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Executive Summary
The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) process is described and evaluated in
this report. MCEA’s are a streamlined planning and approval process for municipal projects to
comply with the requirements outlined in the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, with the
intent of identifying and resolving potential environmental problems before actual environmental
damage occurs. The process is applicable to the construction, improvement and replacement of
infrastructure including roads, water and wastewater systems within a municipality.
Gaining public input is a fundamental aspect of the MCEA process for a project. A phased
implementation process allows for concerns to be identified, alternatives to be explored and
concerns resolved through project planning. If a person or party feels that the proposed project
needs additional planning, design and documentation procedures, a Part II Order request can
be made. The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) Environmental
Approvals Branch (EAB) are responsible for the review of the Environmental Study Report and
any Part II Order requests submitted.
Evaluation of the MCEA process and impacts to Municipalities are assessed by examining
municipal project case studies. The MCEA process is explored through infrastructure projects in
the City of Waterloo, the City of Guelph and the City of Cambridge. The Regional Municipality of
York is used for an example of an Individual Environmental Assessment project. As such it is
subject to additional planning, design and documentation procedures above and beyond the
MCEA process.
The project case studies form the basis for analysis and evaluation. The effectiveness of the
MCEA process can be measured by the amount of time it takes to be completed and can be
impacted by the public and stakeholder engagement process, Part II Order Requests and by the
amount of time required for the MOECC to provide their decision. The MCEA process impacts
municipalities in a number of ways including increased costs, additional staff time and effort
allocation directed to the process in lieu of regular business initiatives, complications to
implementation scheduling and budgeting and loss of potential funding opportunities to
participate in. Municipalities would benefit from a reduction in the time it takes for a municipality
to receive the MOECC decision. A key finding is that the timing predictability of a MOECC
decision is currently missing from the process.
The MCEA process improvements could be realized from several modifications including
simplification of MOECC review hierarchy, removal of low risk projects from the process and
assigning review deadlines for enhanced accountability. The MOECC has confirmed it would
be completing a full review of the Environmental Assessment Act and the MCEA process by the
end of 2018 with plans for short-term measures for improvement. The ability for a municipality to
construct, improve and replace infrastructure efficiently is dependent on the effectiveness of the
MCEA process. There is a strong need for improvements to the process to allow municipalities
to effectively provide and deliver quality service to the public. The need for MOECC to make
change has been recognized by all parties involved in the process for many years with the latest
promise for change in the near future.

1|Page

Table of Contents
List of Figures ............................................................................................................................................. 3
List of Appendices ...................................................................................................................................... 4
1.0 Scope and Methodology ..................................................................................................................... 5
2.0 Municipal Class Environmental Assessments ................................................................................ 6
2.1 What are they? ................................................................................................................................. 6
2.2 When are they required? ................................................................................................................ 6
2.3 The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process ....................................................... 7
2.4 Appeal Process ................................................................................................................................ 7
2.5 Minister’s Decision........................................................................................................................... 8
3.0 Case Studies ........................................................................................................................................ 9
3.1 Project Case Study 1 – The City of Waterloo, Beaver Creek Road & Conservation Drive
Upgrades and Extension of Municipal Services ................................................................................ 9
3.2 Project Case Study 2 – The City of Guelph, Niska Road Bridge ........................................... 10
3.3 Project Case Study 3 – The City of Cambridge, Riverside Dam ............................................ 13
3.4 Project Case Study 4 - The Regional Municipality of York, Upper York Sewage
Solutions ................................................................................................................................................ 16
4.0 Analysis and Evaluation ................................................................................................................... 19
4.1 Effectiveness of the Prescribed Process ................................................................................... 19
4.1.1 Public Engagement ................................................................................................................ 19
4.1.2 Part II Order Requests........................................................................................................... 21
4.1.3 MOECC Review and Decision Period ................................................................................. 21
4.2 Impacts to Municipalities .............................................................................................................. 22
4.3 Areas for Improvement ................................................................................................................. 24
5.0 Summary ............................................................................................................................................. 25
Bibliography .............................................................................................................................................. 26

2|Page

List of Figures

Figure 1

Beaver Creek Road and Conservation Drive Upgrades Project Area

Figure 2

Picture of the single lane Niska Road Bridge to be replaced

Figure 3

Niska Road Bridge Project Timeline

Figure 4

Picture of deteriorating Riverside Dam structure

Figure 5

Riverside Dam Project Timeline

Figure 6

Upper York Sewage Solutions Project Timeline

3|Page

List of Appendices

Appendix A

Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment Planning Process
- Exhibits A.1 and A.2

Appendix B

Beaver Creek Road &
Conservation Drive Upgrades
and Extension of Municipal
Services Project Information
Niska Road Bridge Project
Information

Appendix C

From: Municipal Engineers Association. Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment. Mississauga, Ontario,
Canada: Municipal Engineers Association, October 2000
as amended in 2007, 2011 & 2015
From:
https://www.waterloo.ca/en/contentresources/resources/De
velopment_Engineering/PPC3_20151005_website_version
.pdf
From: https://guelph.ca/2016/02/niska-road-environmentalassessment-notice-of-study-completion/

Appendix D

Riverside Dam Project
Information

From: https://www.cambridge.ca/en/learnabout/resources/Class-EA_RiversideDam_PIC3_Boards.pdf

Appendix E

Upper York Sewage Solutions
Project Information

From:http://www3.georgina.ca/archive/georgina/council2012/presentations/2012-10-15-sewage-solutions.pdf

4|Page

1.0 Scope and Methodology
The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) process as it pertains to municipal
infrastructure projects is described and evaluated in this report. In particular, municipal
infrastructure projects in different Ontario municipalities have been used as a basis for
identifying impacts to municipalities and potential changes to the Environmental Assessment
process.
The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Manual and the Environmental Assessment
Act documents are the key resources that are integral to this report and have been examined at
a high level. The contents within the manual are very prescriptive and detailed given the
varying nature of size, scale and scope of projects that are governed by the Environmental
Assessment process. For the purposes of this report, detailed specifics associated with the
process are not reiterated but are generalized to simplify analysis and evaluation of the issues
surrounding the prescribed Environmental Assessment process and associated requirements.
The effectiveness of the prescribed process has been evaluated and impacts to Municipalities
assessed based on a case study approach. Project case studies have been used from The City
of Waterloo, The City of Guelph, The City of Cambridge and The Regional Municipality of York.
These projects are intended to be a representative example of municipalities in Ontario with
varying population sizes, geographical location and infrastructure project type. The cases
studies are evaluated to demonstrate the process undertaken and the time required for the
municipality to execute infrastructure projects that have been identified as a need. Through
reviewing the Environmental Assessment public documents that are available for each project,
the effectiveness of the prescribed process, impact to the municipality and areas for change are
explored. The Regional Municipality of York Project is an example of an Individual
Environmental Assessment project and not Municipal Class Environmental Assessment project.
It provides context for the additional requirements associated with complying with Part II of the
Environmental Assessment Act.
Originally, the City of Hamilton Red Hill Valley Parkway was selected as a case study for this
report. The Red Hill Valley Parkway project has a long history, was very controversial through
the approval process with stakeholder groups and review agencies and had government funding
constraints that delayed actual project work through construction phases. However, the MCEA
process being evaluated for this report is a provincially regulated process. In the case of the
Red Hill Valley Parkway, when the City of Hamilton submitted an application for a Fisheries Act
authorization with the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, this authorization triggered the
requirement for a federal environmental assessment under the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act. As such, the MOECC referred the Project to a Review Panel under the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act requirements. Given the elevation of jurisdiction from
provincial regulations to federal regulations and processes, an alternate road related project
case study was selected for consistency with the research objectives of this report. As of June
29, 2018, the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) became the Ministry
of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MOECP). However, MOECC has been used
throughout the report for consistency with the reference documents.
5|Page

2.0 Municipal Class Environmental Assessments
2.1 What are they?
Legislated requirements for Environmental Assessments are included as Part II of the
Environmental Assessment Act (EA Act). As defined, the purpose of the EA Act is to provide for
the betterment of the people of the whole or any part of Ontario by providing for the protection,
conservation and wise management in Ontario of the environment.1 The term ‘Environment’
has been defined as air, land or water and includes the natural, social, cultural, built and
economic environments.2 The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (Ministry) is
responsible for administering the EA Act.
As such, Municipal Class Environmental Assessments (MCEA) are a streamlined planning and
approval process for municipal projects to comply with the requirements outlined in the Ontario
EA Act, with the intent of identifying and resolving potential environmental problems before
actual environmental damage occurs.
2.2 When are they required?
The MCEA process is applicable to the construction, improvement and replacement of
infrastructure such as roads, water and wastewater systems within a municipality. It is intended
to be a streamlined process for projects that are considered to be routine, and have predictable
environmental effects that can be readily managed.3 Depending on the level of impact a project
has to the environment, a MCEA can be classified in 4 Schedules ranked low to high with the
available Schedule options being, A, A+, B or C. Schedule A projects generally include normal
operational and maintenance activities that have minimal environmental impact and are preapproved. Schedule A+ projects are pre-approved as well, however the public is to be advised
prior to implementation. Schedule B project have increased environmental impact and require
some communication to the Public or for Public Consultation depending on the circumstances.
Schedule C projects generally include new facilities or major expansions or changes and must
follow the MCEA planning and approval process, including documenting procedures. For
Schedule C projects, an Environmental Study Report must be completed and filed for review by
the public and review agencies.
The MCEA manual includes a detailed listing of various descriptions of project scope that are
used to determine the Project Schedule Type. Cost of the project is also considered when
making this determination. Although the MCEA process is based on self-assessment, the
proponent is obligated to meet the requirements of the process and make rectifications to the
process as needed for compliance with the EA Act. Staff of the Ministry of the Environment and
Climate Change (MOECC) enforce compliance with the requirements of the EA Act.4
1

Government of Ontario. Environmental Assessment Act, R.S.O. 1990, Chapter E.18, Last amendment 2010: 4.
Municipal Engineers Association. Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. Mississauga, Ontario, Canada:
Municipal Engineers Association, October 2000 as amended in 2007, 2011 & 2015: G3.
3
Office of the Auditor General of Ontario. “2016 Annual Report.” Chapter 3 – Reports on Value for Money Audits,
Section 3.06 Environmental Assessments: 345.
4
Municipal Engineers Association. Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. Mississauga, Ontario, Canada:
Municipal Engineers Association, October 2000 as amended in 2007, 2011 & 2015: A5.
2
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2.3 The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process
The MCEA process follows a staged approach categorized into the following 5 Phases:
Phase 1: Problem or opportunity identification.
Phase 2: Identify alternative solutions to the problem, including the ‘do nothing’ alternative and
establish the preferred solution taking into consideration public and review agency feedback.
Phase 3: Identify alternative design concepts for the preferred solution.
Phase 4: Complete an Environmental Study Report, that includes a summary of the rationale as
well as the planning, design and consultation process performed. The Environmental Study
Report is filed and placed on public record for a minimum of 30 days for review by the public
and review agencies including the MOECC.
Phase 5: Implementation of the project, including design completion and proceeding to
construction.
Refer to Appendix A for MCEA Planning Process Exhibits A.1 and A.2 that illustrate the
requirements of the MCEA procedure and associated 5 required phases. Exhibit A.1 provides a
basic summary of the phases, while Exhibit A.2 outlines a detailed flow chart of the process
steps required.
Public consultations are a mandatory requirement of the MCEA process at key decision points
for a project and are identified in Exhibit A.1 and A.2. In general, public consultation is
conducted through public meeting or open house format throughout the process.
2.4 Appeal Process
Gaining public input is a fundamental aspect of the MCEA process for a project. The intention is
that by making interested parties aware of the project and associated environmental
considerations, other pertinent factors may be identified and allow the best solution to be
established.5
The phased implementation process noted above is designed to allow for concerns to be
identified, alternatives to be explored and concerns resolved through project planning. In some
circumstances issues raised during public review cannot be easily accommodated. Based on
the MCEA guidelines, it is the proponent’s duty to use all reasonable means available to resolve
concerns that are raised. If a person or party feels that the proposed project needs to be made
subject to additional planning, design and documentation procedures, a Part II Order request
can be made. By definition, a Part II Order, is an order to comply with Part II of the EA Act. It is
an appeal provision whereby a person or party with outstanding concerns may request the
Minister to make an order requiring a proponent to comply with Part II of the EA Act before
proceeding with a proposed undertaking to which the Class EA would otherwise apply.
5

Municipal Engineers Association. Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. Mississauga, Ontario, Canada:
Municipal Engineers Association, October 2000 as amended in 2007, 2011 & 2015: A29.
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In accordance with Section 16 of the EA Act, the Minister may order a proponent to comply with
Part II of the EA Act which requires the preparation of an individual EA before proceeding with a
project. Also based on this Section 16, the Minister may deny the Part II Order request and
potentially impose conditions to be complied with for the project.6
There are specific Part II Order request submission procedures that must be followed in terms
of format, timing and content. A valid Part II Order request must be made in writing to the
Minister with a copy to a proponent. It cannot be made until the Notice of Completion is issued
and the Environmental Study Report has been filed and placed on public record for the
minimum 30 day review period. Any Part II Order requests are to be submitted within the 30
day review and comment period, are required to be related to the project and must focus on
potential environmental effects of the project. They should be withdrawn by the requester if the
proponent has satisfied the concern. Most importantly, a Part II Order request must not be
made for the sole purpose of delaying, stopping or frustrating the planning and implementation
of a class environmental assessment project.7
2.5 Minister’s Decision
Following the 30 day comment period, the MOECC Environmental Approvals Branch (EAB) will
commence the review of the ESR and any Part II Order requests submitted. The EAB may
request additional information or documentation from the requestor or the proponent. The
proponent is required to respond to the issues raised and provide written record of their
response to the EAB, including records of consultation from the planning process.8 Within a
minimum target of 45 days of receiving all necessary information, the EAB will review the
information and prepare a recommendation for the Minister’s consideration. Should the ministry
review period of the Part II Order be extended, the timelines for the review of any Part II Order
request will be deferred accordingly.9
In reviewing the Part II Order requests, the Minister may consider a number of issues including
the extent and nature of the concern, need for broader consideration of alternatives, urgency,
participation of the requestor in the planning process among others. The Minister can make a
decision to do 1 of 3 options:
Option 1: Deny the Part II Order request with or without conditions. The Minister will provide
notice and justification to the person requesting the Part II Order and the proponent. The
proponent can then continue to plan and implement the project.
Option 2: Issue a Part II Order with notice and justification to the proponent, the person
requesting the Part II Order and any other interested party as appropriate. The proponent shall
then adhere to the Order if they wish to move forward with the project.
Option 3: Refer the matter to mediation and provide notice and justification to the proponent, the
person requesting the Part II Order and any other interested party as appropriate. Section 8 of
6

Municipal Engineers Association. Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. Mississauga, Ontario, Canada:
Municipal Engineers Association, October 2000 as amended in 2007, 2011 & 2015: A36.
7
Ibid: A37
8
Ibid: A40
9
Ibid: A41
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the EA Act applies in the case of mediation and includes the appointment by the Minister of one
or more neutral persons to act as mediators. The mediator is required to prepare a report within
60 days of appointment and payment of mediation related fees and expenses are at the cost of
the proponent.10
3.0 Case Studies
Evaluation of the MCEA process and impacts to Municipalities are explored through examining
municipal project case studies.
3.1 Project Case Study 1 – The City of Waterloo, Beaver Creek Road & Conservation
Drive Upgrades and Extension of Municipal Services
Project Summary:
The City of Waterloo identified growth and development needs in the rural area at the northwest area of the City known as Beaver Creek Meadows. As such, in concert with other
development plans, the City of Waterloo initiated a Schedule 'C' municipal class environmental
assessment study for Conservation Drive (from Beaver Creek Road to Wilmot Line) and Beaver
Creek Road. The purpose of the study was to identify infrastructure upgrade requirements to
accommodate future planned growth in the area.
The study evaluated the following infrastructure elements:
-

Road optimization
Sanitary servicing review for sewage pump stations and forcemains
Gravity sewer and watermain review
Storm sewers and stormwater management

Refer to Appendix B for additional information on the Beaver Creek Road & Conservation Drive
Upgrades and Extension of Municipal Services Project.

10

Municipal Engineers Association. Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. Mississauga, Ontario, Canada:
Municipal Engineers Association, October 2000 as amended in 2007, 2011 & 2015: A42.
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Figure 1 - Beaver Creek Road and Conservation Drive Upgrades Project Area

(Source: https://www.waterloo.ca/en/living/conservation-drive-beaver-creek-road-ea.asp 15 Jul 2018)

The City of Waterloo initiated the MCEA process in the fall of 2014 and held 3 Public
Information Centre sessions to gain stakeholder feedback and was completed over a period of
approximately 1 year. The Class Environmental Assessment Project File was ready on
December 14, 2015 for the 30-day review period.
As of January 2016 the detailed design phase was initiated. Construction timing has not been
confirmed but can proceed within 10 years of completion of the MCEA.11
3.2 Project Case Study 2 – The City of Guelph, Niska Road Bridge
Project Summary:
The City of Guelph identified deficiencies in the roadway and the single lane bridge over the
Speed River along Niska Road from Downey Road to the City Limits. The infrastructure was
nearing the end of its useful life with deteriorating conditions and increasing maintenance costs.
The Environmental Assessment commenced in April 2013 as a Schedule B Project. However,
following initial consultations with the community, the EA was elevated to a Schedule C Class
Environmental Assessment in October 2013. Refer to Appendix C for the information about the
Niska Bridge Project.

11

City of Waterloo. Conservation Drive, Beaver Creek Road EA project information; available from
https://www.waterloo.ca/en/living/conservation-drive-beaver-creek-road-ea.asp accessed 15 July 2018

10 | P a g e

Figure 2 - Picture of the single lane Niska Road Bridge to be replaced

(Source: https://guelph.ca/2017/12/niska-road-improvements-open-house-information/)

The City of Guelph held two Public Information Centres (PICs) for the project to allow the
opportunity to receive comments and feedback from the general public, neighbourhood and
community members, review agencies and interested parties. The first PIC was held on
November 27, 2014 and the second PIC on September 10, 2015.
Recommendations from the EA were presented to the Guelph City Council on December 3,
2015. City Council approved the staff recommendation to complete the EA process for the Niska
Road reconstruction and bridge replacement on December 4, 2015.
The Notice of Completion was posted on February 19, 2016 including the study documents for
public review and comment.
The City of Guelph responded to multiple Part II Order requests made to the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change on April 18, and May 2, 2016.12
MOECC decision was received on March 21, 2017 identifying that a higher level
of environmental assessment (EA) was not needed to move forward with the reconstruction of
Niska Road and replacement of the bridge.13
Between April 2017 and April 2018, the City of Guelph completed additional studies and public
engagement to satisfy MOECC recommendations received.

12

City of Guelph. Niska Road Improvements project information, available from http://guelph.ca/living/constructionprojects/niska-road-improvements/accessed on 24 April 2018
13
City of Guelph. Niska Bridge Closed February 28 Public Notice, available from https://guelph.ca/2017/02/niskaroad-bridge-closed/ accessed on 24 April 2018
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Figure 3 - Niska Road Bridge Project Timeline
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The City of Guelph commenced road construction activities along Niska Road in May 2018.
Bridge construction is expected to commence fall 2018 and total project completion is expected
summer 2019.14
Project Timeline:
The Niska Road Bridge Project timeline is illustrated in Figure 3.
As shown, the City initiated the process in 2013 as a Schedule B project given the bridge
condition was deteriorating. According to the MCEA, Schedule B projects have increased
environmental impact and require some communication to the Public. Based on a 2014 Bridge
Inspection Report, the major concerns noted were the structural inadequacy of structure, water
encroaching against abutments, structural inadequacy of barriers, absence of a pedestrian
access, absence of a traffic barrier, progressive undermining of the northwest retaining wall,
severe failure of the northwest embankment, partial failure of northeast embankment, structural
inadequacy of signage, severe corrosion of the bearing plates, isolated severe corrosion of the
bottom chords at the ends and west end verticals, partial poor condition and progressive
deterioration of the bearing seats and progressive deterioration of the masonry retaining walls.15
However, the process duration from initiation of the MCEA to total project completion will be
over 6 years. The bridge underwent repairs in late April 2015 to keep it in service while the City
continued the environmental assessment for a permanent solution. The bridge was later closed
indefinitely to all traffic including drivers, pedestrians and cyclists on February 28, 2017 due to
safety concerns about structural integrity.16
3.3 Project Case Study 3 – The City of Cambridge, Riverside Dam
Project Summary:
The Riverside Dam is situated along the Speed River adjacent to Riverside Park in Cambridge,
Ontario. The dam was constructed between 1860 and 1880 to support a flour mill operation at
the time. The mill no longer exists and the dam, given its age, has been showing signs of
deterioration. In December 2008, the City of Cambridge completed emergency repairs of the
dam at the south control structure.
A structural condition assessment completed in 2009 identified that the Riverside Dam had
many elements in poor condition. The City of Cambridge initiated a Schedule B project following
the MCEA process in 2011 to assess available management options for the failing dam. Refer
to Appendix D for additional information on the Riverside Dam project.
14

City of Guelph. Open house notice : Niska Road Bridge open house takes place July 5,available from
https://guelph.ca/2018/06/open-house-notice-niska-road-bridge-open-house-takes-place-july-5/ accessed on July 8,
2018
15
City of Guelph. Table A – Proponent Response to Part II Order Requests, pages 1-50, available from
http://guelph.ca/wp-content/uploads/CityofGuelph_PartIIOrderResponseNiskaRoadEA_18April2016.pdf accessed on
24 April 2018
16
City of Guelph. Niska Bridge Closed February 28 Public Notice, available from https://guelph.ca/2017/02/niskaroad-bridge-closed/ accessed on 24 April 2018

13 | P a g e

Figure 4 - Picture of deteriorating Riverside Dam structure

(Source: Annie Sakkab,Waterloo Region Record file photo)

Project Timeline:
The Riverside Dam Project timeline is illustrated in Figure 5.
Consistent with a Schedule B project, only 2 Public Information Centre (PIC) sessions to obtain
stakeholder feedback were originally contemplated. However, there have been 4 PIC’s over the
period of 5.5 years between April 2012 and November 2017.
On March 6, 2018, City of Cambridge staff prepared a report to their Council recommending
finalizing the Class Environmental Assessment Project File and posting the Notice of
Completion for the 30-day review period. The preferred alternative identified was to remove
Riverside Dam and Naturalize the Speed River.
However, due to significant protest from a portion of the community, Council determined that the
dam and mill pond should remain, as the Riverside Dam is considered to be essential to the
enjoyment of Riverside Park.
As a result, Council deferred approval of the proposed recommendation and asked staff to
revise the evaluation criteria and report back on how to proceed with rebuilding and/or repairing
the dam as the preferred alternative.17

17

James Etienne. Riverside Dam Class Environmental Assessment, City of Cambridge Council Report 18-066(CD)
dated April 17, 2018, File No T-04-060-RI p1-7 available from https://www.cambridge.ca/en/resources/2018-0417_18-066CD-Riverside-Dam-Class-Environmental-Assessment.pdf accessed on 21 July 2018
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Figure 5 - Riverside Dam Project Timeline
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On June 26, 2018, a report was prepared to comply with Council’s request that revisited the
initial assessment evaluation criteria. Although various criteria were used during the EA
process to determine the preferred alternative, in response to community feedback and Council
direction, the “cost”, “liability” and “flooding” criteria were revisited. The weighting of criteria for
“heritage” and “tourism and culture” was also adjusted.18
Posting of the revised Notice of Completion with the recommended preferred alternative of
rebuilding the dam is expected in August 2018. Assuming there are no Part II Order requests,
the City implementation timeline would be as follows:
Planning and design 2018 / 2019
Permitting and approvals 2019 / 2020
Construction 2020 19
3.4 Project Case Study 4 - The Regional Municipality of York, Upper York Sewage
Solutions
Project Summary:
The Upper York Sewage Solutions project is an example of an Individual Environmental
Assessment project. As such it is subject to additional planning, design and documentation
procedures above and beyond the MCEA process, to comply with Part II of the Environmental
Assessment Act.
The Upper York Sewage Solutions project is intended to provide sewage servicing for the
planned increased population growth of approximately 153,000 residents and employees in the
Towns of Aurora, Newmarket and East Gwillimbury.
The project elements include:
A Water Reclamation Centre incorporating waste water treatment technologies to produce
clean, treated water that will flow into neighboring river systems and reclaimed water for re-use
applications.
Modifications to the existing York Durham Sewage System (YDSS) with twinning of a
wastewater forcemain for improved system reliability and reduced risk of sewage spills.
A project specific total phosphorus offsetting program, to remove phosphorus from other
sources within the Lake Simcoe watershed.20
18

Scott MacDonald. Riverside Dam Class Environmental Assessment, City of Cambridge Council Report 18103(CD) dated June 26, 2018, File No C11-01 p1-79, available from https://www.cambridge.ca/en/parks-recreationculture/resources/2018-06-26_18-103CD-Riverside-Dam-Class-Environmental-Assessment---Final.pdf accessed on
21 July 2018
19
City of Cambridge. Riverside Dam project information, available from https://www.cambridge.ca/en/learnabout/riverside-dam.aspx accessed on 21 July 2018
20
Regional Municipality of York. Upper York Sewage Solutions project information available from
http://www.york.ca/wps/portal/yorkhome/environment/yr/waterandwastewater/upperyorksewagesolutions/upperyorkse
wagesolutions/... accessed on 24 April, 2018
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Refer to Appendix E for additional information related to the Upper York Sewage Solutions
Project.
The Upper York Sewage Solutions project was initiated in June 2009 with the development of a
Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment. The Terms of Reference was approved
in March 2010, however the MOECC required the Region of York to also consider innovative
wastewater treatment technologies as part of the EA process. The Region of York completed
numerous studies and consulted with Indigenous peoples and stakeholders over a period of 5
years and the Individual Environmental Assessment report was submitted to the MOECC on
July 25, 2014 for approval.
The subsequent stakeholder, review agency and Indigenous peoples’ review and comment
period was extended from September 12, 2014 to February 26, 2016.
In December 2016, the MOECC advised that the province had a legislated duty to consult with
Indigenous peoples. Although this provincial duty is independent from the requirements of the
Region of York under the EA Act, it remains the outstanding requirement before a decision can
be made by the MOECC. In July 2017 the Region began voluntary efforts to support the
province in this process. However, the Ministry has advised that the provincial duty to consult
process could delay future approval of the Individual Environmental Assessment.21
Time Line:
The Upper York Sewage Solutions EA process timeline is illustrated in Figure 6.
The current expectation is that MOECC approval will be received in early 2019. Assuming this
date does not change, this approval will be approximately 3 years later than the original
anticipated approval date of May 2016 and approximately 10 years following initiation of the
project. In addition to financial impacts to the Region and its communities due to approval
delay, there are increasing risks to public health and the environment in the event of a sewage
spill or surcharge with time, as infrastructure projects are not able to advance without this
MOECC approval.
The Region of York has expressed the urgency of completing the forcemain twining work
associated with this project to the MOECC, given its criticality to manage system risk and
accommodate for the planned growth. During a high intensity storm event on June 23, 2017 the
system vulnerability without a twinned forcemain was exposed and resulted in sewage spillage
and surcharge in local collection systems and was reported to the MOECC Spills Action
Centre.22

21

Regional Municipality of York. Clause 8, Report 1 Committee of the Whole, Environmental Services dated 18
January 2018, p 1-17 available from http://www.york.ca/wps/wcm/connect/yorkpublic/db4b03a2-b752-4968966a-79240d10c82f/jan+18+upper+ex.pdf?MOD=AJPERES accessed on 24 April 2018
22

Ibid: 10.

17 | P a g e

Figure 6 - Upper York Sewage Solutions Project Timeline
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18 | P a g e

4.0 Analysis and Evaluation
The project case studies described in the previous section form the basis for analysis and
evaluation of the MCEA process. Specifically, the following 3 areas are examined:
1. Effectiveness of the prescribed process
2. Impacts to Municipalities
3. Areas for improvement
4.1 Effectiveness of the Prescribed Process
According to the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Manual, the intention of the MCEA
process is to provide a consistent framework for Municipalities to use, encourage good
environmental planning strategies, outline minimum requirements for processes and
consultation needs, allow flexibility for additional investigation, provide for stakeholder
engagement and appeal, and follow a model to allow implementation.23 It is intended to be a
streamlined tool for projects that are considered to be routine.
Based on the Beaver Creek Road & Conservation Drive Upgrades project example in Case
Study 1, it would appear that the prescribed process works well and is effective. The City of
Waterloo initiated the MCEA process with a Schedule C project, conducted 3 Public Information
Centre sessions to gain stakeholder input and moved forward with detailed design activities
approximately 1 year later, with the flexibility to proceed with implementing construction works
within 10 years of completing the MCEA.
The effectiveness of the process can be measured by the amount of time it takes to complete.
Process delays can be experienced in a variety of ways. The process can be impacted by the
public and stakeholder engagement process, Part II Order requests during the 30 day review
period and then by the amount of time required for the MOECC to provide direction through their
decision.
4.1.1 Public Engagement
In Case Study 2 (Niska Road Bridge) and Case Study 3 (Riverside Dam), both were initiated as
Schedule B projects. According the guidelines, Schedule B project have increased
environmental impact and require some communication to the Public. However, the public
engagement process significantly increased the time associated with the MCEA for these 2
projects. Municipalities have an obligation and responsibility to repair or replace existing
infrastructure that is failing and ensure public safety and maintain levels of service.
In these 2 projects, the infrastructure, the bridge and dam were clearly deteriorating. Following
the MCEA process, the public engagement process for the Niska Road Bridge project was over
2 years between 2013 and 2015 and over 5 years for the Riverside Dam project between 2012
and 2017. According to the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Manual, although it is
23

Municipal Engineers Association. Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. Mississauga, Ontario, Canada:
Municipal Engineers Association, October 2000 as amended in 2007, 2011 & 2015: A5.
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desirable to have consensus among stakeholders, this is not always achievable as the
Municipal Class EA must often weigh competing interests.24 Both of these Case Studies, are
good examples of the ‘vocal minority’ having greater impact on the process than the ‘silent
majority’ where an obvious and pressing need is evident. For the Niska Road Bridge, the vocal
minority included the community members in the neighborhood that had focused concerns
suggesting that a new bridge would increase car and truck traffic and higher speeds through the
neighborhood. This focus group would have preferred to have the bridge removed and not
replaced, even though traffic modelling demonstrated that this would not be the case. The silent
majority included the other members of the community and businesses that relied on the bridge
for access to neighboring communities but were not vocal in the public engagement process.
In the case of the Riverside Dam, the vocal minority came in the form of a local Save-the-Damfocus group.25
The current direction for the Riverside Dam project is to reverse the original recommendation
from the MCEA process to remove the dam and naturalize the river. A new dam is to be built
instead. Other stakeholder groups that would represent a larger majority appear to have been
over-ruled by this minority group in this case. Stakeholder groups representing a majority
include CEAC (Cambridge environmental advisory committee) and they strongly oppose the
rebuilding of the dam due to environmental considerations. Concerns include poor water quality
behind the dam and higher temperature and less oxygen content for the water trapped behind
the dam, which has negative impacts on many fish species. There is also significant
contaminated sediment built up behind the dam to be dealt with. Removal of the dam would
improve habitat conditions in this area. Other groups like the Grand River Conservation
Authority (GRCA), Ministry of Natural Resources and Forests (MNRF), Six Nation of the Grand
River and the Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nations, city staff and a number of other
environmental groups opposing the dam’s reconstruction represent over 100,000 people and
have been seemingly ignored by reversing the original recommendation of removing the dam
and naturalizing the river.26
The Upper York Sewage Solutions provides an insight into the time invested with stakeholder
groups including indigenous communities as part of the Individual Environmental Assessment
process. The Regional Municipality of York have invested 11 years into the stakeholder
engagement process and it has still not been finalized and the municipality is not authorized to
proceed, regardless of the voluntary additional engagement efforts to date.

24

Municipal Engineers Association. Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. Mississauga, Ontario, Canada:
Municipal Engineers Association, October 2000 as amended in 2007, 2011 & 2015: A5.
25
Jeff Hicks. “Cambridge reverses course on Riverside Park dam”, Waterloo Region Record, 7 March 2018,
available from https://www.therecord.com/news-story/8313398-cambridge-reverses-course-on-riverside-park-dam/
accessed on 21 July 2018
26
Ray Martin. “Cambridge completes environmental assessment of Preston’s Riverside dam with recommendation to
rebuild”, Cambridge Times, 27 June 2018 available from https://www.cambridgetimes.ca/news-story/8699221cambridge-completes-environmental-assessment-of-preston-s-riverside-dam-with-recommendation-to-rebuild/
accessed on 21 July 2018
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4.1.2 Part II Order Requests
A Part II Order request is an appeal provision in the MCEA process where a person or party
with an outstanding concern may request the Minister to make an order requiring a proponent to
comply with Part II of the EA Act. Part II Order requests were submitted for the Niska Road
Bridge project, however, the MOECC generally accepted the City of Guelph responses
prepared. According to research, a Part II Order request typically adds about 10 months to the
approval process for municipal infrastructure. Currently, nearly 95 per cent of these requests are
eventually turned down by the ministry, resulting in unnecessary delays to projects.27
For the Riverside Dam project, public pressure from the vocal minority group and Council
direction resulted in the MOECC not even receiving the report with the recommended
alternative of removing the dam and naturalizing the river. This also interrupted the prescribed
process of allowing for the filing of Part II Order requests to the MOECC for their review and
decision. Due to this Council decision, the regular MCEA process has been compromised and
the recommended alternative achieved through the MCEA process is not moving forward. The
importance of Council decisions and relations with staff is highlighted in this case. The decision
by Council suggests that they are not in agreement with the results determined by staff and
consultant professionals input received from all stakeholder groups following the 5 years of
public engagement and technical analysis. The effectiveness of the MCEA process was
annulled with this Council decision that introduced bias into the regulated process disregarded
the environmental impacts of the project. Once the Notice of Completion has been filed, Part II
Order requests to the Minister from environmental groups may request further study to be
completed to alter the course of the currently selected preferred alternative. In contrast, for the
Niska Road Bridge, the City of Guelph Council approved the staff recommendation to file the
Notice of Completion on December 4, 2016, despite pressure from a vocal stakeholder group.
4.1.3 MOECC Review and Decision Period
Following the 30 day comment period, the MOECC Environmental Approvals Branch (EAB) will
commence the review of the ESR and any Part II Order requests submitted for a project.
According to the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario 2016 Annual Report findings, each
Part II Order request is reviewed by at least 6 Ministry staff. This includes four levels of signoff—by the Director, Assistant Deputy Minister, Deputy Minister and, finally, the Minister for final
approval. Based on the Ministry’s analysis of time taken to review all requests received, the
median time for Director sign-off was 80 days, and subsequent sign-offs added an additional
110 days. Based on a sample of Part II Order requests, the Office of the Auditor General of
Ontario found that in the majority of cases reviewed, the post-Director review did not
substantively change the outcome of the review.28
27

Maryam Mirza. “Easing Burdens – Municipal Class Environmental Review” Novae Res Urbis Publishing Vol. 21,
No. 9, February 28, 2018
28
Government of Ontario. Development Approval Roundtable Action Plan, Section 2 – Environmental Assessments
and Modernization of Approvals, November 2017, p 4-5.
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In the case of the Niska Road Bridge project the time required for MOECC decision was
approximately 1 year from the end of the 30 day review period to receipt of the Minister
decision. According to the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario, between the years 2010 and
2016, the MOECC review time for projects with Part II Order requests for Municipal
Infrastructure Projects averaged 240 days. In addition, only 3 out of 116 projects had the review
completed within the target of 66 days.29 The MOECC review period duration for the Niska
Road Bridge project is consistent with these findings.
As demonstrated by these case studies, the effectiveness of the prescribed process varies with
the public engagement experience and can be significantly impacted by the MOECC review
period. For projects that have little public opposition, such as the City of Waterloo project
example, the public consultation process is not time consuming, does not result in Part II Order
requests and does not take long for MOECC decision. However, for projects that have vocal
stakeholder groups or individuals that oppose the proposal, the effectiveness of the MCEA
process can be compromised and the duration significantly extended. Simply filing a Part II
Order request instantly delays a municipal infrastructure project and it cannot resume unless
and until the MOECC provides approval. Although the municipal project examples are
considered to be routine in nature and expected to have minimal impact, the ability for the
municipality to manage their assets is hindered by this current process.
For the Niska Road Bridge, the MCEA process that started in 2013, based on information
identifying the bridge to be in poor condition, concluded that the deteriorating single lane bridge
should be replaced with a new 2-lane bridge. The new bridge is currently expected to be
completed in 2019, 6 years following project initiation.

4.2 Impacts to Municipalities
The MCEA process impacts municipalities in a number of ways including increased costs, in
consulting fees, operation and maintenance and capital costs. Other impacts include additional
staff time and effort allocation directed to the process in lieu of regular business initiatives,
complications to implementation scheduling and budgeting and loss of potential funding
opportunities to participate in.
Municipal staff and consultant representative time and associated costs increase proportionally
with the duration of the MCEA process. In the case of the Niska Road Bridge and Riverside
Dam, municipal costs through staff and hired consultant efforts were elevated through the 2
year and 5 year public engagement process endured for the management (replacement and
removal) of City owned infrastructure. These municipalities would not have expected these
processes to take this long at the start of the process for these routine projects.

29

Office of the Auditor General of Ontario. “2016 Annual Report.” Chapter 3 – Reports on Value for Money Audits,
Section 3.06 Environmental Assessments: p361
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Operation and maintenance costs can also be impacted for municipalities as a result of the
MCEA process. While a municipality waits for MCEA decision to be made on the future
direction of their owned infrastructure, the municipality is still required to maintain it. From the
initiation of the MCEA for the Niska Road Bridge in 2013, City of Guelph spent money to repair
the bridge in April 2015 to keep the bridge in service while the environmental assessment
continued for a permanent solution.30 In this case, these repair costs are a sunk cost that could
have been invested into the permanent solution.
In the case of the Upper York Sewage Solutions project, one of the project initiatives was to
mitigate risks associated with their existing vulnerable sanitary forcemain by twinning it. Due to
the extended time for approval, their recognized risk became an incident with a sewage spill
during a storm event. The associated additional costs to repair, report and rehabilitate areas
due to this incident are direct impacts to the municipality and community in this example.
Additional effects include reputational impact and reduced levels of service to the public
According to the Office of the Auditor General findings, lengthy MOECC reviews are
unnecessarily holding up key infrastructure projects, increasing costs and slowing growth and
economic development. Equally important are the multitude of projects where municipalities are
forced to make poor and/ or expensive decisions to avoid a Part II Order request even though
the concern may not have merit. Based on survey feedback from municipalities, over half of the
respondents indicated that in many cases when projects have been delayed due to Part II Order
requests, the delay increases costs in the form of:
- consultant fees to deal with the requester and comments from the Ministry that may be entirely
unrelated to the underlying request
- additional construction costs if a construction season is lost or work needs to be done in offseason conditions
- the loss to the public of not having the infrastructure in place when it is needed
- compromised ability to plan for infrastructure and capital budgeting.31
- potential lost opportunity on projects that would otherwise be considered shovel-ready and
therefore eligible for federal funding.32
As noted above the MCEA process has significant impacts to municipalities, particularly when
the final MOECC review and decision is delayed.
30

City of Guelph. Niska Bridge Closed February 28 Public Notice, available from https://guelph.ca/2017/02/niskaroad-bridge-closed/ accessed on 24 April 2018
31
Office of the Auditor General of Ontario. “2016 Annual Report.” Chapter 3 – Reports on Value for Money Audits,
Section 3.06 Environmental Assessments: p361
32
Angela Gismondi. “Coalition asks municipalities to push province on EA changes.” Daily Commercial News,
February 1, 2018
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4.3 Areas for Improvement
Requests for the Ontario government to pursue reform of the Environmental Assessment
process are not a new concept to the municipal community. Despite written commitments made
by the MOECC in the 2013-2015 period to make change, there has been little progress.
Previous written MOEECC commitments not fulfilled include the exemption of low-risk projects
from Part II Order Requests and to consider delegating authority for dealing with the Part II
Order requests to a MOECC Director.33
Improvements to the process would be recognized with a reduction in the time for a municipality
to receive the MOECC decision. Ultimately the predictability of a MOECC decision is currently
missing from the process. The MCEA process improvements could be recognized from the
following modifications:
‐

‐

‐

‐
‐

Removal of Schedule A and A+ projects from the MCEA process – Given these project
types are considered low risk, there is little to no value in identifying them and
consuming MOECC resources in administering them. There is an opportunity cost for
categorizing and processing these types of routine projects when there are more
complex decisions to be made related to Schedule B and Schedule C projects that are
requiring attention.
Internal review simplification process – It is understood that there are currently
approximately 4 to 6 levels of MOECC review and approval required to process Part II
Order requests. Assigning Delegation of Authority or restructuring the MOECC review
process to be less hierarchical and more cross functional would improve efficiency in
resource allocation as a means for shorter review periods
Assignment of MOECC decision deadline – Currently there is no means of assigning a
review period deadline. However, working toward a committed due date would improve
the accountability in the process and allow municipalities to advance planning,
scheduling and budgeting initiatives.
Standardized criteria and associated weighting that is not modifiable to suit a desired
outcome.
Standardized evaluation metrics for vocal minority concerns. Incorporating process
changes to address the vocal minority are difficult. Efforts by municipalities directed to
incorporating strategies to combat opposition may be more practical. Based on the
experience of one author suggests that municipalities should limit resources trying to
change the minds of committed opponents and instead direct efforts toward engaging
the silent majority and encourage the silent majority to deal with the vocal minority.34
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Paul Knowles and Andy Manahan. “Renewed hope for EA reform” ReNew Canada - The Infrastructure Magazine,
September 1, 2017
34
Desmond M. Connor. Ten Lessons Learned in 22 Years of Public Participation Paper presented at the Second
Annual Meeting of the International Association for Public Participation Practitioners held at Kananaskis AB, Aug. 29Sept.1, 1993
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Some comfort can be had from reports that the MOECC confirmed it would be completing a full
review of the EA Act and the MCEA process by the end of 2018 with plans for short-term
measures for improvement.35
Given the MCEA process and associated guideline documentation is very prescriptive and
covers a multitude of possible project type scenarios, implementation of change can be
expected to be slow. Additionally, with a newly elected provincial government in place most
recently may result in a shift in priorities and areas of attention and potentially away from the
importance of the MCEA process. Efforts and pressure from municipalities and municipal
organizations such as Municipal Engineers Association (MEA) and Residential and Civil
Construction Alliance of Ontario (RCCAO) continue to be directed at the MOECC for required
change.

5.0 Summary
The ability for a municipality to construct, improve and replace infrastructure efficiently is
dependent on the effectiveness of the MCEA process. Projects require MOECC review and
approval following the prescribed process including gaining public and stakeholder input through
engagement initiatives. There is a strong need for improvements to the process to allow
municipalities to effectively provide and deliver quality cost effective service to the public. The
need for MOECC to make change has been recognized by all parties involved in the process for
many years with the latest promise for change in the very near future.

35
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April 10, 2018
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Appendix A

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Planning Process Exhibits A.1 and A.2

Appendix B

Beaver Creek Road & Conservation Drive Upgrades and Extension of
Municipal Services Project Information

The City of Waterloo

Beaver Creek Road & Conservation Drive
Upgrades and Extension of Municipal Services
Public Consultation Centre #3

October 7, 2015
5:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
Creekside Church
660 Conservation Drive, Waterloo

1

Water Servicing Upgrades
Overview: Install new watermains within existing road rights-of-way to
connect between existing watermains
•

•
•
•
•

Provides adequate capacity to
accommodate future
development
Strengthens the municipal
distribution system
Provides redundancy in supply
Consistent with planned
upgrades
New watermains within existing
road rights-of-way

7

Preferred Sanitary Servicing
Alternative: Alternative 2

11

Preferred Stormwater Management Alternative:
Alternative 3

16

Preferred Transportation
Alternative

Conservation Drive and Beaver Creek Road
Overview of Sheet 4-3: Proposed configuration of the roundabout at Beaver Creek Road and typical
sections for Conservation Drive and Beaver Creek Road.

Intersection Design: Intersections between Erbsville Road and Beaver Creek Road will depend
on site plan approvals and additional land taking may be required if these intersections are to
be designed as single-lane roundabouts.
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Appendix C

Niska Road Bridge Project Information

NOTICE OF STUDY COMPLETION
MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
SCHEDULE C ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY
Niska Road Improvements
From the city limits at the Speed River to the Downey Road intersection

The Study
The City of Guelph (City) has completed a Class Environmental Assessment study (EA) to
investigate opportunities for improvements to Niska Road from the city limits to Downey
Road. Segments of the road and bridge are nearing the end of their useful life and require
replacement or repair to prevent increasing maintenance costs, environmental impacts and
community road safety issues. The EA investigated options to rehabilitate and/or
reconstruct Niska Road, the bridge over the Speed River and the intersection of Niska Road
and Downey Road. The EA also examined the implementation of traffic calming measures
throughout the length of this road corridor. The approximate extent of the study area is
shown on the map.
In addition to reviewing a variety of road cross-sections and design options, improvements
to the Downey Road intersection, impacts to the environment and community road safety
issues, a range of bridge repair and replacement solutions were examined including but not
limited to bridge closure, rehabilitation or replacement.

The Process
The EA was conducted as a Schedule C
Project in accordance with the "Municipal
Class Environmental Assessment” (Municipal
Engineers Association, October 2000, as
amended in 2007 and 2011), an approved
process under the Ontario Environmental
Assessment Act. The EA process included
consultation with the local community,
general public, stakeholders and the review
agency. The consultation process also
included a community workshop, two (2)
Public Information Centres (PICs) and several
committee meetings. In addition, a project–
focused Community Working Group (CWG)
was created and eight (8) CWG meetings
were conducted to allow for examination and
inclusion of community concerns.
Various studies were completed to assess
potential environmental, social, cultural and economic effects of the proposed
improvements. These included natural environment assessments, tree inventory and
impacts assessment, wildlife assessment, cultural and built heritage evaluation, heritage
viewscape assessment, stage 1 archaeological assessment, traffic impact study, travel
destination survey and community safety review. Alternative solutions were evaluated for
the road, bridge and intersection. Alternative design concepts and evaluation factors were
updated based on consultation with review agencies and stakeholders. Natural
environmental and social mitigation measures were established based on potential adverse
impacts.
The EA studies and consultation identified the following preferred alternatives for Niska
Road and the Bailey Bridge. The EA recommendations are:
•
•

Replace the existing one-lane Bailey Bridge with a two-lane bridge.
Reconstruct Niska Road from the Bailey Bridge to Ptarmigan Drive with two shared–
use lanes and a sidewalk on the north side.

Intersection design recommendations for Niska Road at Downey Road were not carried
forward as part of the EA. City Council requested the intersection design be re-examined in
a subsequent study. City Council has also requested that the type and style of the two lane
bridge be determined at detailed design with public consultation.
All materials distributed at PICs, CWG and Agency meetings, correspondence received, and
study results are available in the Environmental Study Report (ESR).

Comments invited
In accordance with the EA Act, the ESR has been placed on the public record and is
available for review for 30 days starting February 19, 2016. An electronic copy is available
online at guelph.ca/niskaroad and hard copies of the ESR will be available in the following
locations:
Guelph City Hall
1 Carden Street
Guelph, ON
N1H 3A1
519-822-1260

Guelph Public Library
Main Branch
100 Norfolk Street
Guelph, ON
N1H 4J6
519-824-6220

YMCA-YWCA
130 Woodland Glen Drive
Guelph, ON
N1G 4M3
519-824-5150
No longer available at
this location

Guelph Public Library
Scottsdale Branch
650 Scottsdale Drive
Guelph, ON
N1G 3M2
519-829-4402
New location

Please provide written comments to the Deputy City Engineer or the City’s consultant
(contact details below) within 30 calendar days from the date of this notice. If concerns
arise regarding this project which cannot be resolved through discussion with the City of
Guelph, a person or party may request that the Minister of the Environment and Climate
Change, make an order for the project to comply with Part II of the Environmental
Assessment Act (referred to as a Part II Order), which address individual environmental
assessments. Request must be received by the Minister at the address below within 30
calendar days of the first posting of this notice.
Director, Environmental Approvals Branch
Minister of the Environment
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1P5
The Minister may make one of the following decisions:
•
•
•

Deny the request
Refer the matter to mediation
Require the City to comply with Part II of the Environmental Assessment Act by
undertaking one of the following:
o Submitting the Environmental Study Report for government review and
approval; or,
o Completing an individual Environmental Assessment for government review
and approval; or,
o Preparing Terms of Reference governing the preparation of an individual
Environmental Assessment.

A copy of the letter should be sent to the City of Guelph, to the attention of Don Kudo
(address below).
Information will be collected in accordance with the Freedom of Information and Protection
of Privacy Act. With the exception of personal information, all comments will become part of
the public record.

For more information
Further information may be obtained from the Deputy City Engineer or the City’s consultant
listed below. If you require this document to be provided in an alternative format as per the
Accessibility for Ontarian’s Disabilities Act, please contact the Deputy City Engineer or the
City’s consultant.
Don Kudo, P. Eng.
Deputy City Engineer—Manager,
Infrastructure Services
City of Guelph
1 Carden Street
Guelph, ON N1H 3A1
519-837-5604 extension 2490
don.kudo@guelph.ca
This notice reissued February 19, 2016.

Philip Rowe, C.E.T.
Consultant Project Manager
R. J. Burnside & Associates Limited
292 Speedvale Avenue West, Unit 20
Guelph ON N1H 1C4
1-800-265-9662 extension 5915
philip.rowe@rjburnside.com

Appendix D

Riverside Dam Project Information

Public Information Centre No.3
Presentation of Alternative Solutions for Riverside Dam
Class Environmental Assessment
City of Cambridge

June 27, 2016

Study Area

Riverside Dam

Riverside Dam Class Environmental Assessment

Background
• Riverside Dam was constructed between
1860 and 1880 to support Erb Mill
• Maintenance of the structure likely ended
once the dam and associated mill race were
no longer required to power the mill
• Dam has deteriorated to current state
• 2008/2009 structural investigation (Sanchez)
determined dam to have elements in poor
structural condition
• Emergency repair of south control structure
completed in December 2008

Riverside Dam Class Environmental Assessment

Short Listed Alternatives
Alternative C – Rebuild Riverside Dam
Existing condition:

Key Benefits
Can replicate built heritage

Maintains existing headpond and
park vistas
Maintains existing park uses
(fishing, boating)

Visualization:

Key Constraints or
Considerations
More rigorous approval process
under Lakes and Rivers
Improvement Act
Higher life cycle cost

Riverside Dam Class Environmental Assessment

Preferred from a
Social perspective

Capital Cost
$ 6.3 M
Life Cycle Cost $ 8.6 M
(100 Years)

Short Listed Alternatives
Alternative E – Naturalize Speed River
Visualization:
Alternative
Concept:

Key Benefits
Restored fluvial function (sediment
transport)
Improved water quality
Improved aquatic habitat

Key Constraints or Considerations
Built heritage
Significant change to existing
headpond and park vistas
Significant change to existing park uses
(fishing, boating)

Restored fish passage
Improved terrestrial habitat
Lower life cycle cost
Reduced upstream flood levels
Improved public safety

Riverside Dam Class Environmental Assessment

Preferred from the
Functional, Natural
and Economic
perspectives

Capital Cost
$ 4.9
Life Cycle Cost $ 5.1
(100 Years)

Appendix E

Upper York Sewage Solutions Project Information

Upper York Sewage Solutions
Individual Environmental Assessment
Project Update
Town of Georgina
Committee of the Whole
October 15, 2012
Daniel Kostopoulos
Director, Capital Planning and Delivery

A Sustainable Servicing Solution


Wastewater from growth in East
Gwillimbury and a portion of
Newmarket will be conveyed to an
innovative sewage treatment plant
(Water Reclamation Centre)



Wastewater from growth in Aurora
and a portion of Newmarket will be
conveyed to the existing York
Durham Sewage System (YDSS)
for discharge to Lake Ontario



Modifications to existing YDSS
include additional forcemain
connecting Newmarket, Aurora and
Bogart Creek Pumping Stations

Water Reclamation Centre
- Advanced technology
- Phosphorus off-sets
- Potential use of Reclaimed Water

Newmarket
5 MLD
3 MLD

Aurora

East
Gwillimbury

11 MLD

28 MLD

Modifications to
existing YDSS

Slide 4

Why a Water Reclamation Centre?





Uses sustainable proven technologies –
advanced wastewater purification systems and water reclamation
technologies
• Reverse osmosis membranes provide high quality phosphorus
reduced water to East Holland River
• Nutrient rich water for irrigation and industrial processes
Provides unparalleled treatment levels in Ontario
Provides a reliable water source that protects against changes in
rainfall intensity and frequency (climate change)
 Conserves our water resources
 Provides an opportunity for education, technology,
knowledge transfer and research within the Lake
Simcoe watershed
Working together with the LSRCA, MOE & MNR to meet provincial growth plans
while providing opportunities to benefit the Lake Simcoe watershed
Slide 7

WH1 West – Recommended Site
Legend
Area Suitable for Water
Reclamation Centre
Area Unsuitable for Water
Reclamation Centre
Proposed Route to Outfall
Proposed Route from
Queensville West Pumping
Station
UYSS Service Area

Queensville

Approved Queensville
West Pumping Station

Holland Landing

Hy
dr
o

Co
rr i
do
r

Proposed Outfall
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Modifications to Existing
York Durham Sewage System (YDSS)
Rationale for modifications:






Upgrades to infrastructure required to ensure
wastewater servicing remains reliable and
secure to accommodate approved growth
Allow for operational flexibility with integration
of existing YDSS with proposed Water
Reclamation Centre
Provide backup to existing Newmarket and
Bogart Creek Pumping Stations forcemains
during periods of high flow (e.g. storm events)
and during temporary shut down periods for
routine maintenance

Existing Trunk
Sewer

Connection with
QHLS Wastewater
Servicing

Newmarket Pumping
Station
Existing Forcemain

Additional
Forcemain or
Gravity Sewer

Bogart Creek
Pumping Station

Required modifications:




Modifications to existing Green Lane Trunk
Sewer to direct flows from northwest
Newmarket to existing YDSS or Water
Reclamation Centre
Additional wastewater conveyance forcemain
between Newmarket & Aurora Pumping
Stations and between Bogart Creek & Aurora
Pumping Stations

Aurora Pumping
Station

17
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