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A. Introduction

|.  PCC Background
The third and final Public Consultation Centre (PCC) for the Water and Wastewater Servicing Municipal
Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Nobleton Community was hosted virtually by York Region

via Zoom Webinar on Tuesday, July 20, 2021. Participants could choose to join through either the
internet or by phone.

The purpose of the PCC was to present the design concepts for the preferred water and wastewater
servicing solutions, share the evaluation of these design concepts, present the recommended
conceptual design, and obtain public input. The PCC provided participants with an opportunity to learn
more about the project and engage with members of the project team through various means,
including:
e Participating in the session hosted from 6:30 p.m. — 8:00 p.m., which included a:
o Recorded presentation providing a brief overview of the project and a summary of the
analysis conducted since PCC 2; and a
o Facilitated question and answer period (informed by questions from the attending
public).
e Completing an online survey after attending the PCC;
e Viewing supporting materials posted online; and
e Providing feedback directly to York Region’s Project Manager responsible for the EA via email or
phone.

The PCC was attended by 19 participants.

Il.  PCC Briefing

A briefing document was prepared following the PCC that provides a high-level summary of the event. It
describes:

e The purpose of the PCC;
e The engagement opportunities available to participants at the event; and
e A high-level synthesis of comments and questions received during event.

A copy of the PCC briefing document is provided in Appendix A.



B. Notices & Distribution

l.  Notices
A Notice of Open House was first distributed to First Nations communities, local residents and

stakeholders on July 7, 2021, through email, mail, and on the York Region website, as appropriate. The
Notice was also published on the Region’s social media accounts on the following dates:

York Region’s Twitter page on July 15, 18 and 20, 2021
York Region’s Facebook page on July 15 and 18, 2021

[ ]
The Notice was also published in the local newspaper, King Connection, on July 12 and 19, 2021. A copy

of the Notice is attached in Appendix B.

[I.  Distribution List
Notices were sent via mail or email to: various municipal and provincial governments and agencies;

utilities; community associations; private companies; and First Nation communities. Notices were also
sent to properties located within the study area (Figure 1). Residents who requested to be added to the

mailing list were also sent the Notice. The distribution list is provided in Appendix C.

Figure 1: A map illustrating the study area, service area, and existing Regional infrastructure in the Community of Nobleton.
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C. Participants
A total of 19 participants joined the PCC, either virtually or by phone.



D. PCC Summary

PCC 3 was hosted virtually by York Region via Zoom Webinar. The PCC was held on Tuesday July 20,
2021, 6:30 p.m. — 8:00 p.m. Of the 19 participants, most joined virtually via Zoom Webinar, and one
joined via telephone. The PCC was attended by municipal staff, consultants, and interested members of
the public. All digital materials were made available online on York Region’s website, at
www.york.ca/nobletonea. The PCC session featured a 24-minute video presentation that provided:

e context on the purpose and steps involved in the EA study

e an overview of the design concepts for the preferred water and wastewater servicing
alternatives and the evaluation of these narrowed-down alternatives, as well as the
recommended conceptual design resulting from the analysis

e opportunities for residents and stakeholders to stay informed about the project

A copy of the presentation slides is provided in Appendix D.

Following the presentation, participants were invited to ask questions of the project team. Questions
asked by PCC participants focused on the EA’s study boundaries, water and wastewater system growth
and capacity, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrological impacts, water conservation, and costs and user
fees. Questions asked and responses from the project team are transcribed below in Section I.

Participants and members of the public were also invited to complete an online survey, providing
feedback to the project team on both the material presented and the format of the online open house.
Four individuals filled out the online survey, which remained open from July 20 to August 11, 2021. Their
responses are documented in Sections Il and III.

A copy of the survey questions asked is provided in Appendix E.

l. Question and Answer Period

A summary of questions asked throughout the PCC meeting are summarized below according to themes.
Participants had questions on the EA study boundaries, water and wastewater system growth and
capacity, greenhouse gas emissions, potential hydrological impacts, water conservation efforts, and cost
and user fee implications of the study. Questions are denoted with a “Q” and answers are denoted with
an “A”.

Study Boundaries
Q: Will 13755 York Regional Rd 27 be part of the expansion? From the map, | see it right on the edge
near Hwy 27 and 15" Sideroad.

e A:This property is outside of both the project’s service area and study area, according to the
map on the project webpage. Though not guaranteed, future water planning changes or studies
may extend to that address however, it is not included in the study today.

Growth and Capacity
Q: What are the population growth projections for Nobleton used in the study?

e A:The current population of Nobleton is just over 4,000 people, and this is based on the 2016
census and the planning that that the Township of King has recently completed. It is expected
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that the population will grow to 10,800 people by 2041. That is the projected population that
the study is considering.

Q: How many additional homes/buildings will this plan service?

e A:The capacity of both the water and wastewater plants will each be set at 10,800 people (the
projected population of Nobleton in 2041). The number of residential homes and commercial or
industrial buildings to be serviced within that total capacity of 10,800 people is up to the local
municipality (Township of King) to decide, but regardless of this municipal service allocation, the
Region will provide sufficient water and wastewater capacity to serve 10,800 people.

Q: Why does there appear to be a discrepancy between the projected capacity increases required for the
water and the sewer systems to serve the future population of 10,8007

e A: Both systems are designed to serve 10,800 people. The discrepancy is due to the different
needs in technologies and equipment (e.g., wells and attenuation tanks) required for the water
and wastewater systems, and what technical capacity and flow rates are required for each
system to meet the overall capacity of 10,800 people.

Q: When would the current capacity of the current water and wastewater system be exceeded? What is
the maximum capacity to which this system can be expanded?

e A:Right now, the current water and wastewater design capacity for Nobleton set through the
previous EA has not been reached. New development under construction in Nobleton was
approved by the Township of King because their water and wastewater needs would
comfortably be accommodated within the current capacity. Once new development would
cause the current capacity to be reached, however, no new development will be able to take
place in Nobleton until the expanded capacity figures from this EA (i.e., capacity to serve
10,8000 people) are approved and in force.

Q: If the 2051 population projection for Nobleton currently exceeds the planned growth capacity of the
treatment system, can this EA be amended or would a new EA be required?

e A:The current EA assumes a population target of 10,800 by 2041. But if later there are
indications that water and wastewater demand would stretch beyond that 10,800, then the
Region could either pursue a minor amendment to this EA or conduct a new EA. However,
before proceeding with those options the Region would look to explore how it can maximize
flow or twin pipes within the existing system to make sure that the system expansion as planned
for 2041 is being utilized to its fullest.

Emissions

Q: How can GHG (greenhouse gas) emissions be reduced at the Janet Street Pumping Station rather than
be increased? Can energy be provided through renewable sources that do not produce GHG emissions?

e A: While emissions at the Janet Avenue Pumping Station will increase slightly from today’s
amounts, this is due to the additional water pumping and storage activity required for the
additional flow capacity to serve the 10,800-person target. However, this increase in



greenhouse gas emissions is negligible and the Region is looking to recover some of this energy
through biological processes that will potentially be introduced later during a secondary
expansion after the first round of expansion from this EA. The Region is also taking measures to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reduce the cost of energy required for pumping,
wherever possible.

Q: The Township of King plans to reduce its emissions by 45% in nine years and to net zero by 2050. Will
this plan meet these goals?

e A:The Township of King’s environment and energy professionals are very active in setting King’s
municipal goals for emissions reductions, but this is a question to be directed to the Township.
Please contact Service King at (905) 833-5321 or at serviceking@king.ca.

Q: Given the international and federal emissions reduction targets and requirements, how can York
Region possibly build anything that will not meet them?

o A:York Region is very proactive in pursuing green initiatives and using proven and available
green technologies. For example, the Region’s Bill Fisch Forest Stewardship and Education
Centre in Whitchurch-Stouffville is the only Living Building Challenge-certified building in
Canada. We will certainly consider how the Region can incorporate environmentally friendly
technologies in this water and wastewater capacity expansion project.

Hydrological Impacts

Q: Would the infiltration be minimized with less pavement, more rain gardens, etc.? Is the high
infiltration due to heavy rainfall or snow melt events? Or are there other reasons for the infiltration? Are
there plans to reduce the infiltration? This places additional demand on the wastewater recovery facility.

e A:There are certainly permeable technologies used in modern infrastructure planning, like
permeable pavers and other permeable surfaces, to promote infiltration. With regards to inflow,
it can be difficult and can take a long time to identify sources of inflow, such as groundwater or
leaky pipes. While it is outside the scope of this EA, York Region does have an inflow and
infiltration project team that works with the Township of King. Their job is to examine this topic
and they are actively working on studies and actionable plans to resolve some of the existing
inflow problems within the community.

Water Conservation
Q: Is significant water conservation anticipated?

e A: Water conservation is certainly something that we have considered in the selection of the
alternatives for this EA and in the estimation of overall water demand long-term. Municipalities
across the GTA, including York Region, have implemented changes in building codes (e.g., low-
flush toilets) and introduced other educational measures over the past 20 to 25 years to
improve water conservation. Water consumption per capita has actually decreased over that
time. However, it is important to note that on their own, water conservation measures will not
help us sustainably meet the proposed growth targets for water and wastewater capacity.
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Costs and User Fees
Q: Will development charges cover the cost of these upgrades?

o A: Development charges from new development in Nobleton are covering the cost of the EA
study (approximately $2.25 million), as well as the cost of the growth-related infrastructure that
will be built to expand the water and wastewater capacity to the 10,800-person service target.
The final capital cost that includes both growth and non-growth components will be determined
at a later stage of the project once the recommended solution or alternative has been selected.
Regardless, development charges will cover the majority of the total cost.

Q: What are the estimated costs for these suggested changes?

e A:The EA study’s cost is approximately $2.25 million. We currently do not yet have an estimate
of what the cost will be to expand the water and wastewater capacity to the 10,800-person
service target through the alternative selected through the study.

Q: Do you anticipate these changes will increase user fees? If so, by how much?
e A:User fees are set by the Township of King. The Township would be best positioned to answer

this question. They may be reached through Service King at (905) 833-5321 or
serviceking@king.ca.

Il.  Feedback on the Material Presented
Participants were asked to share feedback on the material presented in PCC 3 through the online survey.
They were asked if they had any questions or comments on the recommended design concept for water
and wastewater servicing, and whether there were any comments on the process used to assess the
concepts. Minor edits have been made to spelling and grammar. The intent of the comments has not
been altered.

Do you have any comments on the recommended design concept for water servicing?

e 2 participants skipped the question.
e 2 participants shared the following feedback:
o lam pleased you are continuing with a local communal system for water and
wastewater.
o No.

Do you have any comments on the recommended design concept for wastewater servicing?

e 2 participants skipped the question.
e 2 participants shared the following feedback:
o Excellent idea to move to a new technology. | would have preferred a membrane
system, but | understand they are expensive.
o No.

Do you have any comments on the process used to assess the design concepts?
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e 1 participant responded “No”, and 3 skipped the question.

[ll.  Feedback on the Open House Format

Participants were asked to share feedback on the format of PCC 3. They were asked to rate the format
of the presentation overall, on a scale of 1 to 5, and to share information about their experience. Minor
edits have been made to spelling and grammar. The intent of the comments has not been altered.

Did the Open House (or slide recording) answer your questions about the project?

e 2 participants skipped the question.

e 2 participants shared the following feedback:
o Yes. Thank you to the excellent project team.
o Yes.

Do you have any additional thoughts or comments about this project?

e 1 participant responded “No”, and 3 skipped the question.

Did you attend the live online Open House on July 20?

e 2 participants responded “Yes”, and 2 participants responded “No”.

On a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent), how would you rate the overall Open House experience?

e 1 participant responded “3”, and 3 skipped the question.

What did you like best or find most useful about the Open House?

e 1 participant shared the following feedback:

o | preferin person open houses. | am sure you would have better turnout for an in-
person open house. Many Nobleton folks are disengaged, others are not internet
literate.

e 3 participants skipped the question.

Did you encounter any technical difficulties with the Open House?

e 1 participant responded “No”, and 3 skipped the question.

Do you have any other feedback or comments for us on the consultation process or format?
e 1 participant responded “No”, and 3 skipped the question.
E. Comments and Issues

Participants were invited to provide emailed comments or concerns, and issues related to the proposed
project by emailing the Region’s Project Manager. The feedback received generally related to:

o forecasted population growth
e water quality issues in Nobleton



e water sources for Nobleton

e water pressure issues in Nobleton

e extending the survey close date

e sharing presentation materials

e project map design

o the cost of water and wastewater servicing

e additional studies and plans to consider

Table 2 documents the written comments received through email. Minor edits have been made to
spelling and grammar. The intent of the comments has not been altered.

Table 2: Comments and issues provided by participants regarding Public Consultation Centre 3.

Submission Type

Comment/Issue

Email

As a resident of Nobleton, | received the notice for the Online Open House #3.
At this time, | do not have any questions on the design concept, however | do have
concerns on the recommended solutions to support forecasted growth in Nobleton.

Over the past four years, since | made Nobleton my home, | have had to make
multiple adjustments to my home water treatment system, both for hardness control
and iron removal. Although hardness control is lesser of an issue, the ability to
remove iron or not is indeed a concern.

The excessive iron in the water supply causes staining in all the plumbing fixtures,
vanity sinks, toilet bowls, etc. These stains are practically impossible to remove.
The water quality may meet the federal/ provincial/ EPA guidelines, however the
staining on bathroom sinks is undesirable and eyesore.

Below are my questions on the aforementioned context;

1. Considering the current concerns with the water quality from the pumping
stations on the aquifers, augmenting the capacity can magnify the problem.
Please comment.

2. s there a plan to connect Nobleton’s water supply network to “Ontario Lake
Water”?

3. Is the City using sequestering agents in the potable water supply pipes that
may be causing these undesirable stains or deposits in residential fixtures?

Email

| moved into the Nobleton "Class EA Study" area about seven months ago and have a
few concerns with the water here. Firstly, we have a water softener system, as many
households in the neighbourhood do, and we have a very harsh ring stain left behind
on all of our toilets. We cannot remove it no matter what we try. How can we find
out what is causing this and what is the Nobleton water is being treated with that is
causing this problem? Secondly, we seem to have some water pressure issues that
started ever since we turned on our irrigation system. Is there a city plumber that can
advise of why this would be happening I'm not sure if you can help us with the
answers but if you could kindly direct us to someone who may, | would really
appreciate it.




Submission Type

Comment/Issue

Email

| notice that the virtual presentation and question period are not yet online. Can we
therefore have an extension to the comment period, currently closing on August 4th?

Email

Could you please send us the presentation slides for files?

Email

The map on page 3 is the only map showing both the service area and the study area.
It does not show the location of all of the water and wastewater sites discussed later
in detail. A complete map would have been helpful.

Email

The evaluation process mentions financial criteria, yet we are advised in the Q and A
that there are no capital cost estimates. How could you rank the alternatives without
some costs? More on this in my comments on the Q and A.

Email

On the wastewater solution, | couldn’t tell from the map provided whether additional
land is required for the storage tank. If so, that could slow the project and the pipe
storage could be preferred. | have noticed on other EAs that two solutions get carried
forward.

Email

The assimilative capacity study for the Humber River was likely a key study to inform
the WWRF modifications. Is that study available to the public? | have one from an EA
on the Credit River and it was quite informative. It could also be used to determine
through future studies if more capacity -beyond 10,800 persons- is possible.

Email

It is my understanding that the 10,800 population is for 2031 and that the King
Township recent conformity exercise was also for 2031. Populations for York Region
for 2041 and 2051 are the subject of the Region’s current MCR and are only in draft
form at this time.

Email

Again, | think this date should be 2031 as noted above. When planning for
infrastructure of a given demand (like a population of 10,800) it is unlikely that the
selection of all the components could hit this number precisely and most components
would accommodate a larger demand. At early stage of the design does the Region
know what this additional “freeboard’ might be? For example, does the assimilative
capacity of the Humber exceed the 10,800 persons?

Email

| think it is misleading to say that DCs will cover a majority of the cost. A majority
could be 51%. | think it is safe to say DCs will pay for 100% of the growth-related
costs. In this instance | think these projects are all growth related

Email

As noted previously, each alternative had a financial test so some costing was
undertaken. We also know that King Township was presented with some costs for the
project and even one for the lake-based alternatives. | think this should have been
provided to the PIC participants.

Email

As a general comment, | am disappointed that the EA work did not consider the
buildout of the Nobleton Community Plan and thus ensuring the realization of a
‘Complete Community’. For instance it would have been helpful if, from all of the
studies undertaken and now in place, the Study would have provided a guidance
opinion that adding another 10,000 persons in Nobleton could be achieved with
reasonable upgrades. Or wording to that affect that would encourage planning
officials and political representatives to look at further allocations.

10




F. Responses to Comments

The project team will consider all feedback received from Public Consultation Centre 3 as the EA moves
into its fourth and final phase, which will entail completing the Environmental Study Report and a 30-
day review period for public agencies and other applicable review bodies. Phase 4 is expected to take
place from November to December 2021. No further PCCs are scheduled for this EA.
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