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ECOSYSTEMS CONSULTING INC.
2151 FILLMORE CRESCENT
GLUMESTER, ONTARIO

KA 6A1

Post-it'" Pax Note

M% Herb Pirk
Chief Administrative Officer
Town of Newmarket
465 Davis Drive
PO Box 328, W. Mwn
Newmarket, Ontario
BY 4X7

Dear Mr. Pirk,

December 4 1998

I have reviewed the Terms of Reference for an Individual Environmental assessment of

the proposed Lake Ontario Water Supply via Durham West, received from you earlier this

week. My comments are attached. I would like to emphasise that these comments are

based on a quick review of the documents only, given that the deadline for providing

comments to the .Ministry of the Enrvironmont is today.

As discussed with you, i will prepare a prepare a brief proposal/schedule for a review of

infonnation on Lake Ontario raw water duality related to the proposed pipeline within the

next week or ten days. Subsequently, 1 will prepare a proposal outlining how r osydems

Consulting could provide advice to the Towns of Newmarket, and possibly Aurow, on the

E.nvironmentA.l Assessment itself.

Looking forward to working with you,

incerely,

}Catherine Davies DPhil,

, , 
Jdrl, 6 '99 14;14 

Mr. Herb Pirk 
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TO (}TH'I Cu(;) ( -

Chief Administrative ORicer 
Town of Newmarket PhonG /I l S ~742 (j"L,] 

465 Davis Drive 
PO Box 328, Stn. Main 
Newmarket. Ontario 
L3Y 4X7 

Dear Mr. Pil'k., 

FI\Y' 4)1;. H C) q3 111.~a)(# . \.~? 1. \ l-S" \ 

Decen'lber 4 1 QQR 

I have reviewed the Tenns of Reference tor an Individual Bnvironmtlntltl Assessment of 
the proposed Lake Ontltrio Water Supply via Durham West, received from you earlier this 
week. My comments a.re attached. I would like to emphasise that these comments are 
based on a quick r~view of the documonts only, given that the deadlinf'l for providing 
comments to the Ministry of the Envi1'onment iii luday. 

As discussed with you, 1 will prepare a prepare a brief proposal/schedule for a review of 
infonlli!ltion on Lake Ontario raw water quality related In the proposed pipeline within the 
next week or ten days. SublStlyuentiy) 1 will prepare it proposal outlining how EC'.osy~t~mg 
Consulting could provide advice to the Towns ofNewm!lrk.~t, and possibly Aurora, on the 
Environmental A!t~essment itself 

Looking forwiln.l t(I wOlking with you, 
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Katherine Davies D,Phil. 
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COMMENTS ON THE TERMS OF REFERENrF FOR AN INDIVIDUAL

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF ITIIIE PROPOSED LAKE ONTARIO

WATER SJJPFLY VIA DURHAM WEST

Prepared By.
-Katherine Davies D.Phil.

Ecosystems Consulting Inc.

L PURPOSE OF THE UNDERTAKIIV (; (SEC'T'ION 3)1,1 UENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE UNDERTAKIXG
Section 3.1 of the Terms of Reference contains a general description of the undertaking,focusing exclusively on the infrastructure components. The Terns of Reference al►uuldrequire the EA to address uthm usprtts of the undertaking including ownership,
management And operation of the facilities; liability; project financing and operating costs(the need for financial analysis is mentioned in appendix 2). In particular, the Terms ofReference should require the F.A. to describe the proposed partnership between YorkRegion and Consumers Utilities in detail. This information is essential for a cuanprel►ensivedescription of the undertaking. Without it, the 'Perms of Reference and the EA will beincomplete and not meet the requirements of the EA Act,

1.2 Pi IRPOSE AND RATIONALE FOR THE UNDERTAKING
Section 3.2 of the Terns of R,cference desvribc the purpose and rationale for thew)deruking. Appendix 1 describes the rationale for the selection of the Lake OntarioDurhattt West Alternative in more detail,

The purpose and rationale for the undertaking are based on the projected regional orate►demands to 2031, contai"W in the York Region Master Plan. These demands are, in turn,based on projected population growth. In other words, the increased water supply thatwould be provided by the pipeline is necessary for the continued grnwih of York Region.Thos, the underlying purpose of the undertaking appears to be to allow continued
development in York Region ( or to coin a phrase - ̀ if you build it, t1ley will come').

Unfortunately, the assumptions used to generate the projected population growth. for theRegion are not described in the Terms of Reference. They should be included in the Termsof Reference and the EA because the projected population growth is used as tho rationalefor the estimated water supply steeds, and therefore for the undertaking itself If thepurpose and rationale for the undertaking are to be adequately described in the EA, the
proponent should be required to substantiate the growth projections.
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2. ALTEMATIVES (SECTION 4)
4.1 RATTONALF- FOR THE RANGY AND TYPtS OF ALTERNATIVES '1'HA'1' WILL

BE CONSMERED
Sfw iuzz 4.1. in tile. Terns of Refcrenco and the Demand Analysis in Appendix 2 describe

the alternatives for the water supply, int;ludiug water use cffciency programs and the

continued use of groundwater. However, the alternatives are dismissed and not described

in sufficient deta.il~

Water use et'tielency pr-egraum.. While the conclusions of the Regional Master Plan

that water use efficiency programs and other means can unly provide a short-term

solution may be valid, the Terms of Reference should require this position to be

carefully substantiated in the'F.A. In addition, the effect of the undertaking on water use

of c,icncy programs should be examined. The EA Act regoires a thorough

consideration of alternatives to the undertaking. It is noted that water conservation

programs in Europe and elsewhere are achieving significant savings in waLm use.

Use of groundwater; The proponent proposes to continue use of groundwater at the

current rate, lzuwever, the option of increasing groundwater usage is not discussed. 1

have been informed that groundwater mapping of the wea has not yet been complete,

Hence. it may be premature to ignore this alternative entirely. Even if increased use of

groundwater cannot meet the Region's projected needs, this alternative should be

addressed in the Terms of Reference in more detail and examined in the EA.

4.2 ALTERNATIVES TO BE CONS11DEMI) iN 'fHE F.A
Section 4..2 in the 'leans of Reference describes alternatives to the undertaking's

components, including the raw water intake and the water treatment plant. Appendix 2

mentions that reports have been prepared on raw water treatability and water che±nistry

and quality objectives, but neither of these items is discussed in suiizcicnt detail in the

Terms of Reference. In particular, the Terms of Reference should require the proponent to

examine the following mW.Prc in the EA:

e. Information on raw water quality at plants in the wren, and the effects of treatmmcnt on

water quality. This should include chemical and microbiological parameters,

• Water quality (chemical and microbiological) in the area of the proposed intake,

including the potential effects of spills at Pickering NOS on radiological parameters;

.The effects of cooling water used at Pickering NCS on algal blooms, etc. and the

potential for this to oft ct raw water quality, odour and appearance;

. Conventional and alternative treatment technologies, including

chlorination/chloramines, membrane filtration, oaona.tion, ultra-violet, including

combinations of vvaaventional and alternative technologies;
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• Requirements fbr addressing cryptosporidiosis. Giardia, viruses and other emerging
microbiological of concern;

Expected levels of chemical and microbiological parameters in the distribution system,
and at the tap;

a The chlorine residual required as a result of the extended distanuc frurrl the treatment
plant to the consumer acid dowils of disinfection requirements along the supply system,
and predicted compliance with relevant provinciaUfederal objectives for
trihalomethanes/disinfection by-products.

+ The effects of mixing groundwater with Lake Ontario treated water, especially in terms
of any degradation in water quality; and

e The estimated risks to human health associated with tho anticipated levels of
disinfection byproducts/irilialucnetluines at the tap, based on epidemiological studies
conducted in the "."'anadian Great Lakes Basin.

On page 8-13 of the Terms of Reference, "primary and mondary generation criteria" are
provided, On p.8, minimising disturbance to fish llnbiLat is shown as a secondaq,
g011e1-ativu uritvriorl only for the raw water intake and the need to protect fish habitat is
hardly mentioned subsequently. The protection of fish  habitat is a regulatory requirement
of the federal Fisheries Act and should therefore feature as a primary generation criterion
for the raw water intake, It is especially important because of the influence of cooling
water discharged from Pickering NOS on lucal fish populations. it should also be included
as a primary criterion for the transmission mains because the Infrastructure Colridor Study
Area includes several watercourses,

3. OTHER APPROVALS REQUHUW (SECTION S)
Section 8 in the Terms of Reference lists the other approvals that "may be required". This
is somewhat misleading. Most, if not all of these approvals will be roquireal. The Terms of
Reference should clarify which approvals will be required. For example, the sLatentunt Lllxt
"this project has pOWIILiAl to trigger a review tinder the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act" (p, :i2) .is misleading and requires clarification, In fact, it is difficult to
seer how this project could fail to trigger a federal FA through the Fisheries Act, given that
it will involve disturbance to fish habitat in Lake Ontario, and possibly elsewhere along the
pipeline's route:

An issue not addressed in this section of the Terms of Reference is what would happen if
the proponent fails to secure the necessary approvals. For example, 1 understand that the
Town of Pickering is opposing the undertaking and may not provide the OP ameodowilLs
required.
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4. OTHER MATTERS
The Terms of Reference do not addreRR the environmental effects of the proposal in termsof the increase in waste water that will be generated by Fork Region, if the pipelineincreases the water supply by about 80 MILD, then there will be about 80 MIGDadditional waste water produced (not allowing for consumptive uses), How is the Region
proposing to deal with the additional waste water? What plans are there for ~~raste water
treatment? This, mailer should be addressed in the Terms of Reference and in the EA.
B.:Nbit 7.2f mentionD that a separate Master Plan has beery prepared to address i'bturesewage capacity requirements, but this matter should be addressed in this EA.

In this regard, it is noted that the federal Environmental Assessment Act requires an
assessment. of a project's "cumulative environmental effects Since this undertaking will
trigger a federal EA (through the Fisheries Act), (lie pr upuilerrt will be required to assess
the project's cumulative environmental effects. These effects could be deemed to includeany disturbance or loss offish habitat (which is within federal jurisdiction) associated with
the additional wastewater treatment requirements.

December 4.1998
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