Appendix ‘I’
Door-to-Door and Telephone Survey
Results
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TO:

Peter Dance, P.Eng.

FROM: Jane Wilson, EIT
RE:

1.0

DATE:

April 2, 2015

JOB NO.:

JLR 26532

CC:

Grandview Beach and Paradise Point Class
Environmental Assessment
Door-to-Door and Telephone Survey Results
INTRODUCTION

Door-to-door and telephone surveys of Grandview Beach and Paradise Point residents and vacant lot
owners were conducted to better understand the current conditions and issues surrounding water and
wastewater services in the study area. The surveys asked residents questions about their current
water and wastewater systems and also asked them to identify any questions or concerns they had.
J.L. Richards and Associates staff conducted the surveys in the summer and early fall of 2014.
During the door-to-door visits, 156 surveys were completed. This is approximately 52 per cent of the
permanent and seasonal residences. Through the telephone survey, information was obtained on 25
vacant properties from 21 different property owners. The results of the surveys are summarized
below.
2.0

DOOR-TO-DOOR SURVEY

2.1

Methodology

Door-to-door surveys were conducted in the study area on July 20 to 23, 2014, and July 26 and 27,
2014. This period was selected to include both weekdays and weekends during the summer months
when cottagers as well as permanent residents might be available. Surveyors attempted to question
each residence once; if no one was available, a second attempt was made. If, on the second attempt
no one was available, a copy of the study notice and survey were left in the door. In total, 156 surveys
were completed. Of these, approximately 10 were received by mail. A copy of the survey is provided
in Appendix A. The results were then tabulated in Excel and summarized. Highlights of the key
findings are provided below.
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2.2

Respondent Demographics

All of the survey respondents owned the property being visited. As shown in Figure 2.1, more than
half of the residents in the study area were surveyed. It has been estimated that there is roughly an
equal split between year round and seasonal dwellings; consequently, seasonal residents may be
underrepresented in this survey data.

Figure 2-1 Types residents surveyed in the study area

2.3

Water Supply

Water service is provided by several different means in the community. Figure 2.2 shows the type of
water supply used at each residence. Approximately 48 per cent of respondents are connected to the
municipal water supply and the remaining 52 percent use a combination of wells and municipal water.
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Figure 2-2 Reported water supply types
Residents were also asked about their primary source of drinking water. Fourteen percent of
respondents reported more than one primary source of drinking water. Overall, however, 66 percent
of respondents reported using bottled water as their primary source of drinking water. As shown in
Table 2-1, the proportion of respondents drinking bottled water depended on the water supply:
75 percent of respondents on the seasonal system drink bottled water compared to only 32 percent
on the year round water supply system.
Table 2-1 Primary source of drinking water sorted by water supply type

Water Supply

Primary Source of Drinking Water
Bottled

Well

Municipal Tap Water

Drilled well

57%

43%

Drilled well + Seasonal

58%

25%

17%

Seasonal

72%

n/a

28%

Year Round

32%

n/a

68%
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Concerns with either the well water or municipally supplied water were expressed by 45 percent of
respondents. Concerns most often noted about well quality related to hardness, odour (sulfur), and
bacteria. Approximately 10 percent of respondents with well water reported issues with bacteria.
Respondents’ common concerns with municipally supplied water included colour, followed by taste
and odour. Colour was generally described as rusty or yellow coloured. Concerns with odour and
taste generally related to chlorine.
In the study area, 30 percent of respondents indicated that they had a water treatment system for
their well water. Treatment types included carbon filters, reverse osmosis, and ultraviolet (UV)
irradiation (disinfection).
2.4

Wastewater Systems

As shown in Figure 2-3, the wastewater systems in the study area consisted primarily of a septic
system and leaching bed. The remainder of the respondents indicated that their property was
serviced with a holding tank.
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Figure 2-3 Reported types of wastewater systems
As shown in Figure 2.1 the age of surveyed systems ranges from over 60 years old to brand new.
Many respondents did not know the age of their system. Based on building permit data available from
the Township of Tay, 27 sewage systems have been upgraded since 2002.

Figure 2-4 Reported age of wastewater systems
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It is generally recommended that septic systems be pumped out once every three to five years. When
respondents with holding tanks are excluded, approximately 74 percent of respondents reported
pumping their septic tank every year to every 5 years. There were 15 respondents that reported never
emptying their septic tank. Respondents were asked if they had ever experienced a septic system
failure. Approximately 10 respondents reported issues with their septic system at some point;
however all reported that the issues had been resolved.
2.5

Comments, Questions, and Concerns

At the end of the survey respondents were asked if they had any general questions or comments.
The following is a list of the common comments that were received. The number of occurrences is
shown in brackets.
Cost related comments:
•

Concerned with cost of municipal water and wastewater servicing (50).

•

On a fixed income and concerned about cost (13).

•

The current cost of water is too high, especially seasonal (12).

Environment related comments:
•

Supportive of fixing issues with properties (17).

•

Concerned about the hard rock and effects of blasting (18).

•

Concerned about the environment and/or beach water quality (8).

Current water and wastewater system comments:
•

Happy with current system (19).

•

Concerned about Township water quality (12).

•

Would like to have year round municipal water services (11).

•

Do not like septic system/holding tanks, would like municipal sewers (7).

•

Want to be more like a city, less old fashioned (7).

•

Concerned about the poor design of the wastewater treatment plant (6).

•

Concerned about Township water quality and want improvements (4).
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Other comments:
•

Frustrated and waiting for Township decision on water and wastewater servicing (12).

•

Concerns with roads/ditches (not counted).

The responses suggest that cost is a primary concern for many people. There are many differences
of opinion in the study area with responses varying from “I am praying for water and sewer” to “there
is no need for things to change”.
In addition to the comments above, novel ideas were also suggested by respondents. These
included:
•

Conducting a pilot test of year round water installation along Beach Drive.

•

Considering grey water systems as an alternative to traditional sewage or septic systems.

•

Replacing failing systems with holding tanks and an alarm.

•

Upgrading roads/ditches to improve property drainage issues.

•

Partnering on projects with local community college to build contractor skill in the area.

•

Looking for creative ways to help people that cannot afford to pay.

3.0

VACANT LOT TELEPHONE SURVEY

3.1

Methodology

A list of vacant lot owners was obtained from the Township of Tay. Canada 411 was also used to find
telephone numbers for the property owners listed. Property owner information was provided for 84
lots and telephone numbers were found for 39 of these lot owners (2 appeared to own multiple lots).
Each property owner was called between September 26, 2014, and October 7, 2014. A message was
left if there was no answer. Residences without answering machines were called twice. Information
was received for 25 vacant properties from 21 different property owners.
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3.2

Respondent Demographics

Approximately 66 percent of the respondents owned a single vacant lot in Grandview Beach and
Paradise Point; the remainder owned more than one vacant lot. Five respondents owned a property
with a residence adjacent to the vacant lot.
3.3

Vacant Lot Characteristics

Table 3-1 summarizes the characteristics of the vacant lots. This table illustrates that the majority of
properties have not previously been developed and are still in a forested or partially forested state.
Table 3-1 Reported vacant lot characteristics
Yes

No

Some

Unknown

Lakefront

2

23

Trees removed

3

15

Township serviced

6

17

Well on property

3

22

Septic or holding tank

2

21

2

Previous development

3

20

2

6

1
2

Notes: 1. Township serviced includes services at the street.

3.4

Future Plans and Comments

Respondents were asked if they planned to develop the vacant lot if the development restrictions
were lifted. As shown in Figure 3-1 below, almost 50 percent of the respondents indicated that they
would develop their vacant lots. Comments from respondents on this question included indications
that the decision to sell would be impacted by changes to the development freeze.
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Figure 3-1 Reported plans to develop if freeze lifted

Survey respondents were then asked if they had any additional comments or questions related to
water and wastewater servicing, the development freeze, or the current Class EA. The following is a
list of the common comments that were received. The number of occurrences is shown in brackets.
•

Good for the community and/or tax base to have water and sewer (7).

•

Frustrated by lack of progress or decision from Township (5).

•

Concerns with cost (4).

•

Want Township to look at alternatives to full servicing (2, both with adjacent residences).

Appendix ‘J’
Public Information Centre Display Boards

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

Welcome to this Public Information

Centre for the Grandview Beach and Paradise
Point Servicing Class Environmental
Assessment (Class EA).
Today, name tags have been colour coded for your convenience:
Consulting Team
Township Staff
Public Liaison Committee

Please look for one of us to answer any
questions that you may have regarding the
Class EA.

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

STUDY AREA HISTORY

1970s to Today

1970s

1972: First well survey was completed by
the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) in
the study area.
1974: Concerns about well water quality
from the MOE and Heath unit led to a
development freeze.

1990s
1990 - 1992: Septic system survey was
completed for all of Severn Sound. 20%
of systems were found to be substandard.
1994: Township of Tay Sewage
Servicing Master Plan was completed.

1980s
1981: MOE recommends a communal
sewage system for the study area.
1987: Severn Sound was identiﬁed as an
“Area of Environmental Concern” by
Environment Canada.

2000 - 2003

2000: Ontario Municipal Board (OMB)
refuses Township servicing plan (more
assessment required).
2002: Grandview Beach and Paradise
Point Class EA completed.

2012

2003: Severn Sound removed as an “Area
of Environmental Concern”.

2012: The 2002 Class EA expires.

2012: Changes to the Ontario Building
Code came into effect expanding the end
uses of non-potable water and adding new
requirements for on-site sewage systems.

TODAY
2014: A new Class EA commences to
evaluate the need for and the feasibility of
improving the water and wastewater
services to all properties in the Grandview
Beach and Paradise Point community.

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

CLASS EA STUDY AREA

Is the boundary for this Class EA the same as for the 2002 Class EA?
Yes, the boundary is the same as the 2002 Class EA. Initially a larger study area was
considered. However, the health, environmental, and social drivers for the Class EA
are unique to the Grandview Beach and Paradise Point areas. The decision to keep
the Class EA study area the same was ratified by Council in January 2014.
Why were the areas to the south of First Avenue excluded?
The Skyline lands and Arpin lands have not been included in this Class EA study
area. These lands are already subject to rigorous planning review for new
development. If these adjacent lands are found to be affected by this Class EA, they
will then be considered on a case by case basis.
How was the Class EA study boundary established on Grandview Road?
The Class EA study boundary to the east on Grandview Road aligns with the
Settlement Area boundary in the Township of Tay Official Plan.

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

BACKGROUND

Vacant
22%
Permanent
40%

Seasonal
38%

Study Area Facts:

Property Types

• There are 380 properties in the study area. The chart above shows the relative proportion of
permanent, seasonal and vacant properties.
• The bedrock is described as ﬂat lying, layered limestone. The concern associated with the
bedrock is the unﬁltered migration of contaminants into the local groundwater supply.
• Development restrictions in the study area have been in place since 1974. Development
of vacant lots is not permitted and restrictions are placed on upgrades to existing residences.
• There are homes on private wells as well as the seasonal and year round municipal water
systems.
• The existing seasonal water system was constructed in the 1940s and is nearing the end of its
anticipated service life.
• Residents have septic systems, holding tanks or outhouses. Since 2002, there have been 19
septic systems upgraded, 6 of which were required as part of replacement dwellings.

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

MUNICIPAL CLASS EA PROCESS

The Class EA is being carried out as a Schedule B project under the
Municipal Class EA process. In evaluating ways to improve water and
wastewater services for all properties in the Community, the Class EA
framework will provide for a seamless, open, transparent and traceable
decision-making process involving public and agency consultation.
This will also include consultation with affected Aboriginal communities.
The screening process required for the Grandview beach and Paradise
Point Class EA is shown below in blue.

Actions required during checked phases
We are here

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

STUDY TEAM RESPONSIBILITIES

Township of Tay

Consulting Team
J.L. Richards & Associates Limited
Golder Associates
Hemson Consulting Ltd.

Project Management Committee
(PMC)
Oversight and administration
Issue/Risk management and mitigation

Financial Impact Committee
(FIC)

Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC)

Public Liaison Committee
(PLC)

Information on funding models
Assess alternatives affordability

Guidance on alternative solutions
Vetting decision-making
Assistance on approval requirements

Public Ambassadors
Input on consultation activities
Connection to the community

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

PUBLIC LIAISON COMMITTEE

Public Liaison Committee (PLC)
Members are Ambassadors for the Public.
Purpose of the Committee

ENGAGEMENT
Ensure that all members of the community are provided with
opportunities to participate in the consultation process;

INFORMATION
Ensure that pertinent information is provided in a timely, clear,
transparent, and efficient manner; and

INPUT
Provide input on consultation activities, review consultation reports,
and attend Public Information Centres.
Meet your Public Liaison Committee

Pat Burns

Ian Henderson

Brian Grys

John Rose

iandkhenderson@
sympatico.ca

(416) 948-6088
briangrys@gmail.com

(705) 534-3551

TO BE DETERMINED

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

COMMITMENT CHARTER

COMMITMENT CHARTER
GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

“Value through Service & Commitment”
The JLR/Golder/Hemson team is commited to:
Excellence and innovation in developing, evaluating, and communicating alternative
design concepts to address the Problem/Opportunity Statement
Working in a spirit of partnership with all project participants and with the utmost
professionalism
Engaging all project participants in a meaningful and respectful way
Considering all reasonable options, as well as input and suggestions offered by
others, with an open mind
Sharing ideas, concerns, and concepts to improve the project
Ensuring that stakeholders and the public are kept well-informed and educated as to
the technical and non-technical impacts of decisions
Completing the project on time and on budget with good value for all involved
Collaborating to resolve any project roadblocks or challenges
Developing and evaluating alternatives to maximize positive impacts during and after
construction
Creating a rewarding personal and professional experience for everyone involved
Circulating this Charter to members of the project team for their endorsement of
these Commitments
Enjoying the experience and having some fun along the way!

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

PUBLIC CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES
We will maintain public involvement by:

• Providing regular
updates by mail
and/or e-mail

• Maintaining the
project
webpage at
www.tay.ca

• Hosting a
second Public
Information
Centre in Spring
2015

• Connecting to the
community with
the Public Liaison
Committee

• Vetting decisionmaking through
the Technical
Advisory and
Financial Impact
Committees

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

STUDY SCHEDULE

PHASE 1
• Notice of Commencement Issued
• Door-to-Door Visits and Phone Surveys
• Committee Meetings*
• Public Information Centre No. 1
SUMMER 2014

• Finalize Problem/Opportunity (Memo #1)

• Committee Meetings *
• Identification of Alternatives (Memo #2)
FALL 2014

PHASE 2
• Committee Meetings *
• Evaluation of Alternatives
• Cost Recovery Options (Memo #3)
WINTER 2015

• Committee Meetings

• Public Information Centre No. 2
• Finalize Evaluation of Alternatives (Memo #4)
• Issue Notice of Completion
SPRING 2015

• 30-Day Public Review Period

* Committees include Project Management, Financial Advisory, Technical, and Public Liaison Committees.

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

DRAFT PROBLEM/
OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT

The Township of Tay is undertaking a Class Environmental
Assessment (Class EA) to evaluate the need for and the feasibility
of improving the water and wastewater services for properties in
the Grandview Beach and Paradise Point community. There are
three main issues that this Class EA will address and make
recommendations for:

1

The quality and year-round provision of privately and
municipally provided drinking water within the
community.

2

The level and adequacy of sewage treatment in the
community.

3

The current development freeze and building permit
restrictions in the community.

The Class EA framework will enable consideration of options and
identiﬁcation of a preferred solution that is sustainable and
environmentally, socially, and ﬁnancially responsible. The study will
consider the needs and viewpoints of all stakeholders, including but
not limited to residents, government agencies, the general
population, and Aboriginal communities.
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CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
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Tech Memo #1
PROBLEM/OPPORTUNITY

What is the purpose of Tech Memo #1?

• To develop a clear statement of the problems or opportunities to
be addressed.

• To document factors which lead to the conclusion that an
improvement or change is needed.

How can the public be involved?

• Provide comments at the Public Information Centre.
• Contact a member of the Project Management Committee or
Public Liaison Committee.
• Check the project website where a final copy of the memo will be
posted.

Why does it matter?

• Clearly understanding the problem and/or opportunity is critical to
identifying and evaluating possible solutions.

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

Tech Memo # 2
ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

What is the purpose of Tech Memo #2?

• To identify and describe the various options to be considered.

How can the public be involved?

• Contact a member of the Project Management Committee or
Public Liaison Committee.

• Check the project website where a final copy of the memo will
be posted.

Why does it matter?

• Solving complex problems requires looking at all viable options
and more than “big pipe” versus “no pipe solutions”.

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

Tech Memo #3
FINANCIAL IMPACTS

What is the purpose of Tech Memo #3?

• To summarize the various options available to fund any
infrastructure improvements recommended by the Class EA study.

• To evaluate property values, municipal taxes, and servicing rates.

How can the public be involved?

• Contact a member of the Project Management Committee or
Public Liaison Committee.

• Check the project website where a final copy of the memo will be
posted.

Why does it matter?

• This analysis is required to ensure that the financial impacts of
the various alternatives are considered.

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

Tech Memo #4
EVALUATION & RECOMMENDATION

What is the purpose of Tech Memo #4?

• To summarize the evaluation of alternative solutions to the
Problem/Opportunity Statement.

• A draft will be presented at the second Public Information Centre
prior to being finalized.

How can the public be involved?

• Attend the second Public Information Centre and provide
comments.
• Check the project website where a final copy of the memo will
be posted.
Why does it matter?

• Input from the public is crucial at this stage.
• Once a preferred alternative has been selected and passed the
30-day review period, it can be implemented by the Township.

GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public Information Centre No. 1: September 13, 2014

GET INVOLVED

If you would like more information about this Class EA, please
contact one of the individuals listed below at any time. If you
have comments on the draft problem/opportunity statement,
please provide them before Tuesday, September 30, 2014.
Michael Troop, P. Eng.
Environmental Engineer
J.L. Richards & Associates Limited
107-450 Speedvale Ave. West
Guelph, ON N1H 7Y6
Email: mtroop@jlrichards.ca
Phone: 519-763-0713 ext. 6522
OR
Peter Dance, P. Eng.
Director of Public Works
Township of Tay
450 Park St., P.O. Box 100
Victoria Harbour, ON L0K 2A0
Email: PDance@tay.ca
Phone: 705-534-7248 ext. 224

HAVE

YOUR

SAY

• Talk to a member of the Public Liaison Committee.
• Check the website (www.tay.ca) for study updates.
• Complete the sign-up form to join the study mailing list.

• Plan to attend the next Public Information Centre in Spring 2015.

Welcome to Public Information Centre
No. 2 for the Grandview Beach and
Paradise Point Class Environmental
Assessment (Class EA)
Session 1

Session 2

10am – 11am

2pm – 3pm

11am – 12pm

3pm – 4pm

12pm – 1pm

4pm – 5pm

Activity
Sign in and view displays
Presentation with question and
answer session
Informal discussion

Name tags have been colour coded for your convenience:

Consulting Team
Township Staff and Council

Please fill out the comment sheet provided at
today’s Public Information Centre and leave it in
one of the boxes provided.
Additional information and background reports for
this Class EA are available on the project website
at www.tay.ca and at the Township Office.
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CLASS EA PROCESS
SCHEDULE ‘B’ PROJECTS
Municipal Class EA Requirements
•
•
•

The EA is proceeding as a Schedule ‘B’ Class EA as per the
Ontario Municipal Class EA process.
The flow chart below shows the Class EA process. Schedule
‘B’ projects are required to proceed though Phases 1 and 2.
A draft Project File report on the Class EA is to be presented
to the Township Council this summer.
WE ARE
HERE

WE ARE HERE

2

CLASS EA STUDY OVERVIEW
Study Area

Problem and Opportunity Statement
The three main issues that this Class EA is considering are:

•The quality
and yearround
provision of
drinking
water.

•The level and
adequacy of
sewage
treatment.

•The current
development
and building
permit
restrictions.

Drinking
Water

Sewage
Treatment

Development
Restrictions
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CLASS EA STUDY OVERVIEW
Water Systems and Supply

•
•
•
•
•

Year-round
Municipal Water

Seasonal Municipal
Water Only

Seasonal Municipal
Water and Private
Well

Private Well
Only

40 Properties

124 Properties

34 Properties

96 Properties

Municipal water is supplied from the Tay Area Water Treatment
Plant.
Residents have raised concerns about the colour and taste of
water from the seasonal system.
The seasonal watermains are over 50 years old.
Groundwater is obtained from a bedrock aquifer.
Zones of weakness in the bedrock can promote movement of
water and contaminants.

Wastewater Systems

Septic Systems
85% of Developed Lots

•
•
•

Holding Tanks
14% of Developed Lots

Other
1% of Developed Lots

Small lot sizes historically lead to under-sizing of septic systems.
Modelled nitrate impact from existing septic systems exceeds
provincial guidelines.
In door-to-door survey, 30% of wastewater systems were
reported to be over 25 years old.
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CLASS EA STUDY OVERVIEW
Well Testing and Water Supply
•
•
•
•

Of 65 wells tested in 2014, 40% failed Ontario
Standards for bacteria.
Of 39 wells tested in 2001 and 2014, 70% failed
Ontario Standards in one or both years.
Deep (> 30 m) and shallow wells failed as well
as old (pre-1994) and new wells.
The seasonal watermain is over 50 years old
and residents have raised concerns about the
colour and taste of seasonal water.

Septic Impact Assessment
•

•

Based on the number and density of existing
septic systems, the theoretical cumulative
nitrate impact is estimated between 25 and 28
mg/L (Provincial Limit is 10 mg/L).
Development on vacant lots using septic
systems would require further investigation and
may not be approved by the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change.

Removing Development Restrictions
•

•

If both municipal water and wastewater
services are constructed, the current
development restrictions could be lifted.
Otherwise, the current development
restrictions would remain in place and could
only be lifted by amending the Official Plan
and Zoning By-law.

•Groundwater is
highly vulnerable
to recurrent
bacteriological
contamination.

Drinking
Water

• Small lot sizes limit
septic replacement
options. Lot
density results in
high nitrate
impacts.

Sewage
Treatment
• The development
freeze can only be
lifted by installing
full services or by
amending the
Official Plan and
Zoning By-law.

Development
Restrictions
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CLASS EA STUDY OVERVIEW
Ecological Survey
•

•

The proposed servicing alternatives could impact:
– Provincially Significant Wetlands (Port McNicoll Marsh) and
unevaluated wetlands
– Provincially Significant Wildlife Habitats (along the outskirts) and
fish habitat (unnamed watercourses) in the Community
Further assessment and mitigation measures may be required as
part of the Project Implementation Phase of the Class EA process.

Archaeological Assessment (Stage 1)
•
•

There is potential for the servicing alternatives to impact pre-contact
Aboriginal resources.
A Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment should be undertaken as part
of the Project Implementation Phase of the Class EA process.

Heritage Impact Assessment
•
•
•

No properties have cultural heritage value.
The Community as a whole has contextual heritage value (road
patterns, lots, trees, parks).
If the development restrictions are lifted, guidelines should be
prepared to conserve the Community’s contextual heritage value.

6

WATER OPTION: NEW SEASONAL WATER
AND PRIVATE WELLS (“DO NOTHING”)*

Capital Project
Components
• New seasonal
distribution system

Private Property
Components
• New service
connection at front
• Service laterals from of property
• Internal plumbing
watermain to the
modifications
property boundary
• Maintain existing
year-round water
system
• Road reconstruction

• Keep and maintain
existing wells for
year-round water

Advantages and
Disadvantages
• Addresses issues related to
the aging seasonal system
• Does not address health
concerns related to well water
• There will be impacts during
construction (noise, dust,
vibration)
• Development restrictions
would remain in place
• High construction cost

* “Do Nothing” includes investments that the Township may consider, such as replacing the seasonal watermain.
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WATER OPTION:
INDIVIDUAL PRIVATE WELLS

Capital Project
Components
• Decommission
existing seasonal
system
• Maintain existing
year-round water
system

Private Property
Components
• Construct
approximately 130
new wells

Advantages and
Disadvantages
• Addresses issues related to
the aging seasonal system

• There may be challenges
• Bacterial disinfection siting new wells on existing
properties
systems for new
wells
• Does not address health
• Bacterial disinfection concerns related to well water
systems for existing • Development restrictions
wells (voluntary)
would remain in place
• Lowest construction cost
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WATER OPTION:
YEAR-ROUND WATERMAIN (DEEP BURIED)

Capital Project
Components
• New year-round
distribution system

Private Property
Components
• New service
connection at front
• Service laterals from of property
• Internal plumbing
watermain to the
modifications
property boundary
• Maintain existing
year-round water
system
• Road reconstruction

• Decommission
existing wells if no
longer in use

Advantages and
Disadvantages
• Addresses issues related to
the aging seasonal system
• Addresses health concerns
related to well water
• There will be impacts during
construction (noise, dust,
vibration)
• Development restrictions
could be lifted if municipal
sewer is also constructed
• Highest construction cost
9

WATER OPTION:
YEAR-ROUND WATERMAIN (INSULATED)

Capital Project
Private Property
Components
Components
• New service
• New year-round
insulated distribution connection at front
of property
system
• Heat traced service • Internal plumbing
modifications
laterals from the
watermain to the
• Decommission
property boundary
existing wells if no
longer in use
• Maintain existing
year-round water
system
• Road reconstruction

Advantages and
Disadvantages
• Addresses health concerns
related to well water
• Can be more difficult and
expensive to repair than a
deep buried watermain
• Laterals are vulnerable to
freezing during power outage
• Development restrictions
could be lifted if municipal
sewer is also constructed
• High construction cost
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WASTEWATER OPTION: INDIVIDUAL ONSITE SEWAGE SYSTEMS (“DO NOTHING”)*

Capital Project
Components

Private Property
Advantages and
Components
Disadvantages
• Septic Re-inspection • Addresses issues related to
failing septic systems
Program
• Upgrades to meet
maintenance
requirements
(mandatory)
• New tertiary septic
system or holding
tank (optional)

• Maintenance upgrades may
reduce potential nutrient
loading to groundwater
• Older septic systems are
prone to failure
• Development restrictions
would remain in place
• Lowest construction cost

* “Do Nothing” includes investments, such as implementing the septic re-inspection program, that the Township may consider.
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WASTEWATER OPTION:
GRAVITY SEWER SYSTEM

Capital Project
Components
• New gravity
collection system

Private Property
Components
• New service
connection to front
• Service laterals from of property
• Internal plumbing
sewermain to the
modifications
property boundary
• Decommission
• New sewage
existing septic
pumping station and
system or holding
forcemain
tank
• Road reconstruction

Advantages and
Disadvantages
• Addresses issues related to
failing septic systems
• Addresses concerns related
to groundwater contamination
• Development restrictions
could be lifted if municipal
water is also constructed
• There will be impacts during
construction (noise, dust,
vibration)
• High construction cost
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ALTERNATIVE SEWER SYSTEMS
All Alternative Sewer Systems
•
•
•
•
•

Same components as gravity sewer system except as noted below.
All options require a central sewage pumping station.
Typically require more maintenance than gravity sewer systems.
Sewermains typically smaller and shallower than gravity sewermains.
The construction cost is high and similar to that of gravity sewers.

A. Effluent Sewer System
Capital Project
Components
• Septic effluent
collection system

Private Property
Components
• No additional
components

• New septic tank for
all properties

Advantages and
Disadvantages
• Improper tank maintenance
can have long-term effects on
the whole system

B. Pressure Sewer System
Capital Project
Components
• Low pressure
sewage collection
forcemain

Private Property
Components
• New grinder pump
for each property

Advantages and
Disadvantages
• Grinder pumps have a limited
service life
• Pump failure only affects the
individual property

C. Vacuum Sewer System
Capital Project
Components
• Vacuum sewage
collection system
• New vacuum pit/
valve all properties

Private Property
Components
• No additional
components

Advantages and
Disadvantages
• Vacuum pits/valves have a
limited service life
• Valve failure has immediate
effect on the whole system
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EVALUATION OF OPTIONS
Evaluation Approach
1.

A matrix was developed to provide a balanced comparison.

2.

There are four main evaluation criteria groups with weighting, which
combined adds up to 100 percent.

3.

Each main criteria group has up to four sub-criteria. Sub-criteria were
assigned a relative importance weighting of low (1), moderate (3), or
high importance (5).

4.

Scoring of each sub-criteria was based on a range from high negative
impact (-3) to high positive impact (+3).

Evaluation Criteria
Environment (25% of total score)
• Effect on Nutrient Loading (high importance)
• Effect on Habitat of Endangered / Threatened Species (low importance)
• Effect on Wetlands, Woodlands, and Wildlife Habitat (low importance)

Social/Community Well Being (10% of total score)
• Effect of Community Character - Built Form (moderate importance)
• Effect on Archeological Resources (low importance )
• Effect on Aboriginal Interests (low importance )
• Effect on Development Freeze and Restrictions (high importance )

Public Health and Safety (30% of total score)
• Effect of Construction Noise, Dust, Vibration, Traffic (low importance )
• Effect on Human Health (high importance )
• Risk of Service System Failure (moderate importance )

Economic (35% of total score)
• Capital Cost Considerations (high importance )
• Lifecycle Costs (high importance )
• Effect on Property Values (high importance )

14

EVALUATION OF OPTIONS
Water

•

The insulated year-round watermain option had the highest overall score.

•

The deep buried year-round watermain had a lower score than the insulated
watermain option due mainly to the higher construction cost.

•

The private individual wells option had the lowest score due to negative impacts
in all four evaluation categories.

•

The seasonal watermain (‘Do Nothing’) option also had a negative score.
However, the score was higher than the private individual wells option in the
public heath and safety category.

Wastewater

•

Overall, the gravity sewer system option had the highest score.

•

The effluent sewer system, pressure sewer and vacuum sewer system options
had positive scores that were relatively lower due to higher risks of service
system failure and higher maintenance and lifecycle costs.

•

The individual on-site systems (‘Do Nothing’) option had the lowest score due to
negative impacts in all four evaluation categories.
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Based on the evaluation of all options the preferred alternative is:

Insulated Year-round Watermain
and Gravity Sewer System
In general, the proposed preferred alternative includes:
•

New insulated year-round water distribution system with heat
traced service laterals from the watermain to the property
boundary.

•

Maintaining the existing year-round water system.

•

New gravity wastewater collection system with service laterals
from sewermain to the property boundary.

•

New wastewater pumping station and forcemain.

•

Road reconstruction.

Capital Cost of the Preferred Alternative
Capital Cost
Less: Tay Roads Reserve
Less: Tay Water Reserve
Less: Secured Wastewater Grant
Net Capital Cost

Estimated Value
$22.3M
$5.0M
$2.4M
$2.8M
$12.1M
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FINANCING METHODS
FOR A TYPICAL PROPERTY
There are generally two potential financing methods under consideration:
•

Method 1 – Debenture Capital Project Cost: The private property cost (i.e. construction on private property) would be funded upfront by the property
owner and the capital project cost (i.e. construction off private property) and plant connection fee would be debentured over a 20-year period

•

Method 2 – Pay Capital Project Cost Upfront: The private property cost (i.e. construction on private property), capital project cost (i.e. construction off
private property) and plant connection fee would be funded upfront by the property owner.

Costs shown below for the preferred option, insulated watermain and gravity sewer, are based on estimated project costs and are subject to change.

Private
Property
Cost1

Project
Capital
Cost2

Seasonal Water

$14,600

$26,300

$5,700

Private Well Only

$14,600

$39,100

Vacant Lots

$14,600

Year-round Water

$11,400

Current Servicing

(sewer construction only)

Plant
Annual
Connection Water and
Fee
Sewer Rate

Method 1 – Debenture Capital
Upfront Cost

Annual Cost

Method 2 – Pay Capital Upfront

(Debenture for Capital and
Connection + Rates)

Upfront Cost

Annual Cost

(Private Property Cost)

(Private + Capital + Connection)

(Rates Only)

$1,650

$14,650

$3,850

$46,600

$1,650

$10,000

$1,650

$14,650

$5,000

$63,700

$1,650

$39,100

$10,000

$1,650

$14,650

$5,000

$63,700

$1,650

$26,300

$5,700

$1,650

$11,450

$3,850

$43,400

$1,650

1. Private property costs have been estimated using a typical 50 ft x 100 ft lot. Private property costs will vary from property to property depending upon
factors such as the distance from the dwelling to the property line, location of existing plumbing etc.
2. Capital project costs have been presented assuming each property is charged on a per unit basis. Consideration could be given to allocating costs
based on other methods such as frontage, area, etc.

PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES
Where it is not possible to avoid potential impacts,
measures can be taken to either reduce or offset
adverse effects. Proposed mitigating measures
for the preferred alternative are:

Erosion control measures, tree protection
measures, restoration planting, etc.

Stop work if artifacts are encountered;
archaeological assessment as appropriate.

Staging of construction to cause least
disruption, employ noise and dust control.

Preparation of Community specific design and
development guidelines.
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INTERIM MEASURES
If the average cost of implementing the preferred
servicing alternative is deemed to be prohibitively
high, a series of interim measures could be put in
place until additional funding is received.

Immediate Term
If immediate implementation of the preferred servicing alternative is not
undertaken, and subject to Council approval:
•

Delay full implementation of the preferred servicing alternative.

•

Seek funding to facilitate implementation of the preferred alternative.

•

Provide residents with a well and septic fact sheet.

•

Create a local drop off point for well water samples.

•

Require all properties connected to both well and seasonal water to
isolate systems from each other (i.e. install backflow prevention valves).

•

Commence monitoring-based septic assessment.

Mid-Term
If additional funding has not been secured or water quality in the seasonal
system cannot be consistently maintained, and subject to Council approval:
•

Construct new year-round watermain.

•

Initiate septic re-inspection program and ensure property owners
complete required maintenance upgrades.

•

Review results of the monitoring-based septic assessment.

•

If year-round watermain is constructed and septic assessment meets
MOECC Guidelines, review the current development restrictions.
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NEXT STEPS

CLASS EA PROCESS
1.
2.

3.

The draft Project File report on the Class EA is to be presented to
Township Council this summer.
Upon completion of the Class EA under the Ontario Municipal Class EA
process, a formal ‘Notice of Completion’ will be issued by the Township.
The public and review agencies will have 30 days to request a ‘Part II
Order’ from the Ontario Minister of Environment and Climate Change.
If no request for a ‘Part II Order’ is received, the Phase 1 and 2 of the
Class EA will be complete. The Township will then be in a position to
consider Project Implementation (Phase 5) during the period the Class
EA is valid (currently 10 years). Phase 5 will involve detailed design
activities and construction, which is beyond the scope of this Class EA.
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Appendix ‘K’
Public Information Centre Comment Sheet
Summary

MEMORANDUM

PAGE 1 of 10
TO:

Peter Dance, P.Eng.

DATE:
JOB NO.:

FROM:

Jane Wilson, EIT

RE:

Grandview Beach and Paradise Point
Class Environmental Assessment
Public Information Center #1
Comment Summary

1.0

October 6, 2014
JLR 26532

CC:

INTRODUCTION

Public Information Center (PIC) No 1 was held on September 13, 2014 in the Port McNicoll
Community Centre and was attended by approximately 148 people. All attendees were asked
to register at each session and also to fill out a comment card and leave it at the PIC or submit
it to the Township by September 30, 2014. In total, 58 surveys were received. The following is
a summary of the results and comments received. Refer to the Public Consultation Report
(JLR, 2015) for full details regarding PIC No. 1.
A copy of the comment sheet and of all completed comment cards is attached.
2.0

RESULTS

For each question the number of responses is indicated in bold below. Comments provided
have been grouped into representative themes with the number in brackets indicating the
number of times a similar comment was received. Some comments appear under more than
one theme.
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1.

Was the information provided at today’s Public Information Centre Useful?
37 Yes

16 No

Useful and informative:
•
•
•
•

General overview was great, very useful, very informative. (6)
Lots of people to answer questions.
Planning staff & J.L. Richards staff very candid and informative.
This information eases residents' minds and closes doors to the rumours.

Information was preliminary or not useful:
•
•
•
•

More detail, not much info, still very preliminary. (4)
Same old questions no one can answer.
Not really. Not much different than the review done in 1989!
Somewhat technical, timelines vague.

Format of the PIC:
•
•
•

Participation by project spokespersons.
Not everyone is getting the same information. Not sure if this forum was the best. (It
worked for us.)
Can all the information presented today be put online?

Other:
•
•
•
•
•
•

What this is going to cost, provincial money to offset cost. (2)
Would like email of community liaisons.
Schedule for next steps.
Just another way of delaying a decision. "EA" is cute.
Nothing is being done about people with poor septics.
Why? Still no proof of contamination from Grandview or Paradise Point.
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2.

Was the venue for today’s Public Information Centre appropriate?
41 Yes 12 No
Appropriateness of the venue:
•
•
•

Partly.
Good location, good space, parallel info paths effective. (3)
A lot of cottages are closed after Labor Day - children are back at school.

Format of the PIC:
•
•
•
•
•
•
3.

Could have been online PowerPoint. Would like to have questions & answers.
At first 'No', but once we started talking, not so bad. (I was under the impression it
was a meeting forum.)
Would have liked a formal presentation.
Very difficult to comprehend while standing in line trying to read & move along.
Crowded & access to info boards was difficult. Limited seating for elderly persons.
Maybe a bit vague.

Was the date and time of today’s Public Information Centre convenient for you?
49 Yes 7

No

Timing of PIC:
•
•
•
•
•
•

We can only get here weekends. (3)
Great, good, excellent. (4)
It's preferred to winter meetings.
Glad to say it was a great turnout.
But most cottagers are away as of Labour Day.
Not convenient, but this is very important!

Format of PIC:
•
•

Open form better than "presentation" style.
Like the open House opportunity.

Other:
•

Still have town water till Tuesday after Thanksgiving. We love it here, but $600
yearly for 5 months of water is becoming ridiculous.
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4.

Were your questions answered by the consulting team members to your satisfaction?
37 Yes

13

No

Level of satisfaction:
•
•
•

Very good.
Somewhat
No feedback satisfaction.

Availability of consulting team:
•
•

Weren't enough to talk to, not able to ask. (2)
We spoke to Mary Burton, she was able to answer all our questions.

Future meetings:
•
•

When are the next meetings?
We need more meetings as more information becomes available.

Other:
•
•
•
•

Not enough answers about how to finance this venture. Nobody seems to know.
Extent of engagement of nominated representatives was explained.
Committee is leaning towards a "no" response already.
Good way of passing responsibility by saying it is our concerns that will be the
deciding factors.
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5.

Are you satisfied with the public consultation activities planned for this Class EA?
30 Yes

19

No

Satisfaction:
•
•
•
•
•

Not enough information to decide. (4)
Not interested. Same as last meeting several years ago.
Process was/is TOP down.
So far yes. We want to be assured, however, that our concerns will be addressed
when the costs and payment options are being determined.
Satisfied, if there is positive feedback.

Timelines:
•
•
•
•

Would like to see timelines attached to each phase so we know how quickly/slowly
this process will move.
A failure to have a timetable or definitive plan.
Time - as soon as it is possible for this to get started.
Would like to see quicker actions.

Project updates:
•
•
•
•

Would like mail or email keeping us up-to-date.
Website is mentioned in various places but not displayed.
Didn't see any one at my door.
Personal contact opportunities for direct Q&A are seen as very constructive.

Other:
•
•
•
•

More information on funds government? Other small communities get it, why not us?
Proper septic and well for everyone.
Don't know much about consult firm. Why was contract not given locally? Why
Guelph?
Yes or not? We need to have a decision from our council and planning department.
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6.

Do you have any comments on the Draft Problem/ Opportunity Statement?
13 Yes 30

No

Additional considerations:
•
•

Affordability should be included.
Are we looking at alternative solutions to environmental concerns (i.e. updating of
septic systems/holding tanks.)

General comments:
•
•
•
•
•

It's still a draft. Nice to known when something will be done.
Not acceptable.
Good, concise and full spectrum problem statement.
Opportunity statement is good! However clearer timelines must be defined!
Gobbledygook!

Other:
•
•
•

You force people [out?] of homes. Stop this madness.
Requests for public input are a farce.
Since we don't have a problem at this time, emphasis should be put on people who
do.
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7. Do you have any additional questions or comments about this Class EA? If yes, please
describe below.
Funding and affordability:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What are the funding options?
Cost? A low cost solution would be preferred.
Metered water should be part of the solution.
The solution needs to be affordable for everyone involved.
Would like a guarantee that if a cost per lot is determined, that unexpected overages
are covered by the municipality and not the property owners. If this project will be
costly to residents, it will make people sell the houses because they will not afford to
pay for this project. So, if you get money from government, then go ahead and do it.
If you want people to pay for it, then stop this project.
How is this funded?
Our property does not bring in enough money to finance this venture. We would
have to sell as property is not worth as much as the projected cost done a few years
back.
Most of my questions will arise in faze (sic) 2. I am mostly interested in the cost of
layout of the water system.
Do you expect old people to go in debt when we have a very good system?
The Township cannot afford to repair Patterson Blvd. Road. Try walking with a
walker.
The cost for this project will be extremely high. We cannot afford this.
Economics & cost to residents is a major factor.
If we can get more partnership with the province to offset costs to individuals to start
up, then potentially ongoing costs might be reduced to all of us. Many thanks."
Make people without proper septic get one. No one can afford this.
I can't afford this. I spent all my money on a proper septic and well. I am 30
thousand in debt from that.
What will be the impact of taxes after/if this is completed?
Use the grant money. Maybe since our pipes from the town are OLD. Why not use
this money to replace town pipes so the water is safe to use?

Existing systems and possible options:
•
•
•
•

We do not require year round water. We would have to have it turned off in the
winter.
Just installed a new septic system -- to township specs and has been inspected."
Yes, it would be great to have town water and sewers all year. It is better than
having septic and well and a lot cleaner.
Exclusion from requirements. Already have invested in system well, complete
system of infiltration already installed. Estimated expense $25,000.
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•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Brought in a box of filters which I replace every month. Obviously this is not drinking
water.
Why do properties in Port still have no sewer or water hook up? But you still want to
force down Grandview and Paradise Point.
Fix the problem with cottagers' systems instead as it's more affordable."
Planning what current status now then 50 years - what the effect will/could be verses
the system/upkeep & environmental effects decrease? Population increase? Thank
you."
Our septic system is working fine, our well was tested 0,0,0 and has been since we
put it in. We do not need or want this. If there are problems with individual properties,
go after the owners to get it right. Please do not inflict their problems and this socalled solution on all of us.
I certainly have heard in other areas (Ward 3) that cottagers don't want sewage, but
to keep their own systems.
Why is the rest of the town of Port McNicoll not included in getting sewers?
Does it matter if washing machine water can be dispersed directly into the ground?
(Grey water).
We drink bottle water regardless that H2O is safe no matter where I lived.
We agree that environmental concerns should be addressed, but what will happen to
those property owners who have newer homes with ministry-approved septic
systems? Will they be compensated for the costs they were forced to incur when
building their homes to put in state-of-art systems in order to pass inspection?
If it is determined the solution is to put the pipeline in, can that service be extended
west of the boundary?
My question is why is Paradise Point and Grandview Beach being targeted when the
sewer and water has not been completed in Port McNicoll?

Impact of construction activities:
•
•
•
•

Damage & disruption caused by any solution.
If blasting is done, concern with damage done to existing dwellings.
We are opposed to the whole proposal. To put water, sewer and/or gas down
Patterson Blvd. will require blasting a trench to run the lines. This would destroy my
well, etc.
What guarantees that whoever wins the tender does not walk away half way through
the job?

Development restrictions:
•
•

We own a cottage and 2 vacant lots at Paradise Point and our hands are tied to do
any improvements due to the freeze.
If you decide to do nothing, then lift the freeze and allow owners to improve, build,
based on your guidelines/specifications.
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•
•
•
•

We know the building freeze would like to be lifted.
Would like guarantees if water and sewage come down, that the existing parkland
and naturalized areas are not rezoned for development.
Next meeting have a representative from Skyline development to outline their
development plans.
In the event that sewage is approved that the township would grant some preapproved building permits."

Timelines for decision:
•
•
•
•
•
•

We want a decision to be made one way or the other, as quickly as possible so
we're not kept in limbo.
Lastly, we would like this process to move quickly and affordably and not jeopardize
the community feel of the area."
Is this issue going to vote? Or is it going through? As a cottager at Grandview with a
60-year system, I would vote yes.
What is the timeline for completion?
Uncertainty, "in limbo", how much, need a decision once and for all, hands tied, hope
politicians make right decisions, water's contaminated.
A number of cottage/home owners are in LIMBO as to install new or repair septic
tanks.

Class EA process:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

We are doing this assessment properly. Congratulations. I am looking forward to the
list of alternatives.
No satisfaction at all…just a lot more B.S.
I liked the information by your experts, but the boards give the impression you are
just doing due diligence. Just my opinion.
I would like regular emails regarding to state of progress during the entire
assessment.
Please also advise on the web site.
I am pleased to hear about the scope of the assessment to look farther and consider
longer term impact of all impacts on shoreline water.
I have noticed that there are NO COST FACTORS included. Can we get those
emailed or mailed to residents.
The info presented was interesting but not all that informative.
Listening to other people was more informative.
A verbal presentation would have reached all people at the same time rather than
listening over other people's shoulders.
Receiving info in printed form is easier to understand for most people.
The posters themselves were well done but not easy to remember for future review.
It was interesting to hear of other people's concerns - all can be quite different.
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•
•
•
•

Keep the people informed as process continues.
No additional comment at this time, other than perhaps a better and more visible
data set on "The extent of condition re #2 of problem statement. Eg. % of properties
meeting current treatment requirements?
When will absentee properties be tested?
We were promised town water in 2014. Money was being put aside for this capital
expenditure. Another study is a good way of putting off any movement. How much is
this study costing us? If the only way to decide is asking us, then put this question on
a survey mailed to everyone affected. This is a democracy. Where were our
councillors and our mayor?

MEMORANDUM

PAGE 1 of 8
TO:

Peter Dance, P.Eng.

DATE:
JOB NO.:

FROM:

Jane Wilson, EIT

RE:

Grandview Beach and Paradise Point
Class Environmental Assessment
Public Information Center #2
Comment Summary

1.0

June 30, 2015
JLR 26532

CC:

INTRODUCTION

Public Information Centre (PIC) No 2 was held on June 6, 2015 in the Port McNicoll
Community Centre. Identical sessions were held in the morning (from 10:00 am to 1:00 pm)
and afternoon (from 2:00 pm to 5:00 pm). The morning session was attended by 70 people
and the afternoon session was attended by 28 people. All attendees were asked to register at
each session, and also to fill out a comment card and leave it at the PIC or submit it to the
Township by June 16, 2015. In total, 52 surveys were received. The following is a summary of
the results and comments received at both sessions. Refer to the Public Consultation Report
(JLR, 2015) for further details regarding PIC No. 2.
A copy of the comment sheet and all of the completed comment cards is attached.
2.0

RESULTS

For each question the number of responses is indicated in bold below. Comments provided
have been grouped into representative themes with the number in brackets indicating the
number of times a similar comment was received. Some comments appear under more than
one theme.

PAGE 2 OF 8

1. Do you support the draft preferred water servicing alternative?
11 Yes

30 No

9 Undecided

Affordability:
•
•
•
•

Not affordable. (2)
Too expensive, too many uncertainties to cost, need financing aids. (6)
It sounds and looks impressive until you start talking about the cost.
Very expensive, but is needed for growth. I believe it's the right way to go. Have to
justify costs.

Quality of Well Water:
•
•
•
•
•
•

We have own wells, checked semi-annually.
Have not had any problems.
Why pay - have had perfect well water since 1976.
Why should I have to pay for something I don't need? My well is fine.
We have good water and do not want to be connected to a chlorinated system.
We have no faith in the Port water system. Why would we trade our passed well for a
water system that delivers substandard quality?

Vacant Lots and Development/Progress:
•
•
•
•

Owned lot since '66 - would like to build.
Gov. grant of 2.8 M would cover cost of on-site wells.
Very expensive, but is needed for growth. I believe it's the right way to go. Have to
justify costs.
Progress demands it.

Government Funding:
•
•
•

With extra municipal, prov and fed funding, this is excellent.
Costly to bring in systems, but long-term will increase value and boost town economics.
Too costly - need financing aids.

Other:
•
•

The community needs full implementation.
Use meters (like other utilities). Should all be same cost.
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2. Do you support the draft preferred wastewater servicing alternative?
11 Yes

31 No

8 Undecided

Affordability:
•
•
•
•

Not affordable.
Too expensive, too many uncertainties, need financing aids. (5)
To get the cost down is a must.
Not well/seasonal, etc. - Should all be same cost.

Existing Septic Systems:
•
•
•
•
•

If septics are regulated, no need for change.
Limestone great filter - should be able to drink septic water.
My system seems to work fine, but is old.
We have maintained our system and should not be penalized for that.
No - we gave a newer septic system. The proposed cost too high.

Government Funding:
•
•

Gov grant would also to towards septic and holding tank upgrades.
Too costly - Need financing aids.

Other:
•

My health is worth it.

PAGE 4 OF 8

3. Do you support the proposed mitigation measures (e.g. restricting noise, protecting species
habitat) for the draft preferred water and wastewater servicing alternative?
17 Yes

12 No

14 Undecided

General:
•
•
•
•

Need more study and tests.
Will it bring down the cost?
Must be done with best possible practices.
Whatever needs to be done.

Protection of the Environment:
•
•
•

Environment, health important, but don't need this project.
Future may not turn out as predicted - i.e. water problems in bay, species not protected.
Important to not disrupt the natural environment of area.

Development Guidelines:
•

Interested in development guidelines. (2)
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4. Regarding the potential financing methods to implement the preferred water and
wastewater servicing alternative, do you prefer:
a) Method 1 – Debenture Capital Project Cost?

10 Yes

13 No

6 Undecided

b) Method 2 – Pay Capital Project Cost Upfront?

4 Yes

17 No

5 Undecided

_21_ I do not support Method 1 or Method 2

Affordability/Funding:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Need alternative funding.
Have no extra money for a life, let alone thousands for debt when I will be dead soon.
Do not agree with project and not willing to pay.
Community not able or willing to pay for this project.
Too expensive - need much more money from the gov. Will be increased taxes, bills.
Too expensive - I am retired and on a fixed income.
The cost is too high, way too high. (3)
Residents on fixed incomes cannot afford either option.
The option to NOT connect to the system is the missing ingredient. Can't afford.
Costs less in the long run.
The cost is prohibitive. Don't have upfront costs and $400/month debenture too high.
Depends on financing.
The existing or reported cost would not be recovered. Also what impact would this
servicing have on our property tax? Would MPAC raise our property values?

Other:
•
•
•
•
•

Paying taxes for 50 years on useless property.
Need to do further investigation.
The option to NOT connect to the system is the missing ingredient. Can't afford.
I am not sure that the Township is in a position to take on a project of this magnitude at
this time.
The existing or reported cost would not be recovered. Also what impact would this
servicing have on our property tax? Would MPAC raise our property values?
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5. Until the preferred water and wastewater servicing alternative is implemented, do you
support the proposed interim measures (e.g. seeking funding, providing local water sample
drop off)?
35 Yes

4 No

6 Undecided

Funding:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Full funding required, ask for funding. (5)
Don’t want too much new construction.
Need to get costs down to under $2000.00 per household.
Getting the cost down is utmost concern!!
Let's get as much from the gov as possible, otherwise we can't afford it.
We are on seasonal local water - no samples required. Funding - yes.
The cost is prohibitive as reported. If funding was available to greatly reduce the cost
then we might be persuaded to support the change.

Water Testing and Septic Systems:
•
•
•

Urge owners to repair/upgrade septics/wells.
I already drop water off.
We are on seasonal local water - no samples required. Funding - yes.

Other:
•
•

This seems to be the best route forward.
What says the system will be implemented?
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6. Are there any issues that need to be investigated further as part of this Class EA?
24 Yes

9 No

6 Undecided

If you answer ‘yes’, please indicate the issue(s) that you feel need to be explored further:
_6_ Hydrogeology

__5_ Archaeology

_7_ Natural Heritage

_6_ Cultural Heritage

_29_ Financial

_4_Other

“Other” Issues Identified:
•
•
•
•

Economic.
Wildlife Habitat.
Property values.
MPAC Valuations.

General Comments:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Capacity of current and long term treatment processing.
Costs not reasonable.
Be more defined in "damage" issues from project.
Need info on property value projections.
The financial commitment is too high.
More additional funding required.
Any impact from a change of services? Will property valuation increase?
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8. a) Do you own one property in the EA Study Area?
b) Do you own more than one property in the EA Study Area?

47 Yes 0 No
7 Yes 34 No

If you answer ‘yes’ to (a) or (b) please complete the following:
PROPERTY 1
Yes
No
Is the property developed? If you answer ‘yes’:
42
1
Is the dwelling a permanent residence?
30
12
Is the dwelling a seasonal residence?
20
23
Is the property serviced by a private well?
28
16
Is the property serviced by year-round municipal water?
3
39
Is the property serviced by seasonal municipal water?
18
24
Is the property’s sewage system more than 25 years old?
18
21

PROPERTY 2
Yes
No
1
5
1
3
2
2
2
2
0
4
1
3
1
3
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TOWNSHIP OF TAY
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT SERVICING
Public Information Centre No. 2 – Session #1
10:00 AM to 1:00 PM, June 6, 2015
QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD MINUTES

LOCATION:

Port McNicoll Community Centre
560 7th Ave, Port McNicoll

ATTENDEES:

Township of Tay (Township) – Peter Dance, Director of Public Works
Township of Tay – Mara Burton, Director of Planning and Development
J. L. Richards & Associates Limited (JLR) – Michael Troop, Assistant Project Manager
J.L. Richards & Associates Limited – Phil Reeve, Chief Municipal Engineer
J.L. Richards & Associates Limited – Jane Wilson, Environmental Engineering EIT
J.L. Richards & Associates Limited – Wes Paetkau, Senior Planner
Golder Associates Limited – John Easton, Senior Hydrogeologist
The following summary of the discussions of this meeting has been prepared to record
and direct the project. Please advise the undersigned of any errors or omissions.

A power point presentation was delivered by Michael Troop. The subsequent public question and answer
period is documented below.
Question:
What attempts have been made to get
provincial funding?

Response:
JLR: Seeking funding from senior levels of government is part of
the interim measures, once the Class EA has been completed.

Is the provision of natural gas
included in the proposed works?

Tay: At the detailed design stage, all utilities will be contacted to
confirm related requirements.

How long will construction take?

Tay: Timelines would be developed as part of the project
implementation phase. There would be several months of
detailed design, followed by a phased construction program.

Can we live at home while the work is
being done?

Tay: The logistics will be challenging, but affected property
owners will be able to stay at home throughout the construction
phase.
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Question:
Does the costing include costs for
decommissioning existing wells and
septic?

Response:
JLR: Yes for septic, no for wells because the wells can be used
for non-potable applications (watering yard, washing car, etc.)

Were costs to modify internal piping
considered in the costing?

JLR: A general allowance for in-house plumbing has been taken
into account. Note more detailed costs will be property-specific.

Would homeowners get individual
contractors to do the work on their
property?
The project is too expensive to go
ahead without funding.
Can we all stick together and say no
to this and carry on?
What is a typical property size?
Was there a detailed study on the
socioeconomic characteristics of the
community, and the economic burden
on the community?

JLR: This would have to be determined as part of the project
implementation phase, but a portion of the work could potentially
be part of the general contractor’s scope.
JLR: Securing funding from senior levels of government is critical.

If Council goes through and approves
it, will it be put up to a referendum to
see the community’s opinion?
Will the decision come from Council?

If it goes through, do we have the
opportunity to protest to the MOE?
What criteria define a “bad septic
tank?”
On the slide for the project cost,
concerns about the numbers, what is
the likelihood of these costs and
grants?
What is the impact of the sewage
treatment plant in the bay?
New development factored in to
plant’s ability to handle capacity?
When blasting, if the vibration
damages foundations, do
homeowners have to pay?

Is there anyone here whose house
has been pre-inspected?

Applause by crowd
JLR: The costing was based on a 50 ft. x 100 ft. lot.
JLR: General social and economic matters were considered in
evaluating the options, but a detailed study was not undertaken.
Tay: Project implementation matters, including affordability to
affected property owners, will ultimately be left up to Council.
Tay: Council is sensitive to passing project costs on to
homeowners. A public meeting would likely occur.
JLR: The Class EA will be approved by the Township, and the
Township will then decide if, or when, to implement the project.
If there are no Part II Orders to the Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change, the Class EA will be complete and Council will
then be in a position to consider implementing the project within
the next 10 years.
JLR: Septic system design and maintenance requirements
governed by the Ontario Building Code.
JLR: The estimated project costs include estimates on the portion
that that could be paid out of reserves.

JLR: The plant has capacity to accommodate the proposed works.
JLR: The Class EA looked at plant capacity to accommodate this
community; other developments were not part of the Class EA.
JLR: The parameters for blasting are typically part of the contract
between the Township and Contractor as part of implementing the
proposed works.
Tay: The existing conditions of houses would be documented
before construction commences.
JLR/Tay: Houses have not yet been inspected. That would be
done if the project is approved and prior to beginning construction.
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Question:
What is the cost of study?
Taxes have gone up 55% in 14 years;
taxes will go up 300% because of this
project.
What’s a typical cost to hook up to
systems in a City?
What would you consider to be a
reasonable cost to homeowner?
Construction prices could vary from
less 20% to plus 50%
Lots of study on the fancy systems,
isn’t there something to put in septic
to make them environmental friendly?
There was a grant for 2M, what’s the
value now?
Did you look at the cost to get existing
systems up to speed, what were these
costs?
Why is replacing septic systems
voluntary?

What about people that just switched
to well that were paying for water for
20 years or so?
When does 30 days period start?

Response:
JLR: The budget for the Class EA is $318,000.
Tay: Council is sensitive to passing project costs on to
homeowners.
JLR: The cost varies, based on site conditions.
Tay: A ‘reasonable cost’ has not been identified at this point of the
Class EA. It will be up to Council to confirm as part of the project
implementation phase.
JLR: The variance in the project cost estimates accounts for
future uncertainties. The estimates were close to those prepared
independently by a local contractor.
JLR: Alternative systems are typically as costly as more typical
systems.
JLR: The grant is now at $2.8 M.
JLR: Yes, this was looked at it, but it is difficult to confirm a cost
because the systems vary.
Tay: Fixing septic systems does not mean the groundwater issues
will be resolved. Regulatory standards in place when the systems
were originally built continue to apply.
Tay: There are a few systems that fall into this category. The
Township would look at those cases separately.
JLR: The 30-day review period starts from the date of the Notice
of Completion issued by the Township.
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TOWNSHIP OF TAY
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
GRANDVIEW BEACH AND PARADISE POINT SERVICING
Public Information Centre No. 2 – Session #2
2:00 PM to 5:00 PM, June 6, 2015
QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD MINUTES

LOCATION:

Port McNicoll Community Centre
560 7th Ave, Port McNicoll

ATTENDEES:

Township of Tay (Township) – Peter Dance, Director of Public Works
Township of Tay – Mara Burton, Director of Planning and Development
J. L. Richards & Associates Limited – Michael Troop, Assistant Project Manager
J.L. Richards & Associates Limited – Phil Reeve, Chief Municipal Engineer
J.L. Richards & Associates Limited – Jane Wilson, Environmental Engineering EIT
J.L. Richards & Associates Limited – Wes Paetkau, Senior Planner
Golder Associates Limited – John Easton, Senior Hydrogeologist
The following summary of the discussions of this meeting has been prepared to record
and direct the project. Please advise the undersigned of any errors or omissions.

A power point presentation was delivered by Michael Troop. The subsequent public question and answer
period is documented below.
Question:
When is it expected that this would
have to happen?

In the interim, some private owners
may have to replace their wells. What
happens if funding comes in a few
years after they have just replaced
their wells?
Has there been a vote?

Response:
JLR: The EA gives recommendations. It is up to the Township to
decide when to implement them. Securing funding from senior
levels of government will be a critical factor.
Tay: The interim steps can get the implementation process going.
The Township is at the point where something has to be done
with the roads and the current system.
JLR: This is a potential risk, given that the timeframes for the
interim measures cannot be confirmed at this point of the Class
EA.

JLR: There has not been a vote. Council has to decide when to
implement the preferred alternative.
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Question:
In the proposal for funding, is the $5M
for roads guaranteed?

My cottage is below the road, so how
would the gravity sewage system
work?
Would Council consider a tax
escalation holiday?
Suggestion to put financing costs on
hold, just charge the interest cost?
Are there any provisions to leave my
two properties alone since they are
not negatively impacting the
environment?
Why should people who have good
systems with no issues have to pay
(or pay less)?

How were the wells tested?

What about inflation?
How long will it take to implement?
Does the source of water (interior tap
or exterior hose) affect water testing
results?

Response:
JLR: The proposed $5M could be allocated from the reserve, but
this is subject to approval by the Township.
Tay: Though not approved by Council at this point, it is
reasonable to expect that there would be money from the reserve
fund for road works in the Community, given that such
improvements have been deferred, pending the outcome of this
Class EA.
JLR: The sewage would be conveyed below grade by gravity.
This is no different than in any other development having varying
elevations.
Tay: Such provisions cannot be confirmed by Council at this time,
given that project implementation is subject to whether future
funding from senior levels of government can be secured to limit
financial impacts on ratepayers.
JLR: There would be no choice to opt out if the recommendation
from the Class EA is approved. The allocation of cost is estimated
based on a typical lot, charged on a per unit basis. It is not based
on lots that have had past issues with their systems. Also note
that well water quality may vary day-to-day.
Tay: If there are costs to be allocated to property owners, Council
could build in whatever model is fair.

Golder: 65 wells were sampled in 2014 in accordance with
MOECC requirements. 40% of the 65 wells tested failed. 2001
sampling was also reviewed, and some of the wells had been
tested in both years. 70% of these wells failed in either one of the
years or in both years. Wells are not secured from surface
activities.
JLR: The costs are in ‘2015 dollars’ and do not account for
inflation.
JLR: This depends on how it is phased. It will likely take 5 years.
Golder: Exterior hose testing is just as accurate as interior tap
testing.
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Question:
How would the watermain pipes be
installed?

Response:
JLR: The watermains would be installed at a shallow depth
(above the frost line), complete with foam insulation and heat
tracing to prevent freezing.

What about power failures?

The heat tracing would not work during a power failure, and the
watermains could freeze depending on the weather and duration
of the power failure.

Is it cheaper to use smaller pipes?

There are potential cost savings associated with using smaller
mains at shallower depths.

The private property costs far exceed
property values.

JLR: The potential financial impacts on ratepayers is a major
reason why funding from senior levels of government is required
to support project implementation.

Was this Class EA initiated by senior
level of government or the Township?
Is Port McNichol on full Municipal
sewer?
What is the problem with private wells
and septic systems in the
Community?
What is the average lot size?

Tay: The Township applies for infrastructure funding when funding
programs are announced. The Class EA will support the
Township’s pending funding requests.
Tay: The previous Council set aside funds for this Class EA.
Tay: No, given that the EA study area was part of Port McNicoll
before amalgamation.
Golder: Even if there were no septic systems in the area, and
wells were constructed properly, there still could be a risk for
groundwater contamination, due to the layered and fractured
bedrock, which is at – or near – the surface.
JLR: The private property costs have been estimated using a 50
ft. x 100 ft. lot.. Private property costs will vary from property to
property depending upon factors such as the distance from the
dwelling to the property line, location of existing plumbing etc.
Capital project costs have been presented assuming each
property is charged on a per unit basis. Consideration could be
given to allocating costs based on other methods such as
frontage, area, etc.

If it goes through will it go to tender?

How was the typical lot size
determined?
The private property costs are for a 50
ft. by 100 ft. lot, but there are also
other costs e.g. well
decommissioning, re-plumbing etc.
Have these costs been included?

JLR: It is assumed this will be the case, but such matters will have
to be confirmed by the Township as part of the project
implementation phase.
JLR: The typical lot size was based on GIS mapping.
JLR: Average septic decommissioning and plumbing costs have
been included in the private property cost estimates. Well
decommissioning has not been included as property owners may
elect to keep their wells for non-potable uses.
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Question:
Why is there a difference in private
property costs between properties
receiving water from private wells and
seasonal municipal water?
Nothing has been done to upgrade
the seasonable system over the
years, where has the money gone?

Response:
JLR: The difference in private property costs reflects the discount
to property owners receiving seasonal municipal water for having
had paid the annual water rate, which is used to maintain the
system.
Tay: Such work has been deferred, pending the outcome of this
Class EA.

14 years ago, the well water was fine.
Why is it bad now?
Municipal water is not better water.

JLR: The well testing that was done then did show contaminated
wells.
JLR: The Township is aware of the challenges with the existing
system, and is working to address them. Municipal water
continues to meet MOECC standards.

In Midland Day Wood, residents got to
choose whether they wanted to
connect to full Municipal services.

Tay: Everyone on the old system there had to connect to full
Municipal services.

Why do we have to connect to
Municipal water if our systems are
good?
Why do some areas need – and do
not need – to be connected to full
Municipal services?

JLR: Some wells have passed testing all the time, but well water
quality also varies day-to-day, and it is the aquifer itself that is
vulnerable to contamination.
Tay: The type and level of servicing provisions are area-specific
and subject to regulatory standards. The servicing issues
affecting the EA study area have been known for decades.
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