Public Information Centre

Cookstown WPCP Class Environmental Assessment

Public Information Centre No. 1
November 6, 2024
Open House from 4 pm to 7 pm
Cookstown Library — Meeting Hall, 20 Church Street, Cookstown, ON

Welcome & Please Sign In

The goals of this Public Information Centre:

¢ Introduce the project and why it is required % Provide an overview of the study process
% Provide background information on the existing < Answer your questions and provide an
system and present alternative solutions under opportunity to get involved in the project

consideration

Please review the materials and submit your comments on the comment sheets provided
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Class EA Study Process

A Schedule C Municipal Class EA Study has 5 phases. We are currently in Phase 2. Another PIC will be held during Phase 3.

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Phase 5
Problem or Alternative Alternative Design Environmental Implementation
Opportunity Solutions Concepts Study Report
: . . _ _ Complete Can proceed to
Identify problem / Identify Alternative Identify Alternative Environmental implementation
opportunity Solutions Designs Study Report after any concerns
are addressed
_ Evaluate Evaluate Notice of
Notice of Alternative Alternative Completion
Commencement Solutions Designs
ESR Available
Review Agency Review Agency for 30 days
and Public and Public
Consultation — Consultation —
PIC No. 2
Select Preferred Select Preferred

We are here!
Solution Design
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Existing Cookstown WPCP

WPCP Property Boundary




Problem Statement

Problem and Opportunity Statement

The Cookstown WPCP currently services a population of approximately 2,000 persons. In order to
service expected population growth to the year 2051, the most cost-effective and environmentally
sustainable approach to provide wastewater servicing for the community of Cookstown, as well as the
Highway 400 & 89 Employment Lands, must be identified.
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Projected 2051 Wastewater Average Day Flows (ADFs)

Aea | Projected ADF

Potential Effluent Receivers

Community of Cookstown 1,300 m?/d
Highway 400 & 89 Employment Lands 564 m3/d
Overall Study Area 1,864 m3/d

Existing Cookstown WPCP Rated Capacity 825 m3/d



Long-List of Alternative Solutions

Development of Alternative Solutions Long-List

= A number of options exist to address future wastewater servicing needs for the Study Area. Some involve expanding the
Cookstown WPCP to meet servicing needs, while others involve constructing a second treatment facility.

Three alternative effluent receivers were considered: Innisfil Creek (existing receiver), Nottawasaga River, and Lake Simcoe

Evaluation of Alternative Solutions Long-List

The Alternative Solutions were assessed against two key criteria:
1. Meets Growth Requirement: Can the solution provide sufficient servicing capacity to meet growth demands to 20517
2. Compatible with Receiver Limitations: Can the receiver assimilate effluent loadings associated with the solution?

» A summary of the preliminary screening process is shown below. Three alternatives (No.’s 4, 5 and 6) were carried forward
for more detailed evaluation.

Preliminary Screening of Alternative Solutions

Alternative Solution Meets Growth Compatible Feasible

Requirements? with Receiver | Solution?
Limitations?

1 —“Do Nothing” No Yes No
2 — Reduce Flows No Yes No
3 — Optimize and Re-rate Cookstown WPCP No Yes No
4 — Upgrade / Expand Cookstown WPCP with Effluent to Innisfil Creek Yes Yes Yes
5 — Upgrade / Expand Cookstown WPCP with Effluent to Nottawasaga River Yes Yes Yes
6 — Maintain the Existing Cookstown WPCP and Construct a New WWTP in Cookstown Yes Yes Yes
7 — Expand the Cookstown WPCP and Construct a New WWTP to Service Highway 400 & 89 Yes No No

8 — Decommission Cookstown WPCP and Convey Flows to Lakeshore WPCP (Alcona) No No No



Short-List of Alternative Solutions

Summary of Alternative Solutions Evaluation
Short-List

Evaluation criteria were developed that consider impacts during both

- Alternative 4 — Upgrade / Expand Cookstown the design / construction and long-term operations phases of the

WPCP with Effluent to Innisfil Creek alternative solutions.
= Expand Cookstown WPCP on existing site A preliminary evaluation was completed, and the short-listed
- Replace existing effluent outfall forcemains / alternatives were ranked (most to least preferred):
gravity sewers to Innisfil Creek 1. Alternative 4 (Recommended Preferred)
= Alternative 5 — Upgrade / Expand Cookstown 2. Alternative 5
WPCP with Effluent to Nottawasaga River 3. Alternative 6

= Expand Cookstown WPCP on existing site . o
. . Evaluation Criteria
= New effluent outfall forcemains / pumping

stations / gravity sewers to Nottawasaga River Group Criteria Design/ | Operations
. . . I Construction | Phase
= Alternative 6 — Maintain the Existing Cookstown T
v v

WPCP and Construct a New WWTP in Cookstown

with Effluent to Innisfil Creek MLl EIiEE 6 SUTEES WEIEES

Environment

= Upgrades to existing Cookstown WPCP to Disruption of terrestrial features v
address process limitations Social / Cultural  Disruption of adjacent residential, community and v v
. . / Communit recreational features (noise, dust, odour, traffic
= New WWTP in Cookstown on a new site Environr‘:]e'n% : ures (noise, du . c)
(requires land acquisition) Impact on heritage resources v
» Replace existing effluent outfall forcemains / Economic Capital costs of construction v
gravity sewers to Innisfil Creek Environment Operation and Maintenance Costs v
Technical Constructability v
Environment o . L
Compatibility with existing infrastructure v
Ability to consistently meet effluent criteria v
Operating requirements / complexity v

Town Growth Flexibility for future expansion v



Evaluation of Alternative Solutions

Alternative 6
Maintain WPCP and Construct New
WWTP with Discharge to Innisfil Creek

Alternative 5
Upgrade and Expand WPCP with
Discharge to Nottawasaga River

Alternative 4
Upgrade and Expand WPCP with
Discharge to Innisfil Creek

Evaluation Criteria

Design / Construction Phase

Natural Environment

Social / Cultural / Community

Economic Environment

Technical Environment

Town Growth

Operations Phase

Natural Environment

Social / Cultural / Community

Economic Environment

Technical Environment

Conclusion

Legend:

Upgrades on existing WPCP site and
along existing outfall route

Lowest disruption to existing WPCP
site and local roads

Least potential impact on heritage
resources

Lowest cost

Maximizes reuse of existing
infrastructure

Requires construction staging for
upgrades at the WPCP

Future expansion limited by capacity
of Innisfil Creek

Will improve base flows in Innisfil
Creek over the summer months

Lowest potential impact in terms of
noise, odour, traffic

Lowest cost

Least complex operational
requirements for both treatment and
effluent discharge

Overall Rating

Alternative is preferred
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New outfall to be constructed to
discharge to Nottawasaga River

Lowest disruption to existing WPCP
site

Additional disruption on roads to
construct new outfall

Higher cost than Alternative 4

Requires approval of a new outfall
Requires construction staging for
upgrades at the WPCP

Nottawasaga River provides
additional flexibility for future
expansion

New point-source discharge to
Nottawasaga River
Potential impact on recreational uses

Most potential for odours along
outfall route

Higher cost than Alternative 4

Same treatment complexity as Alt. 4,
but more complex effluent discharge
operation

Overall Rating

Alternative is not preferred
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Upgrades along existing outfall route
New WWTP on a new site

Lowest disruption to local roads, but
disruption of a new site

Highest cost

Requires land acquisition
Requires upgrades to existing WPCP
and construction of a new WWTP

Future expansion limited by capacity
of Innisfil Creek

Will improve base flows in Innisfil
Creek over the summer months

Highest potential for truck traffic in
and around the community of
Cookstown

Highest cost

Most complex operational
requirements for treatment (two
treatment plants)

Overall Rating

Alternative is not preferred
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Recommended Preferred Solution

The Recommended Preferred Solution is Alternative 4 — Upgrade and
Expand the Cookstown WPCP with Effluent Discharge to Innisfil Creek

/

UPGRADE AND EXPAND

¥ EXISTING COOKSTOWN
WWTP

f.

Alternative 4 involves:
=  Works to increase the capacity of the
Cookstown WPCP
=  Upgraded and expanded WPCP to be
located on existing WPCP site
=  Existing effluent storage lagoons will

be retained
= Processes will be upgraded to

improve effluent quality
=  Works to increase the capacity of the effluent
discharge system to Innisfil Creek:
=  Upgraded effluent pumping station
(on WPCP site)
=  Replace existing outfall forcemain and
gravity sewer (see route in figure)

Of the short-listed options, Alternative 4 best met
the evaluation criteria associated with natural,
social, cultural, community, technical and
economic factors.



Thank You for Attending!

Following PIC No. 1, the Project Team will be developing and evaluating alternative design concepts. A
second PIC will be held to present the Recommended Design Concept.

Questions and Comments?

= Visit the Class EA Study webpage to stay up-to-date on project notices and shared study materials:
https://innservices.co/infrastructure-upgrades/environmental-assessments/cookstown-water-pollution-
control-plant

= Complete a Comment Sheet this evening, or submit comments via email to staff below:

InnServices Utilities Inc. Blue Sky EEC
Sean Fahey, C.ET. Melody Johnson, P.Eng.

Capital Project Manager Project Manager

sfahey@innservices.co melody@bskyeng.com

Please Provide Comments by December 6, 2024



