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Class EA Process

|_PUBLIC | alternative design concepts » Opportunity to request
o Select preferred solution o A SECOND CONSULTATION WITH Part Il Order ("Bump Up")
¢ Confirm the selected schedule ‘ REVIEW AGENCIES AND PUBLIC within 30 days




Class EA — Phase 2

To identify alternative planning solutions
that meet project objectives:

- Minimum of secondary treatment
- Eliminate effluent residual chlorine
- Provide adequate biosolids storage

To evaluate planning alternatives
To select preferred alternative(s)



Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation describes the impacts of the
planning alternatives as the basis for
decision-making

Evaluation categories:

- Technical

- Natural Environment

- Social Environment

- Economic



Technical

Performance and Reliability
Flexibility

Ease of Implementation

Impacts During Construction

Ease of Operation and Maintenance



Natural Environment

Water Quality and Aquatic Systems
Terrestrial

Groundwater Resources
Faillure Risks to Natural Environment



Soclal Environment

Visual/Aesthetic

Odour (buffer distances)
Noise/Traffic

Use of Existing Property
Community Health and Safety



Economic

Capital Costs

- Funded by Federal, Provincial, and Municipal
(City) governments

Operating and Maintenance (O&M) Costs
- Funded entirely by Municipality (City)



ldentification of Planning
Alternatives — Liguid Treatment

%




Existing Owen Sound WWTP (2006)



Current Location - Issues

Site constraints require compact technology
- Secondary Treatment Upgrading Options (2006)

- Equivalent performance and cost to conventional
secondary treatment

- Increasing application in Ontario

Waterfront property use remains as WWTP
- Aesthetic controls

Odour controls

- 100 m buffer distance with adjacent development
property



Current Location — Key Advantages

Re-uses existing plant infrastructure valued
at approximately $30 million

Integration with existing infrastructure
- Includes capital improvements (immediate)
No search for new site or forcemain route

Lowest cost alternative which meets
environmental protection objectives



Level of Treatment and Effluent Limits

Primary | Secondary| Tertiary
Parameter (Abbreviation) | Treatment| Treatment| Treatment
(mg/L (mg/L) (mg/L)
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Assimilative Capacity Analysis and

Ecological Assessment

Need for outfall diffuser

Improves mixing conditions
Minimum 20:1 initial mixing ratio (MOE policy)

Maintain current outfall location

Ecological Assessment (2009) conducted

Organic matter and nitrogen enrichment of sedisent
vicinity of current outfall (but not phosphorus)

Sand bottom and sparse plant cover
No evidence of Type 1 fish habitat
Constraints posed by other water uses






Effluent Disinfection

Current disinfection Is chlorination by addition of
sodium hypochlorite

Screening of alternatives
- Chlorination/dechlorination
- Ultraviolet (UV) disinfection

Conversion to UV Included In all alternatives

- Effective disinfectant (widely used)

- No formation of disinfection byproducts (chloriadt
organics, trihalomethanes)

- No chemical use (health and safety with respect to
transport, storage, handling and use)



Economic Comparison — Liguid Treatment
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Notes: a) Current Operation & Maintenance (O&\d¥t of $800,000/year (primary treatment only).
b) 20-year flow based on assumed growth rate opé&fear..




Evaluation Process — Liquid Treatment

Note: Example page of Evaluation Table.



Evaluation Outcome — Ligquid Treatment

Technical

- Existing site is straight-forward to implement

- Remote site more difficult to implement and operand maintain
- Remote site has increased impacts during congiruct

Natural Environment
- Increased failure risks to natural environmentrémote site

Social Environment
- New impacts at a remote site, but less than egjstiaterfront location
- Some facilities remain at waterfront for remotedton

Economic
- Remote site is more costly to construct and operat



Preliminary Selection of Preferred
Planning Alternative — Liquid Treatment
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Biosolids Management

Current practices
- Stablilization of biosolids by anaerobic digestion
- Beneficial re-use of nutrient value on agricultuasad

Screening of other disposal alternatives

Very stringent criteria




Biosolids Management — Liquid Storage

Land application Is seasonal practice
Approximately 140 days storage (existing tanks)

Solids production increase of 35% for upgrade to
secondary treatment
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Regulatory Requirements

Nutrient Management Act (2002) required
generators provide 240 days storage

Amending regulations in effect September
18, 2009 change the regulatory framework

- 240 days storage is now a guidelinet(a
regulatory requirement)

- Application criteria according to Odour
Categories for different types of biosolids (liquid
versus dewatered)



ldentification of Planning

Alternatives — Biosolids Storage
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capacity
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Economic Comparison — Biosolids Storage
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On-Site Storage of Liquid Biosolids
Key Advantages

No site search for biosolids storage location
All utilities at one location

No required change to land application
practices (equipment or setbacks)

Similar cost to dewatered alternative



Preliminary Selection of Preferred
Planning Alternative — Biosolids Storage
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Preliminary Preferred Alternatives
Total Project Cost Estimate

&

" (

# $# $" $# ( $#
( A A
! $# $"
!
3 | *] 1 && +$ +0
/23]
5 &)+ )% )% &)0 &)0
/23!
$-45 &)1 )% -)$ &). &).




Next Steps — Phase 2



Next Steps

Continue consultation with First Nations and
review agencies

Selection of Preferred Alternatives (Phase 2)

Coordinate simultaneous Federal
Environmental Assessment screening

Initiate Phase 3 (Design Alternatives)
Conduct second Public Information Centre



Class Environmental Assessment
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Dewatered Biosolids in Ontario

Halton Region

County of Brant

County of Oxford

City of Toronto

City of Hamilton

City of Ottawa

Regional Municipality of Waterloo



Effluent Limits of Secondary Treatment
Faclilities in Ontario
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Evaluation Process — Biosolids
Management



