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Public Consultation Correspondence

AZIMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

Schedule C
First Public Consultation – Phase 2
Township of Essa
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
Wastewater Servicing for Baxter
Public Comment Invited
A Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) was completed in 2012 by CL Marshall Farms Ltd and identified a
Preferred Alternative that was based on a municipal wastewater collection system bringing wastewater to a central sewage
pumping station that would pump all wastewater to the Angus Wastewater Treatment Plant by forcemain. Brookfield
Residential re-commenced a Municipal Class EA to assess the alternative solutions under Schedule B or Schedule C to meet
the projected demands and identify and evaluate the alternatives for wastewater treatment for the Community of Baxter. In
accordance with the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document (MEA, 2015), the Class EA re-commenced in
December 2019. The project team has defined the problem and opportunity, alternative solutions, reviewed potential impacts,
evaluated the alternatives, and identified a preferred alternative.
As required for Schedule C projects, Brookfield Residential and
Azimuth Environmental are making preliminary study materials and
plans available for public viewing.
The mandatory first Public Information Centre is scheduled to occur
on August 25, 2020 from 3:30 to 7:30pm at the Baxter Baseball
Diamond located at 119 Murphy Road. Physical distancing protocols
will be in place, and all people must wear a face covering. To reduce
waiting times, we are taking reservations for 30 minute time slots (
3:30pm to 4:00pm, 4:00pm to 4:30pm, 4:30pm to5:00pm, 5:00pm to
5:30pm, 5:30pm to 6:00pm, 6:00pm to 6:30pm, 6:30pm-7:00pm and
7:00pm to 7:30pm). Please call Mike Jones (705-721-8451 X 213) to
reserve your spot. RESERVATIONS ARE MANDATORY. A
maximum of 12 persons per time slot will be allowed and a timeframe
of 20- 30 minutes to view the material is expected.
The same information that will be available at the Public Information Centre will also be available on-line at
(www.azimuthenvironmental.com - follow the tab under “Documents”). A comment form is also available on-line and you can
directly call the two people below to ask any questions. It is requested that comments be submitted prior to September 8, 2020
so they can be considered in the finalized Phase I/II Report.
Rayna Thompson – Director Land Development
Brookfield Residential
3381 Steeles Avenue East, Suite 100,
Toronto, Ontario M2H 3S7
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

Please note that ALL personal information included in a Part II Order submission – such as name, address, telephone
number and property location – is collected, maintained and disclosed by the Ministry of the Environment and Climate
Change 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 416-327-1434.
This notice issued August 17, 2020.

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

Rayna Thompson [Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com]
September 2, 2020 3:13 PM
Mike Jones
Baxter Wastewater EA - Comment follow-up

Hello
Thank you for taking the time to provide comments as part of the August 25, 2020 PIC for the Baxter wastewater
servicing Environmental Assessment (EA). A copy of your comments have been attached for your information.
As a number of the comments provided are related to the current construction activities taking place, and not directly
related to the EA, they will not be addressed in Azimuth’s response that will form part of the public record for the EA. I
would like to take this opportunity to provide a response to those items and identify how they have been, or are being,
addressed.
Dewatering area – The dewatering being undertaken for the storm sewer outfall is localized and is occurring for a short
duration. As the rate of groundwater drawdown declines significantly with distance away from the area being
dewatered, the dewatering is not expected to have any impact on the trees along the frontage of your property.
Fire Department notification – Brookfield and our Engineering Consultants (SCS) have been coordinating with the
Township’s Fire Department since prior to the start of the road closure. A representative of the Fire Department was
present at our on-site pre-construction meeting as well as at our bi-weekly progress meetings. In addition, as work
takes place in front of driveways and access is diverted from the south to the north, the Fire Department and the
Township are notified to ensure that all parties are aware of emergency access requirements.
Mail delivery – Brookfield has coordinated with Canada Post for the installation of a temporary Community Mail Box
(CMB) on Marshall Crescent adjacent to the park and tennis courts. The Angus post office has advised that residents
will need to attend the Angus post office to be assigned a mail box and will be provided a key. Should you wish to speak
to someone at the post office regarding this, they can be reached at 705-424-5653.
Settlement of roadside area – Settlement as a function of dewatering depends on the type of overburden (natural soil
above the water table) , and the overburden in and near Baxter is not the type of soil that would typically settle as a
result of dewatering. Prior to restoring the roadway and driveway entrances, the area will be reviewed against the preconstruction photos and videos. All noted impacted areas will be restored to existing condition or better.
Grounding of dewatering equipment – Thank you for bringing this to our attention. This issue has been raised to the
Contractor and their subcontractor.
High amount of water being pumped – The construction dewatering is being undertaken in accordance with our Permit
to Take Water (PTTW) issued by the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP). The PTTW identifies the
maximum discharge rates for the various components of the project as well as treatment and discharge quality criteria.
The amount of water being pumped is only at a sufficient rate to temporarily lower the water table within the
construction alignment so that the stormwater outlet pipe can be installed under suitable conditions.
Spraying of ponds for mosquito larva – The Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit (SMDHU) has a West Nile virus program
that includes public education, surveillance and mosquito control coordination. The decision to require the application
of larvicide within a municipality is based on the SMDHU’s local risk assessment framework. It is our understanding that
the application of larvicide is triggered by direction from the SMDHU and requires a permit to be issued by the MECP. It
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is our understanding that larvacide was not required to be applied within the Township of Essa. As this is a broader
municipal issue, I would suggest that you reach out to Township Staff on this matter. Michael Mikael, Manager of Public
Works, would be the best preliminary point of contact.
If you have any additional comments or concerns related to the current construction activities, the EA, or the
development as a whole, please let me know.
Sincerely,
Rayna Thompson
Director, Land Development | Land & Housing
Development
Brookfield Properties
3381 Steeles Avenue, Suite 100, Toronto, ON M2H 3S7
T +1 905.948.5003 | M +1 416.791.9126
Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com
brookfieldproperties.com

This message, including any attachments may contain confidential information intended only for
the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient or have received this message in
error, please notify the sender immediately by reply email and permanently delete the original
transmission from the sender, including any attachments, without making a copy. Thank you
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Class EA Amendment for
Wastewater Servicing for
the Brookfield Marshall Subdivision,
Baxter, Township of Essa
Public Information Centre
August 25, 2020

Public Comment Form
Please complete this comment form and leave in the comment form box or it can be mailed to the
Azimuth Environmental at 642 Welham Road, Barrie, ON, L4N 9A1
or submit by email to mike@azimuthenvironmental.com
The 2012 Class EA considered a local sewage treatment plant but concluded that the preferred sewage
treatment option was to create a pipeline and pump sewage to the Angus Centre Street Sewage Treatment
Plant (STP). Brookfield completed the detailed engineering for the Sewage Pumping Station and
forcemain, and found that the required design is complex and expensive to build, operate and maintain. In
addition, a variety of new STP technologies are now available. The amendment to the Class EA is being
undertaken to consider the new information.
The draft Phase 2 Report concludes that the construction of a local sewage treatment plant using a “package
plant” approach is the Preferred Alternative. The plant would discharge treated effluent to the Nottawasaga
River or the North tributary. The Angus STP also discharges to the Nottawasaga River. A sewer system
will be constructed to collect sewage from the houses and bring it to a central location.
The plans for the drinking water supply will remain the same as today.

Do you have any concerns regarding the construction of a local sewage
treatment plant?

Yes, I live at 164 Denney Drive and the idea that you will be allowing the flow of sewage
___________________________________________________________
water into a river that runs directly through the property is very wrong. This is a small
___________________________________________________________
river and is very very close to the well that I drink out of everyday. This river is owned by no one else
___________________________________________________________
and now we have to voluntarily deal with sewage water down the river? This is
___________________________________________________________
wrong!! The water could be contaminated, and yes you may say it's not but how can you
___________________________________________________________
guarentee that our well will not be contaminated every single day for years and years to come?
___________________________________________________________
So Brookfield saves 9 Million dollars and we have to deal with the shit? We all know your
___________________________________________________________

not going to Angus, so it will be in Baxter. And now that it's in baxter you want to flow the
sewage water into our river because who cares Brookfield wants to make millions of dollars
but these local residents who have been in Baxter for so many years now have to deal with
their river filled with sewage water, that's so wrong. Let's say now the value of the property
goes down, will Brookfield pay the amount difference? The river will now be large, will it now
eat away at the ground and create a wider river and destory our property because who says
Brookfield can save $9 Million and contaminate our water and have it negativly effect our
(Please complete other side of form)
property. This is wrong!

Do you have any concerns regarding the construction of the sanitary sewer
system?
I don't know the difference between the two systems and I don't care. What I and
___________________________________________________
many residents believe is right is the follow: do whatever you need to do but don't screw
___________________________________________________
with our lives. We live here and many have lived here for a long time. Many of
___________________________________________________
the things going on negativly affect my life with no notice or apoligy before hand. We
___________________________________________________
are nice people but don't go building things and making a ton of money and shit
___________________________________________________
on my life. We all know this is all about money, so where's the money for the people that
___________________________________________________
your just steping on? Ya once we ask for that, it all becomes unfair! Try learning what
________________________________________________

unfair is then come back to me.
Do you have any other concerns about this proposed project that you would like
to bring to our attention?
STOP
BLOCKING PEOPLES DRIVEWAYS WITHOUT NOTICE.
___
__________________________________________________
What happens if I had a heart attack, is Brookfield going to pay for the funeral?
____________________________________________________
Multiple multiple times our driveway got blocked with zero notice and happened for
____________________________________________________
a full day with them telling us 5PM the day earlier. We work out of our home and this is
____________________________________________________
bullshit. Congrats your making a ton of money and where are we in this equation? Just
____________________________________________________
useless residents getting in the way of what you have going on? This isn't just on Brookfield
____________________________________________________
this is the town too and if you don't
think the residents are going to make a fuss your wrong.
_____________________
_________________________________________
I'll call whoever every day if I have to, I don't care about wasting your time if your going to
greatly negativly affect my life.
Do you want us to contact you to discuss your concerns?
Yes _____
No, adequately addressed at meeting _____
If yes, please provide address below
I don't believe the town or the development crew cares, so if you want to
dicuss you know where to find me.

Name -

_________________________________________

The house you plan on dumping sewage water down. You know that small
Address - ___________________________________________________
river down the dip on the road just north of baxter, ya that property.

Telephone - _________________________________________________

Email - _____________________________________________________

Comments from Residents on Baxter WWT Options
Environmental Assessment (EA)
By Azimuth Environmental, dated August 2020
General Comments:
1. Please provide a list of the qualified professionals that authorized the report?
The report offers opinions and conclusions respecting many disciplines including:
civil engineering, water resources engineering, accounting, cost benefit analysis,
real estate, planning, hydrogeology, ecology, geotechnical engineering to name a
few. It is not clear who provided the advice and the basis for a lot of it is not
provided. The report provides significant conclusions with respect to these areas
of expertise and it would be interesting to understand the qualifications of the
professional that provided the advice. This is important to be able to determine
the validity of it since this is the second time dealing with the same question.
2. This report does not appear to be overly specific to Baxter. It appears it could
apply anywhere if the name Essa and Baxter were removed as there is very little
detail pertaining to the actual settlement characteristics and location. The report
tells us solutions with no exploration of the issues as they pertain specifically to
Baxter. For example, how far from all of the homes is the pumping station or
treatment plant? How can it be given a grade when the circumstances haven’t
been explored in detail? How can a score be given for natural heritage impact
with no exploration provided of how/what/where/when (especially a 10 for the
STP without discussion related to the outlet location options)?
3. Odour and noise are not explored properly. Each option generates noise and
odour and there is no exploration of the impact on surrounding existing homes
and future homes. What direction does the wind blow and how many odorous
days will there be for residents for all options? What has the least impact? Just
because MOECP does not have guidelines does not mean such issues should
not be explored. This is community building and all impacts should be
addressed.
4. Are there noise and odour implications for residents in proximity to the Angus
STP from the added effluent? What upgrades or improvements are required to
accommodate Baxter effluent? More staff? Cost?

5. A financial analysis would help to determine the most appropriate option for the
Township. The study only includes gross estimates for construction and
operation which are not detailed.
6. Nottawasaga River water quality in this stretch of the river is described as very
poor by NVCA and will this be adding to it? There is no data specific to the site
or residential impacts supporting the conclusion regarding decreased loading to
the river. The conclusion appears ot be based on assumptions as no site
specific data is provided.
7. The WWTP is proposed to outlet into the storm water management pond, so
even a minor equipment failure has the potential to dump raw sewage into the
pond, in the middle of a residential neighbourhood!!! How will this be cleaned up?
What about the smell?
8. Without the information requested above, the EA does not seem legitimate, just
as the last one was not legitimate due to the lack of detail relating to the specific
circumstances of Baxter and Essa and the real costs associated with the
servicing options.
Specific Comments
9. 9.0 - Alternative Solutions – the alternative servicing options presented seem to
have limited bearing on the circumstance:
a. “Do Nothing” is not realistic given the circumstances.
b. It is unclear what limiting growth has to do with this proposal when there is
no additional growth designated for Baxter and a growth exercise is not
imminent. If this is a legitimate concern then the proposal should wait for
the growth management exercise that the Township will undertake. If
additional growth is assigned to Baxter and this facility is to accommodate
the effluent, then appropriate setbacks for all future capacity needs to be
provided and the facility should be located far from the existing community
as odour and noise will increase with the size of the plant.
c. Individual septic systems with communal water service is not provided for
within Provincial policy so it is unclear as to why this is put forward as an
option. To give the private services option real consideration, the
development would have to be on individual wells and septics and no
evaluation is provided of this option and no costing.
d. WWTP and Pumping station options should be what are explored:

i. there are options within these categories that would form a more
useful evaluation. Why not explore real options in terms of types of
facilities and outlet options.
ii. If running it to Angus is too expensive, consider if the New
Tecumseth STP on the 14th Line or the Nottawasaga Inn Plant are
better options?
10. 8.0 – Environmental Constraints and Opportunities – These appear to be
described in the absence of any supporting information. Where are the
environmental inventories? What field work has been completed? What is
source of information?
11. 9.0 – Description of Alternative Solutions – This section offers conclusions and
addresses random issues. There is no consistent methodology to how each
scenario is described or discussed and no consistent criteria for evaluation. This
does not provide an equal and fair description of each to establish a basis for
comparison.
12. 10.0 Evaluation of Alternatives - This section also offers conclusions and
addresses random issues. There is no consistent methodology to how each
alternative is described or discussed and no consistent criteria for evaluation.
Without this, the scoring and evaluation is questionable.
13. 10.3 Comparative Factors - The following are comments on some of the specific
factors used in the study to evaluate the alternatives.
a. 10.3.3 – Minimize Use of Land for Utilities and Limit Sterilization Through
Setbacks – Is this even a legitimate criteria? A facility has to be provided.
A simple solution to resolve this would be to utilize existing facilities where
land is already sterilized (landfill) or locate the facility away from any
residential development. Impacts related to noise and odour for the
location of the pumping station and WWTP have never been assessed.
The MOECP may not recommend specific separation for a pumping
station however good planning suggests building a community that is
desirable and aesthetically pleasing. The Pump Station will have noise
and odour impacts and these should be taken into account for the existing
community and new homes and they have not been.
b. 10.3.5 Social Environment – the report states that the WWTP and SPS
are segregated from the community. It is unclear how the proposed
facilities are separated from the existing community in Baxter or the new
homes. How can it be stated there will be no impact? We don’t know how
many odorous and noisy days there will be or how far the odour or noise

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

i.

will travel as none of these have been explored with respect to the
community.
10.3.6 – Cultural Environment – is there nothing else cultural in Baxter
other then archaeology? No community facilities or gathering places, no
proposed ones? Is the new park not being built now?
10.3.8 – Noise – No exploration of surrounding conditions in Baxter and
what design parameters would be required and if noise abatement is
achievable to acceptable levels at what cost short and long term.
10.3.9 – Odour – There is no exploration of surrounding conditions in
Baxter and what design parameters would be required and if odour
abatement is achievable and at what cost in short and long term.
10.3.12 – Willing Host – a land owner willing to host the required facility
does not seem to be a legitimate consideration. If necessary land can be
purchased or expropriated if a location was deemed more appropriate for
the long term growth of the community. It is not clear why this is a
relevant criteria?
10.3.13 – Proven Technology and Track Record – This section only
appears to present design criteria for a variety of different types of WWTP
facilities. There is no information provided relating to costs to construct,
effluent quality, maintenance, staffing, chemical inputs, failures, or MOE
testing. This information would demonstrate reliability and a proven track
record. Information of this nature is available as demonstrated by the
circumstance described in the attached newspaper article about a plant in
the Town of Mono.
10.3.17 – Protect Natural Heritage Features – given the location of the
WWTP or the outlet is unknown, how can it be given a higher score than
the Pumping Station? A detailed review of the impacts of both needs to
be provided to evaluate appropriately.
All Costing – there is a serious lack of detail outlining what is included in
these evaluations? Seem to be gross evaluations that are not
substantiated at a gross level. Replacement cost is $1099.80/year for 25
years for life cycle costs, really???

14. Assimilative Capacity Study – this Study for the Nottawasaga River only looks at
three discharge locations yet the EA suggests 5. This seems inconsistent. It is
also based on data that is not current (2016) and things have changed in the
watershed in terms of substantial new development. No site specific exploration
of residential contributions from septics is provided based on existing conditions.
Or other phosphorus contributors as recommended in the Hutchinson report.

15. Attached is a copy of the Approval from the MOECP for the works proposed by
Brookfield in Baxter. The approval states that all of Baxter is to be connected in
Phase 2 of the servicing scheme and that all must be constructed within 5 years.
Copy Attached. This is totally inconsistent with what we have been advised to
date. Clarification would be appreciated.
It is suggested that Council and the residents need to be provided with the
information outlined above and the costs associated with it to ensure an EA that
appropriately addresses what is actually proposed and the matters of
significance to the Township before a recommendation is made on the preferred
option.
The EA was resumed by the proponent because it lacked information. Let’s not
make the same mistake again.

Mike Jones
Rayna Thompson [Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com]
September 10, 2020 11:42 AM

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hello

Mike Jones
Baxter EA - Class EA Discussion Summary - McLachlan
20200825 -Comments - McLachlan.pdf

,

Thank you for providing comments and input regarding the Baxter Class EA for wastewater servicing.
This email is to provide a summary of our telephone discussion of September 4, 2020 at 9:00am, specifically related to
the general development and construction matters. A separate email regarding the items that relate to the Class EA will
be provided by Azimuth which will form part of the public record.
General Development & Construction Discussion
1. Stormwater Management (SWM) Pond – The SWM pond will be a constructed wetland with two (2) oil grit
separators and a liner. The oil grit separators provide water quality treatment to the storm runoff prior to the
flows entering the SWM pond. The liner is required to prevent the underlying high groundwater levels from
entering the SWM pond from below. The SWM pond is designed to retain runoff during large rainfall events
and release the flows in a controlled manner. The pond will discharge to the watercourse to the north through
an underground storm sewer outfall pipe (currently under construction). A groundwater pump test was
undertaken in the fall of 2019, and it was determined that the pond area could be dewatered and constructed
using conventional construction techniques.
2. Park timing and components – The detailed design of the park has been completed, however, has not been able
to be constructed to date as the Township requires that the municipal servicing be available. Due to the current
EA, the construction of the park has been put on hold, until the location of the STP has been finalized. Should
the proposed location of the STP impact on the park layout, the design will be reviewed and adjusted
accordingly. At this time, it is proposed to maintain the amenities within the park that were originally proposed.
3. Municipal drinking water – The Township is responsible for securing additional water from the Town of New
Tecumseth from the Collingwood pipeline. Negotiations are currently underway between the parties regarding
the timing for the water increases. The Township has been working with their consultant on the proposed
water booster station and reservoir to be located at the northeast corner of County Road 10 and County Road
21 (Murphy Road). When the facility is constructed, and additional water granted, a portion of the drinking
water will be to service the Brookfield development and a portion to service the existing community and
provide fire protection to the existing community.
4. Murphy Road (County Road 21) / Denney Drive Intersection – Further discussions are required between
Brookfield, the Township, and the County regarding the scope of intersection improvements.
5. Driveway locations – The current approved draft plan of subdivision includes for direct driveway connections to
Denney Drive for a number of units to the north of the existing homes. It is ackno wledged that the layout of the
original draft plan of subdivision did not have front facing units in this location.
If you have any further question on wish to discuss the development further, please feel free to reach out to me at any
time.
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Rayna Thompson
Director, Land Development | Land & Housing
Development
Brookfield Properties
3381 Steeles Avenue, Suite 100, Toronto, ON M2H 3S7
T +1 905.948.5003 | M +1 416.791.9126
Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com
brookfieldproperties.com

This message, including any attachments may contain confidential information intended only for
the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient or have received this message in
error, please notify the sender immediately by reply email and permanently delete the original
transmission from the sender, including any attachments, without making a copy. Thank you
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Issues
The community was originally told that the sewage was to
be piped to Angus and that the Angus facility has the
capacity. Does not like the idea of a local treatment plant.
There are concerns related to possible impacts to private
properties and the effects of the ongoing construction,
construction dewatering and site grading. Concerns
regarding well supply, dust, access along Denney Drive and
impacts to the North Tributary from dewatering have ben
expressed.
What effect will a local treatment plant have on the quality
of life in Baxter and will it affect property values?

A local STP would have to be located to observe minimum setback requirements from sensitive users, such as
residences or the school. Also, it will have to have a design that is compatible (e.g. No open tanks) and have appropriate
controls and mitigation equipment to effectively control odour and noise, and to ensure that effluent criteria can be
achieved all of the time. The draft Phase 2 report does recommend a local plant, but it would be subject to more
controls and larger setbacks than the sewage pumping station. A sewage pumping station also has similar potential to
create nuisance odour or have equipment failures, so that many of the issues are very similar to a sewage treatment
plant. In both cases, the design of the systems are intended to ensure that those mishaps do not occur, and include
multiple lines of defense to protect the community and the natural environment. These constraints are also part of any
approvals that are required from the Ministry of the Environment Conservation, and Parks, and from the Nottawasaga
Valley Conservation Authority. Similarly, the Township and their peer review engineers will ensure that those aspects
are addressed fully.

Does not like the idea of the sewage being pumped to the
North Tributary as it is a sensitive creek and trout fishery.

Please note that an evaluation of discharge alternatives would be completed as part of the upcoming Phase 3
evaluation. However, discharge to any surface water body has to address the sensitivities of that receptor, has to
protect aquatic habitat and has to meet provincial standards in order to do so. An Assimilative Capacity Study was
completed and considered the possibility of discharging to the Main Branch of the Nottawasaga River or the North
Tributary. While both options are viable, the sensitivity of the North Tributary would require lower effluent criteria and
additional precautions.
The report was primarily authored by a team of professionals at Azimuth Environmental, including two hydrogeologists,
two ecologists, and a civil engineer. The Azimuth team was led by Mike Jones, who is a consulting hydrogeologist with
more than 30 years experience specializing in water and wastewater. The report also included input from professionals
at Brookfield and was peer reviewed on behalf of the Township by two engineers from the Ainley Group and
commented on by municipal staff (the CAO and the Manager of Public Works).
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Please provide a list of the qualified professionals that
authorized the report
5

Where will the treatment plant be located?
6

updated Sep 14, 2020
Response
The 2012 Class EA did identify a sewage pumping station and forcemain to Angus as the preferred alternative, and that
the Angus plant does have future capacity available. However, through the detailed design process and with review
input from the Township’s peer review engineer, the design of that alternative became increasingly complex. This
resulted in changes to construction, operations and maintenance that made it worthwhile to review the decisions.
Construction-related effects are separate from the Class EA Amendment for Wastewater. Concerns have been discussed
with Brookfield's construction team and steps are underway to address those issues where it is possible to do so.
Construction dewatering and impact to water wells is specifically addressed with a Mitigation Plan that is in place to
ensure that people have an adequate supply of water. Construction-related concerns should be directed to the
construction team at the site so they can be addressed more quickly. However, we will also receive comments and
ensure that they get to the correct individuals.

An evaluation of locations and a decision regarding a preferred location will be part of the upcoming Phase 3 evaluation.
Figure 5 in the draft Phase 2 report presents some candidate precincts where a plant could be located. Please note that
the candidate precincts are much larger than the actual plant footprint would be. The preferred location and the
location evaluation process will be described in the draft Phase 3 report.

Where will the treated effluent be discharged?
7
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Several people have concerns that the outlet location has already been decided, and that effluent might go to the
stormwater pond or to the tributary north of the site. A conclusion regarding the location of the outlet of treated
effluent has not been made as this is a consideration in the upcoming Phase 3 evaluation. Discharging to the
stormwater management pond or possibly to the same outlet structure of the stormwater management pond to the
North Tributary are two possible locations. There are also several possible discharge locations to the Main Branch of
the Nottawasaga River.
Odour and noise should be evaluated more fully because
At the Phase 2 stage of the Class EA process, odour and noise are considered on the basis of design standards from the
these are nuisance issues and possibly health impacts to the Ministry of Environment Conservation and Parks, and on the basis of typical standards employed at similar sized
facilities in similar communities, which is suitable for making decisions regarding the relative preference of having a
existing community . What direction does the wind blow
and how many odorous days will there be for residents for local plant compared to a sewage pumping station and forcemain . More rigorous numeric evaluation will be
all options? What has the least impact?
undertaken regarding the location evaluation in Phase 3 and will be presented in the Phase 3 report.
A more detailed financial analysis should be completed.

The cost analysis presented in the draft Phase 2 report is based on the actual tendered costs of the forcemain and the
100% detailed design cost estimate for the sewage pumping station for the sewage pumping station and forcemain
alternative. The cost analysis for the STP is based on the actual construction costs for recently constructed facilities for
local treatment plants in the Village of Shakespeare (modified SBR treatment) and the Town of Mono (RBC treatment).

There is an error in the draft Phase 2 report regarding the
Lifecycle Costs.
Separation from existing and proposed community.

The Lifecycle costs should be shown as annual cost per house served over 25 years. The information provided in the
body of the report is correct.
The facilities are segregated from residential housing on the basis of required setbacks or already approved design basis.
The draft Phase 2 report considers differences related to the two options and concludes that both alternatives have
similar potential.
The cultural environment is a factor aimed at historical cultural effects and are addressed through appropriate
archaeological studies that have been complete for the lands. If lands for a STP were selected outside of the
subdivision, appropriate studies would have to be completed. however, as the likely candidate areas are agricultural in
nature, they are considered disturbed and have reduced archaeological potential.

9

10
11

Cultural Environment section does not include existing or
proposed community facilities or gathering places.
12

Environmental Constraints and Opportunity section does not This section describes the characteristics of environmental and physical conditions that can be impediments to or favour
include inventories or sources of information.
the alternatives. This section is based on natural heritage and hydrogeological evaluations completed for the Brookfield
13
subdivision as well as the information contained in the Township and County's Official Plans.
The Township should wait until more detail is available
14 before selecting or approving the Class EA.

The draft Phase 2 report provides a suitable degree of information to make a decision regarding the Preferred
Alternative. The information considers 30 different factors and concludes that the local plant alternative is preferred
compared to the forcemain and sewage pumping station alternative.

Responses to Queries and Comments provided by
regarding the first PIC for the Baxter Class EA Amendment for
Wastewater, Sep 12, 2020

The original comments are provided in black standard font and responses are provided
in blue italics.

Comments from Residents on Baxter WWT Options
Environmental Assessment (EA)
By Azimuth Environmental, dated August 2020
General Comments:
1. Please provide a list of the qualified professionals that authorized the report?
The report offers opinions and conclusions respecting many disciplines including:
civil engineering, water resources engineering, accounting, cost benefit analysis,
real estate, planning, hydrogeology, ecology, geotechnical engineering to name a
few. It is not clear who provided the advice and the basis for a lot of it is not
provided. The report provides significant conclusions with respect to these areas
of expertise and it would be interesting to understand the qualifications of the
professional that provided the advice. This is important to be able to determine
the validity of it since this is the second time dealing with the same question.
The report was primarily authored by a team of professionals at Azimuth Environmental,
including two hydrogeologists, two ecologists, and a civil engineer. The Azimuth team
was led by Mike Jones, who is a consulting hydrogeologist with more than 30 years
experience specializing in water and wastewater. The report also included input from
professionals at Brookfield and was peer reviewed on behalf of the Township by two
engineers from the Ainley Group and commented on by municipal staff (the CAO and
the Manager of Public Works).

2. This report does not appear to be overly specific to Baxter. It appears it could
apply anywhere if the name Essa and Baxter were removed as there is very little
detail pertaining to the actual settlement characteristics and location. The report
tells us solutions with no exploration of the issues as they pertain specifically to
Baxter. For example, how far from all of the homes is the pumping station or
treatment plant? How can it be given a grade when the circumstances haven’t
been explored in detail? How can a score be given for natural heritage impact

with no exploration provided of how/what/where/when (especially a 10 for the
STP without discussion related to the outlet location options)?
The Class EA process is a “top down” process that commences with a general large
scale evaluation and proceeds to develop additional detail during subsequent phases.
The report addresses wastewater treatment requirements for the existing community
and the Brookfield Marshall subdivision, based on specific details of the community. On
the basis that the existing community is adequately served by existing private services,
the focus from the 2012 Class EA and on the input from several local residents, the
Township re-affirmed that the focus of the Class EA is to serve the new subdivision.
The Class EA does consider the potential to expand services to the existing community
in the future if that was warranted and the Township elected to do so. The
recommendation of the draft Phase 2 report is to construct a new local sewage
treatment plant (STP) in or close to Baxter. You have also mentioned several aspects
that will be part of the Phase 3 evaluation, which would address the alternatives for
components of the treatment system, including location, treatment technologies,
additional processes such as screening and disinfection, and the location for discharge
of treated effluent.
The location for the sewage pumping station approved through the 2012 Class EA is
shown on the subdivision plans, and is near the south end of the Stormwater
Management Pond and is 60m from the closest residence. Its location is further
discussed in Section 9.3 and identified on Figure 4. Candidate precincts for a STP were
discussed in Section 9.4 identified on Figure 5.
The potential for natural heritage impacts for the STP alternative is based consideration
of candidate precincts. There are several candidate precincts where a plant could be
located and do not require any intrusion into natural heritage features. You also
mentioned discharge locations – the draft Phase 2 report discusses two general
possibilities for discharge of treated effluent, being to the North Tributary and the Main
Branch of the Nottawasaga River to the east. The report also includes an Assimilative
Capacity Study that demonstrates that discharge of treated effluent from a Baxter Plant
would have equal or lesser loading compared to the discharge of the same volume of
effluent from the Angus plant.
3. Odour and noise are not explored properly. Each option generates noise and
odour and there is no exploration of the impact on surrounding existing homes
and future homes. What direction does the wind blow and how many odorous
days will there be for residents for all options? What has the least impact? Just
because MOECP does not have guidelines does not mean such issues should

not be explored. This is community building and all impacts should be
addressed.
At the Phase 2 stage of the Class EA process, odour and noise are considered on the
basis of design standards from the Ministry of Environment Conservation and Parks,
and on the basis of typical standards employed at similar sized facilities in similar
communities, which is suitable for making decisions regarding the relative preference of
having a local plant compared to a sewage pumping station and forcemain . More
rigorous numeric evaluation will be undertaken regarding the location evaluation in
Phase 3 and will be presented in the Phase 3 report.
4. Are there noise and odour implications for residents in proximity to the Angus
STP from the added effluent? What upgrades or improvements are required to
accommodate Baxter effluent? More staff? Cost?
There are some implications for residents in Angus as a result of the Angus plant
receiving a greater volume of sewage. Because the capacity of the Angus plant is
already approved, the implications in Angus are already considered in that approval
There are implications to residents along the forcemain to Angus as the forcemain has
air pressure release valves along the alignment.
5. A financial analysis would help to determine the most appropriate option for the
Township. The study only includes gross estimates for construction and
operation which are not detailed.
The cost analysis presented in the draft Phase 2 report is based on the actual tendered
costs of the forcemain and the 100% detailed design cost estimate for the sewage
pumping station for the sewage pumping station and forcemain alternative. The cost
analysis for the STP is based on the actual construction costs for recently constructed
facilities for local treatment plants in the Village of Shakespeare (modified SBR
treatment) and the Town of Mono (RBC treatment).
6. Nottawasaga River water quality in this stretch of the river is described as very
poor by NVCA and will this be adding to it? There is no data specific to the site
or residential impacts supporting the conclusion regarding decreased loading to
the river. The conclusion appears to be based on assumptions as no site
specific data is provided.
Please refer to the Assimilative Capacity Study presented as Appendix 4 of the draft
Phase 2 report. A local treatment plant would have equal or less loading to the
Nottawasaga River over that provided by the Angus plant. Local water quality data is
available.

7. The WWTP is proposed to outlet into the storm water management pond, so
even a minor equipment failure has the potential to dump raw sewage into the
pond, in the middle of a residential neighbourhood!!! How will this be cleaned up?
What about the smell?
A conclusion regarding the location of the outlet of treated effluent has not been made
as this is a consideration in the upcoming Phase 3 evaluation. Discharging to the
stormwater management pond or possibly to the same outlet structure of the
stormwater management pond to the North Tributary are two possible locations. There
are also several possible discharge locations to the Main Branch of the Nottawasaga
River.
A minor equipment failure in a local treatment plant would not have the potential to
release raw sewage. Plants are typically designed with fully redundant components,
controls and alarms and with backup electrical power to avoid those conditions.
8. Without the information requested above, the EA does not seem legitimate, just
as the last one was not legitimate due to the lack of detail relating to the specific
circumstances of Baxter and Essa and the real costs associated with the
servicing options.
The draft Phase 2 report provides a suitable degree of information to make a
decision regarding the Preferred Alternative. The information considers 30
different factors and concludes that the local plant alternative is preferred
compared to the forcemain and sewage pumping station alternative.
The information in the draft Phase 2 report is based on actual costs associated
with similar projects. We conclude that the information presented provides a
suitable basis to reach the conclusion that a local plant is preferred compared to
a sewage pumping station and a long forcemain.

Specific Comments
9. 9.0 - Alternative Solutions – the alternative servicing options presented seem to
have limited bearing on the circumstance:
a. “Do Nothing” is not realistic given the circumstances.
Agreed. This conclusion is also presented in the draft Phase 2 Report. It
is noted that the MCEA manual identifies that the “Do Nothing” alternative

should be considered by the proponent in all cases.
b. It is unclear what limiting growth has to do with this proposal when there is
no additional growth designated for Baxter and a growth exercise is not
imminent. If this is a legitimate concern then the proposal should wait for
the growth management exercise that the Township will undertake. If
additional growth is assigned to Baxter and this facility is to accommodate
the effluent, then appropriate setbacks for all future capacity needs to be
provided and the facility should be located far from the existing community
as odour and noise will increase with the size of the plant.
As identified in the draft Phase 2 Report, “Limiting growth” in this context
refers to alternative subdivision designs for the Brookfield subdivision.
c. Individual septic systems with communal water service is not provided for
within Provincial policy so it is unclear as to why this is put forward as an
option. To give the private services option real consideration, the
development would have to be on individual wells and septics and no
evaluation is provided of this option and no costing.
Individual servicing for the Brookfield subdivision is identified as an
Alternative that does not pass the Mandatory Criteria, therefore it is not
evaluated further. It is noted that the MCEA manual identifies that existing
servicing in the project study area is to be considered when evaluating
alternatives.
d. WWTP and Pumping station options should be what are explored:
i. there are options within these categories that would form a more
useful evaluation. Why not explore real options in terms of types of
facilities and outlet options.
As part of the MCEA process, alternatives such as doing nothing
and expansion of existing systems are required to be evaluated.
Through the evaluation of the mandatory factors, these alternatives
were determined to not be appropriate for the Brookfield Marshall
subdivision. Evaluation of alternative technologies, design
concepts and outlet options will be the focus of the Phase 3
evaluation.

ii. If running it to Angus is too expensive, consider if the New
Tecumseth STP on the 14th Line or the Nottawasaga Inn Plant are
better options?
A forcemain to these plants was not considered within the Class EA
Amendment. The Nottawasaga Inn plant is a private plant, its
capacity is already allocated, and it also discharges to the
Nottawasaga River.
Both of these facilities are further than the Angus Plant and would
have similar or more significant design constraints. Both are in
different municipal jurisdictions than the Township of Essa.
10. 8.0 – Environmental Constraints and Opportunities – These appear to be
described in the absence of any supporting information. Where are the
environmental inventories? What field work has been completed? What is
source of information?
Section 8 of the draft Phase 2 report describes the characteristics of
environmental and physical conditions that can be impediments to or favor the
Alternatives. In general, the Alternatives are focused within the built-up areas,
and therefore their direct impacts. Section 8 is based on knowledge from the
natural heritage and hydrogeological evaluations completed for the Brookfield
subdivision as well as information contained within the Township and County’s
Official Plans..
11. 9.0 – Description of Alternative Solutions – This section offers conclusions and
addresses random issues. There is no consistent methodology to how each
scenario is described or discussed and no consistent criteria for evaluation. This
does not provide an equal and fair description of each to establish a basis for
comparison.
The draft Phase 2 report is part of an amendment process to the 2012 Class EA.
The referred-to section is a description of the Alternatives considered in the
report. The Alternatives are compared on the basis of 30 criteria described in
Section 10 of the report. Section 10.3 of the report identifies that a score of 10 is
assigned to the alternative that is most suited, with the other alternatives being
assigned a proportionally lesser score reflective of the degree to which it is less
suited.

12. 10.0 Evaluation of Alternatives - This section also offers conclusions and
addresses random issues. There is no consistent methodology to how each
alternative is described or discussed and no consistent criteria for evaluation.
Without this, the scoring and evaluation is questionable.
Please refer to the response to Query 11 above.
13. 10.3 Comparative Factors - The following are comments on some of the specific
factors used in the study to evaluate the alternatives.
a. 10.3.3 – Minimize Use of Land for Utilities and Limit Sterilization Through
Setbacks – Is this even a legitimate criteria? A facility has to be provided.
A simple solution to resolve this would be to utilize existing facilities where
land is already sterilized (landfill) or locate the facility away from any
residential development. Impacts related to noise and odour for the
location of the pumping station and WWTP have never been assessed.
The MOECP may not recommend specific separation for a pumping
station however good planning suggests building a community that is
desirable and aesthetically pleasing. The Pump Station will have noise
and odour impacts and these should be taken into account for the existing
community and new homes and they have not been.
The pumping station location is already approved and is 60m from the
nearest house. You are correct at pumping stations can have noise and
odour impacts.
b. 10.3.5 Social Environment – the report states that the WWTP and SPS
are segregated from the community. It is unclear how the proposed
facilities are separated from the existing community in Baxter or the new
homes. How can it be stated there will be no impact? We don’t know how
many odorous and noisy days there will be or how far the odour or noise
will travel as none of these have been explored with respect to the
community.
Facilities are segregated from residential housing on the basis of required
setbacks or already approved design basis. Setbacks apply to both
existing and new homes. The draft Phase 2 report considers differences
related to the two options, and concludes that both alternatives have
similar potential. Therefore both alternatives receive the same score of 10
for this factor.

c. 10.3.6 – Cultural Environment – is there nothing else cultural in Baxter
other then archaeology? No community facilities or gathering places, no
proposed ones? Is the new park not being built now?
Cultural environment is a factor that is specifically aimed at historical
cultural effects and is addressed through appropriate archaeological
studies that have been completed for the subdivision lands. If lands for a
STP were selected outside of the subdivision, appropriate studies would
have to be completed. However as the likely candidate areas are
agricultural lands, they are considered disturbed and have reduced
potential for significant archaeological findings.
d. 10.3.8 – Noise – No exploration of surrounding conditions in Baxter and
what design parameters would be required and if noise abatement is
achievable to acceptable levels at what cost short and long term.
Both Alternatives were considered neutral with respect to noise, given the
included components and the ability to mitigate noise transmission.
Additional evaluation of noise generation will be part of the Phase 3
evaluation so that noise generation from different types of treatment
technologies is considered.
e. 10.3.9 – Odour – There is no exploration of surrounding conditions in
Baxter and what design parameters would be required and if odour
abatement is achievable and at what cost in short and long term.
In Phase 2 of the Class EA, odour was considered on the basis of odour
emissions and the ability to mitigate and control odour. As stated in the
report, consideration of potential odour impacts from different types of
treatment technologies will be considered as part of the Phase 3
evaluation.
f. 10.3.12 – Willing Host – a land owner willing to host the required facility
does not seem to be a legitimate consideration. If necessary land can be
purchased or expropriated if a location was deemed more appropriate for
the long term growth of the community. It is not clear why this is a
relevant criteria?
Brookfield is the proponent for the Class EA and does not have the power
of expropriation. The Township has elected to be a stakeholder in this

process and is not a co-proponent. Therefore, a willing host or having
land that can be purchased is a necessary consideration. As identified in
the evaluation, the SPS alternative received a score of 10 as the lands are
already available and approved for a SPS, whereas the STP alternative
received a lower score due to the potential for additional lands to be
provided.
g. 10.3.13 – Proven Technology and Track Record – This section only
appears to present design criteria for a variety of different types of WWTP
facilities. There is no information provided relating to costs to construct,
effluent quality, maintenance, staffing, chemical inputs, failures, or MOE
testing. This information would demonstrate reliability and a proven track
record. Information of this nature is available as demonstrated by the
circumstance described in the attached newspaper article about a plant in
the Town of Mono.
The plants listed in Table 5 were provided as examples to demonstrate
that appropriately designed and operated plants are effective in small
communities. All of these facilities are well-known to the study team. The
design information was provided to demonstrate that these facilities serve
communities similar in sewage volume to the demand in Baxter.
There was no attachment to your email containing an article related to a
plant in the Town of Mono.
h. 10.3.17 – Protect Natural Heritage Features – given the location of the
WWTP or the outlet is unknown, how can it be given a higher score than
the Pumping Station? A detailed review of the impacts of both needs to
be provided to evaluate appropriately.
The pumping station and forcemain alternative received a lower score on
the basis that it crosses four water courses along its route and has a
greater potential to experience leaks or spills that are more difficult to
detect.
i.

All Costing – there is a serious lack of detail outlining what is included in
these evaluations? Seem to be gross evaluations that are not
substantiated at a gross level. Replacement cost is $1099.80/year for 25
years for life cycle costs, really???

The Costs presented in the draft Phase 2 report are represented as
annual costs per household served over a 25 year design lifespan.
14. Assimilative Capacity Study – this Study for the Nottawasaga River only looks at
three discharge locations yet the EA suggests 5. This seems inconsistent. It is
also based on data that is not current (2016) and things have changed in the
watershed in terms of substantial new development. No site specific exploration
of residential contributions from septics is provided based on existing conditions.
Or other phosphorus contributors as recommended in the Hutchinson report.
The assimilative capacity of the locations in or near Baxter is appropriately
considered in the ACS as assimilative capacity is internally consistent for the
various locations of Main Branch and for the North Tributary. The loadings from
household septic systems that are more than 300m from a water body are
generally considered to be well-attenuated in the soil and therefore are not a
significant source. Data up to 2016 provides an adequate baseline to compare
water quality, and the evaluation is based on the existing status of the water
course (which you correctly note is considered impacted, primarily by agricultural
land use) and on the relative change from the proposed activity (the STP
discharge of treated effluent). As the ACS concluded, a local plant has the
opportunity to reduce loadings to the river compared to the Angus plant, although
the Angus plant is considered to be a good facility.
15. Attached is a copy of the Approval from the MOECP for the works proposed by
Brookfield in Baxter. The approval states that all of Baxter is to be connected in
Phase 2 of the servicing scheme and that all must be constructed within 5 years.
Copy Attached. This is totally inconsistent with what we have been advised to
date. Clarification would be appreciated.

There was no attachment to your email with any MECP approvals. The ECA
approval for the sewage pumping station and forcemain is MECP #2506-BJLGZZ
and is available on the MECP EBR website, and does not require that the
existing community be connected. The five year timeframe is an expiry
timeframe so that if components are not built within five years, a new approval
must be sought.
It is important to note that the ECA was granted to Brookfield. Connection of any
existing homes would require commitment by the Township to extend a collection
system and provide connections to individual properties. The description of
Stage 2 in the ECAthat includes the new subdivision as well as the existing

residences and the school allows the Township to complete these works if they
choose, but the ECA does not create a commitment to do so.

It is suggested that Council and the residents need to be provided with the
information outlined above and the costs associated with it to ensure an EA that
appropriately addresses what is actually proposed and the matters of
significance to the Township before a recommendation is made on the preferred
option.
The EA was resumed by the proponent because it lacked information. Let’s not
make the same mistake again.

Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike Jones
September 14, 2020 1:19 PM
'; 'Rayna Thompson'
Your comments regarding the Baxter Class EA Amendment - PIC#1

Hello,
:
Thank you for providing your comments regarding the Class EA Amendment for Baxter. We wanted to confirm that
your comments were received and provide an initial response to the information you provided. Your name and email
address are already on the project contact list so you will receive future notifications by email directly.
You had indicated that you felt it was unacceptable that the plans have changed from having a local sewage pumping
station and forcemain to take raw sewage to Angus for treatment.
The Class EA amendment is a decision-making process to select a preferred process going forward. As you note, the
2012 Class EA did identify a sewage pumping station and forcemain to Angus as the preferred alternative, and that the
Angus plant does have future capacity available. However, through the detailed design process and with review input
from the Township’s peer review engineer, the design of that alternative became increasingly complex. This resulted in
changes to construction, operations and maintenance that made it worthwhile to review the decisions.
The draft Phase 2 report does recommend a local plant, but it would be subject to more controls and larger setbacks
than the sewage pumping station. A sewage pumping station also has similar potential to create nuisance odour or
have equipment failures, so that many of the issues are very similar to a sewage treatment plant. In both cases, the
design of the systems are intended to ensure that those mishaps do not occur, and include multiple lines of defense to
protect the community and the natural environment. These constraints are also part of any approvals that are required
from the Ministry of the Environment Conservation, and Parks, and from the Nottawasaga Valley Conservation
Authority. Similarly, the Township and their peer review engineers will ensure that those aspects are addressed fully.
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
Mike Jones
September 10, 2020 1:03 PM

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hello

'Rayna Thompson'
RE: Baxter EA - Class EA Discussion Summary

,

Thank you for providing comments and input regarding the Baxter Class EA for wastewater servicing. You had some
additional comments regarding aspects outside the Class EA so I will respond to them separately. All comments that
have been received form part of the consultation aspects and will be directly incorporated within future reporting, to
form part of the public record. We will be redacting personal information such as name, address or phone number
from the public record.
We are preparing a compilation of the comments and questions that are received with a response from the project
team regarding how your comment or question will be addressed. This compilation will be available for download, and
updated occasionally, with the other project documents at:
http://azimuthenvironmental.com/documents/documents.htm
This email is to provide a summary of our telephone discussion of September 4, 2020 at 9:00am. The discussion is
broken down below into two (2) sections, the first being discussion related to the Class EA, and the second being
discussion related to general development and construction matters.
Class EA Discussion
1. Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) location – A decision regarding the location of a STP has not been made at this
time. The Phase 2 component of the EA (current phase) makes the determination of the preferred alternative,
being either STP or sewage pumping station and forcemain. The Phase 3 component will consider and evaluate
a number locations, including the candidate precincts identified in the Phase 2 report.
2. Township input – The Township has opted to be a stakeholder in the process rather than a co-proponent. The
Township has already played a key role in the project and will continue to be providing comment and input
through the process.
3. Timeline for Township to take over the STP – The timing for the Township taking over the operation of the
facility will be dependant on the buildout of the subdivision, and will be specified by the Township in our
Subdivision or other Development Agreement. It is expected that the Township will start operating and
maintaining the facility towards the end of buildout, with the facility being assumed as part of the final phase of
the development.
4. Plant capacity sizing – The facility will be designed and constructed to service the Brookfield subdivision only.
5. Next steps – Following completion of the current Phase 2 component, we will start the Phase 3 evaluation that
will consider location, discharge point, treatment technology, etc. Similar to the Phase 2 process, there will be a
Public Information Centre (PIC) for the public to review the draft report and presentation materials and provide
comment. The next PIC will be in the coming months and will be advertised in the same manner as PIC #1
(newspaper advertisement, hand delivered notices, and email to persons and agencies on the project
notification list). As you had indicated that you would like to be on the notification list, you will be advised via
the email address provided.
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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
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Mike Jones
t]
October 9, 2020 6:42 PM
Mike Jones
RE: contact info for Mike Jones

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hi Mike,
I have tried to answer the form on your website however to no avail. I have decided to send this along in my own typed
word as I promised to complete before the weekend. You can reach me at this e-mail address or phone me at 705-4241729 to discuss further. Thanks a lot.
Wendy Harry
1.

Concerns regarding the construction of a local sewage treatment plant:
When first this sub-division came up, my main concern was against running a pipeline from Baxter to the Angus
Plant. I’m not sure if this original suggestion is still ongoing or possible, however I am totally against this long
pipeline running to the Angus plant. It could/would run alongside farmer’s fields or in ditches alongside
farmer’s fields where produce and grains are grown, where cattle and other livestock eat. Should there be a
leak anywhere, this waste could/would endanger animal lives and threaten local food supply. It would also
need to travel either over or under the Nottawasaga River causing danger to fish, to human consumption of fish
or to anyone swimming in the Nottawasaga River. I have no concerns to the construction of a local sewage
treatment plant in Baxter or within 1km in either direction of Baxter, but not in farmer’s fields at all. A local
sewage treatment plant should stay close to the community it is serving for easier access to maintenance and
repairs.

2.

Concerns regarding the construction of the sanitary sewer system:

My thoughts concerning the sewage treatment plant are the same as a sanitary sewer system I have provided
above. The sewer system should also stay within the Baxter community for easy access to maintenance and repairs.
3.

Other concerns about this proposed sub-division:
Volume of traffic. County Road 10 is already congested with local traffic from Angus and Honda at any given
time. The vehicles associated with this subdivision will only enhance the congestion either entering or exiting
Murphy Road off County Road 10. The traffic lights at this intersection are longer for traffic on County Road 10
with a shorter timeframe for Murphy Road. The intersection would need to ha ve “Yield” runs onto County Road
10 to keep the traffic flowing. Traffic along Murphy Road heading West to County Road 10 will easily congest. I
personally believe this area will be a major headache for drivers.

That’s it for now as I would rather discuss this with you. Take care and enjoy your weekend.
From: Mike Jones [mailto:Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com]
Sent: October-06-20 1:06 PM
To:
Subject: contact info for Mike Jones
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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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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:

Mike Jones
February 26, 2021 9:27 AM
'wisdom.fay@gmail.com'; 'Thompson, Rayna'; 'Colleen Healey';

Subject:

FW: AWAWARE Essa's comments on the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase1/11 Report

Hello,
Thank you for your additional comments regarding the Final Phase I/II Report. We are in the process of preparing the
Phase III report, which looks at alternatives for plant design, location, and discharge, so it is appropriate to include your
items in that evaluation.
Climate change will be part of the evaluation considered in the Phase III Report. The evaluation of climate change will
generally involve looking at the potential impacts from climate change on the facility as well as impacts of the facility on
climate change. It is common to do this as part of the Phase III work, as the options being considered are more refined
(specific types of treatment technology and locations) than they were during the Phase II work (simply sewage
treatment plant vs pumping station and forcemain).
Your comments address both stormwater aspects and sewage treatment aspects, and I want to reiterate that they are
two distinct systems. Both of them are designed in consideration of climate change and severe weather. The
stormwater facility has already been approved, and mostly constructed – its purpose is to collect storm runoff from the
subdivision and to release water in a controlled manner to the North Tributary.
The sewage treatment plant (STP) will fully treat and disinfect wastewater from the subdivision before it is released to
the natural environment. An STP would not be approved if there was to be spillage of raw sewage to a water course.
The design is required to include containment and contingencies, including items like reserve capacity and backup
power generation, to ensure that spills do not occur.
The sewage collection system takes wastewater from the homes and delivers it to the sewage treatment plant (STP). It
is designed to be a closed system, to avoid capturing clean runoff, however, the design accounts for 501,000L/day of
storm runoff (as shown in Table 1 of the Phase I/II Report, called “Extraneous Flow” in the table). Overall, the STP is
expected to have an average day flow of 227,000L/day, but will be designed to handle up to 1,375,000L/day, giving it a
6x safety factor compared to the average flow. The design will also be able to handle even higher rates of flow for
shorter duration (2-4 hours at a time). Further aspects of additional capacity are considered within the site design,
which will continue to develop with the Phase III Report and subsequent detailed design. The detailed design also has
to proceed through review and approvals by the MECP. At this time, the MECP has reviewed the proposed effluent
quality limits for discharge to the Nottawasaga River and have indicated that they have no objections to the targets.
Correspondence from the MECP on this matter is included in Appendix 6 of the Phase II Report.
With respect to ownership and operation of the STP, it will eventually be owned and operated by the Township.
Brookfield will operate it during its initial period, as the subdivision is constructed and to demonstrate to the Township
that it is capable of operating correctly. The approvals for the STP will include stringent monitoring and operations
requirements to ensure that it is operating effectively.
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The Sewage Pumping Station and Forcemain to Angus (Alternative S3) was fully designed and approved by the MECP.
The approvals were issued in 2020, therefore both alternatives were considered under current design standards.
The selection of a location for the Plant will be described within the Phase III Report. As you note, two of the Candidate
Precincts are adjacent to the valley of the Main Branch of the Nottawasaga River. The issues you raise are part of the
evaluation, but I also wanted to confirm to you that the plant footprint would not be within the valley boundaries, nor
within areas of sensitive vegetation or Natural Heritage Features. The Candidate Precinct areas shown in the Phase I/II
Report are considerably larger than the actual layout of a plant, and appropriate protection for Natural Heritage
Features is a requirement.
As you are on our notification list, we will advise you when the Phase III Report is available, and when the next Public
Information Centre (PIC #2) is being held, and would welcome your comments on the next stage as well.
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:
Sent: February 19, 2021 4:37 PM
To: Mike Jones; Thompson, Rayna
Subject: AWAWARE Essa's comments on the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase1/11 Report

February 19, 2021
Mike Jones
Azimuth Environmental Consulting
642 Welham Road,
Barrie, ON L4N 9A1
mike@azimuthenvironmental.com
Rayna Thompson
Brookfield Residential

3381 Steeles Avenue East,
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Suite 100,
,
Toronto, Ontario M2H 3S7
Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com
Dear Mike and Rayna,
Here is AWARE Essa's comments on the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase1/11 Report
The following comments are on this report’s assessment of the safety and environmental risks of the Sewage
Pumping Station and Forcemain compared to a local Sewage Treatment Plant in Baxter:
To begin with, this report neglects to include the effects of ongoing climate change and the inevitability of
increasingly severe storm and rainfall events that will impact the operation of the proposed Sewage Treatment
Plant.
The "for" preferred solution “the extended detention basin is based on the 25mm storm event” which is in turn
based on a 100-year storm event. Given that climate change is now producing more frequent 100-year storms
with the amount of precipitation falling more quickly, how would the treatment plant deal with that?
All Sewage Treatment Plants must allow increased capacity for extreme weather.
More frequent storms will lead to spillage through “ the subsurface piped storm outlet into the Nottawasaga
River which is approximately 615 M North of the site”. The design of the facility is thus..... Question: How
can one approve such a Report with such a deficiency? Secondly, the alternative of pumping effluent to the
Angus Centre Sewage Treatment Plant would lead to Essa township owning and or operating the system...Who
would own and operate the Local sewage Treatment Plant in Baxter? - It is a known fact that private ownership
will -without constant oversight- lead to cutting corners. And Thirdly, the location of the local sewage
treatment plant should not be so close to the Nottawasaga River. Knowing there is potentially a greater risk for
spillage to flow into the Nottawasaga River, who would be held responsible for the consequences of that
neglect: the provincial government, the NVCA, the township, the developer or the consultant? The monetary
costs would be significant.
This report uses the previous approval of the Sewage Pumping Station and Forcemain as a baseline for
calculating environmental risk. The comparison between the two available options should be compared as to
their adherence to the current standards, and not to outdated ones over 100 years old. Regarding the Map of
Candidate Precincts for Alternative S3 and S4. Candidate Precinct 3 and 4 are too close to the Nottawasaga
River and appear to infringe on the riparian greenspaces that protect the river. Accidental spillage of effluent
into the river would be a hazard at these sites.
Evaluation of the effluent discharge to the Nottawasaga River must be examined because the effluent will harm
the aquatic habitat, impact the freshwater, subsurface-water, and groundwater.
Given the length of the Forcemain and the number of times it extends under waterways, the risk of
environmental damage from the Sewage Pumping Station is too high to consider it an option.
It is in everyone living in Essa Township's best interest, healthwise, to protect and preserve the freshwater,
Cordially,
Margaret (Maggie) Curran Chairperson AWARE Essa
cc: Members of the NVCA Board
cc: Essa Township Mayor and Council
Sandie Macdonald, Mayor smacdonald@essatownship.on.ca
3

Michael Smith, Deputy Mayor: msmith@essatownship.on.ca
Keith White, Ward 1 Councillor: kwhite@essatownship.on.ca
Henry Sander, Ward 2 Councillor: hsander@essatownship.on.ca
Ron Henderson, Ward 3 Councillor: rhenderson@essatownship.on.ca
CAO Colleen Healey-Dowdall, Chief Administrative Officer
chealey@essatownship.on.ca
Athena Piskopos, Executive Assistant to the CAO
apiskopos@essatownship.on.ca
Planning and Development
Aimee Powell, Manager of Planning and Development
apowell@essatownship.on.ca
Carly Murphy, Planner
cmurphy@essatownship.on.ca
Jaspreet Sidhu, Planner
jsidhu@essatownship.on.ca
Jared Vegter, Planning Assistant
jvegter@essatownship.on.ca
Building Department
Drew Brooks, Chief Building Official
dbrooks@essatownship.on.ca
Yancy Ambing, Deputy Chief Building Inspector
yambing@essatownship.on.ca
Elizabeth Davis, Building and Planning Coordinator
edavis@essatownship.on.ca
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Mike Jones
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sandie Macdonald [smacdonald@essatownship.on.ca]
February 26, 2021 9:44 AM
Mike Jones; wisdom.fay@gmail.com; Thompson, Rayna; Colleen Healey; Michael Smith;
Keith White; Henry Sander; Ron Henderson; Athena Piskopos; Aimee Powell; Carly Murphy;
Jaspreet Sidhu; Jared Vegter; Drew Brooks; Yancy Ambing; Elizabeth Davis
Re: AWAWARE Essa's comments on the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase1/11 Report

Good Morning Mike,
Thank You for your response to our
Residents concerns and ideas. It is of
utmost importance to Essa Council to have
have our Residents heard. Essa Township
is their home and we are grateful for their input
and dedication in protecting Essa Township
for generations to come.
Kind Regards,
On behalf of
Essa Council
Sandie, Mike, Keith, Henry, Ron
Get Outlook for iOS
From: Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2021 9:27:08 AM
To:
>; Thompson, Rayna
<Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>; Colleen Healey <chealey@essatownship.on.ca>; Sandie
Macdonald <smacdonald@essatownship.on.ca>; Michael Smith <msmith@essatownship.on.ca>; Keith White
<kwhite@essatownship.on.ca>; Henry Sander <hsander@essatownship.on.ca>; Ron Henderson
<rhenderson@essatownship.on.ca>; Athena Piskopos <apiskopos@essatownship.on.ca>; Aimee Powell
<apowell@essatownship.on.ca>; Carly Murphy <cmurphy@essatownship.on.ca>; Jaspreet Sidhu
<jsidhu@essatownship.on.ca>; Jared Vegter <jvegter@essatownship.on.ca>; Drew Brooks
<dbrooks@essatownship.on.ca>; Yancy Ambing <yambing@essatownship.on.ca>; Elizabeth Davis
<edavis@essatownship.on.ca>
Subject: FW: AWAWARE Essa's comments on the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase1/11 Report

Hello,
1

Thank you for your additional comments regarding the Final Phase I/II Report. We are in the process of preparing the
Phase III report, which looks at alternatives for plant design, location, and discharge, so it is appropriate to include your
items in that evaluation.
Climate change will be part of the evaluation considered in the Phase III Report. The evaluation of climate change will
generally involve looking at the potential impacts from climate change on the facility as well as impacts of the facility on
climate change. It is common to do this as part of the Phase III work, as the options being considered are more refined
(specific types of treatment technology and locations) than they were during the Phase II work (simply sewage
treatment plant vs pumping station and forcemain).
Your comments address both stormwater aspects and sewage treatment aspects, and I want to reiterate that they are
two distinct systems. Both of them are designed in consideration of climate change and severe weather. The
stormwater facility has already been approved, and mostly constructed – its purpose is to collect storm runoff from the
subdivision and to release water in a controlled manner to the North Tributary.
The sewage treatment plant (STP) will fully treat and disinfect wastewater from the subdivision before it is released to
the natural environment. An STP would not be approved if there was to be spillage of raw sewage to a water course.
The design is required to include containment and contingencies, including items like reserve capacity and backup
power generation, to ensure that spills do not occur.
The sewage collection system takes wastewater from the homes and delivers it to the sewage treatment plant (STP). It
is designed to be a closed system, to avoid capturing clean runoff, however, the design accounts for 501,000L/day of
storm runoff (as shown in Table 1 of the Phase I/II Report, called “Extraneous Flow” in the table). Overall, the STP is
expected to have an average day flow of 227,000L/day, but will be designed to handle up to 1,375,000L/day, giving it a
6x safety factor compared to the average flow. The design will also be able to handle even higher rates of flow for
shorter duration (2-4 hours at a time). Further aspects of additional capacity are considered within the site design,
which will continue to develop with the Phase III Report and subsequent detailed design. The detailed design also has
to proceed through review and approvals by the MECP. At this time, the MECP has reviewed the proposed effluent
quality limits for discharge to the Nottawasaga River and have indicated that they have no objections to the targets.
Correspondence from the MECP on this matter is included in Appendix 6 of the Phase II Report.
With respect to ownership and operation of the STP, it will eventually be owned and operated by the Township.
Brookfield will operate it during its initial period, as the subdivision is constructed and to demonstrate to the Township
that it is capable of operating correctly. The approvals for the STP will include stringent monitoring and operations
requirements to ensure that it is operating effectively.
The Sewage Pumping Station and Forcemain to Angus (Alternative S3) was fully designed and approved by the MECP.
The approvals were issued in 2020, therefore both alternatives were considered under current design standards.
The selection of a location for the Plant will be described within the Phase III Report. As you note, two of the Candidate
Precincts are adjacent to the valley of the Main Branch of the Nottawasaga River. The issues you raise are part of the
evaluation, but I also wanted to confirm to you that the plant footprint would not be within the valley boundaries, nor
within areas of sensitive vegetation or Natural Heritage Features. The Candidate Precinct areas shown in the Phase I/II
Report are considerably larger than the actual layout of a plant, and appropriate protection for Natural Heritage
Features is a requirement.
As you are on our notification list, we will advise you when the Phase III Report is available, and when the next Public
Information Centre (PIC #2) is being held, and would welcome your comments on the next stage as well.
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 reache d 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:
Sent: February 19, 2021 4:37 PM
To: Mike Jones; Thompson, Rayna
Subject: AWAWARE Essa's comments on the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase1/11 Report

February 19, 2021
Mike Jones
Azimuth Environmental Consulting
642 Welham Road,
Barrie, ON L4N 9A1
mike@azimuthenvironmental.com
Rayna Thompson
Brookfield Residential
Suite 100,
,
Toronto, Ontario M2H 3S7
Rayna.Thompson@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com

3381 Steeles Avenue East,

Dear Mike and Rayna,
Here is AWARE Essa's comments on the Baxter Class EA Amendment Phase1/11 Report
The following comments are on this report’s assessment of the safety and environmental risks of the Sewage
Pumping Station and Forcemain compared to a local Sewage Treatment Plant in Baxter:
To begin with, this report neglects to include the effects of ongoing climate change and the inevitability of
increasingly severe storm and rainfall events that will impact the operation of the proposed Sewage Treatment
Plant.
The "for" preferred solution “the extended detention basin is based on the 25mm storm event” which is in turn
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based on a 100-year storm event. Given that climate change is now producing more frequent 100-year storms
with the amount of precipitation falling more quickly, how would the treatment plant deal with that?
All Sewage Treatment Plants must allow increased capacity for extreme weather.
More frequent storms will lead to spillage through “ the subsurface piped storm outlet into the Nottawasaga
River which is approximately 615 M North of the site”. The design of the facility is thus..... Question: How
can one approve such a Report with such a deficiency? Secondly, the alternative of pumping effluent to the
Angus Centre Sewage Treatment Plant would lead to Essa township owning and or operating the system...Who
would own and operate the Local sewage Treatment Plant in Baxter? - It is a known fact that private ownership
will -without constant oversight- lead to cutting corners. And Thirdly, the location of the local sewage
treatment plant should not be so close to the Nottawasaga River. Knowing there is potentially a greater risk for
spillage to flow into the Nottawasaga River, who would be held responsible for the consequences of that
neglect: the provincial government, the NVCA, the township, the developer or the consultant? The monetary
costs would be significant.
This report uses the previous approval of the Sewage Pumping Station and Forcemain as a baseline for
calculating environmental risk. The comparison between the two available options should be compared as to
their adherence to the current standards, and not to outdated ones over 100 years old. Regarding the Map of
Candidate Precincts for Alternative S3 and S4. Candidate Precinct 3 and 4 are too close to the Nottawasaga
River and appear to infringe on the riparian greenspaces that protect the river. Accidental spillage of effluent
into the river would be a hazard at these sites.
Evaluation of the effluent discharge to the Nottawasaga River must be examined because the effluent will harm
the aquatic habitat, impact the freshwater, subsurface-water, and groundwater.
Given the length of the Forcemain and the number of times it extends under waterways, the risk of
environmental damage from the Sewage Pumping Station is too high to consider it an option.
It is in everyone living in Essa Township's best interest, healthwise, to protect and preserve the freshwater,
Cordially,
Margaret (Maggie) Curran Chairperson AWARE Essa
cc: Members of the NVCA Board
cc: Essa Township Mayor and Council
Sandie Macdonald, Mayor smacdonald@essatownship.on.ca
Michael Smith, Deputy Mayor: msmith@essatownship.on.ca
Keith White, Ward 1 Councillor: kwhite@essatownship.on.ca
Henry Sander, Ward 2 Councillor: hsander@essatownship.on.ca
Ron Henderson, Ward 3 Councillor: rhenderson@essatownship.on.ca
CAO Colleen Healey-Dowdall, Chief Administrative Officer
chealey@essatownship.on.ca
Athena Piskopos, Executive Assistant to the CAO
apiskopos@essatownship.on.ca
Planning and Development
Aimee Powell, Manager of Planning and Development
apowell@essatownship.on.ca
Carly Murphy, Planner
cmurphy@essatownship.on.ca
Jaspreet Sidhu, Planner
jsidhu@essatownship.on.ca
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Thompson, Rayna
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mike Jones <Mike@Azimuthenvironmental.Com>
Tuesday, November 9, 2021 3:51 PM
; Michael Mikael; Preya Balgobin; Thompson, Rayna
response matrix regarding comments from the
PIC#2 Bozxter Class EA
20211105 - Response to
Comments PIC#2.pdf

Hello,
and
:
Please find attached a matrix that addresses each of the queries that were raised in your comments regarding the Phase
III Report for the Baxter Class EA.
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:
Subject:

Mairead
October 25, 2021 6:18 PM
Mike Jones
Re: FW: Baxter Wastewater Final Phase Report

Hello Mike,
Sorry for taking so long to respond to your email.
The wastewater issue that I had regarding the proximity of the Brookfield housing estate' s warm wastewater
discharge point being too close to the Nottawasaga River -disrupting the seasosalality of the floura and fauna in
the river- I took it to the Simcoe County Municipal Comprehensive Review -Planning.
For your information: A map of all of the Wastewater Discharge Points along the entire NVCA Watershed will
be drawn before next spring.
Sincerely,
On Oct 6, 2021 3:02 PM, "Mike Jones" <Mike@azimuthenvironmental.com> wrote:

Hello,
I wanted to touch base again about your note that possibly I did not answer some of your questions. Was there
anything that you were looking for more information?

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
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tel: (705) 721-8451 ext 213
cel: (705) 790-7101

From:
Sent: September 26, 2021 7:44 PM
To:
Cc: Mike Jones
Subject: Re: Baxter Wastewater Final Phase Report

Hi Maggie,

This is good information--Mike did try to answer most of your questions. This will be a good basis for sending
in comments. Very glad you asked the questions.

On Fri, Sep 24, 2021 at 5:54 PM

wrote:

Thank you, Mike,
I look forward to reading what the other people who attended the public meeting had to say. When do you
think the Discussion Paper will be ready?
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Stay dry!

On Fri, Sep 24, 2021 at 1:28 PM Mike Jones <Mike@azimuthenvironmental.com> wrote:

Hello,

:

It was good to see you on Wednesday evening. I have provided responses to each of your questions below.

The PIC event was held in the same location as the previous PIC and is well-known within the community. There were
sixteen people that came to the event, and there were three family groups and two individuals that registered but did
not attend. Although the weather was not ideal, an outdoor location was selected due to the pandemic. Although
the vast majority of PIC have been hosted in a strictly virtual format over the past year, in an effort to solicit as much
public feedback as possible, we opted to host an in-person event in addition to providing the materials on-line.

R1) NVCA has been circulated with the notification regarding the Phase III Report, and has indicated they would
download the report and comment as required after its review by technical staff. NVCA has made a number of
comments regarding the Phase I/II Report, and the proponent team had two teleconferences with NVCA to discuss
various aspects. The discussions with the NVCA were generally related to effluent criteria and climate change. The
NVCA is considered a review agency whose role is to provide comments on the Reports, not provide input on the
drafting of the reports and evaluating the criteria. A works permit from NVCA will be required for the design and
construction of the outfall to the Nottawasaga River.

R2) There is not a limit to the number of effluent discharge points to the Nottawasaga River or within its watershed.
However, please note that none of these discharge locations are sewage discharges, as they would be treated efflue nt
that must meet specific criteria approved by the Ministry of the Environment Conservation and Parks (MECP).
Discharges are permitted on the basis of effluent concentrations and assimilative capacity, which includes
consideration of other discharges within the watershed so that the discharge of treated effluent is incorporated
within that evaluation.

R3) Thermal effects are considered within the effluent criteria. The Nottawasaga River near Baxter is host to warm
water fish species and also provides a corridor for salmonids to travel upstream for spawning. The thermal effect of
treated effluent is fully mitigated as the effluent is handled in buried tanks, and also will travel approximately 900m in
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a buried pipe prior to discharge. Thus, the effluent will not affect the thermal regime of the river. This has also been
reviewed with the MECP during the review of draft effluent criteria, and a criteria for temperature was not required.

R4) Spreading of treated and stabilized sludge is a process that is regulated through the MECP and OMAFRA and
approvals identifies specific properties for spreading and defines a frequency. Treated sludge can be spread on the
same property multiple times with sufficient intervening time. The sludge must meet specific criteria to protect the
environment at the spreading site. Apart from agricultural fields, treated sludge can be utilized as a soil condition at
horticultural or reclamation sites, or as cover material at landfills.

R5) Extreme weather conditions are addressed through the plant design and operational procedures. The plant will
have independent backup power and storage capacity to handle periods of high flow. This is a standard requirement
for plant design. The Phase III Report speaks to climate change in Sections 7.4 viii and 7.4 ix.

R6) Yes, there will be an emergency plan for the wastewater system. The plan includes concepts well-developed at
other sites and will be detailed for this facility during its detail design. The plant design will incorporate redundant
controls, pumps, and equipment to prevent emergencies from developing. The control system will incorporate
various levels of alarms and the ability to notify operators in real time should issues develop.

R7) No, older homes in Baxter will not be required to connect. The plant is being designed on the basis that the
subdivision homes are being connected. Capacity for older homes is not being constructed. The Hutchinson report
(2011) considered adding a small number of existing homes as one means of achieving a net phosphorus balance. It
also identified other mechanisms, which were incorporated into the more recent ACS evaluation completed by
Azimuth. Connection of existing homes to offset phosphorous is not required. The Phase III Report speaks to
phosphorous loading and offsetting in Section 7.2 on page 38.

R8) Wastewater systems, as for drinking water systems, are funded directly through utility fees, and not funded
through general taxation.

R9) You have asked if the municipality can require that the subdivision homes have whole home water filtration
systems. I am not sure of the relevance that this would have, and the municipality has not imposed such a condition.
However, the subdivision is being serviced for drinking water by the expansion of the municipal system as described
in the Township’s Class EA for Drinking Water (ESR finalized in 2017). The drinking water supply is drawn from the
Collingwood Water Pipeline through a new booster pumping station and transmission network. The water quality of
this system is adequate and therefore there would be no need for private homes to have a whole house treatment
system.

R10) The existing community is currently serviced by a watermain that extends along Murphy Road (CR 21) from CR
10 easterly to the existing community. To service the Brookfield Marshall Subdivision, a watermain has been
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Hello Mike,
The heavy rain hitting the roof of the Baseball Diamond Clubhouse made it impossible to hear your
presentation, and you were wearing a mask and didn't have a microphone. That is why I had to excuse myself
and leave. Also, there should have been a sign at the entrance of the road leading into the parking lot of the
baseball diamond. Finding the place in the rain was probably why some people didn't show up.
I didn't get to ask any of the questions I had planned to ask you, so here they are:
1. Did anyone from the NVCA participate in any of the decision-making processes?
2. Do you know if there is a limit to the number of sewage discharge points on the Nottawasaga River?
3. Are there any plans in place to cool the wastewater down to a lower degree than it is now before it is
discharged into the Nottawasaga?
4. Where will the leftover sludge go when all of the farms in Essa Township have been covered?
5. Is there a contingency plan to handle extreme weather conditions?
6. Is there an emergency plan for the wastewater system? I know there are alarm systems in place.
7. Will the older houses in Baxter now on septic beds hook up to the new wastewater sewage system? In the
2010 Hutchinson Report, it was stated that the amount of phosphorus seeping into the Nottawasaga River
would be reduced if the houses were hooked up to the sewage wastewater system.
8. How will municipal property taxes be affected?
9. Can municipal planners insist the designers of the new housing estate install whole home water filtration
systems?
10. Where will the pipe carrying the drinking water be installed?

Sincere thanks,

6

