared with
the option to discharge into North Tributary. However, the Class EA identified a
different preferred solution, that is to transfer and pump the waste water to Angus
Sewage Treatment Plant. The Angus STP discharges treated sewage into
Nottawasaga River over 10km further downstream.
The current Class EA seeks an amendment to 2012 EA by reconsidering the
alternative solutions. At this time, the Phase I/II Amendment report, dated August 2020
is completed in draft and submitted for this review. An Assimilative Capacity Update
dated March 2020 has also been submitted in support of the amendment.
The Phase I/II EA amendment report recommends a local sewage treatment plant as
the preferred alternative. The report also indicates that the two local discharge options
considered in 2011 (i.e. discharge to the Main Branch and discharge to the North
Tributary) are both feasible. Further analysis regarding this is provided in the ACS
Update report.
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The alternative design options for implementing the preferred alternative, including
confirmation of the discharge location and determination of applicable effluent quality
targets are to be evaluated and confirmed in a future Schedule C Class EA that will be
undertaken to fulfil phases III & IV of the EA.
The comments provided in this memo are based on review of the draft Phase I/II report
(August 2020) and the ACS Update report (March 2020).

EA Report
The current EA study is based on the assumption that existing residences (~128
residences or ~400 people) that currently are served by private septic systems will not
be serviced by the proposed STP.
In the draft Phase I/II EA document, the preferred alternative includes a local sewage
treatment plant with rated average daily flow of 227 m3/d, with a dry weather peak flow
of 874 m3/d and a wet weather peak flow of 1375 m3/d. These estimates are lower
than the values provided as part of the 2012 EA. There are also some discrepancies in
the flow used in the main EA Report and ACS Update. The ACS Update report
considers both the 2012 estimate (conservative scenario) and the updated current
(lower) estimate:
Proposed subdivision
No. of Residential properties
Daily domestic flow (L/day/person)
Ave daily flow (m3/d)

Current EA
253
280
227

ACS Update
253
450 or 320
360 or 259

2012 EA
250
450
360

For our purposes, we have used the flow estimates, as provided. However, others may
have additional comments on the estimation of flows and this may also affect the
design considerations (such as effluent targets) for the proposed plant.

ACS Update
Th ACS Update remains a high-level feasibility study. Location of the treatment plant
and technology to be used have not been decided. Effluent targets will also be finalised
during the Schedule C Class EA that will consider the alternative designs.
The Report proposed the following effluent targets for the Onsite STP for the higher
(conservative) design flow of 360 m3/day (4.2 L/sec), and for either potential discharge
location in the Nottawasaga River:
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Comment
1. Discharge to the Main River (Option 1): We do not have major concerns with the
proposal to discharge to the Main Branch of the Nottawasaga River to the east of
Baxter. The studies show that the River has adequate assimilative capacity even
under the conservative scenario. Therefore, we have no objections to the proposed
effluent targets. We note that the analysis provided in the report can be fine-tuned:
• Stream Flow: the report uses a 7Q20 flow 1160 L/s for Nottawasaga River at
Baxter. Flow stats at Baxter should be calculated using long-term flow data from
WSC 02ED003;
•

Water Quality: Average TP concentration for the Main Branch has been
determined to be 0.05 mg/L. Generally, 75th percentile is used to determine
background water quality condition at site-specific level. There should be
enough PWQMN data to generate percentiles and assess water quality for
Nottawasaga River at Baxter.

2. Discharge to the NorthTributary (Option 2): Based on current data and information
provided we cannot support the proposal to discharge to North Tributary:
•

Limited flow data to arrive at a low flow estimation or to prove the tributary has
enough assimilative capacity. The current used 7Q20 of 170L/s seems an
overestimation based on contributing watershed area ratio between the main
channel and at the North Trib;

•

From existing water quality data, the North Trib seems to meet PWQO therefore
Policy 1 can be applied unless proven otherwise;

•

The 2011 Hutchinson ACS did not support this option due to the following
reasons:
o significantly less assimilative capacity
o

groundwater support and good quality aquatic community
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•

It seems that storm water from the subdivision is proposed to be outlet into the
North Trib. Please note we generally do not support the discharge of STP
effluent to a SWM pond.

Please feel free to contact us should you have any question.

Lisai Shen, M.E.S.

Ted Belayneh

Surface Water Specialist, Water Resources,
Technical Support Section, Central Region
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks

Supervisor, Water Resources,
Technical Support Section, Central Region
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lee Bull [lbull@nvca.on.ca]
October 22, 2020 8:51 AM
Mike Jones; 'Rayna Thompson'; Colleen Healey (chealey@essatownship.on.ca); 'Michael
Mikael'
Morgen Wilson
NVCA Comments - Brookfield Baxter Subdivision - Class EA for WWTP - Assimilative
Capacity Study - ID # 21257

Good morning Mike and Rayna
Thank you for providing NVCA staff with a copy of the Assimilative Capacity Study prepared in
support of the proposed Brookfield Baxter Waste Water Treatment Plant Environmental
Assessment.
Specifically, NVCA staff has reviewed the following:


Baxter Marshall Subdivision: Updated Assimilative Capacity Study completed by Azimuth
Environmental Consulting, Inc. dated March 2020

Background
The Baxter Marshall subdivision is investigating options regarding treatment and discharge of its
wastewater. A Class EA (2012) concluded that the preferred option was to pipe the effluent to
the Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) in Angus. This has subsequently been shown to be
cost prohibitive following a pricing review. An updated Assimilative Capacity Study (ACS) (2020)
has been prepared to reinvestigate the feasibility of a standalone WWTP for the subdivision in
Baxter. This standalone plant proposes to discharge 346 m 3/d of effluent directly into the
Nottawasaga River or into a small tributary north of the development site. It remains unclear if
the north tributary option is selected whether that would be considered the receiver or simply a
conduit to the ultimate receiver, the Nottawasaga River.
Upon completion of our review of the above noted document, we offer the following comments:
General Comments
1. The Nottawasaga River has a recognized water quality impairment with respect to
nutrients, particularly phosphorus. Therefore, NVCA aims for all wastewater treatment
plants in the Nottawasaga River watershed to approach the limit of technology when
setting effluent limits and objectives. Merely, or in this case not satisfying (see point 4)
Policy 2 status concentrations is an inadequate approach towards water quality
improvements of the Nottawasaga River for the enjoyment of local residents. To that end
if the relatively small size of the plant is a restricting factor towards achieving higher
quality effluent, greater consideration should be given towards economies of scale:
creating a larger WWTP to service the entire Baxter community or pumping the effluent to
the Angus WWTP.
2. The ACS proposes to discharge effluent in contravention of the Nottawasaga River’s Policy
2 status for total phosphorus (see point 4). How can the Environmental Assessment
scoring matrix assign a perfect 10 score to surface water impacts for the local wastewater
treatment option (S4)?
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3. It seems preemptive to propose effluent limits and objectives at this point when the
effluent receiver nor its particular sensitivities have been defined. The ACS proposes at
least three separate receivers: the Nottawasaga River, an unnamed northern tributary
and the stormwater management pond.
Total Phosphorus Comments
4. Based on the data presented in the ACS, the total phosphorus (TP) effluent concentrations
represent a contravention of the Policy 2 status of the receiving waters. The ACS outlines
small, but none the less, increasing phosphorus concentrations and loads to a policy 2
system (Nottawasaga River), thereby contravening MECP policy direction. Under section
3.2.2 of Water Management: Policies, guidelines, provincial water quality objectives Policy
2:
Evaluations of existing conditions in problem areas shall be conducted and all reasonable
and practical measures shall be taken to upgrade water quality to the Provincial Water
Quality Objectives. Where new or expanded discharges are proposed, no further
degradation will be permitted [sic] and all practical measures shall be undertaken to
upgrade water quality. However, it is recognized that, in some circumstances, it may not
be technically feasible, physically possible or socially desirable to improve water quality
toward the Provincial Water Quality Objectives.
There is nothing presented in the ACS that clearly demonstrates technical limitations,
physical impossibility or social desirability with being unable to achieve the policy 2
stipulations.
As such, unless the proponent is seeking to prepare a deviation, they must meet the “no
degradation” aspect of policy 2 and therefore present an ACS that has better effluent
quality.
5. The ACS proposes two different sets of TP limits and objectives. Why can’t the higher
quality effluent suggested for the north tributary receiver be achieved for the
Nottawasaga River receiver?
6. NVCA has a policy goal of “net zero” increase in TP to the watershed. Under current
modeling presented in the ACS it is estimated that additional TP of 1-7.6 kg/yr will be
added to the Nottawasaga River. Being conservative, how does the applicant plan on
offsetting 7.6 kg/yr to achieve a “net zero” TP increase?
NVCA’s “net zero” policy goal is based on the interpretation of Section 5.4 of the NVCA
Planning and Regulation Guidelines (2009), the Provincial Policy Statement (2020)
Section 2.2 with consideration of current total phosphorus concentrations in the
Nottawasaga River watershed.
Receiver Specific Comments
7. The potential discharge location to the Nottawasaga River along Murphy Road/Simcoe
Road 21 uses a county road allowance. Has permission been received from the County to
consider this option?
8. Several discharge options involved mixing the WWTP effluent into the stormwater pond
directly or with the stormwater pond discharge pipe. The NVCA has concerns that the
stormwater pond was not designed to handle these increased flows, chemical
concentrations and sedimentation. Please provide documentation that the SWM pond can
handle the additional flows, chemical loading and sedimentation.
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9. If WWTP effluent is discharged to the stormwater pond would that be considered the final
receiver? How would this receiver achieve dilution sufficient to satisfy Provincial Water
Quality Objective (PWQO) targets? No information is presented in the ACS to demonstrate
that the stormwater pond would be a sufficient receiver.
Unnamed North Tributary Receiver Comments
10. There is insufficient data available on this tributary with which to make any statements
regarding its assimilative capacity. Several years of in situ flow and chemistry data are
required upon which to make any substantive statements.
11. No information is presented on whether a mixing zone will be created if this tributary is
the receiver, and what potentially toxic effects may arise.
12. More information is required on the biological community of the tributary if it is to receive
WWTP effluent. Is this tributary coldwater habitat, a spawning or rearing area for fish?
Climate Change Comments
13. There is no consideration for climate change in the ACS, this would be particularly
relevant to projections for flow (7Q20) and water temperature in a coldwater habitat
environment. While future projections offer a wide range of uncertainty it is generally
accepted that summers will become hotter and drier, thus potentially affecting 7Q20 flows
and assimilation.
Effluent Impacts Comments
14. While the effluent discharge is small why were another chemical and bacteriological
constituent (cBOD5, chloride, nitrate, Escherichia coli, among others) impacts not
considered in the ACS?
We trust these comments are of assistance. Please feel free to contact the undersigned should
you wish to discuss these comments.
Sincerely,
Lee J. Bull, MCIP, RPP | Manager, Planning Services
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
8195 8th Line, Utopia, ON L0M 1T0
T 705-424-1479 ext. 231 │F 705-424-2115
lbull@nvca.on.ca │nvca.on.ca

I am currently working remotely as the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority is taking preventative measures to
limit the spread of COVID-19. You may experience some delays or disruptions as we follow recommendations of
health professionals to slow the virus from spreading.
This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the
original message.
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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike Jones
December 24, 2020 11:13 AM
'Lee Bull'; 'Rayna Thompson'
RE: NVCA Comments - Brookfield Baxter Subdivision - Class EA for WWTP - Assimilative
Capacity Study - ID # 21257

Hi, Lee:
Thank you for responding. I have added some specific comments below for your teams’ consideration. I have added my
comments in green italics text in each section. We will provide direct notice to NVCA when the draft Phase III report is
available, as most of the comments below reflect items that will be addressed there. If anyone on your team as further
concerns or would like to discuss any aspect of this study, I would be happy to discuss it with them at any time.
Regards, Mike

From: Lee Bull [mailto:lbull@nvca.on.ca]
Sent: December 16, 2020 6:48 AM
To: Mike Jones
Subject: RE: NVCA Comments - Brookfield Baxter Subdivision - Class EA for WWTP - Assimilative Capacity Study - ID #
21257

Hi Mike and good morning
My apologies for not getting to this response sooner.
My suggestion would be that you provide a written response to our comments.
Sincerely,
Lee J. Bull, MCIP, RPP | Manager, Planning Services
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
8195 8th Line, Utopia, ON L0M 1T0
T 705-424-1479 ext. 231 │F 705-424-2115
lbull@nvca.on.ca │nvca.on.ca

I am currently working remotely as the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority is taking preventative measures to
limit the spread of COVID-19. You may experience some delays or disruptions as we follow recommendations of
health professionals to slow the virus from spreading.
This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the
original message.

From: Mike Jones [mailto:Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 9, 2020 2:28 PM
To: Lee Bull <lbull@nvca.on.ca>; 'Rayna Thompson' <Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>
Cc: Morgen Wilson <mwilson@nvca.on.ca>
Subject: RE: NVCA Comments - Brookfield Baxter Subdivision - Class EA for WWTP - Assimilative Capacity Study - ID #
21257
Hi, Lee:
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I wanted to follow up on my earlier email about how we can address NVCA’s comments. Would it make sense have a
brief telecom to go through the queries and talk about how we propose to address them? Alternately, I can prepare a
response to circulate, if that is preferred.
The current report that is being completed is the Phase I/II report that addresses the decision about the use of an onsite facility compared to a sewage pumping station and forcemain to the Angus plant, which represents the preferred
alternative from the earlier Class EA. The NVCA comments do not include concerns regarding the four water crossings
or issues associated with the transfer of raw wastewater to Angus, etc.
Most of the comments, other than ones about the scoring approach, pertain to factors that would be part of the Phase
III evaluation, which would address preferred design and configuration of the various components of treatment,
location, system design and discharge.
Regarding the comments about the scoring, I would highlight that the comparison is based on the difference between
the currently approved alternative of the pumping station and forcemain, with discharge direct to the Nottawasaga
River at Angus, compared to the alternative of the on-site system. The on-site plant would have lower limits than the
Angus plant, so that an on-site plant would reflect a reduction in loading to the watershed.
Regards, Mike
-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101

From: Mike Jones
Sent: October 23, 2020 2:11 PM
To: 'Lee Bull'; 'Rayna Thompson'; Colleen Healey (chealey@essatownship.on.ca); 'Michael Mikael'
Cc: Morgen Wilson
Subject: RE: NVCA Comments - Brookfield Baxter Subdivision - Class EA for WWTP - Assimilative Capacity Study - ID #
21257

Hi, Lee:
Thank you for providing comments regarding the ACS. I was hoping we could arrange a brief telecom next week to
discuss the points that have been raised, as I believe that most items we can address through clarification, and also
incorporate into appropriate design. After a telecom, then I could provide written responses which would all then form
part of the agency commentary that is included within the Class EA reporting and carried forward.
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Regards, Mike
-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101

From: Lee Bull [mailto:lbull@nvca.on.ca]
Sent: October 22, 2020 8:51 AM
To: Mike Jones; 'Rayna Thompson'; Colleen Healey (chealey@essatownship.on.ca); 'Michael Mikael'
Cc: Morgen Wilson
Subject: NVCA Comments - Brookfield Baxter Subdivision - Class EA for WWTP - Assimilative Capacity Study - ID #
21257

Good morning Mike and Rayna
Thank you for providing NVCA staff with a copy of the Assimilative Capacity Study prepared in
support of the proposed Brookfield Baxter Waste Water Treatment Plant Environmental
Assessment.
Specifically, NVCA staff has reviewed the following:


Baxter Marshall Subdivision: Updated Assimilative Capacity Study completed by Azimuth
Environmental Consulting, Inc. dated March 2020

Background
The Baxter Marshall subdivision is investigating options regarding treatment and discharge of its
wastewater. A Class EA (2012) concluded that the preferred option was to pipe the effluent to
the Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) in Angus. This has subsequently been shown to be
cost prohibitive following a pricing review. An updated Assimilative Capacity Study (ACS)
(2020) has been prepared to reinvestigate the feasibility of a standalone WWTP for the
subdivision in Baxter. This standalone plant proposes to discharge 346 m 3/d of effluent directly
into the Nottawasaga River or into a small tributary north of the development site. It remains
unclear if the north tributary option is selected whether that would be considered the receiver or
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simply a conduit to the ultimate receiver, the Nottawasaga River.
If the north tributary option was selected, it is our belief that the northern tributary would be
considered the primary receiver, and effluent criteria would be applied at the end of pipe to the
tributary, although the MECP would look at effluent criteria for both the tributary and the
predicted impact within the Nottawasaga River watershed on the whole.
Upon completion of our review of the above noted document, we offer the following comments:
General Comments
1. The Nottawasaga River has a recognized water quality impairment with respect to
nutrients, particularly phosphorus. Therefore, NVCA aims for all wastewater treatment
plants in the Nottawasaga River watershed to approach the limit of technology when
setting effluent limits and objectives. Merely, or in this case not satisfying (see point 4)
Policy 2 status concentrations is an inadequate approach towards water quality
improvements of the Nottawasaga River for the enjoyment of local residents. To that end
if the relatively small size of the plant is a restricting factor towards achieving higher
quality effluent, greater consideration should be given towards economies of scale:
creating a larger WWTP to service the entire Baxter community or pumping the effluent to
the Angus WWTP.
The capacity of the plant that would serve Baxter is not a constraint with respect to
treatment efficacy. This point is addressed more fully under item 4 below.
2. The ACS proposes to discharge effluent in contravention of the Nottawasaga River’s Policy
2 status for total phosphorus (see point 4). How can the Environmental Assessment
scoring matrix assign a perfect 10 score to surface water impacts for the local wastewater
treatment option (S4)?
Please note that all of the scoring criteria are based on a comparative scale. As indicated
at the beginning of Section 10.3, values range “from 1 to 10, with a score of 10 being
assigned to the alternative that is most suited, and the other alternatives being assigned
a proportionately lesser score”. In this case, the predicted phosphorus loading from a
local plant is predicted to be less than from the same volume of effluent discharged from
the Angus plant.
3. It seems preemptive to propose effluent limits and objectives at this point when the
effluent receiver nor its particular sensitivities have been defined. The ACS proposes at
least three separate receivers: the Nottawasaga River, an unnamed northern tributary
and the stormwater management pond.
It is not considered preemptive at this time, because the definition of limits and objectives
is required in order to be able to identify appropriate treatment capabilities. It is a typical
component of Class EA’s for wastewater and is one of the components that MECP would
require in order to reach a conclusion to the Class EA.
Total Phosphorus Comments
4. Based on the data presented in the ACS, the total phosphorus (TP) effluent concentrations
represent a contravention of the Policy 2 status of the receiving waters. The ACS outlines
small, but none the less, increasing phosphorus concentrations and loads to a policy 2
system (Nottawasaga River), thereby contravening MECP policy direction. Under section
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3.2.2 of Water Management: Policies, guidelines, provincial water quality objectives Policy
2:
Evaluations of existing conditions in problem areas shall be conducted and all reasonable
and practical measures shall be taken to upgrade water quality to the Provincial Water
Quality Objectives. Where new or expanded discharges are proposed, no further
degradation will be permitted [sic] and all practical measures shall be undertaken to
upgrade water quality. However, it is recognized that, in some circumstances, it may not
be technically feasible, physically possible or socially desirable to improve water quality
toward the Provincial Water Quality Objectives.
There is nothing presented in the ACS that clearly demonstrates technical limitations,
physical impossibility or social desirability with being unable to achieve the policy 2
stipulations.
As such, unless the proponent is seeking to prepare a deviation, they must meet the “no
degradation” aspect of policy 2 and therefore present an ACS that has better effluent
quality.
The Alternative S3 (a sewage pumping station and forcemain to Angus) has already been
designed approved and has an MECP ECA so that this facility is considered the basis for
comparison. The proposed local plant in Baxter is predicted to have lower effluent criteria
and hence represents an improvement in loadings to the watershed.
5. The ACS proposes two different sets of TP limits and objectives. Why can’t the higher
quality effluent suggested for the north tributary receiver be achieved for the
Nottawasaga River receiver?
The effluent criteria outlined in the ACS are maximum criteria and represent a level of
treatment that we believe a plant must achieve in order to be effective. Lower criteria
can be incorporated, and further evaluation will be included within the Phase III Report.
The intent in the ACS is to reflect that the northern tributary is a more sensitive receptor
and would require a higher level of treatment.

6. NVCA has a policy goal of “net zero” increase in TP to the watershed. Under current
modeling presented in the ACS it is estimated that additional TP of 1-7.6 kg/yr will be
added to the Nottawasaga River. Being conservative, how does the applicant plan on
offsetting 7.6 kg/yr to achieve a “net zero” TP increase?
NVCA’s “net zero” policy goal is based on the interpretation of Section 5.4 of the NVCA
Planning and Regulation Guidelines (2009), the Provincial Policy Statement (2020)
Section 2.2 with consideration of current total phosphorus concentrations in the
Nottawasaga River watershed.
The proposed local plant in Baxter represents a reduction in TP compared to the
previously approved sewage pumping station and forcemain to Angus. Unfortunately, the
ACS could have been more explicit in its wording as the ACS compared each of the outlets
as if it was a new source. However, pumping of the Baxter wastewater to Angus and
release in Angus is already approved and has a predicted typical loading of 14.2 kg/a.
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The proposed local plant in Baxter has a predicted typical loading of 9.5 kg/a, so is an
improvement of about one-third.
Receiver Specific Comments
7. The potential discharge location to the Nottawasaga River along Murphy Road/Simcoe
Road 21 uses a county road allowance. Has permission been received from the County to
consider this option?
Brookfield is in discussion with the County regarding road construction aspects related to
the housing subdivision, and the construction of the SWMP outlet has recently been
completed. Specific discussions regarding an effluent pipe outlet have not been
undertaken yet. This is an aspect that would be considered during the preparation of the
Phase III report.
8. Several discharge options involved mixing the WWTP effluent into the stormwater pond
directly or with the stormwater pond discharge pipe. The NVCA has concerns that the
stormwater pond was not designed to handle these increased flows, chemical
concentrations and sedimentation. Please provide documentation that the SWM pond can
handle the additional flows, chemical loading and sedimentation.
The MECP have confirmed that they generally do not favour the discharge of treated
effluent into a stormwater facility so this option will not likely be carried further. The
engineering team did confirm that the stormwater outlet pipe and structure could
incorporate the ADF effluent volumes. This would be an aspect considered further during
the preparation of the Phase III report.
9. If WWTP effluent is discharged to the stormwater pond would that be considered the final
receiver? How would this receiver achieve dilution sufficient to satisfy Provincial Water
Quality Objective (PWQO) targets? No information is presented in the ACS to demonstrate
that the stormwater pond would be a sufficient receiver.
For other projects, the receiving body is considered to be the first natural water feature
that effluent reaches so we believe that the SWMP would not be considered the receiving
body. In this case, the stormwater facility is a constructed wetland feature, not a
traditional wet cell.
Unnamed North Tributary Receiver Comments
10. There is insufficient data available on this tributary with which to make any statements
regarding its assimilative capacity. Several years of in situ flow and chemistry data are
required upon which to make any substantive statements.
MECP have also noted the need to compile additional data on flow and quality. We have
been collecting that data through 2020 and it will be discussed further in the Phase III
report.
11. No information is presented on whether a mixing zone will be created if this tributary is
the receiver, and what potentially toxic effects may arise.
Discharge of toxic effluent would not be allowed, particularly if the design predicted that
to be the case. If so, there would be a mandatory requirement to improve the degree of
treatment to ensure that it would not occur. In a general sense, a mixing zone might be
allowed in order for concentrations of selected parameters to be diluted through mixing.
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However, effluent criteria are applied at point of impingement and in this case there is no
need to have a mixing zone.
12. More information is required on the biological community of the tributary if it is to receive
WWTP effluent. Is this tributary coldwater habitat, a spawning or rearing area for fish?
Additional fisheries information and habitat assessment has been undertaken in 2020 and
will be part of the Phase III report. We will address this information to you separately
once we have completed our interpretation.
Climate Change Comments
13. There is no consideration for climate change in the ACS, this would be particularly
relevant to projections for flow (7Q20) and water temperature in a coldwater habitat
environment. While future projections offer a wide range of uncertainty it is generally
accepted that summers will become hotter and drier, thus potentially affecting 7Q20 flows
and assimilation.
While we agree that climate change may have an effect on flows, there is no requirement
to address climate change as a variable at this time, because the potential results vary
from both more dry to more wet. However, our expectation is that if and when climate
change has a material effect, there could be a regional requirement for changes in
treatment efficacy. With a design life of 25-50 years, changes in technology are likely to
match the outcome of climate change. As an example, the Angus plant was constructed
approximately 40 years ago, and has gone through four periods of update.
Effluent Impacts Comments
14. While the effluent discharge is small why were another chemical and bacteriological
constituent (cBOD5, chloride, nitrate, Escherichia coli, among others) impacts not
considered in the ACS?
This is really a function of how the MECP evaluates effluent criteria for wastewater plants.
TP is the primary parameter of concern for plants discharging to surface water. Nitrate is
primary parameter of concern for discharge to ground water. The other parameters
mentioned would be addressed if a mixing zone was required, however appropriate levels
can be reached within the plant using readily available treatment processes. Of note
chloride levels in wastewater effluent are reasonably low, and disinfection is required to
ensure that bacteria levels meet human exposure (i.e. swimming contact) levels.
We trust these comments are of assistance. Please feel free to contact the undersigned should
you wish to discuss these comments.
Sincerely,
Lee J. Bull, MCIP, RPP | Manager, Planning Services
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
8195 8th Line, Utopia, ON L0M 1T0
T 705-424-1479 ext. 231 │F 705-424-2115
lbull@nvca.on.ca │nvca.on.ca

I am currently working remotely as the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority is taking preventative measures to
limit the spread of COVID-19. You may experience some delays or disruptions as we follow recommendations of
health professionals to slow the virus from spreading.
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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Liu, Chunmei (MECP) [Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca]
January 18, 2021 2:37 PM
Mike Jones; Thompson, Rayna
Barnett, Jennifer E. (MECP); Desautels, Solange (MECP)
RE: Supplemental information regarding release of the Baxter Final Phase I-II Class EA
report on Wastewater

Hello Jones and Rayna, Thank you very much for updating us on the progress of this project. If you have any questions
regarding the ministry’s comments provided in February 2020, August 2020, and October 2020, please let us know.
We would like to review the draft ESR for this project. If possible, we’d like to have at least 45 days for the review of the
draft ESR. If there were any significant concerns raised during the ministry’s review, we’d like that our comments be
addressed prior to issuing a notice of completion for the project.
Thank you,

Chunmei Liu | Regional EA and Planning Coordinator

Environmental Assessment Branch, Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca |
Website: http://www.ene.gov.on.ca/

If you have any accommodation needs or require communication supports or alternate formats, please let me know.
Si vous avez des besoins en matière d’adaptation, ou si vous nécessitez des aides à la communication ou des médias
substituts, veuillez me le faire savoir.
From: Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Sent: January-07-21 3:52 PM
To: Thompson, Rayna <Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>
Cc: Liu, Chunmei (MECP) <Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca>; Barnett, Jennifer E. (MECP) <Jennifer.E.Barnett@ontario.ca>
Subject: Supplemental information regarding release of the Baxter Final Phase I-II Class EA report on Wastewater
CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.
Hello, Chunmei and Jennifer:
We have completed the Final Phase I-II Wastewater Class EA Report for Baxter and it is publicly available through our
website at:
http://www.azimuthenvironmental.com/Documents/documents.htm
Previously, you were circulated with the Draft Phase I-II Report and you provided comments regarding that report last
fall.
The Township of Essa and their consultants have also provided multiple rounds of comments on the draft Phase I-II
report.
The notice email was also sent to Paul Martin, Anna Maria Cross and Tom McKinlay at MECP.
A PIC was held in August 2020 that was well attended. All comments received from agencies, the Township and
members of the public were addressed in the Final Phase I-II Report. Many of the comments received were related to
topics upcoming in the Phase III Report, and will be addressed there as well.
We have circulated the following notice to the requisite agencies and members of the public who have requested to be
part of hte contact list using the following notice:
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Supplemental Information – Final Phase I-II Report
Schedule C Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
Wastewater Servicing for Baxter
The Phase I-II Report for the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) for the wastewater servicing for
Baxter has been finalized. The finalized report is being released to the public as supplemental information to the EA.
The report and appendices are available to the public for on-line download at www.azimuthenvironmental.com (follow
the tab under “Documents”). Earlier documents (the draft Phase I-II Report and information from the August Public
Open House) are also available through the same link.
The project is continuing through the Schedule C EA process. The next public consultation for the project is expected to
take place in February 2021 to review and discuss alternatives, opportunities, and constraints for the various sewage
treatment plant alternatives. Similar to the first public consultation, an official project notice will be emailed to the
people on the project notification list and posted publicly, providing the specifics with respect to date, time, and format.
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact:
Rayna Thompson
Brookfield Residential
3381 Steeles Avenue East, Suite 100,
Toronto, Ontario M2H 3S7
Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com

Mike Jones
Azimuth Environmental Consulting,
642 Welham Road,
Barrie, ON L4N 9A1
mike@azimuthenvironmental.com

If you do not wish to receive further updates and notifications regarding this project, please reply to this email to
request your name be removed from the contact list.
This notice issued January 7, 2021.
Regards, Mike
-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101
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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mike Jones
March 12, 2021 1:35 PM
'Thompson, Rayna'; 'Lee Bull'
'iockenden@nvca.on.ca'
RE: Marshall Baxter - WWTP Class EA - Township of Essa- NVCA Comments - NVCA ID #
21257
Angus Center Street ECA 4448-9VSPES-14.pdf; ECA 2506-BJLGZZ for SPS-forcemain.pdf

Hello, Lee:
I have included a proposed agenda for our telecom on Monday. I couldn’t find the email as to who is going to
participate for NVCA but recall Ian so would ask that you forward this information to the appropriate persons.
We could go through the comments point by point, however, I think there are some overlying policy or direction type
topics that we could discuss first, and that might assist with the individual items.
Regards, Mike

Suggested Agenda for discussion:

-

-

Background on subdivision project and Class EA
Status of design and approvals for the Sewage pumping station and forcemain to Angus
Discussion on the preferred discharge location that will be identified in the Phase III report, the
findings from ongoing field work and the rationale for the Preferred Location
Status of effluent criteria and MECP review comments
- approach for setting effluent criteria in Class EA and effluent criteria for detail design and ECA
MECP requirements for Policy 2 Directors Deviation
NVCA policy goal for “net zero” TP and relation to STP approvals and subdivision approvals
- Township does not intend to incorporate existing community to STP servicing, offsetting with
removing agricultural contribution from subdivision lands
Implications of climate change to STP design and approvals
 Impact of the facility on climate change (e.g. energy efficiency)
 Impact of climate change on the facility (e.g. facility designed to include redundancy, resiliency,
contingency plans, etc.)

From: Lee Bull [mailto:lbull@nvca.on.ca]
Sent: March 3, 2021 7:33 AM
To: Mike Jones; Thompson, Rayna
Subject: RE: Marshall Baxter - WWTP Class EA - Township of Essa- NVCA Comments - NVCA ID # 21257

Hello Mike
Thank you for your email. I would need technical staff on the line in order to have a fulsome
discussion regarding our comments. To this end, I will need to schedule a virtual meeting –
what does your calendar look like over the next couple of weeks?
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Sincerely,
Lee J. Bull, MCIP, RPP | Manager, Planning Services
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
8195 8th Line, Utopia, ON L0M 1T0
T 705-424-1479 ext. 231 │F 705-424-2115
lbull@nvca.on.ca │nvca.on.ca

I am currently working remotely as the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority is taking preventative measures to
limit the spread of COVID-19. You may experience some delays or disruptions as we follow recommendations of
health professionals to slow the virus from spreading.
This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the
original message.

From: Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 2:08 PM
To: Lee Bull <lbull@nvca.on.ca>; Thompson, Rayna <Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>
Subject: FW: Marshall Baxter - WWTP Class EA - Township of Essa- NVCA Comments - NVCA ID # 21257
Hi, Lee:
I’ve tried to reach you several times by cell and also email as I would like to discuss the collective comments that you
have provided regarding the Baxter Class EA. I would note that your cell gives a message that your voice mail system is
not operative.
Regards, Mike
-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101

From: Mike Jones
Sent: February 23, 2021 1:16 PM
To: 'Lee Bull'
Subject: RE: Marshall Baxter - WWTP Class EA - Township of Essa- NVCA Comments - NVCA ID # 21257

Hello, Lee:
Thank you for the additional comments. We are preparing the Phase III report now, and most of the comments are
relevant to Phase III topics. I called your cell today but thought I would write an email as well. I believe that it would be
2

appropriate to have a brief telephone call to discuss some of the items since there are some issues that address prior
approvals and MECP approach to setting effluent criteria.
Thanks, Mike
-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101

From: Lee Bull [mailto:lbull@nvca.on.ca]
Sent: February 12, 2021 2:30 PM
To: Mike Jones; Rayna Thompson
Cc: Colleen Healey (chealey@essatownship.on.ca); 'Michael Mikael'
Subject: Marshall Baxter - WWTP Class EA - Township of Essa- NVCA Comments - NVCA ID # 21257

Good afternoon Mike
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority [NVCA] staff is pleased to provide further comments
related to the above noted matter. Please note that comments in black font are an original
NVCA comments, green font is the response received from Azimuth Environmental, red font is
the new NVCA comment based upon that response.
NVCA staff has reviewed the following:




Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc. responses to NVCA comments dated December
24, 2020
Baxter Marshall Subdivision: Updated Assimilative Capacity Study completed by Azimuth
Environmental Consulting, Inc. dated March 2020
Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase I/II Report Township of Essa (and Appendices),
completed by Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc. dated December 2020.

Upon completion of our review, we offer the following comments:
Background
The Baxter Marshall subdivision is investigating options regarding treatment and discharge of its
wastewater. A Class EA (2012) concluded that the preferred option was to pipe the effluent to
the Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) in Angus. This has subsequently been shown to be
cost prohibitive following a pricing review. An updated Assimilative Capacity Study (ACS) (2020)
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has been prepared to reinvestigate the feasibility of a standalone WWTP for the subdivision in
Baxter. This standalone plant proposes to discharge 346 m 3/d of effluent directly into the
Nottawasaga River or into a small tributary north of the development site. It remains unclear if
the north tributary option is selected whether that would be considered the receiver or simply a
conduit to the ultimate receiver, the Nottawasaga River.
If the north tributary option was selected, it is our belief that the northern tributary would be
considered the primary receiver, and effluent criteria would be applied at the end of pipe to the
tributary, although the MECP would look at effluent criteria for both the tributary and the
predicted impact within the Nottawasaga River watershed on the whole.
Upon completion of our review of the above noted document, we offer the following comments:
General Comments
1. The Nottawasaga River has a recognized water quality impairment with respect to
nutrients, particularly phosphorus. Therefore, NVCA aims for all wastewater treatment
plants in the Nottawasaga River watershed to approach the limit of technology when
setting effluent limits and objectives. Merely, or in this case not satisfying (see point 4)
Policy 2 status concentrations is an inadequate approach towards water quality
improvements of the Nottawasaga River for the enjoyment of local residents. To that end
if the relatively small size of the plant is a restricting factor towards achieving higher
quality effluent, greater consideration should be given towards economies of scale:
creating a larger WWTP to service the entire Baxter community or pumping the effluent to
the Angus WWTP.
The capacity of the plant that would serve Baxter is not a constraint with respect to
treatment efficacy. This point is addressed more fully under item 4 below.
2. The ACS proposes to discharge effluent in contravention of the Nottawasaga River’s Policy
2 status for total phosphorus (see point 4). How can the Environmental Assessment
scoring matrix assign a perfect 10 score to surface water impacts for the local wastewater
treatment option (S4)?
Please note that all of the scoring criteria are based on a comparative scale. As indicated
at the beginning of Section 10.3, values range “from 1 to 10, with a score of 10 being
assigned to the alternative that is most suited, and the other alternatives being assigned
a proportionately lesser score”. In this case, the predicted phosphorus loading from a
local plant is predicted to be less than from the same volume of effluent discharged from
the Angus plant.
3. It seems preemptive to propose effluent limits and objectives at this point when the
effluent receiver nor its particular sensitivities have been defined. The ACS proposes at
least three separate receivers: the Nottawasaga River, an unnamed northern tributary
and the stormwater management pond.
It is not considered preemptive at this time, because the definition of limits and objectives
is required in order to be able to identify appropriate treatment capabilities. It is a typical
component of Class EA’s for wastewater and is one of the components that MECP would
require in order to reach a conclusion to the Class EA.
See question 4 comment
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Total Phosphorus Comments
4. Based on the data presented in the ACS, the total phosphorus (TP) effluent concentrations
represent a contravention of the Policy 2 status of the receiving waters. The ACS outlines
small, but none the less, increasing phosphorus concentrations and loads to a policy 2
system (Nottawasaga River), thereby contravening MECP policy direction. Under section
3.2.2 of Water Management: Policies, guidelines, provincial water quality objectives Policy
2:
Evaluations of existing conditions in problem areas shall be conducted and all reasonable
and practical measures shall be taken to upgrade water quality to the Provincial Water
Quality Objectives. Where new or expanded discharges are proposed, no further
degradation will be permitted [sic] and all practical measures shall be undertaken to
upgrade water quality. However, it is recognized that, in some circumstances, it may not
be technically feasible, physically possible or socially desirable to improve water quality
toward the Provincial Water Quality Objectives.
There is nothing presented in the ACS that clearly demonstrates technical limitations,
physical impossibility or social desirability with being unable to achieve the policy 2
stipulations.
As such, unless the proponent is seeking to prepare a deviation, they must meet the “no
degradation” aspect of policy 2 and therefore present an ACS that has better effluent
quality.
The Alternative S3 (a sewage pumping station and forcemain to Angus) has already been
designed approved and has an MECP ECA so that this facility is considered the basis for
comparison. The proposed local plant in Baxter is predicted to have lower effluent criteria
and hence represents an improvement in loadings to the watershed.
This is a circular answer that does not address the comment.
As of today, there are zero effluent inputs to the Nottawasaga River (or any tributary)
from the Marshall Baxter subdivision, regardless of prior MECP ECA approvals. The
proposed Marshall Baxter subdivision local wastewater treatment plant raises inputs of TP
to the Nottawasaga River (or tributary) above zero, hence it is an increase. If that
increase is less than that proposed for Alternative S3, that is good, but the local plant
alternative is still an increase over zero. That increase as shown using the values
presented in the ACS show an increase (albeit small) in phosphorus concentrations and
loads to a Policy 2 system.
Referring back to the original Question 4, is the proponent seeking a deviation to afford
the increased concentration and loads to a Policy 2 system?
5. The ACS proposes two different sets of TP limits and objectives. Why can’t the higher
quality effluent suggested for the north tributary receiver be achieved for the
Nottawasaga River receiver?
The effluent criteria outlined in the ACS are maximum criteria and represent a level of
treatment that we believe a plant must achieve in order to be effective. Lower criteria can
be incorporated, and further evaluation will be included within the Phase III Report. The
intent in the ACS is to reflect that the northern tributary is a more sensitive receptor and
would require a higher level of treatment.
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This response provided did not answer the purpose of the question. The MECP makes ECA
effluent criteria decisions based on the findings and recommendations of the ACS. What
the ACS is proposing are two different criteria depending on the receiver. Therefore
question 5 will be asked again, if a higher effluent quality can be achieved for the north
tributary why are those same higher effluent criteria not proposed for the Nottawasaga
River?
6. NVCA has a policy goal of “net zero” increase in TP to the watershed. Under current
modeling presented in the ACS it is estimated that additional TP of 1-7.6 kg/yr will be
added to the Nottawasaga River. Being conservative, how does the applicant plan on
offsetting 7.6 kg/yr to achieve a “net zero” TP increase?
NVCA’s “net zero” policy goal is based on the interpretation of Section 5.4 of the NVCA
Planning and Regulation Guidelines (2009), the Provincial Policy Statement (2020)
Section 2.2 with consideration of current total phosphorus concentrations in the
Nottawasaga River watershed.
The proposed local plant in Baxter represents a reduction in TP compared to the
previously approved sewage pumping station and forcemain to Angus. Unfortunately, the
ACS could have been more explicit in its wording as the ACS compared each of the outlets
as if it was a new source. However, pumping of the Baxter wastewater to Angus and
release in Angus is already approved and has a predicted typical loading of 14.2 kg/a. The
proposed local plant in Baxter has a predicted typical loading of 9.5 kg/a, so is an
improvement of about one-third.
This is a circular answer that does not address the comment.
As of today, there are zero effluent inputs to the Nottawasaga River (or any tributary)
from the Marshall Baxter subdivision, regardless of prior MECP ECA approvals. The
proposed Marshall Baxter subdivision local wastewater treatment plant raises inputs of TP
to the Nottawasaga River (or tributary) above zero, hence it is an increase. If that
increase is less than that proposed for Alternative S3, that is good, but the local plant
alternative is still an increase over zero.
Also in Marhsall Baxter Development: Feasibility Level Assimilation Assessment prepared
by Hutchinson Environmental Sciences (Feb 2011) they suggest that phosphorus
offsetting would be needed to ensure a net zero impact from the project. No information
presented in the ACS shows a net zero situation.
Referring back to the original Question 6 for an answer.
Receiver Specific Comments
7. The potential discharge location to the Nottawasaga River along Murphy Road/Simcoe
Road 21 uses a county road allowance. Has permission been received from the County to
consider this option?
Brookfield is in discussion with the County regarding road construction aspects related to
the housing subdivision, and the construction of the SWMP outlet has recently been
completed. Specific discussions regarding an effluent pipe outlet have not been
undertaken yet. This is an aspect that would be considered during the preparation of the
Phase III report.
6

Acknowledged
8. Several discharge options involved mixing the WWTP effluent into the stormwater pond
directly or with the stormwater pond discharge pipe. The NVCA has concerns that the
stormwater pond was not designed to handle these increased flows, chemical
concentrations and sedimentation. Please provide documentation that the SWM pond can
handle the additional flows, chemical loading and sedimentation.
The MECP have confirmed that they generally do not favour the discharge of treated
effluent into a stormwater facility so this option will not likely be carried further. The
engineering team did confirm that the stormwater outlet pipe and structure could
incorporate the ADF effluent volumes. This would be an aspect considered further during
the preparation of the Phase III report.
Acknowledged
9. If WWTP effluent is discharged to the stormwater pond would that be considered the final
receiver? How would this receiver achieve dilution sufficient to satisfy Provincial Water
Quality Objective (PWQO) targets? No information is presented in the ACS to demonstrate
that the stormwater pond would be a sufficient receiver.
For other projects, the receiving body is considered to be the first natural water feature
that effluent reaches so we believe that the SWMP would not be considered the receiving
body. In this case, the stormwater facility is a constructed wetland feature, not a
traditional wet cell.
Acknowledged
Unnamed North Tributary Receiver Comments
10. There is insufficient data available on this tributary with which to make any statements
regarding its assimilative capacity. Several years of in situ flow and chemistry data are
required upon which to make any substantive statements.
MECP have also noted the need to compile additional data on flow and quality. We have
been collecting that data through 2020 and it will be discussed further in the Phase III
report.
We would like to be circulated on information about the north tributary. Has a fluvial
geomorphic assessment of the creek and the impacts on erosion in light of the extra flows
been conducted?
11. No information is presented on whether a mixing zone will be created if this tributary is the
receiver, and what potentially toxic effects may arise.
Discharge of toxic effluent would not be allowed, particularly if the design predicted that
to be the case. If so, there would be a mandatory requirement to improve the degree of
treatment to ensure that it would not occur. In a general sense, a mixing zone might be
allowed in order for concentrations of selected parameters to be diluted through mixing.
However, effluent criteria are applied at point of impingement and in this case there is no
need to have a mixing zone.
See above
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12. More information is required on the biological community of the tributary if it is to receive
WWTP effluent. Is this tributary coldwater habitat, a spawning or rearing area for fish?
Additional fisheries information and habitat assessment has been undertaken in 2020 and
will be part of the Phase III report. We will address this information to you separately
once we have completed our interpretation.
See above.
Climate Change Comments
13. There is no consideration for climate change in the ACS, this would be particularly relevant
to projections for flow (7Q20) and water temperature in a coldwater habitat environment.
While future projections offer a wide range of uncertainty it is generally accepted that
summers will become hotter and drier, thus potentially affecting 7Q20 flows and
assimilation.
While we agree that climate change may have an effect on flows, there is no requirement
to address climate change as a variable at this time, because the potential results vary
from both more dry to more wet. However, our expectation is that if and when climate
change has a material effect, there could be a regional requirement for changes in
treatment efficacy. With a design life of 25-50 years, changes in technology are likely to
match the outcome of climate change. As an example, the Angus plant was constructed
approximately 40 years ago, and has gone through four periods of update.
While the province specifically does not require consideration of climate change in design
scenarios this is a short-sighted omission that may leave the municipality, local residents
and the Nottawasaga River dealing with environmental damages and/or higher
maintenance or upgrade costs in the future to retrofit the plant. True estimates of
maintenance or life-cycle costs should consider a scenario whereby decreased flow or no
flow in the north tributary, as a generally drier and flashier precipitation pattern is
expected from the majority of climate models for the local area. This seems like a very
serious and costly outcome to the operation costs of the plant for the local municipality.
Effluent Impacts Comments
14. While the effluent discharge is small why were another chemical and bacteriological
constituent (cBOD5, chloride, nitrate, Escherichia coli, among others) impacts not
considered in the ACS?
This is really a function of how the MECP evaluates effluent criteria for wastewater plants.
TP is the primary parameter of concern for plants discharging to surface water. Nitrate is
primary parameter of concern for discharge to ground water. The other parameters
mentioned would be addressed if a mixing zone was required, however appropriate levels
can be reached within the plant using readily available treatment processes. Of note
chloride levels in wastewater effluent are reasonably low, and disinfection is required to
ensure that bacteria levels meet human exposure (i.e. swimming contact) levels.
NVCA will defer to the MECP on satisfaction of PWQO for other parameters.
New Comments
15. Please note an error in the Class EA document (page 29). The Nottawasaga River does
not originate in the Orangeville Reservoir, that is part of the Credit River watershed. The
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Nottawasaga arises as two branches both from groundwater seepage wetlands in
Amaranth.
16. The applicant considers that the previously design approved Alternative S3 (sewage main
to Angus) is the basis for comparison from which all effluent criteria should be based.
NVCA staff disagrees. The Class EA process weighs the merits of each alternative and
selects the best option. It does not consider one of the options as approved and removes
its impacts from all the other options, especially when the options are mutually exclusive.
Please provide us with the MECP documentation that says that the Alternative S3 ECA
applies to the proposed Baxter WWTP.
We trust the foregoing comments are of assistance to you. Please feel free to contact the
undersigned should you wish to discuss these comments further.
Sincerely,
Lee J. Bull, MCIP, RPP | Manager, Planning Services
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority
8195 8th Line, Utopia, ON L0M 1T0
T 705-424-1479 ext. 231 │F 705-424-2115
lbull@nvca.on.ca │nvca.on.ca

I am currently working remotely as the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority is taking preventative measures to
limit the spread of COVID-19. You may experience some delays or disruptions as we follow recommendations of
health professionals to slow the virus from spreading.
This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the
original message.

9

Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mike Jones
July 7, 2021 2:29 PM
'Preya Balgobin'
Rayna Thompson; Michael Mikael (mmikael@essatownship.on.ca)
RE: 120020-Baxter: Peer Review of Class EA Phase 3 Draft Report
2021 EA Ainley Comment Responses 20210707.pdf; 20210707 - EA response Township
comments.pdf

Hello, everyone:
I have attached two documents that could form the basis for discussion tomorrow, to address the Township’s and
Ainley’s comments. My suggestion for tomorrow is that we follow through them sequentially, but can also talk in
broader terms about any of the items.
Regards, Mike
-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell
or email. I look forward to talking with you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101

From: Preya Balgobin [mailto:balgobin@ainleygroup.com]
Sent: June 21, 2021 1:03 PM
To: Mike Jones
Cc: Rayna Thompson; Michael Mikael (mmikael@essatownship.on.ca)
Subject: 120020-Baxter: Peer Review of Class EA Phase 3 Draft Report

Hi Mike,
On behalf of the Town, please find attached, our review comments for the draft Phase 3 report for the Class EA for
wastewater servicing of the Brookfield development in the Town of Baxter.
Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Regards,
Preya Balgobin, P.Eng.
Senior Project Manager

www.ainleygroup.com
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Tel: (905) 452-5172 Ext. 209
Cell: (289) 541-8766
CAUTION: The information contained in and/or attached to this transmission is solely for the use of the intended recipient. Any copying, distribution or
use by others, without the express written consent of the Ainley Group, is strictly prohibited. The recipient is responsible for confirming the accuracy and
completeness of the information with the originator. Please advise the sender if you believe this message has been received by you in error.

From: Preya Balgobin
Sent: Friday, May 28, 2021 3:38 PM
To: Mike Jones (Mike@azimuthenvironmental.com) <Mike@azimuthenvironmental.com>
Cc: Rayna Thompson <Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>; Michael Mikael
(mmikael@essatownship.on.ca) <mmikael@essatownship.on.ca>
Subject: 120020-Baxter: Review of Class EA Phase 3 Draft Report
Hi Mike,
You contacted Claude inquiring about the review of draft Phase 3 report. I’m in the process of reviewing it and will be
discussing comments with the Town next week. Following that, the Town and Ainley will forward review comments to
you.
Also, in case Claude did not get the chance to tell you, he is retiring, starting today. I’m now the primary contact for this
Class EA at Ainley.
Regards,
Preya Balgobin, P.Eng.
Senior Project Manager

www.ainleygroup.com
Tel: (905) 452-5172 Ext. 209
Cell: (289) 541-8766
CAUTION: The information contained in and/or attached to this transmission is solely for the use of the intended recipient. Any copying, distribution or
use by others, without the express written consent of the Ainley Group, is strictly prohibited. The recipient is responsible for confirming the accuracy and
completeness of the information with the originator. Please advise the sender if you believe this message has been received by you in error.
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Please find below our preliminary comments on this draft. Please also note that the Township final
comments/considerations will also be based on the outcome of the upcoming Public Participation
session and satisfying all requirement under Part A & Part B of this email.
Below Comments on the preferred Location Selection factors:
Attribute
A: Separation Distance to Sensitive Land Uses and
Odour Potential
B: Odour Modelling
C: Noise Potential
D: Protection of Natural Environment
E: Suitability of Current Land Use Zoning
F: Suitability if Future Expansion is Required
G: Additional Infrastructure Requirements
H: Construction Disruption
I: Ability to Centralize Township Facilities
Total

Precinct 1 Precinct 2 Precinct 3 Precinct Precinct 5
4
8
9
10
5
5
10
8
10
8
10
10
10
10

10
9
10
6
10
9
8
9

10
10
7
6
10
5
6
8

5
5
9
6
7
5
0
10

10
5
8
10
7
5
0
5

84

80

72

52

58

1. Criteria A – Separation Distance to Sensitive Land Uses and Odour Potential
a. Township Comment: It seems that the scoring for precinct 2 and 1 shall be scored less than 8, 9
accordingly when compared to Precinct 3 receiving a score of 10. Precinct 3 is almost 6 times
furthest in distance to the closest property boundary for residential housing when compared to
precinct 1 and 4 times furthest in distance to the closest property boundary for residential
housing when compared to precinct 2 based on table 2 (Azimuth,2021)
b. Azimuth Response: The scoring is related to the MECP D-2 guidelines and whether the proposed
location meets the guideline. For a plant of the proposed capacity without odour contingencies,
the MECP recommended separation distance is 100. MECP have routinely approved plant
locations where the separation distance is between 40 and 80m for plants where odour
mitigation can be installed if there are issues. We have not had odour complaints for SBR plants
regardless of separation distance. We have had odour complaints at a fixed film biofilter plant
where the separation distance was 45m. In this case, positive ventilation and stack ozonation
was installed (about 15 years ago) and the complaints ceased immediately. The proposed plant
design will include ventilation control and odour mitigation techniques.
The scoring process will explained better. Beyond a certain distance, there is no added benefit
to an increase in distance. The threshold distance is based on the MECP D-2 distances. Location
1 meets the criteria for a plant up to an ADF of 500m 3/day. Locations 2 and 3 meet the D-2
distances for a plant between 500 to 2,500m 3/day. Locations 4 and 5 match the D-2 distance for
a 500m3/day plant. This is also implicitly indicated by the results of the odour modelling
exercise, as it showed that there are no predicted impacts for Locations 1, 2, 3 or 5.

In addition, Locations 3, 4 and 5 would require a pumping station that is closer than Location 1,
which is a potential odour generator.
In terms of recommended revised scoring, we would suggest the following:
-

Precinct 2 = 10 (meets the D-2 distance for a plant up to 2,500m 3/day; does not require
pumping station for influent)

-

Precinct 1 = 9 (meets the D-2 distance for a plant up to only 500m3/day (-1); does not
require pumping station for influent)

-

Precinct 3 = 8 (meets the D-2 distance for a plant up to 2,500m 3/day; requires pumping
station for influent (-2))

-

Precincts 4 & 5 = 7 (meets the D-2 distance for a plant up to only 500m3/day (-1); requires
pumping station for influent (-2))

2. Criteria B – Odour Modelling:
a. Township Comment: The wind rose diagram for Baxter is missing.
b. Azimuth Response: The wind rose will be added and is shown below.

3. Criteria C – Noise Potential:
a. Township Comment: It seems that the scoring for precinct 2 and 1 shall be scored less than 8, 9
accordingly when compared to Precinct 3 receiving a score of 10. Precinct 3 is almost 6 times
furthest in distance to the closest property boundary for residential housing when compared to

precinct 1 and 4 times furthest in distance to the closest property boundary for residential
housing when compared to precinct 2 based on table 2 (Azimuth,2021)
Suitable
Footprint in
Candidate

Distance to Closest House of
Existing Community

Distance to Closest
House in the Brookfield
Marshall Subdivision

1

230m to the southwest

130m to the west

2

280m to the southwest

180m to the west

3

430 to the south

750 to the west

4

100 to the north, 300 to the
east,

Not applicable since not
adjacent

Precinct

baseball diamond and
outdoor skating rink within
100m
5

100m to the west

Not applicable since not
adjacent

a. Azimuth Response: Further explanation of the scoring is appropriate. The same
factors that relate to Criteria A relate for Noise. We could combine odour and noise
as that is how the MECP also addresses these factors through Guideline D-2.

4. Criteria E – Suitability of Current Land Use Zoning:
a. Township Comment: All four precinct shall receive a score of 10 since section 4.12 of the
Township’s Zoning By-law, permits a municipal public service or utility structure in any zone.
Essentially a use needed by the Township is permitted in any zone.
b. Azimuth Response: We are not sure that this is correct, as there was a requirement for
Brookfield to obtain specific zoning related to the utilities block for the subdivision. For
example, Section 29 (Permitted uses for industrial zones) indicates that a sewage disposal plant
can only be present in M4 zoning (and not in M1, M2 or M3). Further, the Essa Official Plan
(Section 3.3. 5.6) refers to preferential expansion of Angus because of full water and sewage
disposal facilities, so is consistent in terminology.
The criteria was intended to reflect compliance with current zoning. Being consistent with the
previous approval process would require specific wording for the STP. However, it also
recognizes that the re-zoning is possible for all locations, so revision of the scoring could be
completed.
In terms of recommended revised scoring, we would suggest the following:

5.

-

Precinct 5 = 10 (no planning activities required)

-

Precinct 1 = 9 (requires an amendment to existing documents (-1))

-

Precincts 3, 4 & 5 = 8 (requires new planning approvals (-2))

Criteria G - Additional Infrastructure Requirements:
a. Township Comment: The provided information focuses mainly on the raw sewage pumping
station. Scoring for precinct 1,2,3,4,5 shall be identical since precinct 1,2,4 will require an
effluent pumping station to get the treated effluent to the discharge location while precinct 3
and 5 will both require sewage pumping station and will likely require no effluent pumping
station since the discharge could likely be by gravity (close to the discharge point)
b. Azimuth Reponse: The various components and the requirements for construction and
disruption can be clarified, and a pumping station versus lift station should be separate items.
The most significant component is the full pumping station and forcemain that would be
required for Locations 3, 4 and 5. A full pumping station is expected to require separate power,

pumping, land allocation, odour control, backup power, overflow controls, maintenance,
monitoring, etc. A lift station is simply a deeper chamber within the plant with raw sewage
pumps to take wastewater from the gravity system and bring it up and into the plant. A lift
station is part of the plant and utilizes the same supply and control systems, odour control,
ventilation, etc. as the plant.
A discharge chamber is also similar for all locations because it is built into the plant. In
addition, the discharge chamber is not odour producing (since it is clean water). It is expected
that a discharge pump will be required for all plants because the tanks are buried tanks –
straight gravity discharge from Locations 3 and 5 would require a deep forcemain which would
be more expensive to maintain or replace. The discharge chamber will lift the treated effluent
to near ground elevations and then the discharge main will mostly fall by gravity so the
discharge pumping requirement is minor. There is a small difference in the size of the pump
required, but the difference is primarily to overcome pipe friction. The primary difference is the
length of the discharge forcemain, which is a maintenance item.
The lengths of the raw sewage forcemain are also important since the longer forcemains for
Locations 3, 4 and 5 are likely to require air relief structures (particularly for 4 and 5, maybe not
3). The length of the discharge forcemain is not subject to the same concern.
In terms of recommended revised scoring, we would suggest the following:
-

Precinct 2 = 10 (does not require pumping station for influent)

-

Precinct 1 = 10 (does not require pumping station for influent)

-

Precinct 3 = 7 (requires pumping station for influent (-2); relatively short forcemain (-1))

-

Precincts 4 & 5 = 5 (requires pumping station for influent (-2); long forcemain (-2); air relief
structures (-1))

6. Criteria H - Construction Disruption:
a. Township Comment: The score seems to be misplaced between precinct 1, 2 and 3. Precinct 1
shall receive the lowest since it will cause the most noise and additional traffic during
construction (130 meters to the closest property boundary for residential housing).
b. Azimuth Response: Assuming the same plant is being constructed, then the traffic requirement
on Township roads is the same for Locations 1, 2 and 3, as the only difference is how far back
the plant is from Denney Drive. Part of the issue in my mind is that Locations 2 and 3 are
outside of the community boundary, and require purchase of rural land. The construction
activity is primarily the installation of cast-in-place concrete tanks. This activity is not a noisy
activity. Once the tanks and building are built, all of the work is indoors, therefore there is only
a small noise-related activity for this criteria.
We prefer to leave in the references to land acquisition and agriculture since these are cost
items and also impact to the existing community culture. This was also a factor raised by some
of the members of the public. I think the current scoring is consistent with these aspects.
However, we would suggest that the scores for precincts 4 & 5 be revised to indicate a scoring
of 1 rather than 0.

7. Criteria I - Ability to Centralize Township Facilities:
a. Township Comment: This need to be further discussed as it seems unnecessary comparing
factor.
b. Azimuth Response: This factor could be removed if that is desirable.
8. Additional Township Commentary:
a. Township Comment: It seems that Precinct 3 ranks the highest based on the stated above
however it is preferred to wait until the upcoming public consultation to ensure all public
concerns are heard and addressed. The Township will also require an Odour Control Plan
Agreement prior to any further steps.
b. Azimuth Response: Assuming the scoring was revised as discussed above, the following table is
the result.
Attribute

Precinct 1

Precinct 2

Precinct 3

Precinct 4

Precinct 5

A: Separation Distance to Sensitive Land
Uses

9

10

8

7

7

B: Odour and Noise Potential

10

10

10

5

10

D: Protection of Natural Environment

10

10

7

9

8

E: Suitability of Current Land Use Zoning
F: Suitability if Future Expansion is
Required

9

8

8

8

10

10

10

7

5

5

G: Additional Infrastructure Requirements

10

10

5

5

5

H: Construction Disruption

10

8

6

1

1

68

66

51

40

46

C: Noise Potential

I: Ability to Centralize Township Facilities

Total

Given that the odour modelling shows that there are no predicted impact, MECP will not require
active odour control. Odour mitigation planning is required and facilitated by the plant design.
The odour mitigation plan will become part of the ECA requirements and it is premature until a
technology is defined and detail design is commenced. However, the odour mitigation plan will
include the following components:
- Screening or enclosures of the pre-screening / bar screen to minimize odour release
-

Common venting of the tank headspace. Venting is normally passive for standard
operations. For those plants that inject air, the air injection will force air to outlet via a
common stack that is extended above the building roofline. Sever odour mitigation can
include extension of the vent stack.

-

Plant operations are controlled to minimize or eliminate production of reduced sulphur and
mercaptan

-

For odour mitigation, the vent stack can be extended vertically to promote dilution /
dispersion

-

Severe odour mitigation can include the injection of ozone or a product such as biosolve into
the vent stack or tank headspace

9. Over All Comments Alternative Sewage Treatment Technologies Selection:
a. Township Comment: All 8 technologies scored shall include details on sludge treatment and
management, tertiary treatment details and associated capital costs, required structures
(aeration tanks, secondary clarifier, sludge storage tank, disinfection process etc.…).
Also, there is insufficient operation and maintenance costs information for the Township to
predict future financial commitment once the facility is assumed.
b. Azimuth Response: Sludge generation rates are available for all of the technologies and can be
incorporated in the report specifically. I used a “high / medium / low” descriptor in the draft
Phase III report. I would like to discuss how these criteria are to be presented as some of them
are functions of the technology (aeration tanks, clarifiers are part of the process and are built
in). As a mandatory criteria, we incorporated that the tanks cannot be open air tanks.
As described in Section 7.5 of the report, all technologies will require pre-screening, equalization
(in some cases this is built in to the main react vessel), chemical addition, tertiary filtration and
disinfection for the processing of effluent. In all cases, sludge is a by-product and has to be
stabilized and treated. We have assumed that the Township wishes to have on-site stabilization
and thickening.

Comparative criteria v) summarizes manpower requirements
Comparative criteria vi) summarizes O&M & Lifecycle costs
Comparative criteria vii) summarizes maintenance requirements
The cost factors for various existing plants was included in the Phase I/II report. That
information can be reproduced in the Phase III Report.
10. Closing Comments
a. Township Comment: The Township will require the completion of the following Part “A” and
Part “B” before closing the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase III draft report (Azimuth,2021) :
Part “A”

Once the draft report is finalized. The Township will conduct another review with respect to the
above comments. The Township will also require feedback from the following bodies on the
final report before closing the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase III draft report (Azimuth,2021).
- The outcome of the upcoming public participation session
- Ministry of Environment (MOE)
- Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA)
- Indigenous communities (if applicable)
b. Azimuth Response: Consultation with all of the listed parties is required as part of the Class EA
and they would all receive specific notification regarding the issuance of the Phase III report.
We expect that no comments would be received from Indigenous communities as they have not
commented on any aspect of the previous Class EA nor the current amendment.
Part “B”
A meeting between the Township and the developer and a potential agreement to address the
following before closing the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase III draft report (Azimuth,2021)
and proceeding with detailed design:
-

Odour Control Plan: This to address any potential odour issues, any required upgrades to be
financially covered by the developer during the initial operation and until the subdivision is
completed for a period not less than 2 years after the subdivision is fully occupied.
- Azimuth Response: It is also part of the ECA requirement and would be addressed through
detail design and be a requirement of the Subdivision and/or Development Agreement.

-

Depreciation of existing homes value: The depreciation of the existing homes value shall also be
addressed based on the outcome of the 2020 Public Consultation.
- Brookfield Response: This comment was raised as part of the Phase I/II Report. Brookfield
responded to this item via email on October 28, 2021, indicating that the claim of a planning
approval of a STP can give rise to liability related to loss of property value is frivolous and
there is no basis on which a court would allow that kind of a claim to proceed.

-

Operation and maintenance Plan: This to address the operational and maintenance costs during
the initial operation and until the subdivision is completed for a specific period of time based on
the final agreed on technology. The Township will request a proposal from OCWA for the
operation and maintenance of the preferred alternative. All costs to be covered by the
developer during the agreed-on period.
- Azimuth Response: O&M is part of the detail design as it is triggered in part by the design
capabilities. It is our expectation that that an O&M Manual with O&M requirements would
be required to be provided to the Township as part of the overall design of the facility.
These types of documents are generally prepared prior to the start of the operation of the
facility.
- Brookfield Response: It is also expected that the Township would require us to undertake a
Rate Study to determine what the wastewater rates would be for users of the system prior
to users coming on-line.

Response Items for Discission - Baxter Phase III Draft Report to Township
Item
Section - Text
Ainley Review Comment (June 4, 2021 letter)
7.1 General
• A bulleted list of all evaluation criteria would be helpful before each criterion is
1
discussed.
2
7.1 – Criteria B: Odour Modelling
• Odour modelling report is in Appendix 6. Correct typo.
• “The diagram below is the wind rose for Baxter….”. Diagram is missing.
3

4

• The possibility for odour generation and the requirement for an odour control
system at the facility will need to be established through dispersion modelling
during the detailed design, which is a requirement for the air/noise ECA approval
from the MECP.
7.1 – Criteria C: Noise Potential
• It seems that the scoring for precinct 2 and 1 should be lower than precinct 4
Candidate Precinct 2 received a score and 5 because precinct 2 and 1 are closer to a greater number of residences. It
of 9, followed by Candidate Precinct 1 seems that precinct 2 and 1 should get a score of around 5 and the other two
with a score of 8. Candidate Precincts should get a score of around 8 or 9.
4 and 5 received scores of 5.

Will correct the reference
Will add the wind rose to the report.
The Odour Modelling Report should meet MECP criteria in association with the ECA approvals. An air approvals (Section 9) will be required for the backup
generator. The STP does not typically have an air or noise ECA.

To address other comments, we will combine the odour and noise potential criteria since MECP evaluates them in the same way. The scoring is related to the
MECP D-2 guidelines and whether the proposed location meets the guideline. For a plant of the proposed capacity without design contingencies, the MECP
recommended separation distance is 100. MECP have routinely approved plant locations where the separation distance is between 40 and 80m for plants where
odour / noise mitigation can be installed if there are issues. The proposed plant design will include ventilation control and odour / noise mitigation techniques.
The scoring process will explained better. Beyond a certain distance, there is no added benefit to an increase in distance. The threshold distance is based on the
MECP D-2 distances. Location 2 meets the D-2 distances for a plant between 500 to 2500m3/day and does not require a pumping station so is given a score of 10.
Location 1 exceeds the criteria for a plant up to an ADF of 500m3/day (-1) and does not require a pumping station so given a score of 9. Location 3 exceeds the D-2
distance for a 2,500m3/day plant and requires a pumping station so given a score of 8 (-2). Locations 4 and 5 match the D-2 distance for a 500m3/day plant (-1) and
need a pumping station (-2) so are given a score of 7. This is also implicitly indicated by the results of the odour modelling exercise, as it showed that there are no
predicted impacts for Locations 1, 2, 3 or 5. In addition, Locations 3, 4 and 5 would require a pumping station that is closer than Location 1, which is a potential
odour / noise generator.

5

6

Azimuth Response (July 7, 2021)
We will add a list of the evaluation criteria

7.1 – Criteria D: Protection of the
Natural Environment

7
7.1 – Criteria G: Additional
Infrastructure Requirements

• Are statements about geology reliable without boreholes being advanced in
the area?
• Scoring for precinct 3 and 5 seem high because they are both quite close to a
watercourse and overflows might negatively impact the watercourse whereas
the other precincts are not near a watercourse.
• Discussion here focuses on the raw sewage pumping station only. In locations
1, 2, and 4, an effluent pumping station will be needed to get the treated effluent
to the discharge location. Consider adding this discussion.

Yes geology statements are presented appropriately, given the regional context of the overburden units, and that the plant is primarily a surface feature.
The scores for Locations 3 and 5 could be reduced due to the proximity to watercourses. It is possible to mitigate this aspect during design by expanding storage
and having redundant systems and controls.
We will clarify this aspect. The various components and the requirements for construction and disruption can be clarified, and a pumping station versus lift station
should be separate items. The most significant component is the full pumping station for Locations 3, 4 and 5. A full pumping station requires separate power,
pumping, land allocation, odour control, backup power, overflow controls, maintenance, monitoring, etc. A lift station is simply a deeper chamber within the plant
with raw sewage pumps to take wastewater from the gravity system and bring it up and into the plant. A lift station is part of the plant and utilizes the same supply
and control systems, odour control, ventilation, etc as the plant.

8
The lengths of the raw sewage forcemain are also important since the longer forcemains for Locations 3, 4 and 5 are likely to require air relief structures
(particularly for 4 and 5, maybe not 3). The length of the discharge forcemain is not subject to the same concern. I think the current scoring is consistent with
these aspects.
• Scoring for precinct 3 and 5 seems low because, while both would require a
Please see response to Township comments as this comment is addressed there.
raw sewage pumping station, they are quite close to the discharge point and the
discharge could likely be by gravity, depending on the topography. An effluent
pumping station would not be needed at these two locations. Precinct 1 and 2
would need an effluent pumping station, and precinct 4 would need both a raw
sewage and an effluent pumping station. Precinct 4 should receive the lowest
score and the score for the other revised to reflect pumping in both directions.

9

10

7.1 – Criteria H: Construction
Disruption

• It is unclear if this section is discussing construction of the WWTP itself or of
both the WWTP and forcemains. Consider clarifying.

We will clarify these aspects. The focus is on the WWTP itself, as well as any other required appurtenances such as influent SPS and FMs and/or effluent discharge
piping since these are the subject of the Class EA. The collection system is approved under a separate authority.

Response Items for Discission - Baxter Phase III Draft Report to Township
Item
Section - Text
Ainley Review Comment (June 4, 2021 letter)
• The scoring here may need to be revisited because it seems that construction
of a WWTP in precinct 1 would score the lowest because it would lead to the
most noise and additional traffic during construction because it is located closest
to many residences. Precinct 2 would get a higher score than 1 because it is
11
further away from residences. It seems that precinct 3 should receive the highest
score because it would result in the least noise and construction traffic for
existing residents since it is the furthest away from residents.
7.1 – Criteria I: Ability to Centralize
Township Facilities
12

7.1 – Table 5
13
14
7.2 – Table 6
15

16

17

18

7.2 The sewage treatment plant will
include some balancing for treated
effluent to provide capacity, which
will reduce the erosion potential at
the outlet.
7.2 – Discharge of Treated Effluent

19

The Township has proposed to remove this criteria.

• A discussion of costs would be helpful in this evaluation, since pumping is an
expensive endeavour and some discharge locations are further than others.

Please see response to Township comments as this comment is addressed there.

• It is unclear what is meant by this statement. How will balancing provide
capacity and how is that related to erosion. Clarify.

We will clarify this in the report. The capcity relates to the capacity of the discharge pump, in order to minimize required peaking of flow during high flow periods.
This also reduces the peak instantaneous discharge rate, which will reduce erosion potential.

• “A predicted loading of 9.5kg/year for phosphorus is expected from a local
plant.” What effluent concentration is this based on? Clarify.
• “The net change in the concentration of phosphorus in the river would not be
quantifiable…”. Can it not be modeled? Clarify why it is not “quantifiable?

This is based on an effluent criteria of 0.1mg/L, and is from Table 9 and Section 5.1 of the ACS report.

Attribute A, B and C are related in terms of MECP's D-2 approach to some degree. In particular, odour and noise could be combined. A - is somewhat more
general and I can revise it to take out the specific reference to odour.
We will update the scoring presented in Table 5.
We can clarify the criteria for the evaluation of locations. Table 6 is intended to represent these criteria. The criteria are more granular than comparison of the
various technologies so the intent was to simplify this aspect.

By quantifiable, we mean that the incremental increase in the concentration is less than the method detection limit for laboratory analysis. It has been quantified
by analytical modelling. We will clarify these statements.

• The discussion in this section is comparing the amount of pollutants going to
We will review the MECP correspondence and revise accordingly. MECP Technal Support staff for Central Region have commented on the acceptablity of the
the Angus plant versus the amount of pollutants going directly to the river from a proposed effluent criteria.
plant in Baxter. However, when considering the proposed effluent limits, the
MECP will look at the discharge from Baxter as pollutant loadings to the river that
are additional to the total loading allowed by the Angus WWTP as cited in their
ECA. A previous communication from the MECP indicated this. Consider revising
this discussion.

21

23

• Some explanation is needed for the scoring here. It is not clear what
parameters or factors were used to do the scoring. For example, precinct 3,
which is the most remote location, received a much higher score than precinct 5,
which is along a major road and would seem more likely to have more
centralization potential.
• The names of the Attribute A and B are confusing. Both are labeled as having
an odour element. Consider renaming attribute A to remove the reference to
odour if appropriate.
• Update scoring as needed per comments above.
• What are the evaluation criteria for discharge location? It is unclear how the
Yes/No grading is assigned to each alterative. For example, item 5 only discusses
challenges associated with the option, but it was given a “Yes” grading for future
consideration nonetheless. Discuss evaluation criteria.

• “….the loading for the local plant would be approximately 8.8% lower (0.9 kg)”. You are correct. We will clarify this aspect in the report.
It is assumed here that 8.8% lower means lower than the loading to the Angus
plant had the flows from Baxter been sent to Angus. Consider clarifying.

20

22

Azimuth Response (July 7, 2021)
Assuming the same plant is being constructed, then the traffic requirement on Township roads is the same for Locations 1, 2 and 3, as the only difference is how far
back the plant is from Denney Drive. Part of the issue in my mind is that Locations 2 and 3 are outside of the community boundary, and require purchase of rural
land. The construction activity is primarily the installation of cast-in-place concrete tanks. This activity is not a noisy activity. Once the tanks and building are
built, all of the work is indoors, therefore there is only a small noise-related activity for this criteria. I prefer to leave in the references to land acquisition and
agriculture since these are cost items and also impact to the existing community culture. This was also a factor raised by some of the members of the public. I
think the current scoring is consistent with these aspects.

7.2 - Potential Impact of a Discharge
Outlet on Aquatic Habitat:

• “In-stream habitat and channel morphology is not expected to be altered
within the receiving watercourse due to the proposed discharge.”. The MECP
may require a hydro geomorphological assessment to support this statement.

Our communiciations with MECP have indicated that a geomorphical analysis will not be required. The proposed discharge rate is 0.25% of the 7Q20 flow so that it
is a very small incremental flow.

7.2 - Comparison of Discharge
Locations

• There was no environmental impact study done as part of the Class EA to
establish impacts to vegetation and non-aquatic species. The MECP may require
one.

We agree a vegetation assessment might be required, by either MECP or possibly NVCA for the portion that traverses the valley section. The proposed alignment
follows a farm lane and an existing (constructed) drainage swale to reach the river.

Response Items for Discission - Baxter Phase III Draft Report to Township
Item
Section - Text
Ainley Review Comment (June 4, 2021 letter)
7.3 - Alternative Sewage Treatment
• Each technology described should include a listing of the tankage and
Technologies (General Comments)
processes required to give the reader an idea of how many structures will be
needed. Examples would be: - Screening and degritting
- Aeration tank
- MBR building
24
- Secondary clarifier
- Digester tank
- Sludge storage tank
- Disinfection system

25

26

27

28
7.3 - RBC

• All technologies described should include a discussion on solids/sludge
treatment and management. For example, will the sludge that’s settled in the
Fixed Bed Biofilter system be trucked off-site for disposal? If so, what will be the
disposal method and location?
• A technology evaluation for solids/sludge treatment, including costs, should be
included because the capital costs can be 50% or more of the cost of the liquid
treatment train.

We can add a section on sludge stabilization, storage, handling and discharge. The plant design is intended to have stabilization, thickening, storage and discharge,
and could either be transferred to Angus for further treatment or could be suitable for discharge. The assumption is that the Township would accomplish this
under their current approvals process.

• An evaluation of tertiary treatment technologies, including costs, may be
prudent since tertiary treatment may be needed to achieve the lower total
phosphorous limit proposed. Otherwise, it may be necessary to list examples of
existing plants in Canada using the selected treatment technology achieving the
desired total phosphorous effluent concentration.

We expect that chemical addition and tertiary filtration are capable of meeting the proposed effluent criteria and these processes are described in Section 7.5. We
can add examples of plants that achieve similar criteria. A high degree of tertiary treatment (e.g. membrane filtration) would not be required to hit the criteria. We
can add additional discussion to the report to present that information.

• It should be noted that all technologies will require upstream degritting and
screening and downstream disinfection.
• Secondary clarifiers are needed

This is discussed in Section 7.5. We will review this section to ensure that it is clear.

29

7.3 – MBR
30
31

7.3 – Activated Sludge

32

33
34
35
36

7.3 – Comparative Criteria
7.3 - iiii) Ability to expand capacity;

37
38

7.3 - vi) Lifecycle Costs;

Azimuth Response (July 7, 2021)
We can clarify and add a description of the tankage. However, the general footprint is indicated and this information is seen primarily as a matter of information.
As the tankage is intended to all be buried, it will have little effect on the visual appearance of the plant. It is also not intended to reflect a detail design for
individual technologies. The information presented is well beyond the level of information normally presented in Class EA's. I wish to be careful to not handcuff
the detail design as there is a need to ensure that the design aligns with the Class EA documentation.

We would appreciate discussion of the cost implications as our experience for smaller plants is that it does not reflect that high a portion of the overall costs. The
sludge generation rates are relatively comparable so that the overall tankage and sludge costs are not significant discriminators for the various technologies. We
did not add specific numeric genereation rates as there are a variety of references that are slightly different and did not wish to raise a potential conflict in
statements.

Agreed. Having clarifiers is part of the treatment train for RBC's because treatment occurs on a continuous basis. We did not explicitly describe those additional
components of secondary treatment as they are inferred. We can clarify this directly for RBC's or it will be clarified if we are adding descriptions of specific tankage
for all technologies.
We will add a section specifically to address sludge management.
Agreed, we will clarify

• How is the sludge treated or managed?
• “Pre-treatment to remove all particles, plastics and solids is required, using an
initial react tank that is aerated continuously.” The react tank is a separate
structure from the screenings and degritting facility. An advance screening
method is needed for this technology.
Agreed.
• It should be Conventional Activated Sludge (CAS)
• “An activated sludge system uses the same treatment concept that is used as in We will clarify the descriptions and add references.
extended aeration but recirculates sludge to promote biological growth,…”. Both
technologies recirculate sludge. The CAS system requires pretreatment, such as a
clarifier, which extended aeration does not.
• “After a retention time of 18 to 24 hours,..’. CAS retention time is
approximately 6 hours minimum. Smaller tankage required compared to
extended aeration.
• “This type of plant is in use in the City of Barrie and Stratford.” This is the
technology used at the majority of municipal plants in Ontario.
• The scale of the scoring needs to be stated before the discussion of the
scoring….1 to 10?, 1 to 5? 1 to 4?
• The discussion presented is not about expansion ability, but the ability to
handle large fluctuations in flow. Consider revising.
• An MBR system is easier to expand than a CAS or extended air system and
should get a higher score.
• It would be helpful for the reader if a summary of the costs from the Phase I/II
report was provided here.

This information can be clarified. The time presented is typical. Can add references.

I can add this to clarify. I believe it is appropriate to indicate that it is used at most large facilities, whereas smaller facilities are SBR (particularly recently).
We will clarify. Scoring is 1 to 4.
The section addresses expansion of the plant to serve the existing community or future community growth, which is an expansion of capacity. We will look at the
wording and ensure that it is clear.
My understanding is that MBR has a finite capacity based on the filter area. Expansion is based on increasing filter area. I believe this becomes more difficult when
the increase is beyond a particular amount, whereas the other technologies have the ability to change process timing to increase capacity as well. I would
appreciate the opportunity to discuss, however, the values can be changed appropriately.
Agreed, we will add this section.

Response Items for Discission - Baxter Phase III Draft Report to Township
Item
Section - Text
Ainley Review Comment (June 4, 2021 letter)
• This section does not provide very much detail about how the lifecycle costs
were derived, specifically operation and maintenance, which makes it difficult to
evaluate the scoring. There is insufficient information of the operating and
39
maintenance costs for the Town to assess the financial commitment that will be
needed when they take control of plant operation.

Azimuth Response (July 7, 2021)
The factors for the costing are based on actual costs at operating plants, including the Angus plant and data provided by the Township's operators. We can clarify
these sources. For the Baxter plant, actual operations will be proven out during the initial commissioning period when the plant operations are the responsiblity of
Brookfield.
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DESCRIPTION

The following minutes are in relation to the comments related to the draft Phase III EA Report components
raised by the Township of Essa in the email dated June 21, 2021) and Ainley group in the letter dated June 4,
2021 (received via email June 21, 2021). Following receipt of the Township and Ainley’s comments, Azimuth
prepared the attached responses dated July 7, 2021 to the Township and Ainley’s comments. The discussion
at the meeting revolved around these comments, and the discussion is summarized below.
A.

Ainley Comments:
4.

5.

Criteria B: Odour Modelling


Ainley identified that a separate Air and Noise ECA will be required from the MECP as part of
the STP Application.



Updated modelling may be required.

Criteria C: Noise Potential


Ainley believes that the number of potentially impacted residents should be taken into
consideration.
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DESCRIPTION

7.

8.



Ainley suggested evaluation of noise and odour as an aesthetic impact rather than strictly
distance.



Township wants the ranking to be proportional based on distance to houses.



Azimuth identified that the impact from noise does not proportionally decline the further away
you get from a facility. Once you are beyond the minimum D-2 separation distance, there is
minimal impact.



Further refinement of this section is required. Consideration will be given to combining air and
noise into a single criteria, and evaluating on aesthetic impacts to the community.

Criteria D: Protection of Natural Environment


Ainley felt that a scoring of 6 for Precincts 4 & 5 may be more appropriate due to proximity to
existing watercourse.



Azimuth identified that for Precincts 1 & 2, we could consider emergency overflow to nearby
SWM facility which could be used for containment. Township was adamant that this is not
something they wish to consider.

Criteria G: Additional Infrastructure Requirements


Ainley disagrees with Azimuth’s response regarding the differentiation between a lift station
(internal to STP) and a standalone SPS. Ainley and the Township feel that the requirements
of a separate facility is the same as that for a standalone facility, as they both require power,
pumps, same pumping volume, etc.



Brookfield and Azimuth spoke to a standalone SPS requiring a separate building, land area,
parking area, power source, backup generator, pump controls, manpower to operate, etc.,
whereas for a lift station, these would all be part of the STP facility and would not be
duplicated.



Azimuth identified that the section will be refined to further clarify the differences between a lift
station and a standalone SPS and forcemain.



Ainley feels that the scoring is not proportional and suggests the following:
Precinct

1

2

3

4

5

Score

10

10

7 or 8

4

5

11. Criteria H: Construction Disruption


Ainley feels that Precincts 1 & 2 are scored too high due to proximity to residents



Ainley feels that the reference to removal of agricultural lands is related to capital acquisition
costs. Azimuth clarified that the statement was in response to taking agricultural lands out of
production, as it was raised by residents at PIC#1.



Township does not believe that PIC#1 comments should be spoken to in the evaluation;
Ainley suggests not discussion PIC#1 input in Phase III Report, but to respond to PIC#2
comments directly and include in ESR.
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DESCRIPTION


Azimuth and Brookfield discussed that the construction disruption impact was focused more
on the impacts to the existing community as a result of external works required on municipal
and county roadways (i.e. forcemains to Precincts 4 & 5). Consideration will be given to
adding a figure to illustrate this.



Ainley suggested the following scoring:
Precinct

1

2

3

4

5

Score

8

9

10

1

1

15. Section 7.2, Discharge of Treated Effluent, Table 6


Ainley would like to discussion on ranking criteria for discharge locations; suggests keeping it
simple.



Azimuth will revise report to incorporate.

17. Section 7.2, Discharge of Treated Effluent, re: how balancing of effluent will provide capacity and
how related to erosion


Ainley understood the response provided by Azimuth in the response memo.



Azimuth will revise report to include additional discussion.

21. Section 7.2, Discharge of Treated Effluent, re: comparison of pollutant loadings to receiver


Ainley suggests that the report should mention the comments provided by the MECP to
demonstrate that discussions have taken place with the Ministry.

22. Section 7.2, Potential Impact of a Discharge Outlet on Aquatic Habitat


Ainley understood the response provided by Azimuth in the response memo.

24. Section 7.3 – Alternative Treatment Technologies (General Comments)


Ainley explained rationale regarding request for summary of tankage and processes and
suggested either a summary table at the end of each technology section. A summary table at
the end of all technologies or through text in the discussion in the report would also be
acceptable.

25. Section 7.3 – Alternative Treatment Technologies (General Comments)


Ainley would like to see more discussion on sludge handling for the various technologies.



Azimuth identified that he would anticipate aerobic digestion and thickening at the STP,
followed by trucking to the Angus STP.

26. Section 7.3 – Alternative Treatment Technologies (General Comments)


Ainley understood the response provide by Azimuth in the response memo.



Azimuth will add discussion re: high / medium / low sludge generation rates per technology.



Ainley would like to see discussion in report so that the public knows that it was considered.
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Ainley suggests a separate section re: sludge treatment technology and management, and
how it translates into approximate # of trucks/month.

36. Section 7.3, Alternative Treatment Technologies, iii) ability to expand capacity


Ainley understood the response provided by Azimuth in the response memo.

37. Section 7.3, Alternative Treatment Technologies, iii) ability to expand capacity

B.

Ainley feels that MBR has the easiest ability to expand over CAS and AS technologies.

Township Comments
The majority of the comments were discussed as part of the comments provided by Ainley and are
captured in the above section.
4.

7.

Criteria E – Suitability of Current Land Use Zoning


Township suggested that all Precincts should receive a score of 10 as all zones permit
municipal public service uses such as a STP.



Township suggested that the criteria be excluded in the evaluation.

Criteria I – Ability to Centralize Township Facilities


Discussion revolving whether this criteria should be included.



The following scoring was suggested by Ainley:
Precinct

1

2

3

4

5

Score

10

10

10

10

5

10. Closing Comments
a.

Discussion around the Township “closing the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase III draft
report”.
-

b.

Brookfield clarified that Brookfield is the proponent of the Class EA, and that the
Township has opted to proceed as a participant rather than a co-proponent. Per the
Class EA process, the proponent will take into consideration comments received as part
of the public participation and finalize the Environmental Study Report (ESR). The ESR
will be placed on the public record, which will be subject to the mandatory 30-day
review period. At this time, there is an opportunity for the public to request a Part II
Order.

Discussion around the Township’s requirement for an Odour Control Plan
-

Azimuth advised that an Odour Control Plan will be developed as part of the detailed
design of the STP. As the Township will be required to endorse the ECA application,
this can be made a Township requirement for endorsing the application. In addition,
this can be included as a requirement under the Subdivision and/or Development
Agreement.

-

All parties agreed that it is premature to prepare an Odour Control Plan at this time.
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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Charlotte Gurnsey [consultation@mbq-tmt.org]
October 5, 2020 10:24 AM
Mike Jones; Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com
Lisa Maracle; Nicole Storms
Wastewater Servicing for Baxter - MBQ

Good morning,
The Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte (MBQ) would like to thank you for your invitation to participation in the PIC for the Wastewater Servicing for Baxter in the
Township of Essa.
Due to the geographical proximity of the project, we would like to defer consultation to our Sister community, the Six Nations of the Grand River, as they may
be able to be more involved than we can be at this time.
Kind regards,

Charlotte E. Gurnsey, B.Soc.Sc.

Consultation Coordinator
Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte - Kenhteke Kanyen’kehá:ka
24 Meadow Dr., Tyendinaga Mohawk Territory, ON K0K 1X0
T: 613-396-3424 Ext. 155 | E: consultation@mbq-tmt.org
F: 613-396-3627 | W: http://www.mbq-tmt.org/

1
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DESCRIPTION
c.

d.

Discussion on the Township’s concern for claims against the municipality for depreciation of
existing home values.
-

Brookfield reiterated that the claim of a planning approval of a STP giving rise to liability
related to loss of property value is frivolous, and there is no basis on which a court
would allow that kind of a claim to proceed.

-

Township indicated that they would like Brookfield to confirm in writing that they will
cover any legal fees incurred by the Municipality as a result of any claims received by
residents of the community due to the location of the STP.

-

Brookfield will need to review this request internally.

Discussion on the Township’s requirement for an Operation and Maintenance Plan
-

C.

An O&M Plan will be created following the detailed design of the STP, and can be
included as a Township requirement in the Subdivision and/or Development
Agreement.

Other Items
1.

2.

Roles of the Parties at the upcoming PIC#2


Brookfield raised concerns regarding the role of the Township at PIC#1.



While it was noted that Brookfield and Azimuth appreciated Staff and members of Council
being at attendance at the PIC, it appeared that individual Township representatives were
providing responses and clarification on the material being presented, rather than directing
members of the public to the project team.



Brookfield will provide an email to the Township in advance of PIC#2 to provide clarity on the
roles, such as:
o

Brookfield & Azimuth (Proponent and project team) – Respond to questions raised by
the public verbally; provide clarification on information presented; direct the public to
provide written comments so that they can be received as part of the public record and
be responded to in writing.

o

Township & Ainley [if requested by Township] (Participant and peer-review consultant) –
Receive verbal comments from the public verbally; direct them to ask questions and
seek clarification from the proponent and project team; direct the public to provide
written comments.

Action Items


The following are to be pre-circulated to the Township and Ainley prior to finalizing the report
and proceeding to PIC#2
o

Revised sections on Criteria A (Odour/Noise), and Criteria B (Aesthetic Conditions and
Separation Distance)

o

Revised section on the evaluation of discharge locations and revised Table 6 evaluation
criteria

o

Revised Table 8
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Information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any
review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the
intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer.

Ainley & Associates Limited
195 County Court Boulevard, Brampton, ON L6W 4P7
Tel: (905) 452-5172
E-mail: brampton@ainleygroup.com

October 8, 2021

File No. 12020

Township of Essa
5786 Simcoe County Rd 21
Utopia, Ontario
LOM 1T0

Attention:

Michael Mikael, P.Eng
Manager of Public Works

Subject:

Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase III Final Report
Ainley Peer Review

Dear Michael,
We are please to provide you with our peer review comments on the final Phase III report for Baxter’s Class
EA Amendment, as posted by Azimuth on September 3, 2021
We note that the final site location and treatment plant effluent discharge selected for the WWTP is subject
to review and comment by the Ministry of the Environment Conservation and Parks, the Township of Essa,
the residents of Baxter, the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority, indigenous groups, and other
stakeholders that may be affected by the proposed works.
If you have any questions or require further information regarding our review, please feel free to contact the
undersigned.
Yours truly,
AINLEY & ASSOCIATES LIMITED

Preya Balgobin, P. Eng.
Senior Project Manager

Suitable
Footprint in
Candidate
Precinct

Distance to Closest House of
Existing Community

Distance to Closest
House in the Brookfield
Marshall Subdivision

1

230m to the southwest

130m to the west

2

280m to the southwest

180m to the west

3

430 to the south

750 to the west

4

100 to the north, 300 to the
east,
baseball diamond and
outdoor skating rink within
100m
100m to the west

Not applicable since not
adjacent

5

Not applicable since not
adjacent

E Suitability of Current Land Use Zoning: All four precinct shall receive a score of 10 since section 4.12 of the
Townships Zoning By law, permits a municipal public service or utility structure in any zone. Essentially a use
needed by the Township is permitted in any zone.
2

G Additional Infrastructure Requirements: The provided information focuses mainly on the raw sewage
pumping station. Scoring for precinct 1,2,3,4,5 shall be identical since precinct 1,2,4 will require an effluent
pumping station to get the treated effluent to the discharge location while precinct 3 and 5 will both require
sewage pumping station and will likely require no effluent pumping station since the discharge could likely be by
gravity (close to the discharge point)
H Construction Disruption: The score seems to be misplaced between precinct 1, 2 and 3. Precinct 1 shall
receive the lowest since it will cause the most noise and additional traffic during construction (130 meters to
the closest property boundary for residential housing).
I Ability to Centralize Township Facilities: This need to be further discussed as it seems unnecessary comparing
factor.
It seems that Precinct 3 ranks the highest based on the stated above however it is preferred to wait until the upcoming
public consultation to ensure all public concerns are heard and addressed. The Township will also require an Odour
Control Plan Agreement prior to any further steps.
Over All Comments Alternative Sewage Treatment Technologies Selection:
All 8 technologies scored shall include details on sludge treatment and management, tertiary treatment details and
associated capital costs, required structures ( aeration tanks, secondary clarifier, sludge storage tank, disinfection
process etc. ).
Also, there is insufficient operation and maintenance costs information for the Township to predict future financial
commitment once the facility is assumed.
The Township will require the completion of the following Part A and Part B before closing the Baxter Class EA
Amendment Phase III draft report (Azimuth,2021) :
Part A
Once the draft report is finalized. The Township will conduct another review with respect to the above comments. The
Township will also require feedback from the following bodies on the final report before closing the Baxter Class EA
Amendment Phase III draft report (Azimuth,2021).
The outcome of the upcoming public participation session
Ministry of Environment (MOE)
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA)
Indigenous communities (if applicable)

Part B
A meeting between the Township and the developer and a potential agreement to address the following before closing
the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase III draft report (Azimuth,2021) and proceeding with detailed design:
Odour Control Plan: This to address any potential odour issues, any required upgrades to be financially covered
by the developer during the initial operation and until the subdivision is completed for a period not less than 2
years after the subdivision is fully occupied.
Depreciation of existing homes value: The depreciation of the existing homes value shall also be addressed
based on the outcome of the 2020 Public Consultation.
Operation and maintenance Plan: This to address the operational and maintenance costs during the initial
operation and until the subdivision is completed for a specific period of time based on the final agreed on
3

technology. The Township will request a proposal from OCWA for the operation and maintenance of the
preferred alternative. All costs to be covered by the developer during the agreed on period.
Thanks everyone

Michael Mikael, P.Eng
Manager of Public Works
Township of Essa
mmikael@essatownship.on.ca
705 424 9917 ext. 135
Effective April 3, 2021 access to the Administration Centre will be restricted to staff only, however all
services are still being offered to our residents during the Provincial Shutdown. Members of the
public are encouraged to reach out to staff by phone or email, and to use online options as much as
possible. Payments can be deposited into the Drop Boxes located on the upper and lower levels, or
by using our online payment system during this time. For further assistance, please call our office at
705-424-9917.

**Did you know? The Township of Essa is undertaking a comprehensive review of its Official
Plan. Click HERE for more information!**
Information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any
review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the
intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer.
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ITEM
#
1.

JUNE HAMELIN REVIEW COMMENT

AZIMUTH RESPONSE



Initial section discusses environmental aspects that relate to the
Environmental Assessment (EA) Act evaluation of an undertaking and
alleges that the report is missed the mark as they are not specifically
addressed.



2.



Criteria A – noise and odour potential – given that the same technology
is proposed at each location, the noise and odour potential should be
the same at each location. We have given all of them a score of 10.









3.



Criteria B – separation distance – It would seem that a higher score
should be given to those locations with the greatest distance from the
sensitive residential uses. The report gives a higher score to those
options closest to the existing and future sensitive uses. We have
scored those with the least potential to impact the highest, and those
closest lower.






Wastewater projects are evaluated through the Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) process. The
Class EA process is based on the identification of a challenge and the evaluation of alternatives to address
those challenges and is summarized in Section 3 of the Phase 3 report. The environmental factors are
addressed through consideration of protection of the natural environment, selection of suitable discharge
locations, evaluation on aquatic habitat, effluent criteria, and assimilative capacity.
Mr. and Ms. Hamelin are correct that the plant will incorporate noise and odour abatement measures.
However, the focus of the evaluation is on potential impacts if the plant generates a nuisance, and the
control measures fail. These aspects are required as part of the MECP approvals and there is an expectation
that these factors are addressed in the Class EA, both by the regulators and the public. Odour modeling has
been completed that recommends a separation distance of 90m for all of the possible precincts to prevent
odour impacts.
MECP D-2 guidelines provide a specific criteria based on separation distance, and in October, 2021, MECP
concluded that the D-series guidelines did not need to be updated.
For facilities with a capacity equal to or less than 500 m3/day, the recommended separation distance is 100
m. A smaller separation distance may be permitted if a qualified professional produces a study showing the
feasibility of the distance based on implementing mitigation measures for noise, odour, and other
contaminants.
For facilities with a capacity between 500m3/day and 25,000m3/day, 100m is the MECP minimum required
separation distance, and 150m is the MECP minimum recommended separation distance.
Scoring in the Phase 3 Report is based on the D-2 distances. 150m is the MECP minimum required
separation distance for plants greater than 25,000m3/day, compared to an ADF of 227m3/day for the
proposed Baxter plant. We used this distance as a threshold as it represents a conservative approach.
Criteria B considers the aesthetic aspects whereby a plant could negatively affect the neighbouring
community. The proposed WWTP is a small facility with buried tanks that are covered, and most or all
infrastructure will be housed within a small building. Small WWTP’s are considered by MECP to have low
potential for nuisance impacts, with infrequent occurrence (MECP, Mar 2021 – Draft Land Use Compatibility
Guidelines).
The scoring in the Phase 3 Report was based on the distance between the plant and nearest neighbours,
and that for distances greater than 150m, there was negligible incremental benefit to being at greater
distance.
The scoring process is being revised to reflect population within specific distances and will continue to
include a maximum threshold distance of 150m.
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ITEM
#
4.

JUNE HAMELIN REVIEW COMMENT

AZIMUTH RESPONSE





The ANSI was reviewed as part of the background review. An ANSI summary from MNRF follows below.
The ANSI is based on landform and is identified by MNRF as being non-sensitive and not having restrictions
based on sensitivity. Therefore, more restrictive aspects, such as effluent criteria and assimilative capacity
were considered as being more relevant.



Surface drainage at Precinct 1 would flow northward towards the North Tributary. Precincts 2, 3 and 5 flow
towards the east to the Main Branch of the Nottawasaga River. Precinct 4 flows towards the southeast.
The North Tributary does have sufficient flow to receive treated effluent, as described in the Assimilative
Capacity Study (ACS) Update, however, the North Tributary does have much less assimilative capacity than

Criteria C, protection of the natural environment – the report does not
review the characteristics of the Nottawasaga River Area of Natural and
Scientific Interest (ANSI) to determine it’s significant features, and an
appropriate setback. The report scoring also doesn’t acknowledge that
Precincts 3 and 5 are of sufficient area to accommodate a setback from
the ANSI. All scenarios require an outlet to the river. Considering the
criteria including these facts, precincts 3-5 all score a 10. In contrast,
the overflow outlet for Precincts 1 and 2 are to the North Trib. This trib
does not have sufficient base flow to accommodate fully treated
effluent so a spill would have a detrimental impact and be incredibly
difficult to access and clean up. It is also much closer to the community
and residential units. Overflow outlets on the main river would have
less impact given the main river has a much greater capacity to absorb
the overflow and access to clean up is readily available from a number
of locations up and downstream. Based on these facts, the scoring for
protection of the natural environment should be reversed compared to
those provided in the report.
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AZIMUTH RESPONSE






5.

6.





Criteria D – zoning, is not captured within the definition of environment
and is therefore not valid criteria upon which to evaluate the impact of
the project. Zoning by-laws are amended all the time.

Criteria E – additional infrastructure – Scores provided for this criteria
do not account for the location of existing designated land that also
requires servicing in Baxter. It doesn’t explore the potential for gravity
feed to a sufficient level of detail. Gravity feed is the most desirable
way to feed a plant and insufficient information is provided to
determine the need for pumping stations vs gravity for all options to
serve all uses within the settlement boundary. Although scores have








the Main Branch of the Nottawasaga River.
The discharge to a stream or river does not rapidly mix with the river water. Instead, the plume will
gradually mix with the river, which can cover considerable distance downstream. If the release had
sufficiently high concentrations, then impact can potentially occur throughout this mixing zone.

If partially treated or raw sewage was to reach the Nottawasaga River, the water would reach Georgian Bay
within a matter of hours. Therefore, clean up in the river is difficult. Clean-up is more feasible by stopping
flow before it reaches the river.
The scoring is based on the ability to control a release and prevent impact, and is not intended to rely on
dilution in the river to ameliorate impacts.
Precincts 3 and 5 received a lesser score because they are adjacent to the Main Branch valley and would
have little opportunity for containment.
Providing a lesser score for Precincts 3 and 5 is consistent with comments received from Ainley as part of
their review of the Draft Phase 3 report in advance of PIC #2.
Zoning was initially included as site-specific zoning is often implemented for a sewage treatment system. In
addition, the Township previously required site-specific zoning of the Park Block to accommodate the SPS
precinct.
The Township has confirmed that Section 4.12 of the Zoning Bylaw allows township servicing under any
zoning designation. Therefore, zoning does not pose a constraint and each precinct was scored the same.
Inclusion of this criteria does not positively or negatively impact on the scoring of the various precincts.
Undeveloped areas of land within the Baxter settlement area that are designated for residential
development are limited to fill-in lots and one parcel in the south that is less than 5 ha in area. Beyond that,
additional lands would require a change in the settlement boundary. Because these lands represent a small
allotment compared to the Brookfield-Marshall subdivision, the selection of a plant location will be biased
towards a location that is most efficient to serve the Brookfield-Marshall subdivision.
As part of the Class EA, the Township has provided input that the service area of the WWTP should focus
only on the Brookfield-Marshall subdivision, as the existing homes do not exhibit significant issues with their
BROOKFIELD PROPERTIES 10

Page 11 of 14

ITEM
#

JUNE HAMELIN REVIEW COMMENT
been provided, these elements, as they relate to each precinct, should
be more thoroughly researched and explained to better inform the
score / report.

AZIMUTH RESPONSE






7.



Criteria F, suitability for future expansion – The scoring and review of
this criteria fails to acknowledge that there are other lands in the Baxter



private services, and the Township does not intend to extend municipal services in the foreseeable future.
This was also a position presented by members of the existing community that they did not wish to connect.
Gravity feed is the desired way to move sewage from the Brookfield-Marshall subdivision to the plant. As
noted in the Phase 3 Report, gravity drainage is available for Precincts 1 and 2 only; the other precincts
would require a sewage pumping station. The analysis for gravity feed considered aspects including:
- Higher ground water pressure present at the increased depths, resulting in greater potential for infiltration
- Buoyancy concerns for manholes and pipes at that depth below ground water
- Requirement for specialty construction methodology to construct and eventually repair/replace
infrastructure, such as:
 standard large excavator depth of excavation ~8m. Special measures would need to be in place to
allow for construction/repair/replacement (i.e. excavate to lower working platform which takes up
significantly more land area)
 extensive dewatering for construction as well as future repair/replacement, such as deep eductors
on both sides of trench
 specialty manholes with extra base weight to counteract against buoyancy (similar to Denney Drive
outfall)
 concrete CL-140 pipe has 7m maximum depth of fill cover for construction in embankment
conditions. Would need to ensure that construction and eventual repair/replacement is
undertaken under confined trench conditions. This would involve special trench boxes to ensure no
embankment conditions arise.
- Additional land acquisition requirements to protect for future maintenance/repair/replacement of deep
infrastructure
- Potential for cleansing velocities not being achieved due to the installation of low flow fixtures within
homes, particularly at minimum pipe slope. Gravity feed to WWTP in Precinct 3 would add ~1km of raw
sewage flow. Raw sewage in pipes at low slopes are more susceptible to accumulation of solids in pipes
than in forcemain or clean effluent gravity piping
At the current termination manhole on Gauley Drive, the sanitary sewer is at a depth of approximately
7.3m.
For a STP in Precinct 3 to be fed by gravity, the sanitary sewer depth at the facility would be over 11m based
on providing minimum slopes. For a STP in Precinct 4 to be fed by gravity, the depth would be over 14m.
For a STP in Precinct 5, the sewer depth would be over 15m.
The Phase 3 report considers expansion of the proposed WWTP to double the current rating (to
approximately 450m3/day) that would be capable of serving approximately 500 homes. A future expansion
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settlement area that are designated for development and the system
could be expanded to accommodate their needs. Furthermore, how
can a site closer to sensitive uses be more appropriate for expansion
than one total removed from sensitive uses? The scoring is not
accurate from this perspective. Expansion requires increased
separation which is not possible if the plant is in proximity to sensitive
uses. Adding capacity is more desirable than another small plant a
short distance away in a few years.

8.



Criteria G – construction disruption, is an impact for all scenarios and
should score higher for the more community disruption caused. The
closer the construction is to the community, the higher the score should
be, not the other way around as espoused in the report.

AZIMUTH RESPONSE





would allow for connection of the existing community (approximately 130 homes) plus a potential
additional 120 homes for future development.
A plant of this size would remain below the MECP capacity threshold of 500m3/day, and therefore the
required setbacks would remain the same. In addition, a plant expansion within this range would continue
to have similar infrastructure requirements, and could be achieved by mainly adding additional buried,
covered treatment tanks.
The scoring in the Phase 3 report reflects that an expansion of this magnitude could be readily
accommodated within Precincts 1, 2 and 3, without changing setbacks or main infrastructure. Precincts 4
and 5 can be expanded but have further limitations, and were therefore given a lower score. Precinct 5 has
space constraints because of the former landfill and the adjacent river valley.
 The scoring for this criteria is directly related to how much community disruption is caused by
the plant construction. Disruption would potentially be caused by:
- plant construction,
- construction of a sewage pumping station (SPS),
- construction of forcemains that would cause road closures/lane restrictions, and
- the location for construction staging and storage.
 The greatest disruption to the community would be from the construction of forcemains that
would cause major closures of Denney Drive and / or Murphy Road for extended periods of
time. Precinct 4 would include construction along 1,200 m of the main roads, traversing most
of the existing community. Precinct 5 would include construction along 1,600 m of Denney
Drive, through the existing community and rural area to the south. Both would include repaving and new driveway entrances along its length, taking several months to complete.
 Construction of an SPS would involve construction approximately 60-85m from existing
houses, and is within the park. Construction of the plant itself causes lesser disruption since
it would be further away, however staging for plant construction can also cause disruption
due to vehicles, activity, dust and noise.
 Scoring for this criteria will be modified from the Phase 3 report, as the report incorrectly
omitted factors for the STP or staging within 150-200m from existing residents. For the
Precincts in numeric order, this criteria scoring will be updated to 6, 8, 9, 3 and 6.
 A revised Table 7 is provided below
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AZIMUTH RESPONSE

Revised Table 7 - Construction Disruption

Precinct

ITEM
#

1
2
3
4
5

Minor Road
Closure (-1)

Major
Road
Closure
(-2)

STP 150200m
from
existing
Construction Residents
of SPS (-1)
(-1)
-1

-4
-2

-1
-1
-1

-1

STP 100150m
from
existing
Residents
(-2)
-2

Staging
150m200m
from ex.
Residents
(-1)

Staging
100150m
from ex.
Residents
(-2)
Score
-2
6
-1
8
9
-1
3
-1
6
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Revised Scoring - A revised scoring table is presented using the
Hamelin’s values that scores the Precincts in numeric order as 30, 36,
53, 41 and 52.
“In contrast to the Phase 3 report, Precincts 3 and 5 come out on top.
Further detail related to additional infrastructure requirements to
ensure maximization of gravity feed as well as ability to serve the whole
Baxter settlement area would assist to break the tie. They represent
the most beneficial option in the long term for the whole community.
The revised score better reflects the purpose of an EA as outlined
above. Further work related to gravity feed capabilities for all precinct
locations would assist to further inform the Townships decision to
accept the servicing scheme being proposed.”

A
B
C
D
E
F
G

As we note in the responses, above, some of the criteria incorporate factors that were not
considered and we have adjusted some of the criteria scoring. An updated scoring table is
provided below.
ATTRIBUTE
Precinct 1 Precinct 2 Precinct 3 Precinct 4 Precinct 5
Noise & Odour Potential
8
10
10
10
10
Separation Distance to Residences
5
10
10
10
10
Protection of Natural Environment
10
10
6
9
6
Suitability of Current Land Use Zoning
10
10
10
10
10
Additional Infrastructure Requirements
10
10
8
4
5
Suitability if Future Expansion is
Required
10
10
10
7
7
Construction Disruption
6
8
9
3
6
59
68
63
53
54




“At the end of the day the Township will take ownership of the
infrastructure, and deal with all the complaints and related
maintenance and repair associated with the facility. It is ultimately the
Townships decision to accept what is being proposed, not the MECP.
The community will own it and therefore it should serve the
community.”







Gravity drainage is limited is limited to Precincts 1 and 2 for the reasons set out in the
response to comment 6.
The Class EA process is a proponent-driven process. After considerable input regarding the preferred role of
the Township, the Township elected to be a participant in the Class EA process, and specifically decided not
to be a co-proponent. While the Township has an enhanced role as an active participant, the Township
does not make the decisions on the Class EA outcome.
Brookfield will be the constructor for the proposed plant, and will be responsible for its commissioning and
initial operations. The transition from Brookfield to the Township will occur as described in an agreement
between the parties, and will only occur with the plant operating appropriately and as designed. To comply
with the agreement, the Township will receive the plant in compliance with its MECP approval and in good
working order.
The Township has made it very clear to Brookfield that the STP is only to service the Brookfield-Marshall
subdivision, and not the existing community.
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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Algonquins of Ontario Consultation Office [algonquins@tanakiwin.com]
December 1, 2021 9:41 AM
Mike Jones; 'Rayna Thompson'
RE: Supplemental Information - Schedule C Municipal Class Environmental Assessment for Wastewater Servicing for Baxter

Good morning,
Thank you for contacting the Algonquins of Ontario Consultation Office in relation to Schedule C Municipal Class Environmental Assessment for
Wastewater Servicing for Baxter regarding which you wish to consult. Please note that this office has determined that your project is not located
within the unceded Algonquins of Ontario Settlement Area and the Algonquins of Ontario wish to be removed from your contact list in relation to this
project. The Algonquins of Ontario request that the individuals working on the Schedule C Municipal Class Environmental Assessment for
Wastewater Servicing for Baxter contact the appropriate Indigenous group for consultations on any of their projects outside the unceded Algonquins
of Ontario Settlement Area.
This message may not be relied upon to fulfil, in whole or part, any duty to consult with the Algonquins of Ontario or any other
Aboriginal organization.
Haleigh Cox
Office Assistant
_____________________________________________
Algonquins of Ontario Consultation Office
Phone: 613-735-6307
Fax: 613-735-6307
Email: hcox@tanakiwin.com
General Inquiries: algonquins@tanakiwin.com
Website: www.tanakiwin.com

**The Algonquins of Ontario Consultation Office staff are currently working within a remote office structure, the most efficient form of communication
at this time is email.
CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED INFORMATION NOTICE
This e-mail, and any attachments, may contain information that is confidential, subject to copyright, or exempt from disclosure. Any unauthorized
review, disclosure, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or reliance on this information may be unlawful and is strictly prohibited.
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From: Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 2:29 PM
To: 'Rayna Thompson' <Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>
Subject: Supplemental Information - Schedule C Municipal Class Environmental Assessment for Wastewater Servicing for Baxter

SCHEDULE C
3 MANDATORY PUBLIC CONTACT – PHASE 4
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
BAXTER WASTEWATER SERVICING
NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY REPORT
rd

Brookfield Residential re-commenced a Municipal Class EA to assess the alternative solutions under Schedule C to meet the projected demands and identify and
evaluate the alternative designs for the wastewater treatment systems in the Community of Baxter. The Environmental Study Report has been completed and
by this Notice is being placed in the public record for review and comment. Subject to comments received as a result of this Notice and the receipt of necessary
approvals, Brookfield Residential intends to proceed with the construction of this project in the year of 2022.

The Environmental Study Report is available for download from the Azimuth Environmental web site (www.azimuthenvironmental.com - follow the tab under
“Documents”). Interested persons should provide written comments on the proposal within 30 calendar days from the date of this Notice (before December 30,
2021). Written comments, and requests for further information should be directed to the people listed below.

Rayna Thompson – Director Land Development
Brookfield Residential
3381 Steeles Avenue East, Suite 100,
Toronto, Ontario M2H 3S7
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call at 1-905-948-5003 or email at Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com
Mike Jones - President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, ON L4N 9A1
call at 1-705-721-8451 X 213 or
email at mike@azimuthenvironmental.com
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A person or party may request that the Minister of the Environment Conservation and Parks order a change in the project status and require a higher level of
assessment under an individual Environmental Assessment process (referred to as a Section 16(6) Order). A request must be sent to:
Minister
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
777 Bay Street, 5th Floor
Toronto ON M7A 2J3
Minister.mecp@ontario.ca
- and Director
Environmental Assessment Branch
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
EABDirector@ontario.ca
You should also send a copy of your written request to the proponent of the project.
If there is no request received by December 30, 2021, the proponent will proceed to carry out design and construction of the system as presented in the planning documentation.
Please note that ALL personal information included in a Section 16(6) Order submission – such as name, address, telephone number and property location – is collected,
maintained and disclosed by the Ministry of the Environment Conservation and Parks for the purpose of transparency and consultation. The information is collected under the
authority of the Environmental Assessment Act or is collected and maintained for the purpose of creating a record that is available to the general public as described in s.37 of the
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. Personal information you submit will become part of a public record that is available to the general public unless you
request that your personal information remain confidential. For more information, please contact the ministry’s Freedom of Information and Privacy Coordinator at 416-3271434.

This notice issued November 30, 2021.

-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell or email. I look forward to talking with
you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
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tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101
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January 24, 2022
The Corporation of the Township of Essa
5786 County Road 21
Utopia, ON L0M 1T0
RE:

Brookfield Residential Subdivision
Baxter Wastewater Municipal Class EA – Environmental Study Report (ESR)
EA Summary and Commitments to the Township

Dear Township of Essa,
As Brookfield’s Wastewater Municipal Class EA is nearing its conclusion, we would like to provide a brief
summary of select sections of the Environmental Study Report (ESR) that are of primary interest to Council
and residents. We hope that this summary will provide a comfort level to Council and local residents that
the proposed sewage treatment plant (STP) will not be a nuisance as it relates to noise, odours, and
appearance.
Proposed STP Location
 Situated east of the SWM facility on the east side of Denney Drive
 Provides more than 150m separation to existing residences, proposed residences and the park block
(minimum required separation distance 75m-90m per Odour Modelling Report)
 Location and distances are provided on Attachment #1
Proposed STP Technology
 Modified Sequence Batch Reactor (modified SBR)
 Underground wet well and tankage
 Aboveground building to house mechanical and instrumentation
 Off-gassing of odours generated during sewage treatment directed to an exhaust stack on the
building roof
Odour Control
 Brookfield is committed to installing an odour control device on the exhaust stack for the building.
Minimum required setback distances are exceeded, and odour is not expected to be of concern.
Additionally,
 Odour control techniques are integrated into the plant design and is part of the plant design
concepts that have always been part of the Baxter design concepts, including:
o all tanks and mechanical screens are to be underground and covered
o air flow in tanks is to be centrally vented through ducting and headspace to bring gases to a
central stack
 Odour creation occurs when wastewater becomes anaerobic. The SBR treatment cycle is designed
to ensure this does not occur
 Odour is a monitored parameter so that unacceptable odours will trigger additional control steps
 Odour control for stack gases can easily be provided using carbon filtration or ozonation. Plant air
flow is designed to flow through a single stack. This provides a single location where odour
destruction technology can be implemented
 Odour control technology will be finalized through detailed design with Township and their peer
review consultant and/or operator (OCWA)
3381 Steeles Avenue East, Suite 100, Toronto, ON, M2H 3S7
T +1 905 477 5111 F +1 416 492 5870 brookfieldproperties.com

STP Aesthetic Appearance
 Brookfield is committed to constructing an aesthetically pleasing STP building to the satisfaction of
the Township.
 The exterior of the facility will be designed based on input from the Township. The STP building can
be designed to architecturally mimic the homes in the Brookfield subdivision (materials, colours,
roof line, etc.), or to be more nondescript to blend into the rural background
 Images of the exterior of similar sized STPs are provided on Attachment #2
Proposed STP Discharge
 Easterly to Main Branch of Nottawasaga River
Brookfield is committed to continue to work with the Township and incorporate comments and feedback as
we progress through the EA process. As such, we make the following commitments:
1. Brookfield commits to the integration of odour control into the plant design and the installation of
odour treatment technology at the facility to ensure that any odours generated do not negatively
affect the community. The type of technology to be implemented will be determined through
detailed design, based on input from the Township, Ainley, and/or OCWA. The odour treatment
technology selected will be to the satisfaction of the Township. Further, Brookfield agrees to reissue the Environmental Study Report (ESR) to clarify that the Township requires odour treatment
technology be provided at the facility.
2. Brookfield commits to working collaboratively with the Township to ensure that the exterior design
of the STP is acceptable to the Township. The architectural elevations will be generated during
detailed design based on input from the Township, Ainley, and/or OCWA. The final elevations will
be to the satisfaction of the Township.
3. Brookfield commits to designing and constructing the facility solely to service the 253-unit
subdivision lands.

It is noted that the details encompassing maintenance and assumption of the plant have not yet been
established by the Township. Brookfield is committed to working with the Township on defining the
maintenance and assumption periods through the development of the Subdivision Agreement or a
standalone Development Agreement specific to the plant. Our currently projected housing starts and
closing schedule is included as Attachment #3.
Sincerely,

David Murphy, P.Eng.
VP, Land Development
david.murphy@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com
T + 1 905.948.5148
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Attachment #1 – STP Location and Separation Distances

BR OOKF IELD PR OPERTIES 3

Attachment #2 – Sample STP Building Elevations

3381 Steeles Avenue East, Suite 100, Toronto, ON, M2H 3S7
T +1 905 477 5111 F +1 416 492 5870 brookfieldproperties.com
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Attachment No. 3 – Projected Starts and Closings Schedule

2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
Total

Home Starts
(Building Permits)
per year
70
85
70
28
0
253

Home Closings
(Occupancies) per
year
30
70
70
70
13
253

3381 Steeles Avenue East, Suite 100, Toronto, ON, M2H 3S7
T +1 905 477 5111 F +1 416 492 5870 brookfieldproperties.com

Baxter Class EA Amendment Draft Environmental Study Report
Ainley Peer Review Comments
Date: January 31, 2022

Ainley #: 120020

SECTION & TEXT
1.

Criteria A

2.

Criteria B: Separation
Distance to Residences
(Aesthetics)

AINLEY REVIEW COMMENT

AZIMUTH RESPONSE

 As discussed and agreed between the Township and the
proponent, wording in this section is to be clear that an odour
treatment system, not just techniques (refer to page 66) will be
provided in the STP building. The minimum acceptable level of
odour treatment by the Township would be activated carbon
filters.
 As discussed at the meeting with the Township, Brookfield, and
Ainley, please add figures/maps for each proposed location that
show distances from the proposed STP to the nearest receptors
for clarity as there is potential for confusion, which we noted in our
review comments for the Phase 3 report.

AINLEY & ASSOCIATES LIMITED

Preya Balgobin, P. Eng.
Senior Project Manager

-1-

Ainley Group

ITEM
#
1.

SECTION & TEXT

AINLEY REVIEW COMMENT (January 31, 2022)

AZIMUTH RESPONSE

Criteria A





Brookfield has provided a written commitment to the Township of Essa (January
24, 2022) that an odour control device will be installed on the exhaust stack for the
STP building

2.

Criteria B (separation to
residences (Aesthetics)






Additional figures are included in the Updated ESR.
Refer to figures at end of Appendix 7.

As discussed and agreed between the Township and the proponent,
wording in this section is to be clear that an odour treatment system,
not just techniques (refer to page 66) will be provided in the STP
building. The minimum acceptable level of odour treatment by the
Township will be activated carbon filters.
As discussed at the meeting with the Township, Brookfield, and
Ainley, please add figures/maps for each proposed location that
shows distances from the proposed STP to the nearest receptors for
clarity as there is potential for confusion, which we noted in our
review comments for the Phase 3 report.

Hello, Ben:
As we discussed on the telephone, much of the information to address your comments is related to the
detail design stage for the sewage treatment plant (STP) as well as the proposed outlet for treated
effluent. The detail design will be completed after the finalization of the Environmental Study Report
(ESR).
The following information is provided as detailed responses to each of the items that you have
presented in your review letter dated December 20, 2021. I have included your original comment
(regular font in black), and followed by our responses (in blue italics font).

Comment 1) A permit from the NVCA will be required for the effluent discharge forcemain from the

Precinct 2 facility to the Main Branch of Nottawasaga River outlet structure. The following plans will be
required for the NVCA permit application:
a. Detailed sediment and erosion control;
b. De-watering, in-water works;
c. Construction phasing;
d. Grading and drainage.
Response 1) Noted. We have acknowledged that a permit is likely required for certain aspects of the
outlet structures. We would note that the effluent discharge forcemain is likely to be completely or
mostly outside of the NVCA regulated area, and that a drop structure and outlet may be within the NVCA
regulated area. Brookfield’s engineering team (SCS Consulting Group Ltd.) is currently commencing the
detail design to evaluate the specific location and detail design to protect the natural ecological
features. If this is to utilize the existing draw, there already is a drop structure present that receives the
runoff from the agricultural fields. All of the information that you have identified as bullets a) to d) will
be included for NVCA review.
Comment 2) A survey of the existing area surrounding the proposed outlet location is recommended.
NVCA staff are to be present for surveying of natural heritage feature limits and top-of-bank.
Response 2) Brookfield, Azimuth and SCS Engineering will arrange a site visit in the spring of 2022 to
review and discuss the proposed design and to allow NVCA staff to attend the proposed location, and
participate in the delineation of natural heritage and physical features. A topographic survey of the
outfall area was completed in December 2021 which defined the top-of-bank.

Comment 3) An Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is required for the permit application to construct the
outlet structure. The EIS may be scoped but must include:
a. Characterization of the study area (within 120m of the outlet);
b. Screening for Species at Risk;
c. Assessment and delineation (if present) of Significant Natural Heritage features;
d. Delineation of watercourse centerline, top-of-bank, wetlands;
e. ELC ecosite classification of the study area;
f. Proposed mitigation measures during and after construction phases, including detailed plans for
restoration following construction;
g. Site plans and ELC ecosites overlaid on current, high quality aerial imagery

Response 3) An EIS of the terrestrial and aquatic habitat and the physical landform at the location of the
proposed outfall will be completed in 2022 and will include items a) through g) as noted in Comment 3.
Azimuth ecologists have reviewed the ecological features of the outlet and the existing draw.
Comment 4) The river corridor east of Baxter contains multiple mapped, unevaluated wetland
communities which are regulated by the NVCA. The corridor is also designated as a provinciallysignificant life-science Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI). The ANSI is recognized for its
representation of river valley vegetation types, including a mosaic of upland, valley slope, and floodplain
forests. Additional assessment of the natural heritage impacts is expected in the final phase of the EA
reporting, as well as the EIS required for the NVCA permit.
Response 4) The mapped unevaluated wetland communities are located approximately 120m to the
north or 200m to the south of the location being considered for the outlet structure. As noted above, the
EIS will include mapping of these features and consideration of the potential impacts, with the
expectation that the outlet can be accomplished with negligible impact. Similarly, the Life-science ANSI
criteria are generally large-scale form and function that would be similarly protected using the sitespecific criteria that will be addressed in obtaining NVCA permitting.
North Tributary Receiver Comment
Comment 5) The Phase III Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates two potential discharge locations
the North Tributary and the Nottawasaga River. The NVCA feels that insufficient data regarding flow,
chemistry, the resident biological community, and fluvial geomorphic process in the North Tributary has
been presented to properly assess its suitability as a receiver. The NVCA recommends that further data
regarding all of these parameters be collected. The NVCA also recommends that data on the biological
community, and geomorphic processes of the North Tributary be collected at more than one point and
that data on these variables should not be sampled in proximity to a culvert and road crossing. Until
such time as more data is presented on the North Tributary the NVCA cannot support its use as an
effluent receiver.
Response 5) The Phase III Report (Section 7.3) and the ESR (Section 13.2) have identified the Main
Branch as the preferred receiver for treated effluent. As such, further data collection in the North
Tributary is no longer being undertaken to evaluate discharge locations.
Total Phosphorus (TP) Comments
Comment 6) The Phase III EA summarizes total phosphorus in both the Nottawasaga River and the North
Tributary using the statistical average. Standard reporting of total phosphorus for Policy 1 or 2 status
uses the 75th percentile. Please recalculate these values.
Response 6) The ACS Update was written in 2020 and used the same process as was used for the
Hutchinson feasibility ACS done in 2011 so that the results could be directly related. Using the 75 th
percentile is less conservative than using the average values so that the same interpretation would be
achieved. Both documents were reviewed by the MECP in 2020 and were also part of the Class EA Phase
I/II Report issued in Dec 2020 that was reviewed by NVCA at the time. Using the same data set and
ignoring the outlier values, the 75th percentile for TP is 0.042mg/L, compared to the average TP of
0.033mg/L for the same data. I note that the MECP reviewer has made a similar comment, and we are
revising the ACS Update report to reflect that information.

Comment 7) NVCA has a policy objective of “net zero” increase in TP to the watershed (Section 5.4 of
the NVCA Planning and Regulation Guidelines (2009), the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) Section
2.2). The Phase I/II EA introduces the Assimilative Capacity Study (ACS) which proposes two different
sets of TP limits and objectives based on the two different receivers. The NVCA wants to know why the
higher quality effluent suggested for the North Tributary receiver is not also being suggested for the
Nottawasaga River in an effort to improve water quality.
Response 7) The effluent criteria is based on the MECP’s approach in developing effluent criteria and
also reflects best management practices and readily available technology at a reasonable price. The
higher quality effluent suggested for the North Tributary was based on the limit of what MECP considers
as being achievable, and would require a much higher operational and maintenance commitment. The
effluent criteria for the Main Branch represent suitable, achievable criteria that ensure that the
incremental phosphorus levels in the Main Branch are not detectable (i.e. below the method detection
limits of most commercial laboratories) and provide suitable protection to aquatic habitat. It is noted
that the effluent criteria proposed for the Main Branch is an improvement over that imposed at the
existing Angus Plant which also discharges to the Nottawasaga River.
8) With respect to the “net zero” increase policy, under current modeling presented in the ACS through
the Phase I/II EA it is estimated that additional TP loadings would be added to the Nottawasaga River.
The standard approach for calculating predicted loading is to assume a total phosphorus concentration
equal to that of the design objective (0.15 mg/L – Nottawasaga River). From Table 9 of the ACS that
equates to a load of 19.7 kg/yr.
Response 8) Table 9 reflects a variety of flow and effluent concentration scenarios to demonstrate that
the plant effluent will have negligible or undetectable effect on phosphorus concentrations in the river,
however Table 9 is not an estimate of the annual phosphorus load from the plant. For example, the
value that the reviewer is referring to is based on an effluent volume of 360m 3/day. The reviewer is
correct that the indicated loading is 19.7kg/year, however it is inappropriate to consider that the plant
will operate at high capacity and maximum effluent level for the entire year. As well, Table 9 does not
consider offsetting phosphorus function and was not intended to reflect a phosphorus budget of the
residential development.
9) Should the proponent be looking to receive land use conversion credit towards this offsetting value,
the NVCA will require the provision of clear calculations with supporting references (where necessary).
The NVCA will not provide offsetting credit for the transfer of theoretical effluent from the Angus WWTP
to the Local plant.
Response 9) As noted above, the ACS is not intended to be a phosphorus budget for the residential
development, which is the phosphorus source. The subdivision received Draft Plan approval in 2010,
which pre-dates NVCA’s offsetting policies. The transfer of effluent is not theoretical – the subdivision
has been approved for a number of years and allocation at the Angus plant has been committed. The
transfer to Angus was the subject of a Class EA, detailed design and tendering process. Brookfield is
willing to review the process to date and to develop an appropriate strategy to meet NVCA’s concerns.
Wastewater Treatment Plant Outfall Comment

10) The location and design of the WWTP outfall should be investigated. The west bank of the
Nottawasaga River is sensitive to erosion. An erosion hazard assessment must be conducted including a
slope stability analysis. Use of the existing draw in Lot 17, Concession 5E located on an upper terrace of
the Nottawasaga River should be investigated.
Response 10) Agreed. The proposed effluent discharge location is to the existing draw on the upper
terrace. This detailed design proposal will be presented to the Township of Essa and the NVCA as part of
the approval and permitting process.

Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Liu, Chunmei (MECP) [Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca]
March 16, 2022 10:09 AM
Mike Jones; Thompson, Rayna
Potter, Katy (MECP); Hyde, Chris (MECP); Martin, Paul (MECP); Belayneh, Ted (MECP)
RE: MECP comments regarding Baxter wastewater Class EA amendment

Dear Mike Jones and Tayna Thompson;
The ministry has reviewed the March 9th 2022 response from the proponent in regards to the Assimilative Capacity Study (ACS), Odour Modelling
and Consultation for the Baxter wastewater Class EA amendment. For comments #8 and #9, we provide the following additional information for
consideration:
The odour modelling report provided on April 26, 2021 identifies odour above 1OU (>0.5 percent of the time) for Precinct 2. According to the draft
Methodology for Completing an Odour Assessment for Odour Mixtures (MECP, 2021), odour assessments showing less than 1OU at a receptor
cannot guarantee that no adverse effects will occur. This is especially true for new facilities or sources where only emissions estimation is possible
(when compared to source testing). The contaminants of concern from sewage treatment are typically odour, H2S and mercaptans.
As stated in the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment, the expectation is that the proponent describes a project’s potential effect on the
environment through a comparison of the existing conditions with that of the future conditions. As noted on page 47 of the ESR, wastewater
generates malodorous compounds such as sulphides or nitrogenous compounds, mercaptans, or organic compounds. Therefore not only odour,
but malodorous compounds also have the potential to cause adverse effects.
It is recommended to include contaminants which have a 10-minute odour standard under O.Reg.419/05 in addition to odour, as part of the
modelling report completed for Precinct 2. The cumulative impact of each contaminant (combined concentration of modelled value of the
contaminant and background ambient concentration) should be compared with applicable Ambient Air Criteria and/or O.Reg.419/05 standards.
The intensity, frequency, and locations of the odour concentrations will determine whether a frequency of exceedance analysis is required. If it is
determined that a frequency of exceedance analysis is required then site-specific meteorological data should be requested through
MetDataENE@Ontario.ca.
Next Steps:
We understand that the proponent will revise ACS, Odour Modelling Report and relevant sections of the Environmental Study Report (ESR) to
address the ministry’s comments dated February 2, 2022 and further comments provided in this email above. To speed up our review, we expect
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that the proponent will provide a summary table of how the ministry’s comments are addressed in relevant sections of revised ACS, Odour
Modelling Report and ESR.
Please let us know if you have further questions, or would like to discuss how the proponent would address the ministry’s comments.
Thank you,

Chunmei Liu | Regional Environmental Planner – Central Region

Environmental Assessment Branch, Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca | Website: http://www.ene.gov.on.ca/

We want to hear from you. How was my service? You can provide feedback at 1-888-745-8888 or ontario.ca/inspectionfeedback
Nous attendons vos commentaires. Qu’avez-vous pensé de mon service? Vous pouvez nous faire part de vos commentaires au 1-888-745-8888 ou à
ontario.ca/retroactioninspection
From: Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Sent: March-09-22 4:31 PM
To: Liu, Chunmei (MECP) <Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca>; Thompson, Rayna <Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>
Subject: MECP comments regarding Baxter wastewater Class EA amendment
Hello, Chunmei:

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.

You had provided comments from MECP reviewers in a letter dated February 2, 2022, regarding the Baxter wastewater Class EA (MECP File
EA 01-06-03), particularly regarding the Assimilative Capacity Study, Odour Modelling and Consultation. We have prepared the following information regarding
each of those comments and are undertaking the preparation of a revised ACS and updated ESR as discussed below.
In particular regarding the Odour Modelling, we are requesting a teleconference with MECP staff and SLR Consulting who completed the odour modelling for
Baxter in order to address some of the queries in a timely manner. Is it possible to provide some dates in order to schedule a teleconference?
I have included each comment, numbered them as C#) and they are in black regular font. The responses are shown below each commen, are numbered as R#)
and are in blue italicized font.

MECP Assimilative Capacity Study review comments:
C1) The effluent targets were initially developed for a design flow of 360 m3/day, or 4.2 L/s. It is now reduced to 227 m3/day, or 2.63 L/s. The
reduced effluent would be considered beneficial in terms of overall impact. It is recommended that the study reflect the changes and overall impact.

R1) We agree. The reduced loadings will be incorporated into the ACS and the ESR.
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C2) MECP previously commented that 7Q20 estimation could be arrived with long-term continues flow data from WSC 02ED003 (Nottawasaga
River near Baxter). Previous value was based on rough estimation from OFAT model and could be an overestimation. MECP recommends that
more accurate flow analysis needs be performed for a major project like a sewage treatment plant.
R2) We will provide an update regarding the 7Q20 estimation. For the ACS Update, we used the value from OFAT as 1,160 L/s. I did compare
this against the calculated data from the WSC 02ED003 gauge. During the analysis of water flow at that gauge for a nearby PTTW (using the 1947
to 2008 dataset), Ted Belanyeh and I had confirmed a 7Q20 flow of 1,231 L/s. As they were similar, I used to lower value. We will review the WSC
database and update the calculations and incorporate them into the ACS Update.

3) MECP previously commented that background for the receiver should be estimated using 75th percentile of long-term water quality data
according to MECP guideline. The 2020 Updated ACS used average concentration which could skew the data analysis and could lead to wrong
policy to be used in the assessment.
R3) Using the 75th percentile is less conservative than using the average values so that the same interpretation would be achieved.

Using the same data set and ignoring the outlier values, the 75th percentile for TP is 0.042mg/L, compared to the average TP of
0.033mg/L for the same data. We will revise the ACS Update report to reflect that information.

4) MECP recommends that a better estimation of key parameters of concern in the receiver can be arrived with revised flow and water quality data
as indicated above.
R4) Noted. The information will be presented in the revised ACS Report.

C5) MECP recommends that the analysis provided in the ACS be revised to incorporate updated flow and water quality data indicated above. The
revision should also clearly indicate if the updated analysis results in changes to the previously recommended effluent targets.
R5) Noted. The information will be presented in the revised ACS Report.

MECP Odour Assessment review comments:
C6) The exact property boundaries of Candidate Precinct 2 in relation to neighbouring properties are not clear from the current maps. Please
provide a detailed map showing locations of both current and future sensitive receptors, including all property boundaries (Baxter Wastewater
Treatment Plant (WWTP) and Brookfield Marshall Subdivision).
R6) A figure showing the plant location and sensitive receptors is being prepared and will be included in the ESR.

C7) Based on the odour modelling report, the contour plots illustrate odour concentrations greater than 1OU 0.5% of the time in purple. Please
clarify if these concentrations are measured at the nearest sensitive receptors from the proposed facility.
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R7) The figures show the concentrations predicted in two dimensional space and therefore the threshold of 1OU 0.5% of the time is only reached
for locations inside of the areas shown in purple. No receptors are within the purple area for Precinct 2, as this area only includes current farm field.
The predicted concentrations at all of the sensitive receptors are below the threshold, and is predicted to be zero for 100% of the time.

C8) Based on the ministry’s methodology for modelling assessments of contaminants with 10-minute average standards and guidelines for odour
under O. Reg 419/05 https://files.ontario.ca/moecc_63_10minute_aoda_en.pdf, odour frequency assessments at sensitive receptors require sitespecific meteorological data. For more information on the site-specific meteorological dataset, please contact MetDataENE@Ontario.ca.
C9) The ESR states that the proposed WWTP will generate malodorous compounds such as sulphide or nitrogenous compounds, mercaptans, or
organic compounds. Additional modelling for other contaminants of concern (e.g. H2S, TRS, and mercaptans) should be considered during the
Class EA stage. This additional information will help ensure that the proposed WWTP facility will meet the POI concentration requirements under O.
Reg 419/05.
C10) Please clarify if the emission rates used in the Baxter odour modelling report are based on the average or the maximum emission scenarios.
Please note that the odour modelling for Precinct 2 should be based on the maximum emission scenario.
R8, 9 and 10) We would like to meet with the technical reviewers for MECP to discuss the odour assessment component. The evaluation
presented in the Phase III Report is a screening level assessment incorporated into the assessment of the preferred location, and believe that the
assessment presented suitable information. The level of information described in these comments would be more appropriate during the ECA
approvals, as plant design and layout information are being developed.
Meteorological data from Pearson Airport was utilized for the screening level assessment, as it is the approved source for the Baxter area. Sitespecific met data and emissions rates would be utilized for an assessment of the detail design of the plant and odour control / mitigation
requirements during the ECA application process.
The ESR does not indicate that the Baxter WWTP is predicted to generate odour-creating compounds, and based on practical experience at
operating small plants, odour generation is expected to be minimal. However, the issue of odour is a key focus for the public and the Township, so
the screening level assessment was completed. Emission rates for small plants are not well documented so the data from the Mid-Halton WWTP
was used as a surrogate, recognizing that the Mid-Halton plant is significantly larger (215x). A similar plant in the Village of Shakespeare (near
Stratford) has been operating for a decade without odour controls and it could be worthwhile for MECP staff to tour the facility to better visualize the
scale and general design.
The emission rates utilized for the screening level assessment were based data presented in the Pollutech Report (2012) odour monitoring report
on the Mid-Halton WWTP. The source document does not indicate if the data are average or peak rates. Based on the context, we believe the
rates are peak rates.

C11) A more comprehensive overview of mitigations measures should be included in the Odour Modelling report. Further mitigation measures may
be required depending on the outcome of site-specific assessment results. Please refer to the ministry’s Best Management Practices for Industrial
Sources of Odour when considering mitigation measures.
Best management practices for industrial sources of odour | ontario.ca
https://www.ontario.ca/page/best-management-practices-industrial-sources-odour
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R11) As noted in the Phase III Report, the odour screening recommends a minimum setback of 90m, and the recommended setback (Guideline
D5) for a plant of this size is 100m. The actual setback for Precinct 2 in Baxter is 190m Based on this information and experience at small plants,
mitigation is not expected to be required. More detailed assessment will be undertaken during the plant design stage and would identify whether
mitigation is required.

C12) In support of an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) application, please refer to the following additional documents:
Draft Guideline to Address Odour Mixtures in Ontario (MECP, May 2021)
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-2768
Draft Technical Bulletin Methodology for Completing an Odour Assessment for Odour Mixtures (MECP, March 2021)
https://prod-environmental-registry.s3.amazonaws.com/2021-03/Draft%20Odour%20Assessment%20Technical%20Bulletin%202021.pdf
R12) An ECA application will be prepared for the WWTP shortly and submitted to MECP. We will refer to the mentioned documents in preparing
the ECA application.

MECP Consultation review comments:
C13) MECP recommends that Sections 4 and 5 under the ESR include a discussion or summary of key concerns identified and describe how they
have been addressed by the proponent throughout the Class EA process.
R13) We will revise Sections 4 and 5 to present a summary of the key concerns. All of the individual comments and concerns have been included
in the appendices.

C14) MECP recommends that the ESR should include a separate section to document the proponent’s efforts on aboriginal consultation during the
Class EA process. This section must demonstrate how the consultation provisions of the Class EA have been fulfilled, including documentation of
consultation undertaken during the process. This includes a discussion or summary of major concerns raised by aboriginal communities and
describes how they have been addressed by the proponent throughout the Class EA process.
R14) We will revise to incorporate a section directly on First Nation consultation. When the MECP’s Feb 20, 2020 comments were provided, we did
review the consultation process to ensure that consultation was undertaken appropriately.

Regards, Mike
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-Due to COVID-19, our staff are working remotely. Our offices are also closed to the public but I can be reached on my cell or email. I look forward to talking with
you.

Mike Jones, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Senior Hydrogeologist / President
Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc.
642 Welham Road
Barrie, Ontario, L4N 9A1
tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101
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Response Matrix for MECP comments provided via email on March 16, 2022
No.
1.

2.

MECP Comment
Assimilative Capacity Study
The effluent targets were initially developed for a design flow of 360 m3/day,
or 4.2 L/s. It is now reduced to 227 m3/day, or 2.63 L/s. The reduced effluent
would be considered beneficial in terms of overall impact. It is recommended
that the study reflect the changes and overall impact.
MECP previously commented that 7Q20 estimation could be arrived with longterm continues flow data from WSC 02ED003 (Nottawasaga River near Baxter).
Previous value was based on rough estimation from OFAT model and could be
an overestimation. MECP recommends that more accurate flow analysis needs
be performed for a major project like a sewage treatment plant.

3.

MECP previously commented that background for the receiver should be
estimated using 75th percentile of long-term water quality data according to
MECP guideline. The 2020 Updated ACS used average concentration which
could skew the data analysis and could lead to wrong policy to be used in the
assessment.

4.

MECP recommends that a better estimation of key parameters of concern in
the receiver can be arrived with revised flow and water quality data as
indicated above.
MECP recommends that the analysis provided in the ACS be revised to

5.

Azimuth Response
 Agreed.
 The reduced loadings will be incorporated into the ACS and ESR.
 The ACS Update (March 2020) used the value from OFAT as
1,160 L/s as well as the data from HYDAT (WSC 02ED003)(e.g.
Table 3 and discussion on page 7. This was compared against
the calculated data from the gauge. During the analysis of
water flow at that gauge for a nearby PTTW (using the 1947 to
2008 dataset), we had confirmed a 7Q20 flow of 1,231 L/s with
MECP Technical Support. As the OFAT flow statistics were
lower, the more conservative value was used. However, the
2020 report was not as clear as it should have been regarding
the data sources.
 We have reviewed the WSC database and presented the
calculations to include the 7Q20 estimation and incorporate
them into the ACS Update (2022). We agree with the MECP
that the gauge data is of higher precision than the OFAT data
 For this case, using the 75th percentile is less conservative than
using the average values so that the same interpretation would
be achieved. Using the same data set and ignoring the outlier
values, the 75th percentile for TP is 0.042mg/L, compared to
the average TP of 0.033mg/L for the same data.
 The ACS Update report (2022) will be updated to reflect that
information.
 Noted.
 The information will be presented in the revised ACS Report.
 Noted.

Additional Information
 Updated ACS - Refer to
section 3.1
 Updated ESR – Refer to
sections 9.4 and 13.2
 Updated ACS (2022)- Refer
to sections 4.0, 5.0, 5.1, and
5.2

 Updated ACS - Refer to
sections 2.2.2 and Table 4

 Updated ACS
 Updated ACS - Refer to

6.

7.

incorporate updated flow and water quality data indicated above. The revision
should also clearly indicate if the updated analysis results in changes to the
previously recommended effluent targets.
Odour Assessment Review
The exact property boundaries of Candidate Precinct 2 in relation to
neighbouring properties are not clear from the current maps. Please provide a
detailed map showing locations of both current and future sensitive receptors,
including all property boundaries (Baxter Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP) and Brookfield Marshall Subdivision).
Based on the odour modelling report, the contour plots illustrate odour
concentrations greater than 1OU 0.5% of the time in purple. Please clarify if
these concentrations are measured at the nearest sensitive receptors from the
proposed facility.

8.

Based on the ministry’s methodology for modelling assessments of
contaminants with 10-minute average standards and guidelines for odour
under O. Reg 419/05
https://files.ontario.ca/moecc_63_10minute_aoda_en.pdf , odour frequency
assessments at sensitive receptors require site-specific meteorological data.
For more information on the site-specific meteorological dataset, please
contact MetDataENE@Ontario.ca.

9.

The ESR states that the proposed WWTP will generate malodorous compounds
such as sulphide or nitrogenous compounds, mercaptans, or organic
compounds. Additional modelling for other contaminants of concern (e.g. H2S,
TRS, and mercaptans) should be considered during the Class EA stage. This
additional information will help ensure that the proposed WWTP facility will
meet the POI concentration requirements under O. Reg 419/05.
Please clarify if the emission rates used in the Baxter odour modelling report
are based on the average or the maximum emission scenarios. Please note
that the odour modelling for Precinct 2 should be based on the maximum
emission scenario.

10.

 The information will be presented in the revised ACS Report.

section 3.3

 A figure illustrating the plant location and sensitive receptors
will be included in the ESR
 The exact property lines of the sewage treatment plant (STP)
will be determined during detailed design.

 Updated ESR – Refer to
figure 8

 The figures show the concentrations predicted in two
dimensional space and therefore the threshold of 1OU 0.5% of
the time is only reached for locations inside of the areas shown
in purple.
 The predicted concentrations at all of the sensitive receptors is
below the threshold, and is predicted to be zero for 100% of the
time.
 Site-specific meteorological data was used for the calculations.
Meteorological data from Pearson Airport was utilized for the
screening level assessment as it is the approved source for the
Baxter area.
 As agreed upon at the meeting of March 23, 2022, should
additional odour modelling be required to support an ECA
application for the STP, the site-specific dataset will be
requested from the Ministry.
 As agreed upon at the meeting of March 23, 2022, should
additional odour modelling be required to support an ECA
application for the STP, additional modelling of malodorous
compounds and other compounds of concern will be provided
at that time.

 No action required

 The emission rates used for the screening level assessment
were based on data presented in the Pollutech odour modelling
report (2012) for the Mid-Halton WWTP. It is noted that basing
the modelling for the Baxter STP on the Mid-Halton facility is

 To be addressed as part of
detailed design / ECA
application, if required

 To be addressed as part of
detailed design / ECA
application, if required

 To be addressed as part of
detailed design / ECA
application, if required

11.

12.

13.

14.

A more comprehensive overview of mitigations measures should be included
in the Odour Modelling report. Further mitigation measures may be required
depending on the outcome of site-specific assessment results. Please refer to
the ministry’s Best Management Practices for Industrial Sources of Odour
when considering mitigation measures.
Best management practices for industrial sources of odour | ontario.ca
https://www.ontario.ca/page/best-management-practices-industrial-sourcesodour
In support of an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) application, please
refer to the following additional documents:
Draft Guideline to Address Odour Mixtures in Ontario (MECP, May 2021)
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-2768
Draft Technical Bulletin Methodology for Completing an Odour Assessment for
Odour Mixtures (MECP, March 2021)
https://prod-environmental-registry.s3.amazonaws.com/202103/Draft%20Odour%20Assessment%20Technical%20Bulletin%202021.pdf
MECP recommends that Sections 4 and 5 under the ESR include a discussion or
summary of key concerns identified and describe how they have been
addressed by the proponent throughout the Class EA process.
MECP recommends that the ESR should include a separate section to
document the proponent’s efforts on aboriginal consultation during the Class
EA process. This section must demonstrate how the consultation provisions of
the Class EA have been fulfilled, including documentation of consultation
undertaken during the process. This includes a discussion or summary of major
concerns raised by aboriginal communities and describes how they have been
addressed by the proponent throughout the Class EA process.

very conservative, as the Mid-Halton facility is significantly
larger (~215x) and contains open air tankage.
 Odour mitigation measures will be addressed as part of the
detailed design and ECA application package.

 To be addressed as part of
detailed design and ECA
application

 Acknowledged
 Documents will be reviewed as part of preparing ECA
application.

 To be reviewed as part of
ECA application

 The ESR will be updated to include a discussion and/or
summary of the key concerns identified during the agency and
public consultation, as well as how they have been addressed

 Updated ESR – Sections 4
and 5 in the initial ESR were
combined into Section 4 in
the Final ESR.
 Updated ESR – Refer to
section 4.1

 The EA included efforts on aboriginal consultation.
 Appendix 3 of the ESR includes the Agency Review Contact List
which includes a number of First Nation communities and the
Minister of Indigenous Affairs
 The Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte were the only First Nation
community to respond to consultation notices.
 The ESR will be updated to include a section specific to First
Nation consultation.

