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CHAPTER A – INTRODUCTION
1.0

STUDY PURPOSE
In May 2006, the Central Pickering Development Plan (CPDP) was approved by the
Province of Ontario under the Ontario Planning and Development Act, 1994. The CPDP
establishes a Natural Heritage System, land use structure, population and employment
allocations, an arterial and collector road network, regional level transit framework, policy
framework and urban design guidelines for development of the CPDP Planning Area.
The CPDP sets out context, vision and policies for a community supported by
sustainable land uses and infrastructure.
CPDP Amendment No. 1 was approved by the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing
on June 6, 2012. The purpose of that amendment was to:
a. change the timing requirements associated with the implementation of financial
measures required by the Central Pickering Development Plan;
b. clarify that the need for infrastructure and other community facilities related to
Central Pickering will be required as the community builds out in a logical and
sequential manner;
c. clarify the population and employment forecasts in the Central Pickering
Development Plan and the intent that these forecasts are to be used for the
purposes of planning to 2031;
d. clarify the relationship between the Central Pickering Development Plan and the
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006;
e. clarify the implementation process for Seaton;
f. undertake minor housekeeping changes.
Throughout this MESPA references to the CPDP are as updated by CPDP Amendment
No. 1 unless otherwise specified.
The CPDP requires the preparation and adoption of Neighbourhood Plans (by
amendment to the City of Pickering Official Plan) concurrent with, or prior to, the
processing of draft plans of subdivision. As part of Neighbourhood Planning, background
studies including, but not limited to, a Master Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP),
Highway 407 Economic Development Study, Seaton Retail Market Analysis, Natural
Heritage Management Plan and Class Environmental Assessment Studies for arterial
and collector roads must be completed.
According to the CPDP, “the MESP is to fulfill the requirements of the Municipal
Engineers Association Class Environmental Assessment (MEA Class EA) – Master
Planning process as set out in Section A.2.7.1 of that document. At a minimum, the
MESP should address the first two Phases of the MEA Class EA for all non-regional
road, water and wastewater projects” (page 25).
The approved Terms of Reference for the MESP (June 13, 2007) state that the purpose
of the MESP is to “fulfill the requirements of the Municipal Engineers Association Class
Environmental Assessment – Master Planning Process as set out in Section A.2.7.1 of
the MEA Municipal Class EA. At a minimum, the MESP will address the first two phases
in the Planning and Design Process of the Class EA for all non-major road, water and
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wastewater projects. The Master Plan is to be integrated with the Planning Act as
outlined in Approach #4 of the Master Planning Process”.
Since 2007, when the Terms of Reference for the MESP were prepared, in accordance
with the CPDP, the Region of Durham initiated a Class EA Study for Regional roads and
Regional water and wastewater projects. The Regional Class EA Study is called “CPDP
Regional Services Class EA Study”. Due to the status of the CPDP Regional Services
Class EA Study, the timing of the various Planning Act applications related to the Seaton
Community (i.e. City of Pickering Official Plan Amendment No. 22 (Pickering OPA No.
22), Plans of subdivision) and the preparation of this MESPA, it will not be possible to
integrate the Class EA project decisions with the Planning Act applications as originally
envisioned in the Terms of Reference. Instead, this Master Environmental Servicing
Plan Amendment (MESPA), (December 2011, Revised February 2013), has taken a
Master Plan approach to Seaton infrastructure projects and, where applicable, remaining
steps in the Class EA process will be met by the preparation of Environmental Study
Reports for each project as outlined in Approach #2 (MEA Class EA, page 4-2). A
detailed description of the MEA Class EA planning process is outlined in Section 9 of
this Chapter.
The MESP/MESPA was completed in three main stages and consists of the following
three reports:
•
•
•

Phase 1 MESP, Existing Conditions, August 2008
Phase 2 MESP, July 2010
Phase 2 MESPA, December 2011, updated February 2013, final July 2013

In August 2008, a Phase 1 MESP (Existing Conditions) report was completed. This
report summarized existing conditions data and inventories. It included data and analysis
of the aquatic communities, fluvial geomorphology of streams, terrestrial communities at
existing and proposed road crossings of the Natural Heritage System, site geology and
hydrogeology, hydrology and hydraulics, existing municipal services and the existing
transportation system within Seaton. The Phase 1 MESP was prepared to inform the
Municipal Master Plan Class EA planning process being undertaken for the arterial and
collector roads within the CPDP to facilitate residential and industrial development as
further outlined in Section 9.1 of this Chapter.
In July 2010, the Phase 2 MESP Report was completed. This report documented the
findings of all MESP analyses of surface water and groundwater assessments, wetland
and woodland assessments, a stormwater management plan, transportation and
servicing concepts, fisheries compensation framework, community facilities
recommendations, phasing, monitoring and future study requirements. It contained
specific analysis, consultation and recommendations to address requirements of the
approved MESP Terms of Reference, briefly discussed in Section 3.0 below, and
refined through additional discussions with the City of Pickering, Toronto & Region
Conservation Authority and the Region of Durham.
The Phase 2 MESP was tabled in July 2010 and was used as input to two other ongoing studies being, the CPDP Regional Services Class EA Study being undertaken by
the Region of Durham, and the Seaton Neighbourhood Plan Review Study being
undertaken by the City of Pickering. The Phase 2 MESP reported on the consideration
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of alternatives for the arterial and collector roads in the CPDP which are subject to the
Municipal Master Plan Class EA process as further outlined in Section 9.1 of this
Chapter.
Subsequent to the submission of the Phase 2 draft MESP Report in July 2010, a
presentation of Phase 2 MESP recommendations was made in December 2010 to the
City of Pickering, Toronto & Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) and the Region of
Durham. This was followed by a series of five meetings held from December 2010 –
January 2011 to discuss comments arising from these agencies’ preliminary review of
the Phase 2 MESP Report. Following these meetings, written comments were received
from various agencies on the Phase 2 MESP Report including the City of Pickering,
TRCA, Region of Durham and Ministry of the Environment. Based on the comments
received, numerous additional meetings were held with the City of Pickering, Region of
Durham and TRCA throughout 2011 to address/respond to agency comments. As a
result, an amendment to the Phase 2 MESP Report, now termed the Master
Environmental Servicing Plan Amendment (MESPA) Report was prepared. The MESPA
superseded the July 2010 Phase 2 MESP Report and documented changes and
clarifications to the Phase 2 MESP Report that address comments received from
agencies.
In December 2011, the MESPA Report was submitted to agencies to provide updated
analyses responding to agency comments. Following the submission of the MESPA, the
City of Pickering and TRCA announced that together they would be initiating a hydrology
study for the Duffins Creek watershed with the intent of updating the hydrologic
information and stormwater management criteria developed as part of the “2002 Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update”. The 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update is now complete
and the results and recommendations integrated into this MESPA.
Additionally, comments on the December 2011 MESPA were received from various
agencies including the City of Pickering, TRCA, Region of Durham and the Ministry of
Natural Resources. Based on the comments received, numerous additional meetings
were held with the City of Pickering, Region of Durham, TRCA and MNR throughout
2012 to address/respond to agency comments. As a result, a revised MESPA was
prepared and submitted in draft format with red-line revisions to the agencies on
February 15th, 2013. Comments issued by the agencies following the February 2013
submission have now been addressed and presented in this Final MESPA, dated July
2013. It supersedes the December 2011 and February 2013 MESPA reports and
documents changes and clarifications to the MESPA that address comments received
from agencies.

2.0

STUDY AREA
The CPDP Planning Area is bounded by the CPR Belleville Line in the south, Sideline 16
/Pickering Ajax boundary in the east, Highway 7 in the north and the York-Durham Town
Line in the west. The Planning Area is located entirely within the City of Pickering and
the Regional Municipality of Durham. The CPDP Planning Area contains the Seaton
MESP Study Area defined to be the lands, noted above, east of the West Duffins Creek.
The location of the CPDP Planning Area and MESP Study Area are illustrated on Figure
A2.1. The MESP Study Area encompasses approximately 3,000 hectares of land.
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The MESP Study Area lies within parts of the West Duffins Creek (including Whitevale
Creek), Ganatsekiagon Creek, Urfe Creek and Brougham Creek (within East Duffins
Creek) subwatersheds, all of which are located within the Duffins Creek Watershed.
Figure A2.2 shows the approximate locations of these subwatersheds within the MESP
Study Area.
Land ownership within the MESP Study Area is presented on Figure A2.3.

3.0

MESP TERMS OF REFERENCE
The CPDP defines the following minimum requirements to be addressed through the
completion of a MESP:
1. Identify any requirements for source water protection;
2. Conduct an overall water balance on a subwatershed basis;
3. Conduct an erosion sensitivity analysis for all receiving watercourses on a
subwatershed basis;
4. Prepare digital floodline mapping to the requirements of the Toronto & Region
Conservation Authority (TRCA);
5. Promote maintenance and enhancement of the Duffins Creek fisheries;
6. Determine the general location, type and discharge targets for all stormwater
management facilities;
7. To the extent that they are not identified through the Regional Master Class
Environmental Assessment for servicing, confirm the overall municipal service
requirements, including trunk alignments, general facility locations and open space
crossings;
8. To the extent that they are not identified through the Regional Master Class
Environmental Assessment for the transportation system, confirm the overall major
transportation system requirements, including bridge locations and open space
crossings, and neighbourhood traffic calming measures;
9. Identify the number and general location of major community facilities, including
emergency service facilities, secondary schools, neighbourhood and community
parks and recreational complexes, and in determining locations for such facilities,
consider accessibility to transit and arterial roads, accessibility to multiple
neighbourhoods, locations that buffer the Natural Heritage System, and locations
that provide gateways to the Natural Heritage System and connections to associated
trail systems;
10. Provide preliminary servicing cost estimates for all Regional and City infrastructure;
11. Identify as an input to the City’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan an
interconnected network of pedestrian, bicycle and multi-use trails throughout Central
Pickering; and
12. Identify existing and proposed major utility requirements, such as appropriate
locations for large utility equipment and utility cluster sites, installations, corridors,
easements and substations.
These MESP study requirements were further defined through the preparation of the
MESP Terms of Reference based on extensive consultation with the Province, the
Region of Durham, the City of Pickering, various approval agencies and other
stakeholders. The approved MESP Terms of Reference are provided in Appendix A3.
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During the preparation of the Phase 2 MESP, refinements were made to the MESP
Terms of Reference through several discussions with the City of Pickering, Toronto &
Region Conservation Authority and the Region of Durham regarding groundwater and
surface water modelling requirements, details on SWM facility locations, and the
approach to wetland water balance and monitoring.
The CPDP requires the preparation of a MESP to fulfill requirements of the Municipal
Engineers Association Class Environmental Assessment (MEA Class EA) Master Plan
Process set out in Section A.2.7.1 of that document. In accordance with requirements
set out in the CPDP, this MESPA addresses the first two phases of the MEA Class EA
for all non-regional road projects. Analyses included in this MESPA related to water and
wastewater servicing projects is provided as input to the ongoing CPDP Regional
Services Class EA Study.

4.0

CENTRAL PICKERING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

4.1

CPDP GOALS
The CPDP established a vision of a sustainable urban community in Seaton integrated
with an agricultural community in the Duffins Rouge Agricultural Reserve and an
extensive Natural Heritage System. The Plan has eight goals:
Natural Heritage - The protection, maintenance and enhancement of natural features,
functions and systems intended to sustain a viable and permanent natural eco-system.
The Natural Heritage System is a key element to be functionally integrated into the
community and to provide opportunities for certain recreational and educational
activities, while remaining cognizant of the proposed urban setting.
Cultural Heritage - The integration of cultural heritage into the new community fabric by
drawing on the physical legacies of original aboriginal and European occupations.
Agriculture - Ensuring that the Pickering portion of the Duffins Rouge Agricultural
Preserve is permanently protected for agricultural and conservation uses by fostering a
healthy near-urban agricultural community that integrates appropriately with the
surrounding rural and urban areas.
Social, Institutional, Open Space and Recreational Facilities - The provision of an
appropriate distribution of facilities to serve residents, workers and visitors, linked by a
network of parks and open spaces that complement the Natural Heritage System. This
network of facilities is to be connected by trails, walkways and roads, and integrated with
individual residential neighbourhoods, mixed-use corridors and employment areas.
Transportation and Transit - The provision of a transportation system that provides for
choices in transportation mode, including ensuring that the community is designed in a
manner that supports public transit.
Servicing - Ensuring that the network of utilities required to serve the new urban
community minimizes impacts on the environment, maximizes efficiency and use of
existing infrastructure, and minimizes lifecycle costs. Provide preliminary servicing cost

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

July 2013
07161
A-5

Master Environmental Servicing Plan Amendment - Final
Seaton Community, City of Pickering

estimates for all Regional and City infrastructure required to be constructed within the
Central Pickering Development Planning Area and for the development of the urban
community. This may include the cost of infrastructure external to the Development
Planning Area that may be required to service the development of the urban community.
Employment - The provision of high-quality employment opportunities that reflect the
needs of the community, with the identification of sufficient employment lands to
generate approximately one job for every two residents with 30,500 jobs by 2031 and up
to 35,000 jobs through long term intensification.
Housing and Mixed-Use - The provision of a range of housing types and densities that
meets the needs of a diverse population, complements surrounding communities, and
accommodates an eventual population of 61,000 residents by 2031 and up to 70,000
residents through long term intensification at a population density that is transitsupportive.
The structural elements of the CPDP are shown on four schedules – Land Use (Figure
A4.1), the Natural Heritage System (Figure A4.2), the Transportation Network (Figure
A4.3) and the Servicing System (Figure A4.4).
The CPDP creates fifteen (15) compact urban neighbourhoods that will provide a range
of residential, mixed-use and employment uses integrated with a Natural Heritage
System consisting of significant natural features - woodlands, fields, wetlands, valleys
and streams. The preservation of the heavily forested West Duffins Creek valley will
retain an important linkage between the Oak Ridges Moraine and Lake Ontario. CPDP
Amendment No. 1 and the City of Pickering’s OPA No. 22 enable combining of these
neighbourhoods for approval purposes into six neighbourhoods as further outlined in
Chapter J of this MESPA.

4.2

CPDP NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM
The Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources in cooperation with the Toronto & Region
Conservation Authority (TRCA) identified a Natural Heritage System (NHS) for the
CPDP Planning Area. The NHS boundary encompasses natural heritage features,
buffers and corridors to link natural features with each other and to those located outside
of the Planning Area. The NHS as depicted in the CPDP is shown on Figure A4.2.
The NHS represents approximately 53% of Seaton and 54% of the CPDP Planning
Area. It includes wetlands, significant woodlands, the Lake Iroquois shoreline, valley
systems to stable top-of-bank, Environmentally Significant Areas, locations of Species at
Risk, groundwater seepage/discharge areas, linkage corridors and buffers.
The limits of portions of the NHS in the MESP Study Area were established in the field
with representatives of the Ministry of Natural Resources, TRCA and the City. They
were subsequently field surveyed. It is understood that these lands will be retained in the
ownership of the Province. Lands outside of the NHS were identified as developable for
a range of residential, employment and community uses.
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Policies of the CPDP identify permitted uses in the NHS to include:
•
•
•
•
•

non-motorized trails and associated facilities;
organic public garden plots;
restorative, scientific and educational uses;
stormwater management systems/facilities; and,
infrastructure where required to service the new urban community where the location
is logical and no reasonable alternative exists. Infrastructure includes sewage and
water systems, electric power generation and transmission including renewable
energy systems, communications/telecommunications, transit and transportation
corridors and facilities, oil and gas pipelines and associated facilities. Efforts are to
be made to minimize the footprint and to the extent possible, ensure no significant
negative impacts on the NHS or natural features and functions.

It is also a policy of the CPDP to “Create new urban neighbourhoods, which through
community planning and sustainable design, protect and enhance the Natural Heritage
System, strengthen its relationship to urban area, and ensure that natural areas are safe
and form part of everyday life in the community.”
With respect to the NHS, this MESPA focuses on the identification of potential
development impacts to the established NHS, delineation of stormwater management
(SWM) facilities locations within or adjacent to the NHS, road and infrastructure crossings
of the NHS, and recommendations for mitigative measures and designs to minimize
impacts to the features and functions of the NHS. Findings and recommendations of
other ongoing and/or completed natural heritage studies on the Seaton lands were
referenced during the preparation of this MESPA including:
•

Natural Heritage System Management Plan - Policies of the CPDP require the
preparation of an overall Natural Heritage System Management Plan for the portion
of the NHS on publicly owned lands. This includes the preparation of a master trail
plan and the establishment of long-term uses, maintenance requirements/
responsibilities, programs and associated financial implications for all elements of
the NHS including cultural protection.
The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing retained Schoellen & Company Inc. to
prepare the “Seaton Natural Heritage System Management Plan and Master Trails
Plan” (October 2008). This Plan has been finalized and submitted to the Province
for consideration in development of the final Management Plan.

•

Wetland Water Balance Study - The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
retained Morrison Environmental, North-South Environmental and Philips
Engineering to prepare a study of surface water and groundwater functions of
representative wetlands in Seaton. The study entitled, “Wetlands Water Balance
Evaluation, Seaton Lands of the North Pickering Area” (March 2008) has been
tabled and was used by the MESP consulting team as the basis for the identification
of a comprehensive wetland monitoring assessment and analyses as detailed in this
MESPA report.
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5.0

STUDY AREA SUBWATERSHEDS
As previously noted, the following five subwatersheds drain the MESP Study Area:
Brougham Creek, Urfe Creek, Ganatsekiagon Creek, West Duffins Creek and Whitevale
Creek. Figure A2.2 illustrates the extent of each of these subwatersheds in the MESP
Study Area. A brief description of each subwatershed is provided below. Further details
are outlined in the MESP Phase 1 Report (August 2008).
From east to west the MESP Study Area subwatersheds include:
•

Brougham Creek is a subwatershed located within the East Duffins Creek
Subwatershed. A small portion of its drainage catchment is located in the northeast
corner of the MESP Study Area, east of Brock Road and west of Sideline 16.
Brougham Creek originates on the glacial till plain that overlies most of the MESP
Study Area. Within the MESP Study Area, Brougham Creek is classified as small
riverine warm water system. Further downstream, before its confluence with Spring
Creek, it is classified as small riverine cold water system.
Within the Brougham Creek subwatershed, the dominant existing land use is
agricultural, with natural areas interspersed. Less than 5% of the land use is
urbanized. The majority of the riparian cover along Brougham Creek within the
MESP Study Area is forest, with some pockets of meadow and wetland.
This subwatershed drains surface flows from approximately 80 hectares of the
MESP Study Area.

•

Urfe Creek is a large subwatershed of Duffins Creek, which discharges into East
Duffins Creek downstream of the MESP Study Area. A large portion of its drainage
catchment is located within the MESP Study Area, west of Sideline 16 and east of
Sideline 22. Urfe Creek originates on the glacial till plain that overlies most of the
MESP Study Area below which it flows over the shoreline of an ancient lake (glacial
Lake Iroquois) and on through the lake’s beach deposits.
The valley of Urfe Creek is dominated by mature mixed and coniferous forest,
interspersed with thicket, wetland and meadow. Several areas show evidence of past
disturbance associated with agricultural land uses.
This subwatershed drains surface flows from approximately 650 hectares of the
MESP Study Area.

•

Ganatsekiagon Creek originates on the glacial till plain, that overlies most of the
MESP Study Area, immediately before it flows over the shoreline of Lake Iroquois
and on through the lake’s beach deposits. A large portion of its drainage catchment
is located within the MESP Study Area, west of Sideline 22 and east of Sideline 26.
Within the MESP Study Area, Ganatsekiagon Creek becomes a third order stream
before its confluence with Urfe Creek.
This subwatershed drains surface flows from approximately 950 hectares of the
MESP Study Area.
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•

Whitevale Creek originates on the glacial till plain that overlies most of the MESP
Study Area, and discharges to West Duffins Creek at Taunton Road. Its entire
drainage catchment is located within the MESP Study Area, west of Sideline 26 and
east of North Road.
This subwatershed drains surface flows from approximately 500 hectares of the
MESP Study Area.

•

West Duffins Creek originates north of the MESP Study Area, on the Oak Ridges
Moraine. As it flows downstream, it cuts deeply into the till plain. Near the southern
boundary of the MESP Study Area, West Duffins has cut through the Lake Iroquois
shoreline. Within the MESP Study Area, West Duffins Creek is a fifth order
watercourse, picking up drainage from Whitevale Creek and a number of minor
tributaries and drainage gullies.
The main channel occurs in a large, well-defined forested valley, with small pockets
of meadow and wetland. To the west of the main channel along the MESP Study
Area boundary is an Agricultural Preserve.
This subwatershed drains surface flows from approximately 800 hectares of the
MESP Study Area.

6.0

MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICING PLAN (MESP)

6.1

PHASE 1 MESP REPORT, AUGUST 2008
In August 2008, the Phase 1, Existing Conditions MESP Report (Phase 1 Report), was
submitted to the City and TRCA. The Phase 1 Report documents existing conditions
and analyses including the review of background studies, discussions with agencies and
fieldwork completed on geology, hydrogeology, hydrology, hydraulics, terrestrial
resources at future road crossings, aquatic resources, fluvial geomorphology, municipal
servicing, transportation and community facilities planning.
Presentation of the Phase 1 Report findings were made to the public at the 2nd Public
Information Centre held on January 10, 2008. The report findings were also presented to
the MESP Oversight Committee on August 13, 2008. Comments received from the
TRCA on the Phase 1 Report were reviewed and addressed through subsequent
discussions and during the preparation of this Phase 2 MESPA Report.

6.2

PHASE 2 MESP REPORT, JULY 2008
As noted in Section A1.0, the draft Phase 2 MESP Report was completed in July
2010. The Phase 2 MESP Report documented the findings of all MESP analyses of
surface water
and
groundwater
assessments,
wetland
and
woodland
assessments, a stormwater management plan, transportation and servicing
concepts, fisheries compensation framework, community facilities recommendations,
phasing, monitoring and future study requirements. This report included further
existing conditions fieldwork/ monitoring and analyses undertaken to assess existing
wetland conditions, wetland
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water balance, geology, hydrogeology and archaeological assessments, and integrate
these findings with surface water analyses to provide an understanding of interactions
and relationships between various elements of natural systems. This information was
used to inform impact assessments and the identification of mitigative measures to be
incorporated into development planning and design.

7.0

MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICING PLAN AMENDMENT
(MESPA)

7.1

MESPA, DECEMBER 2011
Written comments were received from various agencies on the Phase 2 MESP Report
including the City of Pickering, TRCA, Region of Durham and the Ministry of the
Environment (refer to Appendix A7). Based on the comments received, numerous
meetings were held with the City of Pickering, Region of Durham, TRCA and Ministry of
Natural Resources throughout 2011 to address/respond to agency comments. As a
result, an amendment to the Phase 2 MESP Report, termed the MESPA Report was
prepared and submitted in December 2011.

7.2

MESPA, REVISED FEBRUARY 2013
As discussed in Section A1.0, following the submission of the MESPA in December
2011, the City of Pickering and TRCA undertook an update to the “2002 Duffins Creek
Hydrology Update”. The 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update is now complete and the
results and recommendations integrated into this MESPA. Additionally, comments on the
December 2011 MESPA were received from various agencies including the City of
Pickering, TRCA, Region of Durham and the Ministry of the Natural Resources.
The February MESPA superseded the December 2011 MESPA Report, and
documented changes and clarifications to the December 2011 MESPA Report that
addressed comments received from agencies. The report was submitted with red-line
revisions in draft format on February 15, 2013.

7.3

MESPA, FINAL JULY 2013
Subsequent to submission of the February 2013 MESPA, the agencies provided
additional comments. Responses to the comments and direction to where the comments
have been addressed in this Final MESPA are provided in Appendix A7. The red-lined
revisions have now been accepted and the MESPA finalized as presented herein. The
format of this MESPA Report includes:
•

Chapter B addresses water resources issues including the hydrogeologic
assessment, groundwater modelling, water balance modelling, surface water
hydrology for erosion and flood control, wetland water balance assessments and
recommended stormwater management plans including low impact development
measures.
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8.0

•

Chapter C addresses existing and planned transportation infrastructure, traffic data,
proposed road and transit networks and road crossing design of the NHS.

•

Chapter D addresses municipal servicing needs including service areas, trunk water
and wastewater services, non-municipal utilities and preliminary servicing cost
estimates.

•

Chapter E addresses Endangered Species.

•

Chapter F addresses potential impacts to aquatic systems and presents a fish
habitat compensation framework.

•

Chapter G addresses major community facilities and trail connections including the
identification of needs, criteria and location recommendations for high schools,
emergency and operational support facilities, parks, indoor recreational facilities,
libraries, trail connections, police, fire and other uses.

•

Chapter H includes public consultation including agency consultation, public
information centres, meetings with review agencies and aboriginal consultation.

•

Chapter I addresses development phasing including early development of
employment lands, cost sharing and implementation agreements.

•

Chapter J addresses future study requirements.

•

Chapter K addresses future monitoring requirements.

LAND USE PLANNING PROCESS
The CPDP is the governing land use planning policy document for the Seaton
Community. It contains a land use schedule which sets out specific land use categories,
attendant policies on permitted uses, and a hierarchical road and transportation network.
The CPDP also provides a set of goals and policies to guide the development of Seaton
in accordance with the designated land uses and road pattern.
In addition, the CPDP prescribes more detailed planning processes prior to the approval
of development. The most significant of these processes, under the Planning Act, is the
approval of Neighbourhood Plans. These plans are intended to be approved as an
amendment to the City of Pickering Official Plan. The CPDP calls for Neighbourhood
Plans to include designations and policies on a number of matters such as:
•
•
•
•
•

Cultural heritage
Locations of elementary schools and local parks
Detailed street structure
A hierarchy of retail and commercial uses
Provision for a range and variety of housing types, etc.
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Approved Neighbourhood Plans will provide the detailed policy basis for the approval,
under the Planning Act, of Draft Plans of Subdivision and zoning by-laws permitting
development.
The MESPA was therefore intended to be one of a number of higher order “bridges”
between the CPDP and Neighbourhood Plans. Together with the Highway 407
Economic Development Study (completed), a Seaton Retail Market Analysis Study,
Natural Heritage System Management Plan (completed), and the Environmental
Assessments for Regional Services (ongoing), the MESPA addresses matters on a
comprehensive, Seaton-wide basis to inform the Neighbourhood Plan Review Study.
Further, the MESPA includes recommendations that provide direction to the completion
of Neighbourhood Functional Stormwater and Servicing Reports (NFSSRs) to be
completed in support of draft plans of subdivision. Notwithstanding the original intent to
complete the MESPA prior to the completion of Neighbourhood Plans, the
Neighbourhood planning process was accelerated at the City of Pickering while the
extensive study and review process for the MESPA was ongoing. Consequently,
Neighbourhood Plans for Seaton were endorsed by the City of Pickering on April 26,
2011 and September 19, 2011. These Neighbourhood Plans, together, cover all of the
Seaton Urban area and at the time of this MESPA were before the Ontario Municipal
Board awaiting approval. As a result, the MESPA was able to be informed by the
Neighbourhood Plans prior to its completion with regard to such matters as
transportation, municipal servicing and major community facilities.
However, with regard to the MESPA impact assessment work for surface water and
groundwater modelling analyses, it was necessary to establish a land use concept that
would not be changed throughout the MESPA study and review process. The land use
plan used for these assessments is presented on Figure A8.1. This plan reflects the
CPDP plan modified based on landowner submitted Neighbourhood Plans and
development concept plans as of June 2011. Information on this land use plan was
compiled from:
•
•
•

Proposed neighbourhood plans prepared by the private developers and one
neighbourhood plan prepared by OILC and submitted to the City of Pickering under
the Planning Act;
Concept plans prepared as informational documents for OILC on its Living Area
lands; and,
The plan of subdivision prepared for Phase 1 of the OILC Employment Lands.

It is important to note that the MESPA itself is not a land use planning document under
the Planning Act. Its recommendations are intended to provide input to the
Neighbourhood Plans, Draft Plans of Subdivision and zoning by-laws. These approval
processes will also require detailed, site specific studies including Neighbourhood
Functional Stormwater and Servicing Reports (NFSSRs) illustrating how the
recommendations of the MESPA will be met.
It is also important to note that over time, new information may result in revisions to
recommendations set out in this MESPA. In such instances, it will be necessary that the
supporting studies for the final development approval processes address the new or
revised recommendations. However, as this MESPA is based on information and best
practices at the time of its completion and is not part of a Planning Act approval, it will
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not be necessary to review, revise or update the MESPA itself based on new information
or targets.

9.0

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS

9.1

CLASS EA PROCESS
Environmental Assessment Act
The planning of major municipal projects or activities in Ontario is subject to the
Environmental Assessment Act, R.S.O. 1990, Chapter E.18. The purpose of the Act is
“the betterment of the people of the whole or any part of Ontario by providing
for the protection, conservation and wise management in Ontario of the
environment”.
For the purposes of the Act, “environment” includes social, economic, cultural and
natural conditions. The Act requires a Municipality to comply with the MEA Class EA by
preparing a class environmental assessment study (Class EA Study) for major municipal
projects, describing the existing environment, the rationale for the undertaking,
advantages and disadvantages of various alternative solutions, and the results of public
consultation for the project. The Phase 2 MESP and this MESPA, followed the Class
Environmental Assessment process for non-regional roads projects.
As indicated in Section A1.0, at the time of preparation of this MESPA, the Region
of Durham’s Central Pickering Development Plan Regional Services Class EA
Study (CPDP Regional Services Class EA Study) has been initiated, however has
not proceeded to the point where preferred recommendations for the infrastructure
subject to that study (major sewer and water infrastructure and internal and external
Regional roads) were available. The recommendations for Regional infrastructure that
are subject to the CPDP Regional Services Class EA Study which are included in this
study should be considered as input to the Regional process and may require future
amendments depending upon the results of the CPDP Regional Services Class EA
Study. This approach was communicated in verbal, written and graphical
presentations during the Public Information Centres (PIC’s) and discussions held
with municipal and approval agencies.
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Act (MEA Class EA)
The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process was developed by the
Municipal Engineers Association (MEA 2000, amended 2007 and 2011) to streamline
the EA process for recurring municipal projects that are similar in nature, usually limited
in scale, and with a predictable range of environmental effects that are responsive to
mitigating measures.
Projects undertaken by municipalities vary in their potential for environmental impact. As
a result, projects are classified according to their potential for adverse environmental
effect. The classifications under the Municipal Class EA process are:
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Schedule A
These projects are limited in scale, have minimal adverse environmental effects,
and typically consist of normal maintenance and operational activities. These
projects are considered pre-approved and may proceed without following the full
Class EA planning process.
Schedule A+
These projects are also limited in scale, have minimal adverse environmental
effects, and are considered pre-approved, following public notification prior to
construction or implementation of the project. The purpose of the notification is to
inform the public of projects occurring in their local area. Although the public is
informed of the project, there is no appeal mechanism to the MOE.
Schedule B
These projects have the potential for some adverse environmental effects, thus
requiring a screening process involving mandatory contact with directly affected
public and relevant review agencies. The public and agencies are informed of the
project and there is an appeal mechanism to the MOE which involves requesting
a Part II Order. If all concerns can be adequately addressed, the project may
proceed. These projects generally include improvements and minor expansions
to existing facilities.
Schedule C
These projects have potential for significant environmental effects and are
subject to the full planning and documentation procedures specified in the Class
EA document. An Environmental Study Report must be prepared and submitted
for review by the public and relevant review agencies. The public and agencies
are informed of the project and there is an appeal mechanism to the MOE which
involves requesting a Part II Order. If all public and agency comments and issues
are resolved during the public review period, the project may proceed. These
projects generally include construction of new facilities or major expansions to
existing facilities.
Figure A9.1 illustrates the Municipal Class EA process.
The planning and design process of the Municipal Class EA typically applies to specific
or individual projects as described above. Given the large geographic area, the broad
scope of projects, number of projects and the length of time it will take to implement the
projects, the study team determined that using the Master Plan approach would be a
practical method of study for this project.
The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment recognizes that in cases such as the
Seaton Community, there is a benefit to consider a group of interrelated projects through
the development of a Master Plan in accordance with Section A.2.7 of the MEA Class
EA.
Master Plan Approach
The Master Plan approach was determined to be the most effective and comprehensive
means of satisfying the requirements of the EA Act and Phases 1 and 2 of the Municipal
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Class EA process. Therefore, this MESPA is a Master Plan report which provides the
documentation necessary to support Phases 1 and 2 of the MEA Class EA.
This MESPA Report documents the Class EA process that was followed, including the
key steps outlined in Table A9.1. Consultation with all public, agencies and stakeholders
has occurred throughout the preparation of the MESP/MESPA.
TABLE A9.1: KEY STEPS IN THE MEA CLASS EA PROCESS
NON-REGIONAL ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR ROADS
EA Phase Key Steps
Phase 1 – Problem or Opportunity
1.
Identification and description of the problem or
opportunity
2.
Issuance of a Notice of Study Commencement
Phase 2 – Alternative Solutions
1.
Identification of alternative solutions to the
problem
2.

Inventory and description of the natural, social,
economic and cultural environments in the study
area

3.

Evaluation of the alternative solutions relative to
the environmental features identified in Step 2

4.

Preliminary identification of a preferred solution

5.

Consultation with the public and review agencies

6.

Confirmation of the preferred solution

Document Location
MESPA
Chapter A – Section 9
MESPA
Chapter H – Section 1
MESPA
Chapter A – Section 9
Chapter C – Transportation
MESP Phase 1 Report and MESPA
o Archaeological – Chapter H
o Economic – Chapter C
o Technical – Chapter C
MESPA
Chapter C
MESPA
Chapter C
MESPA
Chapter H – Sections 1.0 to 3.3
MESPA
Chapter C

The submission of this MESPA concludes the Phases 1 and 2 of the Municipal Class EA
process. Where projects are identified as subject to Schedule C of the MEA Class EA, a
Notice of Study Completion will be issued together with the publication of future
Environmental Study Reports addressing Phases 3 and 4 of the MEA Class EA. The
date of the Notice will be the start of a public review period for thirty (30) calendar days.
During this 30 day period, the public will be provided with the opportunity to review and
provide comments on the arterial and collector roads identified as subject to Schedule C
of the MEA Class EA and listed in this MESPA Report and the Phases 3 and 4 reports to
be prepared in the future.

9.2

PROJECTS SUBJECT TO CLASS EA'S
9.2.1 PROJECTS COMPLY WITH THE MUNICIPAL CLASS EA
The Seaton Landowners Group is the proponent for the non-Regional arterial and
collector roads and the stormwater management facilities being constructed for the
Seaton development. These projects are listed in the Municipal Class EA.
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Table A9.2 provides a summary of the various projects being considered or undertaken
to facilitate development in Seaton and their Municipal Class EA status.
TABLE A9.2 – MUNICIPAL CLASS EA STATUS OF SEATON PROJECTS
Project

Class EA Schedule

Class EA Study
Required?

1

Stormwater Management – Chapter B , Water Resources
Stormwater Management facilities for
No
• Item #17
new development within development
Schedule A of the MEA
areas to be constructed by developers
Class EA
per conditions of plans of subdivision
Stormwater management facilities for
No
• Item #17
new development within NHS or
Schedule A of MEA Class
buffer areas to be constructed by
EA – pre-approved
developers per conditions of plans of
subdivision
Roadside ditches, culverts and other
No
• Item #16
stormwater works for servicing
Schedule A of MEA Class
municipal road works (either in
EA – pre-approved
development or NHS or buffer areas)
To be constructed by developers per
conditions of plans of subdivision
2
Remove dam/weir
No
• Item # 25 (now #23 )
Schedule B of the MEA
Class EA
• Private sector developer not
subject (O.R. 345)
3
Establish stormwater infiltration
No
• Item # 26 (now #24 )
system for groundwater recharge
Schedule B of the MEA
Class EA
• Private sector developer not
subject (O.R. 345)
Non- Regional Arterial and Collector Roads – Chapter C, Transportation
Arterial and collector roads -estimated • Item #21
No
4
cost under $2.7 million
• Schedule B of MEA Class
EA
Arterial and collector roads -estimated • Item #21
Yes - MESPA
cost over $2.7 million(see footnote #2 • Schedule C of MEA Class
provides Class EA
below) – subject to Schedule C
Phases 1 and 2
EA
documentation;
• Seaton Landowners Group
to be proponent for Class EA Separate
Environmental Study
planning
1
2
3
4

Stormwater management projects have not yet been finalized for the Seaton development and this list provides only a list
of potential projects under consideration at the time of writing.
Renumbered per the Municipal Class EA as amended August 2011.
Renumbered per the Municipal Class EA as amended August 2011.
A requirement of the MEA Class EA process is to establish the capital costs of the works in order to establish which
schedule applies. If the capital costs of the works were estimated to exceed $2.7 million in 2009 (the year that the initial
cost estimates were made for the purpose of selecting a Class EA Schedule) then the project is identified as Schedule C
and will require Phases 3 and 4 of the MEA Class EA process. Please note that the Municipal Engineers Association
(MEA) updates its road project cost limits yearly (see www.municipalclassea.ca) with instructions that "the Cost Limit
threshold in place at the time a project is initiated shall be the cost threshold used to determine the applicable Schedule
and process to be followed throughout until the completion of the Class EA process".
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Project

Class EA Schedule

Regional Projects
Regional Arterial and collector roads

• Item #21 Schedule B and C
• Region of Durham to be
proponent for Class EA
planning
Regional Water and Wastewater
• Schedule B and C
Projects
• Region of Durham to be
proponent for Class EA
planning
Local Roads – Neighbourhood Plans and Plans of Subdivision
Local roads (as defined in the MEA
• Item #23
Class EA glossary) which are required
• Schedule A of MEA Class
as a condition of approval on plans of
EA – pre-approved
subdivision
• To be constructed by
developers to City
standards

Class EA Study
Required?
Reports in the future
will provide Class EA
Phases 3 and 4
documentation
Yes - CPDP Regional
Services Class EA
Study by Region of
Durham (ongoing)
Yes - CPDP Regional
Services Class EA
Study by Region of
Durham (ongoing)
No

In accordance with the studies undertaken, the Seaton Landowners Group has
determined that there are three arterial and collector road projects for which the
landowners are the proponent and which require compliance with Schedule C of the
Class EA. These projects are identified and reviewed in Chapter C, Transportation of
this report.
In accordance with the Master Plan provisions of the Municipal Class EA (section A.2.7
and Appendix 4), the Seaton Landowners Group has adopted approach #2 to Master
Planning for planning of the City arterial and collector roads. In this approach, the
proponent undertakes a Master Plan which addresses all the requirements of Phases 1
and 2 of the Municipal Class EA and this is documented in a report (i.e. the MESPA).
Because three of the City arterial and collector roads are subject to Schedule C of the
Municipal Class EA, they must in addition, meet the requirements of Phases 3 and 4 of
the Class EA. The MESPA, as a Master Plan, is not open to appeal to the Minister of
the Environment for Part II Order requests under the Environmental Assessment Act
until a Notice of Study Completion for each project is issued.
At the appropriate time, closer to the anticipated date of construction, road projects
which are subject to Schedule C will address the requirements of Phases 3 and 4 of the
Class EA planning process. Following that study, this process will be documented in a
Class EA Study known as an Environmental Study Report and a Notice of Study
Completion for specific arterial and collector roads projects will be issued.
The timing of the Phases 3 and 4 study of the road projects will be established in
consultation with the City and be linked to the Planning Act approvals such as plans of
subdivision. At this time, there is no known need to restrict the timing of the
Environmental Study Reports since the development approved under the Planning Act
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applications will be conditional upon the completion of the road projects. City staff will
be active stakeholders in the Phases 3 and 4 planning process.

9.2.2 PROJECTS COMPLY WITH THE MINISTRY OF INFRASTRUCTURE
CLASS EA
The Seaton Landowners Group is the proponent for the non-Regional arterial and
collector roads and the stormwater management facilities being constructed for the
Seaton development. As some of these facilities may require a realty transaction from
the Ministry of Infrastructure in the form of disposition, easement or licensing in order to
carry out these projects, this MESPA fulfills the requirements of the Ministry of
Infrastructure Public Work Class EA. The Ministry's seven point analysis (land use,
environmental conditions, significant areas and features, servicing capacity, cultural
resources as well as social and economic effects) has been completed as described in
Chapters A to G of this MESPA and public, agency and stakeholder consultation is
described in Chapter H. Future study and monitoring requirements are set out in
Chapter J and K.

9.3

PROBLEM STATEMENT
Phase 1 of the Class EA process involves identifying and describing the problems and
opportunities pertaining to the projects, in this case, the non-Regional arterial and
collector roads required for the development of the Seaton Community.
In 2006, the Province of Ontario approved the CPDP that established a vision for the
development of a sustainable urban community in Seaton 5. The CPDP, recently
amended in 2012, established that Seaton would grow by the addition of a series of
urban neighbourhoods. Through the Provincial Facilitator’s office, a proposed conformity
amendment to the City of Pickering Official Plan was prepared. This Seaton Conformity
Official Plan was endorsed by City Council in February 2011 and approved, in part, by
the OMB on September 10, 2012 as Pickering Official Plan Amendment No. 22 6 (OPA
No. 22). Within the CPDP and Official Plan Amendment No. 22, there has been
established a hierarchy of studies, including the Master Environmental Servicing Plan, all
of which must be completed prior to development occurring.
The existing transportation system of non-Regional roads, transit, pedestrian linkages,
and pathways will not adequately accommodate the mobility needs of future residents
and workers within Seaton. New roads are projected to be required to serve planned
urban growth. This MESPA addresses the non-regional arterial and collector road
requirements within Seaton 7.

5
6

7

At the same time, the CPDP established a vision for the Duffins Rouge Agricultural Preserve.
At the time of preparing this MESPA, the Official Plan Amendment No. 22 was not yet in effect. As a result of the
declaration of Provincial interest, decisions by the Ontario Municipal Board on planning matters related to Seaton will not
become final and binding until such time as the Lieutenant Governor in Council makes a decision. This decision could
confirm, vary or rescind the decision(s) of the Board.
In considering recommending a City arterial and collector road network for the Seaton area, this MESPA has been
prepared in consultation with the Region of Durham study team preparing the CPDP Class Environmental Assessment for
Regional Services which is currently underway.
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The relevant transportation goals of Official Plan Amendment No. 22 as set out in
Section 4.3 of the Pickering Official Plan include ensuring that transportation, land use
and community design plans and actions complement each other. To this end, the City
of Pickering Official Plan Amendment No. 22 revises the Type A, B and C arterial roads
and adds a collector road pattern in Seaton. The arterial and collector roads shown on
the City of Pickering Conformity Official Plan Schedule II - Transportation System reflect
the proposed arterial and collector roads as outlined in this MESPA.
In addition, Pickering OPA No. 22 establishes that the Seaton Neighbourhood Plans,
Draft Plans of Subdivision and Site Plans are to be designed so as to encourage and
maximize public transit usage in the Seaton Urban Area from the earliest stage of
development through:
(a) the accommodation of dedicated transit lanes on Type A arterial roads as the arterial
roads are rebuilt or widened;
(b) the efficient arrangement of collector roads and Type B and Type C arterial roads to
maximize the integration of transit through the neighbourhoods;
(c) a system of streets as per section 11.10;
(d) the creation of safe and comfortable streets for pedestrians on their walk to the
transit corridors;
(e) the incorporation of park and ride and carpooling facilities at each of the Highway
407/ETR transitway stations;
(f) the location of transit stop pads in accessible, safe and comfortable locations, which
maximize pedestrian accessibility from surrounding residential neighbourhoods, and
the identification of such locations on the engineering drawings as a condition of draft
plan approval in consultation with Durham Transit; and
(g) the arrangement of higher density housing in the vicinity of arterial roads and
collector roads that also serve as the transit spines as shown on Schedule II.
Therefore, the problem/opportunity to be addressed in this MESPA is to provide a
recommended City arterial and collector road network for the Seaton area that:
•
•
•
•
•

Addresses the goals and policies of the CPDP, City of Pickering Official Plan, Seaton
Conformity Official Plan amendment, Neighbourhood Plans and plans of subdivision;
Satisfies the requirements of Phases 1 and 2 of the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment (2000, amended 2007);
Provides for appropriate levels of service on City roads within Seaton;
Ensures residents mobility and safety whether on the road or as pedestrians and
prevent negative social impacts for area residents; and,
Takes into account externally planned roads and transit to ensure future network
operational flexibility and cost effectiveness of capital expenditures.

This MESPA has been completed in concert with and should be read in conjunction with
the City of Pickering Official Plan and the Pickering OPA No. 22, endorsed Seaton
Neighbourhood Plans and, to a limited extent, the plans of subdivision for developments
within Seaton.
This Phase 2 MESPA therefore addresses Phase 1 and 2 of the Municipal Class EA
relating to City of Pickering arterial and collector roads. As described in more detail in
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Chapter J, Future Study Requirements, many of these arterial and collector roads are
potentially the subject of further Class EA processing.

9.4

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS AND EVALUATION PROCESS – DO
NOTHING
The Class EA planning process requires that proponents consider only reasonable and
feasible solutions to the identified problem. The Class EA planning process, anticipates
that proponents will include as one of these alternatives the option of “Do Nothing”.
In the case of Seaton, the issuance by the Provincial government of the CPDP was the
first step in the evaluation of alternatives stage, involving a province-initiated “Seaton
Planning and Design Exercise” to identify and evaluate alternatives for the structural
elements of the Seaton Community. This planning and design process was carried out in
close consultation with the City, the Regional Municipality of Durham, and the TRCA. A
preferred plan for the structural elements was identified, and the process culminated with
an international design competition for the new urban community (Seaton). Based on
the work completed prior to the initiation of the MESP and the extensive consideration of
alternatives to development in Seaton, as well as the study of the form of urban
development within Seaton, this MESP does not specifically address the “Do Nothing”
alternative for each of the arterial and collector roads proposed.
The information collected during the preparation of the MESPA was used to refine the
location and design principles for the transportation systems and to evaluate potential
impacts on the Natural Heritage System. Chapter C, Transportation presents findings of
the transportation system analyses, alternatives, potential impacts to the environment as
defined in the Environmental Assessment Act and mitigation measures which are to be
undertaken to safeguard the environment when a crossing of the NHS lands is required.
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SEATON MESPA

Municipal Class EA Planning and Design Process

FIGURE A9.1

TERMS OF REFERENCE
MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICING PLAN
SEATON COMMUNITY
CITY OF PICKERING
1.0

INTRODUCTION
In May of 2006 the Central Pickering Development Plan (CPDP) was approved by the Province of Ontario
under the Ontario Planning and Development Act.
The CPDP sets out the requirements for, and the general items to be addressed, within a Master
Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP) to be prepared in advance of, or concurrently with, the preparation of
Neighbourhood Plans.
This Terms of Reference, which further details the item required by the CPDP, has been prepared based on
an extensive consultative process with the Province, the Region of Durham, the City of Pickering, various
approval agencies and other stakeholders, and will be used as the basis for preparing the MESP.
The MESP will be developed using technical supporting analyses prepared as part of the CPDP together
with additional technical input in order to meet the detailed objectives of this MESP.

2.0

STUDY AREA
The Study Area is shown on the attached Figure 1. The study area extends from the Pickering Townline
east to 16th Sideline and is bounded by Highway 7 to the north and the Canadian Pacific Railway to the
south. The community of Green River north of Highway 7 is also included in the Study Area. The lands are
within the watersheds of Duffins Creek and Petticoat Creek. Within the Duffins Creek watershed, the lands
are part of the subwatersheds of West Duffins Creek, Ganatsekiagon Creek and Urfe Creek.

3.0

BACKGROUND
The CPDP establishes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A Natural Heritage System (NHS) protecting over 50% of the study area and the limits of development
A land use structure and associated population and employment allocations
The arterial and collector road network
A regional level transit framework identifying transit spines
A policy framework for development
A community supported by sustainable land uses and infrastructure
Urban Design Guidelines
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Furthermore it is the intent of the CPDP to develop a sustainable community based on the best
management practices recommended within this MESP and through a long term monitoring program to
assess and, if required, modify the MESP recommendations as appropriate.
In addition, a number of supporting documents are available, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Water and wastewater servicing studies completed by the Region, prospective landowners and the
Province
Water balance work completed by the City as part of their Growth Management Study (Phase 2)
Brock Road Class Environmental Assessment
Durham Region Master Transportation Plan
Seaton Lands/Duffins-Rouge Agricultural Preserve, Natural Heritage System Report (MNR 2005)
Greater Toronto Airports Authority Pickering Airport Draft Plan Report
Conceptual neighbourhood plans prepared by the prospective landowners and the Province
Preliminary concepts of the number and location of community facilities to service the proposed
development
A Growth Management Strategy for the area including planning and servicing principles and preliminary
neighbourhood design guidelines
City trails and bikeway master plan (TSH 1996)
Duffins and Carruthers Creek Watershed Plan (2003)
Fisheries Management Plan for Duffins Creek and Carruthers Creek
Digital Floodline Mapping within the Study Area
Duffins Creek Watershed: Hydrogeology and Assessment of Land Use Change of the Groundwater
Flow System (Gerber, 2003)
State of the Seaton Lands: A Report on the Enhanced Seaton Lands Aquatic Habitat Assessment
Conducted in 2006 (TRCA, March 2007)
Consultants’ Final Report of the Sustainable Neighbourhood Plan project including the Draft
Sustainable Development Guidelines and District Energy Pre-feasibility Report for Central Pickering
(May 2007)

A number of other relevant initiatives are or will be undertaken in parallel with the MESP:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Preparation of Development Guidelines
Regional and City Fiscal Impact Studies
Archaeological Assessments
Preparation of Neighborhood Plans
Preparation of a Neighbourhood Sustainability Strategy
An Environmental Assessment for Regional Water and Wastewater Services and Roads under the
Municipal Engineer’s Association Class EA (MEA Class EA)
York Durham Sewage System South East Collector Sewer Individual EA
Wetland monitoring
Duffins Creek WPCP expansion Class EA
Region of Durham Zone 1 reservoir Class EA
Seaton Natural Heritage System Management Study and Master Trail Plan
Durham Toronto York Transportation Study
Highway 407 Economic Development Study
Duffins Heights Water and Wastewater Servicing Class Environmental Assessment and Environmental
Servicing Plan
An Environmental Assessment for GO Transit Station
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•
•
•
•
4.0

Seaton Affordable Housing Strategy
An Environmental Assessment for Highway 7 from Brock Road to Highway 12
Seaton Retail Market Analysis Study
Enhanced Seaton Lands Aquatic Habitat Assessment (TRCA)

PURPOSE
The purpose of this study is to complete an overall Master Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP) for all of
the Seaton Community and develop phase-specific implementation recommendations in the context of the
CPDP.
This MESP is to fulfill the requirements of the Municipal Engineers Association Class Environmental
Assessment – Master Planning Process as set out in Section A.2.7.1 of the MEA Municipal Class EA. At a
minimum, the MESP will address the first two phases in the Planning and Design Process of the Class EA
for all non-major road, water and wastewater projects. The Master Plan is to be integrated with the Planning
Act as outlined in Approach #4 of the Master Planning Process.

5.0

STUDY MANAGEMENT
The MESP shall be completed in collaboration with the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA),
the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH), Ontario Realty Corporation (ORC), Region of
Durham, Region of York, the City of Pickering and the developers subject to the land exchange agreement
with the Province.
The development group shall retain and fund the consulting team to prepare the MESP.
An Oversight Committee made up of representatives of the agencies and organizations will be established
to provide an overview and consultative function including reviewing the results of the analysis at key
milestones, to be identified in the schedule for the study.

6.0

MESP EXPECTATIONS
The CPDP defines the general expectations for the MESP through a collaborative effort as follows to the
extent that they are not identified through the Environmental Assessments undertaken by the Region of
Durham:
1) Identify any requirements for water source protection.
2) Conduct an overall and monthly water balance on a subwatershed basis or for specific natural heritage
features (ie. wetlands, woodlands) and identify infiltration targets and surplus water volumes.
3) Conduct an erosion sensitivity analysis for all receiving watercourses on a subwatershed basis.
4) Protect and enhance the Duffins Creek fisheries in keeping with the direction of the Fisheries
Management Plan and the recovery planning for Atlantic Salmon and Redside Dace.
5) Determine the general location, type and discharge targets for all stormwater management facilities.
6) Confirm the overall municipal service requirements including trunk alignments, general facility locations
and open space crossings.
7) Confirm the collector road and transit system requirement including bridge locations and open space
crossings, and neighborhood traffic calming.
8) Identify the existing and proposed major utilities including appropriate locations for large utility
equipment and utility cluster sites, installations, corridors, easements, substations, etc.
9) Provide preliminary servicing cost estimates for all Regional and City infrastructure.

Sernas Associates

June 13, 2007
07161
3

Terms of Reference
Master Environmental Servicing Plan
Seaton Community

10) Identify the number and general location of major community facilities including but not limited to,
emergency service facilities, secondary schools, district parks and recreational complexes. Also identify
an interconnected network of pedestrian, bicycle and multi-use trails throughout Seaton as an input to
the City’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan in coordination with the Seaton Natural Heritage System
Management Plan and Master Trail Plan that will be identifying a trails system for the NHS portion of
Seaton.
11) Provide for an Energy and Water Management Strategy including, but not limited to, consideration of
energy efficient infrastructure and process management, potential district energy production and
distribution if appropriate, the harvesting and reuse of rain and Stormwater, etc. Identify monitoring
requirements for the foregoing.
12) Utilize a three-dimensional groundwater flow model to quantify the sensitivity of all affected aquifers,
aquitards and groundwater fed wetlands and streams; the relationship between land use changes and
local and regional groundwater and the provision for the mitigation of potential development impacts.
13) Identify any additional information required at later stages of the planning process or design.
It is the intent that the recommendations of this MESP will be coordinated and integrated with the
recommendations of the various studies and processes indicated above. Co-ordination of these activities
will be through a combination of participation by the Study Team, through the Oversight Committee listed in
Section 5.0 and other inter-agency committees that may be established.
7.0

DETAILED REQUIREMENTS FOR THE MESP
The following outlines the detailed requirements for the MESP:
7.1 Source Water Protection
The development of a preliminary Assessment Report for the Duffins and Carruthers Creek Watersheds is
currently being carried out by the TRCA as part of the anticipated requirements of the draft Drinking Water
Source Protection Act (Bill 34). This report will include an inventory of drinking water resources, and will
identify potential threats to drinking water resources that must be considered in the development of the
MESP. Under Provincial guidelines, these threats may include the construction of municipal infrastructure
(i.e. construction impacts due to dewatering), and stormwater infiltration measures with direct pathways to
vulnerable groundwater sources.
1) The MESP wiIl identify any requirements for water source protection within the Seaton Community,
through consultation with TRCA.
2) Make specific recommendations to mitigate any impacts to hydrologically sensitive areas, and to
existing and anticipated wells (e.g. private wells in proximity of the urban/rural boundary). This may
include precautionary, interim management measures until such time as the Source Protection Plan is
completed.
3) Identify all domestic and other wells, including depth size, pump intake, water level, owner and
address.
4) Identify potential impacts on water quality and quantity in the main aquifer, streams and wells. Identify
potential ground settlement if water table is modified.
5) Develop a specific monitoring plan, mitigation measures and Public Relations plan for well issues.
6) Conduct three-dimensional hydrolgeologic modeling to assess the impacts on the aquitards and
aquifers in accordance with the direction provided in the CPDP.
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7.2 Water Balance
The latest Duffins Creek water balance model shall be used in consultation with TRCA.
The MESP will:
1) Prepare an overall water balance analysis for the Seaton Community on the basis of local surface
drainage, soil and existing land use characteristics.
2) Identify local areas that may contribute to the recharge of shallow aquifers, and that contribute to
wetlands, local discharge and baseflow, using available resources such as aquifer vulnerability index
mapping.
3) In consultation with Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), the Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR) and Toronto & Region Conservation Authority (TRCA), develop local surface and groundwater
recharge targets that must be attained to manage runoff volumes and thereby sustain wetlands and
woodlots, and local base flow.
4) Using the appropriate model carry out a post-development impact assessment including an analysis of
the impact of a change in water volume on receiving watercourses and manage runoff volumes through
techniques such as infiltration, evapotranspiration and rainwater reuse Best Management Practices
(BMP’s).
5) Based on the analysis carried out above, develop post-development mitigation scenario to demonstrate
that there will be no adverse impacts to water levels in streams, wetlands and woodlots that are
sustained by groundwater.
6) Identify implementation measures to ensure preservation and enhancement of the natural heritage
system, including but not limited to the consideration, BMP’s such as permeable pavers, or servicing
measures such as redirection of roof leader discharge. The types of implementation measures selected
will be dependent on local soil types, percolation rates, and generic design conditions.
7) Where feasible, incorporate the principals of low-impact development to minimize the amount of
impervious surfaces and thereby control excess runoff volumes at source. Options to explore include
reducing road widths eliminating cul-de-sacs, permeable pavement, etc.
7.3 Erosion Sensitivity Analysis
The MESP will:
1) Review fieldwork completed by Parish Geomorphic in 2003 for the TRCA for portions of West Duffins
Creek, Whitevale Creek, Ganatsekiagon Creek and Urfe Creek, and determine if further work is
required within the study area (e.g. tributaries of Whitevale, Ganatsekiagon, Urfe and Brougham
Creeks, etc.).
2) Establish locations for detailed assessment in consultation with the TRCA. Where required,
characterize the existing channel form to define representative reaches and classify the stability of the
active channel (i.e. determine the most sensitive reaches).
3) Establish the erosion thresholds based on field measurements (i.e. determine critical discharge, velocity
and depth of flow for the most sensitive reaches based on both bed and bank assessment – the most
critical values should be used).
4) Investigate and identify slope stability at locations where toe erosion is occurring or where visible
slumps or scars exist.
5) Establish a continuous simulation model using the appropriate model in consultation with the TRCA.
The modeling will include converting the Duffins Creek Visual OTTHYMO (version 2.0) existing
conditions hydrology model to the appropriate model to assess the instream erosion potential and
runoff volumes. The continuous model should be completed using a minimum of 6 years of hourly data
Sernas Associates

June 13, 2007
07161
5

Terms of Reference
Master Environmental Servicing Plan
Seaton Community

(to be provided by the TRCA).
6) Run the existing conditions scenario, which will establish the targets for the receiving watercourses.
7) Run the future land use scenario (which would include the proposed developments, and the airport
lands) (with consultation with GTAA in regard to assumptions used) with and without SWM controls (i.e.
all SWM ponds need to be modelled) to determine the necessary storage volume and release rates to
maintain the existing erosion potential.
8) Perform a sensitivity analysis to determine how a 25% variation in the erosion thresholds established in
item 3 above will affect the design of the stormwater management facilities (i.e. pond volumes and
release rates).
7.4 Aquatic Habitat
The MESP will:
1) Document and define existing aquatic habitat conditions within each watercourse, from existing data
sources, other MESP study components and additional field reconnaissance as required. Components
of this task are as follows:
• Confirm the presence and location of all watercourses on-site;
• Summarize and describe the aquatic habitat conditions within each watercourse, including flow
regime, channel dimensions, in-stream cover, substrate quality, water quality, and thermal
regime (where data available);
• Summarize and describe the historic and current resident and migratory fish communities
(where data available);
• Classify the watercourses based on habitat quality, present fish community; target fish
community and thermal regime (where data available);
• Identify and describe barriers to fish migration (both physical and velocity, all species and life
stages);
• Document the nature and extent of riparian vegetation along the watercourses; and
• Identify data gaps and undertake additional study where required.
2) Determine potential impacts to fish and fish habitat from proposed development activities. As part of
this task, representative predictions from other MESP study components will be extracted to define
potential impacts. Impacts may include, but not be limited to:
• Watercourse crossings;
• Dewatering;
• Loss of riparian vegetation;
• Loss of in-stream habitat;
• Degradation of water quality or thermal stability;
• Disruption of sediment transport;
• Barriers to fish migration (physical or velocity); or
• Stormwater inputs and infrastructure.
3) Develop preliminary design detail and mitigation approaches to address the impacts identified at each
watercourse crossing and stormwater management facility. Impacts will be assessed using a multidisciplinary evaluation matrix approach, factoring in the regulatory requirements of each approval
agency.
4) Evaluate the net effects of the development, considering the identified impacts and the proposed design
and mitigation approaches, to determine if a “net gain” in fish habitat productive capacity can be
achieved, consistent with the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) Policy for the Management of
Fish Habitat in Canada (1986).
5) If a “net gain” cannot be achieved through design innovation and mitigation alone, develop a
Conceptual Fish Habitat Compensation Plan to attain a “net gain” following the hierarchy of
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compensation preferences outlined in DFO’s Policy for the Management of Fish Habitat in Canada
(1986). The Compensation Plan will consider opportunities both on and off-site as required.
6) Prepare a monitoring plan for the fish habitat mitigation and compensation works, forming part of the
broader scale MESP monitoring plan.
7.5 Stormwater Management
The following criteria are to be used in the preparation of the MESP using the appropriate models in
consultation with TRCA:
Water Quality - Minimum criteria will be enhanced (Level 1) protection based on the MOE SWM manual
(2003). The design of SWM facilities will provide for temperature mitigation measures
Frequent Flow – Based on the criteria determined in Section 7.3.
Flood Flow – The criteria will be based on the Duffins Creek Hydrology Update prepared by Aquafor
Beech, 2002, and is dependent on the subcatchment (Whitevale, Urfe, Ganatsekiagon and Brougham
Creeks have 2-100 year post to pre-control, while, direct discharge to East and West Duffins Creek requires
no quantity control,). The criteria will have to be verified as outlined below.
The MESP will:
1) Evaluate stormwater management alternatives, including but not limited to source (i.e. harvesting and
reuse of rain/stormwater), conveyance (i.e. grassed swales and filter strips) and end-of-pipe controls
(i.e. stormwater management ponds, constructed wetlands), in order to address the water management
criteria and sustainability.
2) Select a preferred stormwater strategy in accordance with the CPDP. This will include determining the
type of best management practices (BMPs) best suited for the various drainage areas, the quantity of
BMPs required and the locations of the BMPs, all with consideration for the Natural Heritage System
and the long term maintenance requirements and financial implications of these BMPs.
3) Alternative stormwater options will be reviewed with TRCA, MNR and the City before selecting the
preferred option. End-of-pipe facilities may be located within the NHS lands subject to confirmation that
the facilities will not adversely impact any significant natural heritage features.
4) Update the Duffins Creek Visual OTTHYMO future OP scenario from the Aquafor Beech 2002
hydrology report to include the proposed development area (i.e. the future OP scenario from the 2002
update did not include urban areas to Hwy 7).
5) Reassess the current quantity criteria as stated above based on the future development to confirm it
remains valid.
6) Carry out a regional storm analysis to determine the need for regional control.
7.6. Municipal Service Requirements
Concurrent with the preparation of this MESP, the Region of Durham will be preparing Class EA’s for the
principal Regional trunk water and sewerage infrastructure and Regional Roads. The recommendations of
the MESP shall be coordinated with the Regional EA’s and shall address those Regional items not included
in the Regional EA’s.
The MESP shall, in relation to works not included in the Regional EA’s:
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1) Confirm the municipal water, stormwater, and wastewater servicing requirements for the proposed
development using the MEA Municipal Class EA process, and fulfilling at a minimum, the first two
phases of the Class EA.
2) Identify the applicable Class EA schedule and remaining EA steps for all undertakings identified. This
will include identification and preliminary design details of the main sanitary and storm sewer
alignments, non-local watermains, and significant water crossings.
3) Estimate the costs for design, construction and operation of all Regional and City infrastructure at a
level of detail that will be of value in a municipal-wide financial impact analysis and for use in a
Development Charges Study and funding agreements.
4) Consider potential servicing requirements for the hamlets of Whitevale, Brougham and Green River.
5) Consider the infrastructure and road works requirements to protect for the development of the Federal
lands north of Hwy 7 as an airport or other urban use.
6) Identify impacts to the Natural Heritage System as it relates to municipal water, stormwater and
wastewater servicing requirements.
7.7 Transportation System
The MESP shall in relation to works not included in any related Regional Roads EA:
1) Confirm the collector road and transit network requirements for the proposed development using the
MEA Municipal Class EA process and fulfilling, at a minimum, the first two phases of the Class EA.
2) Consider alternate transportation choices, including public transit, walking and bicycling, and alternative
transportation facilities including park and ride, car pooling, bicycle storage areas, bus bays and
accessible transit stop pads.
3) Determine the applicable Class EA schedule and remaining EA steps for all undertakings identified.
This will include detailed assessment of road, water and open space crossings, intersection options and
neighborhood traffic calming measures to meet the identified network requirements.
4) Consider the implications of other Class EA’s underway such as 14th Avenue, Highway 7 and Highway
407 to the MESP.
5) Determine the estimated costs for design, construction and operation of facilities at a level of detail that
will be of value in the identification of possible Development Charges updates and funding agreements.
6) Complete a needs assessment in consultation with the Ministry of Transportation and the 407 ETR
Concessions Company with respect to the construction of two Highway 407 interchanges.
7) In consultation with GO Transit, determine the potential to extend GO Transit services to the Seaton
Community.
Specific to Municipal (both Regional and City) servicing and transportation requirements, the MESP shall
review all anticipated road and water/wastewater infrastructure crossings of the NHS, including those
reviewed in the Regional Class EA to address the following considerations:
1) The treatment of water runoff from roads within stormwater management measures.
2) The use of alternative road design standards to minimize the impacts on any natural heritage features
to the extent reasonably possible.
3) Avoid road crossings of the NHS wherever possible.
4) Locate and design NHS crossings to facilitate the preservation of natural habitat form and function. This
will include an assessment of the impacts on the aquatic and terrestrial system at the proposed
crossings and the development of mitigation measures to minimize or eliminate the impacts.
5) Establish future objectives by incorporating measures to maintain current aquatic and terrestrial
linkages and minimize negative impacts (e.g. salt spray and road way illumination) for all NHS
crossings.
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6) Conduct a preliminary geomorphic assessment in order to determine the preferable locations based on
plan form as well as determining the meander belt width and the 100 year erosion limit (i.e. the crossing
should not be located at a bend or an actively eroding reach, etc.).
7) Conduct a preliminary hydraulic analysis to confirm opening size as to ensure that any increases to
floodlines does not affect the development limit (where the floodline has established the development
limit).
8) In consultation with TRCA, complete a needs assessment for aquatic and terrestrial linkages for all
crossings.
9) Provide recommendations on detailed requirements for the preparation of subsequent Functional
Servicing Study (F.S.S.) in support of subdivision level approvals. Necessary future requirements may
include but are not limited to terrestrial, fluvial geomorphic and hydraulic considerations (i.e. detailed
hydraulic analysis may be required to demonstrate that there is no increase in flood risk to adjacent,
upstream or downstream properties, method of construction including geotechnical investigations and
the depth of servicing).
10) Where feasible, conveyance of surface runoff to adjacent SWM facilities and not discharge directly off
bridges to valleys.
11) Propose co-location of infrastructure and road crossings of the NHS, wherever possible.
12) Where there is no road crossing, align infrastructure to avoid natural heritage features and both the
regional and local aquifer systems, where possible.
13) Where intrusions into significant natural features do occur, minimize intrusions and impacts, avoid
fragmentation and only where it has been demonstrated that there are no reasonable alternatives that
exist, provide compensation.
14) Identify areas requiring potential dewatering for infrastructure construction with estimated dewatering
rates and radii of influence. Provide an analysis of the potential impact of dewatering on water
resources.
7.8 Non-Municipal Utilities

The MESP will:
1) Identify existing and proposed major utility installations, corridors, easements, substations, etc., in
consultation with the appropriated utility company. To the extent possible, these shall be co-located
with other road and municipal servicing infrastructure.
2) Provide for enhanced telecommunications systems (i.e. fiber optics) within Seaton including provision
for new systems to the extent possible given current and anticipated technology advances.
7.9 Preliminary Servicing Estimates

The MESP will:
To the extent that estimates are not provided through other on-going initiatives dealing with Fiscal Impacts,
Development Charges calculations or front-ending discussions, prepare preliminary servicing construction
cost estimates for the servicing infrastructure recommended within the MESP.
7.10 Community Facilities
The MESP will:
1) Identify the preferred location for major community facilities including, but not limited to schools, district
and community parks, recreational facilities, libraries, health care facilities, Regional and local operation
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facilities, transit facilities, and emergency service facilities such as fire, EMS and police stations. In
determining locations for such facilities, consider accessibility to transit and arterial roads, multi-modal
accessibility to multiple neighborhoods; locations where additional buffering from natural areas and
locations which provide gateways and connections with natural areas and associated trail systems.
The location of facilities requiring irrigation such as parks, schools and recreational facilities should be
coordinated with the stormwater recycling and water balance strategy.
2) Based on a needs analysis completed in consultation with the Province, the City of Pickering and
appropriate stakeholders, identify the preferred locations for any required major provincial institutions
such as a medical facility, a university and/or college campus site, which should be highly accessible by
road and served by transit, within or immediately adjacent to the employment lands.
3) Using the City and Region trails and bikeway connection points as a basis, and with input from the
Natural Heritage System Management Plan, identify the connection points to the neighbourhood plans
linking neighborhoods, mixed use areas, employment areas, natural heritage areas, and major
community facilities.
7.11 Energy and Water Management Strategy
The MESP will:
1) Prepare an energy management plan including the potential to include a district energy production and
distribution system within the study area where appropriate in consultation with Veridian, the City of
Pickering and the landowner group, including potential for the provision of Smart meters and the
potential to use centralized heating and cooling systems for all or a portion of the Seaton Community.
2) In consultation with the City of Pickering and the Region of Durham, prepare a waste diversion and
composting strategy.
3) Provide for a water efficiency and reuse strategy including, but not limited to, the harvesting and
recycling of rainwater, the use of water efficient devices within and external to all buildings, the
harvesting and reuse of stormwater.
4) In consultation with the City of Pickering consider the adoption of LEED certification for office buildings.
7.12 Monitoring Program
The MESP will:
1) Establish a long-term environmental monitoring program, including implementation strategies and
contingency planning. Details to be provided in the MESP shall include the type, location, frequency,
duration of reporting, as well as potential contingency measures (where feasible) based on the results
of the monitoring. It is anticipated that the monitoring will include, but not be limited to, baseflows,
water temperature, peak flows, ground and surface water quality, streambank erosion, groundwater
elevations, aquatic and terrestrial habitat, transportation, and transit usage. Baseline data and
sustainable benchmarks will be established through the MESP process where feasible in each
category.
2) The monitoring program will tie into the TRCA Regional Monitoring Network as well as any Provincial
and Federal monitoring stations. The program should continue through the build out and post build out
period for the Seaton Community.
3) The implementation strategy shall confirm the process by which the monitoring will be carried out
including determination of the funding mechanisms and the roles and responsibilities of both the land
owners/developers and approval agencies.
4) The contingency plan shall identify performance measures in the identified categories and a
contingency process to be used in the event that the performance measures are not met.
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8.0

GENERAL AND PUBLIC CONSULTATION
1) The MESP will meet all consultation requirements of the MEA Class EA for the first two phases in the
Planning and Design Process of the Class EA for all major road, water and wastewater projects at a
minimum.
2) Appropriate consultation with approval agencies and the First Nations will be undertaken in preparing
the MESP.

9.0

PHASING / IMPLEMENTATION
1) A phasing strategy shall be prepared to:
• support Regional and City objectives to provide early servicing of the employment lands including a
financial strategy to achieve the foregoing;
• identify the first and subsequent phases of neighbourhood development;
• facilitate the construction of major community facilities that promote a balance live/work relationship
and the provision of such facilities and services at the earliest feasible stage of the community
development process;
• support the targets established in Neighbourhood Plans for the construction of higher density
residential uses along transit spines;
• to minimize impacts to the natural environment during and post construction; consideration shall be
given to stormwater management needs (i.e. the location of temporary erosion ponds during
construction, and global facilities post construction).
2) Identify facilities, services structures/lands for major community facilities to be cost shared and how the
facilities are to be cost shared.
3) Identify ability for new technologies to be introduced.

10.0

REFERENCE DOCUMENTS
1) Water Budget in Urbanizing Watersheds: Duffins Creek Watershed – Clarifica 2002
2) Duffins Creek Hydrology Update (Aquafor Beech 2002)
3) MNR, Seaton Lands/Duffins-Rouge Agricultural Preserve, Natural Heritage System, City of Pickering ,
May 2005
4) Water and wastewater servicing studies completed by the City, prospective landowners and the
Province
5) Preliminary financial analysis for servicing completed by the City, prospective landowners and the
Province
6) Water balance work completed by the City as part of their Growth Management Study (Phase 2)
7) Durham Region Master Transportation Plan
8) Greater Toronto Airports Authority Pickering Airport Draft Plan Report
9) Conceptual neighbourhood plans prepared by the prospective landowners and the Province
10) Preliminary concepts of the number and location of community facilities to service the proposed
development
11) A Growth Management Strategy for the area including planning and servicing principles and preliminary
neighbourhood design guidelines
12) City Trails and Bikeway Master Plan (TSH 1996)
13) Erosion Assessment and Fluvial Geomorphological Update for Portions of West Duffins Creek,
Whitevale Creek, Ganatsekiagon Creek and Urfe Creek (Parish Geomorphic, Nov. 2003)
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STUDY AREA
Figure 1

TABLE 1: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES WITH REVIEW AGENCIES (EXCLUDING TRCA)

COMMENT

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE

MUNICIPAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
CITY OF PICKERING – OCTOBER 22, 2012
Chapter B – Water Resources
HIGH LEVEL Comments
The 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update will be completed shortly. We expect that the Seaton
Landowner Group (SLG) will incorporate the results and recommendations from the hydrology
update. With regards to applicable stormwater management controls, specifically quantity
control, based on initial results quantity control will be required for all sub-watersheds within
Seaton (including un-named tributaries of the West Duffins, and Whitevale Creek). The only
areas not requiring quantity control are those which drain directly to the main branch of the West
Duffins Creek. Until such time as the Seaton specific quantity control requirements are made
available, the SLG shall utilize the 2 to 100 post to pre level of controls as the minimum criteria.
The City’s “Stormwater Management Design Guidelines” outline the design requirements for
stormwater management facilities. We expect that SLG will meet the objectives and design
requirements as outlined in the City’s design guide, which is consistent with Policy 11.45 of
Amendment 22 to the Pickering Official Plan (Seaton Conformity OPA).
There are watercourses that have no current defined channel, have existing erosion issues, or
are classified as gully systems. We have identified 17 watercourses of concern (Appendix C),
where erosion may potentially occur, regardless of the level of stormwater management
controls. We would like to work proactively with representatives from TRCA, MNR, and the SLG
to address this issue.
Greater coordination between the SLG and the Region relating to stormwater management is
recommended. We understand that Regional infrastructure is to drain into future City
stormwater management facilities, as needed and where technically feasible. Therefore, the
Region’s stormwater management strategy should be incorporated within a revised MESP.

COMMENT

The results of the 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update have been incorporated into Chapter B, Section B5.1. It should be noted that at
time of issuance of these comments, the 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update was not complete. At time of issuance of the MESPA,
the 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update technical analyses were complete and the City provided flows, storage and discharge
recommendations for inclusion in this MESPA.

Chapter B, Section
B5.1

The MESPA references the City’s “Stormwater Management Design Guidelines” in Chapter B Section 6.4 and in Chapter J Section
2.0.

Chapter B Section 6.0
and Chapter J Section
2.0

Each of the 17 watercourses of concern has been reviewed and a response provided below. This has been incorporated into the
MESPA in Chapter B Section 10.5.

Chapter B Section
10.0

Coordination with the Region with respect to SWM facilities and Regional road drainage has been undertaken through the NFSSR
design process. Each NFSSR will identify which Regional Roads will drain to which SWM facility and which roads require on-site SWM
controls. This has been included in the revised Annotated Table of Contents for the NFSSRs which is presented in Chapter J,
Appendix J2.

Chapter J, Appendix
J2

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

An update to the hydrologic model has been undertaken
as per discussions at numerous technical meetings with
TRCA and the City throughout 2011. Based on these
discussions, revisions have been made to both the
existing and future conditions models. Models are
discussed and results presented in Chapter B5.0.

The City and TRCA are currently in the process
of completing the “2012 Duffins Creek
Hydrology Update”, it is the City’s expectations
that the Seaton Landowner Group (SLG) will
and
adhere
to
the
requirements
recommendations provided by that study.

The results of the 2012 Duffins Creek
Hydrology Update have been incorporated
into Chapter B, Section B5.1.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

Part A – General Comments
Hydrologic Modelling
A detailed review of the hydrologic modelling included in the MESP by City
staff and TRCA have revealed deficiencies in the overall methodology,
parameters and assumptions that went into the modelling analyses and
subsequent stormwater management recommendations in the MESP. Staff
recommends that the Duffins Creek 2002 Model (Aquafor Beech) be updated
to include the more specific information from the Seaton area utilizing the
same methodology for determining the parameters (CN*, time to peak, area,
subcatchments, etc.) and calibration procedure in order to recalibrate the
model using eight more years of streamflow and rainfall data (from 2002 to
2010).
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning
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Chapter B5.1
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COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

MESPA Study Team members (Amos and Webster) met
with the City of Pickering staff on two dates (April 20 and
August 22, 2011) to review this matter. At those
meetings Amos confirmed the status of the proposed
stormwater management facilities which are to be a
condition of a plan of subdivision are specifically
addressed in Schedule A as pre-approved activities in
accord with the Municipal Class EA.
Amos also
explained that since the stormwater management
facilities were being carried out by the private sector
developers, the Schedule A, A+ and B projects, if any,
would not be subject to the application of the Class EA.
As a result, the landowners are in compliance with the
Class EA.

A Notice of Completion must be done in
accordance with the MEA Class EA procedures,
as the MESPA is being undertaken as a Master
Plan, which will note the schedules of the
individual projects (i.e. A, B, etc.). The Public
has the ability to “bump up” any individual
projects, as the MESPA will have to be on
public review for 30 days. City Staff noted this in
th
a letter provided to the SLG on June 9 , 2010,
and many meetings.

Further changes were made to Chapters A,
B and C as a result of this comment.
Chapter A provides an overview of the
MEA Class EA requirements/interpretation
and it is further clarified in response to
these City comments as follows:

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

Accurate modelling is required in order to assess impacts and move forward
with reasonable accurate recommendations for mitigation measures for such
a large-scale development as Seaton. Furthermore, given the known
presence of flood prone communities downstream, the precautionary principle
dictates that this assessment must be completed with the greatest amount of
accuracy possible. If there are any changes to the modelling that results in
cumulative impacts at a subwatershed level, the MESP is the appropriate
level to address these impacts and recommend alternative stormwater
options/solutions.
Class EA for Stormwater Management
The MESP Terms of Reference (ToR) specified that stormwater was to be
included in the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) master planning
process. The City’s June 9, 2010 letter, commenting on the April 13, 2010
PIC, highlighted that staff was unclear as to how the MESP has completed
the Municipal Engineers Association’s (MEA) Class EA process, specifically
with respect to stormwater management. Staff also advised the proponents
that the MEA Class EA defines wastewater to include all sewage and
stormwater projects. This is further reinforced by viewing Appendix 1 of the
MEA Class EA document (June 2000, as amended in October 2007), Item 2
under Wastewater Management Projects: Establish new retention/detention
ponds and appurtenances or infiltration systems including outfall to receiving
water body. Review of the MESP document has failed to find any reference
as to how this comment was addressed.
A rigorous evaluation of the stormwater management alternatives and their
impacts on the natural, social and economic environment has not been
completed or submitted for review to date. Therefore, staff does not support
the preferred alternative that has been recommended in this MESP as it has
not been selected in accordance with the MEA Class EA process. However,
the fulfillment of the first two phases of the MEA Class EA process for
stormwater can be completed at the Neighbourhood Functional Servicing and
Stormwater Report (NFSSR) stage.

•

Chapters A and B include discussions on the Class EA
and SWM. SWM alternatives were identified, modelled
and evaluated to arrive at the recommendations
presented in the MESPA in Chapter B that include both
SWM end-of-pipe and LID measures.
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Chapter B
Chapter C, Section
C2.0

The current lower threshold of $2.3M
does not add or change the roads
requiring MEA Phases 3 and 4. A
footnote explaining this matter was
included which states:
“A requirement of the MEA Class EA
process is to establish the capital costs
of the works in order to establish which
schedule applies. If the capital costs of
the works were estimated to exceed
$2.7 million in 2009 (the year that the
initial cost estimates were made for the
purpose of selecting a Class EA
Schedule) then the project is identified
as Schedule C and will require Phases
3 and 4 of the MEA Class EA process.
Please note that the Municipal
Engineers Association (MEA) updates
its road project cost limits yearly (see
www.municipalclassea.ca)
with
instructions that “the Cost Limit
threshold in place at the time a project
is initiated shall be the cost threshold
used to determine the applicable
Schedule and process to be followed
throughout until the completion of the
Class EA process.”

•

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

Chapter A9.0

The timing of the Phases 3 and 4 study
of the road projects was clarified by
noting that:
- Timing would be established in
consultation with the City and be
Master Environmental Servicing Plan - Amendment
Seaton Community, City of Pickering

COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

-

-

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

linked to the Planning Act approvals
such as plans of subdivision
Development approved under the
Planning Act applications will be
conditional upon the completion of
the road projects
City staff will be active stakeholders
in the Phases 3 and 4 planning
process
Confirmed that subsequent Class
EA Study for the roads will be
undertaken by Seaton Landowners
Group

The Municipal Class EA does not require a
Notice of Completion for a Schedule A
project such as stormwater management
facilities being constructed as a condition of
approval of a plan of subdivision or for
Schedule B projects undertaken by a
private sector developer such as Seaton
Landowners Group.
The MESPA is being undertaken as a
Master Plan for City arterial and collector
roads which are the only projects subject to
the Municipal Class EA being carried out by
the Seaton Landowners Group. The
MESPA is a Master Plan which has noted
the schedules of the individual projects (i.e.
A, B, etc.).
Following the completion of Phases 3 and 4
of the Municipal Class EA for the City Road
projects listed in Schedule C, a Notice of
Study Completion will be issued for the
Road projects only. The Public will have the
opportunity to “bump up” one or more of
these Road projects during the 30-day
public review period.
Please refer to the Municipal Class EA,
Appendix 4, Approach #2.
Low Impact Development Measures
The framework provided in CPDP is that the notion of sustainability is integral
to every dimension of the plan. Furthermore, CPDP explicitly recommended
that sustainable technologies be incorporated into the stormwater
management plan for the capture, conveyance and treatment of storm runoff;
however this is not reflected in the MESP.
Staff previously commented about the lack of analysis on low impact
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

LID measures and a modeling approach were discussed
with the City and TRCA in a technical meeting on April
5, 2011. As a result, new Section B2.3 was added to
the document that addresses policy requirements,
modeling methodology and proposed measures. Water
balance model and erosion model alternatives included
the assessment of LID measures to identify the benefit
of LID measures to runoff volume reduction,

The response provided, related to the LID
strategy does not address the City’s issue. City
staff agrees that LID’s are required to meet the
various water balance requirements (i.e. Global,
and Feature Based), however LID’s were not
assessed in lieu of SWM facilities.

December 2011, Revised February 2013
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The December 2011 MESPA did address
an alternative where LID measures only
were assessed and results compared to
alternatives with no LIDS, no SWMFs and
LIDs and SWMFs. See results for Scenario
E4 in Section 5.2.3.3.

Chapter B2.3, B4.7.4,
B5.9.3 and B5.11.2

Master Environmental Servicing Plan - Amendment
Seaton Community, City of Pickering

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

development (LID) measures to reduce the number of end-of-pipe facilities
and minimize the runoff volume from development. A more thorough LID
analysis including integration of the LID measures into the water management
modelling would confirm that using LIDs will certainly not only reduce the
number and size of end-of-pipe facilities, but also the type.

groundwater recharge, etc.
As a result, a
comprehensive SWM/LID strategy is provided for
Seaton. In addition and as discussed at the meeting
and incorporated into the agreed-upon Table of
Contents for the NFSSRs, further analyses of LID
measures and options will be undertaken in the
NFSSRs.

The use of dry ponds as well as co-locating dry facilities within park areas or
playing fields as Brockridge Park is a more sustainable approach to
stormwater management and result in dramatically lower future maintenance
requirements and costs for the City. A current example of this can be seen in
the City’s Brockridge Park at the Brock Road and Finch Avenue area.

The potential use of dry ponds and co-locating SWMF
within parks is noted in Section B6.2.

Section B6.2

Following a detailed review of the MESP, 42 of the 69 end-of-pipe facilities
are discharging to intermittent streams. This is of great concern with respect
to erosion and movement of the streams in the future, as they will ultimately
become permanently flowing, with the application of the recommended
erosion criteria (i.e. 25mm for 120 hours). Alternatively, runoff volume control
through the implementation of LID’s may be required in these circumstances
such that post-development runoff volumes are minimized.

Headwater drainage feature water balance assessments
have been complete that, along with the erosion
assessments, address the issue of discharge of flows
into intermittent drainage features. See Section B10.

Section B10.0
Section B10.0

Development of a sustainable LID strategy with respect to full life cycle costs,
including long term maintenance and operations, will be required at the
NFSSR stage. The framework or outline for this LID strategy needs to be
approved prior to submitting the NFSSR’s to the City.

The MESPA addresses a framework for LID measures
that is to be further assessed at the NFSSR stage. This
requirement is noted in Section B2.3 and the Table of
Contents for the NFSSRs (Appendix J2).

Section B2.3 and
Appendix J2

Stormwater Management Alternatives
There seems to be an over reliance on end-of-pipe facilities from the outset to
provide water quality, erosion control and flood control when other
approaches are more environmentally sustainable and appropriate. The
cumulative impact of these end-of-pipe stormwater management facilities
could potentially increase channel erosion and deteriorate aquatic habitats
within the associated watercourses, which is contrary to the principles and
objectives of the CPDP. To offset these impacts, there needs to be greater
emphasis on considering “state-of-the-art” stormwater management
approaches to manage runoff volumes and release rates rather than
conventional stormwater management practices which only manage release
rates. A more thorough discussion of stormwater management alternatives in
the MESP Amendment is required in order to address the water management
criteria and sustainability.

An evaluation of alternatives and a comprehensive
SWM/LID strategy have been prepared.
Further,
detailed modelling and analysis, presented in Chapter B
Sections B5 through B9 identified storage and
discharge design criteria, flood control requirements and
erosion control resulting in the reduction of SWMFs to
60. The modelling has confirmed that these end-of-pipe
solutions are required.

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

The City will accept the SWM/LID strategy that
has been presented within the MESPA, so long
as a funding solution can be found with respect
to
the
operations
and
maintenance
requirements of the recommended SWM/LID
strategy.

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

COMMENT

No action required. A funding solution has
been found through the Fiscal Impact Study
for
operations
and
maintenance
requirements for the SWM/LID strategy.

In addition and as discussed at various meetings with
the agencies and incorporated into the agreed-upon
Table of Contents for the NFSSRs, further analyses of
site specific alternatives and options will be undertaken
in the NFSSRs.

Stormwater Management Plan and Facilities
Having received Pickering Council endorsement, in December 2011, the City
released its “Stormwater Management Design Guidelines”, which outlines the
design requirements for stormwater management facilities. It is the City’s
expectation that the SLG will meet the objectives and design requirements as
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

The MESPA references the City’s “Stormwater Management Design Guidelines” in Chapter B Section 6.0 and in Chapter J Section 2.0. Additionally, the
City of Pickering OPA No. 22 is referenced in Chapter A. The City has agreed to conduct a consultation session to review the SMDG with the purpose of
ensuring that the Guidelines are considered appropriate for implementation in Seaton recognizing the significant level of environmental review and
consultation that has been completed as part of the MESPA and the long term operation and maintenance analysis that was completed as part of the City
Fiscal Impact Study.
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Chapter A, Section
A8.0; Chapter B,
Section B6.0 and
Chapter J, Section

Master Environmental Servicing Plan - Amendment
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COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

outlined in the City’s design guide, which is consistent with Policy 11.45 of the
Conformity Amendment.
In addition to the above the City requests that the Neighbourhood Functional
Servicing Reports provide provisions for operation and maintenance
requirements, specifically as it relates to maintenance access requirements.
City staff have, through the review of the SWM Matrices (Appendix B6-B),
identified 18 stormwater management facilities (out of the 60 proposed
facilities) which alternative locations, or additional facilities may be warranted
for consideration. Concerns with these facilities may be associated, but not
limited to the following; Geotechnical, Major System flow direction, Operation
and Maintenance, etc. A detailed list of concerns associated with the
proposed SWM facilities is provided in Appendix B.
Please note that City staff still have significant concerns associated with
erosion of watercourses which have no current defined channel, have existing
erosion issues, or are classified as gully systems. City staff has identified 17
watercourses of concern (Appendix C), where erosion may potentially occur,
regardless of the level of SWM controls. City staff would like to work
proactively with representatives from TRCA, MNR, and the SLG to address
this issue.

Appendix J2
The Annotated Table of Contents, which sets out the scope of work required for the NFSSRs, has been revised to reference the City’s “Stormwater
Management Design Guidelines” and identify the need for maintenance access for SWM facilities.
The concerns for each SWM facility have been reviewed and responses provided as Appendix B to these comments. Please note that the analysis
presented in the MESPA is a high level review of the location for SWM facilities and that more detailed analysis of geotechnical, major system flow
direction, pond configuration and operation and maintenance design considerations will take place as part of the NFSSRs.
Each of the 17 watercourses of concern have been reviewed and a response provided as Appendix C to these comments. This has been incorporated
into the MESPA in Chapter B Section 10.5.

In addition to the issues identified above, the City has concerns with the
requirements to maintain water balance to some of the headwater drainage
features identified in the MESPA. A majority of these features should be
considered Gully systems, or systems with no defined channel, where erosion
will be an issue due to the mitigation measures proposed. Details related to
the City’s concerns, and recommendations for the mitigation measures have
been provided in Appendix D.

The City’s concerns regarding headwater drainage features have been reviewed and a response provided as Appendix D to these comments. Additional
discussion of the proposed mitigation measures for augmentation to headwater drainage features is presented in Chapter B Section 10.5.

Provincial Responsibilities
Although the MESP provides a recommended stormwater management plan
for Seaton, there is no discussion on the role of the Province regarding longterm operations and maintenance of stormwater management facilities within
the Natural Heritage System (NHS). It is further complicated by the fact that
until all future impacts are known, the need for additional easements from the
Province to mitigate the impacts cannot be determined. Any potential impacts
on these lands such as increased flooding, erosion, residual impacts on the
aquatic system due to increased runoff volumes, decreased baseflow,
thermal instability, water quality, etc. must be reviewed and approved by the
Province. We concur with TRCA that an overall approach to provide the
appropriate mitigation/ compensation for direct impacts (i.e. crossings,
changes in flow regime) should be developed in consultation with TRCA,
Region and the Province.

The role of the province was discussed at the
th
MESPA/NFSSR Coordination meeting (February 17 ,
2011).

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION
J2.0

Comment noted.

City staff are unclear as to how the response
provided addresses the City’s concern.
City staff are requesting clarification/direction
from the province for the following;
• Given that the CPDP is a provincial plan,
the province will need to provide final
signoff on impacts to the NHS, specifically
as it relates to the presence of endangered
species.
• Clarify the City’s role and responsibility for
addressing future impacts to the NHS,
specifically as it relates to municipal
drainage being directed to the NHS (i.e.
stormwater management, feature based
water balance).
• To ensure success of the SWM plan the
MNR needs to be involved at this stage of
the process. If MNR’s involvement is left to
the detailed design phase of the process,
then there will be less viable options for
mitigation. In addition under the Planning
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A meeting between TRCA, MNR and the
City took place on November 7, 2012 where
the topic of management of infrastructure in
the NHS was discussed.

Chapter B, Section
B10.0

Chapter H, Appendix
H15-D

As discussed at this meeting and outlined in
an email from OILC dated January 31,
2012, the Province does not have a role
regarding the long-term operations and
maintenance of stormwater management
(SWM) facilities, including Low Impact
Development (LID) measures, constructed
within the Natural Heritage System. These
SWM facilities and LID measures will be
constructed by the Private Developers,
based on approved design by all of the
appropriate authorities, and after a specified
operating maintenance period that satisfies
the Municipality, responsibility for the facility
will be with that Municipality. The Province
has identified that it will provide to the
Municipality an Exclusive Easement for the
Master Environmental Servicing Plan - Amendment
Seaton Community, City of Pickering

COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)
Act MNR is the only agency with the official
power to comment on impacts to the NHS.
City staff request MNR involvement through the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing,
through the “one window” planning approach.

RESPONSE
purpose of ownership/stewardship of the
facility that will also provide unfettered
access to the SWM facility/LID measures

Chapter B Section 5.3.

2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update
It is the City’s expectations that the SLG will respect the results of the
Hydrology Update, as well as implement the recommended level of
stormwater management controls.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

As noted above, the results of the 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update have been incorporated into Chapter B, Section B5.1. Further analysis has been
completed as part of this MESPA with regards to implementation of the 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update SWM criteria for Whitevale Creek. This
analysis is presented in Chapter B Section 5.3.

Specifically, water quantity controls in the form of Unit Rates are being
developed for the Seaton area. Based on preliminary assessments,
stormwater management controls will be required for all sub-watersheds
including unnamed tributaries of the West Duffins Creek and the Whitevale
Creek, with the minimum level of control being the 2 to 100 Post to Pre. level
of control. Specific to the Seaton development, drainage directed to the main
branch of the West Duffins Creek will not require quantity control.
Durham Regions CPDP Environmental Assessment
City staff has significant concerns related to the lack of coordination between
the SLG and the Region. Related to stormwater management, the intention
was for Regional infrastructure to drain to development ponds, as needed and
where technically feasible. There are a number of issues related to Regional
infrastructure and the stormwater management plan for Seaton, specifically;

Coordination with the Region with respect to SWM facilities and Regional road drainage has been/will be undertaken through the NFSSR design process.
Each NFSSR will identify which Regional Roads will drain to which SWM facility and which roads require on-site SWM controls. This has been included in
the revised Annotated Table of Contents for the NFSSRs which is presented in Chapter J, Appendix J2.
With respect to the specific comments, the following response is provided:

•

How major system flows will be directed to SWM facilities, where a
Regional road bisects the catchment area.

•

•

How many additional ponds will be required to address Regional Rd.
drainage only?

•

•

Who will be responsible for assessing the impacts of Region’s swm plan
(specifically erosion control), where a specific, Region only, pond or SWM
measure is required?

•

This will be avoided where possible; however, if this is not possible, the proponent (land developer) will have to adhere to the Region’s design criteria Chapter D, Section
with respect to major system flows across Regional roads and accommodate the major system drainage either by capturing and conveying by storm D3.4
sewer or ensuring the road is adequately designed to accommodate the drainage.
No additional ponds will be required to address Regional Road drainage. All road drainage will be directed and accommodated by the proposed SWM
facilities wherever possible. Should this not be possible, on-site controls for quality and erosion will be required and the closest SWM facility will be
required to over-control to provide the necessary quantity controls. Direction on Regional Road drainage and SWM facilities has been provided in
Chapter D Section D3.4.
As noted above, Region only ponds will not be required. For on-site controls, the Region will be required to meet the SWM criteria outlined in this
MESPA for quality, erosion and water balance. The potential impacts have therefore been assessed through this MESPA.

In all instances SWM facilities required to address the Regions drainage will
be responsibility of the Region, not the City.
Part B – Specific Comments
•

Water Balance and Groundwater Modelling (Section 4.0)
The mitigation strategy of disconnected roof leaders to ground needs to
be confirmed against municipal standards. The City’s development
standards require that lots with frontages of 12m or less must have
connected downspouts. As such, areas with frontage less than 12m
should not be accounted for in the mitigation strategy of roof leaders to
ground. Rather, high density areas should convey their roof drainage via
a clean water collector to a centralized infiltration facility on public

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

For the purposes of the PRMS model, assumptions with
respect to LID measures were made. This included an
assumption that roof leaders from residential areas
would be disconnected to maximize infiltration. The
model actually calculates the runoff from the cells of the
impervious surface and then transfers it to a pervious
surface where it infiltrates. Hence the model captures
the process that occurs whether the roof leaders are
disconnected and the water infiltrates on the lawn or

Acknowledged, the City’s SWM design
guidelines are clear as to when disconnected
roof leaders is appropriate. NFSSR’s will clarify
the type of LID measure to be recommended for
the development area.
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The 2011 MESPA modelling included
disconnected rear yard roof leaders for low
and medium density residential lots. It was
assumed that 25% of the roof area would
drain to the front directly connected to the
storm sewer system. The remaining 75%
would discharge to the rear yard. The City’s
criteria with respect to mandatory directly
connected roof leaders for lots with

Chapter B4.7

Master Environmental Servicing Plan - Amendment
Seaton Community, City of Pickering

COMMENT
property.

•

Surface Water Hydrology (Section 5.0)
Hydrologic Model
The uncalibrated existing conditions hydrologic model that was developed
for the Seaton MESP (AMEC Model) varied considerably from the
TRCA’s approved existing conditions calibrated Duffins Creek model,
which was updated by Aquafor Beech in 2002 (Aquafor 2002 Model).
Aquafor’s 2002 Model was further discretized by AMEC into 126 different
subcatchments, with the main parameters that affect the calibration of a
model being changed using different methodologies (i.e. CN vs. CN*,
different equation used for time to peak, additional route channel
commands, etc.) and no re-calibration of the model was completed. While
the need for the extensive discretization completed for the existing
conditions model is unclear, the methodologies used to derive
parameters should be consistent for the entire Duffins Creek model and
should use methodologies, which are appropriate for Southern Ontario.
The time to peak equation used in the calibrated Aquafor 2002 Model
was Watt & Chow’s method, which was developed utilizing streamflow
and precipitation data from Southern Ontario. Through comparing results
from the Aquafor 2002 Model with actual streamflow data, it was
confirmed that this method gave good results for the Duffins Creek
watershed. Notwithstanding that, the MESP states that AMEC used the
HYMO equation to calculate the time to peak in their analysis. It is
unclear why this equation was used instead of Watt & Chow’s method
given that the OTTHYMO-89 and VO2 literature, as well as other reports,
state that the HYMO equation gives erroneous results in Southern
Ontario unless it is calibrated using local streamflow and precipitation
data.
The reason for the discrepancies given in the literature is that the
regression constants in the HYMO equation were developed using data
collected from farm fields in the southern United States. Given the
inherent difficulties with transposing methods derived from differing
climatic and physiographic regions to Southern Ontario, it does not
appear as though the proponent has completed the rigorous technical
analysis required to support the use of the HYMO method in the Duffins
Creek watershed.

Unless there is a clearly demonstrated need to change the method used
to calculate the time to peak, the proponent should use the Watt & Chow
method to ensure consistency with the rest of the Duffins Creek model
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

whether the roof leaders are connected and the flows
are conveyed by clean water collector to a centralized
infiltration facility. This detail will be worked out through
the NFSSRs. The text has been clarified to make this
distinction.

An update to the hydrologic model has been undertaken
as per discussions at technical meetings with TRCA and
the City.
Briefly, the approach agreed upon involves using the
2002 existing conditions model as the base for the 2 –
100 year and Regional Storm event modelling, with
minor changes only to boundaries within the Seaton
lands, based on more current mapping, and the creation
of discrete subcatchments for each of the different
subwatersheds, to enable accurate comparisons at
varying points in the watershed. All changes have been
made using the 2002 methodology for parameterization
and retaining the CN values from the 2002 model as per
direction from TRCA and the City of Pickering. The one
variable changed for calibration purposes, as discussed
with the TRCA and City, was that N has been lowered
from 1.5 to 1.45 in order to reproduce the currently
approved flow rates as per the requirements of the
TRCA and the City of Pickering.

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

frontages less than 12m, is acknowledged.
The PRMS model showed that having
disconnected roof leaders was a “tool” in
the “LID toolbox” that would help to achieve
the required mitigation. Going forward, the
on-going PRMS modelling is looking at the
potential
implication
to
removing
disconnected roof leaders for lots less than
12m frontage.

No further action required from the SLG. All
issues related to the previously submitted
hydrology model is being dealt with through the
2012 Duffins Hydrology Update.

No response required.

Chapter B5.0

The SLG will be responsible for achieving the
required level of SWM control, as recommended
in the hydrology update.

In addition, the models have all been validated by
assessing their performance with additional suitable
historical rainfall and streamflow records found within
the data provided by TRCA (2002 to present).
In terms of the Regional Storm model for future
development conditions, discussions with the TRCA and
City of Pickering staff have occurred throughout 2011 to
identify a modelling approach and alternative potential
management scenarios, and review updated existing
These discussions are
conditions model results.
ongoing and will continue over the next few months.
The conclusion of these discussions and analyses will
make specific recommendations regarding a Regional
Storm Control Strategy, if needed to minimize or reduce
risks to human life and property due to flooding.
The higher-discretized model has been used for the
future land use with SWM condition to allow for peak
flow calculations at each SWM facility and channels
December 2011, Revised February 2013
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COMMENT
(OTTHYMO-89 & Visual OTTHYMO v2.0 Reference Manuals, Watershed
Model Calibration Methodology Study for MNR and Conservation
Authorities).
The CN parameter appears to have been calculated from very specific
borehole information (as seen from the example SCS Curve Number
Calculation Sheet for subcatchment 1160 that was provided with the
hydrological modelling information). However, there is no way to crossreference this information, especially if it appears to be from sources
other than the landowners’ borehole information (i.e. ORC Well-Beatty
database or GSC-test well).

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

downstream of the outlets.
An assessment of local impacts of uncontrolled flows
within the Whitevale Creek subcatchment has been
completed and discussed in Chapter B5.8 and B5.9.3.4.

Additionally, the CN’s that have been calculated and/or chosen for the
subcatchments appear to be very low which indicates the soils in Seaton
are very well-drained with high infiltration rates (hydrologic soil groups A
and AB were chosen for the subcatchment 1160, which resulted in a CN
of 55; hydrologic soil group A consists of soils of low runoff potential,
having high infiltration rates, they are predominately deep, very well
drained sands and gravels, with a high rate of water transmission).
However, given that this area is predominately glacial till (Halton till with a
-8
hydraulic conductivity of 8 x 10 m/s) as identified in Section 3.1, Table
B4.1 and Figure B3.3 (which shows the interpreted surficial geology of
the MESP Study Area based on a review of published mapping as well as
the result of the drilling and soil testing programs that were completed by
the various landowners in 2009) it is unclear how these CN’s were
determined. Moreover, V02 uses the modified SCSS method with a CN*,
which is not the same as CN as noted in the V02 literature (OTTHYMO89 & Visual OTTHYMO v2.0 Reference Manuals). Aquafor’s 2002 Model
has calibrated CN*’s that range from 66 to 78 for the relative
subcatchments, while the AMEC model has CN’s of 45 to 64 – it is
unclear why these CN’s were used given that they are drastically different
from the calibrated model values.
The above noted changes made to the model leads to significantly
different flow results when compared to Aquafor’s 2002 model, most
notably for existing conditions for the 2-100 year flows, as seen in Table
B5.1. The major difference in flows is for Whitevale Creek, which has an
increase in existing flow from 110% to 155% for the 2 to 100 year return
periods, respectively, Increases in existing flows are also seen for
Ganatsekiagon and Urfe Creeks, which range between 8% to 44% and
6% to 24% for the 2 to 100 year return periods, respectively.
Another trend that can be seen from the results shown in Table B5.1, is
that the flows within the major systems of West Duffins and East Duffins
are actually lower than the Aquafor 2002 Model. This trend can be
explained by the fact that the AMEC Model has the subcatchments of
Whitevale, Ganatsekiagon and Urfe Creeks peaking at quite a different
time than the Aquafor 2002 Model, so that their peaks are through the
system already prior to the peaks of West and East Duffins occurring,
which was to be expected given the low time to peak values that were
calculated by AMEC using the HYMO method.
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning
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COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

As discussed at the technical meeting, the City’s runoff
coefficients have been utilized. The RC values have
been converted to percent impervious. Where this
results in percent impervious greater than or equal to

No action required for MESPA as hydrology
component is being addressed through the
2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update.

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

This was verified by running both models, which resulted in the following
time to peak for flows for Whitevale, Ganatsekiagon and Urfe Creeks of 5,
6 and 6.5 hours, from the AMEC Model, whereas the time to peak for
those creeks in Aquafor’s 2002 Model were 9, 9.25 and 8 hours,
respectively. It is important that Aquafor’s 2002 Model was calibrated to 6
different streamflow gauges throughout the Duffins Creek watershed,
including one gauge on Urfe Creek, while AMEC’s Model was not
calibrated at all.
From a Regional flow perspective, the MESP states that the model
indicates an increase in Regional flows of 3% at the downstream node
through the Pickering/Ajax Special Policy Area (SPA) and the location of
the Duffins Dyke. The MESP recommends that Regional control not be
provided in the stormwater facilities as widespread distributed regional
control is expected to increase downstream flow levels more. However,
the actual analysis was not completed. Alternatively, the MESP
recommends the formalization of natural valley storage that exists within
Ganatsekiagon Creek and Urfe Creek. It is unlikely this recommendation
will be approved by TRCA, therefore, regional control may be required
within the neighbourhood plans. This means that efficiencies may need to
be found such as co-location of stormwater facilities and parks, otherwise
large tracts of land may be required for regional storage.
The recommendation that 2 to 100 year and Regional stormwater
quantity controls are not required for Whitevale Creek has not been
appropriate justified. It is understood that the reason that no water
quantity controls are proposed within Whitevale Creek was to ensure that
the flows from this subcatchment are conveyed through the system prior
to the peak flows from the upstream West Duffins catchments arriving
which thereby lessens the downstream flooding impacts. However, this
does not take into account the impact that uncontrolled flows would have
on the instream channel itself – namely, from the lower return period
flows, which could significantly change the existing channel form,
especially if the re-calibration shows that the existing flows for Whitevale
Creek are reduced and closer to the Aquafor 2002 Model.
Given the deficiencies outlined above, the reliability of AMEC’s
uncalibrated model and the validity of the report’s recommendations
cannot be accepted at this time. Staff recommends that the Aquafor 2002
Model be updated to include the more specific information from the
Seaton area utilizing the same methodology for determining the
parameters (CN*, time to peak, area, subcatchments etc.) and calibration
procedure in order to recalibrate the model using eight more years of
streamflow and rainfall data (from 2002 to 2010). Accurate modelling is
required in order to move forward and make reasonably accurate
recommendations for such a large-scale development as Seaton,
specifically due to the known presence of the flood prone communities
downstream.
The Future Conditions model will be updated using the City’s
Neighbourhood Plans. The following runoff coefficients should be used
for the different land uses as they reflect the actual built form that is to be
expected in Seaton as stated in Section 8.1.
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning
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COMMENT
Area

Parks over 4 hectares
Parks 4 hectares and under
Stormwater Management Facilities
Single Family Residential
Single Family Residential (Frontage less than 12.2m)
Semi-detached Residential
Townhouses, Maisonettes, Row Houses, etc.
Apartments
Schools and Churches
Industrial
Commercial
Heavily Developed Areas
Paved Areas

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)
Runoff
Coefficient
0.20
0.25
0.55
0.60
0.65
0.65
0.75
0.75
0.75
0.90
0.90
0.90
0.95

100%, a more appropriate value has been assigned.
See Chapter B5.3.2.

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

For clarification:
•

•

% Imp values for hydrologic modeling
completed as part of the NFSSR’s shall be
based on Table 18 “Typical Impervious
Values by Land Use”, page 67, of the “City
of Pickering Stormwater Management
Guidelines”.
%IMP values for hydrologic modeling
completed as part of detailed design phase
shall be based on actual measurements.

Another issue arising from the hydrological modelling is the percent
changes in flow even with stormwater management controls. Table B5.12
notes some very significant changes at some nodes (i.e. 71% at a 2 year,
-18% for others, etc.). This may result in a number of intermittent streams
becoming permanently flowing and causing significant alteration to the
channel form and function in the future.
Erosion Analysis
The ToR specifies that the most critical values for the erosion thresholds
were to be utilized in the erosion analysis. However, Table 5.2 indicates
that an average value was used for the thresholds. This is of particular
3
concern when the two values are significantly different (i.e. D5 0.909 m /s
3
vs. 0.546 m /s). Moreover, there are two reaches labelled U10, with two
different threshold discharges, one from Duffin Heights with a threshold
3
3
value of 0.68 m /s and another with a value of 0.203 m /s. As this was
determined to be the most critical reach for Urfe Creek, it is unclear which
value was used. Furthermore, please clarify how this was determined to
be the most critical reach when Reach U16 was the most critical reach
used in the Duffin Heights analysis.
The CPDP stated that the MESP should conduct an erosion sensitivity
analysis for all receiving watercourses on a subwatershed basis. Given
that, it is unclear why the recommendations are stating that the erosion
criteria be applied to different watercourses (i.e., Ganatsekiagon Creek
should use Urfe Creek and Whitevale Creek should use West Duffins
Creek). It is not appropriate to transpose criteria from different
subwatersheds as the erosion processes may be quite different.
Moreover, applying stringent criteria across the board like this may result
in too much storage being provided for a given subwatershed, which may
actually disrupt the stream processes more. It should be noted that
unnecessarily holding back flow and discharging it over long periods of
time (i.e. 120 hours) may have negative impacts on stream form and
function. Current research (MacRae, 2006) has suggested that
conventional practices of utilizing end-of-pipe facilities to offset the
hydrologic effects of urbanization are insufficient to prevent increased
channel erosion and deterioration of aquatic habitats.

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

The erosion analysis have been completed based upon
the critical thresholds provided by the fluvial
geomorphologist, and have applied the critical threshold
within each Subwatershed. Further discussion on this
approach is provided within Chapter B5.9.
The use of LID techniques at the source level, has been
proposed throughout the study area to mitigate the issue
of increased runoff volumes. The erosion analyses
have been updated to include an assessment of the
reduced erosion potential which would be anticipated to
result from the implementation of LID practices.

As previously discussed with the SLG
previously, the erosion assessment will need to
be re-assessed based on the updated hydrology
model for the Duffins Creek.
City staff will provide detailed comments once
the reassessment has been completed, and
submitted for review.

The QUALHYMO hydrologic model has been calibrated
using the approach discussed with the TRCA and the
City of Pickering. Details regarding the calibration
methodology are provided in Chapter B5.9
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Following additional discussions with the
TRCA at several meetings, it has been
decided that the Qualhymo model does not
require updating based on the new
hydrology. As outlined in Chapter B
Section 5.2 the Qualhymo model has
served the purposes of identifying the need
for LID measures in combination with endof-pipe facilities and also providing direction
towards the extended detention criteria for
SWM facilities (i.e. 25mm extended
detention for 120 hours). The 2011 Erosion
Assessment is therefore presented again in
the 2013 MESPA.

Chapter B5.2

Master Environmental Servicing Plan - Amendment
Seaton Community, City of Pickering

COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

As part of the MESP/MESPA the ponds were not sized.
A “rule of thumb” of 7% of the drainage area was utilized
to establish preliminary block sizes. Should the ponds
be required to provide Regional storm control, or should
detailed grading show the blocks are too small, revisions
may be made to pond locations/configurations, however,
all criteria and policies outlined in Section B6.0 must be
met.

City staff have revaluated proposed SWM
facility locations, and have updated the City’s
original matrix. Additional columns have been
added to address issues such as major system
flow routes, emergency outlet concerns, and
identify ponds which Regional infrastructure is
proposed within, or adjacent to the proposed
pond block.

The concerns for each SWM facility have
been reviewed and responses provided
following this response table.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

These end-of-pipe facilities only manage peak flows and do not manage
the larger issue of increased runoff volumes.
Given that the Visual OTTHYMO hydrologic model will be updated to
reflect the issues mentioned above, the QUALHYMO hydrologic model
also needs to be updated and calibrated.
•

Stormwater Management Facility Location Analysis (Section 6.0)
Staff has evaluated the proposed pond locations against the various
constraints and has produced a matrix. Below are the explanations for the
various columns in the attached matrix (see Appendix A).
Regional Control
The proponent has made significant changes to the Duffins Creek
hydrology model, which has not been approved by the TRCA. Given that
the existing conditions model and the impact assessment have not been
approved, the requirements for Regional control will likely change in
subsequent submissions. Notwithstanding, 52 of the 69 ponds were
deemed to require sufficient storage volume to provide Regional Storm
control.

Increase/Decrease in Drainage Area > 5%
The Central Pickering Development Plan stated in Section 8c that
stormwater ponds should avoid subwatershed drainage diversions. While
the hydrology model has not been approved, 56 of the 69 ponds will
result in drainage diversions greater than 5%. A number of these
drainage diversions are quite significant which, combined with the effects
of urbanization, may lead to significant changes in the form and function
of the receiving streams. The dual effect of urbanization and diversions
on the stability of streams, particularly intermittent streams, is a concern.

Chapter B6.2 and
Table B6.1

City staff has also highlighted 18 facilities which
may warrant the additional pond locations, or
additional facilities. Please see Appendix B for
additional details.

Duffins Creek watershed is broken down into 5
subwatersheds (within Seaton); those subwatersheds
were then discretized into catchments (delineated by
tributary drainage areas) and then further into
subcatchments for purposes of identifying SWMF
locations. The maximum change in drainage area at a
subwatershed level is only 3%. Although there are more
significant changes at a subcatchment level, this is often
remedied at the catchment level such that there are not
any significant drainage diversions that would potentially
impact the form or function of the receiving streams.

No further requirements from the City.

No response required.

Chapter B
Appendix B6-B

An additional table showing the subcatchment,
catchment and subwatershed drainage areas is now
provided in Appendix B6-B. An explanation of the
Table of Net Drainage Area Changes is also provided in
this Appendix.
Floodplain Assessment Required
The flood lines should be confirmed prior to finalizing the pond locations
to ensure that the facilities are located outside the floodplain. Through
review of the pond locations, 21 of the 69 ponds required that the
floodplain extents be confirmed. It should be noted that Ponds 33 and 38
are currently shown as being within the Regional Storm floodplain and
alternative locations should be provided. Furthermore, subject to the
revisions to the hydrology model, the floodplain limits for all the ponds
may need to be confirmed

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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The flood lines are being updated as part of the Seaton
Floodplain Mapping Study being completed concurrently
with the MESPA by Sernas Associates. The floodlines
on the SWMF Matrices have been updated as per the
most updated modelling at the time of submission of this
MESPA. The exact flood elevations and the location of
SWMFs will have to be confirmed as part of the
NFSSRs.

With regards to SWM facilities, please ensure
ponds are located, at a minimum, outside the
100 year floodplain. In all instances where a
facility is located within the Regional flood plain,
the SLG will consult with the City and TRCA to
ensure each agencies requirement are met.
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Acknowledged. This has now been stated
in Table B6.1 under Floodlines.

Chapter B6.2
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Seaton Community, City of Pickering

COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

Noted, however where the pond matrices
(Appendix B6 B within the MESPA) notes a
geotechnical investigation is required at the
draft plan stage, an alternative pond location
should be considered at the MESPA stage.

The intent of the recommendation for a
geotechnical investigation was to further
refine the stable top of slope when
confirming pond locations at the NFSSR
stage. It is not expected that detailed stable
slope analyses will totally negate pond
locations identified at the MESPA stage.
Rather, they may refine the pond limits
within or adjacent to the NHS. For this
reason, alternative locations for ponds have
not been considered as part of the MESPA.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

SWMF #33 has been eliminated. SWMF #38 is shown
located between the 100 year flood line and the
Regional floodline. It should be noted that land for
SWMF #38 is owned by Infrastructure Ontario.
Geotechnical Assessment Required
Similarly to the floodplain assessment, ponds should be located on lands
which will be stable in the long-term. As such, the ponds should be
located outside the line delineated for the stable top of slope plus an
appropriate buffer. Based upon the current submission, 32 of the 69
proposed pond locations will require this assessment.
Furthermore, consideration of the loading that a full pond will place upon
the slope must be considered in this assessment. This assessment will
need to be completed prior to finalizing the pond locations.

SWMF locations were established based on the Erosion
Hazard Limit which is the greater of the Stable Top of
Slope (including toe erosion allowance where
applicable) plus an Erosion Access Allowance of 6m as
recommended by the MNR (2001) guidelines, or Top-ofBank plus a 10m setback as recommended by TRCA. If
the channel is unconfined this is not applicable. The
MESPA, Section B6.4, notes that additional analyses
are required at the NFSSR stage to finalize all pond
locations. This includes geotechnical assessments,
stable slope analyses, staking of top of bank, etc.

Chapter B6.4

It is also noted that should a pond relocation
be necessary, locations to be considered
need not necessarily be limited to those
considered in the MESPA; however, the
guidance in the MESPA provides the criteria
for locating and designing the SWMF
ponds.
Special Considerations for the Outlet
The City requires that the design and configuration of the outfall channels
are such that long-term operations and maintenance requirements are
minimized. This is particularly important given that the majority of the
ponds are located within the NHS and that disturbance of the NHS for
maintenance operations should be minimized to the greatest degree
possible.

Acknowledged. General outfall locations have been
provided. The exact outfall location and design will be
determined through the NFSSRs and detailed design.
This requirement is noted in Section B6.4 and in the
Table of Contents for the NFSSRs (Appendix J2).
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This requirement has been added to the
Annotated Table of Contents for the
NFSSRs presented in Appendix J2.

Chapter B6.4
Appendix J2

It is the City’s expectation that the NFSSR’s will
provide some insight, and detail as to the
location and design of operations and
maintenance access.

Given that, when selecting the location of the pond block the proponent
should consider the requirements for safely conveying drainage from the
pond to the receiving stream in such a manner that the outfall channel will
be stable in the long-term with minimal maintenance requirements. Given
that, very steep outfall channels and emergency spillways may not be
practical in the long term and drop structures may need to be provided to
safely convey stormwater from the pond to the receiving stream.
Furthermore, additional consideration will need to be given to ponds
which outlet to receiving systems which will be particularly sensitive to the
changes caused by urbanization. Additionally, where the outlet is to
infrastructure owned by others, such as the Region of Durham or
MTO/407, the proponent should have a suitable alternative outlet as a
contingency measure. These considerations should be accounted for in
the stormwater cost analysis. Lastly, ponds which outlet directly to
marshes and wetlands will need specially designed outlets to ensure
flows are disturbed appropriately. With this in mind, 59 of the 69 ponds
will require some special considerations for their outlet.

Operations and maintenance access will be
required for all SWM facility features (headwalls,
plunge pools, polishing units, etc.), and shall be
designed with regards to the requirements
outlined in the City’s SWM design guidelines.

The Annotated Table of Contents prepared for the
NFSSRs and presented in Chapter J, Appendix J2 of
the MESPA outlines the requirements for a stormwater
cost analysis. No further specific costing information is
presented in the MESPA.
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COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

The MESPA presents an analysis of headwater
drainage features.
The potential impact to these
watercourses from increases in runoff volumes has
been assessed. SWMF outfalls have been redirected to
larger watercourses and augmentation of flows with
clean roof runoff via the implementation of LIDs has
been recommended.

City staff still has significant concerns related to
the discharge of municipal stormwater to
systems which have no current defined channel,
are experiencing erosion, or gully systems. City
staff has identified 17 “Water Courses of
Concern” (Appendix C), which erosion will be an
issue regardless of the level of stormwater
management applied to the development.

The City’s concerns regarding headwater
drainage features have been reviewed and
a response provided as Appendix C and D
to these comments. Additional discussion of
the proposed mitigation measures for flow
augmentation to headwater drainage
features is presented in Chapter B Section
10.5.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

It should be noted that the stormwater facilities, including the outfall
channels, will be monitored by the developer prior to assumption. If
deficiencies exist, the City will defer assuming the facility until the issue
has been addressed and a track record of satisfactory performance has
been demonstrated.
Outlet to an Intermittent Stream
Following a detailed review of the MESP, 42 of the 69 end-of-pipe
facilities are discharging to intermittent streams, which is of great concern
with respect to erosion and movement of the streams in the future, as
they will ultimately become permanently flowing, with the application of
the recommended erosion criteria (i.e. 25mm for 120 hours). Runoff
volume control through the implementation of LID’s may be required in
these circumstances such that post-development runoff volumes are
minimized.

Chapter B10

The majority of the water courses identified
have multiple swm facilities draining to them.
Over time this will become a significant erosion
issue, compounding this issue from the City’s
perspective is that the systems contribute to
larger systems with the presence of Species at
Risk.
The City would like to develop a proactive
approach for dealing with erosion issue in
consultation with the TRCA, MNR, and the SLG.
Greater than 5 metres Elevation Change Across the Pond Block
As a rule, ponds should be constructed “in cut” as the structural design
requirements are much simpler. However, the City will allow berms up to
2 metres high provided the slope standards in the City’s design guidelines
are followed.
Under exceptional circumstance the City may allow berms up to 3 metres
high provided the berm has been designed by a geotechnical engineer
with experience in the design of dams. It should be noted that the City will
not accept the costly future maintenance requirements, nor the increased
liability and risk that is associated with ponds having berms above 3
metres. Furthermore, the safety risk associated with ponds with high
berms is contrary to the policies for the NHS outlined in CPDP.
Given that 32 of the 69 ponds have grade differences of 5m or greater
across their pond blocks, the proponent should consider whether better
locations exist.
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Acknowledged. Those facilities with greater than 5
metres elevation change have been identified. The
detailed grading design at the NFSSR will have to take
into account this constraint and the City’s criteria for
maximum berm height. If the SWMF block is not large
enough to accommodate the grading, the block will have
to be expanded.
The matrices identify the general pond locations and not
exact configuration. The MESP is clear that additional
study will be required to determine the exact SWMF
location. The matrices considered topographical,
geotechnical, hydrogeological and fluvial information
and other data necessary to support the general
locations as shown. SWM ponds are located in such a
way that they function with little or no pumping (i.e.,
gravity fed). This results in ponds being constructed in
topographically lower areas, which typically have higher
water table. It is not practical/functional to relocate all
ponds.

Pumping of stormwater will not be acceptable
from the City’s perspective. The design of the
SWM facility will need to conform to the
requirements of the City’s SWM design
guidelines. Specifically the City will not approve
any facility which has berming greater than 3 m.
In addition and berm proposed which exceeds
2m in height will need to be designed and
approved by a geotechnical engineer.
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The
MESPA
references
the
City’s Chapter B6.0,
“Stormwater
Management
Design
Chapter J2.0
Guidelines” in Chapter B Section 6.0 and in
Chapter J Section 2.0.
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COMMENT
Liner Required
According to the information provided, 59 of the 69 ponds will require a
liner. In some instances the function of the liner is to maintain a
permanent pool whereas in the majority of the cases the purpose is to
prevent groundwater migrating into the pond. In either case, a liner
introduces concerns with respect to the long-term operations and
maintenance of the facility as the liner affects whether the pond is
functioning as designed. Furthermore, for ponds constructed within the
groundwater table perimeter drains may be required to relieve the uplift
pressure on the pond.
The requirement for these drains and liners introduces an additional
operations and maintenance requirement as they must be functioning for
the proper operations and maintenance of the pond. The cost-analysis
completed for the stormwater scheme should include several scenarios to
account for how this will be dealt with ranging from requiring full
replacement of the liner and perimeter drains at every cleanout to
alternative structural measures to ensure the liner is not damaged during
cleanout operations.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

The need for liners in SWM ponds has been reviewed in
re-evaluating the SWM Matrices. Since this is a very site
specific issue, the need for a liner at specific ponds has
been deferred to the NFSSR stage when more detailed
site investigations are completed at each pond location.

City staff have no objections to deferring the
requirements for pond liners to the NFSSR’s,
but will be looking specifically, at the subject
operations
and
maintenance
from
an
perspective (i.e., ensure City staff have the
ability to draw down the pond), while minimizing
maintenance costs.

Each of the SWMF designs will be
supported by a geotechnical assessment
that will address the need for liners as well
as the need for construction dewatering.
Only pumping that exceeds 50,000 L/day
will require a Permit to Take Water (PTTW)
from the MOE. Should groundwater control
be needed at a pond location, it is expected
that this control will be a small amount of
under-liner drainage control. Pond and
under-liner design will preclude the need for
long term active pumping that would be
subject to PTTW requirements.

Chapter B6.4

Each of the SWMF designs will be
supported by a geotechnical assessment
that will address the need for liners as well
as the need for construction dewatering.
Only pumping that exceeds 50,000 L/day
will require a Permit to Take Water (PTTW)
from the MOE. Should groundwater control
be needed at a pond location, it is expected
that this control will be a small amount of
under-liner drainage control. Pond and
under-liner design will preclude the need for
long term active pumping that would be
subject to PTTW requirements.

Chapter B4.3.7

Comment regarding potential conflicts with
ponds and infrastructure has been added to
Chapter D3.0.

Chapter D.3.0.

Based on the revised modelling, the use of unlined
SWMFs appears to significantly mitigate the impact of
development.
The cost analysis for the SWMFs will be completed as
part of the NFSSRs as per the agreed upon Terms of
Reference.

In addition City staff would like to note that if a
permanent “Permit to Take Water” (i.e. long
term groundwater control) , is required, than an
alternative pond location will be required.

Chapter B4.3.7

Notwithstanding the provision of liners, where there is a higher potential
for spills, such as on Arterial Roads and industrial areas, stormwater
ponds should not be located within the groundwater table as the potential
for contamination exists. Furthermore, by building stormwater
management facilities in the water table, the proponent is introducing the
potential for contamination of the groundwater table which contradicts the
policies in CPDP.
PTTW Required
While the requirement for a PTTW can only be confirmed when more
detailed information is available, this was flagged as a potential issue at
Ponds 8, 15, 16, 24, 36, 43 and 46A. Given that extensive dewatering will
be required to construct these facilities, and likely in the long-term to
control groundwater levels, alternative pond locations should be provided
for these locations.

Adjacent to Durham ROW
Until the final alignment of the roads in the Region’s Class EA for
Regional Services has been set, there will need to be flexibility in the
location of ponds. Given that, 22 of the 69 pond locations may be affected
by the alignment of Regional roads. A note has been made in the table
when the draft alignment appears to affect the pond block.
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Although some dewatering may be needed for facility
construction, it cannot be confirmed that long term
groundwater control is needed at this time. This will be a
function of site specific conditions, and the type of
facility being constructed. This will be assessed at the
NFSSR stage or detailed design stage.

Please see comment above.

Noted

City staff has also noted facilities which have
Regional infrastructure (sanitary sewers/water
mains) proposed adjacent to, or within the
proposed pond block.
City staff would like the SLG to provide
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COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

comment within the MESPA related to potential
conflict between the pond, and Regional
infrastructure. If conflicts are deemed a concern
by City staff, from an operations and
maintenance perspective, and alternative pond
location may be required.
Archaeological Assessment Required
The number of dots in this column indicates the level of archaeological
assessment required for the site. Given that Pond 46B requires a Stage 4
Archaeological Assessment it seems very likely that this will not be a
suitable site for a pond.

Competing Land Uses for the Pond Block
Sites with known competing land uses, not including those due to the
Region of Durham’s Class Environmental Assessment for Regional
Services in the City of Pickering and the floodplain, should protect for an
alternative pond location. This includes Ponds 2 and 15. Furthermore, as
Pond 1 is not located in Seaton and has extensive issues with respect to
the servicing for this facility and potential groundwater contamination from
the landfill, an alternative location for the pond must be provided.
•

Stormwater Management Plan (Section 8.0)
A detailed review of the recommended SWM plan in the MESP has
indicated that the type and location of the best management practices
(BMP’s) have not been selected with consideration for the NHS, future
operations and maintenance requirements or safety as required in the
CPDP.
As seen in Appendix A of our letter, there are several issues that have
been identified with respect to the viability of the pond location shown in
the MESP. For example, 59 of the 69 ponds will require a liner due to
high groundwater elevations, 42 of the 69 ponds will outlet to intermittent
streams, 32 of the 69 ponds have grade differences of 5m or greater
across their pond blocks and 59 of the 69 ponds will require special
considerations for a safe and secure outlet. Due to these issues there are
serious concerns around the location, type and feasibility of the BMPs
that are being recommended in the MESP and how the site selection
process conforms with the intent of CPDP.

The location of SWMF #46B has no implications with
respect
to
Archaeological
Assessment.
All
archaeological assessments have been completed with
the exception of SWMF #2, 24 and 30.
These
investigations will be completed as part of the NFSSR
work.

No further concerns.

No response required.

Chapter B
Appendix B6

SWMFs 1 and 2 have been relocated. With respect to
the location for SWMF15, there is adequate space to
accommodate this SWMF and the proposed GO Station
Site. This use will require stormwater treatment and the
proposed SWMF location is appropriate.

No further concerns.

No response required.

Chapter B
Appendix B6

An evaluation of alternatives and a comprehensive
SWM/LID strategy have been prepared and presented
in the MESPA.

No further concerns.

No response required.

Chapter J
Appendix J2

In addition and as discussed at various meetings with
the agencies and incorporated into the agreed-upon
Table of Contents for the NFSSRs, further analyses of
LID measures will be undertaken in the NFSSRs.
The Annotated Table of Contents prepared for the
NFSSRs and presented in Chapter J, Appendix J2, of
the MESPA outlines the requirements for a stormwater
cost analysis. No further information is presented in the
MESPA.

In addition, the preferred stormwater management strategy has not been
selected based on the financial implications of long term maintenance
requirements of these BMPs for the City. Future maintenance costs were
not considered or included in the evaluation of the SWM alternatives, and
there was no discussion or analysis of this in the MESP.
Life cycle costs need to be completed to make the best informed
decisions on the preferred stormwater management strategy. This cradleto-grave timeframe is warranted because future costs associated with the
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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Amos Environment + Planning
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COMMENT

MESPA RESPONSE (December 2011)

CITY RESPONSE (October 2012)

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

use and ownership of the asset are often greater than the original design
and construction costs and may vary significantly between alternative
solutions. The CPDP’s Servicing goal was quite clear in its specific
objective of minimizing life cycle costs.
The experience of GTA municipalities has been that the continued
operations and maintenance of end-of-pipe facilities is a significant
financial and environmental liability for the municipality. This issue is
imperative to the City of Pickering as the 69 proposed end-of-pipe
facilities is an enormous addition to our existing stormwater management
infrastructure (an increase of approximately 350% of the number of ponds
than are currently present in the municipality). Furthermore, the current
state of stormwater management practice is to use preventative and
distributed approaches to managing stormwater through source and
conveyance control measures with end-of-pipe facilities only being
considered when all other options have been exhausted.
Additionally, from a municipal operations standpoint, how the different
types of stormwater management facilities are maintained varies greatly.
Maintenance of LID type facilities can be accomplished by current
operations staff, whereas, stormwater management pond cleanouts are
very time consuming, require an extensive approval process including
expertise that the City would have to retain through outside services.

COMMENT

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE

Chapter C – Transportation
Steeles Avenue East
“A 1992 Municipal Engineer’s Association (MEA) Class Environmental Assessment (MEA
Class EA) study of Steeles Avenue East between the Durham Boundary and McCowan
Road, approved a widening of Steeles Avenue East to four lanes and allowed the City to
undertake various improvements alone.”
This section of the MESPA refers to a 1992 Municipal Engineers Association (MEA) Class
Environmental Assessment (MEA Class EA) study of Steeles Avenue East between the Durham
Boundary and McCowan Road, which approved a widening of Steeles Avenue East to four
lanes.

This section of the report records previous reports and studies and is not an appropriate location for our comments and
recommendations. Steeles Avenue is discussed in more detail in the October 2012 SSIS.

Chapter C1.3.2.1

The ultimate timing for the widening of Steeles Avenue west of the York-Durham border will be the subject of additional study to be
completed as a condition of development beyond Phase 1 of Seaton if the widening is not advanced before Phase 1 is substantially
built out. Funding of the project will require inter-governmental and agency agreements to be completed which is beyond the scope and
Terms of Reference for this MESPA.

Additionally, the Durham-Toronto-York Transportation Study also recommended widening of
Steeles Avenue East from 2 to 4 lanes in the short term. City staff recognizes that the Steeles
Avenue East is outside of the Seaton boundary, however there is a critical need to widen
Steeles Avenue East between Markham Road and Durham boundary to accommodate future
traffic needs of Seaton. The MESPA document does not include any recommendation to widen
Steeles Avenue. Therefore, City staff recommends that the recommendation for widening of
Steeles Avenue be included in the document.
MEA Class EA Requirements
The MESPA provides specific recommendations for arterial and collector roads within Seaton
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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Chapter A provides an overview and clarification of the MEA Class EA requirements/interpretation as noted above in the response to
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COMMENT
that are under the jurisdiction of the City of Pickering.

comments on Chapter A.

The MESPA has identified three road projects which are subject to the requirements of the
Schedule C, MEA Class EA process. These road projects include:

The current lower threshold of $2.3M does not add or change the roads requiring MEA Phases 3 and 4.

•
•
•

Road I – North – South Type C Arterial Road (Sideline 24)
Road IV – East-West Special Type C Arterial
Road VI – East-West Employment Collector

Phases 1 and 2 of the MEA Class EA process has been completed for three road projects, and
Phases 3 and 4 of MEA Class EA process will be undertaken prior to road construction.
City staff recommends that alternative design concepts for the preferred solution (Phase 3) and
Environmental Study Reports (Phase 4) for each Schedule C road project be completed before
the draft plan approval stage. We also understand that Phases 3 and 4 of the MEA Class EA
process for these road projects will be undertaken by the Seaton Landowners Group (SLG).
Please confirm.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE

As well, Chapter C2 was clarified in response to these City Comments as follows:
•
•
•
•

The conditions of draft plan approval will make the completion of the Environmental Study Reports a requirement of the Planning
Act approvals for the relevant plans of subdivision.
Phases 3-4 will be undertaken by Seaton Landowners Group
City will be an active stakeholder in this process
Updates to Road cost limits were addressed

Please see previous responses in Chapters A and B.

Given the fact that City’s role during this MEA Class EA process will be as an active stakeholder
and not as a commenting agency, we request that staff be consulted during the Phase 3 and
Phase 4 MEA Class EA process for the above mentioned City arterial and collector roads.
This section refers to Ontario Regulation 345/93, which outlines the Schedule C MEA Class EA
requirements for the arterial and collector roads based on the estimated capital cost of the
road construction project. The latest update to this regulation shows that the limit of $ 2.7 million
is reduced to $ 2.4 million (2012 value). This statement should be revised to reflect updated
construction cost value.
MEA Class EA Requirements
The MESPA states that the CPDP Regional Services Class EA Study is expected to be
completed in mid 2012.

Noted. Expected date of completion of the CPDP Regional EA is May 2013. The date is revised in the MESPA.

Chapter C2

As a point of clarification, traffic calming measures are not projects subject to the MEA Class EA and it is believed that this was included
in the CPDP in case there were specific calming measures recommended.

Chapter C2.1

Revise the statement with updated completion date of May 2013.
Problem Statement – Arterial and Collector Roads
The third paragraph of this section refers to a CPDP policy that requires this MESPA to “confirm
the overall major transportation system requirements, including bridge locations and open space
crossings and Neighbourhood traffic calming measures”.
This document fails to confirm the neighbourhood traffic calming measures for all proposed
neighbourhoods in Seaton. Secondly, it is unclear who is responsible for formulating and
implementing these neighbourhood traffic calming measures. Therefore it is recommended that
the neighbourhood traffic calming measures for all Seaton neighbourhoods be described and
suggest which measures should be implemented.
It is our expectation that each Neighbourhood Functional Serving and Stormwater Report would
provide further details on the traffic calming measures including type and location.
Based on the CPDP policy, we also recommend that the MESPA establish and document
transportation system requirements for the Special Type C Arterial road with direct frontages.
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We suggest that the integrated planning for Seaton eliminates the need for traffic calming on Arterial and Collector Roads. Moreover,
the modified grid network and traffic capacities on the higher-order roads will function with satisfactory levels of service, and hence
traffic infiltration onto the lower road designations will be eliminated and traffic calming should not be required.

Traffic calming measure options will be addressed in the Traffic Sensitivity Analysis to be submitted in support of the draft plans of
subdivision and detailed within the Traffic Impact Studies to be submitted as part of the detailed engineering submissions for each plan
of subdivision.
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COMMENT
It is noted that the first bullet point a) has identified the westerly extension of Third Concession
Road over CP Rail line and West Duffins Creek as a City Arterial. Please be advised that this
section of the road will be a future Regional Road. Therefore we suggest that this road be
identified as a future Regional Road instead of a City Arterial.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE
This can be more appropriately addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Noted, the road is now identified as a future Regional Road.

Chapter C3.1

Existing Roads
This section states that, of the Regional roads, Brock Road and Whites Road are north-south
and Rossland Road and Taunton Road are east-west.

The text has been revised to reflect this comment. MESPA has generally considered the ultimate road jurisdiction.

Please note that Rossland Road is not a Regional road. However, you could indicate Rossland
Road as a “future Regional road”. Currently, it is under the City’s jurisdiction and named Third
Concession Road. Change the text accordingly to reflect the correct information.
Chapter C3.2.1

Highway 407 Extension and Interchanges
The second paragraph of this section states that, the EA approval for the existing 407ETR
included two interchanges at North Road and a Sideline Road 24.
It is our understanding that the location of two interchanges will be determined based on the
Seaton planning process and built in conjunction with Seaton developments. The EA approval
was not for the interchanges at North Road and Sideline 24. This statement appears to be
incorrect. Please verify the statement for accuracy.

We understand that 407ETR considers that the EA approval includes interchanges at North Road and Sideline 24. Accordingly,
407ETR are proceeding with an addendum to the approval to the interchanges to Sideline 26 (Whites Road) and 22 (Rossland Road).
The ETR are coordinating this with the Region’s CPDP Class EA. Consequently, the timing of the EA approval should not be an issue.

We concur with the CPDP’s proposal to retain the existing over-passes at North Road and
Sideline 24, and relocation of the proposed interchanges to Whites Road/Sideline 26 and the
Rossland Road/Sideline 22 Extension. We also recognise that owners of 407ETR will prepare
an addendum to confirm the interchange locations proposed in the CPDP and MESPA.
This section states that the addendum to the original Highway 407 EA will be carried out
coincident with the CPDP Regional Services Class EA. However we question the timing of this
addendum. Please confirm the timings for the same.
Chapter C3.2.2

Highway 7 Widening
This section continues to state that “traffic volumes on Highway 7 have remained stable in
recent years and that there is residual capacity available. Consequently, widening of Highway 7
is not necessary for Phase 1 of the Seaton Development.”

Recommendations have been made that traffic volumes along Highway 7 between Ninth Line and Brock Road be monitored to assist in
determining when widening should occur. We expect diversion to the Highway 407 EAST extension to continue thus delaying the need
for widening of Highway 7.

This statement addresses the widening requirement of Highway 7 for Phase 1 only and silent on
the widening requirements for subsequent phases of Seaton development. Please include the
recommendations for subsequent phases of Seaton development.

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE

Chapter C3.2.4

Realigned Whitevale Road
This section continues to include an alternative (b) that recommends removal of Whitevale Road
Bridge at West Duffins Creek.

Noted.

The City has already completed an Environmental Assessment to reconstruct the Whitevale
Road Bridge at West Duffins Creek. We expected that the MESPA would have eliminated this
recommendation.

Alternative (b) has been removed from the MESPA. However, it should be noted that this was not a recommendation, but rather an
option to fully explore the alternatives for traffic management for the Hamlet.

Since the CPDP Regional Class Services EA Study does not address specific design/traffic
alternatives to protect the Hamlet of Whitevale from traffic infiltration; we question that who is
responsible for implementing these recommendations including a traffic management plan for
the Hamlet of Whitevale. It is our understanding that this is up to the Seaton Landowners Group
(SLG) to implement these alternatives and/or recommendations including a traffic management
plan for the protection of Hamlet of Whitevale. A similar comment was provided to you in our
letter dated August 20, 2012, on the Proposed Servicing and Implementation Strategy (SSIS)
dated December 2011. Please clarify.

A freestanding study that will review the options and provide a strategy to mitigate the traffic impacts to Whitevale Hamlet will be
provided by the Seaton Landowner Group prior to commencement of Phase 3 of the Seaton OMB hearing. This study will assist in
setting appropriate conditions of development approval and infrastructure initiation as Seaton develops over time.

Whites Road – Sideline Road 26
This section states “That the study is also considering the construction of Whites Road from
Taunton Road to Highway 7 as an ultimate 6-lane cross section with High Occupancy (HOV)
curb lanes.”

This comment has been addressed in the MESPA as outlined in the SSIS, October 2012. Currently, from south of Hwy 407 ETR to
Hwy 7 the cross-section will be rural, 6-lane with no HOV curb lane (SSIS, October 2012).

Chapter C3.2.5

Please refer to our SSIS comments on Whites Road/Sideline 26 and change the text
accordingly.
GO Bus
This section states “The transit station at Brock Road was approved in the 407 East Extension
EA study.””

Brock Road is included in the 407 EAST EA document. The 407 EAST EA includes a station area and MTO are satisfied that this
inclusion enables them to “protect” the land/footprint for a transit station, recognizing that future EA work for grading/drainage etc. will
be required to be completed by 407ETR prior to construction.

Chapter C3.3.1

Consistent with our previous comments on the SSIS, please note that MTO is still in the
discussion with Metrolinx/GO staff about transit stations and confirmed that the provision of
these interim facilities require separate environmental assessment (EA) process for all transit
stations including a transit station at Brock Road. Therefore, the assumption made in this
document is still premature.
Arterial Higher-order Transit
This section refers to higher order bus rapid transit (BRT) service on Whites Road, Brock Road
and Taunton Road to operate on HOV lanes/bus only lanes.

Chapter C3.3.3

Text has been revised to indicate that the BRT service is envisioned in bus-only lanes in the median of those roads.

The Region’s Long Term Transit Study envisioned exclusive BRT lanes in the median for all
above mentioned roads. Please make necessary corrections to reflect the recommendations of
the LTTS document.
Traffic Counts/Volumes
This section contains traffic data from the City of Pickering, Region of Durham, Region of York
and MTO.
The recent intersection turning movement counts as mentioned in Table C4.1 are quite
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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On Regional roads, existing traffic patterns will change due to diversions to Hwy 407 and widened Hwy 7. There is limited value in
existing traffic data collection for City roads due to these diversions, the limited number of existing City roads in Seaton and the fact that
the land use is primarily agricultural. The CPDP Regional Services Class EA will adequately deal with existing conditions. The figure
has not been revised.
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dispersed in terms of date. The available TMC data for all noted intersections ranges from 2006
to 2011. Therefore it is very difficult to compare the traffic data in terms of existing conditions
and traffic pattern without a common ground. It is recommended that the available intersection
movement count data be further analysed using a factoring approach to attain a common base
year data for all intersections or collect fresh TMC data for all noted intersections.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE

Figure C4.1 illustrates the am and pm peak hour traffic volume data for all major intersections in
the study area. However, it does not show pm peak hour data for the three intersections where
the turning movement counts were collected on April 6, 2011. These intersections include York
Durham Line at Steeles Avenue East/Taunton Road, York Durham Line at Highway 7, and
Brock Road at Highway 407. Revise the figure with the pm peak hour traffic data.
Transportation Tomorrow Survey Results, Trends and Interpretation
This section contains Transportation Tomorrow Survey data for Pickering during the morning
peak period commute.
The TTS data is not clear in terms of the study area in Pickering. We advise that the study area
specific TTS results along with the Pickering data be included in this section for better
comparison and understanding.

The Transportation for Tomorrow Survey (TTS) data represented by the Seaton development has a low statistical relevance
(approximately 40 trips versus 16,000 trips when Pickering selected and 51,200 trips when Durham selected). To clarify though, trip
distribution in the MESPA documented results from the entire City of Pickering zones as well as all the Region of Durham zones.

Chapter C4.2

Forecasts
This section states that “The widening of Highway 7 and the easterly extension of Highway 407
in 2017 will significantly alter travel patterns.”

Text revised to: “The widening of Highway 7 east of Brock and easterly extension of …”

Chapter C4.3

This statement is confusing. Please amend the text by adding ‘east of Brock Road’ after
Highway 7 to avoid confusion.
Review and Evaluation of Alternative Road Alignments
This section reviews and evaluates alternatives to the CPDP City road designations to fulfill the
requirements of Phase 1 and 2 of the MEA Class EA.

Chapter C6.3

Noted. No response required.

The information provided in the MESPA evaluating the natural heritage conditions and potential
design impacts especially where City roads are required to cross the Natural Heritage System is
quite detailed. As a result, we generally concur with the road alignments shown in the MESPA
that are designed to avoid natural heritage features subject to there being no further
realignments as a result of changes to Regional Road alignment through the Regional EA
process.

Road III: North Road Type C Arterial
It is noted that this section of the MESPA document recommends a roundabout at the
intersection of North Road and Road IV – East-West Special Type C Arterial road.
Staff concurs with this recommendation. Also, we recommend that GHD explore additional
opportunities for the provision of roundabouts at other intersections throughout the study area
especially for the City owned roads in the revised MESPA.
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Chapter C6.3, Table
C6.12

Noted.
The analysis of additional roundabouts is more appropriate during the subdivision planning process.
It is suggested that confirmation of roundabouts, 3m trail and cross sections, etc. be completed during Phases 3 and 4 of the EA
process and reported in the Environmental Study Report.
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Road XI: Mulberry Lane Collector
The MESPA recommends the existing Mulberry Lane which is a local road be upgraded to a
Collector road.
Staff concurs with this recommendation. However, this Collector road must loop back to
Mulberry Lane as a dead-end collector is not desirable for the transit. We recommend that the
proposed loop shall be designated as a collector road for the efficient transit and emergency
services.

Agreed, the recommendation to upgrade Mulberry lane to a Collector road has been maintained in the revised MESPA.

Chapter C6.3, Table
C6.12

One connection to Taunton Road is adequate for forecasted demand and Emergency Services accepts one access at Taunton Road;
however, the secondary access is now shown such that the recommendations of the MESPA are consistent with the City of Pickering
Neighbourhood Plans.

Road Design Standards
This section includes a reference to typical cross-sections of the Type C Arterial and Collector
roads, and the cross-sections are shown in the Appendix C6-B.

It is suggested that confirmation of roundabouts, 3m trail and cross sections, etc. be completed during Phases 3 and 4 of the EA
process and reported in the Environmental Study Report.

We understand that these typical cross-sections are extracted from the July 2011 (draft) version
of “Seaton Sustainable Place-Making Guidelines”. Please be advised that these cross-sections
are not yet finalized by the City and hence may be subject to change.

Flexibility is both desirable and required in the design of various arterial and collector road segments given the variable character (i.e.
mixed land uses), cross-section and direct frontage and high speed tangent sections. We have taken note that since the City has not
yet approved the guidelines, they are subject to change and also subject to revisions via the Environmental Study Report process).

Further, in terms of Type C Arterial cross-section, it is not clear why a 3.0 m multi use path/trail
is assumed within the boulevard on each side. Please clarify.

Design needs including transition provisions between road types, cross sections, trail infrastructure and traffic control measures will be
incorporated into various alternative design concepts to be considered during Phases 3 and 4 of the Class EA process. These
measures would be consistent with City and Regional Road design standards, as appropriate.

It is noted that the description of Special Type C Arterial is vague in terms of maximum and/or
minimum right-of way width and the typical cross-section for this road is not included in the
Appendix C6-B. Please revise the description and also include the cross-section details.

Chapter C6.4.1

Staff supports the recommendations laid out in the MESPA for the Collector Roads in residential
areas with two travelled lanes, on-road bike lanes on both sides and parking lay-bys along one
side. This cross section is consistent with the City’s OPA that requires off-road bike lanes for
Type A Arterials and on-road for Type B and C Arterials and Collectors. The rationale for this
position is that on-road bicycle lanes reduce conflicts between bicycle traffic and slower
pedestrian movements, reduce conflicts between bicycles and private driveways, reduce winter
maintenance costs and minimize right-of-way requirements while providing a safe cycling
environment on both sides of the road.
The MESPA is recommending that the roads crossing the NHS will have a rural cross-section
(no curbs and gutters). Staff supports this recommendation where practical taking segment
lengths into account; however every effort shall be made in the design process for proper
transition from the urban cross-section to rural cross-section. It is also important to note that as
far as possible these road alignments through NHS should avoid frequent transitional changes
in the road cross-section (Urban-Rural-Urban etc.).
In this regard, an opportunity to provide a rolled curb and outlets to ditches be explored by GHD
as a useful alternative where the roads crossing the NHS lands.
Seaton GO Station
The MESPA continues to identify three potential sites for the GO station at Brock Road (near
Taunton Road) along CPR Belleville Line. Based on the evaluation of all three sites described in
Table C7.1 and Figure C7.2, the preferred location for the Seaton GO station is on the east
side of the Brock Road, south of Taunton Road.
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Noted.
Discussion with Metrolinx regarding station type, i.e. terminus versus in-line, has been recommended in the MESPA.
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Staff agrees with this recommendation as it accommodates a station and associated facilities
and supports a diverse mix of uses at higher density. Additionally, it also provides better
accessibility to buses, auto traffic, bicycles and pedestrians.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE

Although we support the preferred Seaton GO station location on the east side of the Brock
Road, south of Taunton Road, we are unclear about the type of this GO station. As mentioned
in the disadvantages column of Table C7.1, if it is a terminal station, it requires more parking
spaces and therefore less area available for the development. We suggest that this station
location be further analysed in consultation with Metrolinx/GO Transit to determine the station
facility type.
Whites Road GO Station
This section states “Consideration could be given to locating a second GO station where the
future Seaton GO Station Rail service crosses Whites Road, which could serve Seaton as well
as the existing developed areas of southwest Pickering although it is outside the CPDP
boundary.”
The MESPA still fails to document a rationale to justify an additional GO station (potential third
GO station) on Whites Road on the CPR Belleville Line. Please provide additional information or
justification to support this recommendation.

Supports development in the southeast quadrant of Brock Road / Taunton Road and the Seaton GO Station (See response to
Comment #19 above).

Chapter C7.3.1

Whites Road will become a major north/south Type A Arterial Road with full interchanges at both Hwy 401 and Hwy 7, provision for
dedicated transit lanes and the link to potential Airport on the Federal Lands. These conditions alone justify consideration of an a
potential additional GO station on Whites Road.

Active Transportation:
This section states that “For the active transportation choices, Seaton roads will be designed
with dedicated on-road bicycle lanes or cycle paths in the right-of way....”.
Please refer to our previous comment regarding Road Design Standards for Type C Arterial
roads. Please note that Seaton Conformity OPA requires on-road bike lanes on Type C Arterial
roads.

The text in the MESPA has been revised as follows: “cycle paths are multi-use paths within the rights of way”. As noted above this will
be confirmed during Phases 3 and 4 of the Class EA process, where appropriate. All right of way widths and road designs will be
discussed with the City prior to being confirmed in the Planning Act approvals or the Environmental Study Reports..

Chapter C8

Figure D1.1 is a replication of CPDP Schedule 5 and as such the figure cannot be revised.

Figure D1.1

We are unclear about cycle paths, whether it refers to multi-use path or cycle tracks within the
road right-of-way.
Chapter D – Municipal Servicing
City staff have reviewed the Municipal Servicing chapter and are generally satisfied with the
information. Our understanding is that City infrastructure requirements pertaining to storm
drainage will be further detailed in the Neighbourhood Functional Servicing & Stormwater
Reports in support of the draft plans of subdivision. In the next version of the MESPA, please
revise Figure D1.1 –Schedule 5 as the labelling is offset.
Chapter E – Endangered Species
Species At Risk Act (2002)
The MESPA indicates that the Species At Risk Act (SARA) does not currently protect Redside
Dace, Atlantic Salmon, Bobolink and Butternut. The Least Bittern is subject to the policies of
SARA.

Chapter E1.1
Atlantic Salmon text has been removed throughout the document.
The federal Species At Risk Act (2002) Schedule 1 list was last updated July 7, 2012 and Redside Dace, Bobolink and Butternut are not
included. These species all are protected by the provincial Endangered Species Act and thus no additional protection is required.

These exclusions need to be confirmed with TRCA or MNR.
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COMMENT

This section provides a legal analysis of which species and their habitats are afforded protection
by the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and its Regulations. It sets out the exemptions, the
identification of species of concern and conditions and the criteria and outcomes of the MNR
Permit process.
Confirmation with TRCA and/or MNR that the appropriate species have been identified for
protection. GHD should clarify the extent of the exemptions due to the Planning Act
applications.
The information provided indicates that Atlantic Salmon are extinct and therefore not protected.
However, MNR has reintroduced Atlantic Salmon to a number of watersheds, including West
Duffins and Ganatsekiagon Creeks systems, this suggests the fish may no longer be extinct.
There are stands of Butternuts along fencerows within the subdivision plans that will need to be
removed. A compensation plan will be necessary and the land owner should be responsible for
any mitigative strategy if required. The mitigative strategy should be implemented through
appropriate subdivision agreement provisions.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE
Atlantic Salmon text removed throughout document, at the direction of MNR.

Chapter E1.2

Additional species have been added to the Species at Risk in Ontario List (SARO List) since the completion of the MESPA. As
explained in Section E6.0, changes to the SARO List can be anticipated on an on-going basis. The MESP cannot go back and address
additional Listed species. It will be the responsibility of all proponents to ensure that the ESA and its regulations are met as
development proceeds.

Chapter E6.0

It should be noted that both Eastern Meadowlark and Barn Swallow have been identified in various locations throughout Seaton, as
indicated in the database. These sightings may not be current and additional site-specific investigations are required, as stated in the
TOC of the NFSSRs and indicated in Chapter E6.0.
With regard to Butternut compensation plantings, as noted in Chapter E5.1, they will be required through MNR permitting, and can be
referenced in subdivision agreements, although in certain circumstances works plantings be completed in advance of those
agreements.

Please verify as to whether Eastern Meadowlark and Barn Swallows are also found in Seaton
as the 407 East Extension EA included these two species. If so, they should be included in the
assessment.
Consultation With Agencies

No response required.

Chapter E2

The extent of remediation by each landowner will be determined through on-going discussions with MNR as the requirements for the
permits are finalized.

Chapter E3.5.2
Table E3.1

This section notes that MNR will administer the EAS and permit process and require a
comprehensive (Seaton wide) Overall Benefit Plan for each ESA protected species present in
Seaton. No land beyond Seaton would be required (just the NHS lands within Seaton).
Permitting may be dealt with through Neighbourhood Plan permits or other area-defined limits,
with further discussions required.
The NFSSR process and later, the subdivision approvals process, particularly development
agreements will ensure that the Overall Benefit Plans are properly implemented during the
development of Seaton. Discussions with MNR and TRCA on developing a scope of work for an
integrated ESA permitting process are underway.
Overall Benefit Opportunities Within Redside Dace Habitat
Specific remediation steps are set out in Table E3.1 and include removal of a number of fish
stream blockages, online ponds, blocked channels, and repair of damaged riparian zone
segments and vehicle damaged sections.
The landowners should accept responsibility for the remediation steps identified in Table E3.1,
except where significant infrastructure works are to be conducted by the Region or the City.
Determination of specific responsibility should be provided at the NSFFR stage and then
implemented through subdivision agreements or Regional or City EA’s.
Subsection 4.1 – the Overall Benefit Plan:
This section indicates that the “proposed Overall Benefit Plan for Bobolink in Seaton identifies
areas for habitat installation and the implementation requirements for this installation, along with
on-going management of habitat areas within the NHS lands to provide an overall benefit to the
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At an ESA Workshop on May 13, 2011, attended by MNR, Pickering, TRCA and members of the study team, Melinda Thompson (MNR)
stated that MNR will be responsible for ESA permitting and long-term management of the area.
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species.”
GHD should further discuss who will be responsible for conducting the ‘on-going management’
of the habitat areas. If not the landowner, there will be a need to obtain a commitment from
TRCA or Province to undertake the long-term monitoring of the species habitat areas.

RESPONSE
At that same workshop, the proposed overall benefit for bobolink was reviewed. Although larger areas are preferred, few are available,
and MNR has indicated that no additional lands beyond the NHS are required for the Benefit Plan for this species.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

Previously in the Chapter, it was indicated that survival drops off significantly in habitat areas
below 50 hectares. The Overall Benefit Plan proposes a total of 54 hectares in 4 separated sites
in different parts of Seaton.
There is a need to justify the significant gap between a 50 hectare site requirement versus the 4
proposed sites each significantly less than 50 hectares.

Chapter G – Major Community Facilities
Objectives

Acknowledged. Timing of construction of facilities is not relevant to requirements of the MESPA.

Chapter G1.2

“In the MESPA, the number, size and general location of Major Community Facilities required to
serve the Seaton Community based on a population of up to 70,000 persons is to be identified.”
We concur with the City facilities shown on Figure G5.1 that will ultimately serve a population of
70,000 persons. However, the timing of City facilities to serve a population of 61,000 persons
by 2031 is under review.
Emergency and Operational Support Facilities

Section G2.2.2 revised accordingly.

Chapter G2.2.2

Section G2.2.3 changed accordingly.

Chapter G2.2.3

“The City of Pickering identified the need for a Municipal fire hall/headquarters, Municipal
Operations Centre, municipal animal shelter, a Regional EMS station and a Regional operations
centre.”
Two fire halls are required to serve Seaton. A fire administration centre will not be part of either
fire hall. Other locations outside of Seaton have been confirmed for an Operations Centre and
animal shelter.
Large Parks
“The City is seeking one large District Park of approximately 40 ha (100 acres) in size.”
A District Park size of between 40 ha to 50 ha has been previously recommended. Change the
sentence to read as follows:
The City is seeking one large District Park of approximately 40 ha – 50 ha (100 – 125 acres) in
size.
Indoor Recreation Facilities
“The larger facility would have a four-pad arena, swimming pool(s), multi-use space and
sufficient parking.”

Chapter G2.2.4
Appropriate changes made to Section G2.2.4.

The City envisions two indoor recreation complexes being required. The first Recreation
Complex would have a leisure pool, 2 rinks, fitness centre, double gym, hall, meeting rooms,
seniors centre and youth room. The second Recreation Complex would house a pool, 2 rinks,
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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fitness centre, double gym, multipurpose/activity rooms and youth room.

RESPONSE

Libraries
“…, it has been determined that one large library will be required.”

Appropriate changes made to Section G2.2.5.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

Chapter G2.2.5

One Regional Library and one Community Library will be required. The Regional Library, 3,716
2
2
m (40,000 ft ) in size, will be part of the first Recreation Complex located east of Sideline 24
2
2
(Neighbourhood 19); and the Community Library, 1,394 m (15,000 ft ) in size, will be part of the
second Recreation Complex located east of Brock Road (Neighbourhood 20).
Police and Fire

Appropriate changes made to Sections G2.2.2 , G2.2.6 and G5.4.

Chapter G2.2.6

Changes made to wording through Section G5.5.

Chapter G2.2.7

Changes made to wording of Section G2.2.7.

Chapter G2.2.7

Changes made to wording of Section G5.2.

Chapter G5.2

Changes made to wording of Section G5.2.

Chapter G5.2

“The two sites (one acre each) are specifically requested to be located on Taunton Road and
Highway 7.
The fire hall site on Taunton Road will be a joint Fire/EMS facility requiring approximately .6 ha
(1.5 ac) of land. The second fire hall located south of Hwy 7 will require approximately 0.4 ha
(1.1 ac) of land
Other Uses
•

Transit depot

It should be noted that the policies for Neighbourhood 19 of Amendment 22 to the Pickering
Official Plan (Seaton Conformity OPA) requires the City to cooperate with the Province and the
Region to identify appropriate sites for a future regional works depot and transit depot outside of
the Phase 1 Prestige Employment Area lands.

Other Uses
•

A waste transfer station

Amendment 22 to the Pickering Official Plan (Seaton Conformity OPA) does not permit waste
transfer stations.
Groupings of High Schools, Community Parks and Recreation Centres
“1. A combined high school and recreation complex to the east adjacent to Brock Road.”
Similar to our comment in item 5. above, please revise the sentence as follows:
“1. A combined high school, library and recreation complex to the east adjacent to Brock Road.”
Groupings of High Schools, Community Parks and Recreation Centres
“4 ...Similar to the District Park, this is one of the few uses permitted in this area.”
Revise the wording to reflect the uses permitted within the Hamlet Heritage Open Space
designation as follows:
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“4 ...Similar to the District Park, this is one of the few uses permitted in this designation.”
Fire Hall/EMS

Changes made to wording of Section G5.4.

Chapter G5.4

Public and stakeholder comments and the MESPA responses on how the comments have been addressed were included in Appendix
A7of the 2011 MESPA. Additionally, a column is included indicating in what chapter and section the responses are further detailed.

Chapter A
Appendix A7

Reference to the OPA and SSIS has been included Chapter I Section I1.0.

Chapter I1.0

As an update since these comments were issued, a series of workshops were undertaken in November of 2012 to review the MESPA
recommendations, Neighbourhood Planning Policies and any major constraints to development for each neighbourhood. Additionally,
two Seaton Implementation Meetings were held to discuss the status of the various studies and any major hurdles to overcome. These
meetings are identified in Table H1.3 in Chapter H, with meeting minutes presented in Appendix H4. All agencies were invited to
these workshops and meetings.

Chapter H1.9

Neighbourhood Functional Servicing and Stormwater Reports (NFSSR), the requirements of the
NFSSR’s should be detailed as prescribed in Amendment 22 to the Pickering Official Plan.

The requirements of the NFSSR are provided in the Annotated Table of Contents presented as Appendix J2 referenced in Chapter
J2.6.

Chapter J2.6

Next Steps: Phases 3 and 4 for City roads, reference is made to the NFSSR’s addressing
Phases 3 and 4 for Schedule C arterial and collector roads. We previously noted that there were
two City collector roads that were not considered during the Master Environmental Servicing
Plan Amendment (MESPA) process. These two roads are:

Chapter C2.0 has been updated to better describe the reasons that these two Road projects are not subject to the Municipal Class EA.
The reason is as follows: “The other City-jurisdiction arterial and collector roads to be built by the SLG (which are designated to be
Schedule B projects as a result of their estimated cost of less than $2.7 million) are not subject to the MEA Class EA per Ontario
Regulation 345/93. O.R. 345/93 designates only projects listed in Schedule C of the Class EA by private sector developers as subject to
the Environmental Assessment Act; thus, since these road projects are subject to Schedule B they are not subject to the Municipal
Class EA.”

“The possible EMS station is encouraged to co-locate with one of the two fire halls.”
Similar to our comment in item 6. above, a Regional EMS station is to be co-located with the
City’s fire hall on Taunton Road.
Chapter H – Public Consultation
In our previous letter dated September 16, 2010, staff commented that the Phase 2 MESP failed
to include our comments and indicate how our comments were addressed. In the MESP
Amendment, it would be appropriate that this Chapter be revised to include a table similar to
Tables H1.1 and H1.2 that summarizes public and stakeholder comments and how those
comments were addressed.
Chapter I – Phasing/Implementation
Reference should be made to the City’s Conformity OPA requiring the preparation of a Stage
Servicing and Implementation Strategy for the entire Seaton urban area that details the
anticipated timing and sequencing of major infrastructure and services. Of note is the
requirement for the Implementation Strategy to provide for the extension of Regional spine
services that are required to facilitate the development of 80 hectares of employment lands
between Sideline 26/Whites Road and Sideline 22.
In order to meet the target dates for the MESP Amendment, NFSSR’s and Staged Servicing
and Implementation Plan as set out in the Minutes of Settlement for the City’s Conformity OPA,
staff concur with your request to meet on a biweekly basis that will provide a forum for
discussion and decision-making. Also, scheduling technical meetings during the preparation of
the NFSSR’s is appropriate. This will streamline our review of the NFSSR’s and enable staff to
identify and resolve issues earlier.
Your invitation to the Region and the Region’s consultant, Genivar, to participate should also
enhance coordination between the MESP Amendment process and the Region’s Class EA in
order that the City can move forward with finalizing the Neighbourhood Plans.
Chapter J – Future Study Requirements

•
•

Collector Road between Highway 407 and Highway 7, east of the future Sideline 26/Whites
Road interchange; and
Collector Road between Highway 407 and Highway 7, west of the future Sideline 26/Whites
Road interchange.

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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Chapter J3.2

Clarification on this point was also made in Chapter A.9.2.
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We continue to recommend that either the revised MESPA addresses both roads in accordance
with Phases 1 and 2 of the MEA Class EA or a separate MEA Class EA process be initiated by
the Seaton Landowners Group.
Chapter K – Future Monitoring Requirements
Adaptive Management Framework, there is discussion on a Duffins Watershed Adaptive
Management Fund that is to be maintained by the City, as was done in Duffin Heights. We
understand that the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) will be responsible for
establishing and maintaining a monitoring program for Seaton. Therefore, we recommend that
TRCA also administer the Duffins Watershed Adaptive Management Fund.

This recommendation has been included in the MESPA. Section K2.1 of Chapter K has been revised to say that the Adaptive
Management Fund will be administered by TRCA.

Chapter K2.1.1

Monitoring of Mitigation Measures and Best Management Practices should reference Section 9
of the City’s Stormwater Management Design Guidelines, which provides the language for the
required SWM facilities (SWM Pond, Bioswale, or Infiltration trench) monitoring program that will
be written into the subdivision agreements as a separate schedule.

Section K2.2 of Chapter K has been revised to include reference to the City’s SWM Design Guidelines. As outlined in the MESPA,
since the guidelines were issued, funds for monitoring of the SWM facilities and LID measures within Seaton have been provided for by
the SLG as identified through the Fiscal Impact Study (2013). As such, the monitoring of individual facilities by the landowner’s as part
of the subdivision agreements is not required.

Chapter K2.2

Chapter A1.0 has been revised to include reference to CPDP Amendment No. 1.

Chapter A1

It should be stated in Section 2.2 that the City will not take ownership or assumption of any
stormwater facility that is advanced in order to provide control for the road works alone (either
local or regional roads). Stormwater facilities will not be assumed until the three year monitoring
program has been successfully completed, which is not initiated until the pond’s catchment has
a minimum build out of 50%.
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF DURHAM – November 21, 2012
Chapter A - Introduction
1. Study Purpose – This section and other sections throughout the MESPA document should
be updated to acknowledge and reflect CPDP Amendment No. 1
2. CPDP Goals – The last paragraph of this section should reflect CPDP Amendment No. 1
and the City of Pickering’s CPDP conformity amendment (Amendment 22) which delineates
six (6) Neighbourhoods, and includes the Natural Heritage System (NHS) and the Prestige
Employment lands/designations (e.g. not just living areas) within the Neighbourhood
boundaries. This paragraph should also acknowledge that CPDP Amendment No. 1
enables combining neighbourhoods for approval purposes, which is consistent with the
City’s proposed Amendment 22.
st

3. CPDP Natural Heritage System – The last sentence in the 1 paragraph on page A-6
should be corrected to indicate that, in addition to developable land for residential
community uses outside of the NHS, there is also developable land for employment uses
located outside of the NHS.
4. Land Use Planning Process – This section should be supplemented and updated to
acknowledge Seaton landowner appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board, the involvement of
the Provincial Development Facilitator, Minutes of Settlement and the declaration of
Provincial interest on Seaton planning matters to more accurately reflect the “Land Use
Planning Process” that is being undertaken.
th

5. Land Use Planning Process – 4 paragraph and other sections throughout the MESPA
document should be corrected to reflect that the City of Pickering Official Plan amendment
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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Chapter A4.1

Chapter A Section 4.1 has been revised accordingly.

Chapter A Section 4.2 has been revised accordingly.

Chapter A4.2

This section was never intended to provide an up-to-date description of the various planning approval processes required to develop in
Seaton. Rather, it was only intended to describe the relationship between the MESPA and the Neighbourhood plans and the
subsequent draft plan and zoning approvals. This Section has been revised to update the status of the processes as was originally
intended.
The section has been revised to include an accurate reference to the endorsements of the Neighbourhood Plans. As per the above, the
other matters are not relevant to this section of Chapter A.
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was endorsed by City Council on February 7, 2011 (e.g. not April 26, 2011). In addition, the
paragraph should be updated to indicate that Neighbourhood Plans and Sustainable
Placemaking Guidelines were prepared and endorsed by City Council. Neighbourhood
Plans 16, 18 & 19 were endorsed on April 26, 2011, and Neighbourhood Plans 17, 20 & 21
were endorsed on September 19, 2011. The Sustainable Placemaking Guidelines were
endorsed in principle by City Council on February 7, 2011.
6. Land Use Planning Process – This section and other sections throughout the MESPA
document should be updated to reflect that the Ontario Realty Corporation (ORC) merged
with Infrastructure Ontario, and is now known as the Ontario Infrastructure and Lands
Corporation (OILC). Also, this section needs to be updated to indicate that OILC submitted
Neighbourhood Plans to the City, which were endorsed by City Council on September 29,
2011 (e.g. not just the “private developers”, as stated on the bottom of page A-10, and the
top of page A-11).
7. Problem Statement – This section and other sections of the MESPA document should
indicate that, at the time of preparing the MESPA, the Pickering Official Plan amendment for
Seaton was not yet approved/in effect. Given the declaration of Provincial interest, decisions
by the Ontario Municipal Board on planning matters related to Seaton are not final or
binding until such time the Lieutenant Governor in Council confirms, varies or rescinds the
decision(s) of the Board. The manner in which this Section and others are presented,
suggest that the Pickering amendment is in effect.
nd

st

8. Problem Statement – 2 paragraph, 1 sentence, page A-16. In addition to the “Seaton
Community”, the CPDP also establishes a vision for the Duffins Rouge Agricultural
Preserve. Therefore, the words “and the Duffins Rouge Agricultural Preserve” should be
added to the end of the sentence.
9. Problem Statement – 2

nd

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE

Appropriate changes have been made.

Chapter A8

ChapterA9.3

A footnote has been added to clarify the status of the City Official Plan Amendment as follows:
“At the time of preparing this MESPA, the OPA No. 22 was not yet in effect. As a result of the declaration of Provincial interest,
decisions by the Ontario Municipal Board on planning matters related to Seaton will not become final and binding until such time as the
Lieutenant Governor in Council makes a decision. This decision could confirm, vary or rescind the decision(s) of the Board.”

ChapterA9.3

A footnote has been added to clarify that the CPDP also set out a vision for the Duffins Rouge Agricultural Preserve.

th

ChapterA9.3

paragraph, 4 sentence should be corrected as follows:

“This City Official Plan amendment is known as the Seaton Conformity Official Plan
Amendment; it was endorsed by City Council in April 2011February 2011”.

The date was revised from April to February 2011 in two places in Chapter A to reflect the date of Council’s endorsement and the
change in name to Amendment No. 22 was noted in Chapter A.

Perhaps consideration should also be given to further updating references to the City’s Seaton
conformity amendment, by indicating that, based on the latest OMB pre-hearing conference
(September 10, 2012), it is now known as “Amendment 22”.
th

st

10. Problem Statement – 4 paragraph, 1 sentence. For clarity, the reference to “Section 4.3
of the Official Plan” should be revised to “Section 4.3 of the Pickering Official Plan”.
st

11. Problem Statement – 1 paragraph, Page A-17 should include that the “recommended City
arterial and collector road network for the Seaton area” should also have regard for the
ongoing CPDP Class Environmental Assessment for Regional Services which is currently
underway.
12. Additional detailed comments are provided in a Technical Memorandum dated November
16, 2012, prepared by the Region’s CPDP Class EA consultant (Genivar) in Attachment 2.
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Revised.

ChapterA9.3

Noted in a footnote to Chapter A9.3.

ChapterA9.3

Acknowledged. Responses provided below.
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Appendix A7 – Table 1: Comments and Responses with Review Agencies (excluding
TRCA)
1. Comment 8 on page 18 – We had previously identified a concern that transit impacts
associated with stormwater management facilities on developable land abutting planned
transit routes had not been assessed. The response to our concern advises that transit
impacts “will be investigated through the NFSSR’s…”. Please provide more information on
the methodology to be used to assess transit impacts as part of the NFSSRs.

The intent is to provide potential transit routes that meet the guideline of the majority of the residents are within a 5-minute walk of
transit service. As NFSSR’s are completed, these routes can be updated to reflect the latest Neighbourhood Plan.

2. Comment 13 on page 23 – We had previously identified a concern with the conclusion of
Section 7.1.1 that “most development areas are within a 5 minute walk (or approximately
400m) of transit service”, as demonstrated in the routing plans presented in Appendix C7.
We had suggested that:

Based on the transit Figures in Appendix C2 from the updated October 2012 SSIS the current Seaton Plan accommodates good
potential transit service.

Chapter A7.7.1
Appendix A7 – Table
1

“It is premature to make such a conclusion. Our recommended approach is to assess transit
access is to first geo-code the walking network and bus stop locations, and use GIS
analysis tools to calculate walksheds or walking distances. This exercise is contingent on
the completion of the Regional Services Class EA and the submission of resultant
neighbourhood plans”.
While this concern and suggested process are “noted” in Appendix A7, the conclusion of
Section 7.1.1 remains the same. Consequently, we reiterate our concern with this
conclusion.
Chapter B – Water Resources
1. We understand that TRCA is also reviewing the MESPA document, and we rely on their
expertise in providing comments on matters relating to water resources. In addition, the City
of Pickering is also reviewing and commenting on the MESPA document to provide their
expert knowledge and advice.

No response required.

2. As noted above, we understand that hydrologic modelling, as further input to the MESPA is
currently underway, and near completion, which may bring about further revisions to the
MESPA. Further, we wish to advise that the ongoing CPDP Class EA for Regional Services
is also addressing matters related to groundwater resources for the purposes of servicing
Seaton. It is therefore premature for us to validate the conclusions and recommendations
concerning water resources contained in the MESPA document at this time.

No response required.

Chapter C – Transportation
1. City of Pickering Official Plan – This section and other sections throughout the MESPA
document should indicate that, given the declaration of Provincial interest on planning
matters related to Seaton, OMB decisions related to the Pickering Official Plan conformity
amendment, Neighbourhood Plans, plans of subdivision and zoning applications will not be
final or binding until such time the Lieutenant Governor in Council confirms, varies or
rescinds the decision(s) of the Board.

Noted.

2. MEA Class EA Requirements – This section should be updated to reflect that a second PIC
was held for the CPDP Class EA, and it should be clarified that the CPDP Class EA will not
be completed in mid 2012 (refer to Attachment 1). Also, this section and other sections of
the MESPA document should be updated to reflect that a revised Staged Servicing and
Implementation Strategy (SSIS) was prepared in October 2012.

Noted.
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Chapter C1.2

Text in Chapter A and throughout MESPA revised accordingly.

Chapter C2

Chapter C text revised accordingly.
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3. Highway 7 Widening – This Section identifies the potential transfer of Highway 7 from the
Province to Durham Region. We suggest that speculation of the transfer of Provincial roads
to Durham Region should be not included in the MESPA.

Noted. The speculation has been removed from the text.

Chapter C3.2.2

4. Route Planning – The materials provided do not include Appendix C7, which is supposed to
show routing plans. As such, staff cannot confirm the claim that most development areas in
Seaton are within a 400 metre (5-minute) walk of transit service. Should it be assumed that
the route planning and Appendix C7 are consistent with the analysis conducted in the
October 2012 version of the Proposed Staged Servicing and implementation Strategy
(SSIS)?

Appendix C2 contains potential transit route plans from the October 2012 SSIS update.

Chapter C7.1.1

Chapter C10

5.
(a) Conformity with MEA Class EA Process – The Region has previously conveyed to the
MESP Project Team (e.g. in our September 2011 comments letter) that our preference is
that the Class EA studies for the three roads that are subject to Phases 3 and 4 of the
Schedule C process, be conducted in advance or concurrent with the subdivision approval
process. The three roads in question are Sideline 24 Type C Arterial; the east-west special
type C Arterial; and the east-west employment road collector. The MESP Project Team’s
response to our request indicates that the completion of Phases 3 and 4 of the Class EA
planning process prior to subdivision approvals is not a requirement of the Municipal Class
EA, and that subdivision approvals could proceed before the EA process commences.

(a) Refer to responses to Chapter A. Since issuing the MESPA, there has been an iterative and coordinated process for planning
the subdivisions and neighbourhood plans while accommodating road alignments. There has also been extensive study of
creek crossings including discussions with TRCA. Consequently, we are confident that the Region’s concerns have been fully
addressed. SLG is working closely with the City (as a stakeholder) regarding these roads. Regardless of the timing of
subdivision draft plan approvals, there will be conditions requiring road works to be completed. The MESPA will form the basis
and provide the location of the City's arterial and collector roads. As noted above, when an Environmental Study Report is
required for one of City arterial and collector roads, it will be done in consultation with City staff prior to subdivision plan
approval and all further details of the road will be examined on a site specific basis.

(b)

In light of the recent amendment (August 2011) to the integration provisions in the
Municipal Class EA process (Section a2.9) and Ontario Regulation 345/93, if a private
sector developer is proposing an undertaking of a type listed in Schedule C, and the
undertaking involves the provision of roads, water or wastewater facilities for the residents
of a municipality, it is the responsibility of the proponent to ensure that they have fulfilled all
of the Planning Act and Environmental Assessment Act requirements for their project, as
well as obtaining any other necessary approvals or permits.

(b) There was no change to O.R. 345/93 in August 2011. The Seaton Landowners Group is not specifically pursuing the
“integrated approach” as described in Section A.2.9 of the Municipal Class EA. The Seaton Landowners Group is fulfilling all
their requirements under the Planning Act and EA Act and will obtain the necessary approvals prior to construction in a
coordinated manner.

(c) However, with the Seaton development applications appealed to the OMB and the
declaration of Provincial interest, the requirements of the integrated approach have not
been met until the OMB/Lieutenant Governor in Council renders a decision allowing the
project to proceed. Once approval is granted, then the appropriate consultation
requirements to meet Schedule C requirements should be met.

(c) This would be true if Seaton Landowners Group were operating under the “integrated approach” as set out in Section A.2.9 of
the MEA Class EA however that is not the case.

(d) The Region’s concern with the process is, if the Class EAs are conducted after the
subdivisions are approval, then “connecting the dots” for the NSH crossings between
different subdivision boundaries would create a piecemeal approach in terms of looking at
alternative alignments.

(d) The Seaton Landowners Group is not piece-mealing the study of the City arterial and collector roads. Instead of doing a
sequential series of studies, the Seaton Landowners Group is carrying out a Master Plan to address all the Roads on a broad
level at the outset via the MESPA. Only after all the overall study is complete will the Schedule C arterial and collector roads be
considered at a design level with only very minor revisions to the recommended alignments at the same time as the plans of
subdivisions are being finalized.

(e) Further, and notwithstanding the environmental analysis conducted as part of the MESPA, a
subsequent EA process after approval is given may preclude the optimal crossing location,
because the beginning and end points would be very difficult to shift once subdivision plans
are approved. It is recommended that we meet on this matter for further discussion.

(e) The Seaton Landowners Group is combining environmental analysis with land use planning in a manner that assures that the
general location for the City’s arterial and collector roads selected as part of the MESPA (which addresses Phases 1 and 2 of
the Municipal Class EA) will be carried forward successfully through the review of alternative alignments in Phases 3 and 4
which will be carried out via Environmental Study reports while the subdivisions are being finalized.

5. Recommendations – The MESPA should be updated to reflect the phasing of Regional
Roads in the October 2012 version of the SSIS.
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Chapter C12

Noted.
Recommendations are consistent with the revised October 2012 SSIS.
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Chapter D – Municipal Servicing
1. Section 1.0, page D-1 - MEA Class EA Requirements – In order to make it clear to the
reader that the MESPA is being undertaken before the completion of the CPDP Regional
st
Services Class EA, the last sentence of the 1 paragraph should be revised as follows:
The recommendations provided in this Chapter have been made following discussions
with staff from the Region of Durham and their consulting team recognizing the status of
the CPDP Regional Services Class EA Study initiated by the Region was still
underway as of the date of submission of this MESPA.
st

nd

Chapter D1

Noted.
The text in Chapter D has been revised accordingly.

The correction has been made to the text and Figure D3.1 indicating that there are 6 crossing locations.

Chapter D3.1

The sentence has been expanded to include reference to specific Planning Act applications.

Chapter D3.3

4. Section 3.5.2 – Dewatering Requirements – page D-14,1 paragraph, second sentence – Is
any significant dewatering anticipated for non-residential construction excavations? Only
residential construction excavations are mentioned.

The sentence has been revised to clarify that significant dewatering is not generally anticipated for construction excavations

Chapter D3.5.2

5. Additional detailed comments are provided in a Technical Memorandum dated November
16, 2012, prepared by the Region’s CPDP Class EA consultant (Genivar) in Attachment 2.

Acknowledged, responses provided below.

2. Section 3.1 – Location of Sanitary Services, page D-3, 1 paragraph, 2 sentence – The
reference to “eight” road crossing locations shown on Figure D3.1 should be corrected to
“seven”.
st

3. Section 3.3 – Spine Watermain System – page D-13, 1 paragraph, last sentence – For
clarity, it is suggested that the specific Planning Act application (e.g. draft plans of
subdivision) be referenced.
st

Chapters E and F – Endangered Species and Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat
1. We understand that TRCA is also reviewing this document. We will rely on their expertise in
providing comments on matters relating to endangered species, fisheries and aquatic
habitat.

No response required.

Chapter G – Major Community Facilities
st

rd

1. Section 2.2.6 - Police and Fire – page G-3, 1 paragraph, 3 sentence - It is noted that this
section has been revised, in part, to reflect our previous comment that the DRPS requires a
4 ha (10 acres) site, as opposed to a 2.4 – 4.0 ha (6 to 10 acres) site. This section should
also note that the Region’s intent is to combine the DRPS facility with space for Durham
Health and Social Services.
st

2. Section 2.2.7 - Other Uses – page G-3, 1 bullet point – This section suggests that the
locations for day care, long term care and homes for the aged be addressed at subsequent
planning stages, such as Neighbourhood Plans, plans of subdivision or zoning. Given that
the Neighbourhood plans have been substantially finalized, and do not detail the locations
for such facilities, it is suggested that the reference to “Neighbourhood Plan” be deleted
from this section.
nd

3. Section 2.2.7 – Other Uses – page G-3, 2 bullet – For clarity, the reference to the Region
of Durham’s “Environmental Assessment process” should be revised to “Central Pickering
Development Plan (CPDP) Class Environmental Assessment for Regional Services”.
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Appropriate revisions have been made.

Chapter G2.2.6

Appropriate revisions have been made.

Chapter G2.2.7

Appropriate revisions have been made.

Chapter G2.2.7
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4. Section 4.0 – Phase 2 Recommendations – page G-4, last paragraph – Neighbourhood
Plans were also endorsed by City of Pickering Council on September 29, 2011, therefore,
this sentence should also include that date.

Appropriate revisions have been made.

Chapter G4

5. Section 5.5 – Regional Works Facilities – page G-6 – It should be noted that Durham
Region Transit recently indicated that they are considering the establishment of a transit
transfer station in a location along Taunton Road where, in the fullness of time, passengers
will be provided a safe location to transfer between different rapid transit services (e.g. BRT
or LRT) and to local transit routes. As such, it is suggested that this additional information
should be added to this section. It is acknowledged that this facility need is not included in
the CPDP Class EA, and that the determination of the need and requirements for this facility
would be subject to a future Study/EA.

Appropriate revisions have been made.

Chapter G5.5

Chapter I has been revised to reflect the CPDP conformity amendment etc. and the SSIS.

Chapter I

The section reference does not pertain to the comments presented, it should read Section 1.0. Chapter I, Section 1.0 has been revised
accordingly.

Chapter I1

Appropriate revisions have been made.

Chapter I1

4. Section 1.0 – Phasing – page I-2 – 1 paragraph, last sentence – This section should make
it clear that Phase 1 of the residential/mixed use lands are to be developed in conjunction
with Phase 1 of the employment lands, in order to provide job opportunities at the onset of
residential development.

Section I1.0 has been revised accordingly.

Chapter I1

5. Section 2.1 – Cost Sharing Agreement – page I-2 – The text states that the limits of the
CSA are shown on Figure I1.1, however Figure I1.1 does not illustrate the CSA limits.
Accordingly, Figure I1.1 should be revised to illustrate the limits of the CSA.

Figure I2.1 has been added showing the CSA limits.

Chapter I2
Figure I3.1

6. Section 2.2 – Oversizing of Services for Adjacent Lands – page I-2 – This section states:

Section I2.2 has been revised accordingly.

Chapter I2.2

Chapter I – Phasing
1. As a general comment, this section needs to be corrected, in terms of dates (e.g. City
Council endorsement of Pickering CPDP conformity amendment, Neighbourhood Plans and
Sustainable Placemaking Guidelines), and presumably should be updated to reflect the
recently submitted (October 2012) version of the SSIS, which we yet to review and
comment on.
st

2. Section 2.1 – Phasing – page I-1, 1 paragraph – This paragraph should be updated and
revised to reflect that:
• Pickering Council endorsed the Pickering OPA on February 7, 2011;
• The private developers’ Neighbourhood Plans 16, 18 & 19 were endorsed by Pickering
Council on April 26, 2011;
• The Province’s Neighbourhood Plans 17, 20 & 21 were endorsed by Pickering Council
on September 19, 2011; and
• Ontario Municipal Board decisions on planning matters related to the Seaton
Community are not final or binding until such time the Lieutenant Governor in Council
confirms, varies or rescinds the decision(s) of the Board (e.g. should acknowledge
declaration of Provincial interest).
st

3. Section 1.0 – Phasing – page I-2, 1 paragraph – Did the phasing strategy also account for
adequate retail/personal service opportunities, and the logical progression of a road
network, and a trial and transit system? If so, it is suggested that this section describe how
these matters were taken into consideration.
st

“…all Regional wastewater and potable water systems will be oversized” to accommodate
future development in the Federal lands north of Highway 7 and in Northeast Pickering.”
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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However Chapter D – Section 3.3 – Spine Watermain System – page D-12 states:
“The spine water system is designed to service the Federal lands only. Water supply system
to the NEP lands is to be reviewed under the Regional Water Master Plan”.
Please revise the MESPA document to reflect that only the wastewater system will be
oversized to accommodate future development of the Federal lands and the NEP lands
through Seaton.
Genivar (Region’s CPDP Class EA Consultant) – November 16, 2012
Comments underlined in italics are the same as noted in previous Tec Memo summarizing
comments on the December 2011 SSIS
Water
•

The MESPA document indicates sizes of watermains for SL26 as well as the feedermain to
service the Zone 5 lands. Please note that we have yet to confirm watermain sizes for the
CPDP area so we are not able to confirm the sizing of watermains indicated in this report,
but based on our work to date the feedermain on SL26 will likely be smaller than a 900mm
as indicated within the SISS document as a “secondary” feed is proposed for SL22.

The relevant sections have been revised to reflect the possibility of a feedermain with a diameter smaller than 900mm. The final sizes of
all infrastructure will be dependent upon final detailed engineering designs using Region of Durham design criteria and to the approval
of the Region.

•

The MESPA does not show the construction of the Zone 3 feedermain from the Zone 1
reservoir to the Zone 3 reservoir.

The respective figure and text has been revised to show the connection of the Zone 3 feedermain to the Zone 1 reservoir.

•

The Zone 4 and 5 ET’s are not shown in the most current locations.

The figures have been revised to reflect the current locations of the Zone 4 and 5 ETs.

•

The MESPA makes no mention of the construction of the easterly Zone 4 feedermain to
provide reinforcement to the eastern portion of the CPDP development area and ultimate
interconnection with the regional water system to the east.

The text and relevant figure have been revised to reflect the reinforcement looping along Sidelines 22 and 24.

•

Table D5.2 – “Regional Infrastructure Cost Estimates (Potable Water Service)” – Shows a
total Water System cost of $105M where our latest magnitude cost estimate provided to the
Region of November 13, 2012 shows the water system cost closer to $135M. Part of the
$30M difference can be attributed to the fact that the MESPA cost estimate did not include a
cost for the Zone 4ET, approximately $8M, which leaves a net cost difference of $22M
(MESPA is lower).

Through discussions with Genivar as it relates to the CPDP Regional Services Class EA Study, it was confirmed that the Zone 4 ET is
an alternative solution to the proposed Zone 4 reservoir, however the reservoir is the preferred solution and is reflected accordingly in
the text and figures. As such, the cost estimate was not updated to reflect the Zone 4 ET cost, but was revised to reflect updates to the
watermain network.

Wastewater
•

In general the wastewater system shown within the SSIS is consistent with the proposed
wastewater system currently contemplated within the draft Class EA document.

Noted

•

NHS crossing locations and number of crossings differ from our proposed NHS crossings.

The text and Figure D3.1 have been corrected to reflect that there are 6 crossing locations.

•

Our Class EA servicing plan will likely require additional localized pumping stations in
addition to those shown in the MESPA.

The figure and relevant text has been revised to reflect the additional pumping station locations.

•

The NHS crossing (Crossing 7 – page D-6) is no longer required as we stay within the
Taunton Road ROW east form SL26 to SL24.

Crossing 7 has been removed.

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

December 2011, Revised February 2013
07161
Appendix A7 – Page 33

Chapter D3.1

Chapter D3.1

Master Environmental Servicing Plan - Amendment
Seaton Community, City of Pickering

COMMENT

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE
It is understood that the Region does not prefer local sewers within Regional road ROWs however the position is maintained that there
may be circumstances where no other alternatives are available.

Chapter D3.0

Section 3.1 – Location of Sanitary Services - 2 paragraph, 3 sentence, page D-3 – The
reference to “eight” road crossing locations shown on Figure D3.1 should be corrected to
“seven”.

The text and figure have been corrected to reflect that there are 6 crossings.

Chapter D3.1; Figure
D3.1

•

Crossing 3 shown on Figure D3.1 is not in the most current location. Also within the text on
page D-4 the 300m crossing reference should be revised to a forcemain and not a trunk
sewer.

The crossing location has been modified and the text has been changed.

Chapter D3.1; Figure
D3.1

•

Please note that we have not completed a review of the sanitary sewer design sheets as
this will be completed once Class EA is completed.

Noted.

•

The West Seaton Sub-Trunk does not appear to be included on Figure D3.1 or within the
write up on the wastewater system.

Figure D3.1 has been revised to reflect the trunk sewers and alignments consistent with the information provided by Genivar through
the Class EA study.

•

Table D5.1: “Regional Infrastructure Cost Estimates (Sanitary Service)” – Shows a total
Wastewater System cost of $51M where our latest magnitude cost estimate provided to the
Region on November 13, 2012 shows the wastewater system cost closer to $110M. Part of
the difference can be attributed to the fact that the MESPA cost estimate only accounts for a
single sewage pumping station where the Class EA allows for as many as five (5) pumping
stations. The majority of the cost difference is due to the extent of trunk and sub-trunk sewer
lengths currently carried within the Class EA estimate which is greater than that allowed for
within the MESPA document.

The trunk sanitary sewer system has been updated to reflect the latest information provided by Genivar. The associated cost-estimates
on Table D5.1 have been updated accordingly.

•

Section 3.0, last sentences, indicate that the developers may place localized sewers within
regional road ROW’s, but it is our understanding that this is not the Region’s preference.

•

nd

rd

Chapter D3.1; Figure
D3.1

General
•

There are several sections within Chapter D that need to be updated to reflect the latest
infrastructure presented by the EA Team at the June 2012 PIC.

Noted – infrastructure information as per the June 2012 PIC has been updated in the MESPA where applicable.

•

The document indicates that the Region advised the MESP Team that the Regional Class
EA will be completed by the summer of 2012 – Obviously this is not the case and this
should be revised accordingly.

Per discussions with the Region, the anticipated completion date for the Class EA is summer 2013 and the text has been revised to
reflect this timeframe.

•

Phasing or sequencing of infrastructure works (roads and undergrounds) should be
reviewed in additional detail to make sure the timing of the works are constructed in a
logical order and that sufficient time is planned to fully implement works required for each
phase.

Chapter I has been expanded to elaborate on the progressive implementation of various infrastructure and community facilities.

•

MESPA is not proposing/recommending the future connection of Whitevale Road Bypass to
th
14 Avenue. This needs to be reviewed and discussed further with the MESP Team.

The need for the connection of the Whitevale Road Bypass from the westerly development limits of Seaton to the Altona Road and
potentially to the York Durham Townline as part of the development of Seaton will be addressed in the updated transportation report to
be conducted by BA Consultants.

•

The phasing figures need to be revised to show the phasing for Taunton Road.

The north-westerly sanitary trunk alignment from Sideline 22 has been updated and is consistent with the Class EA.

•

The MESPA does not make allowances or accommodate local regional works such as
pumping stations or storage facilities and based on our preliminary siting of these facilities
there will be conflicts between the MESPA’s proposed land use and the need to locate
regional facilities within the development blocks (e.g. Zone 3 reservoir needs to be located

The general locations of Regional infrastructure will be determined through the Class EA. Further discussions between the Region, City
and the Seaton Landowners will be required subsequent to the completion of the EA in order to establish ultimate locations.
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COMMENT
within an area designated as school/park block by the developers).
•

Although allowances have been made within the MESPA to accommodate the drainage
area (and runoff coefficient) from the regional road network, little to no allowance has been
given to how the road will drain to the proposed SWM ponds. The majority of the pond
locations are also not located in a suitable location to pick up the runoff from the regional
roads. Unless this is addressed it means that separate and independent SWM facilities will
be required for the roads and will add a large long term maintenance cost and obligation to
the Region.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE
Drainage from Regional roads has been addressed in Chapter D, Section 3.4. Wherever possible, drainage from Regional roads will
be directed via storm sewers to SWMFs. Where this is not possible, in-situ SWM controls must be provided for the Regional road
drainage to meet the quality, erosion and water balance criteria. The exact drainage areas and outfall locations will be established
during the NFSSR and detailed design process.
Additionally, direction on this issue and more detailed delineation of drainage areas and pond locations undertaken as part of the
th
NFSSRs was given to the Region, and the Region’s consultant Genivar, in an email from Andrea Keeping at GHD on November 6 ,
2011. This correspondence is included in Appendix H15.

Toronto & Region Conservation Authority – October 31, 2012
The detailed response to TRCA comments is provided in Appendix A7

Appendix A7

It is acknowledged that additional species have been added to the Species at Risk in Ontario List (SARO List) since the completion of
the MESPA. As explained in Section E6.0, changes to the SARO List can be anticipated on an on-going basis. The MESP cannot go
back and address additional Listed species as they are added. It will be the responsibility of all proponents to ensure that the ESA and
its regulations are met as development proceeds.

Chapter E6.0

Ministry of Natural Resources – April 27, 2012
Chapter E – Endangered Species
•

The project will need to be assessed for the presence of other newly-listed species including
Eastern Meadowlark and Barn Swallow. Please note that Atlantic Salmon is no longer
considered a species at risk and should be removed from the list.

Chapter E1.1

Atlantic Salmon has been removed from all text in the chapter.
•

Regulation 242/08 is the habitat regulation. Section 23.1 is not an exemption provision. It is
a transition provision for certain development and infrastructure proposals that have
received approval-in-principle.

The text has been revised accordingly.

Chapter E1.2

•

Please confirm if you are making reference to the Environmental Assessment Act, rather
than the Environmental Protection Act.

The correction has been made to refer to the EA Act.

Chapter E1.2

•

It is premature to comment on the application of the transition provisions in this document.

Noted; clarification has been added to the text.

Chapter E1.2

•

The agricultural exemptions for Bobolink are not relevant to this project as this is a proposal
development, not an agricultural use.

Clarification has been added to the text.

Chapter E1.2

•

Least Bittern is protected as a species however it does not currently have habitat protection
under Endangered Species Act; the reference should be removed from the report.

The correction has been made.

Chapter E1.2

•

Please note that permits are flexibility tools that allow a proponent to do something negative
to a species or its habitat where it can be demonstrated that an overall benefit to a species
can be achieved.

Acknowledged. No response required.

Chapter E1.2

•

Reference to Redside Dace should be removed from this section as it does not appear to be
relevant. There are least five species which are being considered for permits at this time.
Please also note that Butternut Planting plans only apply when there are less than 10 trees
being impacted.

The reference has been removed.

Chapter E1.2

Under Section E4, the sentence beginning “Specifically, Reg 242/08, known as the General

The text has been revised accordingly.

•
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COMMENT
Reg”, should be removed. The terminology used should refer to 17(2)(c) permits.

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

•

Please remove references to Reg. 293/11; the correct reference is Ontario Regulation
242/08.

The text has been revised accordingly.

Chapter E1.2

•

The habitat regulation of Redside Dace is 242/08. Please correct this throughout the
document.

The text has been revised accordingly.

Chapter E, throughout

•

As stated above, Atlantic Salmon is no longer considered a species at risk.

Noted, Atlantic Salmon has been removed from all text in the chapter.

Chapter E, throughout

•

It is unlikely that MNR will accept an Overall Benefit Plan (OBP) plan that only includes fish
passage improvements and barrier removals. The OBP must be tied to impacts of the
project (i.e. stormwater management (SWM) ponds, decreased water quality, and habitat
destruction).

Additional text for clarification has been provided in this section.

Chapter E3.5

Attached is the MNR’s draft document “Guidance for Development Activities in Redside
Dace Protected Habitat: February 2011”. This document provides guidance to persons
interested in developing areas in southern Ontario that have Redside Dace (Clinostomus
elongates) habitat. This guidance document identifies best management practices for
development activities to avoid or mitigate impacts on Redside Dace and their habitat. It
should be used to develop the SWM component of the MESPA as well as the functional
servicing reports and SWM plans and will also provide guidance for the preparation of the
17(2)(c) permits relative to Redside Dace habitat.
•

Please remove reference to “overall benefit permitting” and replace with “permitting”
throughout the document.

The text has been revised accordingly.

Chapter E, throughout

•

All properties proposed for Bobolink habitat must be assessed for suitability before being
accepted by the MNR.

Noted; clarification has been added.

Chapter E4.1

•

The monitoring conditions of each permit will be determined in the future through
discussions with MNR. Please note that what has been proposed in the MESP may not be
sufficient.

Acknowledged; additional clarification added to text.

Chapter E4.1

Region of York – February 28, 2012
Response from Robert Major, Infrastructure Planning Engineer, Environmental Services
Department, Capital Planning & Delivery Branch

No response required

“I work in water and wastewater planning group of York Region. Our team has reviewed the
above noted MESPA and we have no concerns with it. However, please keep us updated on the
progress of the project.”
Metrolinx – March 12, 2012
Chapter C - Transportation
Chapter C1.3.1

Metrolinx: The Big Move
•

One statement in this section refers incorrectly to The Big Move. Please remove the last
sentence in this section: “Recent revisions to the plan include light rail transit (LRT)
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COMMENT
underground along City of Toronto corridors, specifically Eglinton Avenue and Sheppard
Avenue East and the Scarborough rail transit (RT) converted to surface LTR”. There have
been no revisions to The Big Move. The Big Move only indicates that these are proposed
Other Rapid Transit (BRT / LRT / AGT). Any recent planning work on these lines reflects
more detailed thinking that builds on, but does not revise, The Big Move.
Steeles Avenue East
•

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

Noted; text replaced.

Chapter C1.3.2.1

Comment noted.

Chapter C

The MESPA states, “The Metrolinx publication “The Big Move” identified Steeles / Taunton
(Project 59) between Milliken GO station and downtown Oshawa in its 25 year plan for
Rapid Transit and envisioned a widening to six lanes including High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) lanes”. Please replace this sentence with the following, as there are no references in
The Big Move to widening to six lanes etc.:
“The Metrolinx publication, “The Big Move”, identified Steeles /Taunton (Project 59),
between Milliken GO station and downtown Oshawa, as Other Rapid Transit (BRT / LRT /
AGT) in its Schedule 2: 25-Year Plan for the Regional Rapid Transit and Highway Network.”

Ministry of Transportation – March 20, 2012
Chapter C - Transportation
•

Transportation of the MESP bases most of its transportation recommendations on the
Central Pickering Development Plan (CPDP) (2006). The transportation and transit
component of the CPDP provides objectives and policies to address the internal network
requirements for the area, as well as to ensure there is adequate inter-regional
transportation infrastructure. MTO would suggest that the MESP include additional
recommendations from the broader Durham Toronto York Area Transportation Study (2009)
which supports the CPDP and the eastern Greater Toronto Area (GTA) component of the
GGH and documents the inter-regional transportation needs of the larger Durham-TorontoYork area. Improving the inter-regional road and transit network will ensure that the land in
Seaton will be serviceable and its value maximized to accommodate a long term population
of 70,000 people and 35,000 jobs beyond 2031.

Veridian Connections – February 21, 2012
nd

We have only one comment to register for the MESPA and that is with regards to the 2 of the
4 potential Transformer station sites. We have modified the location slightly such that the area
we will study will be on the North side of Taunton Road on the NE corner of the intersection of
Taunton Road and Sideline 22. There were some potential archaeological concerns east of the
reservoir highlighted in some other studies that we felt best to stay away from.
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Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#
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Page # in
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TRCA Comment
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Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013

Chapter A – Introduction
1.

7.0 and 8.0

53

Sections 7 and 8 should be revised to outline the
two stage planning process: the high level MESP
followed by the detailed NFSSRs.

Update Sections 7 and 8.

Acknowledged.

MESPA Chapter A, Section 8 addresses the
relationship between the MESPA and NFSSRs.

Somewhat addressed. An outstanding concern
remains, in that the process going forward is
unclear. What is the process that would lead to
new recommendations, how are those
recommendations reviewed and vetted so that
they can be accepted and applied for
subsequent planning stages or developments.
For example, if through one of the NFSSRs, it is
determined that a SWMF cannot perform as it is
intended in the MESP (i.e., pond was intended to
provide infiltration at MESP stage, but is later
determined to require a lining), what is the
process for determining potential changes to
other phases of development within Seaton.

2.

8.0

55

Please insert the appropriate provision after further
discussion with Pickering and TRCA. We suggest
a condition in the Draft Plans requiring updates to
the NFSSRs after five years.

Acknowledge that further discussion is needed.

Item was discussed at a technical meeting, and still
requires resolution.

Not addressed.

3.

Figure A8.1

67

The last paragraph states that “it will not be
necessary to review, revise or update the MESP
based on new information or targets”. In order to
ensure no cumulative impacts we need to learn
from the first phases of development and ensure
that new technologies are applied in later stages if
needed. As such, there needs to be wording in
the MESP that provides for updating and revising
the NFFSRs and the Draft Plans as Seaton builds
out, technologies advance, and the monitoring
program provides a better understanding of how
the urban and natural systems are functioning.
The watercourse at Sideline 26 north of Taunton
is located within the Medium Density Land Use
designation, and we assume is proposed to be
piped. The watercourse/wetland at Taunton and
Brock is located immediately adjacent to the
Mixed Corridor land use designation with no
buffer, and will be impacted if development
encroaches. There may be conflicts with land
uses and the required updates to the floodplain
mapping.

The Province will need to accept any impacts and
that the appropriate TRCA regulatory and DFO
mitigation / compensation processes are followed.
Update the appropriate section of the MESP to
address land use conflicts with the natural features
and natural hazards.

The limit of the Natural Heritage System was
delineated through consultation between the
Province, TRCA and the landowners.

A new section has been added to Chapter B,
Section B5.10.2, to address locations where
floodlines are not contained in the NHS. Also see
Figure B5.11.

The watercourse remains in the same location;
however there is a figure and text that outlines
the locations where additional consideration will
be required at the NFSSR stage. At the EA
meeting of May 29, 2012, the Region announced
that the watercourse issue is to be completed by
the Region of Durham, and is still outstanding.
Deferred to the NFSSR stage.

The MESP team considered the draft Guideline
and identified an approach to FBWB
assessments. The proposed approach was
based on methods agreed to by the TRCA.
Section 8.1 of the MESP notes that the scope of
the work and the categorization/evaluation
method was endorsed by the TRCA and City in
the fall of 2008. The NFSSR work will utilize the
same methodology.
Acknowledged.

Outside the NHS, the land uses will stay as
Development and where there are potential
conflicts with natural features and natural
hazards, the MESPA will identify those locations
and provide direction for the NFSSRs to address
design and mitigation.

Chapter J, Figure J2.2 also shows the locations
where floodlines are not contained within the NHS
and where special attention will be required at the
NFSSR stage when more detailed work on
development plans proceeds. Text is also added in
Section J2.

The MESPA is meant as a high level
document
providing
general
recommendations and guidance to
subsequent stages of the development
process. At the NFSSR and detailed
design stage, the recommendations and
guidelines will be followed as closely as
possible, with a “best efforts” approach.
Changes at the NFSSR and detailed
design stages are inevitable; however, the
framework established through the
MESPA, CPDP and OPA No. 22 will
ensure that the general principals and
recommendations are implemented or
acceptable alternatives are provided.
The paragraph has not been changed as it
is still the position of the MESP Team that
the MESPA does not require updating in
the future based on new targets or
information.

This item will be addressed through the
Region of Durham’s EA and subsequently
through detailed design of Sideline 26.
Although the area is located in NH16,
further details will not be provided within
the NFSSR since it will be completed, as
indicated, by the Region.

Chapter B - Water Resources
4.

General

N/A

TRCA has developed a draft Feature Based
Water Balance Guideline. The draft Guideline is
for discussion purposes only; however, it can
provide some direction for future analyses/
requirements at the NFSSR stage.

A draft was provided to Bird and Hale at one of the
technical meetings. Analyses will be required at
the NFSSR or later stage.

5.

General

N/A

Given the uncertainties in the modeling, land use,
and sensitivities, wording in the MESP should
allow for flexibility in the outcome around water
balance assessments based on further
information and analysis as it becomes available
at the NFSSR or later stage.

Provide appropriate wording.

PAGE 1

The MESPA notes in Section B7.2 that the
Guideline was considered.

Noted.

The MESPA states in Sections B7.4.2, B8.4.2,
B9.4.1, B10.4.1 and J2 that further design and
detail is required, which will be undertaken through
NFSSRs.

Noted.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
Section #
General

Page # in
PDF
N/A

7.

General

N/A

8.

GIS
Database

9.

GIS
Database

6.

#

TRCA Comment
Given the apparent inconsistencies in the PRMS
results (tables versus text), we are unclear which
PRMS values served as input to the MODFLOW
model that simulated development water level
changes.
Given the high ground water levels observed in
the monitoring data, please indicate if the
construction of houses and infrastructure (i.e.
sewers and ponds) will permanently affect ground
water levels and surface runoff.

Action Required
Clarify the input parameter values to MODFLOW.

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
Acknowledged.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
Sections B4.4.4 and B4.6.4.4 explain the
relationship between the models and provides
information with regard to input parameter values.

Provide a map of depth to groundwater using
hydrogeologic boreholes and geotechnical
boreholes.

Commentary on the water table depth will be
provided in the MESPA; details on construction
impacts will be assessed in the NFSSRs.

Discussion is added to Section B4.5.6 regarding
the modelled results. Implications of construction
are discussed generally in Section D3.5, but will be
addressed in detail in the NFSSRs. Map of depth
to groundwater is provided (Figure B3.6a).

N/A

Some of the LIDs are shown in the GIS layers as
extending into the NHS, including features.

Please revise the LID locations to avoid impacts to
natural features per the policies in the City’s
Conformity Amendment.

Acknowledged.

GIS is revised.

N/A

Under the main layer Durham Region Water Well
Database there are three sub-layers including
Drilled Domestic Wells, MOE Current Water Well
records, and ORC Well – Durham Region
Database. When these are turned on, the
database plots all three well records in a mid-lot
location.

Clarifications are requested as to how the
geotechnical, WWIS, and hydrogeological
boreholes were used to redefine the geologic
surfaces. Any changes to the underlying geologic
model should also be highlighted. Providing the
revised geologic surfaces to TRCA as Viewlog files
would help facilitate this.

All available well records were carefully checked,
moved if the location data could be confirmed,
and used to interpret the surficial geology
mapping for the Seaton area. The most
significant change was a small refinement of the
surficial sands in the areas along Taunton Road
(east of sideline 26). The resulting geology map
is in the GIS on a layer called Quaternary
Geology (version 2).

MESPA is revised to clarify the mapping. (Section
B4.6.4.1)

Further consideration should be given to the
provision of LID measures especially in conducive
soil and groundwater conditions.

Acknowledged.

A comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan
(including SWM/LID strategy) is provided that
acknowledges local soil and groundwater
conditions. (Sections B4.7.3, B5.11 and B11).

Comment addressed.

As the southeast corner of the development
contains the prominent granular sands and gravelly
sands through which the sewer line alignments are
proposed, consideration should be given to
identifying potential construction methodologies to
minimize construction impacts to the watercourse
baseflow and groundwater seepage / discharge.
TRCA will review this at the Regional EA stage.

Acknowledged.

No action required.

Comment addressed.

Location not precisely known because they were
not located using GPS. A best effort was made to
provide UTM coordinates & elevations by
assigning mid-lot UTM.

10.

11.

GIS
Database

GIS
Database

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

N/A

N/A

Were these records QC checked? Were they
used to update model surfaces? To what extent
did local lithology change based on these
records?
Under the Land Use Conceptual layer, near the
Mixed Corridor at the intersection of Taunton /
Brock, the surface geologic mapping indicates
glaciolacustrine deposits – sand / silty sand and
gravel / gravelly sand. This area is outside of
NHS, SWMF #15 is within the area, and there is
only limited indication of an opportunity for LID
measures in the MESP. There is also a small
segment of sand/silt in a lobe south of Taunton,
east of TRCA Test Well.
Subject to site-specific soil / groundwater level
conditions, the preferred areas targeted for
infiltration / LID measures should be targeted
within the granular, non-saturated soils.
Major sanitary sewer servicing is proposed to
cross the sand / silty sand formations associated
with the Lake Iroquois shoreline and foreshore
granular deposits and intercepting water table,
especially in the Taunton / Brock area.
There is some existing borehole data for the
Central Duffins Trunk Sewer line, extending to
about Old Taunton Road. Surface sand and silty

PAGE 2

TRCA Comment on MESPA
Comment addressed.

It would be helpful to have the pond locations
and other underground services/facilities
overlain on the map to allow for analysis of
groundwater conflicts. Preferably, a follow up
map could show where these potential conflicts
are likely. Deferred to the NFSSR stage.
Some LIDs have been removed from the NHS,
however there are still some shown under
“opportunities for LID measures” in the GIS
database.

Comment addressed.

Team Response
February 2013

Comments acknowledged.
addressed in NFSSRs.

To

be

The figures in the MESPA govern. Note
that all layers in GIS may not be as current
as the MESPA figures. The GIS is a tool to
inform the MESP. The MESP notes that
LID measures may be located in the NHS
but not within wetland and woodland
features; see Chapter B11.3.

The Viewlog files will be provided.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

TRCA Comment
sand extends to about 3 m below grade, is wet to
saturated at 1.5 to 3 m, and wet silt below that.
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Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013

Conceptual alignment (Regional and Local
sanitary lines) will cross Ganatsekiagon Creek.
Depending upon the sewer depth, there is a
concern about construction and long term impacts
on groundwater contribution to the watercourse.
There are similar concerns relative to the second
sanitary sewer alignment further to the west that
skirts the Lake Iroquois shoreline deposits and
crosses the Ganatsekiagon Creek. There may be
construction and long term impacts to
watercourse baseflow.
There is no discussion of woodland and
watercourse water balance, This is required in the
Terms of Reference and is a major gap.

As discussed at the meetings, please set up the
framework for woodlands and watercourses similar
to what was done for wetlands.

Acknowledged.

12.

1.0

70

13.

1.0

70

The second bullet speaks to wetland water
balance. The wetland water balance only refers
to water volumes and does not include frequency,
timing and duration.

Please confirm that frequency, timing and duration
for all water balances have been considered.
These considerations will be important for
watercourses and woodlands as well.

Under review.

14.

4.1

96

It appears that the water balance assessment was
considered on watershed scale. Please note that
the assessment is somewhat misleading by
showing a much lower impact on infiltration and
runoff due to the relationship between the size of
the watershed catchment and the development
parcel within that catchment. The water balance

Please update the water balance assessment by
further breaking down the catchments based on the
development limits. Please determine the water
balance criteria for each neighborhood. A detailed
mitigation strategy to satisfy the criteria can be
developed at the NFSSR stage.

The groundwater balance assessment is for the
entire area as agreed to by the TRCA to provide
a comprehensive analysis of the Seaton area.
The feature based water balance assessments
are site-specific.

PAGE 3

Woodland and headwater drainage features now
are referenced in the bullet in Section B1.0. The
approach to screening and assessment was
discussed at technical meetings. Woodland and
headwater drainage feature screening and water
balance assessments were undertaken and are
reported in new sections of the MESPA (Sections
B9 and B10).
The bullet in Section B1.0 remains the same;
however further discussion is provided in the
MESPA in Section B7.4).

These assessments have now been provided.
See detailed comments below.

An updated water balance is provided in Section
B4.5. The update includes the use of recent
changes in the PRMS model that enables a more
comprehensive evaluation of the cumulative effects
of development within the whole of the Seaton area
on local groundwater resources.

Noted.

No discussion provided for consideration of
frequency, timing and duration. Please revise or
provide a rationale for the omission.

The water balance modelling was
completed utilizing a continuous simulation
model. The model established runoff
volumes pre and post-development based
on 6 years of continuous rainfall data. The
data included representative wet, dry and
average years. The proposed amount of
water augmentation to these features is
based on trying to maintain the predevelopment average monthly volume to
the feature. As the model utilizes actual
rainfall data, the water balance is in
essence taking the existing frequency,
timing and duration of runoff to the features
into consideration. The ultimate engineered
solution, which in most cases will involve a
third pipe conveying clean roof water
discharging to the feature, will not replicate
existing conditions with respect to timing
and duration, although will for volume.
However, the design of the conveyance
system and recommended outfall LID
measures which will be designed to retain
5mm (such as a wetland flow spreader or
bioswale) will ultimately take into
consideration flow velocities and will be
designed to dissipate flows with the
intention of trying to more closely replicate
existing timing and duration of flows.
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TRCA Comment
assessment should have been partitioned off
based on the development limits, as local impacts
will be much greater than watershed impacts. A
similar approach to what was used in the Duffin
Heights ESP, where water balance targets were
assessed based on the development limits and
geological conditions should be applied.
PRMS has been selected for the water balance
assessment due to its capabilities to assess
evapotranspiration and soil moisture. PRMS is a
useful tool as it is coupled with the groundwater
model. However, PRMS is not suitable for
stormwater design and planning.

Please confirm if it is the intent to have the PRMS
model revised based on the finalized
neighborhood plans, similar to what will be
required for the hydrology model.
Under Scenario 2, Full Build-out with no
Mitigation, Table B4.8 indicates an increase in
runoff of 44.5 mm/yr. However, the paragraph
states that simulated runoff over the developed
portion increases to 235 mm/yr. Table B4.7,
indicates a mean of 286.3 mm/yr for existing
conditions. The numbers do not match if change
represents post development parameter value
minus pre-development results.
Under Scenario 2, Full Build-out with no
Mitigation, Table B4.8 indicates a decrease in
evapotranspiration of -37.6 mm/yr. However, the
paragraph indicates that the development reduces
evapotranspiration by an average of 101 mm/yr.
There appears to be a discrepancy between the
Table B4.8 value and the text.
Under Scenario 2, Full Build-out with no
Mitigation, Table B4.8 indicates a decrease in
recharge of -3.7 mm/yr. However, the paragraph
indicates a decrease in recharge of 11 mm/yr.
There appears to be a discrepancy between the
Table B4.8 value and the text.
It appears that the primary practice proposed to
satisfy stormwater volume requirements for
erosion and water balance is to increase top soil
depth. TRCA are concerned that it may be very
difficult to ensure long term maintenance of
increased top soil (e.g. through land use changes,
compactions, etc.). In addition, there may be cost
and sustainability implications to finding and
relocating the correct type of topsoil for the
purpose. TRCA highly recommends that a more
comprehensive LID strategy be developed.
Please refer to TRCA’s LID guide for further
guidance.
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Action Required

An LID strategy should be developed and modeled
using a more appropriate tool. Please see
Appendix B, Peer Review Comments related to
water balance for further details.

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
Total water balance will also be provided on a
land use basis.
Because of the many
permutations of existing land use changing to
proposed land use occurring over varying
geology and topography, it would not be feasible
to tabulate water balance components without
bias at any finer scale.
A LID strategy will be refined, using both the
PRMS and the QUALHYMO model.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
Further subdivision of the study area into smaller
development parcels will be misleading and not
give a true evaluation of the cumulative impacts as
mandated in the Terms of Reference; hence, this
change has not been made.

TRCA Comment on MESPA

This was addressed at a technical meeting on April
5, 2011. A new Section B2.3 has been added
outlining the modelling approach discussed with
agencies as well as the LID measures modelled.
Model results are presented in subsequent sections
in Chapter B (Section B4.7.4 and B5.9.3). A
comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan
(SWM/LID strategy) is provided in Sections B5.11
and B11.0.
The PRMS model has been revised to reflect the
latest Neighbourhood Plans. (Section B4.5).

Comment addressed.

Update the PRMS model to reflect latest
neighbourhood plans.

Acknowledged.

Provide an explanation
inconsistency.

of

this

apparent

Acknowledged.

MESPA is revised to discuss/clarify the revised
modelling. (Section B4.7).

Comment addressed.

Provide an explanation
inconsistency.

of

this

apparent

Acknowledged.

MESPA is revised to discuss/clarify the revised
modelling. (Section B4.7).

Comment addressed.

Provide an
inconsistency

of

this

apparent

Acknowledged.

MESPA is revised to discuss/clarify the revised
modelling. (Section B4.7).

Comment addressed.

The MESP presented a LID strategy that
incorporated more than increased topsoil depth.
An overall refined LID strategy is being
developed, using both the PRMS and the
QUALHYMO model, based on discussions at
technical meetings. The NFSSRs will address
implementation of the LID strategy

A new Section B2.3 has been added outlining the
modelling approach discussed with agencies as
well as the LID measures modelled. Model results
are discussed in Section B4.7.4 and B5.9.3. A
comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan
(SWM/LID strategy) is provided. (Sections B5.11
and B11.0)

There is concern that the current LID scheme is
heavily reliant on unlined ponds and increased
topsoil depths to meet the targets set out by the
MESPA.

explanation

Develop an LID strategy that is sustainable in terms
of long term maintenance, operations and cost.
Since stormwater volume control is required to
prevent off site erosion impacts, further LID
modeling is required and the proposed BMPs must
be acceptable by the City of Pickering. At a
minimum, a stormwater volume criteria should be
established using continuous hydrologic modeling
on a catchment basis to satisfy erosion,
groundwater and feature based water balance
requirements. A detailed LID strategy could be
further refined at the neighborhood level of planning

LID measures should be considered in all areas
including till dominated areas. It is important to

PAGE 4

Team Response
February 2013

Comment addressed.

Increased topsoil has been assumed for all
residential pervious areas. At this time, TRCA
would suggest that the values assume 50% less
area with increased topsoil at the residential
level to account for infill developments on private
land (e.g. patios, pools, accessory dwelling
units) and other land use changes that are out of
the control of the municipality. In addition, we
understand that the City of Pickering SWM
Guidelines require that disconnected roof
leaders are only acceptable on lots with frontage
greater than 12m, which limits the use of

The assumption made in the modelling was
that there was a total of 30 cm of topsoil.
This is a reasonable, conservative estimate
based on the amount of top soil typically
applied in residential areas.
As outlined in Section B2.2, the on-going
modelling will take the City of Pickering
criteria for lots less than 12m frontage into
consideration. However, in the interest of
promoting LID usage in Seaton, further
discussion with the City is required
regarding permissions to direct roof leaders
to pervious in all areas.. It should be noted
that the existing model assumed that 25%
of the roof was directly connected to the
storm sewer system and that only 75% of
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TRCA Comment
note that LID does not necessary just imply
infiltration practices, measures dealing with
evapotranspiration, rainwater reuse and filtration
should also be considered and are an important
component of a sustainability strategy for the site.
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Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA
increased topsoil as an LID.
Our research has shown that construction
activities also cause significant compaction
which limits the ability of the topsoil to hold water
from the first day of operation. There should be
some consideration for this in the modelling.
Until more details are provided, it is not known if
all of the ponds can remain unlined, especially
given the high groundwater table that exists
throughout the area.
The solutions for the water balance mitigation
portion of the project should be clearly defined
for each Neighbourhood Plan as part of the
MESPA.
If, at the NFSSR stage, more
information is provided that will result in
deviation from the original plan, then TRCA
expects that the model will be re-run to assess
how any proposed changes will be reflected in
the overall model. To clarify, we would like to
know what other LID measures can be provided
at the NFSSR stage in case the topsoil and
unlined ponds cannot be implemented.

21.

4.7.4

123

22.

4.7.5

124

23.

5.2.3

128

The Full Build-out with LID measures used a
selection of varying percentage of roof coverage
and percentage of each roof discharge to pervious
lawn areas for five land use categories. A
rationale that describes how these percentages
were derived was not provided.
In Table B4.10, the comparisons are postdevelopment without mitigation to postdevelopment with mitigation instead of pre- to post
development.
As outlined in the approved Terms of Reference,
and reiterated in Section 5.2 of the MESP, a
watershed hydrology update was required as part
of the MESP to re-assess existing conditions
using updated information, and future conditions
based on revised Official Plans, the Seaton
Neighborhood Plans, and the proposed airport.
This requirement has not been completed. The
intent of the watershed update was to build upon
an extensive amount of information provided in
the 2002 Duffins Creek Hydrology update. The
current hydrology assessment provided in the
MESP constitutes an entirely new model,
developed for the development area only, and
does not account for amendments to municipal
and regional Official Plans or the airport lands.

Provide the appropriate rationale for how the
percentage values were derived.

Acknowledged. The topic was discussed at a
technical meeting.

Section B4.7.4 provides updated assumptions for
the LID analyses. As noted in Section B4.7.4,
these were developed by the MESPA Team based
on experience in Duffin Heights.

Comment addressed.

Provide a pre to post-development comparison.

Acknowledged.

Comment addressed.

Complete a watershed hydrology update as per the
Terms of Reference, followed by a reassessment of
the quantity, erosion, and Regional control
requirements. See Appendix B, Peer Review
Comments related to the surface hydrologic
analysis, specifically comments 2 and 7-12, for
further detailed comments.

Hydrology update is being undertaken as per
discussions at technical meetings with TRCA
and the City.

Numerous tables in Section B4.7 in the MESPA
were revised to provide the comparison of postdevelopment model results to existing conditions
model results.
As discussed in Section B5.2, numerous meetings
have been held with agencies and based on these
discussions, revisions have been made to both the
existing and future conditions models. At the time of
submission of this MESPA, Regional Storm
modelling discussions are ongoing and are
expected to extend into early 2012 as further
dialogue on modelling approaches and results is
warranted.

PAGE 5

The hydrology study; a major component of the
MESPA, is currently being undertaken by the
City of Pickering and TRCA. There are several
components of the MESPA that rely on the
results of the hydrology study (most of which are
related to the water resources engineering
component of the project). As such, all
comments provided are based on the parts of
the submission that are not impacted by the
results of the hydrology model. A full set of
comments will follow once the revised hydrologic
analysis is incorporated into the MESPA.

Team Response
February 2013
the roof was draining to the rear yard. If
necessary, the same function of
discharging roof leaders to grade can be
achieved by connecting the roof leaders to
a third pipe system and conveying them to
infiltration facilities.
Based on the preliminary geotechnical and
hydrogeological work completed as part of
the NFSSRs, it is estimated that
approximately 80% of the ponds will not
require a liner. Also, for the remaining
locations, there are engineering solutions
that may be considered to eliminate the
need for a liner. For example, if a liner is
required because the soils are permeable
and will not allow for maintenance of a
permanent pool, there is the opportunity to
design the facility as an “infiltration SWMF”.
There are also engineering solutions for
SWMFs that are being constructed in areas
of high water table elevations such as
perimeter drains.
The LID measures modelled have been
outlined in Section B2.3 and shown on
Figure B2.1. It is also outlined in Section
B2.3.3 that implementation of the modelled
LIDs is recommended where possible;
however, other equivalent LID techniques
can also be implemented.

No response required – 2012 Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update supersedes 2011
MESPA.
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Section #
5.2.3

Page # in
PDF
128

25.

5.2.3

128

26.

5.2.3

128

27.

5.2.4

130

28.

5.2.4

130

29.

5.2.4

130

24.

#

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
Acknowledged.

TRCA Comment
In our 2008 comments on the Existing Conditions
Report, we noted that the hydrology model was to
be developed in collaboration with TRCA, and
further assessments should not proceed until the
model has been approved by TRCA staff.

Action Required
Ensure that TRCA sign off on the calibration of the
hydrology model prior to finalizing the criteria for
the MESP.

There are significant concerns regarding the
methodology used in defining the MESP
hydrology model. All model parameters should
have been determined using the same approach
used in the 2002 Hydrology Update, and further
refined based on a calibration process. TRCA
provided a detailed task list outlining the approach
required for the MESP in December 2008. It
appears that this guidance was not applied.
As noted in the Terms of Reference, the intent of
the post development drainage scheme was to
mimic existing conditions and minimize flow
diversions.
When looking at the post
development drainage plan from a subwatershed
perspective, one can see that drainage diversions
are proposed.
Flow diversions may have
negligible impacts at a subwatershed scale;
however, when considering the sensitive nature of
some of the receiving systems (erosion and
aquatic), the impacts at the catchment/sub
catchment scale could be significant.

Update the hydrology model using the same
approach used in the 2002 Hydrology Update. See
Appendix B, Peer Review Comments related to the
surface hydrologic analysis, specifically comments
3 and 4 for further details.

Hydrology update will be completed as per
discussions at technical meetings with TRCA
and the City.

Identify sensitive receiving systems, and ensure
post development drainage patterns match existing
conditions. All other areas will be required to match
existing drainage areas to the best extent possible.
The assessment of sensitive systems should be
coupled with the feature based water balance and
the erosion assessment.

The SWMF location analyses considered
sensitivity of receiving systems. Table B6.1
notes that drainage diversions have been
minimized on a subcatchment level. Water
balance assessments for headwater drainage
features will be provided in MESPA.

As per the Terms of Reference, the erosion
thresholds should have been based on the lowest
value and not an average value which was used
in the assessment.
The erosion assessment and developed criteria
are primarily tailored to streams with defined
channels with permanent flow.
However,
development of the erosion criteria needs to be
expanded to systems where there are not defined
channels and with intermittent flow under existing
conditions. Past experience has shown that
erosion eventually becomes an issue as the
intermittent nature of the system is changed to
one of permanent flow. Given the proposed
criteria (i.e. 25mm event released over 120hr
period), it is expected that the flow regime to
intermittent systems will change.

Update the erosion analysis using the lowest
established threshold value. Please see Appendix
B, Peer Review Comments related to instream
erosion, specifically comment 2 for further details.
Develop erosion criteria for intermittent
watercourses.
Please note that some
watercourses may require a water balance to
maintain the flow regime to satisfy ecological
requirements.

Further discussions with the agencies are
required.

The most sensitive reach located in the Urfe
Creek (U16) as identified in the Duffin Heights
ESP was not used in the assessment.

Update the erosion assessment for the Urfe and
Ganatsekiagon Creek using station U16.

Acknowledged.

A water balance assessment for headwater
drainage features will be completed as part of
the MESPA.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
A substantial amount of agency consultation
occurred throughout 2011, particularly regarding
the development and validation of the hydrologic
model. On-going discussions have and will
continue to occur with TRCA in 2012 to secure
approval of the modelling.
The MESPA is revised to provide the updated
hydrology models, as per numerous meetings and
discussions with TRCA and the City. Discussions
are on-going and will continue in 2012 to resolve
outstanding issues.

The
subcatchment
boundaries
(and
parameterization) are based on the proposed land
use conditions (Section B5.3). This provided input
into the modelling (Sections B5.7 through B5.10).
To practically service the Seaton lands and
minimize the number of end-of-pipe facilities, minor
changes are recommended to some subcatchment
boundaries. Table B8.8 summarizes the % change
that would occur to drainage areas to each stream
reach containing riparian wetland and assesses
implications. Further, Section B10 provides an
assessment of headwater drainage features,
including water balance assessments as required.
Further consultation occurred with the agencies in
2011. The erosion threshold analysis is modified to
reflect the results of those discussions. (Section
B5.9)
MESPA is revised, with a new subsection to
address headwater drainage features (Section
B10).

The erosion assessment is updated (Section
B5.9.1), identifying additional sensitive reaches,
including the one on Urfe Creek, all of which are
shown on Figure B5.7 and discussed in Section
5.9.
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TRCA Comment on MESPA
Deferred. See Comment 23.

Team Response
February 2013
No response required – 2012 Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update supersedes 2011
MESPA.

Deferred. See Comment 23.

No response required – 2012 Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update supersedes 2011
MESPA.

Deferred. See Comment 23.

No response required – 2012 Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update supersedes 2011
MESPA.

Noted.

Section B10 speaks to where erosion analysis
will be required, but there is no direction
provided for how this should occur for headwater
drainage features where no existing erosion may
be evident. An approach (i.e. setting the
methodology and targets) needs to be
developed at the MESP stage to direct the
detailed analysis at the NFSSR stage for these
features. Our concern is that the increased flow
volume at SWM pond outlets to the small
streams will cause erosion, which is different
than the water balance augmentation
assessment.
Criteria for erosion analysis
specific to these locations need to be developed
at the MESPA stage in consultation with the City
of Pickering and MNR. We would like to work
with the City, MNR and the Landowner’s Group
to discuss solutions.
Addressed – Erosion Analysis to be revisited
when hydrology model has been updated.

Section B10.5 has been added to the
MESPA to address stream reaches that
require further assessment at the NFSSR
stage due to potential erosion issues.

The Erosion Analysis has not been
revisited as it has been established that the
2011 MESPA erosion analysis served its
purpose to provide direction on the need
for SWMFs and LID measures, in addition
to confirming the extended detention
criteria for SWMFs. Refer to Section B5.2
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Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
Under review.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
The erosion assessment is updated (Section
B5.9.1), identifying additional sensitive reaches,
including site W6 on Whitevale Creek. Additional
analysis is provided along Whitevale in Section
B5.8.2.

Confirm or update the assessment.

Under review.

As discussed in Section B5.9.1 and shown on
Figure B5.7, the Duffin Heights area has been
included in the erosion assessment.

Addressed – Erosion Analysis to be revisited
when hydrology model has been updated.

Please verify if this has been done, if not, please
calibrate the QUALHYMO model. Please see
Appendix A, Peer Review Comments related to
instream erosion, specifically comment 3-7 for
further details.

Calibration of QUALHYMO model discussed with
agencies on April 5, 2011.

The QUALHYMO modelling is discussed in detail in
Section B5.9.3. Calibration was completed using
available streamflow data at the Urfe gauge.

Erosion Analysis to be revisited when hydrology
model has been updated.

TRCA Comment
TRCA is concerned with applying a set of
thresholds from one watercourse to another (i.e.
applying a set of criteria for the West Duffins to
the Whitevale Creek. Each watershed is different
from the next and has different processes which
cause erosion.

Action Required
Assess and establish independent criteria for
Whitevale and the West Duffins separately.

130

We are unsure whether the downstream areas
(i.e. Duffin Heights) have been included in the
erosion assessment.

130

The QUALHYMO model should be calibrated with
frequent flows, to ensure the hydrology model
used in the assessment is appropriate and reflects
watershed conditions.

TRCA Comment on MESPA
Addressed – Erosion Analysis to be revisited
when hydrology model has been updated.

Significantly more data is available for the study
area than that used as part of the calibration
process of the QUALHYMO model, which is
currently using the period of 1998-2003 for
calibration.

Team Response
February 2013
The Erosion Analysis has not been
revisited as it has been established that the
2011 MESPA erosion analysis served its
purpose to provide direction on the need
for SWMFs and LID measures, in addition
to confirming the extended detention
criteria for SWMFs. Refer to Section B5.2
The Erosion Analysis has not been
revisited as it has been established that the
2011 MESPA erosion analysis served its
purpose to provide direction on the need
for SWMFs and LID measures, in addition
to confirming the extended detention
criteria for SWMFs. Refer to Section B5.2
The Erosion Analysis has not been
revisited as it has been established that the
2011 MESPA erosion analysis served its
purpose to provide direction on the need
for SWMFs and LID measures, in addition
to confirming the extended detention
criteria for SWMFs. Refer to Section B5.2

The majority of the gauging in this location
(including both precipitation and stream gauging)
was installed after 2003.
The time period should be expanded to include
more recently collected data, or shifted entirely
to the 2003-2011 period where more data is
available. For instance, the stream gauge on the
Ganatsekiagon was installed in 2010. Rain
gauges within the watershed would also be
available throughout the study period if a more
recent time period was selected, rather than the
use of the Oshawa Gauge.
In all cases, the best available information
should be incorporated into the study. If
information has not yet been obtained, please
contact TRCA.
TRCA has also changed the labeling used to
identify its rain and stream gauges as follows:
Stream Gauges
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HC019

Duffins Creek Above Pickering

HC038

West Duffins Above Green River

HC049

Duffins Creek At Ajax

HY065

Urfe Creek

HY028

Ganatsekiagon Creek

HY023

East Duffins at Claremont

HY010

Brougham Creek

HY047

Mitchell Creek

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
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Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA
HY066

West Duffins At Highway 7

HY082

Reesor Creek @ 8th Conc.

Team Response
February 2013

Rain Gauges

NEW 1

NEW 2

5.9.3.3

5.9.3.4

111

Section B5.9.3.3 states that LID measures are
incorporated into the model by reducing the
impervious area to account for the runoff
reduction, but section B2.3.2 states that the
depression storage was increased.
Please
provide details on the process of accounting for
LIDs in the model in the QUALHYMO section –
what % decrease in runoff or depression storage
increase was used for each practice. This is not
explicit in Section B4.7 and should be clarified.
A tabular format based on land use, LID method
and drainage catchment or neighbourhood would
be helpful.
The Whitevale Creek Erosion Assessment states
that “there will be minimal change in erosion
potential in this location during frequent storm
events regardless of whether or not quantity
controls are provided on SWMFs within the
subwatershed.” (p. 115)

Clarify process.
Prepare a table based on land use, LID method
and drainage catchment and neighbourhood #.

Update based on hydrology.

HY001

Ajax Works Yard

HY031

Goodwood Pumping Station

HY015

Claremont Shop

HY051

Petticoat CA

HY043

Reesor Creek near Highway 7

HY009

Brock West Landfill

The third paragraph of Section B2.3.2 of
the 2011 MESPA states the following: “The
percent reduction in surface runoff volume
from the PRMS model was then
incorporated into the QUALHYMO model.”
The PRMS model looked at depression
storage for modelling of the LID measures
so maybe that is the confusion. A table
has been referenced in Section B5.2.3.5
and provided in Appendix B5-B.

Refer to Section B5.3 of the revised
MESPA.

Given that quantity controls are designed to
reduce peak flows during less frequently occurring
events, it would follow that the quantity control
component of a SWM pond would have little to no
impact on frequently occurring events. Thus, this
statement is misleading.
Even if the analysis for Whitevale Creek can show
that flood impacts can be mitigated, the TRCA
does not support QUALHYMO as an effective
measure for determining the impacts of less
frequent storm events on erosion. TRCA has
experienced significant creek erosion that has
occurred during single large events (August 19,
2005), and are concerned that these impacts are
not being properly addressed as part of this
analysis.
More will be known about the proposed changes
in flow when the hydrology model is updated,
however, current information shows that the
proposed 2 year rainfall event is greater than the
pre development 100 year event. TRCA expect
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Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #
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PDF

TRCA Comment
that this change in the flow regime will result in
severe erosion of the creek during larger rain
events, and thus, cannot support the removal of
quantity controls on Whitevale Creek.
It is unclear what assumptions have been made in
the Regional storm analysis. For example, was
AMC III conditions used in the assessment, were
aerial reduction factors used, etc? All parameters
should be documented and discussed.

33.

5.5.1.2

145

34.

5.5.1.2

145

There should be no increase in flood risk resulting
from the development of Seaton.
Further
hydrologic and hydraulic modeling is required to
demonstrate this.

35.

5.5.1.2

146

The use of natural valley storage in the flood
modeling is not supported as it represents a
significant deviation from the provincial approach
to flood plain management. It would result in a
wholesale change from floodplain management to
flood storage management, and places the liability
to maintain the flood storage infrastructure onto
the owner (i.e. the local municipality, the region
and/or the province). Our reasons are as follows:
•

•

•
•

•

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

See Appendix B, Peer Review Comments related
to the surface hydrologic analysis, specifically
comments 4-6 for further details.

Under review.

The need for Regional controls will need to be reassessed to ensure no off site impacts, once the
watershed hydrology model has been updated to
the satisfaction of TRCA. If off site impacts are
unavoidable, then a detailed hydraulic assessment
of impacts may be necessary. Further guidance
from the MNR will required if this is the case.
Revise to eliminate the use of “natural valley
storage.”

Update to regional storm control assessment
being completed as per discussions with
agencies on April 5, 2011.

Comments noted and are under review as part
of the regional storm control assessment.
Continue to disagree, until we have the results of
modelling.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013

The Regional Storm Analysis is discussed in
Section B5.10. Discussions with agencies have
been on-going regarding modelling approach and
alternative potential management scenarios, and
updated existing conditions model results. These
discussions are ongoing and will continue over the
next few months.
See response to comment #33, above.

To be reviewed when new hydrological
assessment has been completed.

No response required – 2012 Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update supersedes 2011
MESPA.

To be reviewed when new hydrological
assessment has been completed.

No response required – 2012 Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update supersedes 2011
MESPA.

See response to comment #33, above.

To be reviewed when new hydrological
assessment has been completed.

No response required – 2012 Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update supersedes 2011
MESPA.

The proposal would result in a fundamental
change to how the TRCA regulates hazard
lands, specifically a change from flood plain
management to flood storage management,
which is currently not applied at any location
within our jurisdiction.
The proposal limits the ability for the TRCA,
municipality, and region to make
improvements to the valley corridor within
any proposed reservoir (i.e. no change to
the upstream valley which impacts flood
storage, such as crossing modifications or
reforestation).
It places management of the liability onto the
municipalities.
Additional analysis will be required to
determine downstream hazard limits
resulting from a dam break (which the
structures would be considered), and this
may increase the extent of existing flood
hazard lands within the City of Pickering and
the Town of Ajax, increasing the TRCA
Regulated Area, and introducing strict policy
limitations
on
development
and
requirements for flood proofing where
development is permitted.
The de-regulating of flows (routing) does not
adhere to MNR guidelines. Our past
experience with MNR regarding the issue
have shown an unwillingness to allow
routing flows through structures as it is not
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Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

36.

5.5.1.2

146

37.

5.5.1.2

146

TRCA Comment
an appropriate approach to flood plain
management.
The study limit for the flood plain maps completed
as part of the Existing Conditions Report does not
cover the entire area slated for development. The
flood plain mapping exercise should be extended
to cover areas where there is no mapping to
confirm the limits of development and ensure the
proposed SWMFs are located outside of the flood
hazard limit and buffer. We are concerned that
the current plan calls for a number of SWMFs
located within or within close proximity to the
Regional flood plain.
This section suggests that flood lines can be
increased as long as they are contained within the
NHS. The requirement in the Terms of Reference
is to ensure no impacts to the Seaton NHS and
downstream as it relates to flooding. The
Province as the owner of the NHS needs to be
aware of and accept any potential impacts.

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

Complete a comprehensive flood study that
includes areas where previous flood plain mapping
was not completed. Please see Appendix B, Peer
Review Comments related to the surface hydrologic
analysis, specifically comments 6 for further details.

Acknowledged. A separate study is being
prepared to update the 2006 Seaton floodplain
mapping study.

Revise to state that an increase in flooding within
the NHS must be assessed for impacts to natural
features and functions and appropriately mitigated.

Potential for increases in the NHS is being
assessed as part of the regional storm control
analysis. If increases are identified, increases to
natural features and functions will be assessed.

Action Required

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013

As discussed in Section B5.10.2, updates to the
floodplain mapping completed in 2006 have been
made to extend hydraulic models and floodline
mapping upstream along stream reaches in
Seaton.

A detailed review of the geometric components
of the floodplain mapping has been provided in
our letter of October 19, 2012. There appears to
be sections missing from the study.

The comments have been reviewed and
will be addressed as part of the Floodplain
Mapping Update, Seaton Lands (March
2013).

See response to comment #33, above.

Not yet addressed. Comment #33 suggests no
resolution has been made with the agencies yet.

The Whitevale Assessment has been
updated based on the 2012 Duffins Creek
Hydrology Update. Refer to Section B5.3.

The flood impact analysis is subject to the
revisions associated with the hydrology update.
However, the current analysis involves a local
increase in both flows and water levels in
Whitevale Creek, which the TRCA cannot accept
based on the information provided. TRCA does
not agree with the arguments put forth that this is
acceptable (See New Comment, above, related
to Section 5.9.3.4). The proponent will have to
establish that no impacts to the Seaton NHS and
downstream will occur due to any changes in
hydrology.
If the proponent can show that these increases
are acceptable to all stakeholders (Province,
TRCA and City of Pickering), TRCA would
expect that a figure be created outlining any
changes in water levels and/or depths of greater
than 0.1m within the entire study area in order to
delineate all changes in the floodplain (any other
possible impacts) before agreeing that no flood
risk exists through a local increase. TRCA
needs all of the information available to
understand and accept any changes to water
levels and flood depths before assessing
impacts at the site level.

38.

6.2

152

39.

6.2

152

40.

6.2

152

The proposed buffers from the SWMF and
associated grading to natural features are not
provided, eg.10m from woodlands, etc. per the
policies in the City’s Conformity Amendment.
The SWMF locations and outfalls will need to be
reviewed in the field to ensure the locations are
appropriate. Some of the proposed SWMFs may
not have an appropriately safe and secure outfall
given side slopes and location of the SWMF.
Encroachment of SWMFs into NHS corridors
should be restricted to no more than 25% of the
functional corridor width.

Confirm that these buffers have been reflected in
the matrices.

The buffers applied were as discussed in
Section 6.2. Floodline and meander belt buffers
to be added to the discussion.

MESPA reflects the additional buffers and policies
of the City’s Conformity Amendment (Section B6.2
and SWMF matrices).

Noted.

This should take place as soon as possible. Site
visit days should be set up well in advance.

Acknowledged. Site visits are being undertaken,
some of which will be undertaken after the
MESPA is completed.

This is an NFSSR requirement. Where site visits
have been completed, appropriate changes to
matrices are made in the MESPA.

Noted. See detailed comments on individual
SWMF locations below.

Revise the SWMF design and location to
accommodate this criterion.

This criterion impacts only a few SWMFs. Each
location is under review to determine whether
the 50% intrusion can be reduced.

SWM matrices are revised to address the outcome
of assessment at each location.

Duffin Heights was a completely different case
and was based on a very old MESP, and the
pond restricting half of the width of the corridor
was a best-efforts scenario. This was largely
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The hydraulic model has been included as
Appendix B5-C. This model provides the
flood elevations for all storms for all
scenarios. The Table provided in Appendix
B5-C provides the change in elevation
resulting from no controls on Whitevale
Creek. The changes in flood elevation that
are greater than 0.3m have been
highlighted in red. Please note that the
flows utilized in this analysis are from the
2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update. As
such the flows are higher because the
model does not include the ponds located
north of Highway 407 which will have
quantity controls. So it can be assumed
that north of Highway 407 there will not be
any changes in flood elevation.
Additionally, the model does not include
the proposed culvert improvements at
Whitevale Road that will reduce the flood
level increases.
The changes in flood
elevation for the 2 through 100 year storm
events, spatially are very difficult to
distinguish on a figure or drawing. It was
felt that the analysis of the actual flood
elevations and changes in flood elevation
are more useful for this analysis. As such
the 2-100 year flood elevations were not
mapped.

The reference to Duffin Heights has been
removed. The few instances where the
25% target has not been met are further
discussed in Chapter B6.3. Recognizing

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

41.

Section #

6.2

Page # in
PDF

152

TRCA Comment

Most of the SWMFs will be located either wholly
or partially within the NHS. The cumulative
impact of the type and location of SWM facilities
on the NHS needs to be understood by calculating
the area of NHS land base that will be lost to the
facilities.

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Action Required

Provide an analysis of the total reduction in NHS
area proportionally within Seaton, i.e. it was
originally 53% and what will it be when all of the
infrastructure is in place?

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
In principle, we do not accept that up to 50% use of
the NHS linkage is too much, and considering that
this criterion was accepted in Duffin Heights.
Section B6.3 discusses the criteria for SWMFs in
linkages. As noted, each location was considered
individually and, as discussed in Section B6.3,
except for seven SWMFs (18, 20, 22, 35, 44, 49,
50A), the created linkage areas between natural
features (i.e. across agricultural land) and along
stream corridors were affected by a facility by less
than 25% of their width. For two of the seven, the
extent into the linkage/connectivity is either just
slightly greater than 25% (#49) or only greater than
25% for a short distance (#18 and 35). The extent
of the seven SWMFs into the linkage/connectivity
may be reduced through detailed design. In all
locations, the existing and anticipated corridor
linkage/connectivity functions will not be negatively
impacted by the locations of the SWMFs.
Section B6.2 notes that approximately 26% of
required SWMF area is in the NHS, representing
1.3% of the NHS area.

Acknowledged.

42.

6.2

152

SWMFs within the NHS cannot be fenced,
particularly those within the corridors.

Provide confirmation.

The need for and location of fences is sitespecific and will be determined at the NFSSR
stage.

No action required.

43.

6.2

152

The SWMF sizing may need to increase as part of
refined modeling. This could have implications on
natural features where sites are constrained.

Provide confirmation that any SWMF size increase
resulting from further detailed analysis will respect
the required buffers such that the increases will be
accommodated on the development side, or that
the SWMF will be relocated.

Acknowledged. Any increased in SWMF block
will occur on development land and there will be
no additional intrusion into the NHS.

44.

6.2

152

SWMFs are proposed within thicket communities
in some instances. During the staking exercise
for Seaton, TRCA and MNR stated that these
communities needed to be included in the NHS.
As a result of further discussions, they were
included without buffers, e.g. in the area of
SWMFs #12 and #16.

Relocate SMWFs to avoid thicket communities.

The .team is investigating each of these
locations in detail and will confirm the suitability
of each SWMF location.

In Section B6.2 and Table B6.1 it clearly states
that although modifications can be made to the
configuration of SWMFs, such modification must
take into consideration the policies of the City of
Pickering Seaton Conformity Amendment, and
explicitly the minimum buffer requirements of policy
7.17.
SWMF matrices are revised to address each
location.
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TRCA Comment on MESPA
driven by changes in the school block and was
only the result of 1 pond, not 60+. There are
policies in the CPDP that strive to maintain
corridor functions that need to be upheld.
Seaton is striving for something better than what
was intended to be achieved through Duffin
Heights. Based on this, Duffin Heights is not an
appropriate model for Seaton.

SWM ponds are not the only infrastructure
proposed within the NHS. There will be roads,
servicing, municipal infrastructure, utilities,
outfalls, garden plots, etc. TRCA is concerned
about the total cumulative impact on the NHS,
especially given that the municipal SWMF outfall
access road and overland flow requirements.
While we understand that it is difficult to
calculate an area or percentage of NHS that will
be impacted by this infrastructure, we would like
to have further dialog with the City of Pickering
and MNR to determine how to minimize the
impacts and compensate for losses to the NHS.
For example, we would like to solidify scenarios
where access roads are or are not required.
This should be referenced in the MESP.

Action was required, confirming that SWMFs
within the NHS will not be fenced unless where
public safety is paramount. To be addressed at
the NFSSR stage.
Comment addressed through Conformity OP.

Team Response
February 2013
that the 25% maximum intrusion requested
by TRCA is not a CPDP mandate, these
seven (of 57) SWMFs continue to extend to
lesser and greater amounts into the
linkage, while maintaining linkage function.

The intrusions into the NHS are those
directed or allowed by the CPDP.
Therefore compensation for these
intrusions is not required. Notwithstanding
this, the MESPA either examined the
locations of these intrusions to minimize
impacts to the NHS or directed that the
design should minimize the impacts to
features and functions of the NHS.
With regard to access roads and overland
flow route requirements, on-going dialogue
is occurring with the City and TRCA.
Chapter B6.4 directs that the access road
and overland flow route locations be
confirmed in the field to minimize impacts
to the NHS. These actions would occur at
NFSSRs and detailed design.
Comment acknowledged. To be addressed
in NFSSRs.

Noted.

There are no SWMFs located in thickets.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
Section #
6.2

Page # in
PDF
152

46.

6.2

152

47.

6.2

152

48.

6.2

153

49.

Table B6.1

154

50.

Table B6.1

154

51.

Table B6.1

154

52.

6.3

158

45.

#

TRCA Comment
Some parts of the Iroquois Shoreline were not
included in the NHS, and are therefore
developable; however, the CPDP policy does not
allow SWMFs in these areas.

Action Required
The Province needs to resolve this as prohibiting
SWMFs in the Iroquois Shoreline may be
counterproductive for water balance purposes as
these may be the best opportunities to infiltrate.

How will erosion be prevented where SWMFs
outlet to sandy soils?
The SWMF matrices often indicate that a water
balance is not required for forest communities as
the forest is supported by precipitation. However,
this is not the case in many instances as it
appears from the contours that forests are downgradient so they could be affected by changes in
drainage.
This section includes the statement that “Minor
modifications to the extent of these buffers may
be acceptable, as determined through detailed,
site specific investigations at the EIS/FSS stage of
development, although any reductions may
necessitate the need for a permit from TRCA
(Ontario Regulation 166/06).” The section needs
to be revised to reflect the policies in the City’s
Conformity Amendment with respect to uses and
grading permitted in the NHS. Remove the
reference to O. Reg. 166/06 as it will not be
relevant in many cases.
There are concerns with the 7% preliminary pond
sizing criterion. Given the uncertainty with the
hydrologic model, the Regional assessment, and
the erosion assessment, the 7% assumption may
not be appropriate, and at a minimum should be
verified with actual data.
The SWM plan details further study requirements
in relation to the location of SWMFs. Illustrating
exact SWMF locations at this time may be
premature as specific studies (e.g. geotechnical,
Hydro G, fluvial), are required to finalize the
SWMF locations.

Provide an explanation and assessment.

In addition to the above please note that the
meander belt assessment discussed in Table 6.1
is not appropriate in all circumstances. A detailed
assessment using the appropriate methodology
will be required at the subsequent phase.
One of the criteria used for determining the
location of SWMFs included restricting
encroachment to half the width of the linkage, or a
minimum of 50 m. This is not in keeping with the
NHS principles. There is no consideration of the
cumulative impact of these facilities on the NHS.

Include in the ToR for the NFSSRs.

Provide water balance assessments for forest
communities as necessary.

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
Further discussion required.

The design of outlets is site-specific and will be
determined at the NFSSR stage.
Acknowledged.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
As detailed in Section B6.2, discussions with
agencies clarified the use of the Iroquois Shoreline
for SWMFs.
The direction provided is that
justification and geotechnical support is required for
locating SWMFs on the Lake Iroquois Shoreline.
There are two SWMFs that are located completely
or partially on the Lake Iroquois Shoreline: SWMFs
14 and 30. The justification and support for these
SWMFs to be located on the Shoreline will be
discussed in more detail at the NFSSR stage.
No action required.
Woodland screening and water balance
assessments were undertaken and are reported in
a new section of the MESPA, Section B9.

Noted.

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013

Not addressed. See comments related to
erosion and small tributaries.
Noted. See comments below.

See response to Comment #28 above.

Revise to reflect the policies in the City’s
Conformity Amendment

Acknowledged.

Section B6.2 makes explicit reference to the City
of Pickering Seaton Conformity Amendment and
specifically policy 7.17 related to buffers; the
reference to Ontario Regulation 166/06 is removed.

The text still states that “Modifications to the
extent of these MESPA buffers may be
acceptable, if so determined through detailed
site specific investigations at the NFSSR stage
of development, and must take into
consideration the policies of the City of Pickering
Seaton Conformity”. We do not support the
noted flexibility that is provided in the text to
allow for changes to the buffers at the NFSSR
stage. This wording needs to be removed.

Clarification has been provided in Section
B6.2. The MESP study level determined
the applicable buffer limits, with the
exception of for wetlands. For wetlands,
additional site-specific examination is
required at the NFSSR stage and as such,
for the MESPA SWMF matrix analysis, a
conservative 30m buffer to wetlands was
applied.

Complete a “test” using conservative assumptions
(i.e. Regional control requirements) to verify this
criterion.

This is a standard ‘rule of thumb’ that is
considered reasonable for the MESP. The need
for a larger or smaller area is determined at the
NFSSR stage. If an increase or decrease in
area is required, this will occur within the
development area.
The approach to the SWMF matrices was
established through discussions with the
agencies and agreed upon in 2008. The
matrices identify the general pond locations and
not exact configuration. The MESP is clear that
additional study will be required to determine the
exact SWMF location. The matrices considered
topographical, geotechnical, hydrogeological and
fluvial information and other data necessary to
support the general locations as shown.
The table was intended to provide direction for
the general location of SWMFs (see comment
50).

In Table B6.1, it states that if detailed grading show
that larger SWMF blocks are required, revisions
may be made to pond locations/ configurations,
however, all previously stated criteria and policies
must be met. This clarifies the intent of wording in
the column to the left in this table.
The table of contents for the NFSSRs (Appendix
J2) reflects the requirements for specific studies to
identify specific pond locations.

Noted. To be addressed at the NFSSR stage.

Acknowledged. To be addressed in
NFSSRs.

Table B6.1 has been removed. The table of
contents for the NFSSRs requires assessment of
meander belts.

Comment addressed.

See comment 40.

See response to comment #40.

See response to response to comment #40.

Update relevant sections of the MESP, and include
in the ToR for the NFSSRs.

As discussed at the meetings, the facilities should
be located so as to limit their encroachment to a
minimum of 25% of the corridor width.
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Comment addressed.

See the response to comment #40.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.

53.

54.

#

Section #
6.4

Page # in
PDF
158

6.9

159

55.

6.9

159

56.

7.2.3

161

57.

7.2.4

163

TRCA Comment
This section states that feature staking is to take
place prior to Draft Plan or Site Plan. However,
the features have already been staked and
surveyed.
This section states that “all SWMF constructed in
permeable sandy deposits and/or at or within the
water table must be lined with an impermeable
geotextile.” The Terms of Reference requires an
evaluation of SWM alternatives through the EA
process, which has not been completed. If there
is high groundwater then perhaps the SWM
facilities can be relocated.

Revise.

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Action Required

Evaluate the alternatives.

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
The MESP team has requested original survey
data from the Province.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
The survey limits were obtained, and the figures
and text in the MESPA reflect the existing survey
data.

SWM alternatives are being addressed in the
MESPA and the need for pond liners will be
evaluated at the NFSSRS. SWM ponds are
located in such a way than they function with
little or no pumping (i.e., gravity fed). This
results in ponds being constructed in
topographically lower areas, which typically have
higher water table. It is not practical/functional to
relocate required ponds.

The direction to line ponds has been removed from
the MESPA. MESPA model analyses show that
unlined ponds would benefit infiltration. Pond
design requirements will be confirmed at the
NFSSR stage (i.e. the need to line all or a portion of
pond based on site specific conditions).

There are many more potential thermal mitigation
measures than those listed, such as cooling
towers, GEMS, planted berms, pond orientation,
length to width ratios, etc.
The methodology for instrumentation for
monitoring purposes is difficult to verify because
the information may have been part of an earlier
report.

Specify when these measures would be used,
otherwise they will not be proposed during detailed
design. The details of these can be prepared
during the NFSSR stage.
As discussed at the meetings, please confirm the
number and location of instrumentation used (i.e.
how many in the wetland vs. on the wetland edge;
how deep did the equipment extend) and
consolidate all the monitoring for all the data
collected in one place.

The MESPA text in Chapter B will be expanded
to include a wider variety of thermal mitigation
measures, and to identify those that generally
would be applied universally.
Acknowledged.

Why is there no distinction between deep and
shallow groundwater in Table B7.2 but there is in
Table B7.1? Why is there no reference to the
datum? Water level depths should be provided in
graphs for all wetlands. A summary of each
wetland should be provided for each wetland
given the analysis, i.e. s/w, g/w or combodependent. We would like to see monitoring data
graphed so seasonal trends can be discerned as
this will assist with understanding ecological
tolerances.

Clarify.

The tables in the text should be clarified. It is
noted, however, that the wetland monitoring data
and hydrographs were included in the MESP in
Appendix B-7 (Figures B7-b). The graphs
included precipitation and illustrate the seasonal
variations

With respect to SWM alternatives. Class EA
requirements have been addressed in Chapters A
and B.
MESPA Section B6.4 is revised.

Tables B8.1 and B8.2 in Appendix B7 present a
summary of the water level measurements and
observations in the wetlands monitored in West
Duffins Creek and Ganatsekiagon Creek
watersheds. In March 2011, additional monitoring
locations were identified and staff gauges, flow
stations and/or piezometers nests were
implemented in West Duffins, Whitevale,
Ganatsekiagon and Urfe Creeks watersheds. Data
collected from these additional eight locations are
not included in this MESPA report; they will be
reported in the NFSSRs.
Tables B7.1 and B7.2 have been renumbered in
MESPA as Tables B8.1 and B8.2. Both tables
present shallow water level data as this is most
relevant adjacent to the wetlands and is aspect of
the local groundwater regime that was monitored.
In addition, Table B8.1 includes some deeper
water level data for WSS-WD-01. At this location,
the data is available and was presented to provide
information about the vertical hydraulic gradient in
the vicinity of this station.

Noted.

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013

Comment addressed. In event that other agency
bodies wish to have certain ponds lined, the
NFSSR reports must identify alternative
mitigation measures. For those instances, the
groundwater model must be rerun to
demonstrate that the proposed measures will
function to an equivalent of unlined ponds.

Comment addressed.

Comment addressed.

Comment addressed.

Since there are no similar nests adjacent to
wetlands in the Ganatsekiagon subwatershed, No
deeper water level data is presented in Table B8.2.
For the wetlands on both tables, the surface water
elevation and shallow groundwater elevation data
are geodetic water levels and all elevations are
shown as metres above sea level (masl).

58.

7.2

167

Table B7.3 speaks to surface water catchment but
not groundwater. Category A should not include
valleyland wetlands that are not primary
influenced by river flows. Please clarify what “not
substantially altered” means.
What is the
threshold used?

Confirm that groundwater catchments are similar to
surface water catchments

Groundwater catchment areas were not
considered as a criterion in the wetland
categorization. Category A wetlands do not
include valleyland wetlands that are not primarily
influenced by river flows: Palustrine wetlands
and/or the palustrine component of the
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The updated wetland monitoring data and
hydrographs for all monitored wetlands have been
included in Appendix B8-B.
No action taken.

Not addressed.

The evaluation of wetlands in this section
of Chapter B is related to surface water.
The groundwater catchments generally are
similar to surface water catchments.
Specifically, however, PRMS/MODFLOW
dealt with groundwater to all features,

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

59.

7.4

169

60.

7.4

169

61.

7.5

170

62.

7.6

172

63.

7.6.3.1

178

TRCA Comment

7.6.3.1

179

Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
valleyland wetlands were treated differently in
the MESP, for instance wetland G8 and U6.
“Substantially altered” is explained in detail
Section 7.6.3.1.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

The statement “there are very few wetlands with
aquatic habitat, that is, perennial standing water”
suggests that fish would only use areas where
standing water occurs all the time. This is not the
case, as fish often use seasonally flooded areas
for feeding, spawning and nursery habitat.
The fourth paragraph suggests that wetland
functions will be improved with the conversion
from agricultural uses to urban uses. We note
that this is unlikely as urban hydrology tends to be
more flashy than agricultural hydrology.

Revise.

This statement has nothing to do with fish or fish
habitat; the paragraph is just summarizing the
types of wetlands in the Seaton area.

No action required.

The action requested was for the statement to
be revised. Not addressed.

Revise.

The statement says ‘in some locations’; and was
specific to locations where the riparian habitat
limit has be constrained historically by
agricultural activities extending right up to the
bankfull limit. In these locations, improvement
will occur.

No action required.

The action that was required was for the
statement to be revised. Not addressed.

The Morrison report identifies Type 1 wetlands as
potentially having enhanced functions through
inputs of SWM. Some of these wetlands include
swamp and meadow marsh. We disagree with
this.
Regarding Table B7.7, did the consulting team
note which culverts are barriers as part of this
assessment?
We do not agree with some of the criteria for the
riparian wetland water balance analysis, as
follows:

The recommendations from the Morrison report
were not carried forward. No action required.

Acknowledged.

No action taken.

Noted.

Please provide this information if it is available.
Otherwise, please provide during the NFSSR
stage.
Please revise the riparian wetland criteria
accordingly:

This information is available and referenced in
Table E2.1. Table 7.7 will be annotated with this
information.
The method to be used to assess riparian
wetlands was discussed and agreed to with the
CA in 2008.

A column is added in Table B7.1 (formerly Table
B7.7) noting barriers.

Noted.

As a result of discussions with the agencies,
clarification and modification are made in the
MESPA, in Sections B8.3.1, B8.3.3.1 and Table
B8.8 as appropriate after discussions with the CA.

We do not necessarily agree with the rationale
provided for G11. We would like to see
modelling completed to demonstrate that there
will be no effects of increased runoff volume
(including erosion) given three ponds outletting
upstream. Further analysis for this wetland is
requested at the NFSSR stage and should be
included in the summary recommendations table
for this neighbourhood. To be addressed at the
NFSSR stage.

It is based on a change in pre-to-post
catchment size, but it should include
sensitivity of the wetland to development,
the amount of development proposed within
the catchment, and capacity of the
topography to convey excess water
volumes. Large changes in runoff volumes
could be detrimental to wetland functions
(e.g. G11, G14-1, G14-2).
•
Decreases in catchment size assume that
increases in runoff volume will make up the
difference; however, higher runoff volumes
are not considered with respect to increases
in catchment size.
•
Why will G12 receive a water balance
assessment, but G11 will not? They are
both on the same stream corridor and have
similar vegetation communities?
•
A criterion for “no water balance required”
includes thicket swamp communities. Any
woody vegetation is sensitive to water level
changes if the root collar is affected. This
would be true for any wetland, not just
riparian wetlands.
Some Category A wetlands were deemed to be
treated as Category D wetlands with no rationale
provided, e.g. WA9, W7-3, GB1-2, and UA2.
•

64.
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•
•
•
•

Add another level of analysis based on
riparian wetland sensitivity and runoff volume
changes.
Please provide assessment of the impact of
runoff volumes plus the change in drainage
area in the analysis.
Provide rationale for not completing a water
balance for G11, or provide a water balance
assessment for this wetland.
Update criteria to remove thicket swamp
communities from low sensitivity categories.

Provide a rationale as to why these wetlands were
reassessed but others were not.

Wetland sensitivity was considered in the
analysis (see Table B7.9). Each wetland was
reviewed in terms of habitat and sensitivity to
water level fluctuations.

With respect to G11/G12, and other wetlands,
clarification to the nomenclature is provided in
Section B8.3.3.

Further discussions with the agencies may be
required at a technical meeting.

Team Response
February 2013
including wetlands (see Chapters B4.5,
B4.6).
The review undertaken to determine
whether a wetland is substantially altered is
described in Chapter B8.3.3.1.
The text wording has been clarified; see
Chapter B8.3.2

Urban runoff may be more flashy, and may
affect the flow in the channel. However we
stand by the statement regarding improved
function: some riparian wetlands will have
the opportunity to expand into previously
farmed land, these wetlands will be less
affected by land use in the future (Chapter
B8.3.2).

This will be addressed in the NFSSR for
Neighbourhood 21.

With respect to the G11/G12 question, please
refer to the response to Comment 65.

The categorization was related to the change in
size of the catchment areas and the significance
of the potential change. The rationale was
provided in Chapter B, Section 7.3.
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No action required.

The action that was required was to clarify this
point. Not addressed in this table, however we
have located the rationale in the text of the
MESPA. Comment satisfied.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.

65.

66.

#

Section #
7.6.3.1

Page # in
PDF
180

7.6.3.1

183

TRCA Comment
Tables B7.9 and B7.10 contradict each other with
respect to which wetlands require water balance,
e.g. U2, U8, G12, G13.

Action Required
We believe water balance is required for these
wetlands. Confirm.

Table B7.9 states that there is no specific water
balance for UA4/5 because there is mitigation to
upstream and downstream wetlands. However, it
may not work this way and therefore further
analysis is required. With respect to UB3-1, how
can the catchment change if there is no proposed
development?

Provide further analysis or clarification.

67.

7.6.3.2

184

Based on a review of the GIS database, some of
the Category B wetlands have been incorrectly
categorized given development is proposed within
the catchments. These include the wetland at D83, the wetland NE of SWMF #70, and the wetland
east of WV1.

Reassess these wetlands as category D.

68.

7.6.3.3

185

Provide additional hydrologic analysis on flooding
extents in areas where increased flow volumes are
proposed, and provide an assessment of
implications to the developable area and adjacent
vegetation communities.

69.

7.6.3.3

185

Table B7.10 states in several places that
increased flow volumes will not be detrimental to
the wetland functioning; however, an assessment
of how this increased flow may impact on flooding
and adjacent development is required. Similarly,
increased volumes may also have implications on
adjacent upland communities (e.g. W7-3, WV3:
increased volumes may impact FOD7-2).
Table B7.10 states that there are a number of
wetlands where no water balance is required
because the features are mainly groundwater-fed.
However, the water balance assessment
examined surface water contributions only. There
needs to be a marriage between groundwater and
surface water modeling to ensure that any
recharge areas feeding these wetlands will be
maintained.
Changes in surface water
contributions to these features may also affect
water levels and should be considered.

70.

7.6.3.3

191

Provide water balance for this wetland and
woodland.

71.

7.7.2

195

It is stated in Table B7.10 with respect to U5 that
a water balance is not required because this
woodland and wetland will be largely impacted by
a Brock Road realignment. However, due to the
proposed revisions to the Hwy 407 interchanges,
this wetland and woodland will no longer be
impacted.
6 years of data is not appropriate for the feature
based water balance assessment. Given the
availability of data for the area, the assessment
should include a larger data set and include more
recent years of record.

Provide both groundwater and surface water
modeling analysis. Bring groundwater information
together with monitoring data into one table,
including geotechnical water level information.
Provide a groundwater depth map. Look at the
PRMS assessment locally, not globally, in areas
where the wetlands are groundwater fed.

Update assessment to include more relevant and
larger data set.
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Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
In Table B7.9, the wetlands are identified by the
reach on which they occur. In Table B7.10,
other wetlands have been given a specific
identification number. Therefore in Table B7.9,
there are wetlands on Reach U2, Reach U8,
Reach G12 and Reach G13. In Table B7.10, the
references are to Wetland U2, Wetland U8,
Wetland G12, and Wetland G13. There is no
contradiction.
The drainage area for the downstream wetland
U9 includes the entire drainage area for the
wetland on reachesUA4 and UA5. The water
balance for U9 therefore encompasses the
reaches on UA4 and UA5.
With respect to the wetland on Reach UB3-1,
there is proposed development in the catchment
area (there is an error on Table B-7.9).
The wetland on Reach D8-3 and the wetland NE
of SWMF 70 on Reach DD4 do have
developable area in their catchments and will be
assessed as a Category D wetland.
We believe you mean wetlands to the west and
not east of WV1. These wetlands also have a
small area of developable land within the
catchment and will be assessed as a Category D
wetland.
Under review. To be discussed at upcoming
technical meetings.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
Additional clarifying text is added to the MESPA,
explaining the naming of wetlands. (Section
B8.3.3)

Noted.

TRCA Comment on MESPA

The text in Table B8.8 (formerly Table B7.9) is
clarified and corrected.

The issue raised was pertaining to where
stormwater will be outlet to the various wetlands
undergoing water balance analysis and how this
may change from one to the next. However, the
resilience of the wetlands may not warrant
further analysis.

These wetlands are reclassified having
development in their surface catchment and are
reassessed as required in Section B8.3.3.3 and
Table B8.9 of the MESPA.

Noted.

Where peak flow controls are recommended,
increased runoff volumes will not impact the extent
of flooded areas.

Similarly on page 173, it is identified that wetland
U7 will not have a water balance, but it was felt
that the additional water would expand and
enhance the wetland. Also note that it will be
impacted by Brock Road realignment. We are
unsure whether there will be impacts to the
future Brock Road works by adding water to this
wetland? To be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
This section indicates that there will still be a 7%
change in groundwater contribution to wetlands
and streams. Figure B4.20 indicates that
drawdown will be as much as 4-5 m in some
areas. These areas correspond to sensitive
streams and wetlands. More work will need to
be done at the NFSSR stage to further mitigate
these impacts with LID measures. To be
addressed at the NFSSR stage.

The water balance for wetlands was surface
water based (Qualhymo) where those wetlands
are primarily sustained by surface water flows.
For wetlands primarily sustained by groundwater
flows, the impact analysis was addressed by the
PRMS and Modflow. Further efforts to refine the
presentation of the model results will be made
and further discussion of the wetlands water
sources will be provided. A depth to water table
map will also be provided as noted in Comment
7. With respect to the PRMS assessment, refer
to response to Comment 14.
Wetland and woodland water balance
assessments will be completed.

MESPA is revised and updated with regard to
groundwater and wetlands and stream base flow, in
Section B4.7.

The MESPA is revised; see Section B8.3.3.3 and
Table B8.9.

Comment addressed.

Revisions to datasets as discussed with TRCA
will be used, and will include representative dry
and wet years in consultation with the TRCA.

Information provided in the MESPA is updated and
explained. The same six years of data was used
for the erosion assessment as well as the water
balance assessments. See Section B5.9.3.

See Comment #32 related to the erosion
assessment.
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Team Response
February 2013

No response required.

To be addressed in the NFSSR for
Neighbourhood 20.

This has been addressed in the revised
MESPA in Section B4.7.4.

See the response to comment 32.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.

72.

#

Section #
7.7.2

Page # in
PDF
196

TRCA Comment
We are concerned that there will be impacts
associated with wetlands where drainage is from
an OSCA, given the intended land use.

Action Required
Provide water balance modeling to demonstrate no
impacts.
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Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
The screening of wetlands for water balance
assessment was based on changes in land use
and contributing drainage areas, not the specific
approach to stormwater.
Wetland water
balances were completed for OSCAs where
appropriate.
Is there a specific location of concern?

73.

7.7.2

197

The methodology used in the Time to Peak
parameters for the feature based water balance
should be consistent with the methodology used
in the hydrology assessment.

Ensure consistent methodology.

The methodology to calculate the time to peak
parameters will be updated as required. It
should be noted that the value of the time to
peak will not be the same as the drainage areas
will not be the same.
Acknowledged.

74.

7.7.3

198

The parameters for Figure B7.9 are not provided.
This assessment is acceptable for the high level
MESP, but we will need more detailed information
at the NFSSR stage.

Provide the parameters at the NFSSR stage.

75.

8.0

200

Reassess the plan, and include a comprehensive
assessment of LID measures.

The MESP LID strategy will be reviewed.

76.

8.0

200

Further to OP policies, an LID strategy should be
developed. The LID strategy should include
assessing the water quality, water quantity, water
balance and erosion control benefits of LID. This
may reduce the number of wet ponds proposed
and increase the amount of source and
conveyance practices proposed.
Some areas in Seaton do not require quantity
controls. The use of LID may eliminate the need
for end of pipe solutions.

Reassess the plan, and include a comprehensive
assessment of LID measures.

Quantity control requirements are being updated
through the hydrology update. The need for
end-of-pipe solutions will be confirmed.

77.

8.0

200

The Terms of Reference require the plan to
ensure no off site impacts related to flooding and
erosion. Based on the results provided in the
MESP, it appears this criteria has not been
satisfied. In addition based on the above noted
comments, off site impacts may more significant
than indicated in the report.

Ensure this goal is articulated in the MESP.

Under review.

78.

8.3

206

The text notes that rural road cross-sections are
noted on Drawing B8.1; however, we were unable
to find them.

Please provide the correct location for this
information.

Acknowledged.

79.

Figure B3.4

211

Revise the graphic and provide a plan illustrating
the location of the appropriate cross section.

Acknowledged.

80.

Figure B3.5

212

Cross-section ‘AA’ (east-west) faces north.
However, ‘A’ is on the west side of the figure while
‘A’ is actually the east side. The Figure should be
labeled as (West-East). A plan has not been
provided that illustrates the location of the crosssection within the study area.
Cross-section ‘BB’ (north-south) faces east. A
plan has not been provided that illustrates the
location of the cross-section within the study area.

Provide a plan illustrating the location of the
appropriate cross-section.

Acknowledged.
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Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
Where required and applicable, further assessment
occurred and text added to the OSCA pages
(Appendix B8-C).
With regard to the wetland east of Sideline 24, and
south of Hwy 407 (Wetland G13), this wetland has
been explicitly reviewed (see OSCA page,
Appendix B8-C, Figure 22). It is primarily a cattail
mineral shallow marsh that may expand to the east
within the NHS.
The MESPA includes the revised methodology
(Sections B5.2, B5.4 and B7.4.2).

TRCA Comment on MESPA
Comment addressed.

Noted. To be reviewed with latest hydrology
assessment.

Team Response
February 2013

No further changes made.

In Section B7.4.2, the MESPA notes that the
direction provided by Figure B7.5 (formerly Figure
B7.9) is to be confirmed at the NFSSR stage
through confirmation of modeling assumptions used
to generate the relationships shown in the figure.
A SWM/LID strategy is provided. (Sections
B5.11.2 and B11.3)

Noted.

Detailed modelling and analysis, presented in
Sections B5.0 through B9.0 identified storage and
discharge design criteria, flood control
requirements and erosion control resulting in the
reduction of SWMFs to 60. The modelling has
confirmed that these end-of-pipe solutions are
required in addition to LID measures.
Section B5 has addressed potential off-site
impacts with respect to flooding for the 2 through
100 year storm events and erosion. As presented
in Section B5 discussions with agencies regarding
the Regional storm event have been on-going
regarding modelling approach and alternative
potential management scenarios, and updated
existing conditions model results. These
discussions are ongoing and will continue over the
next few months.
LID modelling assumed rural road cross sections in
all locations where roads crossed the NHS. The
exact sections of road that will have rural crosssections, the design and transition to urban cross
sections will be determined at the NFSSR stage.
The reference to the drawing is removed.
The cross-section location key is added to Figure
B3.3 and Figure B3.4 is revised appropriately.

To be reassessed when new hydrologic
assessment is available.

The Erosion Analysis presented in the
2011 MESPA in Section B5.9 and in the
revised MESPA in Section B5.2 shows
that LID measures in addition to end-f-pipe
solutions are required.

To be reassessed when new hydrologic
assessment is available.

No response required – 2012 Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update supersedes 2011
MESPA.

The cross-section location key is added to Figure
B3.3; the cross-section is shown on Figure B3.5

Comment addressed

Addressed.

Noted.

Comment addressed

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.

81.

82.

#

Section #
Figure B4.13

Page # in
PDF
228

4.7

230

TRCA Comment
Figure B4.13 is referenced on page B-53 when
discussing changes in recharge. The title block in
the lower right hand corner states “Change in
Recharge; Post Development (without mitigation)
vs. Existing Conditions.” However, the coloured
scale bars in the bottom left corner indicate
“Increase in Runoff (mm/yr)” and “Decrease in
Runoff (mm/yr)”. The labeling is confusing as to
what exactly the figure represents.
Figure B4.15 and B4.19 depict simulated water
level declines in the Thorncliffe Aquifer (Layer 5)
post-development without mitigation and postdevelopment with LIDs, respectively.
Significant declines (in the neighbourhood of 2
metres) in the areas of Taunton Road / Sideline
21 and south of Whitevale Road / Sideline 21 are
illustrated on Figure B4.15. A decrease in runoff
in most of the wetlands (between 25-50 mm/yr
minimum) is illustrated in Figure B4.16.
Much reduced declines are illustrated on Figure
B4.19.
Although a brief description of the contributing
causes to the declines was provided, a further
clarification of the causes (such as geology, land
use, etc) is requested. What impacts are
expected on wetlands within these delineated
areas? Will modeling of infiltration systems be
completed?
Figure B4.16 is labeled as Change in Runoff:
Post-Development with LIDs vs. Existing
Conditions.
However, the polygon colours,
locations and dimensions match those in Figure
B4.13 mentioned above.
A wetland with high sensitivity is G7, where the
proposal is to change the drainage area by 15%.
The SWMF will outlet downstream to avoid
excess volumes; however, no mitigation is
proposed to offset the losses. Amphibians are
supported by this wetland. What are the
implications in decreased water levels over time?
LIDs should be used to provide water balance to
this feature.
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Action Required
Please provide an explanation of this apparent
inconsistency

Re-model groundwater using infiltration galleries as
an input, and provide a map showing the
distribution of mitigation measures used.
Provide flow changes in groundwater discharge to
streams and wetlands.
Consider the ORAC (Layer 3) as well.

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
Acknowledged.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
The title block and legend on Figure B4.13(A) is
clarified in the MESPA.

The groundwater flow modeling is being revised
to incorporate infiltration LIDs. A map will be
provided showing the distribution of mitigation
measures.

The MESPA is updated as required. More detailed
analyses have modified the results, as shown on
Figure B4.19. The implications (or lack thereof)
are discussed in Section B4.7.5.

Comment addressed

TRCA Comment on MESPA
Comment addressed

Team Response
February 2013

Changes in groundwater discharge to streams
and wetlands will be discussed.

If the drawdown is un-mitigated, then particle
tracking needs to be conducted to determine where
recharge is occurring, and to identify further
mitigation in these areas.

83.

Figure B4.16

231

Please provide an explanation of this apparent
inconsistency

Acknowledged.

Figures
B4.13(A) and B4.16 illustrate
comparisons between existing and different
mitigation scenarios, which have been clarified in
the titles.

Comment addressed

84.

Figure B7.8

250

Provide additional mitigation
analysis as required.

The assessment indicated that, with SWMF flow
discharging downstream of the wetland, the
decrease in runoff volume would result in an
average monthly depth decreases of ~10 mm
during the spring, the time of breeding
amphibians, a change which would not affect
breeding populations.
Moreover this
assessment did not consider runoff from rear
yards, which would reduce the projected volume
decrease.
This wetland was added late in the process and
a wetland water balance was completed (refer to
Appendix B7-C, Figure 7). Figure B7-6 was
simply not updated.
Acknowledged.

Wetland G7 has been reassessed and the results
of the water balance assessment modified (See
Appendix B8-C, Figure 17).

This level of analysis is sufficient at this planning
stage. However, additional detail may be
required to confirm assumptions and calculations
of predicted changes to water depth at the
NFSSR stage. To be addressed at the NFSSR
stage.

85.

Figure B7.6

254

Wetland WD13 is labeled as a “C” wetland but it
should be a “D” wetland as there is development
proposed within the catchments.

Please change the designation and complete the
appropriate assessments.

Drawing B8.5 identifies all Category D wetlands,
and includes Wetland WD13.

Noted.

86.

Figure B3-H

383

The groundwater monitoring wells and related
hydrographs are referenced by an "MW-"
identification as per the SPL Beatty Figure B3.8,
Groundwater Monitoring Well Location, and the
groundwater monitoring hydrographs in, for
example, Figure B3-H. However, individual
borehole logs, as presented in Appendix B4, are
identified by each geotechnical consultants’
borehole number (i.e. TROW Borehole 1, 6 , VA

Please provide the appropriate "MW-" series
identifiers on the respective borehole logs.

Borehole logs have been labelled with the
appropriate designations in the upper right page
corner of each log and are provided in Appendix
B4. A summary table (Table B4.1) is also included
which will help correlate the well logs and
monitoring location labels.

Comment addressed

measures

and

PAGE 17

Comments acknowledged.
addressed in NFSSRs.

To

be

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

TRCA Comment
Woods TW2, Soil Eng 2, etc.) without correlation
back to the MW- references. (The AME borehole
log sheets did show the MW- designations, in the
upper right corner of the page, whenever
monitoring well installations were completed.
Where no well completions occurred, the log was
designated as a "BH-" identifier).
A table was not provided that correlated the
monitoring well and hydrograph numbering with
the borehole log sheets in Appendix B4, where
appropriate.
In regard to the groundwater hydrographs
presented in Figure B3-H, there appears to be
some error / omissions in the well identifiers. For
example, two hydrographs provide the same
identifier - MW-4-2-4 (pg. 14 and 16 of 21).
Figure B3.8 does not show the location for "MW4-2-2" but does indicate a nested pair as "MW-42-4s" and "MW-4-2-4d." Which hydrograph
applies to which monitoring well is not clear. Also,
the ground surface elevation depicted at MW-4-24 on pg. 14 is 161.16 m whereas that for MW-4-24 on pg. 16 is 187.04 m, an almost 26 m elevation
difference.
Please confirm that the OSCA water balances for
natural features will take place at the NFSSR
stage. The text states that it will take place at the
draft plan or site plan stage and we assume this
means NFSSR but it is not clear.
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Action Required

87.

Figure B3-H

383

NEW 3

S.6.3

294

NEW 4

S.8.3.3.1

323

Please provide a summary of the criteria used to
deem certain Category A (riparian) wetlands as
Category D wetlands.

Revise accordingly.

NEW 5

Drawing
B8.5

453

This drawing needs correcting to show the
Category A wetlands that were actually reclassed
as Category D wetlands.

Revise accordingly.

NEW 6

S.8.4

340

This section incorrectly states that 30 wetlands
require wetland water balance analyses. It is
stated in earlier sections that water balance is
required for 32 wetlands. Note that wetlands G4a,
b, and c count as 3 separate wetlands.

Please correct.

P157

Both well identifiers and elevations should be
verified and revisions made where appropriate.

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Acknowledged.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

Figures have been corrected and are provided in
Appendix B3-H.

Revise text accordingly.

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013

Comment addressed

The text is correct. Water balance for
OSCA’s will take place after draft plan
approval. This will be done as part of
detailed design and submitted in a Design
Brief in support of either the site plan
application or clearance of draft plan
conditions.
As discussed in Chapter B8.3.3.1, where
Category A wetlands would experience
watershed changes of >5% (20 of the 53
Category A wetlands) each wetland was
examined to determine the implications,
based on: size of upstream drainage area;
habitat type; future land use; existing
impacts based on beaver activity; and/or
water balance assessment to upstream
wetland features. As a result of this
assessment, five of the Category A
wetlands were determined to require
further assessment as per Category D
wetlands.
The wording in Chapter
B8.3.3.1 has been clarified.
Figure B8.5 has been modified to include
those Category A wetlands that were
analyzed as Category D wetlands,
specifically wetlands on Reaches WA9,
W7-3, GB1-2, G19/G20, and UA2. The title
has been changed to “Category A and D
Wetlands Requiring Water Balance Needs
Assessment IDs and Drainage Areas.”
The text has been revised and clarified.
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February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#
NEW 7

Section #
S8.4

Page # in
PDF
340

TRCA Comment
It is stated that some wetlands require a water
balance model, while others only require a water
augmentation feasibility analysis. However no
rationale for the distinction is provided.

Action Required
Provide a rationale. Is this based on whether the
wetlands are groundwater fed or not, wetland
sensitivity, SWM scheme, etc.?
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Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Later in the section, it is stated that for some
wetlands, SWMFs are to discharge downstream
of the feature, however no augmentation is
required. What is the rationale for this?

NEW 8

Appendix
B8-C,
Figure 4

1307

The outfall for WD7 is depicted as cutting through
a wetland and a long stretch of woodland.

An alternate outfall location will be required that
minimizes impacts to natural features.

NEW 9

Table B9.4

348

Please correct.

NEW 10

GIS

NEW 11

Table B9.5

349

NEW 12

Table B9.5

351

NEW 13

Table B9.5

352

NEW 14

Table B9.6

354

NEW 15

Table B9.8

365

NEW 16

TableB9.8

365

NEW17

GIS

FA3 is located in Ganetsekiagon Subwatershed
not West Duffins as noted in the table.
Note that there are some conflicts shown between
SWMF locations and proposed development
fabric e.g. SWMF#3, 4,12, 13, 43, 46B, 29, 26,
etc. In addition, mixed uses are shown at the
preferred GO Station location east of Brock Rd.
north of the rail corridor.
For woodlands (or other features) where open
space uses negates the need for water balance,
we need to ensure that this requirement is
revisited if the land use changes through later
planning phases.
For FB11, water balance is deferred to the EA.
We request a complete listing of all features
where water balance augmentation requirements
need to be considered at the EA stage so that this
information can be carried forward through that
process.
States that FB18 has no development within the
catchment “due to cultural heritage issues”,
however the GIS land use layer “Compiled
Neighbourhood Plan” indicates low density
residential uses within the catchment.
FC1 indicates no water balance required because
of only 0.5 ha of drainage will be diverted away.
However, this is nearly all of the catchment.
There is no explanation in the footnotes for the
“%Roof Area Require1”
The drainage area seems too high given the
existing catchment boundary shown on the pmf
for FC3 and FC17
FC20 – the road seems to have been pushed right
up against the hedgerow here instead of
remaining within the development lands or buffer.
This is not appropriate given impacts to butternut
and the north-south corridor. As a result of this,
the LID measures are encroaching on the forest

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013
Please refer to the following sections of the
MESPA: B7.3, B7.4, B8.3.1 and B8.3.3.3.
Sections B7.3 and B7.4 provide a general
overview of the feature assessment and
water balance analyses. Section B8.3.1
provides the methodology specific to
wetlands and Section B8.3.3 is the water
balance needs assessment. The last
section, namely Table B8.9 provides the
rationale for whether a water balance
analysis is required and if it is required,
what type of analysis is required.
The analysis and rationale as to whether a
wetland required augmentation is provided
in the individual Wetland Water Balance
Figures provided in Appendix B8-C.
The outfall for this SWMF follows the
proposed Whites Road (Regional) road
extension and thus the impacts to the NHS
are minimized. No action required.
This correction has been made to Table
B9.4.
Please refer to the figures in the MESPA
which are the ones that govern. Note that
the GIS is a tool to inform the MESP that
all layers in GIS may not be as current as
the MESPA figures.

Revise as necessary.

For information purposes.

Noted; this is referenced in TOC of
NFSSRs and in Chapter J.

Please provide a summary table.

Noted:, this is referenced in Chapter J,
Section 2.0

Please clarify.

Please see the response to New #10. The
Neighbourhood Plan in the GIS was out of
date.

Please clarify.

The text has been clarified and corrected.

Add missing footnote.

The footnote has been added.

Please double-check the existing drainage areas
for these woodlands.

The areas have been corrected.

Once the road location is moved to the west, the
LID will also need to be relocated to avoid
encroachment on the woodland.

The alignment of the Road is being
established through the CPDP Regional
Services Class EA. Since issuance of the
MESPA the road location has been
modified as per the EA. The LID measures
will be located between the road and the
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February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

NEW 18

Section 9.4

364

NEW 19

Section
10.3.3

369

NEW 20

GIS

NEW 21

369

NEW 22

372

NEW 23

General

NEW 24

TableB10.6

373

block.

TRCA Comment

Some of the Figures listed (1-8) do not show LIDs
for woodlands requiring LIDs. Sometimes this is
the case for the GIS as well, although we are
uncertain what the difference between
“opportunities for LID measures” and the featurespecific LIDs are.
There are a number of HDFs that were incorrectly
categorized. HDFA-1 should be a category C
because there is ~5 ha of drainage within the
catchment of the features that will be developed.
Although the feature extends beyond the Seaton
limits, this still needs to be assessed in terms of
potential impacts. Also table B10.3 indicates that
this feature is in the Ganetsekiagon watershed,
but it is in the West Duffins.
Why have HDF drainage areas been provided for
only some of the features identified? There are
several category C features with no drainage
areas shown e.g. C-8, C-14, C-16, C-17, etc.
Drainage areas should be provided for all features
for review purposes.
There are a number of features missing from table
B10.3, including A-2, A-5, A-15, A-16, C-17, C31, C-38, etc.
HDFB-10 categorized as a B feature even though
there will be no water balance provided for
wetland G20. This HDF and wetland will have
less water post-development. Are there issues
with this? Is the “B” category meant to apply
when water balance has been considered or is
required?

In instances where SWM ponds outlet to a
downstream location on an HDFs and no LIDs
measures are proposed to maintain water to the
top portions, consideration should be given at
later planning stages to directing rear lot (or other)
drainage to these areas in order to maintain flows
(and associated functions) to the top portions of
these features (e.g. HDF-17).
HDFC-4 is not identified for water balance
assessment, the rationale provided suggests this
is due to the fact that only a small amount of
development will occur to the west owned by IO.
However this does not consider the larger
drainage area to the east that will be developed
almost entirely, by Mattamy.
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Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013
forest. The GIS database only shows the
LID measures schematically. The exact
location will be determined through the
detailed design.
Figures 1, 5, 6 and 8 have been revised to
include the required LID measures. Refer
to Appendix B9.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

Classification and characterization errors in
Table B8.8 have been corrected. HDFA1
has been reclassified as HDFB2.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

Drainage areas for all of the HDFs now
have been provided in the GIS database.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

This table continued on to the next page
and all of those features are listed in the
Table.
The text in Table B8.9 has been modified
to address contributions of water to this
reach. In addition, Chapter B10.4 states
that consideration should be given to
design developments in the vicinity of
HDFs to direct runoff from adjacent rear lot
areas to the top portions of these features.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

Category B HDFs are those for which a
needs assessment for water balance
requirements has occurred for either a
wetland or woodland that is located along
or adjacent to an HDF and concluded that
water balance analyses are not required.
Text has been added to Chapter B10.4.1
to provide for this consideration.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

The text has been revised. HDFC-4 now
has been identified in Table B10.6 as
requiring a water balance assessment.
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Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#
NEW 25

Section #
TableB10.6

Page # in
PDF
373

NEW 26

TableB10.6

373

NEW 27

TableB10.6

373

NEW 28

TableB10.6

375

NEW 29

TableB10.6

375

NEW 30

General

NEW 31

General

TRCA Comment
HDFC-6 is identified as contributing perennial
groundwater to downstream reaches, however
due to erosion concerns, water augmentation is
not recommended. Will groundwater contributions
be impacted by the proposed development and if
so, is there a subsurface design option that would
mitigate erosion concerns?
It would be helpful if there were some rules of
thumb presented for determining when a water
balance is required and when it is not. For
example, was there a developable percentage of
the catchment used, feature length, sensitivity of
downstream habitat used in the consideration?
For example, C-7 will receive a water balance
presumably because of the large developable
drainage area, and not the length of the feature
(e.g. C-8). The benefits of maintaining water in a
feature with a greater length will be higher as this
water will have more opportunity to infiltrate,
evaporate, be stored, and transport allochthonous
materials.
Many of the HDF “C”s that are required to have a
water balance analysis undertaken appear to be
associated with a water balance for another
feature type (i.e. wetland or woodland). How are
these different from Category “B” HDFs (e.g. 9,
10, 11, 13, etc.)?
No water balance is recommended For HDFC-15,
based on the presence of a downstream wetland
that “mitigates the loss of sediment supply” How
does this occur? How will it also mitigate the loss
of organic material, invertebrates, and water
supply?
HDFC-18 – consideration may also need to be
given to taking drainage from development lands
east of Golf Club road in order to maintain water
balance to this feature.

Action Required
Please clarify and revise as necessary.

Where a SWMF is proposed to outlet directly to
an HDF and this is the only means of providing
water balance, when undertaking assessment of
erosion thresholds, opportunities to outlet as far
up the feature as possible should be explored in
order to maximize flow functions of the reach.
Confirmation from MNR is needed to ensure that
under the ESA they are satisfied with where and
where not water balance is required for HDFs.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.
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Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013
The MODFLOW has shown that there is no
significant alteration to groundwater
contributions to wetlands (see Chapter
B4.6).

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

The general approach to water balance
analyses is presented for all features in
Chapters B7.3 and B7.4. The process to
establish if a water balance assessment is
required specific to HDFs is presented in
Chapter B10.3.3.3. Further to this, the
individual
water
balance
needs
assessment for each HDF is presented in
Table B10.6. There was not a set list of
“rules of thumb” that were followed but
rather each HDF was looked at in detail
individually by the entire multidisciplinary
team.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

Table B10.2 provides and explanation of
the difference between B’s and C’s.
Additional clarification is added in Chapter
B10.3.3.2 and B10.3.3.3.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

An explanation and clarification has been
added to the text in the table.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

As shown in Appendix B10 Figure 2, the
existing drainage east of Golf Club Road
will continue to drain to HDFC-18. This
combined with the flows from the NHS and
0.3 ha of roof area or 3.0 ha of rear yard
drainage will mitigate the loss of drainage
resulting from the direction of drainage to
SWMF#16. The augmentation can be
achieved by having the roof leaders and
rear yards from the residential areas west
of Golf Club Road, north and south of
HDFC-18 drain directly to the feature. The
water balance has shown that further
augmentation from east of Golf Club Road
is not required.
This recommendation has been added to
Section B6.4.

Please confirm.

At detailed design, where an HDF is
indirect RDH, the permit requirements of
the regulations of the ESA will have to be
met to the satisfaction of MNR at that time.
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Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#
NEW 32

Section #
TableB10.7

Page # in
PDF
382

NEW 33

S10.4.1

383

NEW 34

Figure B4.10

411

NEW 35

General

TRCA Comment
When the contributing drainage area is split
amongst different landowners, how are the
agencies to determine that the overall total roof
area required is being met. Is there something
that can be provided in the MESPA to provide
direction/reference on this. This is true for the
woodland and wetland water balances as well.
How would SWM ponds be used to partially
achieve water balance to the features as noted?
Further discussion is needed for TRCA to agree to
this approach as clean water sources are
preferred [text states “woodlands” but “HDFs” is
intended here].
We are concerned about
chlorides and the health of ground flora
specifically.
We note that the figure does not show any
“observed” groundwater discharge for the tributary
on Sideline 16 that runs along the ditch that is
proposed for piping. Staff found watercress
throughout this stream which is an indicator of
groundwater discharge. Is there some threshold
amount before it is deemed to be observed
discharge? We also note that in the event that the
proposed development results in impacts to this
tributary, DFO will require compensation.
Given the groundwater modeling undertaken to
minimize impacts to the natural features by urban
development, a description of the number, type
and location of LID measures applied within the
various neighbourhoods should be prepared along
with the unlined SWM ponds modeled by Earthfx.
This description / map will serve as a reference
when the individual NFSSR’s are reviewed.

Action Required
Please provide an additional table or tool for
addressing this.
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Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013
This is being determined through the
NFSSRs. As these are being done on a
Neighbourhood basis, the requirements by
various areas/draft plans will be
determined.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

Clarification added to text in Chapter
B10.4.1. Further, the NFSSR work will
confirm where augmentation requirements
can
be
achieved
through
the
implementation of a “cleanwater pipe”
conveying roof water to the feature.

Please clarify and revise as necessary.

The locations and manner by which
groundwater discharge is included in the
modelling is clarified in Chapter B4.6.
Chapters B5.10 and J2.0 discuss the
channel and DFO.

Please provide the itemized list of LID’s / SWM
pond location on a neighbourhood basis.

Columns have been added to Tables
B11.3, 11.4, 11.5 and 11.6 identifying the
applicable Neighbourhood.
Further, as per the TOC for the NFSSRs,
there will be an itemized list by feature by
neighbourhood in the NFSSRs.

Appendix B6-B - SWM Matrices and Appendix B7
88.

89.

SWMF#1

SWMF#2

838

839

This site has many issues, including the
encroachment on the adjacent forest community
and headwater drainage feature, landfill
groundwater quality, etc.

A SWMF is proposed east of the Durham water
reservoir In the NHS. This is a highly constrained
site as there are a number of existing and
proposed infrastructures there, with little space
next to natural features. The matrix indicates that
there will be no impacts of having the pond within

Evaluate alternate locations for this facility.

Evaluate alternate locations for this facility.
Clarification is required.

The NFSSR team is undertaking a detailed
assessment of the proposed location.

Modifications to the footprint of the block are
being investigated considering the various
demands on the available area.
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SWMF#1 has been relocated and a new matrix
prepared.

The MESPA matrix for SWMF#2 is revised to
reflect the new location.

There is a very steep bank at the outlet location
which could have technical issues associated
with it (geotechnical, erosion). This site outlet
has not been reviewed in the field with the
agencies. This needs to be done prior to
acceptance.
Please confirm that the entire drainage area can
be directed to the north end of the pond given
the existing topography, that there is room
available within the pond block for an additional
forebay if required, such that all drainage can be
safely conveyed across/under proposed
roadways to the pond (in line with municipal
standards) given the possible grading
constraints. The groundwater table is a potential
constraint and must be further investigated.
TRCA staff raised major concerns related to
NHS disturbances associated with this SWMF
location in the field, and did not entirely agree
with this location. Further discussion is required
prior to acceptance.

This review of the outfall is to be addressed
through the NFSSR for Neighbourhood 16.
As indicated in the NFSSR for
Neighbourhood 16, the drainage area can
be directed to the north end of the pond.
The need for an additional forebay is a
design detail that can be addressed at the
NFSSR stage. The groundwater constraint
(high water table) was identified in the
SWM matrix in the MESPA along with the
need for further investigation at the NFSSR
stage.

This is the only feasible location for a pond
outside of development lands. It is a dry
pond for quantity control only. A pond on
development lands will still require the
same access for a sewer to outlet to the
valley.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

TRCA Comment
the surface catchment of the wetlands. How
much of the surface catchment will be modified?
How much surface flow will be truncated with the
placement of the pond?
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Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA
The pond appears to be located quite a distance
from the development. Please confirm that the
City of Pickering does not have issues with the
location with respect to access and
maintenance.
The shallow groundwater table is a potential
constraint and must be further investigated at the
NFSSR stage to confirm pond location/site
grading.
The pond outfall is located at the downstream
end of HDFA17. Is the drainage to this feature
maintained post-development at the top end?

90.

SWMF #3

840

91.

SWMF#4

841

92.

93.

SWMF #6

SWMF #7

842

843

There may be erosion/geotechnical issues with
this pond. A trail is shown through the pond. The
matrix indicates that a water balance is required
for the wetland but not the forest as the forest is
supported by precipitation. It would appear from
the contours that the forest is down-gradient so
could be affected by changes in drainage.
Is it better to outlet to the smaller tributary given
the relatively small drainage area? What has the
least amount of impact?
What are the
implications of SWM pond on upper wetlands?
The wetland may be connected to shallow
groundwater. Matrix indicates that water balance
is required for the wetland but not the forest as the
forest is supported by precipitation. It would
appear from the contours that the forest is downgradient so could be affected by changes in
drainage. How will the outfall be constructed in
the very steep slopes?

Please provide a water balance assessment for the
forest.

A woodland water balance assessment is being
prepared. The trail can be accommodated in the
vicinity.

The MESPA is updated with a new woodland water
balance section (Section B9); the matrix for this
SWMF be updated.

Please confirm that the appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved. Please confirm that
drainage can be appropriately directed to
HDFC4 (at the top end of the feature).

Provide an impact assessment, including a water
balance assessment for the forest. Provide
additional information on construction methodology
at the NFSSR stage.

The outlet to the smaller tributary was
investigated and eliminated as an option due to
erosion concerns. The outlet shown was
deemed to have the least impact as it will be colocated with the road.

No action taken; details of the construction will be
provided in the NFSSR.

There may be geotechnical or erosion issues with
this pond location. Analysis to see if the impacts
are less if outlet to Whitevale creek instead of the
tributary.

Further analysis required.

The issues raised are not just related to
construction. There is a large amount of
disturbance associated with the proposed outlet
location. Further discussion on the outlet
location will be required at the NFSSR stage.
Please ensure that the floodline is adjusted for
the reach section of W1. Please provide more
information on the flow split between major and
minor system at the pond outlet. Please confirm
that the emergency overflow only will be
conveyed by reach DA2-2 and that all drainage
can be safely conveyed across/under Taunton
Road to the pond, in meeting with
municipal/regional standards.
The groundwater table is a potential constraint
and must be further investigated at the NFSSR
stage to confirm pond location/site grading.
Please confirm that the appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved. The development
site is currently in the floodplain and discussion
should be included about how this is to be
addressed.

There may be geotechnical or erosion issues with
this pond location.

The SWMF was assessed not to adversely
impact the upper wetlands, and no changes to
drainage to the down-gradient forest are
proposed.
The outfall construction details will be provided
in the NFSSR.

Further analysis required.

Further analysis will be undertaken in the
NFSSR.

Further analysis will be undertaken in the
NFSSR.

PAGE 23

No action required.

No action required.

Please confirm that the appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved. Development site is
currently in the floodplain - discussion should be
included about how this is to be addressed.

Team Response
February 2013
It is noted that the City has commented on
the pond location and has not raised the
issue of access and maintenance. There
will be an access road overtop of the sewer
(6m easement) that will go around
wetlands to pond.
The groundwater constraint (high water
table) was identified in the SWM matrix in
the MESPA along with the need for further
investigation at the NFSSR stage.
The current design shows the outlet at the
downstream end of HDFA17. This feature
is a steep dry gully and discharge of water
from the pond is not recommended due to
the increased risk of erosion.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
16.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
16.

The groundwater constraint (high water
table) was identified in the SWM matrix in
the MESPA along with the need for further
investigation at the NFSSR stage.
The pond design will be addressed at the
NFSSR stage.
The development areas contributing to
SWMF #6 is not located in the floodplain.
No changes to the MESPA are required to
address this comment.
The pond design will be addressed at the
NFSSR stage.
The floodplain issue was identified as an
area of special interest for study in the
NFSSR (refer to Chapter J – Future Study
Requirements, Section 2).

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.

94.

#

95.

Section #
SWMF #10

Page # in
PDF
846

SWMF #11

847

TRCA Comment
Erosion implications of outletting a SWMF to a
headwater tributary. This is a redside dace
tributary.

Action Required
Province to provide direction with regard to species
at risk.

Why does the fisheries setback extend onto the
development lands? What are the erosion
implications of outletting to the intermittent
tributary. This is a redside dace tributary.

Provide rationale for fisheries setback and provide
erosion assessment. Province to provide direction
with regard to species at risk.

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
An overall benefit plan for redside dace is being
prepared, and a workshop will be held with
TRCA and MNR to discuss.

As the MESP team was not involved in the
establishment of the NHS, we can provide no
insight as to why the 30 m fisheries setback falls
outside the NHS.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
The basis for an overall benefit plan and/or
mitigation plan for redside dace and a fisheries
compensation plan are included in the MESPA,
Chapters E and F.
Mitigation is required for all outlets – as required by
the legislation.
The basis for an overall benefit plan and/or
mitigation plan for redside dace and a fisheries
compensation plan are included in the MESPA,
Chapters E and F.

An overall benefit plan for redside dace is being
prepared, and a workshop held with TRCA and
MNR.
The erosion assessment will be completed in the
NFSSR.
96.

SWMF #12

848

97.

SWMF #13

849

98.

SWMF #14

850

Encroaches on CUT1-E, which is a thicket
community. Proposing to outlet to small tributary.
Is it better to outlet to larger system and take roof
water to top of tributary? This is a redside dace
tributary.
Butternut in vicinity and this is a redside dace
tributary.

Issues with SWMF outlet and wetland water
balance.

Relocate SMWF to avoid thicket communities.
Provide analysis for watercourse. Province to
provide direction with regard to species at risk

The natural heritage conditions in the location of
the proposed pond block are being evaluated
further in the MESPA and a headwater feature
water balance is being undertaken.

SWMF#12 is relocated and the matrix for this
SWMF is revised.

Province to provide direction with regard to species
at risk.

All areas are being investigated for butternuts in
the NFSSRs. An overall benefit plan for redside
dace is being prepared, and a workshop will be
held with TRCA and MNR to discuss.

The basis for an overall benefit plan and/or
mitigation plan for redside dace and a fisheries
compensation plan are included in the MESPA.
Butternut is also addressed. See Chapter E.

See earlier comments regarding G4a, b, and c.

Under review.

The water balance for Wetlands G4a, G4b, G4c
have been reassessed, and required mitigations
provided.

99.

SWMF #15

851

Forest cover will be lost here.

Provide edge management at NFSSR stage.

SWMF is located entirely with the development
limits and the existing street precludes the need
for edge management.

100.

SWMF #16

852

Impacts to thicket community.

Relocate SMWF to avoid thicket communities.

The SWMF location with respect to the thicket is
being evaluated.
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No action required.
Edge management s not required as the ‘edge’ of
the retained forest cover is to the west of an
existing road (Forbrock Street) and will not be
affected.
SWMF#16 has been moved and no longer impacts
the thicket community. The MESPA matrix for this
SWMF is revised.

TRCA Comment on MESPA
Please confirm that the appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved

Team Response
February 2013
Comment acknowledged. To be addressed
in NFSSR for Neighbourhood 16.

The direction of flow in the pond is opposite to
the prevailing grade; please confirm that grading
within the block provided is possible. The
groundwater table is a potential constraint and
must be further investigated at the NFSSR stage
to confirm pond location/site grading. The pond
is not at the bottom end of the site - is it in the
optimal location and can site grading be
completed to make this pond location work?
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under Taunton Road to the
pond, in meeting with municipal/regional
standards.
Please confirm that an appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved. The pond is
expected to be constructed within the GW table
and requires further investigation.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
16.

TRCA agrees with the note that a grading
assessment needs to address the 9m elevation
difference within the pond. This is a major issue
impacting this pond location, and it should be
addressed at the MESPA stage.

The NFSSR has advanced the grading and
has shown that this can be accomplished.
(refer to NFSSR for Neighbourhood 16 for
details on grading and drainage).

Please confirm that the entire drainage area can
be directed to the north end of the pond given
the existing topography. Please confirm that all
drainage can be safely conveyed across/under
proposed roadways to the pond (meeting
municipal/regional standards). The pond is
expected to be constructed within the GW table
and requires further investigation.
Noted. Construction impacts associated with the
outfall will need to be minimized by utilizing the
unopened road allowance.
The pond is expected to be constructed within
the GW table and requires further investigation.
Confirm that intent of outlet is to discharge
downstream of G4a, which may be hydraulically
connected to wetland area on reach GA7.
Groundwater issues should be investigated as
soon as possible. Grading appears awkward for
this site given the size of the pond, and chosen
location does not appear to be at low point on
site.
Further discussion on this SWM pond location is
needed once the road alignment is finalized.
Confirm that the pond block is 7% of the
drainage area - appears small. Please confirm
that the appropriate length to width ratio can be
achieved. The pond is expected to be

Comments acknowledged. It is noted that
the elimination of this facility is being
investigated in the NFSSR for
Neighbourhood 16.

The groundwater constraint (high water
table) was identified in the SWM matrix in
the MESPA along with the need for further
investigation at the NFSSR stage.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
16.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
17.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

101.

SWMF #17

102.

Page # in
PDF

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

TRCA Comment

Action Required

853

Erosion implications on small stream and water
balance.

Provide analysis and additional mitigation to
upstream end of watercourse, as needed.

SWMF #18

854

Interception of surface water to headwater
drainage feature (HDF) to the south.

Provide mitigation to HDF if possible.

NEW 36

SWMF #19

855

103.

SWMF #20

856

NEW 37

SWMF #21

NEW 38

SWMF #22

NEW 39

SWMF #22A

NEW 40

SWMF #24

NEW 41

SWMF #25

NEW 42

SWMF #26

This pond restricts wildlife movement and the
outfall will also be an impediment to movement
within the rest of the corridor.

Reconfigure pond to achieve no more than ¼
restriction of corridor width. Design outfall to
ensure wildlife movement is unimpeded.

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

A headwater drainage feature water balance
assessment is being undertaken. An erosion
assessment will be completed in the NFSSR.
A headwater drainage feature water balance
assessment is being undertaken.

The MESPA is revised to include headwater
drainage feature assessments (Section B10).

This location is under review to determine
whether the 50% intrusion can be reduced.

The MESPA is revised to include headwater
drainage feature assessments (Section B10).

See response to comment #40, above.

TRCA Comment on MESPA
constructed within the GW table and requires
further investigation.
The pond is expected to be constructed within
the GW table and requires further investigation.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed roadways to
the pond. The pond is expected to be
constructed within the GW table and requires
further investigation.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed roadways to
the pond (as per Municipal standards). Please
confirm that an appropriate length to width ratio
can be achieved. The pond is expected to be
constructed within the GW table and requires
further investigation. Pond does not appear to
be situated in the low point of the site, and could
have awkward grading at the inlet in its current
location.
Further discussion may be required at later
planning stages to ensure wildlife movement is
not impeded through design of the pond. The
pond may need to shift if this is not adequately
considered.
The route of the outlet infrastructure should be
confirmed with the City of Pickering at detailed
design. Please confirm that an appropriate
length to width ratio can be achieved.
Please confirm that an appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved
Inlet and outlet is located in the same location,
please confirm that no grading issues for the
pond exist - a larger block size may be required.
It may make more sense to have a clean water
collector for HDC25 and direct pond outlet
downstream. The pond is expected to be
constructed within the GW table and requires
further investigation.
The pond is expected to be constructed within
the GW table and requires further investigation.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed Whitevale
Road (as per Municipal standards). The pond is
expected to be constructed within the GW table
and requires further investigation.
Please confirm that an appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved. The pond is
expected to be constructed within the GW table
and requires further investigation. Pond grading
appears awkward; confirm block size and
location is sufficient at NFSSR stage.
Please confirm that an appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved. Can the portion of
the site north of Whitevale be graded to the drain
to the pond? How is the major/minor system
conveyed across the road? The pond is
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Team Response
February 2013
Comment acknowledged. To be addressed
in NFSSR for Neighbourhood 87.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.

Comment acknowledged. To be addressed
in NFSSR for Neighbourhood 18.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.

Comment acknowledged.
To be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF
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TRCA Comment

Action Required

There are potential issues with this SWMF outlet
as the matrix indicates the outlet will be directed
to both sandy soils (see comment #46 above) and
to a swamp unit. There could be erosion issues
associated with outletting to sandy soils and water
balance implications with outletting storm runoff to
the swamp.
Major issue with removal of forest to install the
infiltration trench for the wetland water balance. Is
there another design that would work?

Clarify that these flows are not required to meet
water balance for the wetland and that the flows
can be attenuated and infiltrated without erosion
prior to reaching the wetland.

Why is this pond being constructed above grade?
Are there grading implications on natural
features?

Provide clarification and rationale.

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

NEW 43

SWMF #27

1327

104.

SWMF #28

865

NEW 44

SWMF #29

105.

SWMF #30

NEW 45

SWMF #31

NEW 46

SWMF #35

NEW 47

SWMF #36

NEW 48

SWMF #37

106.

SWMF #38

874

Pond is within the floodplain.

Evaluate alternative locations for the pond.

SWMF is located between 100 year and regional
floodline, outside the NHS. The final location will
be based on finalization of modelling.

The exact location of this SWMF still requires
finalization, as all SWMFs do, as part of the NFSSR
work.

107.

SWMF #40

875

The pond is further constricting an already narrow
corridor as it is only ~70 m and not 135 m as
illustrated.

Reconfigure pond to achieve no more than ¼
restriction of corridor width.

This location is under review to determine
whether the 50% intrusion can be reduced.

The SWMF has been moved so that it does not
extend into the corridor at the north end where the
corridor is at its narrowest.

867

Redesign infiltration gallery to avoid impacts to the
forest.

This was a graphical error in the report that will
be corrected.

The pond was located to avoid the Iroquois
shore and needed to be above grade to
accommodate drainage to the feature.
Clarification on potential pond construction on
the Iroquois shore has been requested from the
MNR, and pond will moved if permitted.

PAGE 26

SWMF#28 has been eliminated; the LIDs in this
vicinity have been relocated.

SWMF #30 has been relocated and is partially on
the Lake Iroquois Shoreline (see response to
Comment #45, above).

TRCA Comment on MESPA
expected to be constructed within the GW table
and requires further investigation.
Outlet located at the same location as the inlet u-shaped pond is expected - is pond footprint big
enough for this configuration? At current location
feeding wetland U2, it appears that providing
quality treatment through the pond for this outlet
is difficult. More information is required to
confirm this configuration and location.
Noted.

Team Response
February 2013
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.

Please confirm that an appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved. The pond does not
appear to be at the lowest point on the site,
confirm location is feasible. The pond is
expected to be constructed within the GW table
and requires further investigation.
Issue with impacts to recharge function will need
to be assessed at the NFSSR stage.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.

How is water to be conveyed from the edge of
the development to the pond - major/minor
system? Development block is likely impacted
by floodplain - should be addressed at NFSSR
stage.
The pond is expected to be constructed partly
below the GW table and requires further
investigation.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed roadways to
the pond. Please confirm that the entire
drainage area can be directed to the pond inlet
given the existing topography. Please confirm
that an appropriate length to width ratio can be
achieved. The pond is expected to be
constructed partly below the GW table and
requires further investigation.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed roadway to the
pond. Confirm that the onsite drainage area
cannot be conveyed to the pond. Please confirm
that an appropriate length to width ratio can be
achieved.
The pond is expected to be
constructed below the GW table and requires
further investigation.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed roadways to
the pond. Please confirm that the entire
drainage area can be directed to the inlet of the
pond given the existing topography. The pond is
expected to be constructed below the GW table
and requires further investigation.
Noted. Confirmation that a 10m buffer to the
forest to the east is maintained to be made at the
NFSSR stage. The pond is expected to be

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
20.

Comment acknowledged. To be addressed
in NFSSR for Neighbourhood 18.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

108.

SWMF #41

NEW 49

SWMF #43

NEW 50

SWMF #44

NEW 51

SWMF #46A

NEW 52

SWMF #46B

NEW 53

SWMF #47

NEW 54

SWMF #48

NEW 55

SWMF #49

109.

SWMF #50A

Page # in
PDF
876

886
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TRCA Comment

Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

The pond is further constricting an already narrow
corridor as it is only ~70 m and not 135 m as
illustrated.

Reconfigure pond to achieve no more than ¼
restriction of corridor width.

This location is under review to determine
whether the 50% intrusion can be reduced.

The SWMF has been moved so that it does not
extend into the corridor.

Excessively restricts the corridor.

Reconfigure pond to achieve no more than ¼
restriction of corridor width.

This location is under review to determine
whether the 50% intrusion can be reduced.

See response to comment #40, above.

TRCA Comment on MESPA
constructed below the GW table and requires
further investigation.
Please confirm that an appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved. Confirm that the
entire drainage area can be directed to the inlet pond is not at low point on site. The pond is
expected to be constructed below the GW table
and requires further investigation.
Please confirm how drainage from south of the
pond block will be drained to the inlet. The pond
is expected to be constructed below the GW
table and requires further investigation.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed roadway to the
pond. Please confirm that the entire drainage
area can be directed to the inlet of the pond
given the existing topography. The pond is
expected to be constructed at the GW table and
requires further investigation.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed roadway to the
pond. The pond is expected to be constructed at
or just below the GW table and requires further
investigation.
Please confirm that the entire drainage area can
be directed to the inlet of the pond given the
existing topography. The pond is expected to be
constructed at or just below the GW table and
requires further investigation.
Please confirm that the entire drainage area can
be directed to the inlet of the pond given the
existing topography. The pond is expected to be
constructed at or just below the GW table and
requires further investigation.
Please confirm that the appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved and forebay room is
adequate.
The pond is expected to be
constructed below the GW table and requires
further investigation.
Please confirm that roof water is appropriately
directed towards the top of the HDFC8. Please
confirm that the appropriate length to width ratio
can be achieved and forebay room is adequate.
Please ensure SWMF outlet grading is adequate
- it may make more sense to place the pond
within the development block adjacent to Reach
DC2-2. The pond is expected to be constructed
at or just below the GW table and requires
further investigation. Please ensure the floodline
west of D11 is properly delineated.
See our response to the response for comment
#40, Further discussion will be required at later
planning stages. Consideration should be given
to reconfiguring the pond such that it is
elongated and restriction to the corridor is
lessened.

Team Response
February 2013
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
19.

Comments acknowledged. To be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
20.
Comments acknowledged. To be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
20.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
20.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
20.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

The pond is expected to be constructed at or just
below the GW table and requires further
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February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF
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TRCA Comment

Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

110.

SWMF #50B

887

Pond is only 5 m from the vegetation community.

Increase pond and grading distance to 10 m from
the vegetation per policies in the City’s Conformity
Amendment.

Acknowledged.

The SWMF has been moved to meet the buffer
requirement.

111.

SWMF #51

888

Relocate pond to eliminate encroachment on the
watercourse.

Under review.

The SWMF has been moved and the matrix
modified as appropriate.

112.

SWMF #52

889

Reconfigure pond to achieve no more than ¼
restriction of corridor width.

SWMF52 has been eliminated.

The MESPA is modified to reflect the elimination of
SWMF52.

NEW 56

SWMF #54

Pond is encroaching on the watercourse. TRCA
does not support realignment of the channel to
accommodate the pond. This is also not
supported by CPDP policy.
This pond takes up to 70 m of a 150 m corridor.
The fact that the roads will restrict the corridor
provides further support for not restricting
corridors with the pond.

NEW 57

SWMF#55

113.

SWMF#56

NEW 58

SWMF #57

114.

SWMF #58

NEW 59

SWMF #59

NEW 60

SWMF #60

892

894

This SWMF will be impacted by the realignment of
Brock Road due to the identification of a HuronWendat village in the area. The matrix is showing
the north part of the NHS (i.e. the woodland that
was to be impacted by Brock Road) as part of the
development lands.

Update the location of the pond with the new
interchange configuration. Revise figure to respect
NHS boundary.

During the staking exercise, TRCA staff recalls
seeing a gushing seep in the vicinity of this
SWMF. What is the implication on this seep?

Please clarify.

Acknowledged.

The SWMF has been moved and the matrix for this
SWMF revised.

No groundwater seepage was noted during the
geomorphological assessment.
The TRCA staff may have observed a field farm
tile drain outlet. A headwater drainage feature
water balance assessment is being undertaken.

PAGE 28

The MESPA is revised to include the headwater
drainage feature assessments (Section B10).

TRCA Comment on MESPA
investigation. Please confirm that all drainage
can be safely conveyed across/under proposed
roadway to the pond.
The development limit is subject to review of
floodlines in this location. Please confirm that all
drainage can be safely conveyed across/under
proposed roadway to the pond. Please confirm
that the Appropriate length to width ratio can be
achieved and forebay room is adequate.
The pond location is subject to review of
floodlines in this location.

Team Response
February 2013

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

Comment acknowledged. To be addressed
in NFSSR for Neighbourhood 21.

Noted.

Please confirm that the appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved and forebay room is
adequate. GB11-1 - Does this reach contain an
online pond? What is the long term plan for this
feature? The pond is expected to be constructed
at or just below the GW table and requires
further investigation. Please confirm that all
drainage can be safely conveyed across/under
proposed roadway to the pond.
Please confirm there are no concerns with the
outfall through the woodland. The pond is
expected to be constructed at or below the GW
table and requires further investigation.
The pond is expected to be constructed at or
below the GW table and requires further
investigation.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

Please confirm that the entire drainage area can
be directed to the pond inlet given the existing
topography. The pond is expected to be
constructed at or below the GW table and
requires further investigation.
The pond location is subject to review of
floodlines in this location. The pond is expected
to be constructed within the GW table and
requires further investigation.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

The pond location is subject to review of
floodlines in this location. Roof leaders should
be directed to the top end of the headwater
feature - please confirm that this is possible.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed roadway to the
pond. The pond is expected to be constructed at
or just below the GW table and requires further
investigation.
The pond is expected to be constructed at or just
below the GW table and requires further
investigation. This pond likely requires a berm,

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
20.
Comment acknowledged. To be addressed
in NFSSR for Neighbourhood 20.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

TRCA Comment

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

NEW 61

SWMF #61

NEW 62

SWMF #62

115.

SWMF #64

NEW 63

SWMF #65

NEW 64

SWMF #66

NEW 65

SWMF #67

NEW 66

SWMF #68

NEW 67

SWMF #69

NEW 68

SWMF #70

116.

SWMF #71

906

This pond is impacting forest and sand barren
thicket.

Relocate pond to eliminate encroachment on
natural features.

The SWMF location with respect to the forest
and thicket is being re-evaluated.

SWMF#71 has been moved to outside the NHS;
matrix for this SWMF is revised.

117.

Appendix
B7-B

948

Missing existing wetlands monitoring data for
WD5, WD6, WD7, G6, and G7.

Provide monitoring data in graphs.

Data were provided in Figure B-7B in Appendix
B7 (pages 3 to 6 of Appendix B7-B). Graphs will
be prepared for all. With respect to G7, the
wetlands were renumbered during the field work
and, the data presented in Figure B-7B for G5
are actually for G7.

Data tables and graphs have been corrected and
are provided in Appendix B8-B of the MESPA.
Note that the data for G6 and G7 consists of
manual monitoring data, as these locations did not
have data loggers installed.

899

No buffer to forest community.

Revise pond location such that it is 10 m from the
forest per the policies in the City’s Conformity
Amendment.

The SWMF is located entirely outside the NHS.

PAGE 29

SWMF#64 has been moved to the north, outside
the floodline, which provides substantially more
buffer to the forest community.

TRCA Comment on MESPA
which is subject to any geotechnical
requirements (as per City of Pickering
requirements).
Please confirm that the appropriate length to
width ratio can be achieved and forebay room is
adequate given the 2 outlets. The pond location
is subject to review of floodlines in this location.
The pond is expected to be constructed just
below the GW table and requires further
investigation. The pond location is subject to
review of floodlines in this location.
The pond location is subject to review of
floodlines in this location. What is the major
system impact on the arterial road? Is this
acceptable to the City of Pickering?
Please confirm site grading is possible; the pond
is not located at the low point in the pond.
Berming of pond could be an issue for this pond,
please ensure it meets the geotechnical
requirements of the City of Pickering.
Please confirm that all drainage can be safely
conveyed across/under proposed roadways to
the pond. Please confirm that the appropriate
length to width ratio can be achieved and
forebay room is adequate. Please ensure that
site grading is feasible for directing drainage
area to the pond. The City of Pickering should
confirm that a bike route can be incorporated
into pond maintenance access road.
The pond is expected to be constructed below
water table (further investigation needs to done)
Please confirm that the entire drainage area can
be directed to the pond inlet given the existing
topography. Please confirm that the appropriate
length to width ratio can be achieved and
forebay room is adequate. The pond is
expected to be constructed at or just below the
water table (further investigation needs to done).
Please examine and/or explain why the flood
plain limits stop on watercourse B4. Please
confirm that all drainage can be safely conveyed
across/under existing roadway to the pond.
The pond location is subject to review of
floodlines in this location. The pond is expected
to be constructed at or just below the GW table
and requires further investigation.
Do flood issues exist on the HDFC14 and have
they been accounted for in the design of the
feature based water balance? Please confirm
site grading is possible; the pond is not located
at the low point in the site.
Please indicate the location of the manual data
records for G6 and G7.

Team Response
February 2013

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.

Comment acknowledged. To be addressed
in NFSSR for Neighbourhood 20.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
20.

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
20.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
21.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
18.
Appendix B8-B contains the wetland
manual water level monitoring data. The
G6 data (WPZ-G-06) are provided on page
2 of 6. Note there is no staff gauge at this
location (only a piezometer) because there
is no standing water. As noted in the April
2011
comments,
wetlands
were

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

118.

Appendix
B7-C

960

119.

Appendix
B7-C

961

120.

Appendix
B7-C

973

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

TRCA Comment

Action Required

Given the uncertainty and error associated with
wetland water balance and wetland sensitivities to
changes, a more conservative approach to water
balance assessments needs to be followed.
Wetlands where depth increases from SWMFs
are too small to warrant redirection of flows and
application of LIDs, should be reconsidered, e.g.
G7, G4, G8, G12, U2. Depth increases are up to
83 cm, but statements are made that this is
negligible, in some instances in areas adjacent to
mature woodlands.
A roof area assessment was not provided in Table
B7.12 for the following wetlands even though they
are identified as requiring a water balance in
Table B7.10: WA9, W7-3, G4, G7, GB1-2, G12,
G13, U2, U9, and UA2.

Where possible, ensure LIDs are the first option for
matching flows to wetlands. SWMF outlets should
only be considered where LIDs are not feasible and
maintaining enough flow to wetlands is critical to
functionality.

Under review.

Provide a rationale or include in the roof area
assessment.

The individual wetland assessments need to be
read to determine whether water augmentation
is required.

Wetlands that are not hydrologically connected
should undergo separate water balance
assessments as it is impossible to ensure water
balance through modeling if they are not
hydrologically connected, e.g. G4a, G4b, G4c,
and G1, G2, G3.

Provide separate analyses for wetland complexes
and ensure that all wetland units are considered.

Acknowledged.

121.

Appendix
B7-E

1098

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Each wetland has been reviewed and where
possible SWMFs have been directed away from
wetlands with augmentation of surface water flows
recommended from clean water sources such as
roof areas or rear yards. There are four remaining
wetlands (U9; and the wetlands on Reaches UA2,
GB1-2 and WA9) where SWMFs will discharge to
the wetland. All four wetlands are riparian and the
increases in runoff volume will not impact the form
or function of the wetlands. Wetland water balance
figures revised in Appendix B8-C.
Table B8.11 provides a revised list of the wetlands
requiring water augmentation.

This will be examined in greater detail at the
NFSSR stage. We are also concerned about
potential erosion issues.

The units of Wetland G4a, b, and c have been
evaluated separately including the augmentation
requirements; however, the analysis is presented
on one Figure as Wetland G4.

Noted.

Table B8.11 includes roof area requirements for
G4, G12, and U2, however the other wetlands
are still missing. Please provide a rationale (or
direct us to the rationale) or update the data
accordingly.

Team Response
February 2013
renumbered during the monitoring program
and as such, the G7 data are recorded at
stations WSS-G-05 and WPZ-G-05, also
found on page 2 of 6.
Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSRs.

U9, UA2, GB1-2 and WA9 all have SWMFs
discharging to them so additional
augmentation is not required. G7 did not
require additional augmentation due to the
type of wetland and for the wetland on
Reach W7-3 (riparian) it was concluded
that augmentation was not required due to
increases in runoff volume associated with
upstream development. The model for
G13 showed that the OSCA drainage
would not impact the wetland and no
additional mitigation was required. Refer to
Section B8.4.1 as well as the Water
Balance Figures presented in Appendix
B8-C.

Wetland G1, 2, 3 is a diverse wetland complex that
cannot be broken down into components for which
separate water augmentation could be provided.
This was initially identified as Wetland G1, 2, 3
because there were three separate monitoring
locations for the wetland and the nomenclature for
the wetland analysis was to match the monitoring.
The analysis has thus been completed on the entire
complex.

Wetlands G4a, G4b, and G4c are sensitive
wetland units with swamp communities, and
support a diversity of sensitive flora and fauna.
Some of these features do not have outlets,
therefore outletting SMWF to these communities
may cause flooding and habitat impacts over time.
An 8-13 cm increase can be detrimental to
swamps, and it may be better to match flows with
LIDs. This may be the case for G1, G2, and G3
as well.
The water balance assessment needs to ensure
that water contributions will continue to occur for
the wetlands being impacted by the Region of
Durham’s water reservoir to the northeast of G1,
2, 3, as these wetlands will be recreated to the
east. These wetland units are hydrologically
isolated from G1, 2, 3.
Clarification is needed around how the data in
Table 10 were derived (depth over wetland area),
also the changes in monthly runoff volumes needs
to be summarized over the entire growing season

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

The Region of Durham will be responsible for
completing an impact analysis and potential
augmentation based on the design of the proposed
reservoir.
Wetland G4a, b and c evaluated as separate
wetland units all presented on Figure 15 in
Appendix B8-C.
Clarify and revise accordingly.

Clarification will be provided in the MESPA. The
presentation format of the data will be
determined through discussions with TRCA.
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Monthly runoff volumes have been provided over
the entire growing season (March-October).
SWMF discharge has been diverted from all but
four wetlands (see response to comment #118). As

Noted, however these numbers will need to be
refined at later planning stages to characterize
any proposed water depth changes within
wetlands in order to confirm water augmentation

The MESPA has met the required TOR
and we believe that the work completed is
sufficient to maintain the features and
functions of the NHS. Weekly changes to

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#
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General

TRCA Comment
(March-October), not just for spring.
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Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
these were riparian wetlands an analysis of the
depth of increase was not undertaken.

A common issue related to the pond locations is
the impact of the major drainage system on
proposed arterial/collector roads that are to
traverse the development blocks. During a major
event, considerable amount of water will likely
need to flow across these roads, and in some
cases, could result in the need for road closures
which is likely unacceptable to the City/Region.

TRCA Comment on MESPA
targets. TRCA staff will be looking for graphs
that indicate the weekly changes to the
hydroperiod under wet, dry and average years,
and a graphed comparison between pre- and
post-development conditions, as outlined in our
Water Balance for the Protection of Natural
Features Guideline.

Team Response
February 2013
the hydroperiod will not be provided in the
NFSSRs. This is beyond the modelling
accuracy and weekly variations do not
provide meaningful information given the
high variability of water levels in response
to climatic conditions.
It is acknowledge that minor and major
system conceptual design will be
addressed in the NFSSRs. The design of
these systems will be in accordance with
City of Pickering and Region of Durham
design standards which will address the
issue of flood impacts on roads.
The MESPA has noted that SWMF
locations may need to be adjusted based
on design at NFSSR and/or detailed design
stage as long as criteria and policies for
SMWF locations are met (refer to Chapter
B, Section 6.4, and Chapter J, Section 2
and Table B6.1).

The NFSSRs should address the minor/major
system flow split that is to occur in this context.
The City of Pickering and Region of Durham will
need to approve the potential localized flood
impacts that this may cause on their roads, which
may result in the need for larger storm sewers in
some areas.
At the MESPA stage, the
development team should confirm that this will not
impact the pond locations.
Chapter C –Transportation
122.

1.0

1107

123.

1.3.3

1110

124.

1.3.5

1111

125.

3.3

1115

126.

3.4

1117

127.

3.5

1118

Only the local roads have been reviewed in detail,
the regional roads will be addressed during our
review of the Regional EA.
Note that the Brock Road interchange and
realignment is subject to an EA amendment to
redesign due to the presence of a First Nations
site.

For information. No response required.

Acknowledged.

None required.

No response required.

Revise text accordingly.

Acknowledged.

The MESPA is revised. See Section C3.2.3.

Noted.

The trigger for the construction of the new
crossing at Whites Road would occur after 1/3 of
Seaton is built (estimated 2017-2018). The EA
will be significantly outdated by that time and
therefore TRCA will likely ask for a sunset clause
to be applied to the EA and the EA would need to
be re-evaluated after 10 years.
Road crossings of NHS will have rural crosssections. Is this the entire road or just the portion
in the NHS? How is SWM being handled?

For information only. No action required.

Acknowledged.

None required.

No response required.

Provide additional information to ensure TRCA
SWM criteria are achieved for these areas.

Portions within the NHS where appropriate will
be rural cross sections. SWM for road runoff
through the NHS will be addressed.

Noted.

This section states that “at the time of final design,
the locations of all alignments will be investigated
to confirm
that no SAR (species at risk) species are present”.
However, some of this information is known
already. If this is not assessed now, then it limits
the ability to realign and avoid during permitting
stage. How will the Province deal with butternut,
redside dace, bobolink and many other SAR
identified in the Seaton Study Area?
Road I is depicted as running parallel to the NHS
and encroaches on the NHS. This road needs to

The SAR need to be assessed and discussions
with MNR need to occur as soon as possible.

All NHS crossings have been screened for
Butternuts and road alignments modified where
appropriate. Red side dace will be addressed
through the MESPA. All road alignments within
development limits will be screened for all
current SAR through the NFSSRs.

As determined through discussions with the
agencies, the MESPA is revised to indicate that the
locations of rural cross-sections will be determined
at the NFSSR stage.
It was discussed at the meeting with MNR March
16th that screening has occurred. The MESPA
notes in this Chapter and in Chapter E that further
screening and inventory will be required as
development plans proceed.

Revise road location accordingly.

Actions being investigated as per meeting held
April 15, 2011

The road locations are revised as per meetings with
MNR, TRCA and the City.

Noted.

PAGE 31

Noted.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
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Section #
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TRCA Comment
be shifted so that it is outside the NHS buffer.
TRCA will need to view all new crossing locations
in the field prior to finalizing the alignments.

128.

7.1

1123

129.

7.1

1123

130.

7.1

1123

131.

7.1.1

1123

132.

7.1.1

1124

133.

7.1.1

1124

The minimum structural requirement from a fluvial
perspective is to ensure the abutments of any
watercourse crossing are located outside the 100
year erosion limit.

134.

7.1.1

1124

135.

Table C7.1

1125

136.

7.1.2

1127

137.

7.1.2

1127

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Action Required

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Site walks will be coordinated with TRCA through
the NFSSRs.

Noted.

As shown in the Neighbourhood Plan, the parcel
will be accessed by a local road from the east,
connecting to Old Brock Road.

No action required.

The Province as the owner of the NHS needs to be
involved in this discussion. Prepare a restoration
plan. Refine the plan at the NFSSR stage.

A comprehensive restoration plan will not be
prepared. No compensation is proposed for
non-Regional roads through the NHS that were
in the CPDP.

The
Roads
Checklist
indicates
where
compensation will be required for non-Regional
roads.

An access is now shown in the land use layer on
the pmf. Details for this crossing, as with the
other crossings, will be required at the NFSSR
stage.
We need to meet with MNR to discuss
comprehensive restoration plan.

Add a recommendation that open bottom culverts
should be used for all crossings.

The requirement for open bottom crossings is
currently noted is Sections C7.1.1 and C7.1.2.

This requirement is provided in the Road Checklist
table, detailed in Chapter C, and will be completed
at the NFSSR stage.

Noted.

Test the 5 times bank full generalization on a
sensitive reach within Seaton to determine if it is
appropriate to use everywhere. Perhaps it may be
worthwhile to remove the 5 times bankfill criteria
and focus on ensuring the appropriate criterion is in
place for the NFSSRs.
Detailed fluvial
assessments will be required for all crossings at the
NFSSR stage.
Please ensure the minimum structural requirements
are included in the criteria.

The 5 times bankfull criteria will be removed and
the focus will be on ensuring the appropriate
criterion is in place for the NFSSR.

The requirement to determine this is detailed in the
Roads Checklist (see Section C6.4.2 and Table
C6.13).

Addressed.

The minimum structural requirements were
mentioned in the text but not explicitly as criteria.
This will be added to the criteria.

The MESPA is revised to include the Roads
Checklist (see Section C6.4.2 and Table C6.13).

Addressed.

A crossing criteria needs to be developed for
intermittent channels/swales where the flow
regime may change under post development
conditions. For example, it is likely that existing
intermittent watercourses may flow permanently
under post development conditions due to
extended inputs from SWMFs.
Figure C3.1 refers to 37 crossings, yet Table C7.1
refers to only 31.
Ecopassages are required for all NHS crossings,
not only at the locations where a watercourse
exists. No information has been provided for the
location and number of ecopassages. Evaluation
is required as part of the Terms of Reference.

Please develop crossing criteria for such cases.

The required criteria will be indicated in the
Roads Checklist, Chapter C.

The MESPA is revised to include the Roads
Checklist (see Section C6.4.2 and Table C6.13).

We could not locate the text in this section that
speaks to addressing this issue. Please provide
additional detail, and clarify what is meant by
“formalizing the channel” in regards to channels
where is it not possible to avoid fine sediment
banks and vegetation control (under Fluvial
Geomorphology criteria in Table C6.13).
Noted.

The crossing criteria for roads need to be outlined
at the MESP stage. The design parameters for
each structure should be laid out, i.e. what are the
factors driving the sizes of the structures? This
includes ecopassages where no watercourse
exists. Criteria that would apply in the fullness of
time as the NHS renaturalizes need to be

One parcel along the 407 employment lands
located west of Brock Road immediately south of
the 407 has no road and appears to be
landlocked.
A comprehensive restoration plan should be
developed for Seaton to address the impacts due
to local road (and infrastructure) crossings. The
impacts should be estimated at the MESP stage
and clarified in detail at the NFSSR stage. The
general location and area of restoration within the
Seaton NHS should be identified. In some cases,
restoration can take place on site. In others, this
may not be possible and a restoration bank
should be developed.
Open bottom crossings should be provided for all
crossings. If open bottom crossings are not
appropriate for certain locations, then perhaps
alternative locations should be evaluated.
Please note that the 5 times bank full width
approach to sizing water crossings is a planning
tool only and only applies to a stable system. The
5 times bank full may not be applicable for the
sensitive reaches in Seaton.

For information only. To be addressed at NFSSR
stage. Site visit days should be set up well in
advance.
Provide information on how this parcel will be
accessed.

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
-requires further discussion
Acknowledged.

Further, it is clarified that any channel that has
been identified, regardless of its flow regime, will be
addressed.
Please document crossings 16-21.

Table C7.1 was removed as suggested.

The Table is removed from MESPA.

Identify generally where and how many
ecopassages are needed, and a framework for how
large they should be. Provide this information on a
map. Details of the ecopassages can be provided
at the NFSSR stage.

Acknowledged.

Provide the criteria that need to be considered for
each crossing, including wildlife passage,
vegetation communities, aquatic, geomorphic,
hydraulics, trails, etc. Details of the crossing
design can be provided at the NFSSR stage.

Acknowledged.

A new figure, Figure C6.2, is provided showing all
NHS crossings.
Direction for design of all
crossings with regard to wildlife passage is
provided in the Road Checklist. See Section
C6.4.2, Table C6.13. Details of crossing designs
including wildlife passage will be provided in the
NFSSRs.
There is a Road Checklist for each non-Regional
Road NHS crossing which identifies criteria and
assessment requirements for design in the
NFSSRs.

PAGE 32

Team Response
February 2013

Comments acknowledged. To
be
addressed in NFSSR for Neighbourhood
20.
Comment acknowledged.

Table C6.13 has been edited to include:
references to intermittent channels swales;
and, clarification with regard to ‘formalizing
the channel’.

Noted.

Noted, however see response to Comment
#134.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

TRCA Comment
considered. For example, geomorphic criteria
have not been provided for swales because there
are no existing erosion issues. However this may
change when SWMFs outlet and flows become
permanent. Similarly, the wildlife passage criteria
need to consider that the valleys and corridors will
be the only permeable locations within the
landscape matrix. A conservative approach
should be taken.
The criteria identified for terrestrial passage only
consider small mammals and herptiles. Some
crossings may need to accommodate larger
animals. This needs to be laid out in the crossing
criteria framework.
A 0.4 m minimum width for dry passage is too
small and will be affected by the length of the
culvert, and the need for human passage (i.e.
trails).

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

Provide additional criteria for larger animals in the
crossing criteria framework.

The criteria for various categories of wildlife will
be explained in more detail in the Roads
Checklist.

The MESPA is revised to include the Road
Checklist (see Section C6.4.2 and Table C6.13).

Noted.

Provide a larger minimum and discussion of the
impact on structure sizing as a result of trail
crossings.

The 0.4m width is the minimum for locations
where only herptiles are present.

MESPA text is revised to provide explicit direction
for other suites of animals (see Section C6.4.2 and
Table C6.13).

Noted. This reference has been removed.

Action Required

TRCA Comment on MESPA

138.

7.1.2

1127

139.

7.1.2

1127

140.

7.1.2

1127

Why are steep slopes adjacent to the right-of- way
not recommended? Would this not encourage
wildlife to funnel through the culvert?

Clarify.

Acknowledged.

MESPA text is clarified (see Roads Checklist,
Section C6.4.2 and Table C6.13).

We found no reference to slope embankment
design in the criteria.

141.

7.1.3

1128

Include a commitment to further study the road
profiles at the NFSSR stage.

Acknowledged.

The Hydraulic Assessment is to be completed at
NFSSR stage, as indicated in the MESPA text and
the Roads Checklist (see Section C6.4.2 and
Table C6.13).

Noted.

142.

7.1.3

1128

We do not agree with the assumption that a
hydraulic assessment could not be completed
based on unavailable road profile data. Some
very general assumptions could be made for the
road profiles and, in fact, the structure size
requirements may dictate the road profile at
crossings. Where existing roads are to be
upgraded to support future development, the
assessment can use the existing profiles as a
base in the hydraulic model.
From a public safety planning perspective each of
the proposed crossings should be assessed to
ensure MNR requirements for safe egress is
achieved (i.e. ensure road profiles are such that if
a structure is overtopped during a Regional event,
then the depth of flooding will not impede
emergency vehicles). The sizing requirements for
watercourse crossings must ensure negligible
impacts to adjacent flood levels, regardless of
land use.
The MESP states the requirements for crossings,
in a general sense, which is appropriate for the
MESP level of planning. However the MESP
should discuss and provide a commitment to the
detailed assessments (i.e. Fluvial G., Hydraulic,
Terrestrial, etc.) required at the NFSSR stage.
The MESP should include development of a
decision matrix to be used at the FSSR stage to
demonstrate how structure size meets each
criterion.
The southern-most crossing of West Duffins
Creek, which runs parallel with and connects to
Rossland Road, is not discussed. Will this road

Ensure MNR requirements are captured in the
criteria listed in the MESP, and confirm the size of
watercourse crossing through detailed hydraulic
assessment at the NFSSR stage.

Noted. Chapter J, Section 2.4 provides an
overview of the future study requirements. This
includes the requirement for preliminary
hydraulic assessments prior to draft plan
approval.

MESPA text is revised to include MNR
requirements for safe egress (Roads Checklist,
Section C6.4.2).

Noted – The City of Pickering should comment
on requirements for passage of emergency
vehicles.

Include a detailed description and commitments to
further study at NFSSR stage and develop a
decision matrix for the crossings.

Refer to Chapter J, Section 2.4.

A Road Design Checklist (see Section C6.4.2 and
Table C6.13) is provided to demonstrate at the
NFSSR stage that structure sizing meets design
criteria.

Addressed.

Clarify the correct process for this road or provide
discussion around the need/feasibility.

Under review.

This is a Regional Road that is shown in the CPDP.
It is not part of the Region’s Class EA study
because it is not proposed to be built.

Noted.

143.

7.1.3

1128

144.

Figure C1.1

1132
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Team Response
February 2013

The text in Table C6.13 (Wildlife Passage)
regarding not having steep grades has
been modified. The steepness of the slope
in the vicinity of an opening has to balance
the need to encourage funneling while not
discouraging wildlife to descend from level
areas to the crossing location.

Text in Chapter C for hydraulic analysis is revised
to reference Section J2.0, which is revised to
include requirements for the NFSSRs.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

145.

Page # in
PDF

1138

146.

Figure C3.1

1141

147.

Table 1

1177

TRCA Comment
be part of the MESP or the EA? TRCA supports
the removal of this road from the road network as
it will, cumulatively, increase the impacts to West
Duffins creek in association with the other two
proposed crossings.
Figure C1.7 will need to be revised given the
Huron-Wendat village location.
There are two missing watercourse crossings.
These are on the Whitevale bypass on small
headwater drainage features, one each west of
crossings G and I.
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Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Revise figure as suggested.

New Brock Road interchange now finalized.

No action required in the MESP, but the EA will
need to include these crossings.

Acknowledged.

For information. We will ensure that these
crossings are addressed through the EA. No
response required.

The location of seeps observed in field should be
mapped. Shift alignment to the north to avoid
swales and trees and to cross at a narrower
location.

Revise accordingly.

We note that none of the West Duffins crossings
are identified in Table 1 or on associated maps.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

The Figure is revised to show the new Brock road
interchange.
No action required as this is part of the Regional
EA work.

Noted.

Acknowledged.

No action required as this is part of the Regional
EA work.

Noted.

No specific seeps were identified during either
the geomorphological site walks or the crossing
investigations. The area where watercress was
noted is indicated by the ground photo arrow on
the Crossing figure in the Phase 1 Background
report.

No action required.

The roads checklist shows the road crossing a
fairly wide part of the NHS in the wetland. Our
comment to try and move it northward to a
narrower spot still seems relevant. We expect
that the placement of the road bed within the
wetland area could be detrimental yet this is not
discussed in the checklist.
There appears to have been a slight skew of this
road on the pmf, however nothing has been
revised in the table indicated with regard to
Crossing #4.

Team Response
February 2013

Noted.

Appendix C3-B - Crossing Constraints NOTE: THIS IS APPENDIX C6-A
148.

Crossing #3

1181

The location of the road is based on detailed work
related to the Neighbourhood Plans. Final design
will be done at the NFSSR stage.

149.

Crossing #4

1181

Cross further to the north to avoid the diagonal as
suggested.

Revise accordingly.

The crossing was diagonal but was realigned as
per recommendations prior to MESP issuance.

Table 1 in Appendix C6-A is revised.

150.

Crossing #7

1181

Barrier should be removed as part of road
improvements. Butternut identified to south.

Revise accordingly.

In Table 1, Appendix C3-B, it is noted that the
culvert is a barrier to fish movement. An explicit
comment can be added in the ‘Implications’
column stating that whenever the road is
upgraded, that the barrier should be removed.

Table 1 in Appendix C6-A is revised.

This crossing location should be removed as
there is nothing proposed here.

The Figure for Crossing #8 is revised.

This crossing location should be removed as
there is nothing proposed here.

The Roads Checklist (see Section C6.4.2 and
Table C6.13) details edge management
requirements.
The MESPA text is clarified.

Noted.

The Roads Checklist is included in the MESPA
(see Section C6.4.2 and Table C6.13) and the
details will be provided in the NFSSRs (see
Appendix C6-C).

The road checklist speaks to the removal of a
dam and existing farm crossing upstream but
only speaks to restoration for the crossing itself.
Restoration will be needed in the removal areas
too. To be implemented at NFSSR stage.

151.

Crossing #8

1182

There is no ELC for north side.

Clarify data gap.

A comment re the presence of a butternut, ~6070m south of the road, will be added to the table.
Figure will be revised.

152.

Crossing #9

1182

Bobolinks noted at this location. What is “edge
preparation”?

Clarify.

Edge preparation will be clarified.

153.

Crossing
#10

1182

Widen to west to avoid marsh. What is the eastwest road that is being referenced here?

Revise and clarify accordingly.

154.

Crossing
#11

1182

How will road drainage be treated next to the
wetland?

Clarify.

Table 1 of Appendix C3-B identifies that
Crossing 10 is at North Road, (an existing road).
The reference to an east-west road is to an
additional local road that may be required and
will be investigated at the NFSSR stage.
The requirement to address road drainage will
be included in the Roads Checklist.

PAGE 34

No mention of avoiding marsh.

A reference to this wetland and the issues
it may present now is included in the
Checklist.

The final crossing will be determined
through the NFSSR, and any ‘skew’ that
may show in the pmf is conceptual, and as
such no reference should or is made in the
table.
There is an existing crossing in this
location that was required to be examined.
Although nothing is proposed at this time,
the information in the MESPA remains
valid if road improvements are proposed in
the future.

There is an existing crossing in this
location that was required to be examined.
Although nothing is proposed at this time,
the information in the MESPA remains
valid if road improvements are proposed in
the future.

The east-west road is discussed as
Crossing #25.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#
155.

Section #
Crossing
#13

156.

Crossing
#14

Page # in
PDF
1183

1183

157.

Crossings
#16-18

1186

158.

Crossings
#19-20

1188

159.

Crossing
#20

1189

160.

Crossing
#22

1192
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Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
The marsh community exists along the entire
length of the channel where the NHS is narrow
and it is not possible to avoid this reed canary
grass meadow marsh by moving the road.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
No action required.

A reference to a culvert crossing will be made in
the table. The location is between the wider
NHS blocks and its alignment will be finalized in
the NFSSRs.

The crossing-specific Roads Checklist form
(Appendix C6-C) provides direction for this
crossing.

TRCA Comment
Move road to north to avoid marsh community.

Action Required
Revise accordingly.

TRCA Comment on MESPA
Not addressed.

Shift alignment to cross at the north to avoid wider
part of NHS. There is no watercourse at this
location. Will there be a crossing structure here or
not? States “road will disrupt wildlife movement”,
which should be partially mitigated by a culvert. A
structure is required.

Revise accordingly.

The road unnecessarily impacts NHS natural
features. The notes state that the “location is
acceptable as long as it is north of NHS.”
However, this road cuts into forests and other
features and is not acceptable.
Can road align at a tighter angle from northwest to
southeast to avoid more of the wetland catchment
west of the road, and avoid the wetland on the
east side?

Shift the road such that it is outside the NHS.

Discussions with the agencies have occurred
and further assessment is under review.

The location of this road reflects the discussions
with MNR, TRCA and the City.

Clarify and revise as necessary.

The location of this road reflects the discussions
with MNR, TRCA and the City.

There will be a large amount of impact associated
with this crossing and stretch of road through the
NHS. We will need to “thread the needle” to
minimize impact as further detail becomes
available, but the alignment looks like it is close to
the least disruptive route at this time.
Clarify the rationale for not utilizing the existing
Mulberry Lane at this location. Mulberry Lane
constitutes an existing road and gap within the
NHS. A new road will constitute an unnecessary
intrusion into the NHS.
Remove crossing locations 5-8 as there are no
road improvements proposed along Whitevale
road through the hamlet west of the bypass.

No action required.

Wetland does not exist where the proposed road
crossing is located as the wetland was
eliminated in this location with the construction of
Sideline 24. The final alignment will be
confirmed to ensure that the remaining wetland
on the east side of Sideline 24 is not further
impacted.
Acknowledged. The crossing was reviewed in
the field with the agencies.

The location of this road reflects the discussions
with MNR, TRCA and the City. The alignment will
be finalized through the NFSSR.

Noted.

The new road is necessary and the rationale will
be provided.

Crossing #22 is eliminated and the MESPA is
revised accordingly.

Noted.

What are the implications for the Proposed Hydro
Primary Feeder Distribution on the adjacent
vegetation communities? Will it necessitate the
removal of trees? This will be assessed by TRCA
during the EA.

This is for information purposes only.
review at the EA stage.

There is no CUH community at this location
despite the text of the table, only FOD and SWT
according to ELC data. No mention of these.
Update MESPA.

Team Response
February 2013
As stated previously, the marsh community
exists along the entire length of the
channel where the NHS is narrow and it is
not possible to avoid this reed canary grass
meadow marsh.
CUH was used to indicate a fenceline of
trees; the table has been revised to use
those words. Additional direction provided
in the checklist.

The road checklist recommends a crossing
structure for wildlife; however, will this
concentrate flows so that the crossing isn’t
passable for wildlife? Will concentrated flows
carve a channel in the wetland? To be
addressed at NFSSR stage.

Clarify and revise as necessary.

Noted. The road checklist appears to be
recommending compensation plantings within
the existing NHS for the losses that will be
incurred. But we thought we were looking at
adding some lands to the NHS as well.
Noted. We thought there were discussions of
swapping lands for inclusion in the NHS but this
is not mentioned in the crossing checklist nor is
the fact that compensation should be required.

Revise as necessary.

The MESPA team has identified this as an
issue between the province (IO, MNR,
MMAH) and TRCA.
The MESPA team has identified this as an
issue between the province (IO, MNR,
MMAH) and TRCA.

These crossings were required to be
examined as part of the TOR. Further,
although nothing is proposed at this time,
the information in the MESPA remains
valid if road improvements are proposed in
the future.

Chapter D –Servicing
161.

4.2

1220

We will

Acknowledged. For the most part, the Hydro
Feeders will be located in the roadway
allowance (boulevards). If trees are located
inside the boulevard or overhanging over the
ROW property line, then these trees will need to
be removed or trimmed back. A 3.0m diameter
clearance is required from the primary conductor
to any structure (building, tree, etc.). When the
feeds are coming out of the proposed
transformer stations; they will most likely be
installed via an overhead system. A Hydro
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No action required.

Noted.
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Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
#

Section #

Page # in
PDF

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

TRCA Comment

Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011
easement will be required and the existing trees
will need to be removed in this easement area
for vehicle access, maintenance and clearance
from conductor.
Under review.

162.

3.0

1203

With the preliminary analysis done to date, will
any of the servicing intercept any aquifers? If so,
this should be accounted for in the analysis of
preferred routing. Shifting the alignments will be
more difficult at later stages.

Provide additional analysis and discussion as
necessary.

163.

3.5

1219

Confirm with MoE. Conduct an EA for SWM and
evaluate all of the alternatives.

A SWM/LID strategy/analysis is being prepared
which includes an evaluation of alternatives.

164.

4.2

1220

For information purposes only. We will review at
the EA stage.

165.

Figure D3.1

1228

166.

Figure D3.1

1228

The EA Master Plan process for local
infrastructure was not applied to stormwater as
required in the Terms of Reference.
An
evaluation of the alternatives available to treat
stormwater for the development blocks and local
roads (coordinated with regional roads) should be
completed. For example, many ponds are
proposed in areas of high ground water, require
extensive grading/berming, or potentially conflict
with regional road alignments, which may not be
acceptable for risk, liability or maintenance
reasons. Also, as quantity control is not required
in certain sub-watersheds, an evaluation of the
alternatives available for flood control and water
quality treatment should be completed.
Alternatives to the type and location of SWM
facilities should be evaluated first, rather than
assuming that lined ponds are the only alternative.
We suggest that an opinion from the MoE be
obtained to clarify whether SWM is required to be
included in the EA Master Plan process for local
infrastructure within a development of this size.
All of the proposed transformer stations have
implications on important habitats of the NHS.
TRCA will provide further comment through
Veridian’s EA process. However none of the
sites, as identified, are deemed appropriate given
the potential impacts of this station on ecological
functions. In addition, while Site #4 is shown in
the GIS database, none of the other relevant data
layers are viewable because the site is located
outside the Seaton boundaries. Site #2 is located
in the same vicinity as the Region’s water
reservoir. This is already a highly constrained
site, and it is unlikely that this site is viable.
The proposed sanitary pumping station is located
within the NHS in forest habitats.
The road and the sewer north of crossing “L
“should be shifted to the east of the cultural
hedgerow to avoid bisecting core habitats.

Relocate pumping station to a more appropriate
location.
Realign road as suggested.

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

TRCA Comment on MESPA

The MESPA is updated as appropriate (Section
D3.2). The main aquifer in the study area is the
TAC, which occurs at depth throughout most of the
study area. Servicing is generally constructed at
shallow depths and will predominantly be built in
the surficial sediments and the Halton till. Although
services may intercept shallow groundwater in the
coarser grained deposits along the Iroquois Beach,
construction of services in these soils are not
expected to change groundwater flow patterns.
Some temporary localized construction dewatering
may be needed.
A discussion of SWM Class EA requirements has
been added to the MESPA. SWM alternatives
have been modelled and evaluated to arrive at
MESPA recommendations. See Chapter A and
Chapter B. The recommended SWM/LID strategy
is provided in Sections B5.0 and B11.0. Section
D3.4 summaries the storm drainage system.

Comment addressed.

Acknowledged.

No action required.

Noted.

The Regional EA will determine the preferred
location.
The Regional EA will determine the preferred
alignment.

No action required.

This is a regional pumping station. To be
reviewed through the EA process.
This is a regional road. To be reviewed through
EA process. However, the sewer alignment and
the road alignment are not shown as being colocated, necessitating a second crossing of the
watercourse at this location. Consider diverging
the road and sewer north of the crossing
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No action required.

Noted. To be reviewed in more detail when
hydrological assessment is completed.

Team Response
February 2013

No response required.
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Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
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TRCA Comment

Action Required

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

The sewerage in the Mulberry Lane area needs to
be resolved with the issues around the utilization
of Mulberry Lane for road access. The sewers
should be co-located if Mulberry Lane is used.
Where sewers are not co-located with roads, they
should be co-located with trails, e.g. Crossing 1, 3
and 6.

Resolve usage of Mulberry Lane and co-locate
sewerage as necessary.

Sewerage has since been revised and no longer
traverses through Mulberry Lane.

The revised alignment is provided in the MESPA.

Reconsider sewer alignments as necessary.

The Regional EA will determine the preferred
location.

No action required.

1618

The text states that ongoing monitoring of
bobolink recovery areas could be monitored by
the Province or TRCA. Please note that in the
event that TRCA would be willing to undertake
ongoing monitoring on behalf of the developers or
the Province, TRCA would need to enter into an
agreement whereby financial resources were
provided to complete these works.

For information purposes only.

#

Section #

167.

Figure D3.1

1228

168.

Figure D3.1

1228

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011

Team Response
February 2013

TRCA Comment on MESPA

location.
The road and sewer are co-located and cross
through the existing gap in the NHS. Comment
addressed.
To be assessed through the EA and later
planning stages.

Chapter E – Endangered Species Act
NEW

4.1

Noted.

Chapter F – Fisheries
169.

1.0

1238

There is no discussion of changes in hydrology as
a result of urban run-off. This will have significant
impacts on aquatic systems and should be
addressed.

Provide discussion accordingly.

170.

1.0

1238

Thermal impacts are identified as an impact to
fisheries from stormwater management.
A
number of mitigation measures are identified in
Section B6.4 (p. B-91). The fisheries section
should outline which of these measures will be
applied universally (e.g. bottom-draw, planting
strategy, etc.), and where additional measures
may be necessary to mitigate impacts to sensitive
streams (i.e. redside dace streams).
Is a layer that shows all of the barriers in the GIS
database available? The barriers identified in the
Existing Conditions report need to be crossreferenced back to each crossing.
Will
opportunities to remove barriers be explored
through the road network, e.g. Crossings 7 and 8?

Provide additional analysis and discussion.

171.

172.

2.2

2.2

1240

1240

As stated, it is likely that the development of
Seaton will have residual impacts on the aquatic
system due to increased runoff volumes,
decreased baseflow, thermal instability, and
erosion, which are in reality unlikely to be fully
mitigated through various standard and innovative
measures. Through the Duffin Heights ESP, the
developers proposed a compensation fund to
achieve a “net gain” for the aquatic system and

The potential impacts of urbanization can be
summarized in the text. However, it must be
recognized that in the preparation of the SWMF
matrices, the implications these changes were
considered (through an iterative process) with
the aim to minimizing impacts. Note was made
where sensitive reaches would receive
discharge. The details of the method of
discharge will be addressed in the NFSSR.
The MESPA text in Chapter B will be expanded
to include a wider variety of thermal mitigation
measures, and to identify those that generally
would be applied universally.
An overall benefit plan for redside dace is being
prepared which will detail any additional
mitigation measures that would be required.

Provide the barrier information for the crossing
matrices and a discussion of whether existing
barriers will be mitigated through the road work.

A figure is being prepared, showing the location
and type of each barrier, which will provide the
necessary cross-referencing.
The overall benefit plan for redside dace will
indicate which barriers should be removed as
part of the plan.

The Province as the owner of the NHS needs to be
involved in this discussion. Prepare a restoration
plan. Refine the plan at the NFSSR stage.

The barriers should be removed in accordance
with the overall benefit plan and will be
addressed in more detail at the NFSSR stage.
There will be an overall benefit plan for redside
dace and a fisheries compensation plan related
to DFO HADD requirements.
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The modelling in Chapter B of the MESPA,
including that related to wetlands and headwaters
(Sections B4 and B8) and the discussions therein
are presented to show that implications to the
aquatic systems will be minimized. Moreover, the
SWMF matrices address sensitive reaches.

Noted, there will likely also be volumetric flow
changes in streams (flashier) as a result of
development and increased runoff. We want the
MESPA to recognize these impacts and to
further explore the need for LID measures to
mitigate these effects on the fisheries resources
of the study area.

The MESPA is revised (Section B6.4) to provide
more direction with respect to thermal mitigation
measures.

Comment addressed.

Chapter F1 explains that mitigation of
potential
negative
implications
of
stormwater management to fisheries is
addressed through the analysis in Chapter
B, and specifically Section 5 related to
runoff volumes, impacts and LID
measures. In addition, the NFSSRs are
required to further evaluate the implications
of discharge to streams.

In the overall benefit plan for redside dace, which is
included in the MESPA (Section E3.6), additional
mitigation measures are outlined.
The MESPA is revised to provide a barriers figure
in Chapter E, Endangered Species, (Figure E3.2)
and there is text with regard to removal, (Section
F2.2, Section E3.6.2 and Table E3.1). This is
addressed in both Chapters E and F.

Noted.

The barriers, classified according to type, are
added to the GIS (Endangered Species.
Opportunities for Compensation).
The City, TRCA and MNR have been involved in
discussions regarding the redside dace benefit plan
and fisheries compensation. The MESPA includes
the basis for an overall benefit plan and/or
mitigation plan for redside dace (Section E3.6) and
the fisheries compensation plan (Section F2).
These recommendations will be refined and
finalized through additional discussions with the
agencies in subsequent later development stages

Noted, however, the compensation plan will only
be implemented if a HADD (direct footprint) is
identified. What about applying this as an
enhancement plan? The RSD plan will only
apply to Ganetsekiagon and Urfe, what about
the other streams?

The RSD plan only applies to
Ganetsekiagon and Urfe as they are the
only watercourses with RSD. The other
streams will receive compensation for
HADDs as necessary. The HADD
requirements will be addressed at detailed
design.

February 2013

Comments in white are satisfied.
Comments in orange background are not satisfied or are new comments.
Comments in blue background can be addressed at the NFSSR stage.
Comments in yellow are deferred due to need for hydrology model.
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TRCA Comment
included a funding structure. We would like to see
something similar here.

APPENDIX A. TRCA COMMENTS ON SEATON MESPA DECEMBER 2011; MESPA TEAM RESPONSE FEBRUARY 2013

Consulting Team’s Response
April 27, 2011

Action Required

Action Taken
MESPA December 2011
of the development process.

TRCA Comment on MESPA

Team Response
February 2013

Chapter G – Monitoring
173.

2.0

1265

We are working to develop the scope of the
monitoring programs in conjunction with the City
of Pickering prior to the finalization of the MESP.
As such, it may be premature to assign the
proposed $250,000 towards the monitoring
program at this time.

TRCA and City to complete.
landowners required.

Meeting with

Update from agencies required.

As outlined in Section K2.0 (Proposed Monitoring
Program), the MESPA is updated to reflect the
outcome of a meeting with all agencies (January 5,
2011) at which time it was established that further
discussion around the monitoring program is
required and that discussion could take place after
submission of the MESPA.
After discussions with agencies, additional
locations for monitoring were established in spring
of 2011 and monitoring continued through the
remainder of the year.
Future monitoring
requirements, where needed, will be determined
through the preparation of the NFSSRs.

Noted. Please eliminate any reference to dollar
value contribution to the monitoring. TRCA
monitoring staff, the City of Pickering, the Region
of Durham and MNR will need to work together
with the landowner’s group on a detailed funding
formula.

174.

2.1

1266

Monitoring for wetlands, watercourses and
woodlands where development is occurring within
the catchment (e.g. Category “D” wetlands) must
continue. Monitoring data already exists for some
features; however, monitoring for those features
with no existing data will need to begin as soon as
possible (e.g. for wetlands: WD9, WD13, WA9,
W7-3, WV2, WV3, G4b, G4c, G8, GB1-2, G9,
G12, G13, U2, U3, U4, U6, U8, U9, UA2).

Provide confirmation that these features will
continue to be monitored for a minimum of three
years pre-development, where possible.

The wetland monitoring program was
established in consultation with the TRCA and it
was acknowledged that not all wetlands would
be monitored. The rationale for selection of the
wetlands to be monitored in the south and
western parts of Seaton (the original Phase 1
assessment area) was agreed to with the TRCA.
The listed wetlands have been evaluated and
some additional monitoring locations will be
added (see attached table). The 2011 program
has been initiated.

1411

TRCA requests that a digital layer of the phasing
plan be provided.

Provide a shapefile.

Acknowledged.

Shapefile will be provided.

We understand a revised SSIS is coming soon.

The MESP study area is very large and cannot be
analyzed in enough detail to go directly to detailed
design at the Draft Plan of Subdivision stage.
Terms of Reference for the Neighbourhood
Servicing
and
Stormwater
Functional
Management Reports consistent with the City’s
Conformity Amendment should be established as
part of the MESP.

Revise. Begin the development of the Terms of
Reference for the NFSSRs.

Given the time constraints, an annotated Table
of Contents for the NFSSRs has been prepared
and will be finalized based on agency
comments.

The Table of Contents for the NFSSRs is included
in the MESPA (Appendix J2).

Noted.

Chapter K has been revised accordingly.

Noted.

Chapter I – Phasing
175.

Figure 1.2

Chapter J – Future Study Requirements
176.

2.2

1414
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TABLE 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR ALL REVIEW AGENCIES - 2013
REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

COMMENT

RESPONSE

TRCA staff objects to the lack of a 2 – 100 year quantity control target for the Whitevale Creek
subwatershed, as required by the Terms of Reference for the MESP, 2007 and the Duffins
Creek Hydrology Update, 2012. This matter was addressed in detail in our letter of February 7,
2013. TRCA staff has reviewed Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.5.1.2 and Appendix B5-E of the MESPA
submission and we recently walked the sections of Whitevale Creek in question; we continue to
disagree with both the methodology and results of the assessment. TRCA is concerned that the
lack of controls on Whitevale Creek would lead to increases in erosion, flooding and would
ultimately result in loss of land and un-mitigable ecological impacts, particularly on the
properties owned by TRCA and the Whitevale Golf Club.

The MESPA has been revised to include quantity control targets for Whitevale Creek as per the 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology
Update.

Chapter B Section 5.1

Direction regarding water management targets for water balance and erosion control has been provided in the MESPA as per the
MESPA discussions of June 4, 2013 (Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013). Preliminary design of LID measures will be
provided at the NFSSR / Draft Plan of subdivision stage as per the revised NFSSR Table of Contents. Further modelling is not
required; however, each NFSSR must demonstrate how the proposed LID measures achieve the targets. Applicable information has
been added to the MESPA in sections B2.3, B5.4 and B11.3, as well as to the Table of Contents for the NFSSs presented in Chapter
J.

Chapter B Section B2.3,
B5.4 and B11.3

The text has been removed from Section B6.2 and J2.0 in accordance with the Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013.

Chapter B Section B6.2

TRCA – MARCH 28, 2013

As noted in the February 7, 2013 letter, TRCA would accept in the MESPA, at a minimum, that
the 2 – 100 year quantity control target as per the 2012 Hydrology Update be applied to the
Whitevale Creek. If this edit can be made to the MESPA, then we can remove this issue from
consideration at the hearing. This may result in revisions to some of the submitted NFSSRs
and, we understand, the layout of some of the Draft Plans of Subdivision in Neighbourhood 18.
TRCA staff has noted that the water balance modeling of the MESPA is incomplete. Page B- 218
of the MESPA states “The need to implement additional LID measures to achieve a target of 5mm
retention of runoff volume from impervious areas across the entire Seaton area will be reviewed
based on results of the additional ongoing modeling”. It is imperative that the ongoing modeling be
submitted to TRCA for review. This matter was addressed in detail in our letter of February 7,
2013. The additional ongoing modeling was to be delivered to TRCA on January 15, 2013, but it
has not arrived to date.

Chapter J Section J2.0,
and Appendix J2

The MESPA should recognize TRCA’s minimum water balance and erosion criteria and clearly
state that “the minimum on-site water balance target for Seaton is the retaining of the first 5 mm
of every rainfall event through the implementation of LID. The 5 mm target represents a
minimum requirement and increases in the required LID volumes beyond the minimum 5 mm
target will be based on the results of ongoing modeling”. If this edit can be made to the MESPA,
then we can remove this issue from consideration at the hearing. It should also be noted that
preliminary design of LID, and further modeling demonstrating that this target can be achieved,
should be provided at the NFSSR / Draft Plan of Subdivision stage.
We are concerned with the addition of the following text in Section B6.2 of the MESPA2:

Chapter J Section J2.0

With the exception of the wetland buffer, the level of study undertaken by the MESPA
determined that the buffers listed above are those that should be applied to establishing the
locations of SWMFs. With respect to wetlands, the MESPA determined that additional sitespecific examination of a wetland is required at the NFSSR stage before finalizing the location
of a SWMF in the vicinity of a wetland if the 30m buffer is not provided. As such, for the
MESPA matrix, a conservative buffer of 30m to a wetland was applied, with the
understanding that more detailed investigations through an NFSSR may determine that the
features and functions of the wetland are not adversely impacted by the application of a
narrower buffer. Therefore, at the NFSSR stage, when SWMF block locations, sizes and
grading are determined, site specific refinements may be acceptable to refine wetland
buffers based on environmental evaluation of pond location and adjacent NHS wetland
features/functions. In all cases, these detailed site specific investigations must take into
consideration the policies of the OPA 22.
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning
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TABLE 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR ALL REVIEW AGENCIES - 2013

COMMENT
Similarly, we are concerned with the addition of the following text in Section J2.0:

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION
Chapter B Section 10.0

RESPONSE

Also, at the NFSSR stage, when SWMF block locations, sizes and grading are determined,
site specific refinements may be acceptable to refine wetland buffers based on environmental
evaluation of pond location and adjacent NHS wetland features and functions. In all
cases, these detailed site specific investigations must take into consideration the policies
of the OPA 22.
TRCA raised the issue around flexibility provided in the buffers to the natural heritage and natural
hazard features from our first review of the original MESP, and again during the review of the
MESPA. Prior to the first submission of the MESP, there had been numerous discussions with
the consulting team around appropriate setbacks for SW MFs located within the NHS. The
various constraints were suggested and rationalized by the Seaton consulting team and TRCA
accepted them. Through these discussions, it was our understanding that the setbacks would not
be less than these. W e were concerned with the flexibility that was introduced in the first iteration
of the MESP and have continued to raise concerns through these subsequent iterations. OPA 22
defers to the setbacks for wetlands identified in the MESP and there has never been discussion
or rationalization with the MESP consulting team with respect to our concerns as it relates to
setbacks that are less than what has been recommended.
Please remove this text in its entirety from the MESPA so that we can remove this issue from
consideration at the hearing.
We continue to be concerned that the MESPA does not identify clear water management targets
in all cases. TRCA is concerned that the document provides little flexibility should specific
solutions be deemed unfeasible when more information is available. For example, the
subsurface investigations in the NFSSRs are showing that the soil composition in some critical
locations is not the same as assumed in the MESPA. The scheme detailed in the MESPA for
providing overall water balance for much of Seaton relies on large infiltration galleries in an area
of sandy soils near Taunton Road. This may be fine in theory for the purpose of the MESPA;
however, these soils now appear to be till rather than sand. As such, the scheme may not work in
practice. This is problematic as the other neighbourhoods in Seaton are, in part, relying on this
facility to achieve their water balance targets.

Direction regarding water management targets for water balance and erosion control has been provided in the MESPA as per the
Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013. Applicable information has been added to the MESPA in sections B2.3, B5.4 and
B11.3, as well as to the Table of Contents for the NFSSs presented in Chapter J.

Chapter B Section B2.3,
B5.4 and B11.3
Chapter J Section J2.0,
and Appendix J2

Given that the solutions for the water balance are in large part based on the implementation of
specific water management technologies, there is no clear direction on how to replace each
specific technology at the NFSSR level should the technology identified in the MESPA be deemed
unfeasible based on the detailed information available.
Note that the specific technologies proposed as part of the MESPA are only meant to
demonstrate feasibility. Rather, flexibility is required. With respect to the water balance, if the
modelling does not allow for the identification of generic targets for each neighbourhood, then a
logical strategy needs to be identified to re-assess the modelling at the neighbourhood level that
accounts for the phasing that will occur. That is, the last neighbourhood to build out cannot be left
with unachievable targets.
Clear direction on this should be included in Section 4.0 of the MESPA, likely within an
independent sub-section, in order to remove this issue from consideration at the hearing.

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
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COMMENT
We are concerned that the MESPA2 does not fulfill the requirements of the Municipal Engineers
Association Class Environmental Assessment – Master Planning process for some of the nonmajor roads, per Section 4.0 of the Terms of Reference for the MESP, 2007. In particular, there
is little or no evaluation of alternatives or ecological analysis for Crossings 30, 31 and 32. It also
appears that the Mulberry Lane sewer (gravity vs. pumping station) will be dealt with through the
NFSSR process rather than through the Durham Region EA. There is a similar discussion
regarding a pumping station south of the W hitevale Hamlet.
We understood from our settlement discussions regarding the Neighbourhood Plans and your
resulting December 20, 2012 undertakings that the evaluations should be provided in the
MESPA2. The assessed environmental impacts, and the proposed mitigation and compensation
measures as deemed appropriate, should be provided for our review at some stage in the
process. Further dialog with the City of Pickering is required in order to determine if this will
remain an issue at the hearing.

RESPONSE
The Seaton Landowners Group is addressing all City roads in accordance with the requirements of the Municipal Engineers
Association Class Environmental Assessment (Municipal Class EA). There are three road categories addressed in the Municipal
Class EA. These road categories include:
•

Local roads within plans of subdivision - pre-approved in the Municipal Class EA and will be addressed via the Seaton Planning
Act applications.

•

Arterial and collector roads costing less than $2.7 million - listed in Schedule B of the Class EA and only subject to the Class EA
study where they are being carried out by a municipality (private sector developers are exempted by O.R. 345/93) and will be
addressed via the Seaton Planning Act applications.

•

Arterial and collector roads costing more than $2.7 million - listed in Schedule C of the Class EA and requiring Phases 1 through
4 of the Class EA planning process regardless of the proponent and will be addressed via both the Municipal Class EA process
as set out in the Seaton MESPA and via Seaton Planning Act applications.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION
Chapter A Section A9.1
Chapter C Sections C2.0
and C10.0
Chapter D Sections D1.0
and D3.2

The City-jurisdiction "local" roads to be built by the Seaton Landowners Group will be addressed, reviewed and approved via plans of
subdivisions pursuant to the Planning Act.
The City-jurisdiction "arterial and collector roads" listed in the CPDP to be built by the Seaton Landowners Group which are
estimated to cost less than $2.7 million include:
Road II - Type C Arterial (Third Concession Road) between Rossland Road Extension and Whites Road (recommended to be
removed per Chapter C)
Road III - North Road
Road V - Collector Road in Northeast Quadrant of Whitevale Road and Rossland Road Extension
Road VII - East-West Collector (South)
Road VIII - Collector Road in Southwest Quadrant of Realigned Whitevale Road and Whites Road
Road IX - North-South Collector (Sideline Road 28)
Road X - Old Brock Collector
Road XI - Mulberry Lane Collector
An examination of the City-jurisdiction arterial and collector roads proposed in the CPDP and the MESPA (see Figure C6.3) resulted
in the identification of three road projects which are subject to the requirements of the MEA Class EA Schedule C1:
Road I - North-South Type C Arterial (Sideline 24) ($6.77 million)
Road IV - East-West Special Type C Arterial ($5.77 million)
Road VI - East-West Employment Collector ($4.5 million)
These City-jurisdiction arterial and collector roads to be built by the Seaton Landowners Group (estimated to cost more than $2.7
million) are subject to Schedule C of the Municipal Class EA. In place of a separate duplicative document, Phases 1 and 2 of the
Class EA process are being documented in the MESPA document. Because these City arterial and collector roads are subject to
Schedule C of the Municipal Class EA, they must in addition and at a later time, meet the requirements of Phases 3 and 4 of the
Class EA.

1

This Class EA Study was initiated using the MEA Class EA, 2000, as amended 2007 with Minister of the Environment amendments dated March 10, 2010 which adjusted the cost values for municipal road projects. According to rules set out in the Road Project Cost Limits chart, "the
cost threshold in place at the time a project is initiated shall be the cost threshold used to determine the applicable Schedule and process to be followed throughout until the completion of the Class EA process". For estimating costs, see also the MEA Class EA glossary. See O.
Reg. 345/93 designating private sector developers of residential development as subject to the Environmental Assessment Act for Schedule C projects.
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COMMENT

RESPONSE
As noted in Chapter A, the MESPA functions as a Master Plan / Class EA Study for the City arterial and collector roads subject to
Schedule C. Adhering to the Master Plan provisions of the Municipal Class EA (section A.2.7 and Appendix 4), the Seaton
Landowners Group has adopted approach #2 to Master Planning. In this approach, the proponent undertakes a Master Plan which
addresses all the requirements of Phases 1 and 2 of the Municipal Class EA. At a time closer to the anticipated date of construction,
arterial and collector Roads I, IV and VI, which are subject to Schedule C, will address the requirements of Phases 3 and 4 of the
Class EA planning process. This process will be documented in a Class EA Study known as an Environmental Study Report and a
Notice of Study Completion for each specific project will be issued.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

The memorandum "Re: TRCA Roads Issues, Schedule H and K" from Linda Hellas dated December 21, 2012 contained the
following statement on page 1:
"All of these road sections will be subject to an EA, at which time more detailed site investigation in the appropriate season would
occur to finalize the exact alignments. Further, the mitigation/enhancement requirements also would be finalized at that time, through
discussions with the City and TRCA."
This is a misstatement with regard to the local road sections in Neighbourhoods 17 and 20 on Schedules H and K. The Hellas'
memorandum should instead have referred to the assessment of the natural environment and not "EA" since these local roads are
not subject to the Municipal Class EA, as outlined above. The local roads are proposed in the best locations to avoid or minimize
negative effects on the natural environmental features in the vicinity of the roads.
With respect to roads of concern to the TRCA, through the Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013, it was agreed that:
•

The new roads were added through the Neighbourhood Plan process; initially, they were not included in the MESP, however,
were added in the February 2013 MESPA.

•

Their ‘need’ was addressed through the approved Neighbourhood Plans, through OPA 22. The general alignments, as
determined by the City through the Neighbourhood Plan process, were reviewed by the MESPA and modifications to the
alignments recommended; the alignments in the February 2013 MESPA are the modified alignments, not the ones initially shown
on the Neighbourhood Plans.

•

These local roads within the Draft Plans are not subject to the Class EA process, although certain local roads that cross the NHS
are specifically identified in the Neighbourhood Plans as requiring a future EA based on the Class EA road cost threshold.

•

With respect to the 3 or 4 roads noted, their alignments are not finalized yet. It was agreed that the two OILC roads in
Neighbourhood 17 will be dealt with in the NFSSR at the same level of detail as the other roads that have been addressed in the
MESPA work. The Mattamy road will be dealt with as a draft plan condition as it is conceptual. The text in Chapter C of the
MESPA and the TOC for NFRRSs haves been modified to reflect this requirement.

With regard to the Mulberry Lane sewer, the Mulberry Lane development may be pumped or serviced by gravity. The NFSSR will
confirm the appropriate servicing strategy and provide input into the EA process. Thus, the CPDP Regional Services Class EA will
address the servicing options, with input from the NFSSR for Neighbourhood 19. The text in Chapter D has been clarified to reflect
this comprehensive approach to the servicing strategy in this location.
With regard to the pumping station, the NFSSR will confirm the appropriate servicing strategy and provide input into the CPDP
Regional Services Class EA which will address the servicing options, with input from the NFSSR for this pumping station. The text in
Chapter D, Section 3.2 has been clarified to reflect this comprehensive approach to the servicing strategy in this location.
We noted a number of trail realignments illustrated on the revised versions of Figure C8.1.
These alignments are not referenced in the submission. W hile the alignments may be
acceptable, a justification should be provided for deviating from the alignments evaluated in the
Seaton Natural Heritage System Management Plan and Trails Master Plan if that is indeed the
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
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As per the Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013, the following text has been added to Chapter C, Section C8.0, that
indicates that additional investigations will be undertaken in the future:

Chapter C Section C8.0

“The trail locations shown on Figure C8.1 have been modified from that shown in the “NHS/Trails Plan”, and reflect the
Neighbourhood Plans prepared by the City of Pickering and also that shown in OPA No. 22. As these relocated trails did not receive
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COMMENT
case.
Please illustrate where the trail locations within the NHS deviate from those in the Trails Master
Plan and provide a rationale and ecological justification for the new locations.
There were other figures provided with the MESPA2 which we assume changed from the
MESPA. However, we cannot detect the changes. Please advise, or illustrate on the figures
where changes have been made.
Appendix A, Table 2, Item No. 13. The MESPA needs to provide clarity around what will be
expected in the analysis that is required at the NFSSR stage.
The following text should be added to Section 11.3, Page B-221:

RESPONSE
the same level of site specific investigations regarding natural heritage and natural hazards (including topography), as occurred as
part of the preparation of the Master Trail Plan, further appropriate field investigations are required. Prior to the construction of the
trails systems within the NHS, an appropriate EA for the trails will be prepared, by the public authority that has determined that it will
construct the trails. The Developer Land Owners of Seaton will be responsible only for construction of the Trailheads, which will not
require an EA.”
The changes to figures have been compiled into a list accompanying this response table as Attachment 1.

Chapter A, Appendix A7,
Attachment 1

Chapter B Section 11.6 has been revised based on the Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013. As such Section B11.6
now addresses requirements for feature based water balance.
For features that require augmentation from multiple
Neighbourhoods, the feature water requirements have been broken down into components such that each Neighbourhood has a
target.

Chapter B Section 11.6

“The targets suggested in this MESP reflect the total target for the features. Where
feature catchments span different NFSSRs, the targets will be pro-rated for individual
contributing neighbourhoods. At the NFSSR stage, additional work will be required to
calibrate the model using baseline data collected for the feature, where applicable, and
verify the techniques that were outlined in this MESPA by using more detailed information
to refine the modeling, demonstrate feasibility of providing the means for mitigation, show
where affected lots will be located, and if impacts to the timing, frequency and duration (i.e.
hydroperiod) will still result, then provide further mitigation.”

As per the NFSSR Table of Contents, the NFSSRs will be required to confirm the augmentation requirements for features given in
the MESPA are appropriate based on more detailed information, if available. The NFSSRs will also demonstrate the feasibility of the
proposed mitigation measures by providing preliminary design of the LID measures for features.

Appendix A, Table 2, Item No. 40. There is an intrusion of SW MF into the natural heritage
system more than 25% of the corridor width in some instances. Apart from geo-referencing
where the pond is, there is no ecological rationale in the MESPA to justify the extent of intrusion of
SW MFs into the NHS beyond the 25%. Furthermore, the focus of the assessment seems to be
related to other infrastructure that is impacting the corridor, which would seem to argue for the
need to maintain the corridor because of the other impacts. Further discussion is required for all
of these SW MFs, but in particular:

Text has been added. Please note that SWMF #20 has been relocated to the south and reconfigured such that the corridor width
has been reduced to 33%. Additional discussion is provided in Chapter B Section B6.3. SWMF #50A has been reconfigured such
that the corridor width meets the 25% reduction criteria.

•

SW MF #20: The east-west corridor connects a series of wetlands and forest blocks on either
side of Sideline 26. The argument that Sideline 26 will bisect these habitats will only further
restrict the connection across the road and the restriction created by the SWMF will be
additive to this restriction. At the NFSSR stage, examine alternative pond arrangements to
reduce the loss of corridor function at this location.

•

SW MF #50A: This pond restricts the corridor to approximately half of the corridor width,
which is particularly problematic given the corridor already represents a restriction in the
overall connection in the NHS. There are also sensitive habitats on either side of the corridor
that require linkage.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

Chapter J Section J2.0
and Appendix J2

Chapter B Section B6.3

There needs to be clarity as to why a greater than 25% reduction in the corridor width will not be
problematic in the long term for areas where this occurs. Please add the following text to Section
6.3, Bullet #3 to outline best management practices that need to be applied to all ponds within the
NHS to reduce the restriction at detailed design: “However, at the NFSSR stage, additional
mitigation and best management practices will be applied to reduce the loss of corridor function.
These shall include, but are not limited to: no fencing or access roads where the restriction
occurs, maximum slopes for berming/grading, naturalization, etc.”
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REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

COMMENT

RESPONSE

Chapter B, Section 11.3 contains tables that outline which features require water augmentation
and what percentage of the water augmentation is assigned to each neighbourhoods. In some
cases, these tables do not align with the table outlined in Chapter J. For example, wetlands W V3,
WD9, U2; woodlands FC6a, FC6b, FC20, FC21, FC3 and FC4; and headwater drainage features
HDFC33, HDFC34. Also, Chapter J does not identify wetlands requiring SW MF discharge to
wetlands for water balance, for example wetlands U9, reach UA2, reach GB1-2, reach W A9).
Please correct.

Chapter B Section 11.3 addresses water augmentation requirements for features from more than one neighbourhood. Section 11.6
now addresses requirements for feature based water balance. The tables have been corrected in both Chapter B and Chapter J.

Chapter B Section B11.6

Chapter B, Table B10.6 has text added to allow flexibility on whether the additional erosion
analysis for outletting SW MF discharge to headwater drainage features (HDF) should take place
at the NFSSR stage or at detailed design. Clarification is required as to whether deferring to
detailed design is appropriate, given the potential to significantly alter the HDF and widen the
natural hazard. In addition, there are general statements made elsewhere (eg. Section 10.5) that
state that further analysis can be done at either the NFSSR stage or detailed design. The
MESPA needs to clarify when certain analyses will be completed and why.

For draft plans of subdivision, conceptual analyses are required at the NFSSR stage. If it is a site plan application, then the analysis
can be undertaken at detailed design as insufficient detail is available at the functional design stage for site plans. Section B10.5 has
been updated accordingly.

Chapter B Section B10.5

Chapter B, Page B-211. There is a typo in the third paragraph in the MESPA2 stating that “…a
source of water to these woodlands…”. This should read “…a source of water to these HDFs”.

The typo has been corrected.

Chapter B Section B10.4

Chapter B, Section 10.5, Page B-211. This states that “the potential for localized erosion at future
SWMF outlets to creek was reviewed and addressed in the SWMF matrices”; however, the
matrices only state that an erosion analysis will be required at the NFSSR stage. No analysis has
been completed at the MESPA stage.

The matrices have now been revised to reflect the addition of “watercourses of concern” as per Section B10.5 to the MESPA. Those
SWMFS that outlet to a watercourse of concern now reference Section B10.5 and the need for additional analysis at the NFSSR
stage. Text in Section B10.5 notes that the potential erosion locations are identified on the SWMF matrices.

Chapter B Section B10.5
and Appendix B6-B

Chapter B, Section 10.5, Page B-211. This states “mitigation measures may include techniques
such as relocation of pond outlets, natural channel design where no defined stable channel exists,
further control measures at the outlet of SWMFs such as flow dissipaters or wetland flow
spreaders, erosion protection works, etc.” W e have concerns with channel modification and
erosion protection works as mitigation measures for erosion resulting from flow volumes
discharging from SW MFs. Our preference would be to examine the application of additional low
impact development measures as one of the first options for mitigation. However, this is not
mentioned.

Text has been added to Chapter B, Section B10.5 in addition to within the Table of Contents for the NFSSR stating the consideration
will be given to maximizing the use of LID measures to the extent reasonably possible.

Chapter B Section B10.5

Chapter B, Section 11.3, Page B-218. Text has been added to state “LID measures can be
located in the NHS but should not be located in wetlands and woodlands”. W hile this is true,
depending on the nature of the LID (i.e. grading and excavation) there may be some need for a
separation distance to ensure that the rooting zones etc. of the features are not damaged as the
rooting zone is part of the feature.

As per the Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013, the following text has been added to Chapter B, Section 11.3.2:

Chapter B Section
B11.3.2

OPA No. 22 allows LID measures in buffers as follows:



Chapter J Section J2.1

Chapter J Appendix J2

LID measures to augment features may be located in the buffer, outside of features; and,
other LID measures will be setback a minimum of 10m from the features.

In both cases above, it must be demonstrated that grading to accommodate LID measures does not have significant negative
impacts on the natural heritage features or functions within the NHS.
Chapter B, Section 11.3, Page B-219. This states that “where relatively large roof are as are
needed to provide the recommended water augmentation to the wetlands, alternative
measures can be reviewed at the NFSSR stage to determine if partial discharge of runoff from
nearby SWMFs or from adjacent roads can be used to provide a source of water to these
wetlands either instead of roof runoff or in addition to runoff from smaller roof
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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The following text has been added in Chapter B Section BB9.4 to include the following: “Should this be reviewed at the NFSSR
stage, consideration should be given to both the quantity and quality of potential SWMF discharge to woodlands.” Similar text has
also been added to Chapter B Section B8.4 for wetlands.

Chapter B Sections B8.4,
B9.4 and B11.6

Drainage areas exceeding 2.0 ha are considered “large”. This has been added to Section B8.4, B9.4 and B11.6.
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COMMENT
areas.” We are concerned about water quality impacts of discharging SWMFs or road
drainage to wetlands or woodlands (particularly chlorides). There is also no discussion on what
would constitute “relatively large roof areas” or when it would be applied.

Chapter C. W e understand and it is stated in the MESP that Road II (the road that was
supposed to connect Rossland Road to W hites Road - Third Concession) is to be deleted
from the Official Plan based on the analysis in the MESP. W e agree with the deletion of this
road; however this road is still listed on Page C-5. Secondly, how is this road justified as a
Schedule B road as it requires a major crossing of the West Duffins?

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE

As indicated in MESPA Table C6.2, Road II is not recommended for construction. Road II continues to be listed in the consideration
of alternative arterial and collector roads in the MESPA (see page C-5) because it was identified as part of the arterial and collector
road network in the CPDP. Figure C6.3 shows the original CPDP road network as well as the arterial and collector roads proposed
as a result of the MESPA evaluation. The Seaton Landowners Group made a determination that Road II should remain part of the
overall evaluation of the Seaton arterial and collector roads in order to comply with the MESP Terms of Reference, confirm the
reasons for its removal and provide complete documentation.

Chapter C Section C6.2

Arterial and collector roads are categorized as either Schedule B or C based on their estimated capital cost and not based on their
environmental characteristics such as water crossings. Since Road II is proposed to be deleted, the capital cost to build the road will
be nil. No further assessment pursuant to the Municipal Class EA is required.
The text in Chapter C Section C6.2 has been revised to clarify this position.
Chapter C, Page C-12. This states that “Whites Road will be constructed to its ultimate six (6)
lane urban configuration from Taunton Road to Whitevale Road and as a four (4) lane rural
cross-section road from Whitevale to Highway 7”. Does this mean that there will not be a rural
cross-section where it crosses the NHS south of Whitevale and as modeled for the LID
strategy?

The text has been modified to read “Whites Road will be constructed to its ultimate six (6) lane urban configuration from
Taunton Road to Whitevale Road, except where it crosses the NHS and as a four (4) lane rural cross-section road from Whitevale
Road to Highway 7. Where Whites Road crosses the NHS between Taunton Road and Whitevale Road, consideration will be given
to a rural or modified urban cross-section provided that the required surface and subsurface infrastructure and transition lengths are
considered and are appropriate.”

Chapter C Section C3.2.5

Chapter C, Page C-45. This indicates that there is no Crossing for #22; however, this is the
new Mulberry Lane crossing. The revision to Road XI/Crossing 22 has not been updated on
Pages C-38, C-39, C-42, C-44 and C-45 to reflect the revised alignment of the road. Please
correct.

Crossing information for Crossing #22 has been added back into Chapter C Section C6.4.2.

Chapter C Section C6.4.2

Chapter D, Section D3.1, Page D-3. The “implications of these local sewers” text has been
deleted. If the implications of the sewers are not being addressed at the MESPA stage, then
they need to be addressed at the NFSSR stage. Please add this text back in.

The text has been modified to state “…including consideration of potential impacts and mitigation”.

Chapter D Section D3.1

Chapter E, Section 4.2, Page E-20. This states “Discussions that occurred with MNR during
preparation of the MESPA indicated that MNR, or TRCA through agreement with MNR would
be responsible for the maintenance of these provincial lands.” Please replace with the
following: “It is understood that there are on-going discussions between the municipalities,
TRCA and the Province as to the roles and responsibilities for the long term maintenance of
the NHS.”

The text in Section E4.2 has been modified, as requested.

Chapter E Section E4.2

Direction regarding water management targets for water balance and erosion control has been provided in the MESPA as per the
Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013. Preliminary design of LID measures will be provided at the NFSSR / Draft Plan of
subdivision stage as per the revised NFSSR Table of Contents. Further modelling is not required; however, each NFSSR must
demonstrate how the proposed LID measures achieve the targets. Applicable information has been added to the MESPA in sections
B2.3, B5.4 and B11.3, as well as to the Table of Contents for the NFSSs presented in Chapter J.

Chapter B Section B2.3,
B5.4 and B11.3

TRCA – APRIL 26, 2013 – WATER BALANCE LID MODELLING UPDATE COMMENTS
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Seaton Water Balance LID Modeling Update,
prepared by GHD, dated April 18, 2013, received on April 18, 2013. This letter follows our
meeting of April 19, 2013. We understand that further information requested by TRCA at
that meeting will be provided by the consulting team. We offer the following guidance in an
effort to resolve Issue 3 of the TRCA's Issues List which states:

Chapter J Section J2.0,
and Appendix J2

Has the appropriate water balance model been provided and does the
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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COMMENT
water balance criteria identified for all watersheds and natural features
within Seaton meet the requirements of Section 7.2 of the Terrns of
Reference for the MESP, June 13, 2007 and the TRCA's storrnwater
management criteria?

RESPONSE

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

In our letter of March 28, 2013 responding to the MESPA2 submission, we stated:
The MESPA should recognize TRCA's minimum water balance and erosion
criteria and clearly state that "the minimum on-site water balance target for
Seaton is the retaining of the first 5 mm of every rainfall event through the
implementation of LID. The 5 mm target represents a minimum requirement
and increases in the required LID volumes beyond the minimum 5 mm target
will be based on the results of ongoing modeling". If this edit can be made to
the MESPA, then we can remove this issue from consideration at the hearing.
It should also be noted that preliminary design of LID, and further modeling
demonstrating that this target can be achieved, should be provided at the
NFSSR / Draft Plan of Subdivision stage.
While the response in the document submitted on April 18, 2013 is encouraging, it makes
no connection between the achievement of the 5mm target and mitigating the increases in
stream erosion potential. Rather, Table 3 in the document illustrates that runoff volumes
will almost double in the post-development condition, raising concerns for erosion
downstream in the watershed. At the April 19th meeting, the Seaton Consulting team
indicated that the LID strategy and 5mm target is an integral component of the erosion
mitigation plan for Seaton, as such, we are still expecting further analysis and revisions
to the MESP Erosion Analysis which ties in the new water balance modeling and
demonstrates that all increases to erosion potential are adequately mitigated with the
proposed SWM plan.
At the meeting, it was stated that no further modeling will be done at the NFSSR stage,
which is problematic. The extensive pre-development monitoring in the NFSSRs is
showing a high groundwater table in the vicinity of many of the proposed recharge
facilities and SWM ponds. The primary approach to LID that is proposed in the
NFSSRs is infiltration, with facilities located mostly in areas of high groundwater table.
From our perspective, it appears that the SWM scheme was designed prior to an
understanding of the constraints, and the materials we are now receiving is an attempt
to justify a SWM scheme that is likely not going to work .
Our concern is that these LID facilities will not achieve what they are supposed to in
mitigating increases in stormwater volume, as they will be full of water most of the time.
According to TRCA's SWM Criteria Document, the following conditions must be met in
order to achieve the TRCA SWM criteria with LID:
•
•
•

The local municipality must endorse the use of the LID SWM practices
and has considered long term operations and maintenance;
Designs are undertaken in accordance with the recommendations of TRCA's
LID Guide (which states that the bottom of the facility should be vertically
separated by one metre from the seasonally high water table); and
For infiltration practices, the depth to water table, existing soil infiltration
rates, and proximity to vulnerable groundwater resources must be
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REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE

considered.
Given this, ·other techniques must be evaluated as required by Policy 11.73(1) of Official
Plan Amendment 22, and the NFSSRs must be significantly revised to include an
evaluation of where the LIDs should go, what type of LIDs should be used, and their
approximate size. These would include facilities to promote evapotranspiration and
rainwater harvesting, and relocating infiltration facilities to more suitable locations.
Techniques such as pervious pipes (exfiltration systems), green roofs and additional
natural cover may be appropriate. These techniques are likely to be more successful in
preventing excess volumes from entering the creeks, and therefore, to reduce the
probability of excess erosion.
While the analysis states that alternative LID measures can be considered for
implementation at the NFFSR stage, it is important to note that alternative practices and
alternate locations will substantially change the results presented to TRCA in the Water
Balance Analysis.
On April 22"d, TRCA staff met with Earthfx to gain a better
understanding of the Water Balance model. At the meeting, it was apparent that the full
capabilities of the model were not being utilized for the Seaton Water Balance Analysis,
specifically the integration of surface and groundwater modeling, and thus, the impact of
the high water table that is predominant throughout the area is not fully captured by the
modelling currently provided.
TRCA will make every effort to provide credit for the use of the facilities proposed within
the water table, but cannot do so unless the facilities are appropriately designed and
modeled. As such the statement that no further modeling will take place at the NFSSR
stage is not acceptable.
Therefore, we reiterate that if the edit in our letter of MARCH 28, 2013 can be made to the
MESPA, then TRCA can remove issue 3 from the June 17, 2013 hearing. we can then work
on the NFSSRS with you over the summer with the goal of achieving conditions of draft plan
approval for the fall.
CITY OF PICKERING – MAY 3, 2013
City staff continues to require 2 - 100 year quantity controls for Whitevale Creek, as
recommended by the 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update (2012 DCHU) and the 2002
Duffins Creek Hydrology Update and required by the 2007 Terms of Reference for the
MESP. The MESPA2 continues to recommend no stormwater quantity controls for
Whitevale Creek, which contradicts the criteria defined in the 2012 DCHU. City staff
completed a detailed review of the new analysis and material provided in support of the
MESPA2 recommendations and prepared a number of detailed comments that are provided
in Appendix A of this comment letter.

The MESPA has been revised to include quantity control targets for Whitevale Creek as per the 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology
Update.

Chapter B Section 5.1

Further, City and TRCA staff completed a site walk of the southern sections of Whitevale
Creek, currently owned by TRCA and the Whitevale Golf Club, on March 25, 2013. City
staff are of the opinion that these sections of Whitevale Creek are confined watercourses, as
defined by MNR's Technical Guide - River and Stream Systems: Erosion Hazard Limit,
2002. Past experience within the City of Pickering has shown that discharging uncontrolled
urban runoff to receiving confined watercourses have detrimental erosion impacts that may
increase future liability and require extensive remedial restoration measures at the City's
expense.
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City staff remains concerned with the outstanding issues related to the water balance and
erosion control criteria. Specifically, the LID modelling that would establish the volume
control requirements for each of the development areas to ensure increases to erosion
potential can be adequately mitigated was not presented in the MESPA2. Staff have
received further documentation on this modelling, titled Seaton Water Balance LID
Modelling Update, on April 18, 2013 and attended a meeting with TRCA and the consulting
team on April 19, 2013. Detailed staff comments on this April 18, 2013 letter are provided
in Appendix B of this comment letter.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE
Direction regarding water management targets for water balance and erosion control has been provided in the MESPA as per the
Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013. Preliminary design of LID measures will be provided at the NFSSR / Draft Plan of
subdivision stage as per the revised NFSSR Table of Contents. Further modelling is not required; however, each NFSSR must
demonstrate how the proposed LID measures achieve the targets. Applicable information has been added to the MESPA in sections
B2.3, B5.4 and B11.3, as well as to the Table of Contents for the NFSSRs presented in Chapter J.

Chapter B Sections B2.3,
B5.4 and B11.3
Chapter J Appendix J2

In addition to the above City staff, as noted on numerous occasions, will not support a LID
strategy that relies on the use of source control measures located on private property as an
appropriate measure for providing erosion control. Furthermore, the City will not give credit for
water quality and erosion control for measures that are not in public ownership, and cannot be
maintained by municipal staff. The use of roof leader disconnects may be appropriate for water
balance purposes, provided TRCA are satisfied with this approach. However, it is not an
appropriate mitigation measure for erosion control as there is no mechanism to ensure that
these measures are maintained in the future (i.e. prohibit rear yard modifications such as pools,
patios, sheds, etc.).
Finally, staff are concerned with the apparent lack of integration of the LID modelling and the
known presence of high groundwater table in the development area. It is unclear how the
proposed LID facilities will be designed and functional in the long term.
The following comments can be resolved if appropriate revisions can be made to the
MESPA2.

As per the Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013, the concern regarding alternative stormwater management pond
locations within the MESPA has been resolved. No further action is required in the MESPA.

Staff are concerned with the continued lack of consideration for alternative stormwater
management pond locations within the MESPA2. City staff extensively reviewed and
commented on pond locations as part of every submission, and found that no alternative
pond locations have been considered except for some ponds being removed due to
amalgamation. The response to comments in the MESPA2 directs staff to review the
Neighbourhood Functional Servicing and Stormwater Reports (NFSSRs) for answers to
technical questions from the October 22, 2012 comment letter, as opposed to answering
the comment and providing appropriate detailed information within the MESPA2. As
requested by the MESPA2, City staff reviewed pond information provided as part of the
NFSSRs. Based on this preliminary review the City's previous concerns with regards to
pond locations are warranted. Please see Appendix C for the City's pond review information
and comments.
Based on the comments in Appendix C, a number of SWM pond facilities that warrant
relocation and/or reconfiguration have been identified. Issues with pond location and/or
reconfiguration were associated with a number of factors, such as geotechnical (due to
stable slope locations), hydrogeological (location of pond in relation to the groundwater
table), or design considerations (large pond berms required and major system flow
requirements). Given this, the MESPA2 should state that relocation and/or reconfiguration
of SWM pond facilities may be necessary into other Natural Heritage System areas and/or
development lands. The Draft Plans may have to be modified to ensure the ponds fulfill the
City's SWM Design Guidelines.
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning
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REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

COMMENT

RESPONSE

Chapter J - Future Study Requirements, of the MESPA2 includes a revised Table of Contents
(ToC) to be utilized by the NFSSR's. City staff have no objections to revising the NFSSR
ToC, as a number of issues have changed and evolved since the July 2011 ToC that was
agreed to by all parties. However, any modification to the NFSSR ToC should have been
completed in consultation with City and TRCA staff.

As per the Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated June 25, 2013, additional consultation with both the City and TRCA on the revised
NFSSR ToC took place on June 19, 2013. The ToC revised based on the outcome of this meeting is presented in Chapter J,
Appendix J2.

Chapter J Appendix J2

As noted in the City's October 2012 comments, City staff have identified a number of
intermittent systems (17 watercourses of concern), which due to erosion concerns, warrant
additional consideration at the MESPA stage. It was City's expectation that dialogue
between the City, TRCA, MNR, and the SLG would occur to ensure that the MESPA2
included a process to address the concerns at the NFSSR stage. No dialogue between any
of the parties has occurred to date, furthermore the MESPA2 briefly touches on the issue
and provided a simplistic set of recommendations (natural channel design, alternative outlet
locations, and pond outfall energy dissipation, as noted in Chapter B, Section 6.4) to
address the issue. In addition the use of energy dissipation at a pond outlet will not address
the issue, the issue can only be addressed through additional volume control, or formalizing
a channel (natural channel design) sound enough to withstand flows. Dialogue between the
City, TRCA, MNR, and the SLG needs to occur, and a process needs to be developed and
documented in the MESPA2 to determine the best approach for addressing the concerns at
each of the 17 sites, so that successful implementation can be realized at the NFSSR stage.

This comment was previously addressed in Chapter B Section B10.5 as identified through the Meeting Minutes re MESPA dated
June 25, 2013. No further action in the MESPA is required.

Chapter B Section B10.5

Finally, City staff are concerned with the approach of submitting materials for the MESPA in
a piecemeal fashion. The MEPSA2 was submitted on February 15, 2013, the Whitevale
Creek Hydrology modelling on March 8, 2013, the LID modelling assessment submitted on
April 18, 2013, and the hydraulic model for flood plain mapping purposes is still outstanding.
Based on the number of outstanding issues, the MESPA2 is incomplete, and should have
not been submitted for review. It is the City's expectation that the final version of the MESPA
will provide, document, and append all relevant materials, in one comprehensive document.

The MESPA has now been submitted in its entirety.

Furthermore, a number of assessments that affect the proposed SWM plan have been
removed from the ToC that are of particular concern to City staff. It is the City's expectation
that the final version of the MESPA will include a revised ToC that will be prepared in
consultation with City and TRCA staff.

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF DURHAM – April 5, 2013
CHAPTER B – WATER RESOURCES
We understand that the Toronto Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) is also reviewing this
document, and we rely on their expertise in providing comments on matters relating to water
resources. In addition, the City of Pickering is also reviewing and commenting on this MESPA
document to provide their expert knowledge and advice.

Noted.

CHAPTER C - TRANSPORTATION
Section 1.3.4, Page C-3, Durham Region Long Term Transit Strategy – Please be advised that
the noted link to the on-line version of the LTTS Final Report is no longer live. It should be
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

This correction has been made.
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replaced by the following link:
www.durham.ca/default.asp?nr=departments/transit/transit inside.htm
The SSIS was re-submitted in May 2013, and the text now references the document with that date.

Chapter C Section C7.1.1

Section 1.0, Page D-1, MEA Class EA Requirements – The last paragraph should be revised to
indicate that the CPDP Class EA Study will be completed during the winter of 2013.

Text edit made.

Chapter D Section D1.0

Section 3.1, Page D-3, Location of Sanitary Services – The second paragraph should be
revised to reflect the latest revised number of NHS crossing locations. Alternatively, it is
suggested that the sentence be re-written to avoid mentioning the exact number.

The exact number has been removed to avoid changes in the future

Chapter D Section D3.1

Section 3.1, Page D-7, Location of Sanitary Services – It is suggested that a new paragraph be
added to describe the additional NHS crossings, as identified in the latest phasing plan and
NFSSRs.

It is not appropriate to discuss NFSSR findings in the MESPA, as the MESPA is to be the guiding document for the NFSSRs, and not
the location for the presentation of the findings. It has been stressed in this section of the MESPA that the details regarding local
crossings will be addressed through the NFSSRs and at detailed design.

Chapter D Section D3.1

Section 3.2, Page D-9, Spine Sanitary System – Add description of the pumping station PS-3,
and the potential pumping stations PS-2 and PS-5.

A description has been added to Section D3.2.

Chapter D Section 3.2

Page D-10 to D-12 - The Sanitary Design Sheets need to be updated.

The Sanitary Design Sheets have been updated accordingly.

Chapter D Table D3.1

Section 3.3, Page D-13, Spine Water System – A bullet should be added to describe the future
feedermain connection to the Westney Road Reservoir. The purpose of this feedermain is to
provide security to the water supply in Seaton.

A bullet has been added to Section D3.3.

Chapter D Section 3.3

Section 3.5.3, Page D-16, Private Water Supplies – The Region is conducting a comprehensive
review of the potential private water supply wells impacted by the Seaton development, and will
provide a recommendation plan.

Acknowledged. No action required in the MESPA.

Section 5.0, Page D-18, Preliminary Servicing Estimates – The estimates need to be revised
according to the latest servicing concept.

The estimates have been revised accordingly.

Figure D3.1, Proposed Regional Trunk Sanitary Services – The Figure needs to be updated to
reflect the latest information available from the Regional Services Class EA and some of the
local crossings identified in the NFSSRs.

The figures have been updated based on the latest information from the Regional Services Class EA, in addition to the final version Chapter D Figure D3.1
of the SSIS. As mentioned above it is not appropriate to discuss NFSSR findings in the MESPA, as the MESPA is to be the guiding
document for the NFSSRs, and not the location for the presentation of the findings.

Drawings D3.2 to D3.6, Regional Trunk Sanitary Profiles – Information relating to proposed
grade and culvert/bridge crossings need to be added to the drawings.

The proposed grades have been added to the profiles along with identification of creek locations for crossings (bridge or culvert).

Chapter D Drawings D3.2
to D3.6

Figure D3.7, Proposed Regional Watermain Services – The location of the proposed Zone 5
Elevated Tank needs to be revised to indicate that it will be located at the Zone 4 Reservoir site
north of Highway 7. Generally, the watermain network that is illustrated represents the overall
system framework. The pipe sizes however, will need to be revised in accordance with the
CPDP Class EA, once completed.

Figure D3.7 has been revised to show the Zone 5 Elevated Tank at the location of the Zone 4 Reservoir site north of Highway 7.

Chapter D Figure D3.7

Section 7.1.1, Page C-51, Route Planning - The reader is referred to the “Seaton SSIS Update
(October 2012)” for detailed transit route plans. Please note that Regional staff comments on
the October 2012 version of the SSIS document were previously provided by letter dated
December 19, 2012. We understand that the SSIS will be revised to incorporate the Region’s
comments, and re-submitted in early May.
CHAPTER D – MUNICIPAL SERVICING

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
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COMMENT
All Figures and Tables are subject to revision, to conform to the final recommendations of the
CPDP Class EA.

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE
Noted.

TOWN OF AJAX – MARCH 28, 2013
Chapter B Section B5.2

Impacts of Increased Urban Runoff
The effects of urbanization on the drainage characteristics of watercourses are well
documented, including the hydrologic, physical and ecological impacts that result from the
process of urban development. The effects of urbanizing 3,000 hectares will have a
significant impact on the Town of Ajax from Flood Risk, Water Quality, and Watercourse
Erosion perspective.
As natural landscapes are modified and paved to accommodate residential, industrial and
commercial development, the health of the local ecosystem tends to decline. Current
stormwater management practices attempt to mitigate these impacts. The urbanization
process increases the amount of urban impervious surfaces which prevent water from
infiltrating into the soil. Impervious surfaces include roads, sidewalks, driveways, rooftops,
and parking lots. Associated with an increase in impervious cover is an increase in runoff
volume, velocity, stormwater pollution, and a lower potential for infiltration. These changes,
in turn, lead to increased stream erosion and a reduced groundwater recharge and annual
base flow within local watercourses. Changes to the hydrologic regime ultimately impact the
physical state of watercourses and wildlife habitat. As the energy within the system
increases, given the higher velocities and volumes of flow, the natural rates of erosion and
sedimentation also increase, resulting in a loss of riparian vegetation and in stream habitat,
an increase in water temperature, water pollution and a change in channel characteristics.
The MESPA proposes a varied approach of how flows will be released, controlled,
uncontrolled and the application of erosion control measures. As proposed by MESPA, a
storm event captured by a SWM facility will be released over a number days and the
added stormwater volume and extended flow provides a continuous strain on stream valley
vegetation and stream banks. The MESPA does not adequately address the long term
volume of a stormwater and duration which is the main contributor to channel erosion and
long term damage to vegetation and stream habitat. Given the large area and intricate
network of SWM facilities in Seaton lands this will generate the potential for more
downstream erosion, sediment transport, which will impact existing infrastructure, such as
roads, bridges, trails and embankments. We need to know how this issue will be addressed.

The erosion mitigation strategy comprises a number of measures, presented in various sections of the MESPA. Section B5.2
provides detail regarding erosion control considerations and alternatives, Sections B2 and B4 address LID measures and their
design, Section B10.5 addresses erosion of headwater drainage features, Section B11.2 summarizes erosion control design criteria
for SWMFs and Chapter K addresses erosion monitoring. The proposed SWMF/LID strategy recommends a number of measures
that contribute to erosion mitigation. To consolidate the multiple erosion related discussions in the MESPA, new Section 11.4 was
added to the MESPA. The erosion mitigation strategy includes the identification of:
•

SWMF release rates to minimize erosion implications through extended detention storage and to manage peak flows;

•

sensitive reaches to assist in identifying SWMF and SWMF discharge locations;

•

sensitive reaches to assist in identifying suitable locations for flow augmentation to headwater drainage features;

•

LID measures to assist in managing runoff volumes and timing;

•

future study requirements at the NFSSR and detailed design stages regarding sensitive headwater drainage feature; and

•

future monitoring requirements.

In accordance with the MESP Terms of Reference, the erosion analysis for this study has been completed based upon continuous
simulation model to establish a multi-year streamflow record. The Qualhymo modelling was completed using the precipitation
dataset for the Oshawa rainfall gauge for the period from 1998 to 2003, which included representative wet, dry and average
conditions. The model was calibrated, and then an erosion analyses was completed to establish hours of exceedance (the number of
times that the estimated flows exceed the erosion threshold within the modelling period and the duration of these exceedance),
Stream Power (the energy available in excess of the erosion threshold flow, which is available for sediment transportation) and
Erosion Index (relates shear stress within the stream to a power function of the discharge for flows exceeding the erosion threshold).
This approach effectively evaluates the erosion potential based upon sediment transport functions and rates of shear stress.

Low Impact Development (LID)
A treatment train approach is the most effective stormwater management strategy and a key
component is lot level controls. We feel LID is an effective solution on how to help manage
the increased stormwater runoff rate, volume and water balance. Managing stormwater at
the source reduces impacts on the watercourse and minimizes downstream impacts for
water quality and quantity. Our concerns from the MESPA document are the mixed
messages and/or inconsistent messaging being conveyed as in the following MESPA
statements:
•

Proposed roof downspout disconnection Section 2.3.2 and 4.74 states "Roof to

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

The need, function, type and process for addressing LID measures was addressed in the MESPA. Sections B2.3, B4 and B11.3
address the analyses completed and recommendations for LID measures. A summary of requirements and implementation
considerations are provided in Section B11.3. LID measures are required to direct surface runoff to specific natural features, to treat
runoff volume through storage, infiltration and/or evapotranspiration to minimize erosion potential, and to manage recharge to
underlying aquifers. The soil and groundwater conditions in the Seaton Study Area and the proposed urban form are identified as
important considerations in the selection of specific LID measures for implementation in Seaton. The MESPA identifies design
criteria and notes that preliminary design of LID measures (type, location and size) will be provided at the NFSSR / Draft Plan of
subdivision stage as per the revised NFSSR Table of Contents. Each NFSSR must demonstrate how the proposed LID measures
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•

•

COMMENT
Lawn/downspout disconnect or downspout connection with conveyance via clean
water collector to centralized infiltration facilities (both of these cases are simulated in
the model by directing flow from impervious areas to pervious areas); a 300mm soil
depth was assumed." And Section 11 states "compact forms of development with
generally smaller lots, residential products and reduced setbacks. Relatively small
yard surfaces limit the practical feasibility of at-source measures. Depending on the
housing form, there may be some opportunities to introduce lot level controls to address
stormwater quantity and quality. Limited opportunities exist in most residential areas
including disconnected roof leaders, and grassed swales in sideyard and rearyard
areas; additional opportunities exist on commercial, institutional and employment
lands." These two statements do not line up and modeling assumption is based upon
section .2.3.2. By proposing an application that will probably not be installed at the end
of the day provides more questions related to the willingness or opportunity to
implement. This questions the preferred solutions presented for low and medium
residential. If LIDs are left to commercial and industrial which typically develop last then
there will be immediate increases in runoff volumes, reduction in water quality and
reduction in infiltration. Our experience is that with small front, side and rear yards
there is little opportunity to disconnect downspouts. Unless the LID application is
properly planned for by addressing lot sizes and or allowances to achieve this solution.
Downspout connection is generally not mentioned thorough out the document as part of
the tool box of LID solutions for stormwater management, except for section 4.7 and
5.2 where "downspout connection with conveyance via clean water collector to
centralized infiltration facilities (both of these cases are simulated in the model by
directing flow from impervious areas to pervious areas)". Does this from part of the
model assumptions, if so the document should be consistent with the rest of residential
LID applications. We feel that this solution will assist in providing options for developing
lot level controls but as above must be properly planned and not left to squeeze in as an
afterthought. Another suggestion is to look for more opportunities for third pipe systems.
"Where possible" and "where feasible" phrases are used througho ut the document when
summarizing LID applications, we understand managing expectations but Storm
Management Facilities are not presented with terms like where possible and where
feasible. If these LID applications are not properly planned and implemented
residential subdivision construction will move forward with increased topsoil depths
only. Infiltration and disconnection must form a significant part of the solution that will
benefit a sustainable residential built form. If these applications are not installed then
there will be immediate increases in runoff volumes, reduction in water quality and
reduction in infiltration that will directing affect downstream Pickering and Ajax. We
also noted that the erosion model assumption shows interdependencies on the
successful implementation of LID applications. If these LID applications are not
installed does this affect erosion assumptions for section 5.2?

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE
achieve the design requirements.

Chapter B Section B5.2

Erosion Risks
The MESP provides erosion control analysis intended to balance existing conditions and
future development of Seaton lands for a "snap shot" in time however it does not address
long term release of storm events. 'The approved MESP Terms of Reference require that the
erosion analysis will investigate and identify slope stability at locations where toe erosion is
occurring or where visible slumps or scars exist." There appears to be no
recommendations of any areas to require remediation or monitoring related to existing or
future erosion/slope condition even though there are existing conditions in the
watercourses identified on Figure 85.2 of areas in transition and areas in adjustment in the
The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
SPL Beatty, Bird and Hale Limited, Earthfx Inc.
AMEC Earth & Environmental, R.J. Burnside
Amos Environment + Planning

The meander belt width and erosion hazard limits provided account for potential channel migration over a 100 year planning horizon
following TRCA and MNR guidelines. Meeting erosion threshold targets set by the most ‘sensitive reach’ downstream of stormwater
discharge works towards mitigating impacts on downstream reaches within Ajax. This in combination with the proposed stormwater
management and LID strategy as noted in the response to the comment above will address long term impacts. As outlined in
Chapter K, watershed monitoring will be undertaken by TRCA.
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COMMENT
Seaton lands. We also need to know why lands downstream were not assessed, in particular
in Ajax and what impacts and recommendations would be?
Hydraulic Model and Floodplain Mapping
Please advise status of hydraulic model and revised floodplain mapping for Duffins Creek
watershed. We would like to know who will be supplying this information?

REPORT CHAPTER
AND SECTION

RESPONSE
In concert with the preparation of this MESPA, updates to the floodplain mapping completed for Seaton in 2006 have been made to
extend hydraulic models and floodline mapping farther along stream reaches into upstream areas of Seaton. Hydraulic models/
calculations were also updated to reflect flows generated by the 2012 Duffins Creek Hydrology Update (City of Pickering). The
updated floodlines are presented on MESPA figures. Complete documentation on the updated floodlines has been provided under
separate cover to this MESPA as the Floodline Mapping Study Update, Seaton Lands, City of Pickering (GHD, 2013).

MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT – JANUARY 27, 2012
Groundwater
Previous groundwater comments have been addressed by the consultant. We have no
further concerns at this time.
Surface Water
Response 4: The MESP acknowledges that additional surface water quality monitoring will
be considered as part of the NRSSR SWMF design phase. A receiving water
quality/quantity assessment should be conducted during the design phase to assess the
efficiency of proposed water quality criteria and determine if additional treatment or controls are
required for the proposed SWMF. Such an assessment will also build up a knowledge base to
review whether the pre-defined targets and objectives are achieved after the implementation of
the proposed SWM plan through the proposed post development monitoring program.

These comments were discussed with MOE on May 17, 2013. The approach to water quality assessment was completed in
accordance with requirements from the approved MESP Terms of Reference. As a result of MESP analyses and agency input, a
suite of best management practices and their criteria are proposed. Chapter B Section B11 summarizes the water quality
recommendations from the MESPA. The SWM Plan for Seaton illustrated on Drawing B11.1 includes end-of-pipe facilities, LID
measures, and On- Site Control Areas. Water quality requirements include:
•

Enhanced (Level 1) protection (minimum 80% total suspended solids removal) based on the MOE SWM Manual (2003) in all
Seaton subcatchments.

•

LID measures outlined in Section B11.3 will contribute to water quality controls

•

Temperature mitigation measures are required in accordance recommended SWMF design elements in Chapter B Section B6.4

•

Monitoring of SWMF facilities is required in accordance with City of Pickering requirements as noted in Chapter K.

Chapter B Section B6.4
Chapter K Section K2.2

Response 5: The Terms of Reference (TOR) of the MESP defines the ‘minimum’ water quality
criteria of the proposed stormwater management to be Enhanced Level (level 1), which is
consistent with the MOE Stormwater Management Planning and Design Manual (2003). Please
clarify how the minimum criteria are being justified in the MESP. In addition, during the design
phase, detailed calculation and documentation should be provided to demonstrate that the
defined criteria are satisfied for all the proposed stormwater facilities, including those proposed
for onsite controls areas if they discharge to natural surface water features.

See response to previous comment with regards to the provision of water quality control. As discussed in the meeting on May 17,
2013, the combination of SWMF and LID measures including measures to mitigate temperature increases go beyond the
requirements for water quality control as set out in the original terms of reference for the MESP. Refer to Chapter J for future study
requirements including the sizing of SWMFs and LID measures and Chapter K for Monitoring requirements.

Chapter B Sections B6.4
and B11

Response 8: Figure B4.5 of the report shows the PRMS model calibration and verification results at
a watershed scale, (i.e. at the outlet of Duffins Creek watershed, Station 02HC049). Although the
PRMS is said to be distributed model, this “lumped” calibration at the watershed outlet can
be achieved by a combination of different assumptions at the sub-watershed level. On the other
hand, as indicated in the MOE’s previous comments, additional flow and water level
stations were installed in the sub-watershed during the period of the study with data available
at a monthly or daily basis since 2008. The model can be further refined by comparing the
modeling results with the measured data at these sub-watershed stations to see if the model fits
well at the sub-watershed scale.

The PRMS model applied to the area was a cut from a regional model that was peer reviewed by multiple agencies including, and
not limited to, the TRCA, the LSRCA, York Region, Durham Region, the MNR, and the MOE. This regional model was built with the
intention of estimating the distribution of groundwater recharge to be supplied to the Core model and later to the York Tier 3 Source
Water Protection model, amongst other studies. The calibration results shown in the report were only provided for the sake of
discussion and we suggest that you review the past reports developed by EarthFX and their partners using this regional model.
There you will discover that not only was the performance assessed against multiple stream gauges, but the model was structured
such that the distributed prediction of groundwater recharge provided an adequate representation of such processes to enable the
ground water models to match the potentiometric surface defined by hundreds of thousands of well water records; therefore, this
model is distributed at a scale much finer than the sub-watershed scale. With respect to the new data, the PRMS modelling for this
project was initiated late 2009, and at that time we could not make use of the data. We would agree that refinements can always be
made to any modelling exercise, and it is our opinion that the model has been appropriately calibrated for the task of providing a
comparative analysis among the various development scenarios.

Chapter B Sections
B4.5.5 and B4.6.5

The Sernas Group Inc., Stonybrook Consulting Inc.
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City of Pickering Appendix C - Watercourses of Concern

Watercourse

Location

Reason/Discussion

Recommendation

MESPA Study Team Response (February
2013)

DA2 to DA5

South of Taunton Rd. east of
Sideline 26

Pond 3 proposed to drain to this system,
which is classified as a head water drainage
feature, which is steep and deeply cut into a
valley wall. Erosion associated with the pond
discharge will be a concern.

Direct pond discharge to the West Duffins
valley floor, via pipe system

Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required at the NFFSR and/or
detailed design stages to address potential
erosion and outline mitigation measures.

DB2

Northwest of Sideline 26/ Taunton
Rd

4 ponds (6, 7, 20, and 21) combine drainage
upstream of a significant gully system.
Channel erosion will be a significant concern.
Alternative outlet points for the proposed
ponds should be provided. Ideally all pond
flows should be directed to the West Duffins
valley.

Direct flows from Pond 6 to West Duffins
Valley floor via pipe system. Investigate
opportunities to convey flows from Ponds 20
and 21 through Region ROW's to West
Duffins Valley floor, via pipes along Taunton
Rd.

Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required at the NFFSR and/or
detailed design stages to address potential
erosion and outline mitigation measures.

G14-1, and G142

South of Whitevale Rd, west of
Sideline 24

2 ponds (22 and 22a) proposed to drain to a
HWDF, with no defined channel. Erosion
associated with the pond will be an issue.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required at the NFFSR and/or
detailed design stages to address potential
erosion and outline mitigation measures.

UA1 to UA5

East of the Whitevale Rd/Brock
Rd. intersection

Watercourse has no defined channel and is
part of a larger wetland complex. Erosion
associated with pond discharge (ponds 30
and 48) is likely regardless of the
recommendations from the Erosion
assessment.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

UA1, UA2, UA3, south of Whitevale Rd
exhibit no defined channel through cattail or
meadow marsh; UA4, UA5 north of Whitevale
Rd exhibit no defined channel through cattail
marsh. This is a heavily vegetated low
gradient system. Erosion is highly unlikely
particularly in the downsteam reaches within
the wetland complex which is a depositional
environment. Creek restoration will create
unnecessary disturbance and not provide any
added function. Minor erosion may occur in
the upstream reaches but this also unlikely
given the extent of SWMF and LID controls.
If minor erosion does occur, it will not present
a hazard and will provide sediment inputs to
wetland and eventually to downstream
sections. UA2-1 and UA6 are HDFC31 and
HDFC38, respectively and thus will be

Watercourse

Location

Reason/Discussion

Recommendation

MESPA Study Team Response (February
2013)
investigated as part of the headwater
analysis.

Watercourse

Location

Reason/Discussion

Recommendation

MESPA Study Team Response (February
2013)

GB1-4, GB1-3

West of Whitevale Rd/Sideline 20
intersection

Pond 44 proposed to drain to a HWDF, with
no defined channel, and an active erosion
gully downstream. Erosion associated with
the pond will be an issue.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

Table B10.3 makes recommendations for
detailed water balance and erosion
assessment at NFSSR and/or detailed
design to determine impact of SWMF
discharge. Reaches now included in
Chapter B10.5 which recommends that
further analysis is required at the NFFSR
and/or detailed design stages to address
potential erosion and outline mitigation
measures.

UA1-4, UA 1-3

East of the Whitevale Rd/Brock
Rd. intersection

Pond 47 proposed to drain to a HWDF, with
no defined channel, and an active erosion
gully downstream, part of a wetland. Erosion
associated with the pond will be an issue.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

Table B10.3 makes recommendations for
detailed water balance and erosion
assessment at NFSSR and/or detailed
design to determine impact of SWMF
discharge. Reaches now included in
Chapter B10.5 which recommends that
further analysis is required at the NFFSR
and/or detailed design stages to address
potential erosion and outline mitigation
measures.

DC2-1 to DC2-4

Southwest of North Road/407
overpass

Pond 49 proposed to drain to two HWDF's,
both of which are gully systems. Erosion
associated with the pond and on site control
area K will be an issue.

Direct pond discharge to the West Duffins
valley floor, via pipe system

Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required at the NFFSR and/or
detailed design stages to address potential
erosion and outline mitigation measures.

WA9-1, WA9-2

Southeast of North Road/407
overpass

Pond 50A proposed to drain to a wetland
(WV3), which drains through WA9-2, which
has with no defined channel. Erosion
associated with the pond will be an issue.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required at the NFFSR and/or
detailed design stages to address potential
erosion and outline mitigation measures.
Potential for and benefits of natural channel
design to be examined.

WA15 to WA18

East of the North Rd/407 overpass 4 Ponds (50B, 51, 60, and 61) drain to this
system, which has no defined channel and is
classified as a meadow swale. Erosion
associated with pond discharge will be an
issue.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required at the NFFSR and/or
detailed design stages to address potential
erosion and outline mitigation measures.
Potential for and benefits of natural channel
design to be examined.

DC6 to DC12

Northwest of the North Rd./407

Assess opportunities to provide creek

Chapter B10.5 recommends that further

2 Ponds (58 and 59) drain to this system

Watercourse

Location

Reason/Discussion

Recommendation

MESPA Study Team Response (February
2013)

overpass

which consists of undefined, and deep narrow
channel sections. Erosion associated with the
ponds will be an issue.

restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

analysis is required at the NFFSR and/or
detailed design stages to address potential
erosion and outline mitigation measures.
Potential for and benefits of natural channel
design to be examined.

G18 to G20

North, and South of Highway 407,
west of Sideline 22

Pond 62, and onsite control areas L, M, N and
O drain to the system which has been
classified as an intermittent channel with no
defined bed. Erosion associated with the
pond and on site control areas will be an
issue.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

No discharge is proposed to to G20 or G19;
the discharge will be to the upstream end of
G18.
Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required for G18 at the NFSSR
and/or detailed design stages to address
potential erosion and outline mitigation
measures. Potential for and benefits of
natural channel design to be examined.

GB12

North of Highway 407, east of
Sideline 24

Ponds 64 and 65 drain to this intermittent
stream with no defined channel in some
areas. Where channel is defined the channel
consists of sandy material. Erosion
associated with pond discharge will be an
issue.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

Pond 64 will discharge to the wetland
upstream of the existing engineered channel;
and, pond 65 will discharge to the existing
engineered channel.
No additional work required at the MESP
stage. GB12 is HDFC5 and will thus be
examined as part of design for SWMFs 64
and 65

UB9

North of Highway 407, west of
Sideline 20

Ponds 66 and 67 drain to this intermittent
stream which has no defined channel in some
areas. Erosion associated with pond
discharge will be an issue.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

The ponds will discharge at downstream end
of UB9 at Hwy 407.
No additional work required at the MESP
stage. UB9 to be examined as part of the
design for SWMFs #66 and 67.

DD3

North of Highway 407, west of
Sideline 32

Pond matrices indicate there is an existing
erosion issue align this watercourse. Pond 70,
and on site control area J are proposed to
drain to this system, increased erosion due to
the pond and OSCA is anticipated.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

The pond is proposed to discharge above the
confluence of DD3 and DD3-1.
Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required at the NFFSR and/or
detailed design stages to address potential
erosion and outline mitigation measures.

WA 3-1, WA 3-2

South of Whitevale Rd, East of
Golf Club Rd.

Pond matrices indicated that the system
becomes a gully prior to discharge to the
Whitevale Creek. Pond 17, and an LID
feature are proposed to drain to the system.
Channel erosion will likely be an issue.

Direct pond flows to WA3 and provide proper
maintenance access

The outlet of SWMF17 has been modified to
discharge to WA3.
Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required for WA3-2 (HDFC20) at
the NFFSR and/or detailed design stages to
address potential erosion and outline

Watercourse

Location

Reason/Discussion

Recommendation

MESPA Study Team Response (February
2013)
mitigation measures.

UA2 to UA5

North of Whitevale Rd, west of
Sideline16

Watercourse has no defined channel and is
part of a larger wetland complex. Erosion
associated with pond discharge (ponds 30
and 48) is likely regardless of the
recommendations from the erosion
assessment.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

See the response provided above for UA1 to
UA5.

GA7 to GA9

North of Taunton Rd., east of
Sideline 26

Based on the contour data trib GA is very low
gradient system, and likely a swale with no
defined channel in sections, part of a larger
wetland complex. 4 Ponds are proposed to
drain to the system (10, 11, 12, 13), as such
erosion will be a concern regardless of the
recommendations from the erosion
assessment.

Assess opportunities to provide creek
restoration (natural channel design), prior to
the construction of any SWM facilities.

GA9 will not be affected adversely as the
SWMF discharge is downstream of the
reach. SWMF12 has been eliminated.
Chapter B10.5 recommends that further
analysis is required for GA7 and GA8 at the
NFFSR and/or detailed design stages to
address potential erosion and outline
mitigation measures.

City of Pickering Appendix D – Headwater Drainage Feature Review

Feature ID

Location

Sub watershed

Downstream Erosion
Issues, as per SWM
Recommendations
Yes

C7

Northwest of Hwy
407/North Rd. Overpass

No

West Duffins
Tributary DC1
through DC6

Probability that the
mitigation measure
will cause/add to
an existing erosion
concern

Feature
Description

Adjacent Land
use

High

Indistinct Channel,
5% Slope

Industrial

Low

Ephemeral, system
with little to no
slope

Industrial

Low

Ephemeral, 2%
slope

Industrial

Low

Poorly defined,
discontinuous flow
path through forest,
channel has a 3%
slope

Industrial

High

3% channel slope;
ephemeral; no
groundwater
contribution; in
transition

Industrial

●

C9

Southeast of Hwy
407/North Rd. Overpass

Whitevale Creek
West Tributary
●

C10

Southeast of Hwy
407/North Rd. Overpass

Whitevale Creek
West Tributary
●

C11

South of Hwy 407, east
of North Rd.

Whitevale Creek
West Tributary
●

C13

Southeast of Hwy
407/Sideline 24
Overpass

Ganatsekiagon Creek
Trib. GB

●

Comment/Concern/Recommendation

Maintenance of the feature may not be
the responsibility of the City, given the
land use proposed for the adjacent
development (industrial). However the
City does have concerns with erosion
associated with the proposed SWM
pond and the existing state of the
watercourse (downstream gully
system).
Maintenance of the feature may not be
the responsibility of the City, given the
land use proposed for the adjacent
development (industrial). However the
City does have concerns with erosion
associated with the proposed amount
of SWM facilities proposed within in the
watershed, and their combined impact
on downstream erosion.
Maintenance of the feature may not be
the responsibility of the City, given the
land use proposed for the adjacent
development (industrial). However the
City does have concerns with erosion
associated with the proposed amount
of SWM facilities proposed within in the
watershed, and their combined impact
on downstream erosion.
Maintenance of the feature may not be
the responsibility of the City, given the
land use proposed for the adjacent
development (industrial). However the
City does have concerns with erosion
associated with the proposed amount
of SWM facilities proposed within in the
watershed, and their combined impact
on downstream erosion.
Maintenance of the feature may not be
the responsibility of the City, given the
land use proposed for the adjacent
development (industrial). However the
City does have concerns with erosion
potential for the feature given the
proposed land use, mitigation measure
proposed (directing roof discharge),
and the nature of the feature (steep
slope in transition).

MESPA Response (February 2013)

Further investigations required at the
NFSSR and/or detailed design stage.

Overall combined effects were
addressed through erosion threshold
analysis and continuous simulation
modelling, and the recommendations for
LID measures. Water balance
implications will be addressed as per
the figure in Appendix B10.
No additional work required at the
MESP stage.
Overall combined effects were
addressed through erosion threshold
analysis and continuous simulation
modelling, and the recommendations for
LID measures. Water balance
implications will be addressed as per
the figure in Appendix B10
No additional work required at the
MESP stage.
Overall combined effects were
addressed through erosion threshold
analysis and continuous simulation
modelling, and the recommendations for
LID measures. Water balance
implications will be addressed as per
the figure in Appendix B10
No additional work required at the
MESP stage.
Overall combined effects were
addressed through erosion threshold
analysis and continuous simulation
modelling, and the recommendations for
LID measures. Water balance
implications will be addressed as per
the figure in Appendix B10
Additional work required at detailed
design to address existing localized
erosion.

Feature ID

Location

Sub watershed

Downstream Erosion
Issues, as per SWM
Recommendations
Yes

C18

Southwest of Whitevale
Rd/Golf Club Rd.
intersection

West Duffins
Tributary D8

No

Probability that the
mitigation measure
will cause/add to
an existing erosion
concern

Feature
Description

Adjacent Land
use

High

Downstream end
enters a steep
gully, 6% channel
slope at defined
feature.

Residential,
Hamlet Open
Space

High

Steep system 6%
total slope, likely a
gully at the mid
portion (10%
Slope). Drains to
an existing pond.

Residential,
Golf Course

High

2% slope
immediately
downstream of
discharge point,
however system
turns into a gully
(5% slope) prior to
discharging to the
West Trib. of
Whitevale Creek.

Residential

●

C19

Northeast of Golf Club
Rd/ Golf Club Entrance

West Duffins
Tributary D7

●

C20

South of Whitevale Rd.,
east of Golf Club Rd.

Whitevale Creek
West Tributary

●

Comment/Concern/Recommendation

MESPA Response (February 2013)

Mitigation measures shall only consist
of direction of rear lot drainage to the
feature, as such based on the land use,
the area required to meet the water
balance as recommended in the
Drainage Mitigation Measures
(appendix B10) may not be met. The
City will also only accept drainage from
the west portion of Golf Club Road, as
overland flow, as such directing
drainage from that area to the feature
may not be achievable. Best efforts to
direct rear yard drainage is the only
mitigation measure the City is willing to
entertain. Directing roof drainage to the
feature will not be supported.
City staff are unsure as to why HDF
mitigation is required, due to the
downstream pond. Also uncertain how
drainage from the development will be
directed to the feature due to the
presence of the proposed Regional
Road. Given type of system (gully) City
staff will only support passive
measures like maintaining existing
drainage from the golf course to the
feature. Directing roof drainage to the
feature will not be supported.

The augmentation will be achieved from
overland flow, either from disconnected
roof leaders to rear yards or runoff from
rear yards only from residences in the
immediate vicinity on the west side of
Golf Club Road.

City staff have concerns over
downstream erosion (Reach WA3-2),
which will need to be addressed prior to
the support of directing drainage to the
system. City will support passive
measures such as directing rear lot
drainage to the feature, in a best effort
approach. Measures such as directing
roof drainage to the feature will not be
supported.

Upstream portions of HDFC19 direct
runoff from Seaton to the Golf Course
irrigation pond. The golf course
depends on the water from the pond for
its operations and thus legally the water
balance has to be maintained.
Please note that in the GIS the contour
mapping pre-dates the pond and it is
necessary to turn on the 2010 photo.
Further, upstream of the pond, there is
no steep gully (land has been
engineered) and the outlet from the
pond also has been engineered.
No addition work required at the MESP
stage.
Further investigations required at the
NFSSR and/or detailed design stage.

Feature ID

Location

Sub watershed

Downstream Erosion
Issues, as per SWM
Recommendations
Yes

C24

North of Taunton Rd.,
East of Sideline 26

No

West Duffins
Tributary DB1

Probability that the
mitigation measure
will cause/add to
an existing erosion
concern

Feature
Description

Adjacent Land
use

South of Whitevale Rd.
east of Sideline 26

Ganatsekiagon Creek
Trib. G

South of Whitevale Rd.
west of Brock Rd.

Urfe Creek Trib. U6

Residential

City staff have concerns over
downstream erosion (Reach DB2),
which will need to be addressed prior to
the support of directing additional
drainage to the system. Assuming
downstream erosion concerns are
addressed, City will support measures
proposed, provided proper
maintenance access to the measure is
provided.

High

Ephemeral, 5%
Slope (obtained
from mapping)

Residential,
Park

Low

Ephemeral, 1%
Slope, groundwater
contribution,
located at the toe of
a significant valley
slope

Residential

High

Ephemeral, 6%
slope from
mapping, no
ground water
contribution

School Block,
Recreation
Centre

Given the nature of the system (steep
gully) City staff question the need for a
feature based water balance
assessment, and why a mitigation
strategy was developed for it. City staff
will only be supportive of passive
measures to direct flows to the feature
such as directing drainage from the
park. City staff will not be supportive of
directing roof drainage to the feature,
as recommended in the water balance
assessment.
City staff have concerns with the use of
LID measure at the top of bank.
Infiltration may not be a viable option
considering the slope involved, and the
presence of residential development
adjacent to the slope. Access to
maintain the mitigation measure will
also be a concern. Mitigation options
may be limited to rear yard drainage
only.
Unsure how drainage will be directed to
the facility due to the presence of the
Whitevale Rd. CPDP EA recommends
the use of a Semi Urban/Rural crosssection. It is likely that once the road is
reconstructed drainage will be brought
to Urfe Creek Trib. UA., opposed how
flow is converged across the road
under existing conditions. Significant
grade is observed through the feature
as well, unsure if it is appropriate to
implement the recommendations of the
HDFC assessment.

●

C31

South of Whitevale Rd,
east of Brock Rd.

Urfe Creek Trib. UA

●

Augmentation is required for HDFC24.
Overall combined effects were
addressed through erosion threshold
analysis and continuous simulation
modelling, and the recommendations for
LID measures. Water balance
implications will be addressed as per
the figure in Appendix B10
Additional work required at NFSSR
and/or detailed design to address the
downstream erosion issues.
Water balance is required because of
Redside Dace. Further work will be
required at NFSSR and/or detailed
design to address erosion issues.

Ephemeral, 2%
slope, multiple flow
paths through
forested portion

●

C29

MESPA Response (February 2013)

Low

●

C26

Comment/Concern/Recommendation

Water augmentation is required.
Further work will be required at NFSSR
and/or detailed design to address
erosion issues.

The final determination of the potential
to combine the discharges of these
reaches will occur as part of the NFSSR
work in consultation with the Region
regarding the Roads EA.

Feature ID

Location

Sub watershed

Downstream Erosion
Issues, as per SWM
Recommendations
Yes

C35

North of Taunton Rd.,
East of Sideline 26

Ganatsekiagon Creek
Trib. GA

No

Probability that the
mitigation measure
will cause/add to
an existing erosion
concern

Feature
Description

Adjacent Land
use

Low

Ephemeral, 4%
slope

Community
Node

High

Dry Gully, 6%
Slope (from
mapping),
ephemeral

School Block,
Park

●

C38

North of Whitevale Rd.
west of Sideline 16

Urfe Creek Trib. UA

●

Comment/Concern/Recommendation

Unsure as to who would assume
responsibility for the maintenance of
the feature. City staff have concerns
with the impact on erosion due to the
number of SWM facilities proposed to
drain to Ganatsekiagon Creek Trib. GA.
Erosion concerns should be addressed
prior to implementation of the HWDC
mitigation strategy.
Mitigation measures as recommended
by the HDFC will not be supported by
the City. Opposed to directing roof top
drainage to the feature, the park block
located adjacent to the feature should
be graded such that drainage from it
can be directed as over land flow to the
feature. City staff will not be supportive
of directing roof drainage to the feature,
as recommended in the water balance
assessment.

MESPA Response (February 2013)

Further investigations required at the
NFSSR and/or detailed design stage.

Further investigations required at the
NFSSR and/or detailed design stage.

