





December 20, 1986

Mr. Patrick Northey, President
The Gecrgian Bay Association
19 Edgecombse Avenue
Toronto, Ontario

MSN 2X1

Dear Mr, Northey;

- Re:  York Reglon / Consumers Utilities
Long Term Water Supply Project

Thank you for your December 5, 1986 submission regarding our project. On

- December 19, 1896, Regional Council adopted its Long Term Water Supply. Your
submission, as requested, was brought to the attention of Council. The strategy
recommended to and adopted by Councli does not contemplate the use of Ceorgian
Bay as a water supply for York Region. Copies of the media package and the report
on Selaction of the Preferred Solution are enclosed for your information.

As your submission reacts mainly to the premise that the Georgian Bay solution
would be our Preferred Solution you may not fes! a detailed response is necessary.

However, we do wish to comment on some of the main points you have ralged.

1. We request an Individual Environmental Assessment for this project.

The Class Envitonmenta! Assessment for Municipal Water and Wastewater projects
clearly contemplates the possibility that a proponent may determine, having initiated

& project under the Class Environmental Assessment, that the nature of the
preferred solution may dictate a re-evaluation.
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The document states:

“The procedures outlined in Phase 11 will lead the proponent to the conclusion that
the project is:

pproved (Schedule A)

approved subject to Scresning (Schedule B)

sublect to the Full Five Phage Planning Process (Schedule C) or
should proceed through an Individual Environmental Assessmant”

Our oplnion is that we have successful completed Phase Il of the Class
Environmental Assessment as |t pertains to Master Planning and will be seeking the
concurrence of the Environmental Assessment Branch of the Ministry of
Environment and Energy to that effect. -

Environmental Assessment consideration. Rather, It means that each one can
proceed according to its appropriate Schedule without répeating Phases ! and I} of

2, Evaluation of A‘Ite'matlves violates EA Act

We feel that the preferred aftornative that we have adopted does reflect an
understanding of both actual and perceived environmental Impacts.

While further debate May not be neaded, we do have to comment that we fae| you
have significantly overestimated the potential environmental impacts of the Georglan
Bay option, - =
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‘The ‘genetic élgorlthm is simply a computer application that facilltated the

development of technical solutions.

.. Use of the algorithm enabled us to significantly reduce the time to evaluate the

myriad of potential combinations of Selections available to us. We doubt that the
replicability and traceability requirements of Environmental Assessment were

- Intended to preciude the use of such advanced techniques.

8. York Region has not consulted adequately with the Public

Contrary to your impression, source communities within Pesl, Metro, Durham and
Simcoe were consulted on the devslopment of the facility. Each and evary

‘municipality in the above areas was provided with a copy of our reports and invited
- to submit comments.

We debated the issue of Public Open Houses at considerable length. We concluded
that the leve! of public Interest respecling a possible project would not justify Open
Houses in all loca! areas at this time. We wouid fully expect to further involve the
local Public with respect to our preferred soiution.

We did,' ‘hc’:wever. advertise our Public Open Houses widely. As well, we offered fo
make transportation arrangements for those outside York Region to attend. -

With respect to formal question and answer sessions, the Open Houses were
structured, and advertised, as opporiunities o meet and converse with staff on an

Informal basis. We were not inclined to deviate from that format to accommodate

the wishes of a minority. In the case of one Open House, howsver, where the
audlence unanimously was in favour of a formal question and answer session, such
& session was held. -

We did not envision that the purpose of the Open Houses was “to inform the public
about how the alternatives were to be evaluated”. Rather, we were seeking the
opinions of the public on that very question.
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MQSt of the responses with réspect to the quality of the Open Houses have been
extremely positive. '

We feo! that we have, indeed, addresseq the requirements of the Environmental
Assessment Act in respect of public participation in the process to date.

4 The proponents have not tully considered all Federal and International
Approvals. '

We beliove that we have indeed, acknowledged the need to obtain such approvals,
- and included an assessment of that in the solection of the preferred alternative.

After the December 19 Council meeting, we discussed the project with youf
Executive Director, John Birnbaum. We will be following up on that discussion with
 further correspondance in the hear future, -

Thank you for your submission.

Yours truly,

N. L. Embree, P. Eng. :
. Jolnt Project Manager - York Region

NLE/an

C Minister of Environment Canada
Ontarlo Minister of £ nvironment and Energy



