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Executive summary
Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas distribution
network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario, and has proposed the Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project) to
meet this need.
Enbridge Gas has retained the services of Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an
environmental study for the Project. The study evaluated, from an environmental and socio-economic
perspective, the route options for the Project, and then assessed the potential effects of the
construction and operation of the natural gas pipeline along the preferred route. The results are
documented in this Environmental Report in accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB’s)
Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation of Hydrocarbon Pipelines and
facilities in Ontario, 7th Edition (the Environmental Guidelines; OEB 2016).
The Project will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure (HP) steel (ST) natural gas pipeline
and an 8-inch intermediate pressure (IP) polyethylene (PE) natural gas pipeline. Up to two regulation
stations will be built to facilitate the change in pressure.
Three pipeline routes, a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR 2 and AR 3),
were considered in the environmental study for the Project. These are described below.


The PPR, which is approximately 2.5 kilometres (km), begins at the intersection of Taunton Road
and Church Street North where the 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new extra high
pressure (XHP) to HP regulation station. From there, it will travel south along Church Street North
to the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West. At the intersection of Church
Street North and Rossland Road West, the 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new HP
to IP regulation station, as will the new 8-inch IP PE natural gas main. From there, the 8-inch IP PE
natural gas main will travel east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection
of Rossland Road West and Harkins Drive, where it will tie-in to an existing natural gas main on
Rossland Road West.



AR 2, which is approximately 2.1 km, begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road
West where it will tie-in to an existing natural gas main on Brock Road, within the City of Pickering
municipal boundary. From there, the 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will travel east along Rossland
Road West to the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West, where it will tie-in
to a new HP to IP regulation station. The new 8-inch IP PE natural gas main will tie-in to the HP to
IP regulation station at the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West. From
there, the 8-inch IP PE natural gas main will travel east along Rossland Road West to a point just
east of the intersection of Rossland Road West and Harkins Drive, where it will tie-in to an existing
natural gas main on Rossland Road West.
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AR 3, which is approximately 2.2 km, begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft
Road where a new XHP to HP regulation station will be constructed. This regulation station will tiein to an existing natural gas main on Taunton Road. From there the new 6-inch HP ST natural gas
main will tie-in to the new XHP to HP regulation station and travel south along Ravenscroft Road to
the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road. At the intersection of Ravenscroft Road
and Rossland Road, the 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new HP to IP regulation
station, cross the road and tie into an existing IP gas main.

The environmental study process followed three phases, as shown in Figure ES-1.

Figure ES-1: Environmental study process

Consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with stakeholders was an important part of
the environmental study process, both for the development and evaluation of the route options and for
the assessment of effects.
Four groups for consultation and engagement were identified:


Group 1 – Indigenous communities with traditional territory, Aboriginal rights, or Treaty rights
within the study area.



Group 2 – Government officials and public agencies.



Group 3 – Community interest groups and local organizations.



Group 4 – Directly affected and adjacent property owners and residents (residential,
commercial/business, or industrial property owners, and/or residents in the study area).
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A virtual open house was held in August 2020 and feedback was received through submission of an
online comment form, as well as through emails and phone calls to the Project team. The
Environmental Report was circulated for review in October 2020 to Indigenous communities, members
of the Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee, and staff from the Regional Municipality of Durham,
the Town of Ajax, the City of Pickering, and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.
Consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with key stakeholders is ongoing.
The environmental study involved undertaking an inventory of existing biophysical and socio-economic
features within the study area of each route option. This information was used to identify features that
could interact with the construction and operation of the Project.
An evaluation of the route options was conducted, comparing the route options from a technical,
biophysical and socio-economic perspective based on objective criteria. Based on the findings of the
route evaluation, the PPR was recommended and ultimately selected to be the preferred route.
An effects assessment of the preferred route was then conducted. This involved assessing the potential
effects of the Project on each biophysical and socio-economic component and identifying appropriate
mitigation measures. Taking the mitigation measures into consideration, the net effects were then
identified and the significance of each net effect was assessed where applicable. A similar approach
was used to identify potential cumulative environmental effects and mitigation. Mitigation
recommendations, including those outlined in Enbridge Gas’ Construction and Maintenance Manual,
2020, as well as Enbridge Gas’ commitment to safety and community wellbeing, are expected to
effectively protect environmental features along the preferred route. On-going monitoring, the
implementation of monitoring and contingency plans, and adherence to applicable permit conditions
and by-laws will help to minimize or remove altogether the potential adverse effects to the biophysical
and socio-economic environments. On-going consultation with Indigenous communities and
engagement with local residents, local municipalities and other stakeholders will also be important for
the successful completion of the Project.
Based on the effects assessment of the preferred route, some net effects are anticipated where
interactions with the biophysical and socio-economic environments cannot be completed avoided.
However, taking into consideration the implementation of the mitigation identified, these net effects are
overall predicted to be negligible, local to the construction footprint, and short-term. As a result, no
significant net effects are predicted as a result of the Project.
Following the receipt of required permits and approvals from applicable agencies and local authorities,
the Project is expected to commence construction in the summer of 2021. Construction is anticipated to
take approximately six months to complete.
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Abbreviations
Abbreviation

Definition

AAQC

Ambient Air Quality Criteria

ANSI

Area of Natural and Scientific Interest

AR

alternative route

ATRIS

Aboriginal and Treaty Rights Information System

CHER

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

CHVI

cultural heritage value or interest

CTC

Credit Valley - Toronto and Region - Central Lake Ontario

DFO

Fisheries and Oceans Canada

EASR

Environmental Activity and Sector Registry

ECCC

Environment and Climate Change Canada

ELC

Ecological Land Classification

EPP

Environmental Protection Plan

ESA

Endangered Species Act, 2007

ESC

erosion and sedimentation control

FOI

Freedom of Information

ft

feet

HADD

harmful alteration, disruption, or destruction

HDD

horizontal directional drilling

HIA

Heritage Impact Assessment

HP

high pressure

IP

intermediate pressure

IPZ

intake protection zone

km

kilometre

LTC

Leave to Construct

masl

metres above sea level
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Abbreviation

Definition

MBCA

Migratory Bird Convention Act, 1994

MECP

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks

MENDM

Ministry of Energy, Northern Development and Mines

MHSTCI

Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries

m

metre

mm

millimetre

MPP

Member of Provincial Parliament

MNRF

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry

MTO

Ministry of Transportation (Ontario)

N/A

not applicable

NHRM

Natural Heritage Reference Manual

OEB

Ontario Energy Board

OPCC

Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee

PE

polyethylene

PPR

preliminary preferred route

PSW

Provincially Significant Wetland

PTTW

Permit to Take Water

ROW

right-of-way

SAR

Species at Risk

SARA

Species at Risk Act

ST

steel

SWH

significant wildlife habitat

TRCA

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

URL

Uniform Resource Locator

WHPA

Wellhead Protection Area

WWR

water well records

XHP

extra high pressure
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Introduction

Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas distribution
network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario, and has proposed the Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project) to
meet this need.
Enbridge Gas has retained the services of Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an
environmental study for the Project. The study evaluated, from an environmental and socio-economic
perspective, the route options for the Project, and then assessed the potential effects of the
construction and operation of the natural gas pipeline along the preferred route. The results are
documented in this Environmental Report in accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB’s)
Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation of Hydrocarbon Pipelines and
facilities in Ontario, 7th Edition (the Environmental Guidelines; OEB 2016).

1.1

Project description

The Project will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure (HP) steel (ST) natural gas pipeline
and an 8-inch intermediate pressure (IP) polyethylene (PE) natural gas pipeline. Up to two regulation
stations will be built to facilitate the change in pressure.
Three pipeline routes, a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR 2 and AR 3),
were considered in the environmental study for the Project. These are described below and depicted in
Figure 1.


The PPR, which is approximately 2.5 kilometres (km), begins at the intersection of Taunton Road
and Church Street North where the 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new extra high
pressure (XHP) to HP regulation station. From there, it will travel south along Church Street North
to the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West. At the intersection of Church
Street North and Rossland Road West, the 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new HP
to IP regulation station, as will the new 8-inch IP PE natural gas main. From there, the 8-inch IP PE
natural gas main will travel east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection
of Rossland Road West and Harkins Drive, where it will tie-in to an existing natural gas main on
Rossland Road West.



AR 2, which is approximately 2.1 km, begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road
West where it will tie-in to an existing natural gas main on Brock Road, within the City of Pickering
municipal boundary. From there, the 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will travel east along Rossland
Road West to the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West, where it will tie-in
to a new HP to IP regulation station. The new 8-inch IP PE natural gas main will tie-in to the HP to
IP regulation station at the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West. From
there, the 8-inch IP PE natural gas main will travel east along Rossland Road West to a point just
east of the intersection of Rossland Road West and Harkins Drive, where it will tie-in to an existing
natural gas main on Rossland Road West.
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AR 3, which is approximately 2.2 km, begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft
Road where a new XHP to HP regulation station will be constructed. This regulation station will tiein to an existing natural gas main on Taunton Road. From there the new 6-inch HP ST natural gas
main will tie-in to the new XHP to HP regulation station and travel south along Ravenscroft Road to
the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road. At the intersection of Ravenscroft Road
and Rossland Road, the 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new HP to IP regulation
station, cross the road and tie into an existing IP gas main.

The pipeline will be located within existing road allowances, where possible. Temporary working space
and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances to facilitate the movement
and storage of equipment necessary for construction.
Pending regulatory approvals, the Project is currently scheduled to commence construction in summer
2021 and construction is anticipated to be approximately six months in duration. Clean-up and
restoration activities will follow. The pipeline would be in service shortly after construction is completed.
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Need for the Project

Enbridge Gas has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas distribution network in the Town
of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and flexibility and to
support current and future growth in natural gas demand in the area.

1.3
1.3.1

Overview of the environmental study
Need for the environmental study

The purpose of this environmental study is to meet the requirements of the OEB’s Environmental
Guidelines (OEB 2016).
The primary objective of the environmental study is to evaluate the preliminary preferred and alternative
routes (i.e., the PPR, AR 2 and AR 3) and determine, from an environmental and socio-economic
perspective, the preferred route for the Project. A further objective of the environmental study is to
assess the environmental and cumulative effects and identify appropriate environmental mitigation and
protection measures for the construction and operation of the Project along the preferred route.

1.3.2

Environmental study process

The environmental study process followed three phases, as shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Environmental study process
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Environmental Report contents

Following this introductory chapter, the Environmental Report includes the contents outlined below.


Section 2.0: Baseline environmental and socio-economic conditions – This section outlines
the study areas for each route option being evaluated and provides an overview of the biophysical
and socio-economic features found in the study areas for each route option. This baseline
information provides detail to inform the route evaluation criteria and effects assessment.



Section 3.0: Route evaluation and selection – This section describes the consultation and
engagement input about the route options, the routing objectives and selection criteria, the process
used to evaluate the route options and select the preferred route, the rationale for the preferred
route selection, and the preferred route construction activities to be assessed for environmental
and socio-economic effects.



Section 4.0: Indigenous consultation and stakeholder engagement – This section details the
consultation and engagement activities undertaken to date during the Project planning. It includes
the objectives, a list of Indigenous communities and stakeholders contacted, the communication
methods and events undertaken, a summary of input received, and how the input has influenced
the environmental study.



Section 5.0: Effects assessment methodology – This section provides a description of the
effects assessment methodology, including a screening of potential interactions with biophysical
and socio-economic components, a description of how net effects were identified, and how
significance was determined for the net effects.



Section 6.0: Evaluation of potential effects and mitigation measures – This section identifies
the potential effects of the preferred route on the existing biophysical and socio-economic features,
recommends mitigation measures to reduce the potential effects, and identifies net (residual)
effects taking the mitigation into account. It also describes accidents or malfunctions that could
reasonably occur over the duration of the Project, as well as the effects of the environment on the
Project that could reasonably occur, and identifies mitigation for those effects where appropriate.



Section 7.0: Cumulative effects assessment – This section provides a brief description of the
cumulative effects methodology, reasonably foreseeable projects and activities that may have
effects that could interact with the Project’s net effects, an analysis of potential cumulative effects
associated with those projects or activities, and recommendations regarding mitigation.



Section 8.0: Monitoring and contingency plans – This section identifies the monitoring plans
proposed to confirm whether the mitigation measures are implemented and effective. It also
identifies the contingency plans to be developed and implemented if unexpected events or
conditions occur (e.g., an accidental spill or previously unknown archaeological find).



Section 9.0: Conclusion – This section provides a summary and overall conclusion of the
environmental study with regard to the significance of the potential net effects on each biophysical
or socio-economic feature that may be affected by the Project.



References: A list of the sources that were used for the purposes of the environmental study.
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Regulatory requirements for the Project

The OEB’s Leave to Construct (LTC) approval is required before the Project can be constructed. As
well, there may be several permits and approvals from federal, provincial and municipal authorities,
such as the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP), the Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority (TRCA) and the Town of Ajax.
The following sections provides an overview of the environmental regulatory requirements that are
expected to be required for approval of the construction and operation of the Project.

1.4.1

Ontario Energy Board

The OEB is the body that regulates the gas industry in Ontario to ensure that the public interest is
served and protected. As part of the approval process, an environmental and cumulative effects
assessment must be completed, and an Environmental Report created in accordance with the OEB’s
Environmental Guidelines (OEB 2016).
Once complete, the Environmental Report is circulated to the Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee
(OPCC) for its review and comment. The OPCC is an inter-ministerial committee that includes
provincial government ministries, boards, and authorities with potential interest in the construction and
operation of hydrocarbon transmission and storage facilities.
Once the Environmental Report has been reviewed by the OPCC, it will form a supporting document for
Enbridge Gas’ LTC application to the OEB. Enbridge Gas will file the LTC application for the Project
with the OEB. The application will contain information about the Project including the purpose and need
for the Project, the results of the environmental study and routing assessment (as described in the
Environmental Report), construction and project costs, land requirements and agreements, and
evidence of Indigenous and public consultation.
The OEB may order a written or oral hearing based upon the complexity of the Project and the level of
public concern. Members of the public will be invited by the OEB to participate in the hearing.
Communication about the hearing will include notices in local newspapers and letters to directly
affected landowners, both of which will outline how the general public and landowners can get involved
in the hearing process.
The OEB will then make a decision about the application. If the OEB finds the Project is in the public
interest, it will approve construction of the Project. Construction of the Project can only proceed if the
LTC is provided by the OEB.
The OEB normally attaches conditions to a Project it approves. Enbridge Gas must comply with these
conditions of approval at all stages of the Project.

1.4.2

Other permits and approvals

With regard to other environmental assessment regimes:


Requirements of the federal Impact Assessment Act do not apply to the Project because the
Project is not listed as a “designated project” under the Physical Activities
Regulations: SOR/2019-285, and it is not on federal lands.
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The Project is not regulated by the Canada Energy Regulator; thus, the environmental and socioeconomic assessment requirements of the Canadian Energy Regulator Act do not apply.



The Project does not trigger Individual or Class environmental assessment requirements under the
Ontario Environmental Assessment Act.

The Project will comply with environmental federal, provincial and municipal regulatory requirements,
including, but not limited to those listed in Table 1 below, where applicable.
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Table 1: Summary of potentially applicable environmental legislation
Responsible agency

Legislation, regulation
or authority

Requirement

Migratory Bird Convention
Act, 1994 (MBCA)



The MBCA protects and conserves migratory bird populations and individuals and their
nests in Canada by prohibiting disturbance, destruction, taking or possession without
authorization.



Best management practices will be followed to comply with the MBCA and avoid
construction-related effects on migratory birds and their nests.



SARA contains general prohibitions that make it an offence to kill, harm, harass,
capture or take a federally-listed SAR or damage or destroy their critical habitat or the
residences on federal lands (or other designated lands).



Although the Project lands are not federal, Enbridge Gas intends to abide by the spirit
of SARA to avoid harm to federally-listed SAR and their habitats.



A Fisheries Act authorization could be required for an activity that results in the death
of fish, or harmful alteration, disruption or destruction (HADD) of fish habitat.



For this Project, an authorization and offsetting measures are not anticipated to be
required because construction methods and mitigation measures are expected to be
sufficient to avoid death of fish or a HADD.



Under the Act, works must not interfere with navigation.



Although not listed in the Schedule to the Act, a preliminary review of the watercourses
crossed by the Project suggests that they are potentially navigable per the definition in
the Act. Curve Lake First Nation identified historical and current use of Lake Ontario
tributaries by the Williams Treaties First Nations for navigation during the consultation
process for the Project. Enbridge Gas continues to consult with Curve Lake First
Nation with regard to the use of the watercourses crossed by the Project as navigable
waters.



Enbridge Gas is also engaging with Transport Canada’s Navigation Protection
Program to confirm regulatory requirements. Enbridge Gas will follow the appropriate
notification and approvals process identified, and implement relevant mitigation
measures to avoid or minimize temporary disruption to the navigability of the
waterways.

Federal
Environment and
Climate Change
Canada (ECCC)

ECCC
Fisheries and Oceans
Canada (DFO)

DFO

Transport Canada

Migratory Birds
Regulations
Species at Risk Act
(SARA)

Fisheries Act

Canadian Navigable
Waters Act
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Table 1: Summary of potentially applicable environmental legislation
Responsible agency

Legislation, regulation
or authority

Requirement

Ontario Heritage Act
(2007)



The MHSTCI Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural
Heritage Landscapes (2016) checklist has been completed for all route options to
determine if property(ies) or the study areas for each route option include a recognized
heritage property and/or may be of cultural heritage value.



Once the preferred route is confirmed and more design work has been completed, a
Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment will
be completed for the preferred route to determine if further studies are required.



If required, property-specific Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports (CHERs) or Heritage
Impact Assessments (HIAs) will be completed for the preferred route as part of the
design and permitting phase for properties that will be directly affected by the Project.



Acceptance letter(s) from the MHSTCI for the Stage 1 and Stage 2 Archaeological
Assessments, and any further assessments that the MHSTCI recommends, must be
obtained prior to construction commencing.

Provincial
Ministry of Heritage,
Sport, Culture and
Heritage Industries
(MHSTCI)

Ontario Heritage Act
(2007)
Standards and Guidelines
for Consultant
Archaeologists (2011)
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Table 1: Summary of potentially applicable environmental legislation
Responsible agency

Legislation, regulation
or authority

Requirement

Ministry of the
Environment,
Conservation and
Parks (MECP)

Endangered Species Act,
2007 (ESA)



A permit could be required if adverse effects to provincially-listed endangered or
threatened SAR, or their protected habitat, cannot be avoided.



The construction mitigation measures and BMPs identified in the effects assessment
are expected to be sufficient to avoid or mitigate interactions with SAR or SAR habitat.
Consultation with the MECP is ongoing to ascertain that no additional site-specific
mitigation measures or approvals are required.



The MECP allows registration under the Environmental Activity and Sector Registry
(EASR) for construction dewatering projects where groundwater takings will be greater
than 50,000 L/day and less than 400,000 L/day.

Ontario Water Resources
Act, 1990

Water Taking and Transfer
Regulation (Ontario

Regulation 387/04)

Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority
(TRCA)

Ontario Regulation

166/06: Regulation of
Development, Interference
with Wetlands and
Alterations to Shorelines
and Watercourses

Should groundwater takings for construction exceed 400,000 L/day, a Permit to Take
Water (PTTW) will be required from the MECP.
Taking of surface water is not planned; therefore, a PTTW for that activity is not
expected to be required.
A permit could be required if the Project will involve construction, placement of fill, or
alteration to wetlands, shorelines, and watercourses in any area in the jurisdiction of
the TRCA.
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Table 1: Summary of potentially applicable environmental legislation
Responsible agency

Legislation, regulation
or authority

Requirement

Town of Ajax’s Official
Plan (2016)



Municipal
Town of Ajax

The Project crosses lands designated as Environmental Protection and Open Space
areas in the Town of Ajax’s Official Plan. These lands are part of the Greenlands
System of the Town of Ajax.

▪ The Official Plan (Section 2.5.4.5) specifies that the Town shall permit utilities in all
land use designations, except the Environmental Protection designation where
exceptions will only be permitted in limited circumstances as deemed necessary by
the Town.

▪ Per the Official Plan, an Environmental Impact Study is required when
development or site alteration, as permitted by the Plan, is proposed within 120 m
of lands designated as Environmental Protection lands.

▪ Utilities are permitted in the Open Space designation provided that the ecological
integrity of the area and Greenlands System is protected and enhanced, and
provided the type and scale are compatible with the Open Space land and its
surroundings, in accordance with the policies of the Plan.

▪ Applicability to the Project will be confirmed with the Town of Ajax during
permitting.
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Table 1: Summary of potentially applicable environmental legislation
Responsible agency

Legislation, regulation
or authority

Requirement

Town of Ajax
(continued)

By-law 38-2017 – Noise
Regulation By-law



A noise by-law exemption may be required if works are to take place outside of
permitted time.

By-law 59-2013 – Road
Occupancy and Road
Closure By-law



Adherence to the by-law will be required. The by-law governs the uses that occupy or
require the temporary closure of, or otherwise affect highways1 within the Town of
Ajax.



The by-law prohibits a person from destroying or injuring of any living tree on any lands
designated in Section 4.2 of the by-law without a permit. Lands included in Section 4.2
of the by-law include areas crossed by the Project, including but not limited to, areas
designated as Environmental Protection.

By-law 138-2006 –
Boulevard Tree Protection
By-law



Adherence to the by-law will be required. The by-law prohibits and regulates the
destruction or injuring of trees on boulevards.

City of Pickering’s Official
Plan (2018)



AR 2 goes through portions of the Natural Heritage System identified in the City of
Pickering’s Official Plan.



The Official Plan requires utilities crossing through the Natural Heritage System to
implement planning, design and construction practices to minimize negative effects to
the features in the Natural Heritage System or their related functions.

By-law 6834/08 –
Noise Bylaw



A noise by-law exemption may be required if works are to take place outside of
permitted time.

By-law 6108/03 –
Tree Protection By-law



The by-law prohibits the destruction of healthy trees without a permit in the tree
protection areas specified by the by-law.



Tree protection areas include areas designated as shorelines and stream corridors,
wetlands, and environmentally significant areas.

By-law 137-2006 –
Tree By-law

City of Pickering

1 The by-law defines “highway” as a common and public highway, street, avenue, parkway, driveway, square, place, bridge, viaduct or trestle, any part of which is intended for or used by
the general public for the passage of vehicles and includes the area between the lateral property lines thereof.
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Table 1: Summary of potentially applicable environmental legislation
Responsible agency

Legislation, regulation
or authority

Requirement

City of Pickering
(cont’d)

Fill and Topsoil
Disturbance By-law
6060/02



A permit associated with the Fill and Topsoil Disturbance By-law may be required for
land disturbance. A person is prohibited from performing land disturbance without a
permit.



Land disturbance is defined by the by-law to mean, any man-made change of the land
surface including removing vegetative cover, removing topsoil, excavating, filling and
grading.



The by-law prohibits and regulates the destruction or injuring of trees in woodlands in
the Regional Municipality of Durham.



The by-law applies to all Woodlands and any Sensitive Natural Areas within
Woodlands, as defined in the by-law, in the Region. Such areas are adjacent to the
proposed route options.

Region of Durham

By-law 030-2020 –
Regional Tree By-law
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Baseline environmental and socio-economic conditions

This section details the baseline environmental and socio-economic conditions found in the study areas
for each route option. This baseline information provides detail to inform the route evaluation criteria
and effects assessment.

2.1

Description of the study area

The route option study areas are located in the Town of Ajax and the City of Pickering within the
Regional Municipality of Durham, Ontario. The study areas are located in lands that are predominantly
residential or zoned for housing development, yet some study areas also include lands that are
primarily rural and semi-rural, with agriculture and open spaces.
For the purposes of the environmental study, a buffer of 125 m on either side of each of the route was
used as the study area for each route option. Refer to Section 1.1 for a description of each of the route
options. The three study areas are depicted on Figure 3. Figure 4 below shows some of the key
biophysical and socio-economic features in relation to the study areas for the PPR, AR 2 and AR 3.
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Biophysical environment
Geological resources and seismicity

Geological resources
Bedrock beneath the three route options is comprised of Blue Mountain Formation blue-grey shales of
Upper Ordovician age (MHBC and OGS 1999). The following description is based on desktop
geological information available and will be confirmed following further geotechnical studies for the
preferred route.
Along the PPR, the depth to bedrock or overburden drift thickness is mapped as 8 m to 15 m in the
vicinity of the East Duffins Creek valley with deeper depths to bedrock inferred as the route moves
north. Depths to bedrock are shallowest along the Duffins Creek valley around and west of the
Rossland Road West and Church Street North intersection with some boreholes indicating less than
1 m of overburden thickness.
Depths to bedrock along AR 2 are mapped as 8 m to 15 m in the vicinity of the East Duffins Creek
valley with depths of less than 8 m adjacent to East Duffins Creek itself. Borehole and well records
suggest that depths to bedrock may be less than 1 m within the valley. Depths to bedrock along the
western portion of the route are likely greater than 15 m.
Estimated depth to bedrock ranges from less than 15 m to greater than 20 m towards the north end of
AR 3. Shallower depths to bedrock maybe encountered along the western edges of this study area
where the East Duffins Creek valley is encountered.
Bedrock in the Project area is not designated as a primary resource (MHBC and OGS 1999).
Sand deposits located along the PPR north of the East Duffins Creek valley and along AR 2 west of
Riverside Drive are designated as tertiary significance for aggregate resources (MHBC and OGS
1999). Deposits of tertiary significance are not considered important resource areas due to their low
available resource or due to possible extraction difficulties; therefore, are unlikely to support large-scale
development (Rowell 2010).
Seismicity
The Project is located within the Southern Great Lakes Seismic Zone as defined by Earthquakes
Canada, which states “This region has a low to moderate level of seismicity when compared to the
more active seismic zones to the east, along the Ottawa River and in Quebec. Over the past 30 years,
on average, two to three magnitude 2.5 or larger earthquakes have been recorded in the southern
Great Lakes region.” (Earthquakes Canada 2019).

2.2.2

Physiography, topography and soils

Physiography
The Project is located within the Iroquois Plain physiographic region as defined by Chapman and
Putnam (Chapman 2007). This region comprises the lowlands bordering Lake Ontario, which were
inundated by glacial Lake Iroquois as the last continental glaciation retreated from the area. Lacustrine
deposits and old shoreline features are common surficial geologic features of this region. Clay, sand
and till plains are the dominant physiographic landforms of the study areas, with several north-south
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trending drumlin features identified to the east and southeast of the study areas and in the vicinity of
AR 3.
Surficial geology mapping for the study areas is included as Figure A-1 in Appendix A. Four surficial
geology types are mapped in the study areas.
The southern and eastern parts of the PPR are located in an area of stone-poor, silty to sandy till
(unit 5b, green colour). The East Duffins Creek valley crossed by the PPR contains modern alluvial
deposits (unit 19, brown colour). The PPR north of the East Duffins Creek Valley is located in an area
of coarse-textured glaciolacustrine deposits (units 9b and 9c, yellow colour).
The eastern part of AR 2 is located in stone-poor, silty to sandy till (unit 5b, green colour). West of the
East Duffins Creek valley, AR 2 crosses over till deposits (unit 5b, green colour) and then into an area
of glaciolacustrine deposits (units 9b and 9c, yellow colour) at the Urfe Creek valley and west until
briefly returning to till (unit 5b, green colour) at the intersection with Brock Road. The East Duffins
Creek valley crossed by AR 2 contains modern alluvial deposits (unit 19, brown colour). A small section
of the valley floor of the East Duffins Creek valley adjacent to AR 2 is mapped as exposed or thinly
covered bedrock (unit 3, pink colour).
The entirety of AR 3 is within the till deposits (unit 5b, green colour).
Topography
Topographic contours are shown on Figure A-1 in Appendix A.
Topographically, the PPR and AR 2 run along Rossland Road West at elevations of 103 metres above
sea level (masl) to 104 masl.
At the south end of the Church Street North section of the PPR, the route crosses the East Duffins
Creek valley, descending to below 90 masl and then ascending back to 100 masl within approximately
250 m. The East Duffins Creek valley in this area has a broad U-shape with steeper sides and a
relatively flat bottom. From there, the PPR topography is relatively levelled with a gradual climb to just
above 120 masl at the Taunton Road end of the route.
Similarly, continuing west along Rossland Road West, AR 2 crosses the East Duffins Creek valley at an
oblique angle, descending to elevations below 90 masl and then ascending to above 100 masl over a
distance of approximately 300 m. AR 2 briefly descends below 90 masl again as it crosses the Urfe
Creek valley just west of Riverside Drive before ascending to 120 masl at the intersection with Brock
Road.
AR 3 along Ravenscroft Road is generally flat to gently slopped, beginning at approximately 109 masl
at Rossland Road West and increasing gradually to the north, reaching 120 masl at Taunton Road.
Soils
Soils along the northern portion of the PPR, outside of built-up areas, are comprised of Brighton sandy
loam. The PPR also runs across Darlington Loam north of the East Duffins Creek valley.
Soils along a portion of AR 2 immediately west of the Urfe Creek valley are comprised of Brighton
sandy loam. AR 2 also extends into Woburn loam as it approaches Brock Road.
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Soils along the northern portions of AR 3 outside of built-up areas are comprised of Brighton sandy
loam.
All upland soils crossed by the route options are considered to have good drainage. Creek valley
bottoms crossed by the PPR and AR 2 were mapped as Bottom Lands with recent alluvial soils and
variable drainage (Olding et al. 1956).

2.2.3

Groundwater

Online mapping provided by the Oak Ridges Moraine Groundwater Program (Oak Ridges Moraine
Groundwater Program 2018) indicates that regional groundwater flow beneath the study areas is
towards the southeast with local components of flow towards the creek valleys. Areas where the
interpreted water table is less than 5 m below ground surface mainly occur within the creek valleys and
along AR 2 to the west of Riverside Drive.
The MECP Water Well Information Service (MECP 2020a) was searched for water well records (WWR)
located within the 125 m study area around each route option. A summary of the WWRs and map
showing the water well locations (Figure A-1) are provided in Appendix A.
There are 23 WWR within 125 m of the PPR. Of these, 10 are listed as wells used as a water supply
(domestic use or livestock), and 10 are listed as abandoned wells or monitoring/test wells that are
unlikely to be used as a water supply. Three of the WWR have no status or use listed. Four of the
WWR along the PPR report reaching bedrock at depths of 5 m to 20 m and the reported depths of all
wells also range from 5 m to 20 m with an average depth of 12 m. Reported static groundwater levels
range from 1 m to 11 m and average 6 m depth.
There are 31 WWR within 125 m of AR 2, of which 12 are listed as wells used as water supply
(domestic or livestock purposes), and 16 are listed as abandoned or monitoring/test wells that are
unlikely to be used as a water supply. Three of the WWR have no status or use listed. Seven of the
WWR along AR 2 report reaching bedrock at depths of 4 m to 9 m and the reported depths of all wells
generally range from 5 m to 19 m with an average well depth of 10 m while one well reaches 40 m
depth. Reported static groundwater levels range from 1 m to 11 m and average 4 m depth.
There are nine2 WWR within 125 m of the AR 3, of which four are listed as wells used as water supply
(domestic or livestock purposes), and four are listed as abandoned or monitoring/test wells that are
unlikely to be used as a water supply. One of the WWR have no status or use listed. Three of the WWR
along AR 3 report reaching bedrock at depths of 14 m and the reported depths of all wells generally
range from 6 m to 19 m with an average depth of 12 m while two of the wells reach depths of 31 m and
69 m, respectively. Three static groundwater levels were reported of 3 m, 7 m and 10 m depth.
No active PTTW or EASRs were identified within the three route study areas based on online mapping
provided by MECP (Land Information Ontario 2020a).

2 Three well IDs (7046421, 7047120 and 7047122) are mapped in the study area for AR 3 (Figure A-1) but, based on recorded address
details, these wells are located outside the study area.
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Source water protection
The three route options are located within the Toronto and Region Source Water Protection Area,
within the Credit Valley - Toronto and Region - Central Lake Ontario (CTC) Source Protection Region.
Source water protection mapping indicates that the study areas for the three routes do not cross any
Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPA). The closest WHPA to the study areas is the Whitchurch-Stouffville
WPHA, which is located at least 14 km to the northwest of the study areas (Land Information Ontario
2020b).
Significant groundwater recharge areas are areas where a relatively large percentage of water at
ground surface infiltrates and recharges the aquifer. These areas are considered regionally important
for groundwater recharge (CTC Source Protection Region 2019). Source water protection mapping also
indicates that a significant groundwater recharge area overlaps with the route options as described
below (Land Information Ontario 2020b).


A significant groundwater recharge area overlaps with the northern portion of the study areas of
the PPR and AR 3 (Land Information Ontario 2020b).



The PPR crosses the significant groundwater recharge area at the intersection at Church Street
North and Taunton Road and for approximately 190 m of its length south of the intersection.
Presence of this significant groundwater recharge area was also noted by the TRCA through input
received during the environmental study (TRCA 2020).



The study area of AR 2 does not cross a significant groundwater recharge area.

A highly vulnerable aquifer is an aquifer that has been assessed to be susceptible to contamination
from ground surface due to the properties (thickness and permeability) of the soil and/or bedrock
between the water table and the ground surface (CTC Source Protection Region 2019). Highly
vulnerable aquifer areas are encountered in the study areas for all three routes as described below
(Land Information Ontario 2020b).


The PPR crosses a highly vulnerable aquifer area at the southern end of the route (Rossland Road
West to Harrisview Street) and again from approximately 300 m north of the transmission corridor
to approximately 170 m south of the intersection at Church Street North and Taunton Road.



AR 2 is crossed by a highly vulnerable aquifer area for most of its length.



Approximately two-thirds of the length of AR 3 is crossed by a highly vulnerable aquifer area.

Both the MECP and the Regional Municipality of Durham indicated, through input provided during the
environmental study, that based on the policies listed in the CTC Source Protection Plan, the nature of
the Project (i.e., natural gas pipeline), and the Project location, that there are no major drinking water
threats associated with the Project (MECP 2020b; Durham 2020a). However, MECP noted that natural
gas pipeline projects may include activities during the construction or maintenance phases that, if
located in a vulnerable area, may pose a risk to sources of drinking water and could be subject to
policies in the local source protection plan that may affect how or where that activity is undertaken
(MECP 2020b).
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The Regional Municipality of Durham noted that the policies of the CTC Source Protection Plan that
apply to the Project include SAL-12, which encourages the use of best management practices when
applying road salt and DNAP-3 and OS-3, which encourage the use of best management practices for
the handling and storage of hazardous chemicals (Durham 2020a).
The location of vulnerable areas in the vicinity of the Project is shown in the source water protection
mapping provided in Appendix A (Land Information Ontario 2020b).

2.2.4

Surface water, wetlands, and fish and fish habitat

All of the route options are located within TRCA jurisdiction and, according to the TRCA mapping,
portions of each of the study areas are located within the Regulated Area of the conservation authority.
Mapped watercourses and wetlands are depicted on Figure 4. The TRCA Regulated Areas that are
relevant to each study area are also depicted on Figure 4. During the environmental study, the TRCA
identified that there are areas identified as “natural hazard” within the study areas. Natural hazards are
defined in the TRCA’s The Living Cities Policies (TRCA 2014) as:


lands subject to flooding and erosion within valley and stream corridors and along the Lake Ontario
shoreline; and



unstable soils and unstable bedrock.

The following information regarding surface water, wetlands, and fish and fish habitat is based on
desktop research and a site reconnaissance conducted on May 8, 2020 by a Golder biologist.
Information specific to fish SAR is provided in Section 2.2.7.
Preliminary preferred route
There are five watercourses mapped within the study area of the PPR: East Duffins Creek, three
unnamed tributaries of East Duffins Creek, and a tributary of Urfe Creek. The PPR crosses East Duffins
Creek and the tributary of Urfe Creek.
East Duffins Creek has a coldwater thermal regime and is known to support a wide variety of fish
species including blacknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus), brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis fontinalis),
brown trout (Salmo trutta), chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), common shiner (Luxilus
cornutus), creek chub (Semotilus atromaculatus), fantain darter (Etheostoma flabellare), fathead
minnow (Pimephales promelas), goldfish (Carassius auratus), johnny darter (Etheostoma nigrum),
longnose dace (Rhinichthys cataractae), mottled sculpin (Cottus bairdii), pumpkinseed (Lepomis
gibbosus), rainbow darter (Etheostoma caeruleum), rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), stonecat
(Noturus flavus) and white sucker (Catostomus commersonii) (MNRF 2020d). The East Duffins Creek
crossing at Church Street North in the southern portion of the study area was under construction at the
time of the site reconnaissance and could not be investigated. Based on Golder’s analysis of the
significance criteria as outlined in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM) (MNR 2010), the
East Duffins Creek valleyland was assessed to be a candidate significant valleyland for meeting the
following criteria: surface water functions, landform prominence, degree of naturalness, habitat value,
linkage function, and potential to provide habitat for rare species.
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The channel of the unnamed tributary of East Duffins Creek at the corner of Taunton Road West and
Church Street North was choked with phragmites and observed to have low flow during the site
reconnaissance. This watercourse is likely to support small-bodied fish only, and is likely seasonal fish
habitat (due to low flow conditions). Based on Golder’s analysis of the criteria outlined in the NHRM
(MNR 2010), the valleyland associated with the unnamed tributary of East Duffins Creek was assessed
to be a candidate significant valleyland for meeting the following criteria: surface water functions,
landform prominence, and linkage function. The two other unnamed tributaries of East Duffins Creek
mapped west of Church Street North and south of Hurst Drive, and east of Church Street North and
north of the transmission corridor could not be investigated during the site reconnaissance due to
access constraints. These watercourses are not crossed by the Project.
The tributary of Urfe Creek, which is crossed by the PPR, has a coldwater thermal regime and is known
to support a wide variety of fish species including blacknose dace, bluntnose minnow (Pimephales
notatus), brassy minnow (Hybognathus hankinsoni), brook stickleback (Culaea inconstans), brook trout,
brown bullhead, brown trout, common shiner, creek chub, fathead minnow, golden shiner
(Notemigonus crysoleucas), johnny darter, longnose dace, mottled sculpin, northern redbelly dace
(Chrosomus eos), pumpkinseed, rainbow darter, rainbow trout, spottail shiner (Notropis hudsonius) and
white sucker (MNRF 2020d). The tributary channel at the crossing of Church Street North was
observed to be choked with grasses and cattails and had no discernible flow during the site
reconnaissance. This watercourse crossing is likely to support small-bodied fish only, and is likely
seasonal fish habitat (due to low flow conditions). The following water quality measurements were
collected in the tributary during the site reconnaissance: temperature of 6°C, conductivity of
1,296 µs/cm, dissolved oxygen of 8.14 mg/L, and pH of 7.59.
Four unevaluated wetlands are mapped by the MNRF along East Duffins Creek in the southern portion
of the study area, and one unevaluated wetland is mapped along East Duffins Creek in the
northeastern corner of the study area. The unevaluated wetlands in the southern portion of the study
area were inaccessible due to road construction and were not surveyed. The wetland in the
northeastern corner was observed during the site reconnaissance. There are no provincially significant
wetlands (PSW) within 700 m of the PPR that would warrant an evaluation for complexing (i.e., adding
an unevaluated wetland to an existing PSW through a simplified assessment process). The PPR does
not cross these unevaluated wetlands.
Alternative route 2
There are two watercourses within the study area: East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek. East Duffins
Creek is described above. Both watercourses are crossed by AR 2.
Active erosion of the stream banks and slumping/scouring were observed during the site
reconnaissance along East Duffins Creek at the crossing of Rossland Road West in the eastern portion
of the study area. During the site reconnaissance, the channel had an average wetted width of 7.5 m,
average bankfull width of 9 m and average bankfull depth of 1 m. Substrates were dominated by
bedrock with components of sand and silt. Water quality measurements at the crossing were as follows:
temperature of 8°C, conductivity of 623 µs/cm, dissolved oxygen of 11.12 mg/L, and pH of 8.27.
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There are three unevaluated wetlands mapped by the MNRF along East Duffins Creek at the crossing
of Rossland Road West, and two unevaluated wetlands are mapped along East Duffins Creek north of
Rossland Road West and east of Church Street North. The unevaluated wetlands east of Church Street
North were inaccessible due to road construction. The unevaluated wetlands at the crossing of
Rossland Road West were observed during the site reconnaissance. There are no PSWs within 700 m
of the PPR that would warrant an evaluation for complexing (i.e., adding an unevaluated wetland to an
existing PSW through a simplified assessment process).
Urfe Creek has a coldwater thermal regime and is known to support a wide variety of fish species
including blacknose dace, blacknose shiner (Notropis heterolepis), bluntnose minnow, brassy minnow,
brook stickleback, brook trout, brown bullhead, brown trout, common shiner, creek chub, fathead
minnow, golden shiner, johnny darter, longnose dace, mottled sculpin, northern redbelly dace,
pumpkinseed, rainbow darter, rainbow trout, spottail shiner and white sucker (MNRF 2020d). During the
site reconnaissance, Urfe Creek (at the crossing with Rossland Road West) had an average depth of
0.25 m, average wetted width of 2.5 m, average bankfull width of 4.5 m and average bankfull depth of
1.2 m. Substrates were a mix of cobble, gravel and silt. Banks were armoured with riverstone cobble
under the bridge and evidence of erosion/scouring was observed up and downstream of the bridge
crossing. Water quality measurements at the crossing were as follows: temperature of 10°C,
conductivity of 944 µs/cm, dissolved oxygen of 9.42 mg/L, and pH of 8.30. A small impoundment with a
beaver dam was observed during the site reconnaissance along a tributary approximately 65 m west of
Urfe Creek. The impoundment area had a maximum water depth of 0.4 m and silty substrates. Based
on Golder’s analysis of the criteria outlined in the NHRM (MNR 2010), the valleyland associated with
Urfe Creek was assessed to be a candidate significant valleyland for meeting the following criteria:
surface water functions, landform prominence, degree of naturalness, habitat value, linkage function,
and potential to provide habitat for rare species.
Two unevaluated wetlands are mapped by the MNRF along Urfe Creek and the impoundment area in
the western portion of the study area. As well, one unevaluated wetland is mapped by the MNRF
crossing Coote Court. The unevaluated wetland along Urfe Creek was not visible from the road but is
likely to consist of marsh habitat along the watercourse. The unevaluated wetland mapped at Coote
Court appears to have been removed during construction of the road. The unevaluated wetland in the
impoundment area was observed during the site reconnaissance.
Two stormwater ponds were also identified within the study area during the site reconnaissance. The
eastern pond, located north of Rossland Road West and west of Stannardville Drive, was bordered by
cattail and had silty substrates. The western pond, located north of Rossland Road West and east of
Brock Road, was larger and also bordered by grasses and cattails. A third pond that appears to be
man-made is visible from aerial imagery approximately 45 m the north of Rossland Road West in the
eastern portion of the study area.
Alternative route 3
There is one watercourse within the study area: East Duffins Creek. East Duffins Creek is described
above. The pipeline route does not cross East Duffins Creek.
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There is one unevaluated wetland mapped by the MNRF along East Duffins Creek in the northwestern
portion of the study area. This unevaluated wetland is located at the bottom of a steep ravine and was
not visible from the road during the site reconnaissance. However, it is likely this unevaluated wetland
consists of marsh habitat along the watercourse. AR 3 does not cross this unevaluated wetland. There
are no PSWs within 700 m of the PPR that would warrant an evaluation for complexing (i.e., adding an
unevaluated wetland to an existing PSW through a simplified assessment process).
A single large stormwater management pond was also observed during the site reconnaissance, east
of Ravenscroft Road between Driscoll Drive and Selby Drive. The pond contained submerged aquatic
vegetation as well as cattails and other emergent aquatic vegetation along the pond edges.
Source water protection
An intake protection zone (IPZ) is the area of land and water around a municipal intake pipe that
contributes source water to a drinking water system. The size and shape of each zone is determined by
how quickly it would take water and contaminants to reach the intake. An IPZ-1 is the area closest to
the intake pipe, an IPZ‐2 includes the areas where flowing water and any pollution would reach the
intake pipe within two hours, and an IPZ‐3 is an area beyond IPZ-2 where contaminants could reach
the intake pipe and result in deterioration of the water quality at the intake (e.g., during and after a large
storm) (CTC Source Protection Region 2019).
East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek and their valley systems are located within IPZ 3 for the Ajax
surface water intake located in Lake Ontario (Land Information Ontario 2020b). The Ajax surface water
intake is located at least 9 km to the southeast of the study areas.
East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek and their valley systems are also located within an event-based
area identified in the CTC Source Protection Plan in relation to pipeline fuel/oil spills. Policies are
identified within the CTC Source Protection Plan to address significant drinking water threats from
existing or future threat activities within the delineated event-based areas (e.g., policies related to spill
prevention, contingency plans and emergency response) (CTC Source Protection Region 2019).
As discussed above, the PPR crosses the East Duffins Creek valley system, while AR 2 crosses both
the East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek valley systems.
The locations of IPZs and event-based areas in the vicinity of the Project is shown in the source water
protection mapping provided in Appendix A (Land Information Ontario 2020b).

2.2.5

Vegetation

The following information regarding vegetation is based on desktop research and a site reconnaissance
conducted on May 8, 2020 by a Golder biologist. Plant communities were determined through a review
of aerial photography and further refined during the site reconnaissance. Plant communities in the study
areas were classified and delineated at a high-level using the Ecological Land Classification (ELC)
system for southern Ontario (Lee et al. 1998).
Information specific to vegetation SAR is provided in Section 2.2.7.
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Preliminary preferred route
Vegetation community types within the PPR study area are depicted on Figure 5 using ELC codes.
During the site reconnaissance, the majority of the PPR study area outside of built-up areas was
characterized as open cultural meadow, and manicured lawn with scattered trees associated with the
Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens. The riparian woodland along East Duffins Creek in the northeast corner
of the study area was defined as mixed forest dominated by white pine (Pinus strobus), trembling
aspen (Populus tremuloides), and ash (Fraxinus sp.). The cultural meadow habitat along the
transmission corridor bisecting the study area was dominated by grasses. There was also an area of
mixed forest in the northwest corner of the study area dominated by white pine and trembling aspen,
and mixed forest along East Duffins Creek in the southern portion of the study area. Small areas of
cultural thicket/orchard and cultural plantation characterized by small deciduous trees are also located
within the study area.
As requested by the TRCA during the environmental study, an analysis of potential significance of
vegetation communities was completed for the PPR study area. Based on Golder’s analysis, the mixed
forest in the northwest corner of the study area (Figure 5) is part of a large woodland feature that was
assessed to be a candidate significant woodland for meeting the following criteria as defined in the
NHRM (MNR 2010): size, ecological functions (i.e., interior forest habitat, proximity to fish habitat,
linkages, water protection) and social value (i.e., presence of recreational trails).
Based on Golder’s analysis, the mixed forest east of Church Street North and north of Rossland Road
West (Figure 5) was also assessed to be a candidate significant woodland for meeting the following
criteria from the NHRM (MNR 2010): size, ecological functions (i.e., proximity to fish habitat, linkages,
water protection), and social value (i.e., recreational use).
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Alternative route 2
Vegetation community types within the AR 2 study area are depicted on Figure 5 using ELC codes. The
study area for AR 2 was characterized primarily as residential subdivisions with areas of mixed forest
along watercourses. Mixed forest along East Duffins Creek in the eastern portion of the study area was
dominated by white cedar (Thuja occidentalis) and maples (Acer pp.), while the mixed forest along Urfe
Creek in the western portion of the study area was dominated by white cedar, white birch (Betula
papyrifera) and elm (Ulmus sp.).
As requested by the TRCA during the environmental study, an analysis of potential significance of
vegetation communities was completed for the AR 2 study area. As discussed above, the mixed forest
east of Church Street North and north of Rossland Road West was assessed to be a candidate
significant woodland. Based on Golder’s analysis, the mixed forest along Urfe Creek south of Rossland
Road West (Figure 5) was also assessed to be a candidate significant woodland for meeting the
following criteria from the NHRM (MNR 2010): size, ecological functions (i.e., proximity to fish habitat,
linkages, water protection), and social value (i.e., recreational use).
Alternative route 3
The southern portion of the study area for AR 3 was characterized as a residential subdivision, while
the northern portion of the study area was characterized primarily by natural areas with a shopping
centre in the northeast corner.
Vegetation community types within the AR 3 study area are depicted on Figure 5 using ELC codes. The
northwestern portion of the study area was characterized as a mixed forest along the valleyland of East
Duffins Creek dominated by white cedar, white spruce (Picea glauca), pine and trembling aspen. The
northeastern portion of the study area was largely meadow with patches of thicket beneath the
transmission corridor that bisects the study area. There was also a small thicket between Ravenscroft
Road and the transmission corridor in the central portion of the study area characterized by immature
white cedar trees, shrubs and herbaceous groundcover. This small thicket was identified by the TRCA
as an area of interest during the environmental study.
As requested by the TRCA during the environmental study, an analysis of potential significance of
vegetation communities was completed for the AR 3 study area. Based on Golder’s analysis, the mixed
forest along the valleyland of East Duffins Creek was assessed to be a candidate significant valleyland
for meeting the following criteria from the NHRM (MNR 2010): size, ecological functions (i.e., proximity
to fish habitat, linkages, water protection), and social value (i.e., recreational use).

2.2.6

Wildlife and wildlife habitat

The following information regarding wildlife and wildlife habitat is based on desktop research and a site
reconnaissance conducted on May 8, 2020 by a Golder biologist. Information specific to wildlife SAR is
provided in Section 2.2.7.
Preliminary preferred route
During the site reconnaissance, the open meadow habitat along the transmission corridor bisecting the
study area was dominated by grasses and may provide suitable grassland bird habitat. Bird species
observed in this study area during the site reconnaissance were characteristic of non-SAR birds that
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use a mix of open field, woodland, and woodland edge habitats, including American goldfinch (Spinus
tristis), American robin (Turdus migratorius), brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), chipping sparrow
(Spizella passerina), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus) and red-winged blackbird (Agelaius
phoeniceus). No other species were observed during the field reconnaissance. The woodland and
riparian forest areas may provide suitable habitat for woodland-breeding bird species, as well as
maternity roost habitat for bats, as discussed in Section 2.2.7. The woodland and riparian forest areas
may also support several types of candidate significant wildlife habitat (SWH) as defined in the
Ecoregion 6E Criteria Schedule (MNRF 2015), including bat maternity colony candidate SWH,
woodland raptor nesting candidate SWH, bald eagle or osprey nesting candidate SWH. The
combination of mixed forest and cultural meadow in the northwest corner of the study area (Figure 5)
may also support suitable raptor wintering area candidate SWH.
Although no amphibians or reptiles were observed during the field work, areas mapped as wetland
adjacent to the watercourses along the route (i.e., at the northeast corner of Taunton Road and Church
Street North) may support amphibians and may be considered amphibian breeding candidate SWH.
The two watercourses crossed were not assessed to have high potential to provide suitable aquatic
habitat for turtles or amphibians; however, East Duffins Creek may provide some turtle habitat. Mapped
areas of wetland along East Duffins Creek within the study area appear to be characterized by swamp
or vegetated marsh, which lack large areas of still or slow-moving open water preferred by turtles. As
such, although the creek may provide aquatic habitat for some turtle species, the quality of habitat is
considered to be limited based on seasonal water depth and availability of basking and nesting sites.
Potential suitable habitat was identified within the study area for seven special concern species, as
discussed in Section 2.2.7, Table 2, that may also be considered candidate SWH: common nighthawk
(Chordeiles minor), eastern wood-pewee (Contopus virens), golden-winged warbler (Vermivora
chrysoptera), grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum), red-headed woodpecker (Melanerpes
erythrocephalus), monarch (Danaus plexippus), and snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentina).
Fish and fish habitat are described in Section 2.2.4.
Alternative route 2
Three of the surface water features identified within the study area during the site reconnaissance,
including the two stormwater ponds and an impoundment area west of Urfe Creek, were assessed to
have potential to provide suitable aquatic habitat for turtles and amphibians. The stormwater ponds and
impoundment area may also be considered amphibian breeding candidate SWH. Although these
waterbodies may provide aquatic habitat for turtles, man-made ponds are not considered candidate
SWH. The island in the western stormwater pond was assessed to have potential to provide basking
sites for turtles, and the gravel access road to the adjacent transmission corridor was assessed to have
potential to support turtle nesting. Mapped areas of wetland along Urfe Creek within the study area
appear to be characterized by swamp or vegetated marsh, which lack large areas of still or slowmoving open water preferred by turtles. As such, although the creek may provide aquatic habitat for
some turtle species, the quality of habitat is considered to be limited based on seasonal water depth
and availability of basking and nesting sites. Non-SAR waterfowl species, Canada goose (Branta
canadensis) and double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), were observed in the stormwater
ponds during the site reconnaissance indicating potential to provide habitat for waterfowl.
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The mixed riparian forest of Urfe Creek may provide suitable habitat for woodland-breeding bird
species, such as red-bellied woodpecker (Melanerpes carolinus), a non-SAR bird that was observed
during the site reconnaissance. Other non-SAR bird species observed in the study area, such as
American goldfinch, American robin, European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), red-winged blackbird and
song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), are characteristic of the mix of field and woodland habitats, as well
as the suburban landscape. The mixed riparian forest of Urfe Creek may also provide suitable maternity
roost habitat for bats, as discussed in Section 2.2.7 and may be considered bat maternity colony
candidate SWH. The riparian forest of Urfe Creek and East Duffins Creek may provide bald eagle or
osprey nesting candidate SWH.
Potential suitable habitat was identified within the study area for nine special concern species, as
discussed in Section 2.2.7, Table 2, that may also be considered candidate SWH: Canada warbler
(Cardellina canadensis), common nighthawk, eastern wood-pewee, golden-winged warbler,
grasshopper sparrow, red-headed woodpecker, wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina), monarch, and
snapping turtle.
Fish and fish habitat are described in Section 2.2.4.
Alternative route 3
Several species of waterfowl, including mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), terns and swans, were observed
during the site reconnaissance in the large stormwater pond in the southern portion of the study area.
The pond may also provide suitable aquatic habitat for turtles, although no good quality basking sites
for turtles were observed during the site reconnaissance.
The riparian forest of East Duffins Creek may provide bald eagle or osprey nesting candidate SWH as
well as potential bat maternity roost habitat for bats, as discussed in Section 2.2.7 and may be
considered bat maternity colony candidate SWH.
Potential suitable habitat was identified within the study area for nine special concern species, as
discussed in Section 2.2.7, Table 2, that may also be considered candidate SWH: Canada warbler,
common nighthawk, eastern wood-pewee, golden-winged warbler, grasshopper sparrow, red-headed
woodpecker, wood thrush, monarch, and snapping turtle.
Fish and fish habitat are described in Section 2.2.4.

2.2.7

Species at risk and species at risk habitat

SAR considered in the environmental study include those species designated under the provincial
Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) and the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA). An assessment was
conducted to determine which SAR have potential habitat in the study areas. A screening of the SAR
that have the potential to be found in the vicinity of the study areas was conducted first as a desktop
exercise based on the background review. Species with ranges overlapping the study areas, or recent
occurrence records in the vicinity, were screened by comparing their habitat requirements to habitat
conditions in the study areas. The desktop SAR screening was updated based on the results of the site
reconnaissance completed by a Golder biologist on May 8, 2020. Habitat identified during the site
reconnaissance with potential to provide suitable conditions for additional SAR not already identified
through the desktop screening was also assessed and recorded.
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The potential for the species to occur was determined through a probability of occurrence. A ranking of
low probability indicates no suitable habitat availability for that species in the study areas and no
specimens identified. Moderate probability indicates more potential for the species to occur, as suitable
habitat appeared to be present in the study areas, but no occurrence of the species has been recorded.
Alternatively, a moderate probability could indicate an observation of a species, but there is no suitable
habitat on the site or in the study areas. High probability indicates a known species record in the study
areas (including during the background data review or site reconnaissance) and good quality habitat is
present.
Species listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA, and their habitats, are provided protection
in the study areas. Species designated threatened or endangered under the ESA with moderate or high
probability to occur in each of the three study areas are discussed below and listed in Table 2.
Preliminary preferred route
Overall, there is moderate or high potential for nine SAR to occur within the study area. There is
moderate potential for habitat for the following SAR to occur along the PPR: barn swallow (Hirundo
rustica), bank swallow (Riparia riparia), eastern meadowlark (Sturnella magna), eastern small-footed
myotis (Myotis leibii), little brown myotis (Myotis lucifugus), northern myotis (Myotis septentrionalis),
tri-coloured bat (Perimyotis subflavus) and butternut (Juglans cinerea). There is high potential for
habitat for bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus) to occur along the PPR. A summary for each of these
species is provided below.


Bridges over watercourses within the study area may provide suitable nesting habitat for barn
swallow, which is designated as threatened under the ESA. Areas of open meadow may also
provide suitable foraging habitat.



Although no evidence of bank swallow nesting was observed during the site reconnaissance,
eroded banks that could potentially be suitable for nesting were observed at East Duffins Creek.
The valley and banks of the two watercourses crossed by the PPR may provide suitable nesting
habitat for bank swallow, which is designated as threatened under the ESA. Areas of open
meadow may also provide suitable foraging habitat.



Open meadow habitat along the transmission corridor, and open agricultural fields within the study
area, may provide suitable grassland habitat for bobolink or eastern meadowlark, both designated
as threatened under the ESA. In addition, there is an occurrence record for bobolink in the study
area.



Potential suitable maternity roost habitat for little brown myotis, northern myotis and tri-coloured
bat, all designated as endangered under the ESA, was identified in the riparian forest along East
Duffins Creek in the northeast corner of the study area. Based on their composition, the woodlands
at the northern end of the PPR were assessed to have low potential for suitable bat habitat.



The riprap retaining wall in the northern portion of the study area may provide suitable maternity
roost habitat for eastern small-footed myotis, which is designated as endangered under the ESA.



Butternut, which is designated as endangered under the ESA, may grow in the mixed woodlands
and riparian habitats within the study area.

30

June 2021

20139006-Rev1

It was also noted that redside dace, which is designated as endangered under the ESA, is known to
occur in Urfe Creek; however, the tributary of Urfe Creek crossed by the PPR does not represent ideal
habitat conditions for redside dace as the channel was choked with vegetation and had shallow water
with no discernable flow during the site reconnaissance; thus, redside dace was assessed to have low
probability of occurrence at this crossing.
Alternative route 2
Overall, there is moderate or high potential for 11 SAR to occur within the study area. There is
moderate potential for the following SAR habitat along AR 2: bank swallow, bobolink, eastern
meadowlark, eastern small-footed myotis, little brown myotis, northern myotis, tri-coloured bat,
Blanding’s turtle (Emydoidea blandingii) and butternut. There is high potential for habitat for barn
swallow and redside dace (Clinostomus elongatus). A summary for each of these species is provided
below.


One inactive barn swallow nest was observed under the bridge crossing of Urfe Creek during the
site reconnaissance. The transmission corridor and stormwater ponds may also provide suitable
foraging habitat.



Although no evidence of bank swallow nesting was observed during the site visit, eroded banks
that could potentially be suitable for nesting were observed at East Duffins Creek. The valley and
banks of the two watercourses crossed by AR 2 may provide suitable nesting habitat for bank
swallow, and the transmission corridor and stormwater ponds may provide suitable foraging
habitat.



Areas of open meadow on undeveloped lands and the transmission corridor within the western
portion of the study area may provide suitable grassland habitat for bobolink and eastern
meadowlark.



Riprap piles along East Duffins Creek at the crossing of Rossland Road West may provide suitable
maternity roost habitat for eastern small-footed myotis.



Several snag or cavity trees were observed in residential yards and the riparian mixed forest along
Urfe Creek within the study area that may provide suitable maternity roost habitat for little brown
myotis, northern myotis and tri-coloured bat.



The man-made pond in the eastern portion of the study area may provide suitable aquatic habitat
for Blanding’s turtle, which is designated as threatened under the ESA.



Redside dace, which is designated as endangered under the ESA, is known to occur in Urfe Creek
and may be found within the study area.



Butternut may grow in the mixed woodlands and riparian habitats within the study area.

Alternative route 3
Overall, there is moderate or high potential for nine SAR to occur within the study area. There is
moderate potential for the following SAR habitat along AR 3: bank swallow, barn swallow, little brown
myotis, northern myotis, tri-coloured bat, Blanding’s turtle and butternut. There is high potential for
habitat for bobolink and eastern meadowlark. A summary for each of these species is provided below.
31

June 2021

20139006-Rev1



Buildings within the study area may provide suitable nesting habitat for barn swallow, and the open
meadows and stormwater pond may provide suitable foraging habitat.



The valley and banks of East Duffins Creek within the study area may provide suitable nesting
habitat for bank swallow, and the open meadows and stormwater pond may provide suitable
foraging habitat.



Areas of open meadow on undeveloped lands in the northern portion of the study area may
provide suitable grassland habitat for bobolink and eastern meadowlark. In addition, there are
observation records of both bobolink and eastern meadowlark in the study area.



The mixed forest in the northwestern portion of the study area may provide suitable maternity roost
habitat for little brown myotis, northern myotis and tri-coloured bat.



The large stormwater pond in the southern portion of the study area may provide suitable aquatic
habitat for Blanding’s turtle.



Butternut may grow in the mixed forest within the northwestern portion of the study area.

Other SAR with moderate or high probability to occur (i.e., listed special concern under the ESA or any
species listed under the SARA) are not discussed above as there is no individual or habitat protection
for these species on the private lands within the study areas. In addition, species with low probability to
occur are also not discussed in this section. However, these species are listed in Table 2.
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Table 2: Species at risk screening
Common
Name
American
ginseng

Bank swallow

Barn swallow

Blanding's
turtle - Great
Lakes / St.
Lawrence
population

Bobolink

Butternut

Scientific
Name
Panax
quinquefolius

Riparia

Hirundo rustica

Emydoidea
blandingii

Dolichonyx
oryzivorus

Juglans cinerea

Designation
ESA
END

THR

THR

THR

THR

END

SARA

Probability of occurrence in the study area
PPR

AR 2

AR 3

END

Low - the study area is too
disturbed to provide suitable
habitat

Low - the study area is too
disturbed to provide suitable
habitat

Low - the study area is too
disturbed to provide suitable habitat

THR

Moderate - the banks and
valleylands of watercourses
within the study area may
provide suitable nesting habitat.

Moderate - the valley and banks
of Urfe Creek within the study
area may provide suitable
nesting habitat.

Moderate - the valley and banks of
East Duffins Creek within the study
area may provide suitable nesting
habitat.

THR

Moderate - the bridge over East
Duffins Creek is currently under
construction. Once completed, it
could provide a suitable nesting
structure as well as other manmade structures within the
study area. Open areas for
foraging are present within the
study area.

High - an inactive barn swallow
nest was observed under the
bridge of the western tributary on
site. Open areas for foraging are
present within the study area.

Moderate - buildings on site may
provide suitable nesting structures.
Open areas for foraging are and
within the study area.

THR

Low - the wetlands and
tributaries in the north portion of
the study area were not suitable
for Blanding's turtle.

Moderate - stormwater ponds
within the study area are unlikely
to provide preferred habitat
conditions. However, the manmade pond in the eastern portion
of the study area may provide
suitable habitat.

Moderate - the stormwater pond
within the study area appears to be
suitable for turtles and may support
Blanding's turtle.

THR

High - open areas, agricultural
fields, and transmission right-ofway (ROW) within the study
area were confirmed to provide
suitable habitat. There is an
observation record for Bobolink
within the study area.

Moderate - meadows on
undeveloped lands and the
transmission ROW on the west
portion of the study area may
provide suitable breeding habitat.

High - undeveloped lands in the
north portion of the study area that
have turned to meadow may
provide suitable habitat. In addition,
there is an observation record
within the study area.

END

Moderate - wooded areas and
the riparian areas of
watercourses within the study
area may provide suitable
habitat

Moderate - wooded areas and
the riparian areas of
watercourses within the study
area may provide suitable habitat

Moderate - wooded areas and the
riparian areas of watercourses
within the study area may provide
suitable habitat
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Table 2: Species at risk screening
Common
Name

Canada
warbler

Chimney swift

Common
nighthawk

Eastern
meadowlark

Scientific
Name

Cardellina
canadensis

Chaetura
pelagica

Chordeiles
minor

Sturnella magna

Designation
ESA

SC

THR

SC

THR

SARA

Probability of occurrence in the study area
PPR

AR 2

AR 3

THR

Low - the woodland on the
northwest portion of the study
area is primarily coniferous and
lacks a well-developed shrubby
understory.

Moderate - there are areas of
low-lying cedar riparian areas
along the watercourses within
the study area may provide
suitable habitat.

Moderate - the wooded riparian
area in the northwest portion of the
study area may provide suitable
habitat.

THR

Low - buildings within the study
area are mostly new-builds with
no suitable chimney structures.
There are two rural dwellings,
however these also did not
appear to have suitable
chimneys.

Low - the buildings within the
study area are newer builds
which are not likely to have
suitable chimneys for nesting or
roosting.

Low - the buildings within the study
area are newer builds which are not
likely to have suitable chimneys for
nesting or roosting.

THR

Moderate - open areas,
agricultural fields and
transmission ROW within the
study area were confirmed to
provide suitable habitat.

Moderate - open areas on
undeveloped land and meadow
along the transmission ROW
within the study area may
provide habitat.

Moderate - open areas on
undeveloped land and meadow
along the transmission ROW in the
north portion of the study area may
provide habitat.

THR

Moderate - open areas,
agricultural fields and
transmission ROW within the
study area were confirmed to
provide suitable habitat.

Moderate - meadows on
undeveloped lands and the
transmission ROW on the west
portion of the study area may
provide suitable breeding habitat.

High - undeveloped lands in the
north portion of the study area that
have turned to meadow may
provide suitable habitat. In addition,
there is an observation record
within the study area.

Low - although suitable habitat
may exist within the study area,
this species is not known to
occur in close vicinity to the
study area.

Low - although suitable habitat may
exist within the study area, this
species is not known to occur in
close vicinity to the study area.

Moderate - there is riprap
present along Urfe Creek and the
tributary to the west which may
provide suitable roosting habitat.

Low - there is unlikely to be suitable
roosting habitat within the study
area.

Eastern
prairie
fringed-orchid

Platanthera
leucophaea

END

END

Eastern
small-footed
myotis

Myotis leibii

END

—

Low - although suitable habitat
may exist within the study area
in the wetland adjacent to East
Duffins Creek in the south
portion of the site, this species
is not known to occur in close
vicinity to the study area.
Moderate - there is riprap
retaining wall in the north
portion of the study area which
may provide suitable roosting
habitat.
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Table 2: Species at risk screening
Common
Name

Scientific
Name

Designation
ESA

SC

THR

Moderate - suitable scrub
habitat exists adjacent to the
north woodland.

Moderate - the transmission
ROW within the study area may
provide suitable habitat.

SC

SC

Moderate - open areas,
agricultural fields and
transmission ROW within the
study area were confirmed to
provide suitable habitat.

Moderate - meadows on
undeveloped lands and the
transmission ROW on the west
portion of the study area may
provide suitable breeding habitat.

Moderate - the transmission ROW
within the study area may provide
suitable habitat.
High - undeveloped lands in the
north portion of the study area that
have turned to meadow may
provide suitable habitat. In addition,
there is an observation record
within the study area.

THR

THR

Low - marshes on site and
within the study area do not
provide suitable habitat.

Low - marshes on site and within
the study area do not provide
suitable habitat.
Moderate - snag trees are
present within the wooded areas
within the study area. Buildings
are also present on site and
within the study area, although
most of the buildings are modern
and not likely to provide
abundant entry points.

Goldenwinged
warbler

Vermivora
chrysoptera

SC

Grasshopper
sparrow
pratensis
subspecies

Ammodramus
savannarum
(pratensis
subspecies)

Least bittern

Ixobrychus
exilis

Milksnake

Monarch

Danaus
plexippus

AR 3
Moderate - the wooded riparian
area in the northwest portion of the
study area may provide suitable
habitat.

SC

Lampropeltis
triangulum

AR 2
Moderate - wooded areas with
openings and suburban areas
within the study area may
provide suitable habitat

Contopus virens

Myotis lucifugus

PPR
Moderate - wooded areas with
openings and suburban areas
within the study area may
provide suitable habitat

Eastern
wood-pewee

Little brown
myotis

SARA

Probability of occurrence in the study area

END

NAR

SC

Low - there is no suitable marsh
habitat within the study area.
Moderate - snag trees may be
present within the wooded areas
within the study area. Buildings are
also present on site and within the
study although most of the
buildings are modern and not likely
to provide abundant entry points.

END

Moderate - snag trees that may
be suitable for roosting were
identified within the study area.

SC

Moderate - overgrown fields,
scrub areas and woodlands and
wetlands within the study area
were confirmed to provide
suitable habitat.

Moderate - woodlands,
undeveloped land and
transmission ROW, and wetlands
within the study area may
provide suitable habitat.

Moderate - wooded riparian areas
and undeveloped meadowlands in
the north portion of the study area
may provide suitable habitat.

SC

Moderate - no milkweed was
observed during the site
reconnaissance, however there
is potential for milkweed to be in
the meadows within the study
area and along the roadsides.

Moderate - milkweed may be
present within the study area.
Open fields and gardens may
also provide foraging habitat.

Moderate - milkweed may be within
the study area. Open fields and
gardens may also provide foraging
habitat.
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Table 2: Species at risk screening
Common
Name

Scientific
Name

Designation
ESA

SARA

Probability of occurrence in the study area
PPR

AR 2

AR 3

Northern map
turtle

Graptemys
geographica

SC

SC

Low - watercourses within the
study area are likely not large
enough to provide suitable
habitat.

Northern
myotis

Myotis
septentrionalis

END

END

Moderate - snag trees that may
be suitable for roosting were
identified within the study area.

Moderate - snag trees that may
be suitable for roosting were
identified within the study area.

Moderate - snag trees that may be
suitable for roosting were identified
within the study area.

Moderate - the cemetery within
the study area may provide
suitable open woodland habitat.

Moderate - wooded areas along
the riparian of the watercourses
within the study area may
provide suitable habitat. Mature
snag trees are present in these
areas.

Moderate - the wooded riparian
area in the northwest portion of the
study area may provide suitable
habitat.

Low - although suitable habitat
may exist within the study area,
this species is only known to
occur within the Carolinian zone.

Low - although suitable habitat may
exist within the study area, this
species is only known to occur
within the Carolinian zone.

High - redside dace are known to
be found within Urfe Creek and
the reaches of its tributaries
within the study area. The habitat
within the watercourse crossing
is not ideal, but more suitable
habitat could exist within the
study area further upstream or
downstream.

Low - redside dace are not
identified as occurring within East
Duffins Creek, and the watercourse
is likely too large and lacks
important features such as
overhanging vegetation and
undercut banks to provide suitable
habitat

Red-headed
woodpecker

Red mulberry

Redside dace

Melanerpes
erythrocephalus

Morus rubra

Clinostomus
elongatus

SC

END

END

THR

END

END

Low - although suitable habitat
may exist within the study area,
this species is only known to
occur within the Carolinian
zone.
Low - redside dace are not
identified as occurring within
East Duffins Creek, and the
watercourse is likely too large
and lacks important features
such as overhanging vegetation
and undercut banks to provide
suitable habitat. Redside dace
are known to be found within
Urfe Creek and the reaches of
its tributaries; however, the
tributary of Urfe Creek in the
study area does not represent
ideal habitat conditions for
redside dace.

Low - watercourses within the
study area are likely not large
enough to provide suitable
habitat.

Low - watercourses within the study
area are likely not large enough to
provide suitable habitat.
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Table 2: Species at risk screening
Common
Name

Scientific
Name

Designation
ESA

SARA

Probability of occurrence in the study area
PPR

AR 2

SC

Moderate - the wetlands and
tributaries in the north portion of
the study area were not suitable
for snapping turtle. The reach of
East Duffins Creek and
adjacent wetland in the south
portion was not able to be
accessed due to bridge
construction. Suitable habitat
may exist within this reach.

AR 3

Moderate - there are stormwater
ponds and wetlands within the
study area that may provide
suitable habitat.

Moderate - the stormwater pond
within the study area may provide
suitable habitat.

Moderate - woodlands within the
study area may provide suitable
maternity roost habitat.

Moderate - woodlands within the
study area may provide suitable
maternity roost habitat.

Snapping
turtle

Chelydra
serpentina

Tri-coloured
bat

Perimyotis
subflavus

END

END

Moderate - leaf clumps and
squirrel nests that may be
suitable for roosting were
identified within the study area.

Western
chorus frog Great Lakes
St. Lawrence
/ Canadian
Shield
population

Pseudacris
triseriata

—

THR

Moderate - wetlands within the
study area may provide suitable
habitat

Moderate - wetlands within the
study area may provide suitable
habitat

Moderate - the large pond within
the study area may provide suitable
habitat

Wood thrush

Hylocichla
mustelina

THR

Low - there are no suitable
woodlands with dense
undergrowth within the study
area.

High - woodland within the study
area, likely disturbed, could
provide suitable habitat. In
addition, there is an observation
record within the study area.

Moderate - the wooded riparian
area in the northwest portion of the
study area may provide suitable
habitat.

END

Low - although there is
scrubland habitat within the
study area, there are no recent
records of this species in the
vicinity of the study area.

Low - although there is scrubland
habitat within the study area,
there are no recent records of
this species in the vicinity of the
study area.

Low - although there is scrubland
habitat within the study area, there
are no recent records of this
species in the vicinity of the study
area.

Yellowbreasted chat

Icteria virens

SC

SC

END

Notes: END = endangered; THR = threatened; SC = special concern; NAR = not at risk; — = no status
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Environmentally sensitive and protected areas

Based on the results of the desktop assessment, no provincially significant wetlands, Areas of Natural
or Scientific Interest, conservation reserves, or provincial parks were identified within the study areas.
An environmentally significant area was identified in the study area for AR 3 in the data provided by the
TRCA for the purposes of the environmental study. This area is referred to the Boone Woods
environmentally significant area and it is located in the wooded areas west of Ravenscroft Road, to the
northeast of Paulynn Park (Figure 4). This environmentally significant area is not crossed by any route.
Protected areas that are within the study areas and are identified in municipal Official Plans and the
Greenbelt Plan, are discussed in Section 2.3.1.
Candidate significant valleylands and woodlands and candidate SWH were identified in the study areas
as discussed in Sections 2.2.4, 2.2.5, and 2.2.6.

2.2.9

Climate and air quality

The closest meteorological station to the proposed study areas for which climate normal data is
available is located at Oshawa Water Pollution Control Plant, approximately 18 km east-southeast of
the Project. Climate Normals and Averages are used to summarize or describe the average climatic
conditions of a particular location. The most recent Climate Normal data available is from 1981-2010
and is presented in Figure 6, below.

Figure 6: Temperature and precipitation graph for 1981 to 2010 Canadian Climate Normals for the Oshawa
Water Pollution Control Plant (Environment and Climate Change Canada 2020)
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MECP reporting indicates that air quality in Ontario has improved significantly over the past decade due
to substantial decreases in harmful pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide and sulphur dioxide emitted by
vehicles and industry. In addition, there has also been a significant decrease in fine particulate matter,
which is emitted directly into the atmosphere as a by-product of fuel combustion or formed indirectly in
the atmosphere through a series of complex chemical reactions (MECP 2018).
The provincial Ambient Air Quality Criteria (AAQC) for nitrogen dioxide, sulphur dioxide and carbon
monoxide were not exceeded at any of Ontario’s Air Quality Health Index ambient monitoring stations in
the most recent year for which data that have gone through quality assurance/quality control were
available (2017). As in previous years, ozone and fine particulate matter, the main components of
smog, remain a concern as some areas of Ontario continued to exceed the provincial AAQCs
(MECP 2018). Five of Ontario’s designated reporting sites exceeded the 24-hour AAQC for fine
particulate matter during 2017 (MECP 2018). However, none of these five sites is located close to the
Project.

2.2.10

Acoustic environment

The PPR and AR 3 routes are located within the municipal boundaries of the Town of Ajax, and AR 2 is
within both Ajax and the City of Pickering. Ambient sound levels along the route options are
characteristic of a largely residential area influenced with sounds of human activities, which include
vehicles and equipment, in addition to private residences.
The study areas for the PPR and AR 2 have on-going housing construction as part of a new
subdivision. In addition, based on observations during natural environment field work (May 8, 2020), the
site reconnaissance completed for the Stage 1 Archaeological assessment on June 13, 2020, and the
Town of Ajax’s website (Ajax 2020a), there is currently road construction work being completed by the
Town of Ajax along Church Street North between just north of Rossland Road West and the
transmission corridor just north of Hurst Drive (along the PPR). The northern portions of the study areas
of the PPR and AR 3 are more rural and less influenced with sounds of human activities, inclusive of
the Pineridge Memorial Gardens cemetery at the north end of the PPR, which is intended to provide a
quiet outdoor space for visitors. An exception is the shopping centre (Meadow Ridge Plaza) at the north
end of AR 3.
Based on a review of aerial mapping and observations during the natural environment field work
(May 8, 2020), the study area for AR 2 is the most densely built with many homes and buildings along
the right of way. Based on desktop studies and field observations, there are no schools, hospitals,
healthcare facilities or emergency services located in the study areas. Three places of worship are
located within the study area of AR 3: Westney Heights Baptist Church, Christian Life Centre (which is
home to the Ajax Seventh Day Adventist Community and a Pentecostal congregation) and Saint
Francis de Sales Church.

2.3

Socio-economic environment

To gather socio economic information about the route options, existing features were identified using
secondary sources, including aerial mapping and municipal and community-based websites, as well as
through input from agencies and municipalities. Where features were unclear from secondary sources,
these were verified through a windshield survey during natural environment field work on May 8, 2020
or the site reconnaissance completed for the Stage 1 Archaeological assessment on June 13, 2020.
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Land use planning and policies

The proposed route options are located within the Town of Ajax and the City of Pickering, which are
responsible for implementing planning policies through each municipalities’ Official Plan.
Town of Ajax – Greenlands System: The valleylands of East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek are
designated as Environmental Protection areas of the Greenlands System by the Town of Ajax
(Ajax 2016). Portions of these valleylands are located within all three study areas. Only the PPR (East
Duffins Creek) and AR 2 (East Duffins and Urfe Creeks) cross these valleylands. The Environmental
Protection designation includes lands through the Urban Area and Greenbelt, connecting the ecological
features and ecological functions of the natural heritage system in the Town of Ajax.
The Town of Ajax’s Official Plan (Section 2.5.4.5) states that the Town of Ajax shall “permit utilities in all
land use designations, except the Environmental Protection designation where exceptions will only be
permitted in limited circumstances as deemed necessary by the Town” (Ajax 2016). Furthermore, the
Official Plan (Section 2.2.5.2) states that the Town of Ajax shall “require an Environmental Impact Study
for development or site alteration proposed within 120 metres of the Environmental Protection
designation, or which may have major adverse effects and/or negative impacts on the natural heritage
system, as determined by the Town, in consultation with the Conservation Authority and/or the Ministry
of Natural Resources” (Ajax 2016).
In addition, all route options cross lands designated as Open Space of the Greenlands System, which
includes areas with amenities that encourage physical activity, wellness and informal use opportunities
for a wide range of users.
Utilities are permitted in the Open Space designation provided that the ecological integrity of the area
and Greenlands System is protected and enhanced, and provided the type and scale are compatible
with the Open Space land and its surroundings, in accordance with the policies of the Official Plan
(Ajax 2016).
City of Pickering – Natural Heritage System: AR 2 goes through portions of the Natural Heritage
System identified in the City of Pickering’s Official Plan, which includes the area north of Rossland
Road West, south of the transmission corridor, and immediately west of the boundary with the Town of
Ajax (Pickering 2018).
The City of Pickering’s Official Plan (Pickering 2018) states that City Council “shall encourage the
expansion or construction of Freeways and Major Utilities to avoid key natural heritage or key
hydrologic features in order to preserve the Natural Heritage System, whenever possible”. The City of
Pickering’s Official Plan identifies areas for environmental protection under the Natural Areas land use
designation. AR 2 does not overlap with areas identified as Natural Areas by the City of Pickering;
however, AR 2 does cross areas identified as part of the Natural Heritage System. The City of
Pickering’s Official Plan states that “where infrastructure does cross the Natural Heritage System or
intrude into or result in the loss of key natural heritage or key hydrologic features…” City Council shall
“…encourage planning, design, and construction practices to minimize negative impacts and
disturbance on the features or their related functions, and where reasonable, maintain or improve
connectivity and wildlife movement through mitigation and compensation measures”.
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Greenbelt Plan – Natural Heritage System: Areas of the Greenbelt Plan are located to the north of
the PPR and AR 3 (within the study areas of both routes) and include the lands immediately north of
Taunton Road, which are designated as Protected Countryside. However, neither route crosses these
lands. The MNRF also identified these areas through input provided during the environmental study.
The Greenbelt Plan permits new infrastructure within Protected Countryside areas that is subject to the
requirements of, and approved under the OEB, and provided that it meets the following two objectives
(Ontario 2017):
“a) It supports agriculture, recreation and tourism, Towns/Villages and Hamlets, resource use or the
rural economic activity that exists and is permitted within the Greenbelt; or
b) It serves the significant growth and economic development expected in southern Ontario beyond the
Greenbelt by providing for the appropriate infrastructure connections among urban centres and
between these centres and Ontario’s borders.”
The location and construction of infrastructure in Protected Countryside areas are subject to the
policies of the Greenbelt Plan, including the minimization of use of Greenbelt Plan areas, minimization
of negative effects to the existing landscape and natural features, and avoidance of key natural heritage
features, key hydrologic features and key hydrologic areas unless it is established that there is no
reasonable alternative (Ontario 2017).
Greenbelt Plan – Urban River Valley: Input received from the MNRF during the environmental study
indicates that the wooded valley system of the East Duffins Creek is designated as an Urban River
Valley under the province’s Greenbelt Plan, and connects the Greenbelt Plan area to Lake Ontario
through the urban areas of Ajax. The wooded valley system of Urfe Creek is also designated as an
Urban River Valley under the Greenbelt Plan (MNRF 2020a). The PPR and AR 2 cross Urban River
Valleys (i.e., East Duffins Creek [PPR and AR 2] and Urfe Creek [AR 2] valley systems). Portions of the
Urban River Valley associated with East Duffins Creek are located in the study area of AR 3.
Per the Greenbelt Plan, the following policy applies to Urban River Valley lands: “all existing, expanded
or new infrastructure which is subject to and approved under the Environmental Assessment Act, or
which receives a similar approval, is permitted provided it supports the needs of adjacent settlement
areas or serves the significant growth and economic development expected in southern Ontario and
supports the goals and objectives of the Greenbelt Plan” (Ontario 2017).

2.3.2

Human occupancy and resource use

Population
All three alternative routes are within the Town of Ajax, with the exception of a small portion of the
western end of AR 2 that crosses into the City of Pickering.
The Town of Ajax is located to the east of the City of Toronto and is one of eight lower tier
municipalities within the Regional Municipality of Durham. The Town of Ajax has a growing population,
with a 9% change in population between 2011 and 2016 and has almost 120,000 residents and just
over 38,000 private dwellings. The average age of the population is 37.4 years, which is younger than
the average age of Ontario as a whole (41 years). The population is 48% male and 52% female
(Statistics Canada 2016a).
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The City of Pickering has a population of 91,771 and had a 3.4% population increase between 2011
and 2016. The average age of residents is 40.4 years and has the population is 48% male and 52%
female (Statistics Canada 2016b).
Land use and residences
A review of municipal official plans was conducted to understand the existing land uses along the three
route options. This review, in conjunction with the site visits, showed that the routes cross areas with
multiple different land uses.


The PPR crosses areas predominantly designated as Low and Medium Density Residential
(approximately 31% and 37%, respectively), while approximately 20% is designated as Open
Space3, 9% is designated as Environmental Protection, and 3% as Mixed Commercial Corridor.



AR 2 crosses areas mostly designated as Low Density Residential (approximately 63%), while
approximately 24% is designated as Environmental Protection, 11% is designated as Medium
Density Residential and 2% designated as Open Space.



AR 3 crosses areas mostly designated as Low Density Residential (approximately 35%), while
approximately 33% is designated as Open Space, 17% is designated as Mixed Commercial
Corridor, 9% as Medium Density Residential, and 6% as Environmental Protection.

Based on a desktop review and digitization of aerial mapping, the study areas for the PPR and AR 2
appear to have a similar number of residential properties (approximately 350 and 380 residences,
respectively). The study areas of the PPR and AR 2 both appear to be undergoing housing
construction, particularly in areas south of the transmission corridor and north of Rossland Road West.
The lands along the PPR located north of the transmission corridor on Church Street North are
classified as Low Density Residential and Medium Density Residential; however, the existing landscape
does not reflect this land use designation (i.e., areas are predominantly open agricultural field or
cultural meadow, with a few residences along Church Street North, and the Pine Ridge Memorial
Gardens on the northeast portion of the route). Residences along the PPR are for the most part located
on the south end of the study area. The residential land use designation along a large portion of Church
Street North, north of the transmission corridor and within the study area of the PPR, is shown in the
Ajax official plan as zoned for residential development, reflecting a plan for further housing
development along this route.
The north-west corner of Brock Road and Concession Road 3 (within the study area for AR 2) is
currently earmarked for the development of a shopping plaza (Seaton Centre).
The study area of AR 3 has the most residences, with an approximate 440 residences. Only one
commercial building was noted during the desktop review, Meadow Ridge Plaza, which is located in the
study area for AR 3, on the south-east corner of the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Taunton
Road. The plaza has an entrance on the eastern side of Ravenscroft Road and includes several retail
stores, restaurants, a gym, and a bank.

3 Open Space lands are characterized by natural features and active and/or passive recreational opportunities (Ajax 2016).
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Agriculture
During the site reconnaissance conducted on May 8, 2020 by a Golder biologist, the majority of the
PPR study area outside of built-up areas was characterized as open agricultural field or cultural
meadow, despite being zoned as residential and mixed commercial corridor.
No prime agricultural areas are identified in the study areas of the three routes (OMAFRA 2018). Lands
that are currently candidate to be identified as prime agricultural areas or as rural lands are located in
the northern portion of the study areas for the PPR and AR 3, north of Taunton Road. These areas are
not crossed by either of the routes.
According to the Canada Land Inventory (Land Capability for Agriculture), the route options are located
in lands classified as Class 1 and Class 2 soils (Canada 2019). Per the Canada Land Inventory
classification, soils descend in quality for the purposes of agriculture from Class 1 soils, which are
highest and have the greatest agricultural capability, to Class 7 soils which have no agricultural
capability for common field crops (OMAFRA 2020).
Navigability of waterways
A preliminary review of the channel conditions at East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek suggests that the
subject reaches in the vicinity of the planned crossing locations along the PPR (East Duffins Creek) and
AR 2 (East Duffins and Urfe Creek) are potentially navigable, particularly for recreational purposes,
based on the available guidance from Transport Canada for assessing the navigability of nonscheduled waterways (i.e., water bodies not listed in the federal schedule under Canadian Navigable
Waters Act). In addition, Curve Lake First Nation identified historical and current use of Lake Ontario
tributaries by the Williams Treaties First Nations for navigation during the consultation process for the
Project, as discussed further in Section 2.3.5. Navigability will be verified during the permitting and
design phases of the Project.
Recreational spaces and facilities
No named parks were identified in the study area for the PPR; however, the route runs adjacent to
large, wooded areas and crosses East Duffins Creek. A portion of the Fox Run Golf Centre and Driving
Range is within the study area limits of the PPR, on the northeast side of the intersection at Church
Street North and Taunton Road.
Hartrick House, located on Roberson Drive, is a historic building located within the study area for AR 2
that is used for banquets and other events. There are no named parks along the study area of AR 2,
but the route runs adjacent to wooded areas and crosses both East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek. A
portion of the Riverside Golf Course is located within the study area of AR 2 and runs adjacent to
Rossland Road West (at the East Duffins Creek crossing).
Paulynn Park is located within the study area of AR 3, to the west of Ravenscroft Road and is the home
of Ajax Rod and Gun Club. East Duffins Creek is also located within the study area of AR 3.
The Great Trail of Canada (also known as the Trans Canada Trail) is crossed by all three routes. The
Great Trail of Canada is a 27,000 km long trail that extends across Canada. The portion of the Great
Trail of Canada in the Regional Municipality of Durham allows for a connection to the Kawartha Lakes
region (Great Trail n.d.). Mapping of where the trail is located within the study areas is inconsistent from
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source to source. For instance, based on mapping from the Regional Municipality of Durham (Durham
2020b), the Great Trail of Canada is crossed by the PPR and AR 2, whereas according to mapping
from the Great Trail of Canada website (Great Trail n.d.), the Great Trail of Canada is crossed by all
three routes. The locations of the Great Trail of Canada, according to both sources, is depicted on
Figure 4. A trail marker honouring the history and cultural contributions of Indigenous peoples in
Ontario can be found on the Great Trail of Canada along AR 2.

2.3.3

Infrastructure and services

Existing linear infrastructure
No existing operational railway lines or provincial highways were noted in any of the study areas.
An existing Hydro One Networks Inc. (Hydro One) transmission corridor is crossed by all three routes.
Based on input provided by Hydro One during the environmental study, Hydro One assets can also be
found within the study area of AR 2, along Rossland Road West between Coote Court and Shell Drive.
Based on aerial imagery and available mapping (Hydro One 2006), no Hydro One substation is located
in the study areas.
All three routes are located within existing road allowances. Based on aerial imagery at the time of
reporting, each of the route options crosses several roads as discussed below.


The PPR has seven road crossings. Roads crossed by the PPR include Taunton Road, Hurst
Drive, Drayton Avenue, Workmens Circle, Rossland Road West, Harkins Drive and London Lane.



AR 2 has ten road crossings. Roads crossed by AR 2 include Brock Road, Southcott Road, Coote
Court, Bunting Court, Riverside Drive, Stannardville Drive, Church Street North, Harkins Drive and
London Lane.



AR 3 has 11 road crossings. Roads crossed by AR 3 include Taunton Road, Beverton Crescent,
Powlesland Street, Williamson Drive West, Harty Crescent/Driscoll Drive/Selby Drive, McGregor
Drive/Napiermews Drive, Jonesridge Drive, McCullock Crescent/Telford Street, Dent Street, and
Rossland Road West.

Based on input provided by the Town of Ajax and the TRCA, road widening, and associated restoration
have recently been completed on the southern portion of Church Street North (located within the study
areas of the PPR and AR 2).
Community services
The Regional Municipality of Durham is responsible of providing services in the Town of Ajax and the
City of Pickering, including schools, waste management and emergency services. Based on desktop
studies, there are no schools, hospitals, healthcare facilities or emergency services located in the study
areas. The closest school is Alexander Graham Bell Public School (an elementary school), which is
located approximately 200 m away from the PPR and AR 2 on Harkins Drive. Lakeridge Health Ajax
Pickering Hospital is the closest hospital and is located approximately 5 km away from all routes.
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Three places of worship are located within the study area of AR 3: Westney Heights Baptist Church,
Christian Life Centre (home to Ajax Seventh Day Adventists as well as a Pentecostal congregation) and
Saint Francis de Sales Church. Pineridge Memorial Gardens cemetery is located within the study area
of the PPR, on the south-east corner of Church Street North and Taunton Road.
Waste management sites
Input received from the MECP during environmental study indicated that any current or historical waste
disposal sites in close proximity to the Project should be identified to determine effects of the Project on
these waste sites, particularly in relation to the pipeline as pipelines can potentially act as a conduit for
the migration of leachate and methane gas from waste disposal sites (MECP 2020c). The MECP
considers the most significant contaminant discharges and visual problems to be normally within 500 m
of the perimeter of a fill area (MECP 2019). Therefore, a desktop search of active and historic waste
disposal sites within the study areas and in proximity to the Project was completed to identify if waste
disposal sites are located within 500 m of any of the route options.
According to the MECP database, no large landfill sites are located in the study areas or within the
Town of Ajax or the City of Pickering (MECP 2020d). There are also no active or closed small landfill
sites located within the study areas or within the Town of Ajax (MECP 2020e). A hazardous waste
management facility that receives waste on behalf of the Regional Municipality of Durham is located in
the City of Pickering, approximately 5 km from AR 2. Otherwise, waste management facilities operated
by the Regional Municipality of Durham are located in the City of Oshawa, Township of Brock, Port
Perry and the Municipality of Clarington.
In the late 1960s, the City of Toronto acquired lands from the TRCA in the vicinity of Brock Road within
the Regional Municipality of Durham to use as three landfill sites. These landfill sites are identified as
Brock West, Brock North and Brock South (TRCA 2009).


Brock West, approximately 900 m to the west of AR 2, is located west of Brock Road, north of 3rd
Concession Road in the City of Pickering. The site was used as a landfill site until it closed in the
1990s.



Brock North, approximately 2 km to the north of the PPR, was located between 5th Concession
Road and Highway 7, east of Brock Road in the City of Pickering. Brock North was temporarily
used as a landfill site in the late 1970s, and all the waste was excavated from Brock North in 1997
and deposited in Brock West.



Brock South, approximately 1 km to the north of the PPR, is located south of the 5th Concession
Road, east of Brock Road in the Town of Ajax but it was never used for waste disposal.

Brock North and Brock South are currently being restored by the TRCA per the Brock Lands
Restoration Plan (TRCA 2011), while Brock West is still listed as a closed small landfill in the MECP
database (MECP 2020d), and currently supports an electrical power generating plant using recovered
methane (Pickering 2018).
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Economy and employment

Table 3 below summarizes the unemployment rate, labour force participation rate (over the age of 15),
and median total family income for households in the Town of Ajax compared to the rest of Ontario
(Statistics Canada 2016a; 2016c). The unemployment rate in the Town of Ajax is slightly higher than
the Province wide figure, while the labour force participation rate is just under 5% higher in the Town of
Ajax. The median total family income in the Town of Ajax is significantly higher than the median for
Ontario as a whole ($96,949 compared to $74,287).
In the City of Pickering, figures are similar with an 8% unemployment rate and 68.1% labour force
participation rate. The average household income is $99,701 (Statistics Canada 2016b).
Table 3: Employment and income figures

Unemployment
Rate45

Labour Force
Participation Rate

Median Household
Income

Town of Ajax

8.2%

70.6%

$96,949

City of Pickering

8.0%

68.1%

$99,701

Ontario

7.4%

64.7%

$74,287

2.3.5

Indigenous interests and traditional land use

The study areas for the route options cross private and municipal lands. There are no reserve lands
within any of the study areas. It is noted that lands, currently known as the Seaton lands, were the
hunting, gathering, and fishing grounds of numerous Indigenous communities, and Aboriginal burial and
heritage sites are found here. These lands comprise approximately 1.27 hectares of publicly owned
land in Pickering, Ontario. The PPR is the closest route to these lands, with the north end of the PPR
located approximately 500 m to east of the lands. No route or study areas cross these lands.
A review of applicable mapping, including the Aboriginal and Treaty Rights Information System
(ATRIS), and information from the Ministry of Energy, Northern Development and Mines (MENDM)
showed that the Project may have the potential to affect the interests of Indigenous communities that
may have established or asserted Aboriginal or Treaty rights in the study areas. Enbridge Gas is
committed to meaningful consultation with Indigenous communities and to ongoing Project-specific
discussions throughout the life of the Project. Enbridge Gas is also committed to better understanding
traditional activities practiced in the portions of the study areas. As described further in Section 4.0,
consultation with Indigenous communities is on-going.
The Indigenous communities, interests, and traditional land use identified to date are summarized
below.

4 Note that unemployment and participation rates are based on 25% data.
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Williams Treaties First Nations
The Project is located within the Gunshot Treaty and in the traditional territory of the Michi Saagiig and
Chippewa Nations, collectively known as the Williams Treaties First Nations (Williams Treaties First
Nations 2017). The purpose of the Gunshot Treaty of 1787/1788 was to acquire from the Mississaugas
the Carrying Place Trail and lands along the north shore of Lake Ontario from the Trent River to
Etobicoke Creek. However, records of the acquisition were not clear of the extent of lands agreed upon
(Surtees 1984). To clarify this, in October and November of 1923, the governments of Canada and
Ontario, chaired by A.S. Williams, signed treaties (called the Williams Treaties) with the Chippewa and
Michi Saagiig for three large tracts of land in central Ontario and the northern shore of Lake Ontario, the
last substantial portion of land in southern Ontario that had not yet been ceded to the government
(Department of Indigenous and Northern Affairs 2013).
The Williams Treaties territory was the subject of a claim under Canada’s Specific Claims Policy, which
was settled in 2018. All seven Williams Treaties First Nations have had their harvesting rights legally
re-affirmed and recognized through this settlement (Curve Lake First Nation 2020). Through this
settlement, the governments of Canada and Ontario have recognized pre-existing treaty harvesting
rights of the Williams Treaties First Nations to hunt, trap, fish and gather for food, social and ceremonial
purposes in certain areas of pre-Confederation Treaties No. 5, 16, 18, 20 and 27-27 ¼ (CIRNAC 2017
and 2018).


Alderville First Nation: Alderville First Nation is one of the Anishnaabe signatories of the Williams
Treaties. It has had a settlement in Alderville since the mid-1830s (Alderville First Nation 2020).



Beausoleil First Nation: Beausoleil First Nation is also a signatory of the Williams Treaties and is
located in Christian Island, Ontario.



Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation: Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation is also a
signatory of the Williams Treaties and is located on Georgina Island in Lake Simcoe, Ontario.



Chippewas of Rama First Nation: Chippewas of Rama First Nation is also a signatory of the
Williams Treaties and is located in Rama, Ontario



Curve Lake First Nation: Curve Lake First Nation is a signatory of the Williams Treaties and is
located is located approximately 25 kms northeast of Peterborough, Ontario (Curve Lake First
Nation 2020a).

▪ To date the community has stated an interest in archaeological assessments, including
participating in Stage 2 archaeological field work.

▪ The community has stated interest in potential interactions of the Project with water, fish and
fish habitat, wild game, Aboriginal heritage and cultural values, endangered species, lands,
woodlots and savannas, and associated effects on Indigenous and Treaty rights. The
community has also expressed interest regarding the mitigation to be implemented for the
Project in relation to these environmental and cultural components. The community has also
expressed interest in cumulative effects within the traditional territory of the Williams Treaties
First Nations.
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▪ The community has expressed interest in environmental monitoring for the Project, site
restoration, preservation, and enhancement of habitat.

▪ The community has expressed interest in obtaining more information about past Enbridge Gas
projects in its territories, as well as capacity funding and opportunities from Enbridge Gas.

▪ The community has stated that there is historical and current use of Lake Ontario tributaries by
the Williams Treaties First Nations for navigation and recreational fishing. The community has
stated that community members use these waterways for navigation, harvesting activities, and
recreational purposes.

▪ The community has stated that [East] Duffins Creek provides angling dollars to the local
economy and effects from the Project could lead to the loss of Indigenous and recreational
fishery.

▪ The community has identified brook trout as a cultural keystone species.
▪ The community has stated that the wetlands within the study areas should be considered
protected through Indigenous rights, and that the wetland complexes should be considered to
have past and present use.

▪ The community has recommended that vegetation removal for the Project should be completed
with the appropriate ceremony to honour the life of trees, and that an opportunity must be given
to community members that wish to use the wood for cultural or heating purposes.

▪ The community has shared that white cedar roots that occupy the water column/water’s edge
are a powerful healing medicine, as well as an important item for lashing for birch basket
making and canoe/snowshoe bindings. The community has requested that these water edges
be protected and/or restored.


Hiawatha First Nation: Hiawatha First Nation is also a signatory of the Williams Treaties and is
located on the north shore of Rice Lake east of the Otonabee River.

▪ To date, the community has stated an interest in the archaeological assessments, including
participating in any future archaeological field work.


Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation: The Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation is
a signatory of the Williams Treaties and is located nearby to Lake Scugog in the Regional
Municipality of Durham.

▪ To date, the community has stated interest in archaeological assessments, including
participating on any future archaeological field work.
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Additional First Nations (Non-Williams Treaties)


Huron-Wendat Nation: The Huron-Wendat Nation is located in Wendake, Quebec. It has
ancestral territory in Ontario, which is bordered to the North by Lake Nipissing, Lake Ontario to the
South, Île Perrot to the East and nearby Owen Sound to the West. This territory was once
occupied by Huron-Wendat people and is now marked by over 800 archaeological sites throughout
the territory (Huron Wendat Nation 2019).

▪ To date the community has stated interest in archaeological assessments, including
participating in any future archaeological field work.


Kawartha Nishnawbe: The Kawartha Nishnawbe community is generally concentrated in the
Burleigh Falls area in Ontario (Ontario 2019). Kawartha Nishnawbe does not have a land base or
reserve land under the Indian Act (Ontario Superior Court of Justice 2018).

2.3.6

Archaeological resources

A Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment was conducted and included a review of available
archaeological and environmental literature relevant to the study areas, consultation with the Ministry of
Heritage, Sport, Tourism, and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) database of registered archaeological sites,
and a review of primary historic documentation including historic maps. A site visit was conducted on
June 13, 2020, by a licensed Golder archaeologist.
Registered archaeological sites identified in the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment are described
below.


Eight archaeological sites are registered within 300 m of the PPR, and of those, four sites are
within the PPR. One of the sites was a pre-contact Indigenous findspot and the other three sites
were affiliated with post-contact Euro-Canadian homesteads and artifacts.



Seven archaeological sites are registered within 300 m of AR 2, and of those, three sites are within
AR 2. All three sites had a pre-contact Indigenous affiliation.



Two archaeological sites are registered within 300 m of AR 3, and both sites are within AR 3. The
two sites had a post-contact Euro-Canadian affiliation.

None of the archaeological sites was considered to have further cultural heritage value or interest.
Per the results of the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment, portions of the study areas exhibit signs of
previous disturbance due to previously constructed driveways, municipal roads, service roads, ditching,
existing infrastructure (i.e., underground utilities) and building footprints. However, other portions of the
study areas have archaeological potential due to the proximity of water sources, registered
archaeological sites, proximity to listed cultural heritage resources, historical settlements and routes,
and soils conducive to past human settlement. As such, a Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment was
recommended by Golder for the selected route prior to construction.
The Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment report can be found in Appendix B and is currently being
reviewed by the MHSTCI. Additional archaeological studies, as required, are being completed prior to
construction.
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Built heritage resources and cultural landscapes

The MHSTCI Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage
Landscapes (2016) checklist has been completed for all route options to determine if a property within
each of the study areas is a recognized heritage property and/or may be of cultural heritage value. A
copy of the Cultural Heritage Checklist can be found in Appendix C.
A review of the Town of Ajax’s Designated Cultural Heritage Resources in the Official Plan (Ajax 2016)
and the City of Pickering’s Municipal Heritage Register (Pickering 2020) determined that there are no
identified, designated or otherwise protected built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes
within the study areas. However, a review of the Town of Ajax’s Inventory of Non-Designated Heritage
Properties (Ajax 2018), the City of Pickering’s Municipal Heritage Register, and consultation with the
Town of Ajax and City of Pickering’s heritage planners determined that there are four non-designated
properties within the study areas. The desktop assessment also identified four properties with buildings
or structures that are 40 or more years old and one potential cultural heritage landscape.
Table 4 details the potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes identified within
the study areas for each route.
Table 4: Potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes
Address
1070 Church Street North
non-designated property

1641 Church Street North


non-designated property

property with buildings or structures that are 40 years or more old

Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens Cemetery, 1757 Church Street North
non-designated property

120 Roberson Drive
non-designated property

560 Rossland Road West
property with buildings or structures that are 40 years or more old

1620 Church Street North
property with buildings or structures that are 40 years or more old

1 Bunting Court
property with buildings or structures that are 40 years or more old

Paulynn Park, 1571 Ravenscroft Road


potential cultural heritage landscape

PPR

AR 2

AR 3

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Route evaluation and selection

The following sections present the findings of the route evaluation and selection of the preferred route.
The route evaluation was completed for each of the three route options described in Section 1.1, and
based on the study areas described in Section 2.1 and depicted on Figure 3.

3.1

Summary of input from consultation and engagement

Indigenous consultation and stakeholder engagement are important tools in the route evaluation
process. The three routes were presented to Indigenous communities, agencies and stakeholders for
feedback through notifications through email, Canada Post Neighbourhood Mail (admail), addressed
mail (if required), and via a virtual open house. Questions in the virtual open house comment form
asked participants whether they agreed with the PPR for the Project, and why they agreed or disagreed
with the PPR. Enbridge Gas also presented the route options to interested Indigenous communities and
government representatives and agencies through virtual meetings and briefings.
An analysis of the comments received through the consultation and engagement program showed the
following preference and/or concerns related to the route options.


The Regional Municipality of Durham expressed concerns with all three route options due to
existing and planned infrastructure in the areas. A specific route preference was not identified.



The Town of Ajax stated that it does not support the PPR as the preferred route due to future
infrastructure being planned along the route and the constraints that the Project would have on this
future infrastructure as a result. The Town of Ajax recommended that AR 3 be selected as the
preferred route.



The Department of Engineering Services at the City of Pickering expressed concerns with AR 2,
due to recent work performed on Rossland Road West. It stated a preference for the PPR or AR 3.



The MNRF stated that AR 2 is its least preferred route option, whereas it identified AR 3 as the
preferred route.



The TRCA stated that both the PPR and AR 2 cross several natural features that are of interest to
the TRCA. The TRCA noted that it has no objection in principle to the PPR, but that AR 3 appears
to have the least effects on the natural heritage system and is the preferred route option for the
TRCA.



One local resident provided comments through the virtual open house comment form and stated
no preference for a specific route option; however, the resident raised concerns related to the PPR
and effects on access, safety, noise and dust. They also raised concerns related to road aesthetics
for both the PPR and AR 2.



None of the Indigenous communities identified a specific route preference.

The TRCA also provided input regarding criteria to be considered in the route evaluation process,
including ecologically significant groundwater recharge areas, and areas regulated by the TRCA. These
criteria have been included in the route evaluation and selection process for the Project.
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Section 4.0 provides more comprehensive information about the key findings from the Indigenous
consultation and stakeholder engagement program.

3.2

Route evaluation process

Golder applied routing criteria to complete a comparative evaluation of the three route options based on
technical requirements and the understanding of the biophysical and socio-economic features within
each study area. The route evaluation was prepared using desktop background information collected
and described in Section 2.0 (Baseline environmental and socio-economic conditions), primarily from
publicly available databases and reports, as well as observations from the natural environment and
archaeological site visits and input from the consultation and engagement program.
Based on the environmental and socio-economic information collected, together with the technical
requirements for construction, the setting of each of the potential routes for the proposed pipeline was
evaluated and the pros and cons of each route option were compared based on the likely extent of
interactions with each feature. The evaluation considered the key environmental and socio-economic
opportunities, constraints and risks, Indigenous and stakeholder concerns, and potential adverse
environmental effects associated with the construction and operation of each of the routes identified.
The goal was to determine which route is preferred from an environmental and socio-economic
perspective.
The route evaluation was conducted in accordance with the OEB Environmental Guidelines (2016) and
included the following steps:


Establish applicable criteria for evaluation.



Apply the criteria to each different route to determine which has the lowest overall potential
environmental or socio-economic interaction.



Apply a ranking of 1 to 3 to each route for each criterion (e.g., ranging from a rank of 1 for the route
with the fewest likely adverse interactions or most benefits, to 3 for the route with the greatest likely
adverse interactions or fewest benefits).



Calculate overall ranking for each route to establish the preferred route, with each criterion
weighted equally and the route with lowest overall ranking deemed to be the preferred route.

3.3

Routing objectives and selection criteria

The process for developing and evaluating the route options started with the identification of the routing
objectives. The main technical objectives included utilizing existing municipal road allowances and
following a reasonably direct path between endpoints from connections to existing infrastructure, thus
reducing length and potential for environmental and socio-economic effects.
Criteria were then developed to evaluate each route option. The criteria were based on the
environmental and socio-economic data compiled through the baseline data collection process, and the
input received from Indigenous consultation and stakeholder engagement, including that from
government agencies. The criteria also considered the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines (2016),
Chapter 4 Route or Site Selection, which outlines the socio-economic and environmental features that
should be considered during route evaluation. The criteria considered for the route evaluation are listed
below:
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route lengths



species at risk



routes contiguous to existing rights-of-way
(ROWs)



conservation authority regulated areas



protected or significant ecological areas



capacity to meet Project need




infrastructure crossings (e.g., roads and
utilities)

highly vulnerable aquifers and significant
groundwater recharge areas



current and future land uses/municipal
zoning



availability of temporary workspace



constraints to future utility and municipal
capital works



social/cultural features (e.g., recreational
areas, trails, buildings)



watercourse crossings (e.g., number, size,
navigability, fish and habitat)



opportunity to serve future developments



groundwater wells



wetlands


archaeological resources



wooded areas


heritage resources

3.4
3.4.1

Route evaluation results
Technical criteria

Route lengths: The total length of each route was considered as an overarching criterion that can be
an indicator of overall technical feasibility, costs, and environmental and social effect in terms of area of
disturbance, as longer routes may typically result in greater risks and effects than shorter routes. As
well, shorter routes typically require less temporary workspace and related laydown areas.
Contiguous ROW: The length of each route that follows within or parallel to existing contiguous ROWs
can be an indicator of a means to minimize potential environmental or socio-economic effects. Routes
within or parallel to existing ROWs will typically result in fewer effects. Since all three route options are
located within existing road allowances, route length contiguous to existing ROWs was not a
differentiating criterion for the route evaluation.
Capacity to meet Project need: The Project is intended to increase system reliability and flexibility
and to support current and future growth in natural gas demand in the area. Thus, the capacity of each
route to best meet the Project need over the long-term was identified as a selection criterion for the
route evaluation. A connection to an existing higher-pressure source within the existing system would
provide greater capacity for system growth in the future, prolonging the need for another reinforcement
project in the area. Configurations with a lower pressure source would provide less reinforcement and
would require a future reinforcement more immediately. Ranking is based on whether each route offers
a connection to a higher-pressure source relative to the other routes.
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Infrastructure crossings: The number of crossings of existing infrastructure was considered as such
crossings increase technical difficulty and there is the potential for the Project to interfere with the
operation or use of such infrastructure by stakeholders during construction or maintenance. No major
pipeline or rail crossings have been identified in the study areas and one utility is crossed by all three
routes, which is the Hydro One transmission corridor; therefore, only roads were considered to be a
differentiator for the route evaluation. Since all three routes are located within existing road allowances,
the evaluation only considered other roads that each option would intersect along its route.
Availability of temporary workspace: Temporary workspaces and laydown areas will be required for
all route options during construction. Given that the temporary workspaces have not been designed for
the route options, a quantitative comparison was not completed. Based on the commitment that
Enbridge Gas will make optimal use of the existing road allowance and other appropriate lands (i.e.,
previously cleared lands), the availability of workspace was not deemed to be a differentiating criterion
for route evaluation.
Constraints on future municipal capital works: Municipal capital works adjacent to natural gas
pipelines have to consider several factors when designing and building infrastructure, including
requirements for clearances away from the existing pipeline and special design considerations to
protect the pipeline for the purposes of system integrity and public safety. Building the Project adjacent
to other existing natural gas infrastructure would create further constraints, technical challenges, and
special requirements for municipal capital work to occur. Concerns related to potential constraints of the
Project on future municipal capital works in the area were brought up by the Regional Municipality of
Durham during the environmental study. Therefore, additional constraints on future municipal capital
works were considered an important criterion in the route evaluation. Ranking is based on whether
each route offers the fewest additional constraints relative to the other routes. A ranking of 1 indicates
fewer additional constraints due to less natural gas infrastructure expected along the selected route
after the Project is built, while a ranking of 3 indicates greater additional constraints due to more natural
gas infrastructure being present after the Project is built.
The evaluation of technical criteria, metrics and associated ranking for all three route options are
provided in Table 5.
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Table 5: Evaluation of technical criteria

PPR

AR 2

AR 3

Evaluation Criteria
Metric

Ranking

Metric

Ranking

Metric

Ranking

2,503 m

3

2,140 m

1

2,192 m

2

Capacity to meet Project
need

Not
applicable
(N/A)

1

N/A

2

N/A

1

Number of infrastructure
crossings (roads)

7

1

10

2

11

3

Constraints on municipal
capital works

N/A

1

N/A

2

N/A

2

Route lengths

6

Ranking subtotals
Route Preference Rankings

3.4.2

1

7
2

8
3

Biophysical criteria

Quantitative data for the biophysical environment evaluation criteria was primarily derived from the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Land Information Ontario database. Additional
information was also obtained from Town of Ajax and TRCA datasets.
Watercourse crossings: A review of MNRF and TRCA data showed that the number of watercourse
crossings along each route was considered a potentially important indicator as a greater number of
water crossings may provide more opportunity for environmental and social effects to water quality, fish
and fish habitat and navigation during construction. As mentioned in Section 2.2.4, East Duffins and
Urfe Creek provide habitat that is suitable for fish, while other smaller watercourses in the study areas
are likely to support small-bodied fish only, and are likely seasonal fish habitat. Moreover, as mentioned
in Section 2.3.2, both East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek have navigability potential for recreational
purposes.
Wetlands: No PSWs were identified within the study areas. Unevaluated wetlands are mapped by the
MNRF and were observed within the study areas for all route options. Mapped wetlands in the study
areas were also identified as candidate SWH. Therefore, mapped wetlands located within the study
areas were considered in the route evaluation.
Wooded areas: Mapped wooded areas located within the study areas for each of the route options
were considered in the evaluation. Moreover, the MNRF identified wooded areas in the study areas as
a feature of importance in the route evaluation. In addition, candidate significant woodlands that were
identified in the study areas by the MNRF and during the environmental study (as discussed in
Section 2.2.5).
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Species at Risk: As described in Section 2.2.7, an assessment was conducted to determine which
SAR have occurrence records and potential habitat in the study areas along each route. The route
evaluation then compared the number of provincially listed SAR (endangered or threatened) identified
as having moderate or high probability of occurrence in each of the study areas. Routes that have a
greater number of species with moderate or high potential of occurrence typically have greater potential
for disturbance to or effects on those species or their habitats, and greater potential for permit
requirements if the species and their protected habitats cannot be avoided.
Conservation Authority regulated area: A comparison of the area of TRCA-regulated areas crossed
by each route option was completed as an indicator of the mapped floodplain, watercourse and wetland
areas that may be crossed by each route, as well as an indicator of the areas that may require
permitting or advice from the TRCA. Route options with more area within the TRCA-regulated areas or
crossing the most TRCA-regulated watercourses were considered to have potential for more
environmental interactions and permit requirements.
Environmental Protection areas: Based on desktop information, Environmental Protection areas, as
defined by the Town of Ajax’s Official Plan, are located in the study areas and crossed by each route;
thus, the length of Environmental Protection areas crossed by each route was used in the evaluation.
Environmental Protection areas are defined by the Town of Ajax as areas that include, but are not
limited to, significant habitat of endangered, threatened and special concern species; fish and wildlife
habitat; wetlands; creek valleys and corridors; woodlands; and, key natural heritage features in the
Greenbelt (Ajax 2016). Routes crossing the most Environmental Protection areas were considered to
have potential for more environmental interactions and approval requirements.
Environmentally significant areas: No ANSI were identified within the study areas. Environmentally
significant areas were included in the data provided to Golder by the TRCA for the purposes of the
environmental study. These mapped areas were used for the route evaluation as potential indicators of
sensitive natural features that could be affected by construction activities. None of the routes crosses
the environmentally significant areas identified in the data provided by the TRCA. However, an
environmentally significant area is located within the study area of AR 3. Study areas overlapping the
most mapped environmentally significant areas were considered to have potential for more
environmental interactions.
Candidate significant valleylands and woodlands: Candidate significant woodlands and valleylands
were identified along all study areas. Since candidate significant valleylands and woodlands are
captured by other metrics considered in the route evaluation (e.g., watercourse crossings, wooded
areas, conservation authority regulated area, species at risk, and Environmental Protection areas),
candidate significant valleylands and woodlands were also not considered as separate criteria in the
route evaluation.
Candidate significant wildlife habitat: Candidate SWH was identified along all study areas. Since
candidate SWH is captured by other metrics considered in the route evaluation (e.g., watercourse
crossings, wetlands, wooded areas, conservation authority regulated area, species at risk, and
Environmental Protection areas), candidate SWH was also not considered as a separate criterion in the
route evaluation.
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Greenbelt Plan areas: Urfe Creek and East Duffins Creek are part of the Urban Valley System
designated under the Greenbelt Plan. Protected Countryside areas have also been identified north of
Taunton Road in the study areas for the PPR and AR 3. Both the TRCA and the MNRF identified the
Greenbelt Plan areas as a feature to be considered in the environmental study and as a feature of
importance in the route evaluation. In addition, MNRF recommended Greenbelt Plan areas to be
avoided when installing Project components, including temporary workspaces and laydown areas.
Since Greenbelt Plan areas crossed by the routes are limited to the valley systems of the East Duffins
and Urfe Creeks, which are already captured by other metrics considered in the route evaluation (e.g.,
watercourse crossings, TRCA regulated areas, and Environmental Protection areas), Greenbelt Plan
areas were not also considered a separate criterion in the route evaluation.
Highly vulnerable aquifers and significant groundwater recharge areas: These features are
considered in the route evaluation as they are identified as vulnerable areas in the CTC Source Water
Protection Plan. The total length of each route crossing these features was considered as longer routes
may typically have greater risks to groundwater than shorter routes. Other vulnerable areas identified in
the CTC Source Water Protection Plan were not considered in the route evaluation because no
wellhead protection areas are located in the study areas for any of the routes and intake protection
zones and event-based areas in the study areas are limited to the valley systems of the East Duffins
and Urfe Creeks, which are already captured by other metrics considered in the route evaluation (e.g.,
watercourse crossings, TRCA regulated areas, Environmental Protection areas).
The evaluation of environmental criteria, metrics and associated ranking for all three route options are
provided in Table 6.
Table 6: Evaluation of biophysical criteria

PPR

AR 2

AR 3

Evaluation Criteria
Metric

Ranking

Metric

Ranking

Metric

Ranking

Number of watercourse
crossings

2

2

3

3

0

1

Wetlands in each study
area

0.8 ha

2

1.8 ha

3

0.1 ha

1

Wooded areas in each
study area

11.5 ha

2

13.4 ha

3

5.9 ha

1

9

1

11

2

9

1

Length of conservation
authority regulated area
crossed

417 m

2

601 m

3

277 m

1

Length of Environmental
Protection area crossed

243 m

2

543 m

3

143 m

1

Number of SAR
(provincially listed as
endangered or threatened)
with moderate or high
potential to occur within
the study area
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Table 6: Evaluation of biophysical criteria

PPR

AR 2

AR 3

Evaluation Criteria
Metric

Ranking

Metric

Ranking

Metric

Ranking

Environmentally significant
area in each study area

0 ha

1

0 ha

1

3.9 ha

2

Length of highly vulnerable
aquifers crossed

1,410 m

1

1,930 m

3

1,432 m

2

190 m

2

0m

1

0m

1

Length of significant
groundwater recharge
areas crossed
Ranking subtotals
Route Preference Rankings

3.4.3

15
2

22
3

11
1

Socio-economic criteria

Land use: Based on a review of municipal planning documents (e.g., Town of Ajax and City of
Pickering Official Plans) all routes pass through different land use classifications (e.g., residential, open
space).
Residential land use classifications were not considered in the route evaluation since there are
residential land use classifications along the routes, particularly the PPR, that do not reflect the existing
conditions along the study area. Specifically, areas along the PPR located north of the transmission
corridor on Church Street North are classified as Low Density Residential and Medium Density
Residential; however, the existing landscape does not reflect this land use designation at this time (i.e.,
areas are predominantly open agricultural field or cultural meadow, with a few residences along Church
Street North). Residences along the PPR are, for the most part, located on the south end of the study
area. The residential land use designation north of the transmission corridor reflects municipal planning
for further housing development along the PPR.
Since Environmental Protection areas were already considered in the natural environment criteria, the
only land use designation used for the route evaluation was Open Space, which include areas identified
by the Town of Ajax as areas having active and/or passive recreational opportunities (Ajax 2016). The
total length of land classified for Open Space land uses crossed by each route option was considered
an evaluation criterion to establish which route had the greatest likelihood of disturbing lands that would
result in effects to land use and resource use (e.g., enjoyment of recreational areas).
Residential properties: As discussed in Section 2.3.2, residential properties were identified through
the desktop review and digitization of aerial mapping at the time of reporting. The approximate number
of residences identified in the study area for each route was considered a criterion for the route
evaluation, due to the potential for construction activities to generate nuisance effects for residents
(e.g., noise, dust, access).
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Opportunity to serve future developments: Whether each route travels through a future residential
area was considered in the route evaluation since the ability for the Project to meet a future need for
natural gas infrastructure along its route would minimize the need of additional natural gas projects in
the future and provide a cost-benefit to the community. Ranking is based on whether each route option
provides opportunity to serve future developments along the proposed route (Yes/No).
Groundwater wells: Groundwater wells are located within the study areas for all three routes. The
number of wells is considered to be an important criterion as represents the number of potential
receptors for effects if there is change to disturbance to groundwater quality or quantity that is used as
water supply. The more wells in the study area may indicate greater opportunity to affect users of the
water supply. The route evaluation considered the wells reported in the MECP Water Well Information
Service (MECP 2020a) as being used as a water supply (domestic or livestock).
Archaeological resources: Ten registered archaeological sites of Indigenous or Euro-Canadian
affinity were identified within the study area for the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment6; however, no
site is considered to have further cultural heritage value or interest; therefore, registered archaeological
sites were not a differentiating criterion for the route evaluation. All routes have archaeological
potential, as determined in the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment (Appendix B). Area of
archaeological potential within the study area of each route option, as identified in the Stage 1
Archaeological Assessment, was used in the route evaluation.
Heritage features: All routes have potential heritage features within their respective study areas, as
detailed in the Cultural Heritage Checklist (Appendix C). The number of potential heritage features
within each study area was used as an indicator to compare the potential disturbance to these features.
No designated cultural heritage resources were identified for each of the three route options; therefore,
the number of designated features was not a differentiating criterion.
Parks: Named parks and other outdoor recreational facilities (i.e., golf courses) in the study areas were
used as criteria for the route evaluation to establish which route had the greatest likelihood of disturbing
the use of these features.
Trails: In relation to trails, since the Great Trail of Canada is crossed by all three routes 7, the length of
each route on and contiguous to the trail was considered in the evaluation due to the potential for the
construction activities to affect the enjoyment of the trail by members of the public.
The evaluation of socio-economic criteria, metrics and associated ranking for all three route options are
provided in Table 7.

6 The study area for the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment includes a 60 m buffer around each of the three routes (i.e., 30 m on either side)
and the proposed regulation stations.
7 As discussed in Section 2.3.2, conflicting mapping exists for the location of the Great Trail of Canada, therefore mapping from both sources
(Durham 2020b; Great Trail, n.d.) has been conservatively used in the routing evaluation to capture the potential full extent of the trail
in the study areas.
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Table 7: Evaluation of socio-economic criteria

Evaluation Criteria
Length of land crossed that is
zoned Open Space
Approximate number of
residential properties in the study
areas8
Opportunity to serve future
developments along the route
(Yes/No)
Reported groundwater wells
(water supply) in the study area
Area of archaeological potential
within the study area
Number of potential heritage
features in each study area
Area of parks and golf courses
within the study area
Length of route on or contiguous
to the Great Trail of Canada8

PPR

3.5

AR 3

Metric

Ranking

Metric

Ranking

Metric

Ranking

516 m

2

52 m

1

838 m

3

350

1

380

2

440

3

Yes

1

No

2

No

2

10

2

12

3

4

1

5.2 ha

3

1.2 ha

1

3.0 ha

2

5

3

3

2

1

1

0.9 ha

1

3.6 ha

2

4.6 ha

3

1,750 m

2

860 m

1

2,192 m

3

Ranking subtotals
Route Preference Rankings

AR 2

15
2

14
1

18
3

Preferred route selection and rationale

A review of potential effects along the alternative route was conducted based on the selected route
evaluation criteria. The route with the least potential effects and greatest benefits is recommended as
the preferred route from a technical, environmental and/or socio-economic perspective. The summary
of the rankings is provided in Table 8.

8 Approximate number of residential properties based on a desktop review and digitization of aerial mapping (as of September 30, 2020).
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Table 8: Summary of route evaluation results

PPR

AR 2

AR 3

Ranking
Subtotal

Route
Preference
Ranking

Ranking
Subtotal

Route
Preference
Ranking

Ranking
Subtotal

Route
Preference
Ranking

Technical criteria

6

1

7

2

8

3

Biophysical environment
criteria

15

2

22

3

11

1

Socio-economic criteria

15

2

14

1

18

3

Evaluation Criteria

Route preference ranking
subtotals
Overall route preference
rankings

5
1

6
2

7
3

From a technical perspective, the PPR is the most preferred. The PPR has the fewest number of road
crossings, which lessens the opportunity for technical challenges. AR 2 has the shortest route length,
which is typically associated with the fewest opportunities for technical challenges, as well as the
fewest opportunities for environmental and socio-economic interactions. However, the PPR offers a
connection to a higher-pressure source within the existing natural gas network than AR 2, which means
that the system capacity growth that would be provided by AR 2 is not as substantial as the system
capacity growth that would be provided by the PPR. This also means that a future reinforcement to the
system would be needed more immediately in the future for AR 2 than for the PPR. Thus, the PPR
better meets the overall need for the Project. In addition, existing natural gas infrastructure is already
installed along AR 2. If AR 2 were selected as the preferred route, this would create added constraints
to future municipal works in addition to the constraints already posed by the existing natural gas
infrastructure along AR 2. The City of Pickering also identified AR 2 as the least preferred route as
Rossland Road West was recently reconstructed and paved.
Even though AR 3 also provides a connection to a higher-pressure source when compared to AR 2,
and thus provides the same capacity for system growth as the PPR, AR 3 is overall the least preferred
from a technical perspective as it crosses the greatest number of road crossings and it is longer than
AR 2. AR 3 would also create added constraints to future municipal works, as there is already other
existing natural infrastructure installed along AR 3.
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From a biophysical environment perspective, AR 3 is the most preferred as it does not cross any
watercourses, crosses the least length of TRCA regulated areas and Environmental Protection areas,
and has the fewest wetlands and woodlands in its study area; however, AR 3 has a mapped
environmentally significant area within its study area (Boone Woods), per TRCA data. Comparatively,
AR 2 is the least preferred from a biophysical environment perspective as it is identified as having the
most sensitive biophysical features within its study area, including potential for SAR and SAR habitat,
and it is anticipated to have the greatest environmental effects. The MNRF stated that AR 2 is its least
preferred route option, whereas it identified AR 3 as the preferred route from a biophysical environment
perspective.
From a socio-economic perspective, based on the criteria used, AR 2 is the most preferred route. AR 2
crosses the smallest area of lands designated as Open Space, has the least area with archaeological
potential, and has the least potential for interaction with the Great Trail of Canada (i.e., least length of
the route on the trail or contiguous to the trail). However, AR 2 was also clearly the least preferred route
based on the feedback from the consultation and engagement program (refer to Section 3.1). Although
the PPR has the most area with archaeological potential and is adjacent to the highest number of
potential cultural heritage features, it provides opportunity to meet a future need for natural gas
infrastructure along Church Street North. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, a large portion of Church
Street North located within the study area of the PPR is shown in the Ajax official plan as zoned for
residential development. Installing the Project along the PPR would allow Enbridge Gas to reinforce the
system (i.e., the original need for the Project) while at the same time provide an opportunity to service
future residential development along Church Street North. Installing this line now will make servicing
these customers very inexpensive once the area is developed and eliminate the need for a future
project along Church Street North as the area is further developed. As well, the study area of AR 2 has
the greatest number of water wells reported as water supply in the MECP database.
Comparatively, based on the quantitative evaluation, AR 3 is the least preferred from a socio-economic
perspective as it has the most length of Open Space lands crossed by its route, has the greatest area
of parks and golf courses within its study area, the most potential for interaction with the Great Trail of
Canada, and has the most residential properties within its study area (at the time of reporting).
Based on these findings, although the AR 2 route ranked well from an overall technical and socioeconomic perspective when considering only the quantitative evaluation criteria, it was the route for
which the most concerns were voiced during the consultation and engagement program. AR 2 was
eliminated from further consideration based on the concerns from stakeholders and its poor ranking
from a biophysical environment perspective, as compared to the PPR and AR 3, as it has substantially
more potential for adverse interactions with the biophysical environment. Thus, only the PPR and AR 3
were considered further for potential selection.
The following is an overview of the considerations leading to the selection.


Based on the quantitative evaluation, the PPR ranked first on the technical category, and ranked
second on the biophysical and socio-economic categories. The AR 3 ranked as least preferred in
the technical and socio-economic categories, but preferred in the biophysical category.
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Technically, while the AR 3 is the shorter of the two routes, the PPR is preferred as it provides the
long-term growth that is required for the reinforcement of the natural gas network in the area and it
has the least number of road crossings, which minimizes disruption to traffic at road intersections.



From the biophysical perspective, neither route is least preferred, for example, they rated equally
with regard to potential for SAR and SAR habitat, though the PPR had only one SAR with high
probability of occurrence, whereas the AR 3 had two. While the PPR also has several sensitive
features within its study area, the MNRF has provided recommendations to minimize interactions
with natural sensitive features.



Socio-economically, AR 3 is least preferred as it has the greatest number of residences located
along Ravenscroft Road that could potentially be affected during construction (e.g., as a result of
traffic, dust noise and vibration), whereas the PPR currently has fewer residences located along its
route. As well, the AR 3 crosses the greatest length of land zoned Open Space, as well as area of
parks and golf courses within the study area and the Great Trail of Canada. AR 3 would also
create added constraints from a land development perspective for future municipal works since
there is already natural gas infrastructure installed along AR 3, whereas the PPR would not create
as many constraints.



Areas identified as having archaeological potential for the PPR will be subject to the required
archaeological studies prior to construction, and any recommendations identified through these
studies and by the MHSTCI will be implemented. Similarly, the potential cultural heritage features
have yet to be verified and mitigation will be identified to ensure avoidance of effects to these
features.

Overall, the PPR is more preferred than AR 3 and is recommended to be the preferred route for the
reasons noted above.

3.6

Preferred route construction description

Project footprint: Construction along the preferred route will take place in existing road allowances,
where possible, to facilitate the movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction.
Temporary facilities for the purpose of Project construction may include equipment staging areas, soil
stockpile areas, horizontal directional drilling (HDD) pull back areas and temporary access routes on
private lands. Temporary facilities will be required prior to, and during, the construction period and any
disturbed areas will be returned to their pre-construction conditions or better. The location of the
temporary facilities will be determined by Enbridge Gas and their contractor during construction
planning. Enbridge Gas will work with regulators and landowners to identify and secure appropriate
working space as required.
Construction process: The pipeline is expected to be installed using Enbridge Gas’ standard
construction practices, which include vegetation clearing, grading the pipeline ROW, digging the trench,
installing the welded pipeline in the trench, testing the pipeline, and restoring the area to equivalent to
pre-construction conditions or better. Typical pipeline depth is between 0.9 m and 1.2 m deep, with
watercourse crossing depths of approximately 2.5 m for coldwater watercourses. Construction of the
pipeline will occur within the municipal ROW to avoid and minimize impacts to natural features.
Enbridge Gas’ typical pipeline installation construction sequence is depicted below in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Typical pipeline design and construction

HDD installation: HDD installation methods may be utilized to install the pipeline under watercourses
and other sensitive features. HDD is typically used for working in the vicinity or crossing sensitive
environmental features, such as watercourses or wetlands. It involves digging entry and exit pits
outside the sensitive feature (at distances typically greater than 30 m from the sensitive feature) and
using a drilling rod and drilling fluid to install the pipeline under the sensitive feature. Using advanced
technology and highly trained technicians, the drill head guides the pipe electronically to ensure the
angle, depth, and exit point adhere to carefully designed engineering plans. The pipeline segments may
also be made of thicker steel and have a protective first layer of coating and a second abrasionresistant coating to ensure the pipe is protected through the process. The HDD installation method is
depicted in Figure 8.
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Figure 8: HDD Installation Process

Restoration: Following excavation, the construction area will be cleaned up and restored to
pre-construction conditions or better. All construction materials and excess soil will be removed, and
final grading will be put in place. Anything disturbed by the construction, such as fences and pavement,
will be replaced, to like conditions. Ground cover will be replaced by sodding or seeding where
necessary, based on land use and permit and/or landowner requirements.
Schedule: Pending regulatory approvals, the Project is currently scheduled to commence construction
in summer 2021 and is anticipated to be six months in duration. Clean up and restoration activities will
follow. The pipeline would be in service shortly after construction is complete.
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Indigenous consultation and stakeholder engagement
Consultation and engagement program

Consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with stakeholders is an important part of
the environmental study process, for both the development and evaluation of route options and for the
assessment of effects. The objectives of consultation and engagement for this Project were to:


Identify potentially interested Indigenous communities and stakeholders at the outset of Project
planning.



Provide information about the Project that is accessible and understandable.



Provide opportunities to participate in the process and provide feedback.



Identify how information provided will be used in the environmental study.



Document the comments and questions and resolve as many as possible.



Consider input in the route evaluation and effects assessment processes.



Adapt the consultation and engagement program to meet the changing needs of the Project.



Develop a framework for on-going engagement after the environmental study.

4.2

Indigenous communities and stakeholders identified

Relevant Indigenous communities and stakeholders were identified using a variety of resources
including the OPCC member list, municipal, provincial and federal websites, community resources and
the professional judgement of Enbridge Gas and Golder. Four groups for consultation and engagement
were identified:


Group 1 – Indigenous communities with traditional territory, Aboriginal rights, or Treaty rights
within the study area based on the Ministry of Energy, Northern Development and Mines’
(MENDM) evaluation for the Duty to Consult process.



Group 2 – Government officials and public agencies, including:

▪ Federal and provincial government representatives and agencies (e.g., the MECP and TRCA),
including the parties in the OPCC.

▪ Municipal government representatives and agencies (e.g., Town of Ajax and City of Pickering
office of the mayor, staff, and council, planning staff, Fire and Emergency Services).


Group 3 – Community interest groups and organizations such as local environmental nongovernmental organizations, socio-economic interest groups, local boards of trade, local school
boards, housing developers, other public utility and infrastructure owners (e.g., Hydro One, Bell
Canada).



Group 4 – Directly affected and adjacent property owners and residents (residential,
commercial/business, or industrial property owners, and/or residents in the study area).

A copy of the contact list can be found in Appendix D.
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The Indigenous consultation and stakeholder engagement program commenced with the submission of
a project description to the MENDM on April 16, 2020 confirming the duty to consult requirements for
the Project. A letter of delegation was received by Enbridge Gas from the MENDM on July 2, 2020,
which indicated that the MENDM was delegating the procedural aspects of consultation in respect of
the Project to Enbridge Gas, and that the following Indigenous communities should be consulted.


Alderville First Nation



Beausoleil First Nation



Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation



Chippewas of Rama First Nation



Curve Lake First Nation



Hiawatha First Nation



Huron-Wendat Nation



Kawartha Nishnawbe



Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation

Copies of the Project description and the letter of delegation can be found in Appendix E.

4.3
4.3.1

Communication methods and events
Notice of commencement

A Notice of Project Commencement and Virtual Open House (the Notice) was published in the Ajax
News Advertiser on July 23 and July 30, 2020. The Notice described the Project, including the route
options and the environmental study process. It also provided information about the virtual open house
including contact information and the Project and virtual open house website addresses. A map was
provided showing the different route options. The Notice was distributed to residents and businesses on
postal routes within approximately a 3 km radius of the Project site via Canada Post during the week of
July 20, 2020. In total, 11,005 pieces of mail were sent out. The Notice was also distributed to
applicable interest groups via e-mail and, where applicable, Canada Post direct mail on July 23, 2020.
The comment period for the Project concluded on September 3, 2020.
Copies of the Notices can be found in Appendix F.

4.3.2

Letters

A study commencement letter detailing the Project was sent by email to the identified Indigenous
communities (except Kawartha Nishnawbe) on July 22, 2020, and to government agency and municipal
contacts on July 23, 2020. A letter was sent to Kawartha Nishnawbe via Canada Post regular mail on
the week of August 3, 2020. Each letter described the Project and the environmental study process,
detailed the route options, provided information for the virtual open house, and provided Project contact
details. The letter requested that feedback about the Project be sent to the Project team, including any
information that may be pertinent to the route evaluation. The letter to Indigenous communities also
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asked for information about portions of the study area that may be culturally significant to each
community and information about potential effects that the Project may have on their asserted or
established Aboriginal and Treaty rights.
Copies of the letters sent to Indigenous communities and the generic letter used for agency and
municipal contacts can be found in Appendix F.

4.3.3

Project website

A Project website was hosted via the Enbridge Gas website at the URL
enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement.com. The website provided the following:


Project overview and study area map



Project information and timescales, as well as information about the OEB process



Information about consultation and engagement opportunities, including the virtual open house



Information about the environmental study process



Project team contact information

Copies of the Notice were posted, and space was provided for the posting of the Environmental Report
once completed. Copies of the presentation, transcript and comment form from the virtual open house
were posted on the website. A Project-specific email address was created and posted for inquiries
(ajaxreinforcement@golder.com), and a phone number was also provided.

4.4

Engagement events

4.4.1

Virtual open house

Due to restrictions on public gatherings because of the COVID-19 pandemic, a virtual open house was
designed and implemented to replicate the opportunities typically provided by a traditional in-person
open house. The intent of the virtual open house was to allow interested parties to review Project
information and provide feedback at their own pace and in a safe environment.
The virtual open house was hosted at the URL ajaxreinforcement.com and ran from August 3 to
August 17, 2020, to give stakeholders sufficient time to review materials and provide their feedback.
The website received a total of 41 visits from interested parties during this period.
The virtual open house provided the following information and documents:


A presentation video in mp4 format with voice over giving detail about the following:

▪ Project information
▪ Enbridge Gas’ Indigenous People’s Policy
▪ Route options and their study areas
▪ Preliminary baseline environmental and socio-economic findings
▪ Project schedule
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▪ Information about the OEB and the environmental study processes
▪ Enbridge Gas’ commitment to Safety and Integration
▪ Details about typical pipeline construction, including the HDD installation method
▪ Project team contact information


PDF copies of the presentation were provided in colour and black and white and could be
downloaded from the site.



A transcript file to accompany the presentation was provided with additional information for each
slide.



A link to an online comment form was provided, as well as a fillable PDF copy of the comment form
that could be emailed to the Project email address.



Maps of the route options and study areas were provided, including information about pertinent
environmental features.



Links to a high-level overview of the Project and Enbridge Gas’ Indigenous Policy were also
provided.

Copies of all virtual open house materials can be found in Appendix G.

4.4.2

Comment forms

One comment form was received as a result of the virtual open house. The respondent identified
themselves as a local resident or landowner and indicated that they had received the Notice in the mail.
With respect to the route options when asked if they agreed with the PPR, the respondent did not
indicate a preference.
Key issues or concerns raised are summarized in Section 4.7.4 and details of the comment form
received are recorded verbatim in Appendix G5.
The comment form required follow up from Enbridge Gas, and the response is included in the record of
consultation and engagement found in Appendix H.

4.5

Meetings with Indigenous communities and stakeholder groups

The meetings (teleconferences) that have been held with Indigenous communities to date are listed in
Table 9.
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Table 9: Summary of meetings with Indigenous communities

Community
Alderville First Nation
Curve Lake First Nation
Hiawatha First Nation

Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation

Meeting Dates
September 9, 2020
September 16, 2020
January 27, 2021
September 3, 2020
December 9, 2020
December 17, 2020
August 11, 2020
August 14, 2020
December 9, 2020

To date, one meeting with provincial stakeholders has taken place:


On August 11, 2020, a teleconference was held with staff from the office of Honorary Rod Phillips,
Member of Provincial Parliament (MPP), Ajax Riding.

To date, the following meetings with municipal stakeholders have taken place:


On September 3, 2020, a teleconference was held with staff from the Regional Municipality of
Durham.



On November 19, 2020, a teleconference was held with staff from the Regional Municipality of
Durham and the Town of Ajax.



On December 16, 2020, a teleconference was held with staff from the Town of Ajax.

4.6

Review of the Environmental Report

On October 6, 2020, Enbridge Gas circulated the Environmental Report for review to members of the
OPCC, and staff from the Regional Municipality of Durham, the Town of Ajax, the City of Pickering, and
the TRCA. Enbridge Gas also circulated the Environmental Report to Indigenous communities for
review on October 8, 2020. Enbridge Gas requested comments from all groups by November 17, 2020.
The comments that were received are summarized in Section 4.7.

4.7

Input received

The consultation and engagement program allowed for input from interested parties via email, phone
and virtual meetings. Input received to date has been collected and evaluated by the Project team.
A complete summary of all communication and copies of all letters received can be found in
Appendix H and Appendix I, respectively. Input received through the virtual open house can be found
in Appendix G5.

4.7.1

Input from Indigenous communities

Some Indigenous communities have stated their strong interest in the Project. Curve Lake First Nation,
Hiawatha First Nation, Huron-Wendat Nation, and Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation have
voiced their desire to participate in archaeological field studies. Curve Lake First Nation also voiced a
concern regarding the potential effects of the Project on the biophysical environment, traditional land
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use, and Indigenous heritage and cultural values and the associated effects on Indigenous and Treaty
rights, as described in more detail in Section 2.3.5. Curve Lake First Nation also voiced a concern
regarding the inclusion of historical information in relevant reports.
Consultation with Indigenous communities will continue after the filing of the LTC application and
throughout the life of the Project.

4.7.2

Agency input

The following comments and input were received from agency representatives by email or conference
call as of March 16, 2021 and were considered in the preparation of and the revisions to the
Environmental Report.
Federal agencies


Transport Canada sent an email on August 19, 2020 noting that the Enbridge Gas must selfassess if the Project will interact with a federal property and/or waterway by reviewing the Directory
of Federal Real Property, and whether it will require approval and/or authorization under any Acts
administered by Transport Canada (i.e., the Canadian Navigable Waters Act, Railway Safety Act,
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, and Aeronautics Act), and provided the contacts for
inquiries related to each of the Acts.

Provincial agencies


The Ministry of Transportation (MTO) sent emails on July 24, 2020 and July 28, 2020 indicating
that the Project is outside the MTO permit control area and will not affect provincial highways. MTO
indicated that MTO review/approval/permit(s) are not required for the Project.



The MNRF sent an email on July 24, 2020 providing input associated with natural features in the
study areas and recommendations for mitigation measures. The MNRF also indicated that AR 2 is
its least preferred route, while AR 3 is its most preferred route.



A staff member from Member of Provincial Parliament (MPP) Rod Phillips' office sent an email on
July 31, 2020 requesting a briefing about the Project from Enbridge. During the meeting held on
August 11, 2020, the staff member requested more information about the Project.



The MECP SAR branch sent an email on July 31, 2020 regarding the SAR screening process and
stated that an initial SAR screening should be sent to them for review.



The MECP York-Durham District Office sent an email on August 6, 2020 indicating that information
about future development in the study area can be obtained from the planning department of the
Town of Ajax. It also indicated that information from the MECP would require a Freedom of
Information (FOI) request. Subsequently, MECP York-Durham District Office sent an email on
August 27, 2020 indicating that they are not aware of any issues or recent complaints about any
sites along the route options and recommended a search of MECP databases (Access
Environment and Landfill Site Inventory). They also noted that if dewatering of more than
50,000 litres of water per day is required, there will be a need of a PTTW or filing with the EASR.
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The MHSTCI sent a letter via email on August 21, 2020, giving guidance about the preparation of
the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment and Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and
Preliminary Impact Assessment, as well as integration of these into the Environmental Report. The
MHSTCI reiterated via email on November 6, 2020 that the Cultural Heritage Report: Existing
Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment should be integrated into the Environmental
Report, and noted that the CHERs/HIAs should be completed as early as possible in the detailed
design process. Enbridge Gas indicated that the Environmental Report would be revised to specify
which potential effects are anticipated on built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes
as a result of the project, but that the Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary
Impact Assessment cannot be completed at this stage of the Project because Project details
required to complete this preliminary assessment are still being developed as part of detailed
design. Enbridge Gas indicated that the Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and
Preliminary Impact Assessment will be completed as early in the detailed design phase as feasible
(as well as any CHERs/HIAs deemed to be required), and that Enbridge Gas will submit these
reports to the MHSTCI for review prior to construction. On December 1, 2020, the MHSTCI
confirmed that this is an acceptable approach in consideration of the current stage that the Project.



The MECP Source Protection Program Branch sent an email on August 31, 2020 noting
considerations related to source water protection areas, and vulnerable areas delineated within
these areas.



The MECP Environmental Approvals Branch sent a letter via email on September 2, 2020 where it
identified areas of interest for consideration in the Environmental Report.



The Technical Standards and Safety Authority (TSSA) requested, via email on October 6, 2020
that an application for review of pipeline project be submitted. Enbridge Gas submitted the form on
November 9, 2020.



Infrastructure Ontario sent an email on October 7, 2020, in relation to property owned by the
Minister of Government and Consumer Services that is adjacent to the Project’s study area, which
provided further direction if this property is required for the Project.

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority


The TRCA sent an email on August 5, 2020 with a data sharing agreement to be signed by Golder
prior to sharing applicable environmental datasets, and provided the data on August 20, 2020.



Subsequently, the TRCA sent a letter via email on September 3, 2020 with preliminary technical
comments about the Project, which included TRCA commenting roles, areas of interest, criteria to
be considered in the route evaluation, and Environmental Report submission requirements.



During the Environmental Report review period, the TRCA provided comments associated with the
route evaluation process (see Section 3.1), Project design, water resources, geotechnical
considerations, hydrogeology, and ecology. The TRCA also stated that permits under O. Reg.
166/06 will be required for the Project, and provided an overview of the requirements associated
with the permitting process.
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On January 29, 2021, the TRCA provided acknowledgement of the responses provided by
Enbridge to the TRCA comments on the Environmental Report. Through this response, the TRCA
requested that the TRCA be notified when Enbridge submits the LTC application to the OEB, and
reiterated the requirements associated with the TRCA permitting process.

Municipal agencies


The Regional Municipality of Durham sent an email on July 27, 2020 noting that it has concerns
with the route options due to planned future development in the study areas, and proposed a
meeting so that it can clearly understand the effects of the Project on planned future development.
A meeting was held on September 3, 2020, and on September 9, 2020 the Regional Municipality
of Durham sent a letter with comments and a summary of requests that were brought up during the
meeting. The letter included background information on regional roads and planned future capital
works by the Regional Municipality, a request for further project information, and a request for
confirmation from Enbridge Gas of the regulations and restrictions that will be in place for future
adjacent developments as a result of the Project (e.g., required clearances). Since then, Enbridge
Gas has been in discussions with the Regional Municipality of Durham regarding the Project and
the concerns related to constraints on future municipal developments as a result of the Project.



The Town of Ajax provided comments, via email on November 16, 2020, providing engineering
drawings for Church Street North and requesting detailed design drawings for the Project. The
Town of Ajax also indicated that they prefer HDD methods to be implemented to minimize effects
on the newly constructed road, sidewalk, and multi-use path. Since then, Enbridge Gas has been
in discussions with the Town of Ajax regarding Project design and the concerns related to
constraints on future municipal developments as a result of the Project. On December 11, 2020,
the Town of Ajax indicated that it prefers AR 3 since it will have the least effects on future
development.



Both the Town of Ajax and the City of Pickering provided input regarding cultural heritage
resources for the purposes of the Cultural Heritage Checklist. The municipalities sent their input via
email on August 13, 2020 and July 30, 2020, respectively.



The City of Pickering Engineering Department sent an email on August 24, 2020 noting that AR 2
is its least preferred route, and that it prefers either the PPR or AR 3. The City of Pickering
subsequently sent an email on October 15, 2020 noting that the Environmental Report had been
reviewed and that the PPR is its preferred route option.

4.7.3

Interest groups and other stakeholder input

The following comments and input were received from interest groups and other stakeholders as of
March 16, 2021.


Hydro One sent an email with a letter on August 26, 2020 stating that it has confirmed the
existence of transmission infrastructure in the study areas and providing a summary of the
associated implications to be considered in project planning.
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Public input

In total, one set of comments from one local resident was received via the Project phone number. One
comment form was received through the virtual open house from a local resident.
Common themes heard from public stakeholders are listed below.


Effect of the Project on users’ monthly payments.



Effect of the Project on the existing natural gas supply, and whether the Project will become the
main source of natural gas in the area.



Concerns related to access during construction to residences located on London Lane, along the
PPR and AR 2.



Noise and dust effects.



Disturbance to the aesthetics on Rossland Road West/Church Street North.



Duration of construction.



Effects of the PPR and AR 2 on residences directly adjacent to the road.



Safety of the public during construction.

4.8

Consideration of input

Input from Indigenous communities and stakeholders was considered in the selection of the preferred
route. Feedback from interest groups and the public were minimal, however feedback was provided by
Indigenous communities and government agencies and was considered for inclusion in the description
of baseline environmental and socio-economic conditions, the routing evaluation, and the effects
assessment and cumulative effects assessment presented in this report. The Environmental Report
was also revised accordingly, and where applicable, based on the comments received during the
Environmental Report review period from Indigenous communities, the OPCC, municipal stakeholders,
and the TRCA.
Concerns about noise, dust, access to residences, aesthetics at major intersections, and public safety
adjacent to the Project during construction were also carried forward to the effects assessment.
Concerns about the effects of the Project on recently built municipal infrastructure (i.e., Church Street
North reconstruction and associated restoration) and future constraints of the Project on the planning
and construction of future development were also carried forward to the effects assessment.

4.9

On-going consultation and engagement

Ongoing consultation and engagement will be important in ensuring smooth project completion.
Engagement with landowners and residents during construction will be important to minimize
inconveniences or frustrations. The Project website will be maintained and updated with pertinent
information throughout construction and a contact name will be available. The dedicated Project email
address (ajaxreinforcement@golder.com) will be active until substantive construction has been
completed.
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Enbridge Gas will continue to consult with Indigenous communities, involve interested communities in
archaeological assessment field work, and offer opportunity for advanced review of the archaeological
assessment reports. Enbridge Gas will also offer interested communities an opportunity to get involved
in pre-construction surveys that may be required to support permitting applications (e.g., tree
inventory).
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Effects assessment methodology

This section describes the approach and methods used to carry out the assessment of biophysical and
socio-economic effects for the preferred route. The methodology was developed to meet the
requirements of the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines (OEB 2016).
The methodology for this assessment involves the following steps.


Describe the existing biophysical and socio-economic setting (i.e., baseline conditions) in which
the Project will be constructed and operated.



Identify the natural, built, social, cultural, and economic components of the environment (i.e., the
biophysical and socio-economic components) that may interact with the Project, and conduct an
initial screening of potential interactions between the Project and each component including the
temporal and spatial boundaries of the interactions.



Conduct the Project-specific effects assessment, including identification of potential biophysical
and socio-economic effects, recommended mitigation measures, evaluation of net (residual)
effects, and determination of significance.



Conduct the cumulative effects assessment for the Project in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable projects and activities.



Identify the monitoring programs and contingency plans that will be undertaken post-construction
to evaluate effectiveness of planned mitigation and address issues identified during Project
operation.

5.1

Describe the existing environment

The environmental baseline, describing the existing biophysical and socio-economic components as
they are at the time of the study, is the basis for determining the incremental change and likely
biophysical and socio-economic effects associated with the Project. The baseline information to
describe the existing environment was compiled using publicly available maps, aerial imagery, past
reports, databases, government websites, interactive websites, responses to regulatory information
requests, and information collected during field surveys.
The description of the existing environment includes the biophysical or socio-economic components
that were considered when determining potential effects as a result of the Project. The existing
biophysical and socio-economic setting in which the Project will be constructed and operated is
described in Section 2.0.

5.2

Identify components of the environment

The assessment of effects focuses on the natural, built, social, cultural and economic components of
the environment, to be considered per the Environment Guidelines (OEB 2016) and that were identified
to be present in the study area for the preferred route. The biophysical and socio-economic
components represent important resources and features that have the potential to change because of
the Project, and are of concern or value to landowners, Indigenous communities, regulators or other
stakeholders.
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While each biophysical and socio-economic component considered is described in Section 2.0, only
those identified as having possible interactions with the Project were carried forward for further
consideration in the effects assessment.
The biophysical and socio-economic components selected to address the issues identified in relation to
this Project, and the likely interactions, are presented in Table 10.

5.3

Identify project and environment interactions

The likely Project-environment interactions were identified at a screening level using an interaction
matrix. The screening approach allowed the assessment to focus on the issues of key importance. The
relevant Project components or activities were considered individually to determine if there is a
plausible mechanism for an effect on each biophysical and socio-economic component during normal
Project conditions. The analysis was based on professional judgement and experience of the
assessment team with regard to the physical and operational features of the Project and their potential
for interaction with the biophysical and socio-economic components of the environment.
The results are summarized in Table 10. This table illustrates whether the Project may potentially
interact with the biophysical or socio-economic component, either during construction or operation. The
interactions identified in the table were used to focus the assessment and mitigation of potential effects
in Section 6.0. Where Table 10 identifies that an interaction is not expected, the rationale for that
prediction is included. No further analysis is necessary where interactions between the Project
component and biophysical or socio-economic components are not predicted.
Table 10: Biophysical and socio-economic components, and potential interactions
Biophysical or
socio-economic
component

Potential interaction
(Y/N)

Description of interaction(s)
(if no interaction, justification is provided)

Construction Operation

Biophysical environment
Geological resources
and seismicity

Y

N

▪

There is the potential for bedrock to be encountered during
construction.

Physiography,
topography and soils

Y

N

▪

There is the potential for changes to topography, productive soils,
and slopes, as well as for contaminated soils to be encountered
during construction.

Groundwater

Y

N

▪

There is the potential for the groundwater table to be encountered
during construction.

Surface water,
wetlands, fish and
fish habitat

Y

N

▪

Crossing of watercourses with fish habitat will be required.

▪

Potential for spills or inadvertent releases are addressed under
“Accidents and Malfunctions”.

Vegetation

Y

▪

Clearing of vegetation for construction activity may be required.

▪

Vegetation on the pipeline ROW will be maintained during
operations.

Y
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Table 10: Biophysical and socio-economic components, and potential interactions
Biophysical or
socio-economic
component

Potential interaction
(Y/N)

Description of interaction(s)
(if no interaction, justification is provided)

Construction Operation

Wildlife and wildlife
habitat

Y

N

▪

Construction activity may disturb or remove wildlife or their habitats.

SAR and SAR habitat

Y

N

▪

Construction activity may disturb or remove SAR or result in the
alteration of potential SAR habitat.

Environmentally
sensitive and
protected areas

Y

N

▪

Construction activities may result in changes to the biophysical
environment within lands designated as Environmental Protection
and Urban River Valley areas.

Climate and air
quality

Y

N

▪

Air emissions in the form of dust and exhaust may be released
during construction.

Acoustic environment

Y

N

▪

Noise emissions may be released during construction.

Socio-economic environment
Land use planning
and policies

N

N

▪

Construction and operation activities will add new infrastructure in
an existing right of way, which may require change land use
approval within lands designated as Environmental Protection and
Urban River Valley areas; however, the overall land uses and
designations will not change.

Human occupancy
and resource use

Y

N

▪

Construction activities have the potential to interact with land use
directly or as a result of indirect effects such as noise, odour, dust,
vibration, access/egress, or changes to water supply wells.

Infrastructure and
services

Y

N

▪

Construction activities have the potential to interact with roads and
trails, other utilities, capital works of the municipality or developers,
and services such as waste management.

Employment and
economy

Y

N

▪

There is the potential for the Project to provide increased patronage
of local businesses e.g., food outlets, during construction.

Indigenous interests

Y

N

▪

There is the potential for Indigenous archaeological artifacts to be
discovered and for construction activities to interact with other
interests such as drinking water, fish and wildlife, and heritage and
cultural values.

Archaeological
resources

Y

N

▪

There is the potential for archeological finds during construction.

Cultural heritage
resources

Y

N

▪

There is the potential for construction activities to affect potential
built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes within the
study area.

Accidents and
malfunctions

Y

Y

▪

Potential accidents or malfunctions, such as damage to existing
pipeline or utilities, hazardous materials spills or leaks, inadvertent
release of drilling fluid, pipeline damage or leaks, or vehicle
accidents, could interact with the environment.

Effects of the
environment on the
Project

Y

Y

▪

The pipeline could be affected by extreme events such as seismic
activity or flooding.
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Determine study area and temporal boundaries

Spatial boundaries define the geographic extents within which the potential environmental or socioeconomic effects of the Project will be considered. These spatial boundaries define the study areas for
the assessment. Unless otherwise stated, the study area considers a buffer of 125 m either side of the
centreline for a total study area of 250 m. The study area boundaries are depicted on Figure 3.
The following temporal boundaries were used for the consideration of effects in this assessment.


Construction, which encompasses site preparation, construction and clean-up, including
reclamation, is expected to take six months starting in the summer of 2021.



Operation, which encompasses operation and maintenance activities throughout the life of the
Project, is expected to start shortly after construction is completed.



Post-operation, which does not include Project activities, but encompasses effects that may persist
beyond the operation phase and those that may be permanent.

5.5

Conduct the effects assessment

The Project-specific effects assessment evaluated the biophysical and socio-economic effects of the
construction and operation phases of the Project. A step-wise process was used to assess the
environmental and cumulative effects of the Project in a systematic and transparent manner once
the relevant Project works and activities, assessment boundaries, and biophysical and socio-economic
components were identified. The assessment methods included the following steps.
1)

Identification of potential effects: The effects assessment considered the possible interactions
between the Project activities and the biophysical or socio-economic components, within the
identified study areas and temporal boundaries. Potential interactions may be direct (i.e., as a
result of a Project activity affecting a biophysical or socio-economic component), or indirect (i.e., as
a result of a change to one biophysical or socio-economic component affecting another
component). Potential effects of the Project on the biophysical or socio-economic components
were determined by comparing the baseline conditions to those that are expected to result from
the introduction of the Project. In addition to assessing the potential Project effects on a
biophysical or socio-economic component, the assessment considered accidents and
malfunctions, and effects of the environment on the Project (e.g., severe weather events).

2)

Identification of mitigation measures: Development of mitigation measures to reduce or avoid
potential effects on biophysical and socio-economic components began with the site identification
and engineering design phase, and continues throughout the site selection, planning, assessment,
and consultation and engagement activities for the Project. Refinements were made as potential
effects were identified and the Project and cumulative effects assessment was conducted.
Mitigation measures are outlined in the effects assessment (Section 6.0) and the Cumulative
effects assessment (Section 7.0), including Monitoring and contingency plans (Section 8.0), and
other industry standard practices and regulatory requirements to be implemented.
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3)

Prediction of net effects: In some situations, the recommended mitigation measures will
eliminate the potential adverse effects, while in other situations the mitigation measures will lessen
the effects, but not entirely eliminate them. An adverse effect that will be eliminated, or is
considered unlikely after mitigation, is not identified as a net effect and was not considered further.
An adverse effect that may remain after the application of feasible mitigation was identified as a
net effect.

4)

Evaluation of predicted net effects: A significance conclusion was made for each identified net
effect, based on its likely:

▪ Magnitude (e.g., negligible, low, moderate or high)
▪ Geographic extent (e.g., local, regional or beyond regional)
▪ Duration (e.g., short, medium or long-term)
The possible significance conclusions are defined in Table 11.
Table 11: Definitions of the significance determination of predicted net effects

Significance

Definition

Biophysical
Not significant

The effect might be detectable but is not predicted to result in a change that will alter the
sustainability of the biophysical component beyond an acceptable level.

Significant

The effect is measurable and is predicted to result in a change to the biophysical
component that could alter its sustainability beyond an acceptable level and should be
considered a management concern.

Socio-economic
Not significant

The effect is measurable at the individual, family, or community level, and strong enough
to be detectable at the population level but is not expected to result in substantial change
in the well-being of defined populations and communities.

Significant

The effect is clearly distinguishable and can result in strong interest or concern, or results
in substantial change in the well-being of defined populations and communities.
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Evaluation of potential effects and mitigation measures

This section presents the findings of the effects assessment for both the biophysical and socioeconomic environments. A summary of baseline conditions from which effects are assessed can be
found in Section 2.0.
Table 12 below provides a comprehensive summary of the following for each component of the
environment:


potential interactions during construction and operation



environmental or socio-economic effects resulting from the interactions



mitigation measures



potential net effects



significance of the net effects with a rationale

Applicable mitigation has been included in the Environmental Alignment Sheets provided in
Appendix J.

81

June 2021

20139006-Rev1

Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions
Geological resources and seismicity
Construction: The planned excavation
depth of the pipeline trench is
approximately 0.9 m to 1.2 m below
grade. Deeper excavations are expected
for the HDD entry and exit pits and are
possible for other features such as the
road crossings. It is also expected that
the minimum depth will be 2.5 m for the
East Duffins Creek and the tributary of
Urfe Creek, and this depth will be
exceeded where HDD installation
method is used.

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Construction activities may
encounter bedrock and
cause rock damage.



Rock excavation should be completed
in accordance with Section 8.8 Rock
Excavation of Enbridge Gas’
Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

No net effects are
anticipated.

Not applicable (N/A)

Based on the depth to bedrock
described in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.3, it
is anticipated that bedrock may be
encountered during some excavation or
HDD activities, particularly in proximity to
the East Duffins Creek valley at south
end of the route where bedrock is most
shallow. This will be determined
following further geotechnical studies.
Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions
Physiography, topography and soils
Construction: Conserving soil resources
is critical for maintaining productivity of
affected soils within the ROW and
facilitating sod replacement and
revegetation.



Changes to topography and
drainage (if drainage flows are
impeded, substantial flooding of
adjacent fields can result in
significant crop yield reductions).
Soil compaction from the
movement of equipment up and
down the ROW (particularly during
wet weather).



Accelerated erosion and soil loss
from the clearing of vegetation and
handling of soil.



Mixing of topsoil with less
productive subsoil (horizon mixing)
during topsoil stripping and
trenching.

Potential effects on soils as a result of
unforeseen events (e.g., spills) are

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A

A program of topsoil conservation
No net effects are
must be maintained throughout the
anticipated.
construction spread to minimize
damage to soils and to make adequate
allowances for stripping and storing
topsoil.

N/A

Construction activities will
result in changes to
topography and drainage.



Following excavation, the construction
area will be cleaned up. All
construction materials and excess soil
will be removed.



Existing topography along the pipeline
route will be returned to preconstruction condition following
construction; the pipeline will be buried
underground and backfilled to existing
grade.

Construction activities may 
result in disturbance or loss
of productive soils through
admixing, compaction,
rutting, and erosion.

Soils will be reused onsite where
possible. If excess soil must be
removed from the project area, it will
be managed per the Rules for Soils
Management and Excess Soil Quality
Standards, and in compliance with
Ontario Regulation 406/19 (On-Site
and Excess Soil Management),
including but not limited to sampling,
soil sampling and characterization,
identifying appropriate reuse sites
where applicable, and tracking excess
soil movements.

There is also potential for erosion and
loss of stability along slopes in the
vicinity of the watercourses.
It is also possible that contaminated soil
could be encountered and dispersed
during construction.

Significance of net
effects

Mitigation measures

The effect of pipeline construction on
soils includes, but is not limited to:



Potential net
effects

Potential effect(s)



Implement the measures identified in
Section 8.3 Topsoil Handling and
Section 20 Backfill of Enbridge Gas’
Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020, which include:

▪

Suspend construction during wet
soil conditions.
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions
addressed in the row for Accidents and
Malfunctions.

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

▪

Use lightweight and wide-tracked
equipment rather than rubber-tired
equipment to minimize
compaction; treat compacted
subsoil with a subsoiler or ripper
following construction.

▪

Strip topsoil within the
construction easement before
trenching to avoid compaction and
soil mixing.

▪

Through cultivated and improved
lands, the Constructor must
remove topsoil over the area to be
graded or excavated.

▪

Under no circumstances must the
stripping depth exceed the topsoil
thickness.

▪

Subsoil excavated during
trenching must be piled separately
from the topsoil pile.

▪

Subsoil and topsoil must be
adequately separated to ensure
that soil mixing does not occur.

▪

Use plywood or tarpaulins on
lawns or gravelled surfaces to
store topsoil and avoid topsoil
loss.

▪

Implement mitigative measures to
control accelerated erosion where
required.

Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

84

June 2021

20139006-Rev1

Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

▪

Soil compaction and mixing must
be minimized by working or
moving soils only when they are
dry.

▪

Upon completion of the backfilling,
the Constructor must return the
topsoil to areas from which it was
removed, in a condition
satisfactory to Enbridge Gas.

▪

The topsoil must be replaced to its
pre-construction depth over the
entire area from which it was
removed. Where soil conditions
warrant, fertilizer must be applied
to facilitate revegetation. Stones
which are 75 millimetre (mm) (3
inches) in diameter and larger that
are left on the ground in the ROW
must be removed from agricultural
fields.

▪

Where soil mixing or compaction
has occurred, suitable measures
as approved by the Company
must be taken to restore soil
conditions for agricultural
purposes.



Phase work in a way to reduce the
amount of exposed soils.



Restrict grading and stripping to
temporary work areas.



Store excavated soil along the route
until the trench is ready to be
backfilled.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Construction along slopes
can lead to loss of stability.

Construction activities may
encounter and disperse
contaminated soils.

Mitigation measures



Any topsoil that is excavated is a
valuable resource that should be
salvaged and replaced following the
completion of pipeline construction. If
the contractor cannot effectively
salvage topsoil, an application of
topsoil should be applied during reseeding. Restore the areas to as close
to pre-construction condition as
possible.



Topsoil stripping must not be carried
out on steeply sloping areas,
streambanks, or riverbanks.



Pipeline installation using an HDD
method will minimize or avoid activities
such as clearing and soil disturbance,
along the slopes of East Duffins
Creek.



Work undertaken in, and around,
steep slopes should also be completed
in accordance with Section 21: Slope
Stabilization of Enbridge’s
Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020.



See the row for Surface Water,
Wetlands, Fish and Fish Habitat for
specific erosion and sedimentation
control (ESC) mitigation.



If contaminated soils and/or
groundwater are suspected (e.g., if
observed material contains
anthropogenic substances, petroleum
hydrocarbons odours/staining, and
debris/waste), implement measures
identified in Section 8.13 Suspect Soil
Excavation and Disposal
Requirements of Enbridge Gas’

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A

Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020. Measures include, but
are not limited to:

Groundwater
Construction: The planned excavation
depth for the pipeline trench is
approximately 0.9 m to 1.2 m below
grade. Deeper excavations are expected
for the HDD entry and exit pits and are
possible for other features such as the
road crossings. It is also expected that
the minimum depth will be 2.5 m for the
East Duffins Creek and the tributary of
Urfe Creek, and this depth will be
exceeded where HDD installation
method is used.

Construction excavation

and HDD activities may
encounter the groundwater
table, affecting groundwater
quality.



▪

Notifying Enbridge Gas’
Environmental Advisor.

▪

Engaging an Environmental
Consultant, as needed, to develop
a health and safety and soil/water
management plan.

▪

Removing contaminated soils
and/or groundwater offsite utilizing
MECP-approved waste hauler and
receiving facility.

Enbridge’s Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020 should be
consulted for guidance on best
practices during HDD. These
mitigation measures are identified in
the row for surface water, wetlands
and fish and fish habitat.
Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Accidents and
Malfunctions for measures to minimize
potential effects to groundwater as a
result of unforeseen events (e.g.,
inadvertent release of drilling fluid).
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions
As mentioned in Section 2.2.3, there are
areas where the groundwater table is
expected to be less than 5 m below
ground surface, particularly within the
creek valleys. As well, the north end of
the route, the Project crosses a
significant groundwater recharge area,
and portions of the route cross highly
vulnerable aquifer areas.
It is anticipated that groundwater may be
encountered during some excavation or
HDD activities. Should this happen,
there is the potential for groundwater to
infiltrate the excavations and dewatering
to be required.
Encounters with groundwater have
potential to affect water quality, as well
as quantity (e.g., groundwater levels).
However, based on input received from
regulators, there are no major drinking
water threats associated with the Project
(MECP 2020b; Durham 2020a).
Interactions relating to the potential for
unforeseen events (e.g., a contaminant
spill) to affect groundwater are discussed
in the row for Accidents and
Malfunctions.

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Construction excavation

may require dewatering
and discharge, which may
change groundwater quality
and quantity.

Abide by policies in the CTC Source
Protection Plan to minimize risks to
sources of drinking water in a
vulnerable aquifer area. This includes
SAL-12, which encourages the use of
best management practices when
applying road salt and DNAP-3 and
OS-3, which encourage the use of
best management practices for the
handling and storage of hazardous
chemicals (Durham 2020a).



Register under the EASR for
construction dewatering projects
where groundwater takings will be
greater than 50,000 L/day and less
than 400,000 L/day



Obtain a PTTW from the MECP where
dewatering in excess of 400,000 L/day
is required.



Implement measures identified in
Section 8 Excavating of Enbridge Gas’
Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020. Measures include, but
are not limited to:

▪

Trench dewatering must be
carried out in such a way as to
avoid clogging drainage systems,
contaminating wells, siltation of
streams and flooding of
agricultural lands. Municipal,
ministry and other applicable
permits must be met during
dewatering.

▪

Dewatering activities must direct
the water away from watercourses
and base soil surfaces.

Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Disruption or
alterations to
natural
groundwater
quality, levels, and
flow patterns from
dewatering.

Not significant as net
effects are expected to
be negligible, shortterm, and local to
construction.
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



▪

The water must be filtered using a
cost-effective method that
minimizes erosion and deposition
of sediment into the environment.

▪

One method of filtration is using a
sediment bag. Sediment laden
water is pumped into the bag and
the sediments are filtered out as
the water moves through the
fabric of the bag. This process
must take place on a vegetated
area that is at least 30 m from a
coldwater creek.

▪

An alternative method of
separating the sediments from the
water is using a sediment settling
pond.

▪

If neither filtering nor a settling
pond is practical, a vacuum truck
must be employed to dispose of
the discharge water.

▪

The rate of dewatering must be
closely monitored to avoid soil
subsidence or damage to nearby
structures.

▪

The Constructor must take
measures to prevent or control
erosion where required.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Groundwater should be redirected
back to the ground surface when
dewatering to maintain infiltration and
should be discharged in a flat
vegetated area and into a filter system
a minimum of 30 m from the nearest
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Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

watercourse, unless otherwise
approved by the MECP and the TRCA.



Monitor vulnerable receptors (e.g.,
watercourses or wells) in the vicinity of
dewatering, as required.



Discharge water should be directed
away from sensitive natural features.



To reduce the potential of erosion and
scouring at discharge locations during
construction dewatering/ and/or
hydrostatic testing, protective
measures may include dewatering at
low velocities, dissipating water energy
by discharging into a filter bag, check
dams or diffuser and utilizing
protective riprap or equivalent.



Discharge should be monitored to
make sure that no erosion or flooding
occurs. If energy dissipation measures
are found to be inadequate, the rate of
dewatering should be reduced, or
dewatering discontinued until
satisfactory mitigation measures are in
place.



If contaminated soils and/or
groundwater is suspected (e.g., if
observed material contains
anthropogenic substances, petroleum
hydrocarbons odours/staining, and
debris/waste), implement measures
identified in Section 8.13 Suspect Soil
Excavation and Disposal
Requirements of Enbridge Gas’
Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020. Measures include, but
are not limited to:
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



▪

Notifying Enbridge Gas’
Environmental Advisor.

▪

Engaging an Environmental
Consultant, as needed, to develop
a health and safety and soil/water
management plan.

▪

Removing contaminated soils
and/or groundwater offsite utilizing
MECP-approved waste hauler and
receiving facility.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Hydrostatic test water should be
managed in accordance with Section
23.4 Mains – Hydrostatic Tests of
Enbridge Gas’ Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020, which
includes items such as:

▪

When water is to be obtained from
municipal sources, Enbridge Gas
will contact the municipality to
determine permitting
requirements.

▪

The Constructor is responsible for
the disposal of test water in
accordance with the water permits
at times and locations satisfactory
to the Company and the
Environmental Inspector.

▪

After the test is completed, the
preferred method for disposal of
water is through a permitted
disposal to the sanitary sewer or
pick-up by an MECP registered
waste hauler.
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Surface water, wetlands, fish and fish
habitat
Construction: The pipeline will primarily
be installed using open-cut trenching
techniques, though HDD installation
methods are proposed to cross under
the East Duffins Creek and the tributary
of Urfe Creek, and may be used for other
features such as sensitive features (e.g.,
wetlands) and road crossings. Enbridge
Gas may also consider crossing
sensitive features and roadways using
alternative methods if drilling under
these features is not preferable.
It is expected that drawing surface water
for the purpose of construction (e.g., for
hydrostatic test water or dust
suppression) is not anticipated as such

Potential effect(s)

Construction activities may
cause soil erosion or
sedimentation, which could
affect water quality.

Construction activities
could result in death of fish
or harmful alteration,
disruption or destruction
(HADD) of fish habitat.

Mitigation measures

▪

If these methods are not possible,
overland disposal may be
evaluated and completed in
accordance with appropriate
notifications and under specific
approval conditions.

▪

Testing requirements for sewer or
overland discharge can be
influenced by the nature and
quality of the source water used,
any additives to the test water, the
nature of the pipeline, and pipeline
contents.

▪

An environmental consultant
should be engaged to determine
what testing is necessary for the
discharge water.

Water crossings – General



Conduct work when the water feature
is dry or during the summer months, if
possible.



The crossing of the areas within the
jurisdiction of the TRCA will be
completed in consultation with the
TRCA.



Contact the TRCA during detail
design, as required, to confirm that the
design of the Project has adequately
considered impacts to the floodplain
and watercourses.



Minimum cover under cold water
crossings is typically 2.5 m.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A
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Environmental component and
potential interactions
water will likely be trucked in from
municipal sources.
As part of detailed design, Enbridge Gas
will locate the district stations outside of
the natural hazard and, to the extent
possible, outside of contiguous natural
heritage systems. Enbridge will also
locate the district stations in
consideration of associated setbacks
identified during permitting.
During construction, the primary
concerns to surface water quality are the
potential for erosion and sedimentation
or a contaminant spill affecting water
quality.
Potential project interactions with fish
and fish habitat, including death of fish
from project works or harmful alteration,
disruption or destruction (HADD) of fish
habitat, is not predicted as an HDD
method is proposed to be used to cross
under East Duffins Creek and the
tributary of Urfe Creek; thus, work in
water will be avoided. A Fisheries Act
Authorization and offsetting measures
are not anticipated to be required
because avoidance of in-water works
and implementing DFO’s Measures to
Protect Fish and Fish Habitat (DFO
2020) and additional mitigation
measures, as required, are expected to
be sufficient to avoid death of fish or a
HADD.
If drilling fluid were to inadvertently enter
a watercourse, there may be effects to
water quality and thus fish habitat.
Potential effects to surface water as a

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Implement advice or conditions of
permits obtained under O. Reg.
166/06 from the TRCA, if applicable.



Sensitive features, such as
watercourses, wetlands and TRCA
regulated areas, should be clearly
marked and identified prior to
construction so that they can be
avoided.



Plan activities to minimize the duration
of in-water work



Plan works to minimize the size of the
Project footprint



Use existing roads, trails or cut lines
wherever possible



Use methods to avoid soil compaction,
such as swamp mats or pads, as
required.



Locate crossings at straight sections of
the watercourse, perpendicular to the
banks, whenever possible. Avoid
crossing on active floodplains or any
other area that is inherently unstable
and may result in the erosion and
scouring of the watercourse bed.



Operate machinery in a manner that
minimizes disturbance to the
watercourse bed and banks.



Avoid or reduce grading within the
30 m riparian buffer of watercourses,
unless otherwise approved by
Environmental Inspector.



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Accidents and
Malfunctions for measures to minimize

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

result of unforeseen accidents and
malfunctions (e.g., release of drilling
fluid) are addressed in the row for
Accidents and Malfunctions.
Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

the effects from a release of
deleterious substances (e.g.,
inadvertent spills, leaks or release of
drilling fluid).
Fish and fish habitat
HDD installation is planned under bridges
and watercourses to avoid fish and fish
habitat. If in-water work is required, the
following measures should be implemented.



If in-water work is required, complete
the work between June 15 and
September 30, as advised by the
MNRF.



If isolation measures are required,
conduct a fish salvage to relocate fish
stranded by the isolation measures
back to the main watercourse channel



If dewatering an isolation area, use
appropriately screened water intakes
to prevent entrainment or impingement
of fish.



Maintain fish passage through the use
of bypass channels, or partial isolation
of the channel.



Comply with the fish and fish habitat
protection provisions of the Fisheries
Act by incorporation of avoidance
measures and DFO’s Measures to
protect fish and fish habitat (DFO
2020).

If temporary stream crossings are required,
refer to DFO’s Interim code of practice:
temporary stream crossings. Horizontal
Directional Drilling (HDD)
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Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Review the measures provided in
Section 12: Trenchless Installations,
and Section 15.7 Water Crossings of
Enbridge Gas’ Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020 prior to
conducting activities, and implement,
as required.



When horizontal directional drilling a
watercourse that is classified as
“coldwater”, the minimum depth below
the bed of the watercourse to the top
of the reamer must be 2.5 m (8.2 ft).
Company approval is required when
this is not possible.



An assessment must be made to
determine the risk of accidental
release of drilling fluids and an
appropriate mitigation plan must be
prepared together with the TRCA.



A regular monitoring patrol of the
watercourse and the surrounding
landscape must be established for
early inadvertent release detection.



Avoid or reduce grading within the
30 m riparian buffer of watercourses,
unless otherwise approved by
Environmental Inspector.



Banks and riparian areas are to be
restored to their original condition if
any disturbance occurs.



Undertake site restoration works
immediately following construction and
in accordance with Section 15.8 Site
Restoration of Enbridge’s Construction
and Maintenance Manual, 2020.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Monitor the watercourse during
construction for signs of erosion or
sedimentation. Stop work immediately
and correct erosion and sedimentation
issues as they arise.



Operate equipment on dry land away
from the water when ever possible
(e.g., 30 m or greater).

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Vehicle crossings (if required)



Temporary crossings will be
established where necessary for
construction staff and staff will adhere
to the guidance in Section 15 River
and Creek Crossings of Enbridge Gas’
Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020. Permitted or approved
techniques will be used to cross all
and any watercourses.



Vehicle crossings must be avoided
wherever possible. If the watercourse
crossing is allowed by the TRCA and a
permit is issued, the temporary
vehicles crossing must adhere to
Section 15.5 Vehicle Crossings of
Enbridge Gas’ Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020 as well as
conditions of the permit.

Isolated or Dry-Open Cut (if required)



Permitted or approved techniques will
be used to cross all and any
watercourses.



Conduct work when the water feature
is dry or during the summer months, if
possible.
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Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Locate crossings at straight sections of
the watercourse, perpendicular to the
banks, whenever possible. Avoid
crossing on active floodplains or any
other area that is inherently unstable
and may result in the erosion and
scouring of the watercourse bed.



Complete the crossing in a manner
that minimizes the duration of instream work.



ESC measures should be left in place
until the site is fully stabilized.



All reasonable efforts should be made
to minimize the duration of instream
work.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Dry flume crossings (if required)



Permitted or approved techniques will
be used to cross all and any
watercourses.



Dry flume crossings must be planned
and constructed in accordance with
Section 15.7.4 Dry Flume Crossings of
the Enbridge Gas’ Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020 pertaining
to the sizing, installation, and removal
of flumes as well as the laying of pipe
in a dry flume crossing.



Flumes must be removed as quickly
as possible when they are no longer
required for pipe laying or road access

Dam and pump crossings (if required)



Permitted or approved techniques will
be used to cross all and any
watercourses.

97

June 2021

20139006-Rev1

Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Dam and pump water crossings must
be planned and constructed in
accordance with Section 15.7.5 Dam
and Pump Crossings of Enbridge’s
Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020.



If there is any flow in the creek, pumps
must be installed to maintain stream
flow around the blocked channel
section.



Fish in the area between the dams
must be rescued, area must be dewatered and the water must be
discharged 30 m from the creek
through a sediment trap, or a forest
floor for filtering solid materials, before
entering the creek.



If any active in-stream diversion of
water is required, the following criteria
will be implemented to meet the
exemption criteria for section 34 of the
Ontario Water Resources Act:

▪

Water being diverted will be
returned directly to the same
water body

▪

Warmed water will not be
discharged back into
cold/coolwater watercourses.

▪

The water will contain no visible
contaminants

▪

ESC measures will be installed
and properly used

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

▪



Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

The water taking and discharge
flow rate will be controlled to
ensure no downstream or
upstream effects related to quality
or quantity of water

Refueling of pumps will occur at a
distance of greater than 100 m from
the water body. Remove all coffer dam
and construction equipment and
materials when the work is complete

General Erosion and Sedimentation Control
(ESC)



Develop and implement a site- specific
ESC plan that minimizes risk of
sedimentation of the watercourse
during all phases of the Project.



Equipment operators working on the
crossing must be briefed about the
sediment control plan and the
measures needed to protect water
quality.



Ensure ESC measures are in place
prior to beginning work.



Pre-work sediment control measures
(e.g., silt fences, SiltSoxx, containment
berms) must be installed and
adequate advance notice (48 hours)
must be provided to the TRCA before
in-stream work starts.



Inspect controls regularly during the
course of construction and before and
after large precipitation events, and
repair if any damage occurs.
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Operate machinery in a manner that
minimizes disturbance to the
watercourse bed and banks.



Avoid or reduce grading within the 30
m riparian buffer of watercourses,
unless otherwise approved by
Environmental Inspector.



Construction should be avoided during
unusually wet, rainy or winter thaw
conditions.



Implement advice or conditions of
permits obtained under O. Reg.
166/06 from the TRCA pertaining to
ESC.



Install and maintain ESC measures
prior to commencing grading within the
vicinity of a watercourse.



Stockpiled materials shall be stored
and stabilized outside of the TRCA
regulated area, and at a minimum
distance of 30 m from a watercourse,
unless otherwise approved by the
TRCA.



If the location of stockpiling and
equipment storage for the Project is
inside TRCA regulated areas, include
their location in drawings to be
provided to the TRCA as part of the
permitting process for the Project.



Stage the construction area a
minimum of 30 m away from
watercourses.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Where there is potential for soil
erosion, the need for and location of
ESC measures should be determined
by an inspector with appropriate
qualifications and installed prior to the
commencement of work in the area.



When land is exposed, the exposure
should be kept to the shortest practical
period. Natural features should be
preserved to the extent practical.
Temporary vegetation and mulching
should be used to protect areas as
appropriate. Where required, natural
vegetation should be re-established as
soon as practical.



The contractor must obtain adequate
quantities of materials to control
erosion. Additional supplies should be
maintained in a readily accessible
location for maintenance and
contingency purposes. ESC structures
should be monitored to maintain their
effectiveness through the life of
construction and post-construction
rehabilitation.



Even with ESC measures, extreme
precipitation events could result in
collapse of silt fencing, overflow or
bypass of barriers, and other situations
which could lead to erosion. When site
conditions permit, permanent
protection measures should be
installed on erosion susceptible
surfaces. If the erosion is resulting
from a construction-related activity, the
activity should be halted immediately
until the situation is rectified.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



ESC and stabilization measures
should be maintained during
construction, restoration, and
rehabilitation until vegetative cover is
established.



Regularly inspect, maintain and ESC
structures.



Where evidence of erosion exists,
corrective control measures should be
implemented as soon as conditions
permit.



Groundwater should be redirected
back to the ground surface when
dewatering to maintain infiltration and
should be discharged in a flat
vegetated area and into a filter system
a minimum of 30 m from the nearest
watercourse, unless otherwise
approved by the MECP and the TRCA.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Site restoration



Revegetate cleared areas to
preconstruction conditions to minimize
exposed soils and therefore erosion
potential.



Vegetate any disturbed areas by
planting and seeding preferably with
native trees, shrubs or grasses and
cover such areas with mulch to
prevent soil erosion and to help seeds
germinate. If there is insufficient time
remaining in the growing season, the
site should be stabilized (i.e., cover
exposed areas with erosion control
blankets to keep the soil in place and
prevent erosion) and vegetate the
following spring.
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Potential effect(s)

Construction and
vegetation management
Construction: Project related interactions activities could result in
include the disturbance or clearance of
disturbance or alteration of
vegetation to accommodate construction vegetation.
work, which could result in the alteration
or removal of terrestrial habitat and could
adversely affect candidate significant
woodlands or valleylands, trees and
other vegetation by causing soil
compaction, damaging roots and the
structural integrity of vegetation.
Vegetation

Construction activities could also result
in invasive species and/or weed
introduction and spread, altering the
composition of the existing vegetation
communities.

Mitigation measures



ESC measures should be left in place
until the site is fully stabilized.



Banks and riparian areas are to be
restored to their original condition if
any disturbance occurs.



Undertake site restoration works
immediately following construction and
in accordance with Section 15.8 Site
Restoration of Enbridge Gas’
Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020.

Construction



If it is determined that tree removal is
required for the Project, a tree
inventory will be completed.



Clearing will be conducted in
accordance with the Town of Ajax ByLaws, which require a permit for
destroying or injuring of any living tree
on designated lands.



Consult with the municipality and
obtain approvals for tree injury and/or
removal if required. Abide by the
conditions of such approvals, such as
compensation, if required.



Permit conditions may include
preparation of a replanting plan to
replace trees, or compensation to
plant trees at another location.



Undertake construction in a manner
consistent with Section: 8.2 Clearing of
Enbridge’s Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020.

The final stage of the cleanup program is
revegetating the affected area.
During detailed design, Enbridge Gas
will locate the district stations outside of
contiguous natural heritage systems, to
the extent possible.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Alteration of
vegetation
communities.

Not significant as net
effects will be low
magnitude, primarily
short-term (with the
exception that trees
will not be permitted to
grow directly within the
pipeline ROW), and
local to the
construction.
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Operation: Vegetation management to
control the growth of brush, trees, and
noxious weeds on the pipeline the ROW.

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



All equipment will arrive to the site
clean and free of soil and/or vegetation
to prevent the introduction and spread
of invasive species and weeds.



Monitor for invasive vegetation and
weeds during construction and
implement controls as necessary (e.g.,
mowing, spraying).



Implement tree protection zones, as
required. The tree drip line plus an
additional 1 m demarcated by fencing
should be established around
remaining edge vegetation to avoid
soil compaction.



Clearing should be minimized to the
extent possible in sensitive areas such
as woodlands and along
watercourses.



Minimize the width of the construction
area so that minimal vegetation is
affected.



Limits of the workspace should be
clearly marked to avoid encroachment
into adjacent sensitive areas, including
wooded areas, and to avoid
unnecessary tree removals.



Where feasible, construction traffic
should be limited to the existing road
allowance to avoid potential
compression to tree root zones.



Protect vegetation adjacent to the
working area from construction traffic
and/or materials storage.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Site restoration



Undertake site restoration works
immediately following construction and
in accordance with Section 15.8 Site
Restoration and Section 27 Clean Up
and Post-Construction Repairs of
Enbridge’s Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020.



Land susceptible to erosion must be
stabilized by revegetation through
seeding, sodding, planting or mulching
or structures where necessary.



The ROW must be sodded or seeded
following clean-up with a mixture of
seed identified by the
landowner/agency and suitable for soil
type, climate and land use as specified
below unless cover crop or sod is
required as directed by the Company.



Consult with the Landowner, Tenant or
Agency to identify sod or seeding
preferences and/or recommendations.



In the absence of Landowner/agency
preferences, consider site specific
conditions, such as climate, soil types
and terrain, when selecting seeding
mixtures that have proven records of
success.



Native species must be included in the
seed mixture or alternatively, the seed
mixture must allow encroachment by
nearby native plants.



Select a seed mixture that is fast
growing and self-sustaining and
requires little or no maintenance.
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Select a sod/seed mixture that is
consistent with the land use of the
area traversed (e.g., woodland, parks,
lawns, pasture or low maintenance
areas).



Where required, natural vegetation
should be re-established as soon as
practical.



Vegetation should be inspected postconstruction to check for health of
vegetation communities and replanted
as required.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Alteration of
wildlife habitat or
disturbance to
wildlife.

Not significant as net
effects will be low
magnitude, primarily

Operation

Wildlife and wildlife habitat
Construction: Potential interactions with
the Project include the alteration or
disturbance to wildlife or wildlife habitat



Maintain vegetation at facilities and the
right or way in compliance with
applicable government regulations.



Control and prevent the growth of
weeds on Company property and the
ROW.



Prevent the spread of weeds to areas
adjacent to Company property and the
ROW.



Select the most appropriate
vegetation-management methods for
each site by balancing concerns for
the environment and worker health
and safety, with the safe and costeffective operation of assets.



Minimize the effects on soil and water
with the responsible use of herbicides.

Construction activities may 
result in alteration of wildlife
habitat and/or disturbance
to wildlife.

Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Surface Water,
Wetlands, Fish and Fish Habitat and
the row for Vegetation.
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

(including candidate significant wildlife
habitat) from construction activities,
including change in use of habitat as a
result of sensory disturbances. Injury or
death of wildlife individuals is also a
potential risk during construction
activities.



All wildlife encountered should be
allowed to leave the work area on its
own, or handled by a qualified
professional using approved MNRF
handling protocols and relocated away
from the construction area to prevent
incidental harm.

During detailed design, Enbridge Gas
will locate the district stations outside of
contiguous natural heritage systems, to
the extent possible.



Nuisance and large wildlife encounters
or incidents involving wildlife should be
reported to the MNRF.



Conduct preconstruction planning that
includes a review of the areas of
potential habitat.



Suspend activity if active habitat is
discovered that cannot be adequately
avoided. Notify the Environmental
Inspector who will assess the
discovery and either allow construction
to resume or notify the applicable
government agency. If appropriate, a
qualified biologist may be called to
develop an appropriate mitigation plan.



Avoid vegetation clearing within the
Primary Nesting Period for migratory
birds (April 1 to August 31); (ECCC
2018), where feasible.



If vegetation clearing is required during
the Primary Nesting Season, nonintrusive breeding bird surveys (nest
searches) should be undertaken by a
qualified person to confirm absence of
active nests. Once a nest search is
completed, vegetation must be kept
mowed and cleared in order to prevent
future nesting.

Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
short-term, and local
to the construction.
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Potential effect(s)

Construction activities may
result in injury or death of
wildlife individuals.

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects



Nest searches are only valid for seven
days; if work has not started within this
period, another next search will be
required if construction or related
activities (e.g., restoration) is to occur
between April 1 – August 31.



In the event an active nest is found,
site-specific mitigation measures must
be developed and implemented (i.e.,
clearly marked protective buffer
around the nest and/or non-intrusive
monitoring).



Conduct daily sweeps of the work area
and machinery for wildlife.



Restrict all construction activities to the No net effects are
approved construction footprint. All
anticipated.
construction traffic will adhere to safety
and road closure regulations.



Undertake environmental awareness
training for all workers onsite to
highlight issues specific to the wildlife
observations. Training should focus on
protocols for injured wildlife and the
identification of SAR that may be
encountered.



Sweep work area daily prior to and
during construction for the presence of
wildlife.



Food waste and debris should be
removed from the site daily to an
approved waste facility to avoid
attracting wildlife.



Consider installation of exclusion
fencing around work areas to prevent
entry of wildlife.

Significance of net
effects

N/A
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SAR and SAR habitat
Construction: No SAR were observed or
recorded in the study area for the
preferred route; however, the study area
has moderate to high potential to provide
suitable habitat for a number of SAR
species protected under the ESA.

Potential effect(s)

Construction activities may
result in alteration of
potential SAR habitat
and/or disturbance to SAR.

Mitigation measures



Project personnel are prohibited from
hunting or fishing on the construction
footprint, and from harassing, feeding,
collecting or possessing wildlife
species.



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Wildlife and
Wildlife habitat. The mitigation
measures identified are expected to be
sufficient to avoid or mitigate
interactions with SAR or SAR habitat.



Consultation with the MECP is
ongoing to ascertain that no additional
site-specific mitigation measures or
approvals are required.



Before clearing any vegetation,
including naturalized meadows, verify
the presence of any SAR prior to
undertaking the activity.



HDD installation is planned under
bridges and watercourses and will
avoid SAR habitat. If structures
suitable for barn swallow nesting (e.g.,
bridges) will be affected, conduct a
search for evidence of use by barn
swallow. If present, the MECP will be
contacted for advice on next steps.



Remove vegetation in work areas
containing suitable bank swallow,
bobolink, and eastern meadowlark
nesting habitat prior to the start of the
nesting season (i.e., April 1) to prevent
nesting.

There is high potential for habitat for
bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus) to
occur along the route.
There is moderate potential for habitat
for the following SAR to occur along the
route:



Barn swallow (Hirundo rustica)



Bank swallow (Riparia riparia),



Eastern meadowlark (Sturnella
magna)



Eastern small-footed myotis
(Myotis leibii),



Little brown myotis (Myotis
lucifugus)



Northern myotis (Myotis
septentrionalis)



Tri-coloured bat (Perimyotis
subflavus)



Butternut (Juglans cinerea)

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Alteration of
potential SAR
habitat or
disturbance to
SAR.

Not significant as net
effects will be low
magnitude, primarily
short-term, and local
to the construction.
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Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Conduct targeted surveys to locate
suitable bat maternity roosting trees in
the study area. If any are located,
avoid removing or altering these trees.



Any provincially protected tree species
(e.g., butternut seedling, sapling, or
tree) must be protected and
precautionary measures such as
flagging the tree or installing protectors
at the dripline of the tree must be
taken to ensure they are not damaged
or cut, including the critical root zone.
Any flagging tape and protectors used
must be removed once work is
completed.



There will be no vegetation clearing
and no net loss of suitable habitat
within the 25 m radius around a
butternut, unless otherwise permitted
by the MECP.



It is prohibited to prune or fell any at
risk tree species (live or dead)
protected by provincial law, unless a
permit is first obtained from the
appropriate agency (i.e., the MECP).



Where targeted surveys have
confirmed presence of SAR and their
habitats in the study area, comply with
the requirements of the Endangered
Species Act, 2007 for each species.



Provide SAR training and identification
sheets to workers that outline habitat,
identifying characteristics and
mitigation measures.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Environmentally sensitive and
protected areas
Construction: The preferred route
crosses the valleylands of East Duffins
Creek, which are designated as
Environmental Protection areas within
the Town of Ajax’s Greenlands System.
As well, the wooded valley at the
crossing of East Duffins Creek is also
designated as an Urban River Valley
under the province’s Greenbelt Plan.
Depending on the setback distance of
the HDD entry and exit pits for the East
Duffins Creek crossing (minimum of
30 m), there is potential for interaction
with these areas as a result of the

Potential effect(s)

Construction activities may
result in changes to the
biophysical environment
within lands designated as
Environmental Protection
and Urban River Valley
areas.

Mitigation measures



Prepare a SAR Encounter Protocol, to
be implemented in the case that a
SAR is encountered, injured, or killed
during construction of the Project.



In the event that a SAR is encountered
in the construction area or inside a
structure, and does not move from the
site and construction activities would
result in harm to the animal, all
activities will stop and the MECP will
be notified to discuss mitigation
options.



If previously unidentified listed or
sensitive wildlife species or their sitespecific habitat (e.g., dens, nests) are
identified during Project construction,
report to the Environmental
Inspector(s) or designate(s). Specific
protection measures may be
implemented, and the sighting will be
recorded.



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the rows for:

Potential net
effects

▪

Alteration of
vegetation
communities within
Surface Water, Wetlands and Fish Environmental
and Fish Habitat
Protection and
Urban River Valley
Vegetation
areas.

▪

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat.

▪

Significance of net
effects

Not significant,
although net effects
will be medium-long
term (depending on
regrowth), they are
negligible and local to
the installed pipeline.

Alteration of
wildlife habitat or
disturbance to
wildlife within
Wildlife Protection
and Urban River
Valley areas.
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Construction activities
could result in air
emissions, including dust.



Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Increased air
emissions during
construction.

Not significant as net
effects will be
negligible, short term
and local to the
construction activities.

temporary construction and laydown
areas. This will be confirmed during
detailed design. If these areas are
avoided, no potential effects are
anticipated.
Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.
Climate and air quality
Construction: Potential interactions
include air emissions from construction
equipment and vehicle exhaust, as well
as the creation of dust that may be
carried away from the site during dry and
windy conditions.
Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.

Implement best practice measures
including:

▪

maintain equipment in good
condition,

▪

minimize idling,

▪

equip vehicles with emission
controls, as applicable, and
operate within regulatory
requirements,

▪

use appropriate earth moving
practices, and

▪

limit construction activities during
high wind events.



Limit the area of open trenches and
excavated soil piles to reduce the
potential to create dust where
possible.



Monitor dust conditions and take
actions to suppress dust, as
necessary.



Manage dust by spraying excavated
soil with water or covering exposed
soil with tarps to control dust during
dry and windy conditions.
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Acoustic environment
Construction: Constructive activities will
result in increased noise levels,
particularly during the HDD.

Potential effect(s)

Constructive activities will
result in increased noise
levels.

Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.

Land use planning and policies
Construction: The preferred route
crosses the valleylands of East Duffins
Creek, which are designated as
Environmental Protection areas within
the Town of Ajax’s Greenlands System,
and are also designated as Urban River
Valley under the province’s Greenbelt
Plan.
The Project is expected to require an
exception to the Town of Ajax’s Official
Plan, which permits utilities in the
Environmental Protection designation,
only in limited circumstances. No
requirements, other than the approvals
from the municipality and the OEB, are

Construction and operation
activities will add new
infrastructure in an existing
ROW, which may require
land use approval within
lands designated as
Environmental Protection
and Urban River Valley
areas.

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects



Minimize the amount of excavated soil
and clean up immediately following
construction.



Regularly monitor dust control
measures to increase efficiency and
inspect to ensure that the work area is
kept clean to minimize dust from
construction.



General noise control measures will be Increased noise
implemented during construction (i.e., emissions.
proper maintenance of equipment,
muffling systems, minimum idling of
equipment and vehicles).



Construction activities will be carried
out in compliance with municipal noise
by-laws.



No construction activities will occur on
statutory holidays, Sundays or at night
without applicable noise by-law
exemption from the municipality.



Enbridge Gas is completing this
No net effects are
Environmental Study, and will
anticipated.
complete further Environmental Impact
Assessment if required, to meet the
Town’s requirements for work within
120 m of the Environmental Protection
designation.



The Project will be planned such that
the ecological integrity of the area and
Greenlands System is protected and
remains compatible with the Open
Space land and its surroundings.

Significance of net
effects

Not significant as net
effects will be
negligible, short term
and local to the
construction activities.

N/A
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Environmental component and
potential interactions
anticipated with regard to the Urban
River Valley land designation.

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



The route also crosses lands designated
as Open Space. Utilities are permitted in
the Open Space designation provided
that the ecological integrity of the area
and Greenlands System is protected and
enhanced, and provided the type and
scale are compatible with the Open
Space land and its surroundings.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A

Enbridge Gas will continue to consult
with the Town of Ajax, TRCA and
MNRF to ensure that the Project
complies with the Official Plan and
applicable land use designations.

The overall land uses and land use
designations will not change.
Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.
Human occupancy and resource use
Construction:
Construction along the preferred route
will take place in existing road
allowances, where possible; thus, direct
effects to, or conflicts with, land use
(e.g., agriculture and use of the Great
Trail of Canada) are expected to be
avoided or minimal. Likewise, the Project
is not expected to interact with
navigation.
Residents and users of outdoor spaces
adjacent to the preferred route, (primarily
the Pineridge Memorial Gardens, which
is intended to be a quiet space) may
experience nuisance effects from noise
and air emissions, such as dust and
equipment exhaust.

Construction activities have 
the potential to interfere
with use of land.

Enbridge Gas will continue to consult
with landowners, the municipality, and
relevant agencies to further refine the
route and minimize any potential
conflicts with existing land use in the
area.



Consultation is also ongoing with local
and provincial authorities to minimize
disruption and coordinate construction,
where necessary, to maintain
compatibility with planned land use.



Non-landowners, key stakeholders,
and the general public will be kept
appraised of project activities via the
Project webpage, flyer handouts as
required, and updates as required via
media or social media.
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Potential effect(s)

Energization of pipeline may result in
odour/noise that may disturb local
residents and recreation users.



Anything disturbed by the construction
(such as fences and pavement) will be
replaced to equivalent to preconstruction conditions or better.



Enbridge Gas will conduct postconstruction monitoring to ensure that
the area has been returned to
equivalent to pre-construction
conditions or better.



If the watercourses crossed by the
Project are confirmed to be navigable,
Enbridge Gas will follow the
appropriate notification and approvals
process and implement measures to
avoid or minimize temporary disruption
to the navigability of the waterways.

Construction activities will
result in elevated air and
noise emissions, which
may be a nuisance to local
residents and land users.



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the rows for:

Construction activities may
result in vibration that may
disturb local residents and
land users.



Enbridge Gas will respond to
construction complaints promptly.



Enbridge Gas will monitor areas
considered to be susceptible to
vibration damage and take appropriate
steps, if required.



Also refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Infrastructure
and Services.



Energize pipeline in accordance with
Section 25 Energizing, Purging,
Abandonment and Flaring of Enbridge

Vibration may be produced by heavy
equipment movement and the HDD
activities, which may also cause
annoyance effects.
Construction excavation or HDD
activities may encounter the
groundwater table, affecting groundwater
that may be used for water supply wells.
Construction activities could impede
property access and egress. Notably,
access/egress from London Lane onto
Rossland Road West was raised as a
concern as it is an emergency exit. The
Project may also affect access/egress at
the Pineridge Memorial Gardens.
Project construction will not require a
large enough temporary workforce to
result in a change to the local population.
Operation: The Project will support
growth in the area by securing safe and
reliable access to natural gas; however,
it is not expected to be a catalyst for
such growth. No adverse interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.

Mitigation measures

Energization of the pipeline
may result in odour/noise
that may disturb local
residents and land users.

▪

Climate and Air Quality

▪

Acoustic Environment.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Increase in
nuisance air or
noise effects that
disturb
stakeholders.

Not significant as net
effects will be
negligible, short term,
and local to the
construction activities.

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A
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Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Decrease in
groundwater
quality or quantity
in proximate
groundwater
supply wells.

Not significant as net
effects will be
negligible, short term,
and local to the
construction activities.

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A

Gas’ Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020.

Construction activities may
result in disruption or
alterations to natural
groundwater quality, levels,
and flow patterns from
dewatering, which may in
turn affect domestic
groundwater wells.

Construction activities may
restrict access and egress
to and from properties.



Evaluate the need to report to the
Spills Action Center, and report
incidents if necessary.



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Groundwater.



A private well survey should be
conducted to assess domestic
groundwater use near the pipeline
route and a private well monitoring
program may be recommended for
residents who rely on groundwater
supply for domestic use. This
monitoring program may include preconstruction water quality monitoring
as well as water level monitoring, if
available.



Should a private water well be affected
by project construction, a potable
water supply will be provided, and the
water well should be repaired or
restored as required.



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Infrastructure
and Services.



Advanced notification will be provided
to affected residences along the
pipeline route.



Every effort will be made to ensure
access/egress to properties and other
spaces are not restricted.
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Change in traffic
flow during
construction.

Not significant as net
effects will be
negligible, short term,
and local to the
construction activities.

Construction activities may
result in road, trail and
Construction: The preferred route has
pedestrian traffic
the potential to interact with
congestion, delays or
approximately seven roads or driveways, detours.
as well as the Great Trail of Canada.
There is potential for the Project to
cause congestion, detours or delays to
road, trail, and pedestrian traffic. Lane
reductions may be required to
accommodate the construction zone
during trenching, particularly where
construction takes place at the
intersections of Church Street North and
Rossland Road West.



Vehicle traffic should be managed in
accordance with Section 3.9: Traffic
Control and Protection Plan, Section
8.7: Paving Excavation and Repairs,
and Section 18: Road and Railway
Crossings, of Enbridge’s Construction
and Maintenance Manual, 2020.



Enbridge Gas will develop a Traffic
Management Plan in collaboration with
the municipalities.



Traffic management measures will be
implemented to ensure effects to road
users are minimized.

The preferred route crosses an existing
Hydro One transmission corridor.
Although not anticipated, there is
potential for construction work to
interfere with maintenance and operation
of the transmission line.



Enbridge Gas will ensure that proper
traffic control is employed to safely
maintain traffic flow.



The contractor will be encouraged to
transport construction staff to the site
from a central collection point via bus
or other method to reduce the potential
for parking issues and traffic
congestion.



Enbridge Gas will respond to any
construction complaints promptly (if
any).



Standard Locate Requests will be
No net effects are
completed for Bell, Hydro, water,
anticipated.
sewer, cable TV, traffic signals, etc.,
prior to construction using Ontario One
Call and third-party locators.



All of the above utilities are to be
notified as required prior to working on
their ROW or easements.

Infrastructure and services

Construction activities will produce nonhazardous wastes (e.g., packaging,
coffee cups), hazardous wastes (e.g.,
pneumatic oils from hydraulic systems,
gasoline, and other lubricants/oils),
drilling fluid from the HDD, and
wastewater (e.g., hydrostatic test water),
all of which will need to be disposed of in Construction activities may
an environmentally responsible and safe affect operation of and/or
maintenance of other
manner.
utilities.

N/A
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Potential effect(s)

The southern portion of Church Street
North has recently undergone road
widening and associated restoration.
The preferred route has the potential to
affect these recently completed works on
Church Street North. Detailed design is
ongoing and is being informed by the
outcome of discussions with the
Regional Municipality of Durham and the
Town of Ajax.
A number of other infrastructure projects
have been noted in the study area by the
municipality. There is the potential for
these projects to interact and cause
delays if not well coordinated.

Construction activities may
interfere with the capital
works of the municipality
and other developers.

Operation: The distribution of natural gas
to the community is a positive change
that will benefit homes and
Construction activities will
developments in the area. No adverse
produce various waste
interactions are anticipated during
types, including nonoperation of the pipeline.
hazardous waste,
hazardous waste, drilling
fluid and wastewater.

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects



Access to the Hydro One utility
corridor will be maintained throughout
construction.



Before construction begins, a pre-work
site inspection should take place
noting the location of the overhead
lines (Section 3.11.6.2 Site
Preparation of the Enbridge’s
Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020).



Enbridge Gas will work with the
Region of Durham, Town of Ajax, and
appropriate officials to inform the
design of the Project and ensure that
all projects in the area are compatible
and do not create any safety, financial
or scheduling issues.

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A



Construction waste should be
disposed of in accordance with
Section 4.1: Hazardous Waste
Management and Disposal of
Enbridge’s Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020.

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A



Solid waste should be collected and
disposed of appropriately in
accordance with applicable regulations
at a licensed waste facility.



Hazardous wastes should be
transported by MECP-licensed waste
haulers to an MECP registered
disposal site.



Any temporary storage of wastes onsite should include the use of secured
containers in designated sites away
from sensitive areas.
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Economy and employment
Construction: No potential for adverse
project-related interactions with local
businesses are anticipated. Likewise, no
effects to the local economy or
employment are anticipated as the
Project will employ a small, temporary
workforce and no employment
opportunities will be created as a result
of the Project.

Potential effect(s)

Increased use of local
businesses.

Mitigation measures



Prior to disposal, drilling fluid can be
treated by solidification methods and
removed from the site under the
appropriate waste classification.
Otherwise, drilling fluid should be
disposed of in accordance with the
appropriate regulatory requirements.



The disposal of water used for
hydrostatic testing should be
completed through a permitted
disposal to the sanitary sewer, trucked
off-site for disposal or discharged to
the natural environment under
appropriate permitting.



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Groundwater
for mitigation applicable to water
discharge.



Enbridge Gas should strive to use
local contractors or implement
procurement policies that prioritize
using local providers.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Increased
economic activity.

Not significant as the
net effects will be
positive.

There is some potential for positive
effects in the form of procurement of
goods and services from local
businesses during construction, as well
as increased patronage of small
businesses from construction staff (e.g.,
food outlets).
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Discovery of Indigenous
artifacts



Complete works in accordance with
Section 8.15 Archaeological Areas of
Enbridge Gas’ Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020.



Where recommended by the MHSTCI,
complete further archaeological
studies in areas with archaeological
potential prior to construction.



Provide archaeological assessment
reports to interested Indigenous
communities for review and inclusion
of their comments.



Provide opportunity for interested
Indigenous communities to have
individuals participate in the field
studies (e.g., Stage 2 Archaeology
Assessment field work).



Workers should be alert for artifacts
and human remains when excavating
within 300 m (1,000 ft) of a
watercourse.



The Constructor must immediately
stop construction when archaeological
resources or skeletal remains are
found. Work must not start again until
approval has been given by the
applicable authorities and the
Company.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A

Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.
Indigenous interests and traditional
land use
Construction: As noted in Section 2.3.5
and 2.3.6, there is potential for project
construction to uncover Indigenous
artifacts within the study area, and at
least two Indigenous communities
expressed interest in archaeological
assessments, including participating in
archaeological field work.
In addition, at least one First Nation has
interest in potential interactions of the
Project with drinking water, fish and fish
habitat, wetlands, wild game, Aboriginal
heritage and cultural values, navigation,
endangered species, lands, woodlots
and savannas, and associated effects on
Aboriginal and Treaty rights.
Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.
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Potential effect(s)

Construction activities
could result in changes to
environmental and cultural
components that are of
interest to Indigenous
communities.

Mitigation measures



If previously undocumented
archaeological resources are
discovered during construction, cease
construction immediately, engage a
licensed archaeologist to carry out
further archaeological studies, and
report the findings.



Enbridge Gas is committed to keeping
interested Indigenous communities
engaged on any unearthed artifacts
and/or human remains discovered in
relation to their projects.



Invite monitors from interested
Indigenous communities to participate
in archaeological assessment field
work.



Provide to interested Indigenous
communities the archaeological
assessment reports for review and
comment.



Complete additional archaeological
studies prior to construction, per the
recommendations in the Stage 1
Archaeological Assessment report and
subsequent stages of archaeological
assessment, as required.



Invite monitors from interested
Indigenous communities to participate
in pre-construction field surveys that
will be completed for the Project (e.g.,
archaeological assessments, tree
inventories).

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

No net effects, in
addition to those
identified in the
rows listed, are
anticipated

N/A
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Continue to consult Indigenous
communities regarding their
environmental and monitoring priorities
for the Project, and to understand how
changes to environmental and cultural
components could potentially affect
Aboriginal or Treaty Rights.



If necessary, provide accommodation
associated with effects on Aboriginal
or Treaty Rights.



Accommodate the safe participation of
monitors from interested Indigenous
communities during Project activities
(e.g., environmental monitoring during
construction).



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the rows for:

▪

Groundwater

▪

Surface Water, Wetlands, Fish
and Fish Habitat

▪

Vegetation

▪

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

▪

Species at Risk and Species at
Risk Habitat

▪

Human Occupancy and Resource
Use

▪

Archaeological Resources

▪

Cultural Heritage Resources

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Archaeological resources
Construction: There is the potential for
Project-related construction activities to
disturb areas of archaeological potential
within the footprint.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

No net effects are
anticipated.

N/A

Conduct a Cultural Heritage Existing
No net effects are
Conditions and Preliminary Impact
anticipated
Assessment for the preferred route.
This study will identify, at a preliminary
level, the cultural heritage value or
interest (CHVI) and heritage attributes
of the potential built heritage resources
and cultural heritage landscapes within
the study area, recommend
appropriate mitigation measures, and
determine whether further studies will
be required.

N/A

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Disturbance of areas with
archaeological potential.



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Indigenous
Interests - Discovery of Indigenous
artifacts.

Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.
Built heritage resources and cultural
heritage landscapes
Construction: Based on the baseline
findings in Section 2.3.7, there are
5 potential built heritage resources and
cultural heritage landscapes within the
study area of the preferred route; thus,
there is potential for Project-related
construction to disturb potential built
heritage resources and cultural heritage
landscapes.
Specifically, destruction or removal of
any, or any part of, significant heritage
attributes or features could result from
construction activities. Similarly, ground
disturbances or land alterations, such as
a change in grade, alteration of soil
composition or drainage patterns could
adversely affect a cultural heritage
resource. Likewise, alteration that is not
sympathetic, or is not compatible, with
heritage character or appearance could
have adverse effects, or a change in
physical character, such as when
development fills in formerly open
spaces, or when vegetation is removed,
could have adverse effects.

Construction activities may 
adversely affect potential
built heritage resources and
cultural heritage
landscapes.



Mitigation measures will be
recommended for each built heritage
resource and cultural heritage
landscape, as necessary, based on
the results of the Cultural Heritage
Existing Conditions and Preliminary
Impact Assessment.



If required, property-specific Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Reports (CHERs)
or Heritage Impact Assessments
(HIAs) will be conducted as part of the
design and permitting phase for
properties that will be directly affected.
These studies will confirm the CHVI
and heritage attributes of each
property and recommend appropriate
mitigation measures to ensure that the
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Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Operation: No interactions are
anticipated during operation of the
pipeline.
Accidents and malfunctions
Accidents and malfunctions are project
related incidents that could reasonably
occur over the duration of the Project
(construction or operation phases).
Those accidents and malfunctions most
likely to occur are:







direct damage to existing pipeline
or third-party utilities (e.g.,
underground utilities or overhead
powerlines)
a hazardous materials spill or leak
due to improper handling, use or
storage of gasoline, diesel fuel,
lubricants and other hazardous
materials that will be stored and
used on site
an inadvertent release of drilling
fluid during HDD activities may
affect water quality, quantity, fish
or fish habitat



a pipeline leak or damage resulting
in a release of natural gas



a vehicle accident during the
movement of vehicles to and from
the Project site, or heavy
equipment on-site.

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

CHVI and heritage attributes of each
property will be conserved.
Damage to existing pipeline 
or utilities

Mark and locate all foreign lines and
No net effects are
cables using Ontario One Call and
anticipated.
private locator services before the start
of construction.

N/A

Hazardous materials spill or 
leak

Geotechnical investigations will be
completed for the Project to inform the
design of the HDD and limit the
potential for inadvertent releases of
drilling fluid during construction.

N/A



Develop a response plan to be
implemented immediately in the event
of a spill of a deleterious substance



Respond to, report and clean up spills
in accordance with Section 32.10 Spill
Response and Reporting of Enbridge
Gas’ Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020 and by following
recommendations from the
Environment Department and/or
Environmental Inspector.



Report all spills to Enbridge Gas’
Environment Department (1-855-3362056), who will, in turn, review the
potential for adverse effects and report
to regulatory authorities (including the
MECP Spills Action Centre 1-800-2686060), as required.



Fuel construction equipment in
specified areas (re-fuelling depot)
under controlled conditions (i.e., in
diked areas); areas that have shallow
aquifer systems or low permeability
soils should also be avoided.

No net effects are
anticipated.
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Maintain machinery on site in a clean
condition free of leaks, to prevent
deleterious substances from entering
the water.



Verify that all construction equipment
used is mechanically sound to avoid
leakage of oil, gasoline, hydraulic
fluids and grease.



Maintain proper spill management
equipment (i.e., spill kit) on-site at all
times.



Machinery should arrive on site in a
clean condition and be maintained free
of fluid leaks.



Do not clean equipment within 30 m of
a watercourse, storm sewer, or other
drains.



Store all fuels, chemicals, and other
lubricants 100 m away from sensitive
features (watercourses and wetlands)
and drainage features and on
relatively flat areas in contained
storage areas.



Refuelling of equipment should be
undertaken 100 m from wetlands and
watercourses to reduce potential
effects to surface water and
groundwater quality if an accidental
spill occurs.



If a 100 m refuelling distance is not
possible, under approval from on-site
environmental personnel, special
refuelling procedures for sensitive
areas should be undertaken that
include, at a minimum, using a twoperson refuelling system with one

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

worker at each end of the hose and
ensuring secondary containment,
where required.

Inadvertent release of
drilling fluid



To reduce the effect of potential
contaminant spills, the contractor
should implement spill management
protocols such as secondary
containment of any temporary fuel
storage and preparation of a spill
response plan.



Work should be limited or stopped
during and immediately following
significant precipitation events (i.e.,
100-year storm event), at the
discretion of on-site environmental
personnel.



In the case of an in-stream inadvertent No net effects are
release of drilling fluid, the Constructor anticipated
must cease drilling operation
immediately and relieve the pressure
in the borehole.



For immediate action to remedy an
inadvertent release of drilling fluid,
extra sediment fence and vacuum
truck(s) must be readily available.



Respond to, report and clean up spills
in accordance with Section 32.10 Spill
Response and Reporting of Enbridge
Gas’ Construction and Maintenance
Manual, 2020 and by following
recommendations from the
Environment Department,
Environmental Inspector or
designate(s).

N/A
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Report all spills to Enbridge Gas’
Environment Department (1-855-3362056), who will, in turn, review the
potential for adverse effects and report
to regulatory authorities (including the
MECP Spills Action Centre 1-800-2686060), as required.



Design the drill path to an appropriate
depth below the watercourse to
minimize the risk of an inadvertent
drilling fluid release and to a depth to
prevent the pipeline from being
exposed due to natural scouring.



Place the HDD entry and exit pits
outside sensitive areas such as TRCA
regulated areas, wetlands and wooded
areas, to the extent possible.



The drill entry and exit points should
be at least 30 m from the banks to
have minimal effect on those areas.



Operate machinery on land above the
ordinary high-water mark and in a
manner that minimizes disturbance to
the banks.



Right-of-way construction must stop
30 m or more from top of bank;
ensuring a vegetation buffer zone is
left intact until the commencement of
in-stream vegetation.



Construct a dugout/settling basin at
the drilling entry and exit sites to
contain drilling fluid to prevent
sediment and other deleterious
substances from entering the
watercourse. If this cannot be
achieved, use silt fences or other

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

effective sediment and erosion control
measures to prevent drilling fluid from
entering the watercourse. Inspect
these measures regularly during the
course of construction and repair if any
damage occurs.



Dispose of excess drilling fluid,
cuttings and other waste materials at
an approved disposal facility.



Drilling fluid should be disposed of in
accordance with the appropriate
regulatory requirements.



Regularly monitor the drill path and
watercourses to observe signs of
surface migration of drilling fluid during
all phases of construction.



Implement a spill recovery and
contingency plan to address the
potential for inadvertent drilling fluid
release, as well as spills or
contamination of the watercourse
during construction.



The utilization of drilling fluid should be
monitored frequently by the contractor,
and extra caution should be exercised
near drainage features, natural
features, and nearby structures that
could be affected.



Maintain the minimum following
equipment (or equivalent) on-site in
sufficient quantities during drilling
operation to contain any inadvertent
drilling fluid releases:
▪ Sandbags
▪ SiltSoxx
▪ Turbidity curtains
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Filter cloth (e.g., silt fence)
T-bar posts and post pounders
Straw bales
Numerous 5 gallon pails
Floating sediment boom
Squeegees
Corrugated steel pipes
Shovels
Geotextile material (polyethylene
sheeting or equivalent)
Pumps complete with sufficient
lengths of leak-free hose and
suction heads, and cages to
prevent fish entry into hoses



Maintain vacuum truck(s) on-site
during pullback operations.



Suspend drilling operations
immediately if an excessive loss of
drilling fluid is noted and conduct a
detailed examination of the drill path
and surrounding area for evidence of a
release to the surface.



If no surface or in-water release is
noted, it may be necessary to modify
drilling operations or increase
monitoring to ensure early detection
while the drill continues.



If the environment is threatened,
drilling fluid circulation pumps will be
turned off. This measure will be taken
as a last resort because of the
potential for drill hole collapse
resulting from loss of down-hole
pressure.
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures

Natural gas line damage or
leak resulting in a release
of natural gas



Completing inspections and surveys,
as required, in accordance with
Section 31 Inspection and Surveys of
Enbridge Gas’ Construction and
Maintenance Manual, 2020.



Regular monitoring of the pipeline for
corrosion, leaks or any other potential
damage.



Installing pipelines with coatings and
cathodic protection.



Remote monitoring and in person
inspections.



During working hours, all workers and
inspectors ensure unauthorized people
do not enter the work area.



Security fences will be erected to
prevent unauthorized access.



Enbridge Gas is part of Ontario One
Call’s program, therefore, limiting the
potential for third party damages.



Refer to the mitigation measures
identified in the row for Infrastructure
and Services.



Utilize security fences and signage at
road crossings and other points of
access to the work area to discourage
unauthorized public access onto the
construction footprint during
construction.



Where practical and applicable, use
multi-passenger vehicles for the
transport of crews to and from job
sites.

Vehicle accidents

Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

No net effects are
anticipated

N/A

No net effects are
anticipated

N/A
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions

Effects of the environment on the
Project



Potential effect(s)

Erosion and sedimentation

Mitigation measures

Heavy precipitation events and flooding
could also cause increased surface
runoff, which could result in erosion
depending on the timing, location, type
and magnitude of the precipitation.
Heavy rainfall or flooding might wash out Damage or erosion of
pipeline due to exposure to
environmental protection measures in
the elements.
place during construction.
Similarly, extreme wet conditions may
delay construction of the Project
components, particularly in areas where
topsoil stripping or grading activities
have not been completed, or if wet soil
conditions create safety or travel
concerns. Such events may also flood
agricultural fields or low-lying areas,
making construction difficult and causing
delays.

Damage or leak of pipeline
from seismic activity

N/A

No net effects are
anticipated

N/A



Following an adverse weather event,
the Environmental Inspector should
confirm the efficacy of sediment and
erosion control measures and whether
corrective action is required.



In the event of adverse weather that
could result in rutting, sedimentation
and erosion, and/or compaction, the
Environmental Inspector(s) or
designate(s), in consultation with the
Construction Manager, may implement
contingency measures.



Potential delays related to weather will
be accounted for in the Project
construction schedule.



Regular monitoring of ground
conditions on site to account for
effects of flooding.



Regular monitoring of ground
conditions on site to ensure that
surface cover remains in place.

No net effects are
anticipated

N/A



Geotechnical studies are being
conducted to support the Project and
inform design, thus allowing for
avoidance of areas of geotechnical
hazards to the extent feasible.

No net effects are
anticipated

N/A



Design of the Project and construction
methods identified will minimize the
opportunities for geohazards, including
seismic events, to affect the Project.

geohazards (e.g., earthquakes)

Extreme precipitation and flooding can
occur following rain events and winter
thaw. This can affect the water volume in
East Duffins Creek and the tributary of
Urfe Creek, and other watercourses in
Delay in construction
the study area.

No net effects are
anticipated

Restrict all construction activities to the
approved construction footprint. All
construction traffic will adhere to safety
and road closure regulations.

storms, heavy rainfall, and related



Significance of net
effects



severe weather events (e.g., winter
property damage)

Potential net
effects
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Table 12: Summary of environmental and socio-economic effects and mitigation measures
Environmental component and
potential interactions
Ground cover over the pipeline can also
be affected, which can result in exposure
of the pipeline to the weather causing
damage or erosion to the pipeline.
Seismic activity could result in pipeline
fractures or movement. Section 2.2.1
provides further information on existing
seismicity in the study area.

Potential effect(s)

Mitigation measures



Potential net
effects

Significance of net
effects

Enbridge Gas has been operating a
pipeline system for several decades
and is aware of the normal
environmental conditions experienced
in the Project area. This knowledge is
reflected in the engineering design and
mitigation for the Project, including
issue-specific management plans and
contingency plans to address these
environmental conditions.
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Cumulative effects assessment

The cumulative effects assessment looks at any effects that may result from the interaction between
the net effects of the proposed Project and the effects of other developments already in place or
planned within or near the study area. Cumulative effects are an important part of the environmental
assessment as defined in the OEB guidelines.

7.1

Cumulative effects assessment methodology

The steps used to consider cumulative effects include the following:


Identify relevant biophysical and socio-economic components and adverse net effects on those
components (Section 6.0).



Define spatial and temporal boundaries for each biophysical and socio-economic component
where adverse net effects have been identified.



Identify other physical activities that have been, or will be, carried out and that are likely to have
effects on a biophysical or socio-economic component that may overlap with the predicted net
effects of the Project.



Identify potential spatial and temporal interactions between the Project’s net effects and the effects
on the biophysical or socio-economic component from other physical activities that have been, or
will be, carried out.



Develop additional mitigation, if warranted, and predict likely combined (net cumulative) effects.



Evaluate and determine the significance of the likely net cumulative effects.

7.1.1

Identified projects and activities to consider

Consideration of other physical facilities or activities that have been, or will be, carried out and that may
have effects within the defined spatial and temporal boundaries, include the following.


Existing projects and activities.



Physical facilities or activities for which formal plans or applications have been made or are likely
to occur.



Other related project or activity development assumptions that support and are consistent with the
long-term economic or financial assumptions and engineering assumptions made in the
application, even if formal plans or applications have not yet been made.

In general, the study area for the preferred route (125 m either side of the centre line) was used to
identify past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities that may have effects that
could interact with the Project’s net effects, though planned projects in the Town of Ajax and the City of
Pickering were also considered. Projects in the City of Pickering were considered due to the proximity
of the preferred route to the municipal boundary (approximately 400 m from the municipal boundary).
Projects included those under review, under construction or planned within three years before or three
years following Project construction (i.e., reasonably foreseeable).
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A desktop review was conducted using various websites including:


The Regional Municipality of Durham Works Department, and Budget and Financial Department
(Durham 2020c, d)



Town of Ajax Operations and Environmental Services, and Budget and Financial Services (Ajax
2020a, b)



The City of Pickering Engineering Services Department (Pickering 2020a, b)



The Canadian Impact Assessment Registry (IAAC 2020)



Hydro One (2020)



MECP Environmental Assessment websites (MECP 2020f)



MECP Access Environment mapping for active PTTW and EASR (Land Information Ontario
2020a)



Google Earth - immediate area search

Projects were also identified based on discussion with municipal and government officials. The projects
identified are listed in Table 13.
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Table 13: Past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities
Project

Description

Approximate
distance from
the Project

Potential to act
cumulatively with the
Project (Y/N)?

Construction timelines are
unknown.

3.3 km

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and potential for overlap of
net socio-economic effects
(i.e., traffic).

500 m from the
overall area
identified as the
Central
Pickering
Development
area

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and due to its relatively
close proximity to the
Project.

Timelines

Regional Municipality of Durham
Westney Road Bypass
of the Hamlet of
Greenwood in the City
of Pickering

A municipal Class environmental assessment was
completed by the Regional Municipality of Durham in
2017 for the proposed realignment of Westney Road in
the vicinity of the Hamlet of Greenwood.

Central Pickering
Development Plan
(Seaton), Regional
Services, in the City of
Pickering

A Class environmental assessment was completed in
September 2014 for the provision of Regional Services
for the Central Pickering Development Plan, including
water, wastewater, transportation and transit. The
project is a large undertaking that will be subdivided
into multi-phase projects. The Regional Municipality of
Durham website noted that the various design projects
will be posted on the website separately, and those
identified separately on the website have been included
on this table.

The project is currently in
the detailed design phases.

Mulberry Lane Sanitary
Sewage Pumping
Station in the City of
Pickering

The pumping station is located on a residential
subdivision south of Whitevale Road and west of
Mulberry Lane, and includes an underground wet well,
a pumphouse building with electrical and mechanical
equipment, and a forcemain that passes under a
watercourse.

Construction of the project
was anticipated to
commence in late 2019.

3 km

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and potential for overlap of
net socio-economic effects
(i.e., traffic).

Fielding Court
Watermain
Construction in the
Town of Ajax

Construction of a new watermain and water services on
Fielding Court from Westney Road to the east limit of
Fielding court.

Construction from August to
December 2020.

2 km

N – timelines do not
overlap with those of the
Project.

Westney Road
Widening in the Town
of Ajax

Reconstruction of Westney Road to five lanes from
north of Rossland Road West to north of Taunton
Road.

1.6 km

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and potential for overlap of
net socio-economic effects
(i.e., traffic).

The project is currently in
the detailed design phase.
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Table 13: Past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities
Project

Description

Timelines

Approximate
distance from
the Project

Watermain construction
on Rossland Road
West in the Town of
Ajax

Construction of a 1050-millimetre (mm) diameter
feedermain on Rossland Road West between Church
Street North and Westney Road.

Construction from
September 2019 to August
2020.

0 km

Feedermain
construction on
Harwood Avenue in the
Town of Ajax

Construction of a 750 mm diameter feedermain on
Harwood Avenue between Kerrison Drive and
Rossland Road West.

Construction from May
2020 to November 2020.

2.2 km

N – timelines do not
overlap with those of the
Project.

1.8 km

N – timelines are likely to
not overlap with those of
the Project.

Various

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and potential for overlap of
net biophysical and socioeconomic effects.

Various

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and potential for overlap of
net biophysical and socioeconomic effects.

Durham-Scarborough
Bus Rapid Transit McCowan Road to
Simcoe Street in the
Regional Municipality of
Durham (along
Kingston Road and
Dundas Street within
the City of Pickering
and the Town of Ajax)

Bus rapid transit system along Ellesmere RoadKingston Road-Dundas Street-Bond/King Street (in part
Regional Highway 2) from McCowan Road, in the City
of Toronto, to Simcoe Street (Regional Road 2), in the
City of Oshawa. The project is currently being subject
to an environmental assessment process.

Road resurfacing,
intersection
improvements, and
road widening projects

Planned road resurfacing, intersection improvements,
and road widening projects in various regional roads
located within the Town of Ajax and City of Pickering,
including Brock Road (planned for 2021) and Taunton
Road (currently planned beyond the nine-year forecast
of the Regional Municipality of Durham)

Bridge rehabilitation
projects

Bridge rehabilitation projects on various regional roads
located within the Town of Ajax and City of Pickering.

Potential to act
cumulatively with the
Project (Y/N)?
Y - timelines do not
overlap, but the projects
are in close proximity to
one another, and there is
potential for overlap of net
biophysical effects (e.g.,
vegetation loss).

Notice of completion for the
environmental assessment
is expected in May 2021.
The Regional Municipality
of Durham is completing
detailed design for the
widening of roads to
accommodate the proposed
bus rapid transit system.

Planned for 2020 to 2024
(and beyond to 2029).

Planned for 2020 to 2024
(and beyond to 2029).
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Table 13: Past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities
Project

Description

Timelines

Approximate
distance from
the Project

Water main and
sanitary sewer
construction

Water main and sanitary sewer construction in the
Town of Ajax and City of Pickering.

Planned for 2020 to 2024
(and beyond to 2029).

Various

Potential to act
cumulatively with the
Project (Y/N)?
Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and potential for overlap of
net biophysical and socioeconomic effects.

Town of Ajax
Bridge and road
reconstruction on
Church Street North
from Rossland Road
West to the
transmission corridor

Works include traffic lanes, left turn lanes, on-road bike
lanes, work on sidewalk, multi-use trail, boulevard, curb
and gutter for stormwater drainage, streetlights, and
streetscaping.

Construction from
November 2019 to
November 2020.

0 km

Y – timelines do not
overlap, but the projects
are in close proximity to
one another, and there is
potential for overlap of net
biophysical effects (e.g.,
vegetation loss).

0 km

Y – conservatively
assuming timelines of the
projects overlap and since
they are in close proximity
of each other.

Roundabout
construction at the
intersection of Church
Street North and Hurst
Drive

This project was identified by the Town of Ajax during
the environmental study. Details are currently unknown.

Road reconstruction on
Church Street North
from the transmission
corridor to Taunton
Road

This project was identified by the Town of Ajax during
the environmental study. The Town of Ajax noted that
this is a future reconstruction project that is included in
the Town’s Development Charges Study for the 2023 to
2027 timeframe.

Planned for 2023 to 2027.

0 km

Y – timelines do not
overlap, but the projects
are in close proximity to
one another, and there is
potential for overlap of net
biophysical effects (e.g.,
vegetation loss).

Rossland Road West
widening – Church
Street North to Westney
Road

Construction of the Rossland Road widening from east
of Church Street North to west of Westney Road to a 4lane urban standard road with centre turning lane.

Construction planned in
2021 and 2022. Utility
relocation will commence in
early 2021 with road work
commencing subsequently.

0 km

Y – timelines of the
projects overlap, and they
are in close proximity of
each other.

Streetlighting and multiuse trail on Westney
Road

Streetlighting and multi-use trail construction from
Taunton Road to Rossland Road West to address the
widening of Westney Road being completed by the
Regional Municipality of Durham.

1.6 km

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and potential for overlap of
net socio-economic effects
(e.g., traffic).

Unknown.

Planned for 2020.
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Table 13: Past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities
Project

Description

Timelines

Approximate
distance from
the Project

Potential to act
cumulatively with the
Project (Y/N)?

Widening of Rossland
Road West from
Westney to Lake Ridge

Detailed design of Rossland Road West widening and
improvements from Westney Road to Lake Ridge
Road.

Detailed design planned for
2021.

1.2 km

N – timelines are likely to
not overlap with those of
the Project.

Multi-use trail on
Ravenscroft Road Beverton/Paulynn
Park/Taunton

Construction of a 260 m-long 3 m-wide multi-use trail
on the west side of Ravenscroft Road from the north
leg of Beverton Crescent (north of Williamson Drive) to
Paulynn Park. The future Ravenscroft multi-use trail
from Paulynn Park to Taunton will be completed
through a future Site Plan.

700 m

N – although the projects
are in close proximity to
one another, it is unlikely
that the net effects of the
projects will overlap (i.e.,
this project will occur at
least three years after the
Project).

Remmer
Neighbourhood Park
and Trail

This park (north of Rossland Road West, east of
Church Street North) will include walkways, a children's
playground, a soccer field, open space play, LED
lighting, site furniture, landscaping and a multi-use
asphalt trail connecting the park and East Duffins Trail
with Paulynn Park.

Planned for 2024.

Exact location
unknown, but
likely adjacent
to the Project

N – although the projects
are likely adjacent to one
another, it is unlikely that
the net effects of the
projects will overlap (i.e.,
this project will occur at
least three years after the
Project).

Church Street Bridge
Repairs North of
Highway 401

Repairs to bridge on Church Street crossing over the
East Duffins Creek.

Planned for 2023.

2.7 km

N – timelines do not
overlap with those of the
Project.

Road resurfacing
projects

The Town of Ajax is planning various resurfacing of
roads, which also include crack sealing, geotechnical
investigations, design, road patching, curb
replacements, sidewalk repairs and Pavement
Management Systems Update.

Various

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and potential for overlap of
net biophysical and socioeconomic effects.

Planned for 2023.

Planned for 2020 to 2024.
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Table 13: Past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities
Project

Description

Timelines

Approximate
distance from
the Project

Potential to act
cumulatively with the
Project (Y/N)?

City of Pickering

Centennial park picnic
shelter and Amenities

Installation of a picnic shelter, asphalt pathways
connecting all the park amenities and tree planting.

Spring 2020.

1.7 km

N – timelines may overlap
(it is not clear at this time if
the project was completed
in Spring 2020); however,
it is unlikely that net
effects of both projects will
overlap.

Conversion of several GO rail corridors from diesel to
electric propulsion.

Environmental assessment
completed in 2017.
According to publicly
available information,
electric trains will be
running every 15 minutes
by 2025.

3 km

N – timelines are likely to
not overlap with those of
the Project.

Building of a new municipal power transformer station to
serve the growing number of homes and businesses in
North Pickering. The transformer station will connect to
Hydro One’s electric grid. The site is located on
Taunton Road, east of Brock Road. The project also
includes a transmission line upgrade from the site to
Duffin Junction (located to the east of the Seaton
municipal transformer station site).

Environmental assessment
completed in 2018. Timing
of construction completion
is unknown.

3.3 km

N – timelines are likely to
not overlap with those of
the Project.

Construction of housing development along Church
Street North between Rossland Road West and the
transmission corridor.

Ongoing – timing of
construction completion is
unknown.

0 km

Y – timelines of the
projects overlap, and they
are in close proximity of
each other.

Hydro One/Metrolinx

Electrification of the GO
rail network, Greater
Toronto and Hamilton
Area

Hydro One/North Pickering, Elexicon Energy

Seaton Municipal
Transformer Station,
City of Pickering

Other
Subdivisions along
Church Street North in
the Town of Ajax
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Table 13: Past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities
Project

Description

Planned developments
along Church Street
North

This project was identified by the Town of Ajax during
the environmental study. The Town of Ajax has noted
that development applications for the east and west
side of Church Street North, north of the transmission
corridor, are anticipated to be submitted in 2021.

Proposed development
on the south side of
Rossland Road West,
east of Harkins Drive

This project was identified by the Town of Ajax during
the environmental study. Details are currently unknown.

Townhouse
development at 520
Rossland Road West

This project was identified by the Regional Municipality
of Durham during the environmental study. Details are
currently unknown.

Development
applications for
residential towers on
Ravenscroft Road

This project was identified by the Town of Ajax during
the environmental study. The Town of Ajax stated that
there are current and future proposed development
applications for several residential towers along the
west side of Ravenscroft Road south of Taunton Road
West. Details are currently unknown.

Duffin Heights, City of
Pickering

Proposal application submitted in 2017 for a 726-unit
housing development along Brock Road between
Rossland Road West and Taunton Road.

Timelines

Unknown.

Unknown.

Unknown.

Unknown.

Unknown.

Approximate
distance from
the Project

Potential to act
cumulatively with the
Project (Y/N)?

0 km

Y – conservatively
assuming timelines of the
projects overlap, and
these developments will
be located in close
proximity to the Project.

0 km

Y – conservatively
assuming timelines of the
projects overlap and since
they are in close proximity
of each other.

0 km

Y – conservatively
assuming timelines of the
projects overlap and since
they are in close proximity
of each other.

1.2 km

Y – conservatively
assuming timelines of the
projects overlap; potential
for overlap of net socioeconomic effects (e.g.,
traffic).

1.6 km

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and potential for overlap of
net socio-economic effects
(e.g., traffic).
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Table 13: Past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities
Project

Central
Pickering/Seaton
Community.

Description
Several residential development proposals have been
submitted to the City of Pickering for residential
development north of Taunton Road and west of Brock
Road, tied to development in the Central Pickering
(Seaton) Community. Construction of homes has been
completed already, with residents moving in in 2018.
Construction is also ongoing (Pickering 2020).
Infrastructure developments are also ongoing.

Timelines

Approximate
distance from
the Project

Potential to act
cumulatively with the
Project (Y/N)?

Ongoing.

500 m from the
overall area
identified as the
Central
Pickering
Development
area

Y – conservatively
assuming similar timelines
and due to its relatively
close proximity to the
Project.

The Central Pickering (Seaton) Community is a
combination of residential, employment and commercial
developments.
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Project net effects

The potential for net effects from the Project combining with the net effects from other developments or
activities is identified only when net effects were predicted as a result of the Project (i.e., net effects
identified in Section 6.0).
No net effects were identified for the following components; therefore, they were not carried forward for
cumulative effects assessment:


Geological resources and seismicity



Land use planning and policies



Physiography, topography and soils



Indigenous interests



Surface water, wetlands, fish and fish
habitat



Archaeological resources



Cultural heritage resources

No net adverse effects were identified for economy and employment (increased economic activity is a
net positive effect).
Additionally, no net adverse environmental or socio-economic effects resulting from the effects of the
environment on the Project were predicted. Accordingly, these natural occurrences are not considered
further in the assessment of cumulative effects.
Adverse net effects arising from accidents and malfunctions may act cumulatively with effects from
projects and activities. Typically, these events are hypothetical and have a low probability of
occurrence. Due to the rare nature of malfunctions and accidents, it is unlikely that the net effects of
these events will interact spatially and temporally with other projects and activities; thus, no cumulative
effects are predicted. Accordingly, these unforeseen occurrences are not considered further in the
assessment of cumulative effects.
Net effects of the Project were identified for all remaining environmental and socio-economic
components. These components and their net effects are listed in Table 14.
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Table 14: Summary of predicted net effects
Environmental component

Predicted net Project effect

Geographic
extent

Duration

Groundwater

Disruption or alterations to natural groundwater quality,
levels and flow patterns from dewatering.

Local

Short-term

Vegetation

Alteration of vegetation communities.

Local

Short to
medium-term

Wildlife and wildlife habitat

Alteration of wildlife habitat or disturbance to wildlife.

Local

Short-term

SAR and SAR habitat

Alteration of potential SAR habitat or disturbance to
SAR

Local

Short-term

Local

Short to
medium-term

Environmentally sensitive
and protected areas

Alteration of vegetation communities within
Environmental Protection and Urban River Valley
areas.
Alteration of wildlife habitat or disturbance to wildlife
within Environmental Protection and Urban River Valley
areas.

Climate and air quality

Increased air emissions during construction.

Local

Short-term

Acoustic environment

Increased noise emissions.

Local

Short-term

Local

Short-term

Local

Short-term

Human occupancy and
resource use

Infrastructure and services

7.2

Increase in nuisance air or noise effects that disturb
stakeholders.
Decrease in groundwater quality or quantity in
proximate groundwater supply wells.
Change in traffic flow during construction.

Analysis of cumulative effects

For the remaining components that had net effects, a screening was completed to determine whether
the net effects from the Project would be likely to interact, in time and space, with the potential effects
from the projects listed in Table 15.
Based on available information regarding the construction schedule for these projects, although the
activities may not be concurrent, effects have the potential to overlap in time with the construction
period or the period following initial reclamation for the Project.
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Table 15: Cumulative effects assessment summary
Biophysical or
socio-economic
component

Overlap of net effects Description of potential cumulative effect
likely?
Spatial
(Yes/No)

Significance of the
cumulative effects

Temporal
(Yes/No)

Biophysical environment
Groundwater

Y

Y

If dewatering and discharge activities occur for
the projects within similar timeframes and
spatial extent as those to the Project,
disruption or alterations to natural groundwater
quality, levels and flow patterns could occur.

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short term and local to the
construction activities.

Vegetation

Y

Y

If the project construction activities occur
within proximate vegetation communities, they
may result in a cumulative alteration of
vegetation.

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short-medium term and local
to the construction activities.

Wildlife and wildlife
habitat

Y

Y

If the project construction activities occur
within proximate wildlife habitats, they may
result in a cumulative alteration of wildlife
habitat or disturbance to wildlife.

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short term and local to the
construction activities.

SAR and SAR
habitat

Y

Y

If the project construction activities occur
within proximate SAR habitats, they may result
in a cumulative alteration of SAR habitat or
disturbance to SAR.

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short term and local to the
construction activities.

Environmentally
sensitive and
protected areas

Y

Y

If the project construction activities occur
within the Environmental Protection and Urban
River Valley areas, they may result in a
cumulative alteration of vegetation
communities, alteration of wildlife habitat, or
disturbance to wildlife within those sensitive
areas.

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short term and local to the
construction activities.

Climate and air
quality

Y

Y

If the project construction activities occur
concurrently, it is possible that the projects
may result in cumulative increased air
emissions.

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short term and local to the
construction activities.

Acoustic
environment

Y

Y

If the project construction activities occur
concurrently, it is possible that the projects
may result in cumulative increased noise
emissions.

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short term and local to the
construction activities.

Y

If the project construction activities occur
concurrently, it is possible that the projects
may result in cumulative increase in nuisance
air or noise effects that disturb stakeholders.

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short term and local to the
construction activities.

If project construction activities occur
concurrently, it is possible that the projects
may result in cumulative decrease in
groundwater quality or quantity in proximate
groundwater supply wells.

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short term and local to the
construction activities.

Socio-economic environment
Human occupancy
and resource use

Y
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Table 15: Cumulative effects assessment summary
Biophysical or
socio-economic
component

Overlap of net effects Description of potential cumulative effect
likely?
Spatial
(Yes/No)

Temporal
(Yes/No)

Infrastructure and
services

Y

Y

7.3

If the project construction activities occur
concurrently, it is possible that the projects
may result in cumulative interruptions to in
traffic flow during construction.

Significance of the
cumulative effects

Not significant as cumulative
effects will be negligible,
short term and local to the
construction activities.

Cumulative effects assessment results

Cumulative effects to the biophysical environment are anticipated to be minimal as the preferred route
proposed for the pipeline is located within a municipal ROW, and the pipeline ROW and temporary
workspaces will be restored to their pre-construction conditions or better following construction. In
addition, construction activities will be short term in duration, and effects are predicted to be local to
construction activities.
Due to the short duration of the Project, the opportunities for cumulative effects to socio-economic
components are limited. Based on the timing of other projects, there is potential for cumulative socioeconomic effects from noise, dust and traffic related to construction works. Adherence to applicable
best management practices and municipal by-laws will minimize potential effects, while use of existing
road allowances will minimize disruptions. It is recognized that consecutive projects in the area may
result in nuisance effects in the community, particularly if there are issues with traffic, albeit temporary.
Good community relations will be important to minimize frustration in the community. Coordination with
municipalities and other developers in the area (e.g., subdivision developers) will also be important
during the planning and execution of projects that may overlap in time with the construction of the
Project, and that are in close proximity to the Project as these will have the greatest potential for net
effects to cumulatively interact with the net effects of the Project.
Additional mitigation, beyond what is planned for the Project (as identified in Section 6.0) and
anticipated to be implemented by other proponents, is not considered necessary to eliminate or reduce
the predicted cumulative effects.
With the implementation of appropriate mitigation and protective measures, the likelihood and
magnitude of potential cumulative effects will be low, short in duration, and reversible, and are
anticipated to be not significant.
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Monitoring and contingency plans

This section outlines the monitoring and contingency plans proposed for the Project to ensure that the
mitigation measures detailed in Section 6.0 are implemented and effective during pre-construction,
construction and post construction phases.
The following sections outline the proposed monitoring and contingency plans to be implemented in
each Project phase.

8.1

Pre-construction phase

Prior to commencement of construction the following activities should take place:


Obtain and review permits and approvals as outlined in Section 1.4.2.



Consider development of an Environmental Protection Plan (EPP).



Review of the most recent Enbridge Gas Construction and Maintenance Manual and EPP
(if developed).



Emergency and Health and Safety plans should be developed and reviewed with construction
staff.



Project-specific environmental awareness training.

8.2

Construction phase

During construction, the following activities should take place:


During construction, an Environmental Inspector appointed by the Company should be on-site on a
routine basis to monitor construction activities. The Environmental Inspector will monitor the
Project for potential environmental concerns, provide guidance on environmental protection, if
required, and support overall successful construction completion. The Environmental Inspector will
be on-site specifically:

▪ During critical in-water work (if any), the Inspector will be on-site daily.
▪ During HDD activities in the vicinity of environmentally sensitive features.
▪ During pipeline testing, the Environmental Inspector (where applicable) may be present before
and during the filling operation.


The EPP and environmental alignment sheets should be present during construction for staff to
reference.



Environmental monitors should be used, as required (e.g., interaction with wildlife).



Emergency and health and safety plans should be available at the work site for all staff to review.



Enbridge Gas will photograph-document all work areas and areas along the pipeline alignment
prior to construction in order to advise on restoration requirements once construction is complete,
to return disturbed areas to equivalent to pre-construction conditions or better.
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Post-construction phase

Following the completion of construction activities, the following activities should take place:


8.4

Enbridge Gas will conduct post-construction monitoring to ensure that the area has been returned
to equivalent to pre-construction conditions or better.

Contingency plans

Contingency plans are implemented in the instance of incidental findings such as cultural or
archaeological artifacts or in case of an accident or malfunction. The following contingency plans
should be developed and implemented:


The Constructor must prepare a contingency plan for pipeline installation, in the event that field
conditions prevent a planned HDD from taking place.



A contingency plan should be in place including information about how to contain, cleanup and
report a spill during construction activities or the inadvertent release of drilling fluid during HDD
activities, including how to contact Enbridge Gas Environment and when to contact applicable
regulatory authorities.



Construction staff should be prepared to stop work should there be an incidental archaeological
finding during construction and a licensed archaeologist notified. In the event that human remains
are uncovered or suspected of being uncovered during ground disturbance, the above measures
should be implemented along with notifying local police, the coroner’s office, and the Cemeteries
Regulation Unit of the Ontario Ministry of Government and Consumer Services.



If previously unknown materials or contaminated soils are uncovered or suspected of being
uncovered, construction should stop immediately. Should this event occur, Enbridge Gas should
retain expert advice on assessing and developing a plan to potentially include soil sampling,
handling, disposal and remediation.

9.0

Conclusion

The environmental study considered the biophysical and socio-economic components within the study
area for the three proposed routes. Based on the route evaluation, the PPR was recommended to be
the preferred route based on the route evaluation criteria considered.
In consideration of the environmental effects assessment for the preferred route, some biophysical and
socio-economic net effects are anticipated as a result of Project construction and operation; however,
no net effect was identified to be significant. Overall, negligible and local effects to the environment are
anticipated, and are expected to be short-medium term in duration, taking into account the
implementation of the mitigation measures identified.
The implementation of monitoring and contingency plans, and adherence to applicable municipal
by-laws and permit conditions, will help to ensure that potential adverse effects to the biophysical and
socio-economic environments are minimized or avoided. On-going consultation with Indigenous
communities and engagement with local residents, local municipalities and other stakeholders will also
be important for the successful completion of the Project.
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Appendix A

Well Water Records, Surficial Geology and
Water Well Record Maps, and Source
Water Protection Mapping
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TABLE A-1
Water Well Records within 125 m of the Preliminary Preferred Route

Well
Date
Well ID
Depth
Completed
(m)

Depth of
Bedrock
(m)

Static
Elevation
Water
(masl)
Level (m)

Water
kind

Final
Status

20139006

Use1

1905619

9/17/1979

15.2

0

11

100.35

FRESH

Water Supply Domestic

1906109

4/28/1981

9.8

4.9

2.4

105.35

FRESH

Water Supply Domestic

1907421

7/21/1985

8.5

0

4.6

101.98

Not stated Water Supply Domestic

1908855

1/21/1988

15.2

0

7.3

112.84

FRESH

Water Supply Domestic

4601369

8/16/1965

14

0

10.4

96.63

FRESH

Water Supply Domestic

4601370

10/19/1964

13.7

10.7

6.1

103.78

FRESH

Water Supply Domestic

4601375

9/3/1964

18.6

16.8

6.7

112.63

FRESH

Water Supply Domestic

4604903

10/5/1971

10.4

0

7.6

113.08

FRESH

Water Supply Livestock

4605114

1/25/1972

20.4

19.5

4.6

106.01

FRESH

Water Supply Domestic

4606133

1/2/1975

17.1

0

6.7

109.63

FRESH

Water Supply Domestic

7129350

8/7/2009

0

0

0

111.42

7189012
7190527

8/24/2012
6/26/2012

0
0

0
0

0
5.8

108.90
100.91

7190529

6/26/2012

0

0

3

96.03

7288329

6/29/2016

0

0

1.2

107.03

7288330

6/20/2016

0

0

3

106.52

7308405
7312436

10/2/2017
5/2/2018

0
7.6

0
0

0
0

7318338
7327303

4/9/2018
10/26/2018

7.6
4.9

0
0

0
0

7327304

10/26/2018

6.1

0

0

7328703

12/21/2018

8.5

0

0

7340237

7/16/2019

0

0

0

Domestic

AbandonedOther

Untested

Golder

Use2

AbandonedOther
AbandonedOther
AbandonedOther
AbandonedOther

Not Used

Monitoring
and Test
Hole
Test Hole
Monitoring
and Test
Hole
Monitoring
and Test
Hole
Monitoring
and Test
Hole

Test Hole

Not Used
Not Used
Not Used

Monitoring

Test Hole Monitoring
Monitoring

Monitoring

Monitoring
and Test
Hole

TABLE A-2
Water Well Records within 125 m of Alternative Route 2

Depth of
Bedrock
(m)

Static
Water
Level
(m)

Elevation
(masl)

Well ID

Date
Completed

Well
Depth
(m)

1905239

11/30/1978

7.3

0

1.8

90.56

1905240

12/18/1978

11.6

0

3

96.80

1905579

9/18/1979

8.5

0

3

97.51

1905619

9/17/1979

15.2

0

11

100.35

1906108

3/18/1981

7.3

5.5

2.4

91.84

1906301

2/24/1982

18.6

7.3

5.8

92.62

1906837

11/27/1983

9.1

8.8

3

93.02

1906838

11/27/1983

4.9

0

3

95.76

1907216

12/14/1984

4.9

3.7

3

97.44

1907493

8/25/1985

7.6

4.3

3

96.88

4601293

8/20/1965

9.1

7.6

0

99.31

4601294

8/27/1965

8.2

7.6

5.5

99.68

4601369

8/16/1965

14

0

10.4

96.63

7122388

8/29/2008

4.6

0

0

103.35

7153787

8/26/2010

40

0

0

122.70

7196209

4/12/2012

4.5

0

0

97.37

7196210

4/12/2012

4.5

0

0

98.01

7220317
7225853

1/4/2014
7/2/2014

0
0

0
0

0
0

88.46
92.14

7239191
7261261

6/5/2014

0
0

0
0

0
0

90.88
90.13

7287338

4/3/2017

0

0

0

92.62

7288332

6/1/2016

0

0

0.6

95.72

7288333

6/1/2016

0

0

2.4

94.83

7288335

6/1/2016

0

0

0

95.06

7288336

6/1/2016

0

0

4

96.00

7288337

10/25/2016

0

0

4.6

91.42

7303116

8/17/2017

0

0

0

7308405
7318338
7326017

10/2/2017
4/9/2018
9/26/2018

0
7.6
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

Water
kind

Final
Status

FRESH

Water
Supply
Water
FRESH
Supply
Water
FRESH
Supply
FRESH
Water
Supply
FRESH
Water
Supply
SALTY
Water
Supply
FRESH
Water
Supply
Not stated Water
Supply
Water
Supply
Water
Supply
AbandonedSupply
FRESH
Water
Supply
FRESH
Water
Supply
Untested Observation
Wells
Test Hole

20139006

Use1

Use2

Domestic
Domestic
Domestic
Domestic
Domestic
Domestic
Domestic
Domestic
Domestic
Domestic

Domestic
Domestic
Monitoring
Monitoring

Observation Monitoring
Wells
Observation Monitoring
Wells
Abandoned- Not Used
Other
AbandonedOther
AbandonedOther
AbandonedOther
AbandonedOther
AbandonedQuality
AbandonedOther
AbandonedOther
AbandonedOther

Test Hole

Not Used
Not Used
Not Used
Not Used
Not Used

Test Hole
Test Hole Monitoring
AbandonedOther

Golder

TABLE A-3
Water Well Records within 125 m of Alternative Route 3

Depth of
Bedrock
(m)

Static
Water
Level
(m)

Elevation
(masl)

Well ID

Date
Completed

Well
Depth
(m)

1905620

9/19/1979

13.1

0

6.7

107.22

FRESH

1907696

4/8/1986

10.7

0

3

105.56

FRESH

1909460

8/18/1988

31.1

14

10.4

114.88

FRESH

1911506

7/1/1992

18.9

13.7

0

100.63

4601364

6/4/1958

68.6

13.7

0

105.78

4604724

10/18/1970

11.9

0

0

119.60

FRESH

7047114

5/24/2007

6.1

0

0

119.20

FRESH

7106310

6/3/2008

0

0

0

120.59

7248334

8/8/2015

0

0

0

119.61

Water
kind

Final
Status
Water
Supply
Water
Supply
Water
Supply
AbandonedOther
AbandonedSupply
Water
Supply
Observation
Wells
AbandonedOther
Other
Status

20139006

Use1

Use2

Domestic
Domestic
Domestic

Domestic

Note: Three well IDs (7046421, 7047120 and 7047122) are mapped in this area (Figure A-1) but, based on recorded
address details, are located outside the region.

Golder
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Executive Summary
The Executive Summary highlights key points from the report only, for complete information and findings as well
as limitations, the reader should examine the complete report.
Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) was retained by Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) to conduct a Stage 1
Archaeological Assessment in support of the environmental assessment for the Ajax Reinforcement Project (the
Project). The Project, which will be located in the Town of Ajax and/or City of Pickering in the Regional
Municipality of Durham, Ontario, requires the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural gas pipeline, an
8-inch intermediate pressure polyethylene natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The pipeline will be up to
2.5 kilometres (km) in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible. There are three
routes being considered for the Project, including a preliminary preferred route and two alternative route options:
Alternative Route 2 and Alternative Route 3.
The preliminary preferred route begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street North, travelling
south to Rossland Road West, and then east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection
with Harkins Drive. It includes proposed district stations at the intersection of Taunton Road West and Church
Street North, and the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West. Alternative Route 2 begins at
the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West and travels east to the same end point of the preferred
preliminary route on Rossland Road West. It includes a single proposed district station at the intersection of
Rossland Road West and Church Street North. Alternative Route 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton Road
and Ravenscroft Road and travels south to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West. It
includes proposed district stations at the intersection of Taunton Road West and Ravenscroft Road, and the
intersection of Rossland Road West and Ravenscroft Road.
The overall project area for the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment includes a 60 m buffer around the preferred
preliminary route, the two alternative route options, and the proposed district stations, all of which are located
within Lots 12-19, Concession 2; Lots 11-19, Concession 3; Lots 11-12, Concession 4; and Lots 14-15,
Concession 4, in the former Geographic Township Pickering, County of Ontario, now in the City of Pickering and
Town of Ajax, Regional Municipality of Durham.
The Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment included both background research and a property inspection of the
entire project area. The assessment determined that:



Portions of the project area have been previously assessed with no further archaeological assessment
recommended.



Portions of the project area have archaeological potential due to the proximity of water sources, registered
archaeological sites, a listed cultural heritage resource, historical settlements and routes, and soils
conducive to past human settlement.

Portions of the project area exhibit signs of previous disturbance due to previously constructed driveways,
municipal roads, service roads, ditching, existing infrastructure (i.e., underground utilities, sewage), and building
footprints. Based on the results of the Stage 1 background research and property inspection, the following
recommendations are provided for each route:

ii
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Preliminary Preferred Route
1)

Areas shown in green on Map 11 and Map 12 have been previously disturbed, no longer have
archaeological potential, and no further archaeological assessment is recommended.

2)

Areas shown in blue on Map 11 and Map 12 have been previously assessed and no further archaeological
assessment has been recommended.

3)

Areas shown in pink and orange on Map 11 and Map 12 have been determined to have archaeological
potential, and, as such Stage 2 archaeological assessment involving pedestrian and test pit survey at 5 m
intervals in accordance with Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 of the MHSTCI (2011) is recommended.

4)

Should there be anticipated impacts within the Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens cemetery property at 541
Taunton Road West and 1757 Church Street North, then the Bereavement Authority of Ontario (BAO) should
be contacted and an Investigation Order obtained by the landowner. Once obtained, the provisions of the
Investigation Order should be followed.

Alternative Route 2
1)

Areas shown in green on Map 11 and Map 13 have been previously disturbed, no longer have
archaeological potential, and no further archaeological assessment is recommended.

2)

Areas shown in blue on Map 11 and Map 13 have been previously assessed and no further archaeological
assessment has been recommended.

3)

Areas shown in orange on Map 11 and Map 13 have been determined to have archaeological potential, and,
as such Stage 2 archaeological assessment involving test pit survey at 5 m intervals in accordance with
Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 of the MHSTCI (2011) is recommended.

Alternative Route 3
1)

Areas shown in green on Map 11 and Map 14 have been previously disturbed, no longer have
archaeological potential, and no further archaeological assessment is recommended.

2)

Areas shown in blue on Map 11 and Map 14 have been previously assessed and no further archaeological
assessment has been recommended.

3)

Areas shown in orange on Map 11 and Map 14 have been determined to have archaeological potential, and,
as such Stage 2 archaeological assessment involving test pit survey at 5 m intervals in accordance with
Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 of the MHSTCI (2011) is recommended.

The Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism, and Culture Industries is requested to review, and provide a letter
indicating their satisfaction with the results and recommendations presented herein, with regard to the 2011
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists and the terms and conditions for archaeological licences,
and to enter this report into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports.
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Study Limitations
Golder has prepared this report in a manner consistent with that level of care and skill ordinarily exercised by
members of the archaeological profession currently practicing under similar conditions in the jurisdiction in which
the services are provided, subject to the time limits and physical constraints applicable to this report. No other
warranty expressed or implied is made.
This report has been prepared for the specific site, design objective, developments, and purpose described to
Golder by Enbridge Gas Inc. (the Client). The factual data, interpretations, and recommendations pertain to a
specific project as described in this report and are not applicable to any other project or site location.
The information, recommendations, and opinions expressed in this report are for the sole benefit of the Client. No
other party may use or rely on this report or any portion thereof without Golder’s express written consent. If the
report was prepared to be included for a specific permit application process, then upon the reasonable request of
the Client, Golder may authorize in writing the use of this report by the regulatory agency as an Approved User for
the specific and identified purpose of the applicable permit review process. Any other use of this report by others
is prohibited and is without responsibility to Golder. The report, all plans, data, drawings, and other documents as
well as electronic media prepared by Golder are considered its professional work product and shall remain the
copyright property of Golder, who authorizes only the Client and Approved Users to make copies of the report, but
only in such quantities as are reasonably necessary for the use of the report by those parties. The Client and
Approved Users may not give, lend, sell, or otherwise make available the report or any portion thereof to any
other party without the express written permission of Golder. The Client acknowledges that electronic media is
susceptible to unauthorized modification, deterioration, and incompatibility and therefore the Client cannot rely
upon the electronic media versions of Golder’s report or other work products.
Unless otherwise stated, the suggestions, recommendations, and opinions given in this report are intended only
for the guidance of the Client in the design of the specific project.
Special risks occur whenever archaeological investigations are applied to identify subsurface conditions and even
a comprehensive investigation, sampling and testing program may fail to detect all or certain archaeological
resources. The sampling strategies incorporated in this study, if any, comply with those identified in the Ministry
of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Cultural Industries 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.
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PROJECT CONTEXT
Development Context

Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) was retained by Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) to conduct a Stage 1
Archaeological Assessment in support the environmental assessment for the Ajax Reinforcement Project (the
Project). The Project, which will be located in the Town of Ajax and/or City of Pickering in the Regional
Municipality of Durham, Ontario, requires the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural gas pipeline, an
8-inch intermediate pressure polyethylene natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The pipeline will be up to
2.5 kilometres (km) in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible. There are three
routes being considered for the Project, including a preliminary preferred route and two alternative route options:
Alternative Route 2 and Alternative Route 3.
The preliminary preferred route begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street North, travelling
south to Rossland Road West, and then east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection
with Harkins Drive. It includes proposed district stations at the intersection of Taunton Road West and Church
Street North, and the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West. Alternative Route 2 begins at
the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West and travels east to the same end point of the preferred
preliminary route on Rossland Road West. It includes a single proposed district station at the intersection of
Rossland Road West and Church Street North. Alternative Route 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton Road
and Ravenscroft Road and travels south to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West. It
includes proposed district stations at the intersection of Taunton Road West and Ravenscroft Road, and the
intersection of Rossland Road West and Ravenscroft Road.
The overall project area for the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment includes a 60 m buffer around the preferred
preliminary route, the two alternative route options, and the proposed district stations, all of which are located
within Lots 12-19, Concession 2; Lots 11-19, Concession 3; Lots 11-12, Concession 4; and Lots 14-15,
Concession 4, in the former Geographic Township Pickering, County of Ontario, now in the City of Pickering and
Town of Ajax, Regional Municipality of Durham (Map 1 and Map 2). This study was triggered by the Ontario
Energy Board (OEB) Act and the OEB Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation of
Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario. The Stage 1 archaeological assessment was conducted under
professional archaeological consultant licensee, Nimal Ragavan Nithiyanantham (P390). The project area was
investigated from the existing public road rights-of-way (ROW).

1.2

Objectives

The objectives of a Stage 1 archaeological assessment, as outlined by the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists published by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Cultural Industries
(MHSTC1) (2011), are as follows:



To provide information about the project area’s geography, geology, history, previous archaeological
fieldwork and current land condition.



To evaluate in detail the project area’s archaeological potential, which will support recommendations for
Stage 2 survey for all or parts of the project area.



To recommend appropriate strategies for Stage 2 archaeological survey.
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Proponent Engagement Commitment

Enbridge Gas is committed to accommodating safe engagement of Indigenous Archaeological Liaisons for the
phases of archaeological assessments. Furthermore, Enbridge Gas is committed to keeping interested
Indigenous communities engaged on any unearthed artifacts and/or human remains discovered in relation to their
projects.

1.4

Historical Context

To establish the historical context of the Project Area, a review of the geological history as well as the pre-contact
Indigenous and historical Euro-Canadian settlement history was undertaken. This information is presented below
in chronological order and is primarily based on data collected by academic and consulting archaeologists.
Traditional knowledge provided by engaged communities have been summarized and incorporated into the
relevant sections below. Additionally, the exact sources provided by and written by the engaged communities
have been included as supporting documentation in Appendix A.
The intent of the following sections is to provide the information as available at the time of report production.

1.4.1

Traditional Knowledge

Golder acknowledges the value of traditional knowledge and oral history and how it contributes to the
consideration of archaeological potential and understanding of culture history. Traditional knowledge can fill in
knowledge gaps in Western systems and has valuable contributions to archaeology as a science.
The term “traditional” recognizes the long history that Indigenous peoples have with the land and differentiates its
use from that of non-Indigenous users. This term is not meant to imply that Indigenous use of lands and
resources only occurred in the past, rather the inclusion of traditional knowledge in reporting by Indigenous
peoples aims to gain a further understanding of the importance of the land to them.
It is recognized that the relationship between Indigenous communities and their lands is a symbiotic one and the
health of the community is tied to the health of the land. As such, what happens to lands in relation to use,
development, ecosystems, and sustainability is of fundamental importance to the communities.
Golder acknowledges that oral histories provided by engaged Indigenous communities do not necessarily reflect
the views of other engaged communities.
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Geological History

By around 12,250 BP (10,050 BCE ), the Laurentide ice sheet, which had once covered all of Canada and a large
portion of northern United States, had retreated out of south-central Ontario, and what is now the north shore of
Lake Ontario and the surrounding river systems feeding into it from the north were predominately ice-free. At this
time, the Huron/Georgian Bay basin was occupied by proglacial Lake Algonquin, while the Ontario basin
contained proglacial Lake Iroquois. The early Duffins Creek watershed and its many named tributaries would
have looked vastly different than they do today, and in addition to being fed by deep aquifers located on within the
higher elevations of the Oak Ridges Moraine, they would have also acted as a drainage channels for meltwater
coming off of the retreating glaciers, allowing water to pour down their reaches and into and into what was then
Lake Iroquois (Finamore 1985: 129, TRCA 2003). Water flowing within and off the glaciers formed glaciofluvial
deposits: outwash plains, meltwater channels, kame moraines and eskers, all visible in the vicinity of the project
area. When glacial runoff was blocked and lakes were created, fine clays, silts and sands, called lacustrine
deposits, were laid down (Chapman and Putman, 1984). Where arms of the glaciers met and where the edge of
the glacial advance extended to, thick sand and gravel deposits formed hilly areas called moraines. Whalebackshaped hills called drumlins formed during the advance of the glaciers and the axis of their orientation indicates
the direction of movement of the glacier that deposited them. Today, the closest major watercourse to the project
area is East Duffins Creek, and Urfe Creek (a tributary of East Duffins Creek) and they both intersect the project
area. The main body of East Duffins Creek flows south-southwest beneath Church Street, approximately 170 m
north of Rossland Road before traversing under Rossland Road, approximately 190 m west of Church Street.
Urfe Creek intersects the project area at Rossland Road approximately 90 m west of Riverside Drive. Both
creeks are confluences of the Duffins Creek watershed, and flow meanderingly south emptying into Lake Ontario
at Duffins Marsh. The entire Duffins Creek watershed arises in the Oak Ridges Moraine within the general vicinity
of Stouffville and Uxbridge where it gathers waters from a multitude of groundwater sources. The higher
elevations (average 245 metres above sea level [masl]) in this portion of Oak Ridges Moraine forms part of a long
stretch of higher elevated land that separates the Lake Ontario drainage basin from the Georgian Bay and Trent
River drainage basins, and is the source area for many rivers and streams that collect along the north shore of
Lake Ontario in Durham Region (TRCA 2003, and 2019).
Beginning around 12,000 BP after the glacial retreat, water levels started to drop, and this region would have
technically become habitable. By about 11,500 BP, when the St. Lawrence River outlet became established, the
initial phase of Lake Ontario began, and this low water phase appears to have lasted until at least 10,500 BP. At
this time, the waters stood approximately 328 feet below current levels. Isostatic uplift had started to raise the
outlet around Kingston so that by 10,000 BP the water level had risen to approximately 262 feet below present
levels. Uplift has continued to tilt Lake Ontario upward to the northeast, propagating a gradual and transgressive
expansion throughout the Lake Ontario basin (Anderson and Lewis 1985; Karrow 1967:49; Karrow and Warner
1990, ASI 2017c). Over the next 7,000 years or so the water levels of these lakes fluctuated significantly due to
the continued retreat of glacial ice, followed by localized periods of glacial re-advance. The combined effect this
had was to extend or reduce the total length and breadth of these waterways. Increases in water levels shortened
the waterway as it became covered with water, while decreases in water levels caused rivers to extend across
newly exposed areas (Karrow et al 1975; CRW NAI 2011). Present levels were reached as recently as 5,050 BP
(3,050 BCE) (Roberts 1985:22-23).
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Environmental Change

Palynological evidence for south Ontario suggests that vegetation dominated by spruce and sedge grasses
covered the region from deglaciation to about 10,550 to 10,050 BP (8,550 to 8,050 BCE) (McAndrews 1981:330,
1985:241; Yu and McAndrews 1994:142). This tundra-like environment was succeeded by boreal forest
dominated first by jack and red pine and later by white pine until 7,500 to 7,050 BP (5,500 to 5,050 BCE). Mixed
forest characterized by hemlock, beech, pine, elm, and maple followed up to the historical period when EuroCanadian agriculture was introduced. The project area falls within the eastern reaches of the Lake Erie Lowland
Ecoregion. Climax vegetation in this Ecoregion is characterized by sugar maple, beech, white and red oak,
shagbark hickory, black walnut, and butternut. Moist sites are characterized by white elm, eastern cottonwood,
balsam poplar, red and black ash, and silver maple. Drier and warmer sites contain black walnut, chestnut, and
chinquapin oak. Agriculture is however the predominant land use occupying 65% of the Lake Erie Ecoregion, and
major crops include corn, soybeans, tobacco, and tender fruit. The other dominant land use is urbanization,
including residential, commercial, and industrial uses (EFC 2020).

1.4.4

Pre-Contact Indigenous Period

The general culture and tool tradition history of the Indigenous pre-contact period of southern Ontario is
summarised briefly in Table 1 and is based largely on Ellis and Ferris (1990).
Table 1: Overview of Pre-Contact Cultural Chronology of Southern Ontario

Period
Paleo

Archaic

Time Period

Characteristics

Early

10,950 – 10,350 BP

Gainey, Barnes and Crowfield traditions;
small bands; mobile hunters and gatherers;
utilization of seasonal resources and large
territories; fluted projectiles

Late

10,350 – 9,950 BP

Holcombe, Hi-Lo and Lanceolate biface
traditions; continuing mobility; campsite/waystation sites; smaller territories are utilized;
non-fluted projectiles

Early

9,950 – 7,950 BP

Side-notched, Corner-notched (Nettling,
Thebes) and Bifurcate Base traditions;
growing diversity of stone tool types; heavy
woodworking tools appear (e.g., ground stone
axes and chisels)

Middle

7,950 – 4,450 BP

Stemmed (Kirk, Stanly/Neville), Brewerton
side- and corner-notched traditions; reliance
on local resources; populations increasing;
more ritual activities; fully ground and
polished tools; net-sinkers common; earliest
copper tools
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Time Period

Characteristics

Late

4,450 – 2,900 BP

Narrow Point (Lamoka), Broad Point
(Genesee) and Small Point (Crawford Knoll)
traditions; less mobility; use of fish-weirs;
formal cemeteries appear; stone pipes
emerge; long-distance trade (marine shells
and galena)

Early

2,900 – 2,350 BP

Meadowood tradition; crude cord-roughened
ceramics emerge; Meadowood cache blades
and side-notched points; bands of up to 35
people

Middle

2,350 – 1,400 BP

Saugeen tradition; stamped ceramics appear;
Saugeen projectile points; cobble spall
scrapers; Seasonal settlements and resource
utilization; post holes, hearths, middens,
cemeteries and rectangular structures
identified

Transitional

1,400 – 1,050 BP

Princess Point tradition; cord roughening,
impressed lines, and punctate designs on
pottery; adoption of maize horticulture at the
western end of Lake Ontario; oval houses
and ‘incipient’ longhouses; first palisades;
villages with up to 75 people

Late

1,050 – 650 BP

Early – Glen Meyer tradition; settled villagelife based on agriculture; small villages (0.4
ha) with 75–200 people and 4–5 longhouses;
semi-permanent settlements

650 – 550 BP

Middle – Uren and Middleport traditions;
classic longhouses emerge; larger villages
(1.2 ha) with up to 600 people; more
permanent settlements (30 years)

550 – 350 BP

Late – Larger villages (1.7 ha); examples up
to 5 ha with 2,500 people; extensive
croplands; Also hamlets, cabins, camps and
cemeteries; potential tribal units; fur trade
begins ca. 1580; European trade goods
appear
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Paleo Period

Occupation of south-central Ontario became possible just after the end of the Wisconsin Glacial Period. Although
there were a complex series of ice retreats and advances which played a large role in shaping the local
topography, south-central Ontario was finally ice free by 12,500 years ago. The first human settlement can be
traced back 11,000 years, when this area was settled by Indigenous groups that had been living south of the
Great Lakes. The period of these early Indigenous inhabitants is known as the Paleo Period (Ellis and Deller
1990). The Paleo period marks the beginning of human settlement in southern Ontario. It is characterized by
small bands of nomadic hunter-gatherers who largely depended on the communal hunting of big game such as
caribou, and possible mammoth and/or mastodon. This early period of occupation is divided into early and late
phases, which span from ca. 10,950 – 9,950 BP (Ellis and Deller 1990) and from ca. 10,350 -9,950 BP (Jackson
2004), respectively.
Our current understanding of settlement patterns of Early Paleo peoples suggests that small bands, consisting of
probably no more than 25 to 35 individuals, followed a pattern of seasonal mobility extending over large territories
(Ellis and Deller 1990). Early Paleo sites tend to be located in elevated locations on well-drained loamy soils.
Many of the known sites were located on former beach ridges associated with glacial lakes. There are a few
extremely large Early Paleo sites, such as one located close to Parkhill, Ontario, which covered as much as six
hectares. It appears that these sites were formed when the same general locations were occupied for short
periods of time over the course of many years. Given their placement in locations conducive to the interception of
migratory mammals such as caribou, it has been suggested that they may represent communal hunting camps.
There are also smaller Early Paleo camps scattered throughout the interior of southwestern and south-central
Ontario, usually situated adjacent to wetlands.
The most recent research suggests that population densities were very low during the Early Paleo Period (Ellis
and Deller 1990:54). Archaeological examples of Early Paleo sites are rare.
The Late Paleo Period (10,350 – 9,950 BP) has been less researched and is consequently more poorly
understood. By this time, the environment of south-central Ontario was coming to be dominated by closed
coniferous forests with some minor deciduous elements. It seems that many of the large game species that had
been hunted in the early part of the Paleo Period had either moved further north, or as in the case of the
mastodons and mammoths, become extinct.
Like the early Paleo peoples, late Paleo-peoples covered large territories as they moved about in response to
seasonal resource fluctuations. On a province-wide basis, Late Paleo projectile points are far more common than
Early Paleo materials, suggesting a relative increase in population.
The end of the Late Paleo Period was heralded by numerous technological and cultural innovations that appeared
throughout the Archaic Period. These innovations may be best explained in relation to the dynamic nature of the
post-glacial environment and region-wide population increases.
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Archaic Period

During the Early Archaic Period (9, 950 – 7,950 BP) (8000 – 6000 B.C.), the jack and red pine forests that
characterized the Late Paleo environment were replaced by forests dominated by white pine with some
associated deciduous trees (Ellis et al. 1990:68-69). One of the more notable changes in the Early Archaic Period
is the appearance of side and corner-notched projectile points. Other significant innovations include the
introduction of ground stone tools such as celts and axes, suggesting the beginnings of a simple woodworking
industry. The presence of these often large and not easily portable tools suggests there may have been some
reduction in the degree of seasonal movement, although it is still suspected that population densities were quite
low, and band territories large.
During the Middle Archaic Period (7,950 – 4,450 BP) (6000 – 2500 B.C.) the trend to more diverse toolkits
continued, as the presence of netsinkers suggest that fishing was becoming an important aspect of the
subsistence economy. It was also at this time that "bannerstones" were first manufactured.
Bannerstones are carefully crafted ground stone devices that served as a counterbalance for atlatls or spear
throwers. Another characteristic of the Middle Archaic Period is an increased reliance on local, often poorer
quality, chert resources for the manufacturing of projectile points and other stone tools. It seems that during
earlier periods, when groups occupied large territories, it was possible for them to visit a primary outcrop of highquality chert at least once during their seasonal round. However, during the Middle Archaic Period, groups
inhabited smaller territories that often did not encompass a source of high-quality raw material. In these
instances, lower quality materials which had been deposited by the glaciers in the local till and river gravels were
utilized.
This reduction in territory size was probably the result of gradual region-wide population growth which led to the
infilling of the landscape. This process forced a reorganization of Indigenous subsistence practices, as more
people had to be supported from the resources of a smaller area. During the latter part of the Middle Archaic
Period, technological innovations such as fish weirs have been documented as well as stone tools especially
designed for the preparation of wild plant foods.
It is also during the latter part of the Middle Archaic Period that long distance trade routes began to develop,
spanning the northeastern part of the continent. In particular, native copper tools manufactured from a source
located northwest of Lake Superior were being widely traded (Ellis et al. 1990:66). By 3500 B.C. the local
environment had stabilized and began to reflect the more modern landscape (Ellis et al. 1990:69).
During the Late Archaic Period (4,450 – 2,900 BP) (2500 – 950 B.C.) the trend towards decreased territory size
and a broadening subsistence strategy continued. Late Archaic sites are far more numerous than either Early or
Middle Archaic sites, and it seems that the local population had expanded. It is during the Late Archaic Period
that the first true cemeteries appear. Before this time individuals were interred close to the location where they
died. During the Late Archaic Period, if an individual died while his or her group happened to be at some distance
from their group cemetery, the bones would be kept until they could be placed in the cemetery. Consequently, it
is not unusual to find disarticulated skeletons, or even skeletons lacking minor elements such as fingers, toes or
ribs, in Late Archaic burial pits.
The appearance of cemeteries during the Late Archaic Period has been interpreted as a response to increased
population densities and competition between local groups for access to resources. It is argued that cemeteries
would have provided strong symbolic claims over a local territory and its resources. These cemeteries are often
located on heights of well-drained sandy/gravel soils adjacent to major watercourses.
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This suggestion of increased territoriality is also consistent with the regionalized variation present in Late Archaic
Period projectile point styles. It was during the Late Archaic Period that distinct local styles of projectile points
appear. Also, it was during the Late Archaic Period that trade networks which had been established during the
Middle Archaic Period continued to flourish. Native copper from northern Ontario and marine shell artifacts from
as far away as the Mid-Atlantic coast are frequently encountered as grave goods at Southern Ontario sites. Other
artifacts such as polished stone pipes and banded slate gorgets also appear on Late Archaic sites in Southern
Ontario. One of the more unusual and interesting of the Late Archaic Period artifacts is the birdstone, which are
small, bird-like effigies usually manufactured from green banded slate.

1.4.4.3

Woodland Period

The Early Woodland Period (2,900 – 2,350 BP) (950 – 400 B.C.) is distinguished from the Late Archaic Period
primarily by the addition of ceramic technology. While the introduction of pottery provides a useful demarcation
point for archaeologists, it may have made less difference in the lives of the Early Woodland peoples. The first
pots were very crudely constructed, thick walled, and friable. It has been suggested that they were used in the
processing of nut oils by boiling crushed nut fragments in water and skimming off the oil. These vessels were not
easily portable, and individual pots likely did not have a long use life. There have also been numerous Early
Woodland sites located at which no pottery was found, suggesting that these poorly constructed undecorated
vessels had yet to assume a central position in the day-to-day lives of Early Woodland peoples.
Other than the introduction of this limited ceramic technology, the life-ways of Early Woodland peoples show a
great deal of continuity with the preceding Late Archaic Period. For instance, birdstones continue to be
manufactured, although the Early Woodland varieties have "pop-eyes" which protrude from the sides of their
heads.
Likewise, the thin, well-made projectile points which were produced during the terminal part of the Archaic Period
continue in use. However, the Early Woodland Period variants were side-notched rather than corner-notched,
giving them a slightly altered and distinctive appearance.
The trade networks which were established in the Middle and Late Archaic Periods also continued to function,
although there does not appear to have been as much trade in marine shell during the Early Woodland Period.
During the last 200 years of the Early Woodland Period, projectile points manufactured from high quality raw
materials from the American Midwest begin to appear on sites in southwestern Ontario.
In terms of settlement and subsistence patterns, the Middle Woodland Period (2,350 – 1,400 BP) (400 B.C. – 500
A.D.) provides a major point of departure from the Archaic and Early Woodland Periods. While Middle Woodland
peoples still relied on hunting and gathering to meet their subsistence requirements, fish were becoming an even
more important part of the diet.
In addition, Middle Woodland peoples relied much more extensively on ceramic technology. Middle Woodland
vessels are often heavily decorated with hastily impressed designs covering the entire exterior surface and upper
portion of the vessel interior. Consequently, even very small fragments of Middle Woodland vessels are easily
identifiable.
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It is also at the beginning of the Middle Woodland Period that rich, densely occupied sites appear along the
margins of major rivers and lakes. While these areas had been utilized by earlier peoples, Middle Woodland sites
are significantly different in that the same location was occupied off and on for as long as several hundred years
and large deposits of artifacts often accumulated. Unlike earlier seasonally utilized locations, these Middle
Woodland sites appear to have functioned as base camps, occupied off and on over the course of the year.
There are also numerous small upland Middle Woodland sites, many of which can be interpreted as special
purpose camps from which localized resource patches were exploited. This shift towards a greater degree of
sedentism continues the trend witnessed from at least Middle Archaic times and provides a prelude to the
developments that follow during the Late Woodland Period.
The Late Woodland began with a shift in settlement and subsistence patterns involving an increasing reliance on
corn horticulture (Fox 1990:185; Smith 1990; Williamson 1990:312). Corn may have been introduced into
southwestern Ontario from the American Midwest as early as 600 A.D. or a few centuries before. Corn did not
become a dietary staple, however, until at least three to four hundred years later, when the cultivation of corn
gradually spread into south-central and southeastern Ontario.
During the Transitional Woodland Period, particularly within the Princess Point Complex (circa 1,450 -900 BP)
(circa AD 500-1050), a number of archaeological material changes have been noted including the appearance of
triangular projectile point styles, first seen during this period beginning with the Levanna form; cord-wrapped stick
decorated ceramics using the paddle and anvil forming technique evolving from the mainly coil-manufactured and
dentate stamped and pseudo-scallop shell impressed ceramics; and if not appearance, increasing use of maize
(Zea mays) as a food source (e.g., Bursey 1995; Crawford et al. 1997; Ferris and Spence 1995:103; Martin 2004
[2007]; Ritchie 1971:31-32; Spence et al. 1990; Williamson 1990:299).
The Late Woodland Period is widely accepted as the beginning of agricultural life ways in south-central Ontario.
Researchers have suggested that a warming trend during this time may have encouraged the spread of maize
into southern Ontario, providing a greater number of frost-free days (Stothers and Yarnell 1977). Further, shifts in
the location of sites have also been identified with an emphasis on riverine, lacustrine and wetland occupations
set against a more diffuse use of the landscape during the Middle Woodland (Dieterman 2001).
One such site, located on the Grand River near Cayuga, Ontario is the Grand Banks site (AfGx-3). As of 1997,
40 maize kernels and 29 cupules had been recovered at this site (Crawford et al. 1997). The earliest AMS
radiocarbon assay run on maize from paleosol II produced a date of approximately AD 500 (Crawford et al.
1997:116). This site is interpreted as a long-term basecamp that may have been used year-round or nearly yearround (Crawford and Smith 1996:785). This growing sedentism is seen as a departure from Middle Woodland
hunting and gathering and may reflect growing investment in the care of garden plots of maize (Smith 1997:15).
The riverine location of Grand Banks (AfGx-3) may have also provided light, nutrient-rich soil for agriculture
(Crawford et al. 1997). While Levanna projectile points are formal tools, Princess Point Complex toolkits are
predominantly characterized by informal or expedient flake tools and ground stone and bone artifacts are rare
(Ferris and Spence 1995:103; Shen 2000). At Grand Banks, experimental archaeology suggests that chert flakes
were put to a variety of useful tasks, from butchering to bone-working to wood-working to plant-working. Formal
bifaces and projectile points had less evidence of usewear (Shen 2000). Local cherts appear to have been used,
although Onondaga, albeit also a local resource, was preferred at Grand Banks (AfGx-3) (Shen 1997).
The first agricultural villages in southern Ontario date to the 10th century A.D. Unlike the riverine base camps of
the Middle Woodland Period, these sites are located in the uplands, on well-drained sandy soils.
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Village sites dating between 1,050 – 650 BP (900 and 1300 AD). share many attributes with the historically
reported early Late Woodland sites, including the presence of longhouses and sometimes palisades. However,
these early longhouses were actually not all that large, averaging only 12.4 metres in length (Dodd et al.
1990:349; Williamson 1990:304-305). It is also quite common to find the outlines of overlapping house structures,
suggesting that these villages were occupied long enough to necessitate re-building.
The Jesuits reported that the Huron moved their villages once every 10 – 15 years, when the nearby soils had
been depleted by farming and conveniently collected firewood grew scarce (Pearce 2010). It seems likely that
early Late Woodland people occupied their villages for considerably longer, as they relied less heavily on corn
than did later groups, and their villages were much smaller, placing less demand on nearby resources.
Judging by the presence of carbonized corn kernels and cob fragments recovered from sub-floor storage pits,
agriculture was becoming a vital part of the early Late Woodland economy. However, it had not reached the level
of importance it would in the middle and late Late Woodland Periods. There is ample evidence to suggest that
more traditional resources continued to be exploited and comprised a large part of the subsistence economy.
Seasonally occupied special purpose sites relating to deer procurement, nut collection, and fishing activities, have
all been identified. While beans are known to have been cultivated later in the Late Woodland Period, they have
yet to be identified on early Late Woodland Period sites.
The middle Late Woodland Period (650 – 550 BP) witnessed several interesting developments in terms of
settlement patterns and artifact assemblages. Changes in ceramic styles have been carefully documented,
allowing the placement of sites in the first or second half of this 100-year period. Moreover, villages, which
averaged approximately 0.6 hectares in extent during the early Late Woodland Period, now consistently range
between one and two hectares in size.
House lengths also change dramatically, more than doubling to an average of 30 metres, while houses of up to
45 metres (m) have been documented. This increase in longhouse length has been variously interpreted.
The simplest possibility is that increased house length is the result of a gradual, natural increase in population
(Dodd et al. 1990:323, 350, 357; Smith 1990). However, this does not account for the sudden shift in longhouse
lengths around 1300 A.D. Other possible explanations involve changes in economic and socio-political
organization (Dodd et al. 1990:357). One suggestion is that during the middle Late Woodland Period small
villages were amalgamating to form larger communities for mutual defence (Dodd et al. 1990:357). If this was the
case, the more successful military leaders may have been able to absorb some of the smaller family groups into
their households, thereby requiring longer structures. This hypothesis draws support from the fact that some sites
had up to seven rows of palisades, indicating at least an occasional need for strong defensive measures. There
are, however, other middle Late Woodland villages which had no palisades present (Dodd et al. 1990). More
research is required to evaluate these competing interpretations.
The lay-out of houses within villages also changes dramatically by 650 BP. During the early Late Woodland
Period villages were haphazardly planned, with houses oriented in various directions. During the middle Late
Woodland Period villages are organized into two or more discrete groups of tightly spaced, parallel aligned,
longhouses. It has been suggested that this change in village organization may indicate the initial development of
the clans which were a characteristic of the historically known Late Woodland peoples (Dodd et al. 1990:358).

10

30 November 2020

20139006-4100-01

During the late Late Woodland period, the Iroquoian-speaking linguistic and cultural groups developed. Prior to
European Contact, neighbouring Iroquois-speaking communities united to form several confederacies known as
the Huron (Huron-Wendat), Neutral (called Attiewandaron by the Wendat), Petun (Tionnontaté or
Khionontateronon) in Ontario, and the Five Nations (later Six Nations) of the Iroquois (Haudenosaunee) of upper
New York State (Birch 2010:31; Warrick 2013:71). These groups are located primarily in south and central
Ontario. Each group was distinct but shared a similar pattern of life already established by the 16th century
(Trigger 1994:42).
Prior to European contact, the geographic distribution of pre-contact Late Woodland sites describes two major
groups east and west of the Niagara Escarpment: the ancestral Attiewandaron to the west, and the ancestral
Huron-Wendat to the east (Warrick 2000:446). Ancestral Huron-Wendat villages have been located as far east as
the Trent River watershed, where “concentrations of sites occur in the areas of the Humber River valley, the
Rouge and Duffin Creek valleys, the lower Trent valley, Lake Scugog, the upper Trent River and Simcoe County”
(Ramsden 1990:363). These concentrations are distributed in a triangular area along the north shore of Lake
Ontario and northward bounded by the Trent River system and the Niagara Escarpment (Ramsden 1990:363).
The Huron-Wendat used multiple trails, portage and watercourse routes throughout their territory to travel from
the north shores of Lake Ontario inland to the upper Great Lakes. These trail systems included the Toronto
Carrying Place Trail. It was an ancient highway in use for hundreds of years by many groups and was a crucial
trade and travel route. The Toronto Carrying Place trail had two branches: the Rouge River branch, and the
Humber River Branch. Both branches trailed from Lake Ontario over the Oak Ridges Moraine and up the Holland
River into Lake Simcoe (Robinson 1965:6-8; TRCA 2007:9).
Settlement types included longhouses, house sizes depended on the size of the extended family that inhabited it;
however, archaeological evidence suggests that the average longhouse was 25 feet by 100 feet, with heights
about the same as widths (Heidenreich 1978:366). Village size gradually enlarged as horticulture began to take
on a more central importance in subsistence patterns, particularly the farming of maize, squash, and beans,
supplemented by fishing, hunting, and gathering. Sites were chosen for their proximity to sources of “water, arable
soils, available firewood, [and] a young secondary forest, [as well as] a defendable position” (Heidenreich
1978:375). Later villages consisted of up to 100 longhouses clustered closely together, and only the largest
villages on the frontier were fortified (Heidenreich 1978:377).
Subsistence patterns reflect a horticultural diet that was supplemented with fish rather than red meat (Heidenreich
1978:377). ‘Slash-and-burn’ farming was used to quickly and efficiently clear trees and brushwood for flour and
flint corn fields (Heidenreich 1978: 380). These were consistently cultivated until no longer productive, at which
point the village was abandoned, an event that took place about every 8 to 12 years (Heidenreich 1978:381).
Consequently, as horticulture became the primary mode of subsistence, pre-contact Indigenous groups gradually
relocated from the northern shores of Lake Ontario to further inland, likely as a result of depleting resources and
growing tension between Indigenous communities.

1.4.5

Contact Period

At the time of European Contact, Robinson writes of the absence of permanent settlements in the the area south
of Lake Simcoe and along the north shore of Lake Ontario (1965:11). The Huron-Wendat villages were located
north of Lake Simcoe, but their territorial hunting grounds stretched roughly between the Canadian Shield, Lake
Ontario, and the Niagara Escarpment (Warrick 2008:12). The Haudenosaunee were primarily located south of
Lake Ontario but hunted in the lands north of Lake Ontario.
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Detailed ethno-historical records left by explorers, Jesuit missionaries, and fur traders provide a history of EuroCanadian involvement in territory identified as Huron-Wendat. By 1609, Samuel de Champlain had encountered
the Huron-Wendat north of Lake Simcoe, and desiring greater quantities of furs, the French initiated a trading
relationship with the Huron-Wendat (Trigger 1994:68; Heidenreich 1978:386). By mid-1620, the Huron-Wendat
had exhausted all available pelts in their own hunting territories and opted to trade European goods for tobacco
and furs from their neighbours (Trigger 1994:49-50).
By 1645, with reduced pelts resource within their territory, conflict arose between the Haudenosaunee and HuronWendat Confederacy (Trigger 1994:53). Armed with Dutch guns and ammunition, the Haudenosaunee engaged
in warfare with the Huron-Wendat Confederacy (Trigger 1994:53). After the battles of 1649-50, the Huron-Wendat
Confederacy dispersed widely across the Great Lakes region, where “for the next forty years, the Haudenosaunee
used present-day Ontario to secure furs with the Dutch, then with the English” (Schmalz 1991:17; Smith 2013:19).

1.4.6

Post-Contact Period

Although their territory was located south of the lower Great Lakes, the Haudenosaunee controlled most of
southern Ontario after the 1660s, occupying at “least half a dozen villages along the north shore of Lake Ontario
and into the interior” (Schmalz 1991:17; Williamson 2013:60). The Haudenosaunee established “settlements at
strategic locations along the trade routes inland from the north shore of Lake Ontario. Their settlements were on
canoe-and-portage routes that linked Lake Ontario to Georgian Bay and the upper Great Lakes” (Williamson
2013:60). The Haudenosaunee had established a village named Ganatsekwyagon at the mouth of the Rouge
River, and Teiaiagon at a bend near the mouth of the Humber River to exploit both branches of the Toronto
Carrying Place Trail (Robinson 1965:15-16; Schmalz 1991:29). Because of the French being allies of the HuronWendat, the Haudenosaunee prevented French explorers and missionaries from utilizing the St. Lawrence River
and traveling within their territory north of Lake Ontario (Lajeunesse 1960:xxix).
At this time, several Algonquin-speaking linguistic and cultural groups within the Anishinaabeg (or Anishinaabe)
began to challenge the Haudenosaunee dominance in the region (Johnston 2004:9-10; Gibson 2006:36). The
Anishinaabeg were originally located primarily in northern Ontario. Before contact with the Europeans, the Ojibwa
territorial homeland was situated inland from the north shore of Lake Huron (MNCFN nd:3). The English referred
to those Algonquin-speaking linguistic and cultural groups that settled in the area bounded by Lakes Ontario, Erie,
and Huron as Chippewas or Ojibwas (Smith 2002:107). In 1640, the Jesuit fathers had recorded the name
“oumisagai, or Mississaugas, as the name of an Algonquin group near the Mississagi River on the northwestern
shore of Lake Huron. The French, and later English applied this same designation to all Algonquian [-speaking
groups] settling on the north shore of Lake Ontario” (Smith 2002:107; Smith 2013:19-20). “The term ‘Mississauga’
perplexed the Algonquins, or Ojibwas, on the north shore of Lake Ontario, who knew themselves as the
Anishinaabeg” (Smith 2013:20).
After a major smallpox epidemic and combined with the capture of New Netherland by the British, access to guns
and powder became increasingly restricted for the Haudenosaunee. After a series of successful attacks against
the Haudenosaunee by groups within the Anishinaabeg from 1653 to 1662, the Haudenosaunee dominance in the
region began to fail (Warrick 2008:242; Schmalz 1991:20). Prior to 1680, groups within the Anishinaabeg had
begun to settle just north of the evacuated Huron-Wendat territory and with the British entering the fur-trading
market, began to expand further into southern Ontario (Gibson 2006:36; Schmalz 1991:18). By the 1690s,
Haudenosaunee settlements along the northern shores of Lake Ontario were abandoned (Williamson 2013:60).
By 1701, after a series of battles throughout Ontario, the the Anishinaabeg replaced the Haudenosaunee in
southern Ontario (Gibson 2006:37; Schmalz 1991:27-29; Coyne 1895:28).

12

30 November 2020

20139006-4100-01

In 1701, representatives of several groups within the Anishinaabeg and the Haudenosaunee, collectively known
as the First Nations, assembled in Montreal to participate in Great Peace negotiations, sponsored by the French
(Johnston 2004:10; Trigger 2004:58). The Mississaugas secured sole possession of the territory along and
extending northward of Lake Ontario and Lake Erie (Hathaway 1930:433).
From 1701 to the fall of New France in 1759, the fur trade continued in Ontario with both the Ojibwa and
Mississauga and various other groups within the Anishinaabeg trading with both the English and the French.
Subsistence patterns include a primary focus on hunting, fishing, and gathering with little focus on agriculture
(McMillian and Yellowhorn 2004:110). Groups within the Anishinaabeg, such as the Ojibwa and Mississauga,
utilized housing known as a wigwam, a temporary and moveable structure that was easy to construct and
disassemble, allowing them to travel swiftly throughout their territory (McMillian and Yellowhorn 2004:111).
The Seven Years War brought warfare between the French and British in North America. In 1763, the Royal
Proclamation declared the Seven Years War over, giving the British control of New France. The British did not
earn the respect of the Anishinaabeg, as the British did not honour fair trade nor the Anishinaabeg occupancy of
the land as the French had. Consequently, the Pontiac Uprising, also known as the Beaver Wars, began that
same year (Schmalz 1991:70; Johnston 2004:13-14). This uprising involved both groups within the
Haudenosaunee and groups within the Anishinaabeg. After numerous attacks on the British, the Pontiac Uprising
was over by 1766 when a peace agreement was concluded with Sir William Johnson, the Superintendent of
Indian Affairs (Schmalz 1991:81). The fur-trade continued throughout southern Ontario until the beginning of
British colonization.
The project area is within the Johnson-Butler Purchases and in the traditional territory of the Michi Saagiig and
Chippewa Nations, collectively known as the Williams Treaties First Nations, including the Mississaugas of
Alderville First Nation, Curve Lake First Nation, Hiawatha First Nation, Scugog Island First Nation and the
Chippewas of Beausoleil First Nation, Georgina Island First Nation, and the Rama First Nation (Williams Treaties
First Nation 2017). The purpose of the Johnson-Butler Purchases of 1787/1788 was to acquire from the
Mississaugas the Carrying Place Trail and lands along the north shore of Lake Ontario from the Trent River to
Etobicoke Creek.
However, records of the acquisition were not clear the extent of lands agreed upon (Surtees 1984:37-45). To
clarify this, in October and November of 1923, the governments of Canada and Ontario, chaired by A.S. Williams,
signed treaties (called the Williams Treaties) with the Chippewa and Michi Saagiig for three large tracts of land in
central Ontario and the northern shore of Lake Ontario, the last substantial portion of land in southern Ontario that
had not yet been ceded to the government (Department of Indigenous and Northern Affairs 2013).The following
summarized text is based on an account by Gitiga Migizi, a respected Elder and Knowledge Keeper of the Michi
Saagiig Nation, provided to Golder by Julia Kapyrka of Curve Lake First Nation. The Michi Saagiig (Mississauga
Anishinaabeg) participated in 18 treaties, including the Williams Treaty, from 1781-1923 allowing the growing
number of European settlers to establish in Ontario. The Michi Saagiig retain jurisdiction over the lands to which
the Treaties apply. According to their laws and customs, the management and stewardship of the lands was
bequeathed to them by the Creator and not surrendered by Treaty; rather, the Treaty solidified their land
management system.
Pressures from increased settlement forced the Michi Saagiig to slowly move into small family groups around the
present-day communities: Curve Lake First Nation, Hiawatha First Nation, Alderville First Nation, Scugog Island
First Nation, New Credit First Nation, and Mississauga First Nation.
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While the Project Area falls within the Johnson-Butler Purchases and the Michi Saagiig have jurisdiction over
Treaty land, traditional land also holds importance. The view of the Michi Saagiig is that their traditional
homelands encompass a vast area of what is now known as southern Ontario.
As Kapyrka (2015) writes, the Michi Saagiig are known as “the people of the big river mouths” and were also
known as the “Salmon People” who occupied and fished the north shore of Lake Ontario where the various
tributaries emptied into the lake. Their territories extended north into and beyond the Kawarthas as winter hunting
grounds on which they would break off into smaller social groups for the season, hunting and trapping on these
lands, then returning to the lakeshore in spring for the summer months. Kapyrka adds that the traditional
territories of the Michi Saagiig span from Gananoque in the east, all along the north shore of Lake Ontario, west to
the north shore of Lake Erie at Long Point. The territory spreads as far north as the tributaries that flow into these
lakes, from Bancroft and north of Haliburton highlands. This also includes all the tributaries that flow from the
height of land north of Toronto like the Oak Ridges Moraine, and all of the rivers that flow into Lake Ontario (the
Rideau, the Salmon, the Ganaraska, the Moira, the Trent, the Don, the Rouge, the Etobicoke, the Humber, and
the Credit, as well as Wilmot and 16 Mile Creeks) through Burlington Bay and the Niagara region including the
Grand River which was used as a portage route as the Niagara portage was too dangerous. The Michi Saagiig
would portage from present-day Burlington to the Grand River and travel south to the open water on Lake Erie
(Kapyrka 2019).
Gitiga Migizi accounts that the Michi Saagiig were highly mobile people, travelling vast distances to procure
subsistence for their people. Their homelands were located between two Confederacies: The Three Fires
Confederacy to the north and the Haudenosaunee Confederacy to the south. The Three Fires Confederacy is a
long-standing Anishinaabe alliance of the Ojibwe (or Chippewa), Ottawa (or Odawa), and Potawatomi North
American Native tribes.
The oral histories of the Michi Saagiig speak to their people being in this area of Ontario for thousands of years.
Stories recount the “Old Ones” who spoke an ancient Algonquian dialect. The histories explain that the current
Ojibwa phonology is possibly the 5th transformation of this language, demonstrating a linguistic connection that
spans back into deep time.
Problems arose from the various Nations living in southern Ontario during the 1600s when the European way of
life was introduced. Newly introduced diseases and episodes of irregular fighting between Nations had a
devastating impact upon the Indigenous peoples of Ontario, especially the large sedentary villages, which mostly
include Iroquoian speaking peoples.
The Michi Saagiig were largely able to avoid the devastation caused by these processes by retreating to their
wintering grounds to the north.
Upon return from the north some of the old leaders recognized that it became increasingly difficult to keep the
peace after the Europeans introduced guns. Gitiga Mitzi recalls that they “still continue to meet, and we still
continued to have some wampum, which does not mean we negated our territory or gave up our territory – we did
not do that. We still consider ourselves a sovereign nation despite legal challenges against that. We still view
ourselves as a nation and the government must negotiate from that basis.”
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Euro-Canadian Settlement Period
Township of Pickering, Ontario County

In 1778 Ontario County formed a portion of the District of Nassau and by 1798 it had become part of what was
then know as the Home District (Farewell 1907). On January 1st, 1852, the old County of York was divided into
three new counties, York, Peel and Ontario, and remained administratively/operationally united until January 1st,
1854 when Ontario County becomes its own independent county (J.H. Beers & Co. 1877). Ontario County was
located along the northern shore of Lake Ontario and was comprised of nine historical Townships: Brock, Mara,
Pickering, Rama, Reach, Scott, Thora, Whitby and Uxbridge.
As with the other counties located along the north shore of Lake Ontario, many of the early settlers to Ontario
County were United Empire Loyalists. To entice immigrants to settle in the emerging County, literature was
distributed detailing the fertile soils and vast potential for agriculture in the area with the promise of land available
for permanent settlement. These advertisements also attracted entrepreneurs with the availability of harvestable
timber, readily available coal, productive soils, as well as boasting of established railways and roadways which
criss-crossed Ontario County, in addition to the deep water harbours along the north shore of Lake Ontario all
facilitating the ability to transport commercial goods to urban markets (Hardy and Spence 1880). The marketing
campaign was successful with the significant increase in immigration to Ontario County through the early and mid19th century. By the mid-19th century, a significant portion of Ontario County, especially along the southern
townships, had been cleared and transformed into profitable agricultural enterprises.
Pickering Township was first laid out in the 1790s was initially designated as Township 8 but was later changed to
Edinburgh. The first survey of this township was made in 1791 and according to the records, the first known
settler in Pickering is said to have been William Peak who arrived in 1798 (Armstrong 1985: 146), and who was
reputed to have been a trader and interpreter who settled along the lakeshore at the mouth of Duffins Creek
(Farewell 1907: 12). The western portion of the township near the Markham Settlement was settled mostly by
Dutch German emigrants from Pennsylvania attracted to the area through the settlement proposal of William
Berczy (Farewell 1907: 11). The remainder of the township was predominantly settled by Loyalists, disbanded
soldiers, emigrants from Scotland, and a large number of Quakers from both Ireland and the United States
(Farewell 1907: 13-14).
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By 1809 the population of the township was 187, and only 33 years later in 1828 the population now stood at
3,752, by 1901 it had risen considerably yet again to 5,285 (Farewell 1907: 10-16). In 1805, D’Arcy Boulton
predicted that Pickering would become a township of some importance due to its proximity to York, “though at
present no great advantage exists, at a future period it must be beneficial” (Boulton 1805: 86). By 1851, Smith
notes that Pickering is “one of the best settled townships in the County, and contains a number of fine farms, and
has increased rapidly in both population and prosperity, within the last few years” (Smith 1851: 22). Maps
produced later in the nineteenth century, such as the 1860 Tremaine’ Map of Ontario County and the 1877 J. H.
Beers Illustrated Historical Atlas Map, show the township to be heavily settled and period census returns show
that the township contained a wide variety of industries and small businesses as well as husbandmen engaged in
mixed agriculture (ASI 2014). The main settlements which were established in Pickering were located along
Duffins Creek where early mills and various industries utilized the available hydraulic power of this watershed.
One of the earliest roads constructed across Pickering was the Kingston Road, built by Asa Danforth in 1796
along the south end of the township near the lake with this road being illustrated on several early township maps.
The road network in Pickering developed slowly, and by 1850 just three major north-south arteries between
Kingston Road and Highway 7 existed. Pickering Township experienced a decline in population in the rural areas
in the early and mid 20th century with the township remaining generally agricultural in nature with little change in
the established late 19th century layout to field divisions and other infrastructure, and it wasn’t until well into the
20th century that Pickering Township started growing again and the subdivision of lots began to take place and
development of the land away from simply agriculture re-commenced (ASI 2014).

1.4.7.2

Project Area

The project area is located within parts of Lots 12-19, Concession 9; Lots 11-19, Concession 3, Lots 11-12,
Concession 4; and, Lots 14-15, Concession 4, in the former Geographic Township of Pickering, Ontario County,
now in the City of Pickering and Town of Ajax, Regional Municipality of Durham.
To understanding the past land use history of the project area and determine the presence of features that
indicate archaeological potential, a review of the 1851 Pre-Confederation Land Patent Map, 1860 Historical
County Map of Ontario County, and 1877 Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Ontario was completed (Map
3 to Map 5). These resources identify the lots associated with the project area to have been owned by numerous
individuals by 1851, and according to the 1860 and 1877 resources, numerous historical homesteads,
transportation routes, and water courses are located within proximity to the project area.
A review of the project area through the 1954 aerial photograph shows a predominantly agricultural landscape,
and the settlement area for the Village of Pickering is seen to the south and is largely confined within Lots 14 and
15, Concessions 1 and 2 (Map 6). By the middle of the 20th century, it appears that the historical field division and
sparce nature of development in terms of housing has remained largely the same as in the latter half of the 19th
century. Reviewing more recent imagery from 1984 reveals that the urban expansion of Pickering had not yet
reached the project area, and it was not until the early 1990’s that urban/suburban expansion in the form of
massive housing developments had reached the southern extent of the project area.
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Archaeological Context
Existing Conditions

The project area is set in a suburban area along the border between the east extent of the City of Pickering and
the west extent of the Town of Ajax and is located centrally around the intersection of Church Street and Rossland
Road West. The area is comprised predominantly of large-scale residential developments as well as mixed use
agricultural lands to the north. There are also several large cemeteries, and a golf course in close proximity to the
project area. The topography of the project area trends from higher elevations along the north end, to lower
elevations at the south extent of the project area. This predominantly gently rolling landscape is set aside the
many winding tributaries of East Duffins and Urfe Creek that intersect the project area at multiple points, and
traverse beneath roadways via culverts or bridges.
The closest bodies of water are East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek, a tributary of East Duffins Creek (Map 1 and
Map 2). The main body of East Duffins Creek flows south-southwest beneath Church Street, approximately 170
m north of Rossland Road before traversing under Rossland Road, approximately 190 m west of Church Street.
Urfe Creek intersects the project area at Rossland Road approximately 90 m west of Riverside Drive. Both
creeks are confluences of the East Duffins Creek watershed, and flow meanderingly south emptying into Lake
Ontario at Duffins Marsh. The entire Duffins Creek watershed arises in the Oak Ridges Moraine within the
general vicinity of Stouffville and Uxbridge where it gathers waters from a multitude of groundwater sources.

1.5.2

Physiography

The project area is located within the Iroquois Plain physiographic region of southern Ontario. The Iroquois Plain
physiographic region extends around the western part of Lake Ontario, from the Niagara River to the Trent River,
its width varying from a few hundred metres to about 13 km. The lowland bordering Lake Ontario, when the last
glacier was receding but still occupied the St. Lawrence Valley, was inundated by a body of water known as Lake
Iroquois. This plain is the remnant shoreline of glacial Lake Iroquois. The plain was smoothed over time by wave
action and lacustrine deposits. Now this physiographic region is composed of a thin veneer of glacio-lacustrine
sand and silty sand. These sandy soils once supported forests, savannahs, and prairies, populated by species of
the Carolinian Ecoregion at close to their northern extent. The Iroquois Plain was a general farming area, with a
tendency for horticulture and growth of canning crops. Since the Second World War, the remaining farms have
become larger while much of the land has been put to urban uses (Chapman and Putnam, 1984).
Soil texture can be an important determinant of past settlement, usually in combination with other factors, such as
topography. The project area consists primarily of mixed loamy soils derived from sand, clay or rocky deposits.
These types of soils generally contain low to moderate degrees of inclusive stony material and are generally well
drained. In areas abutting East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek, there are intrusive instances of clay loam and
bottom lands that exhibit imperfect or variable drainage and reside lower on the landscape and exhibit a lesser
degree of sloping compared to the more undulating and rolling terrain across the rest of the landscape (Map 2,
Map 7 and Map 9; Canada Department of Agriculture 1950). Table 2 shows the breakdown of soil types present
within the project area and lists the generalized drainage and topographic characteristics for each parcel based on
soil types (Map 7 to Map 9).
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Table 2: Soil Types within the Project Area

Soil Types

Parent Material

Description

Drainage

Topography

Brighton Sandy Calcareous sand, very few
Loam
stones

Grey brown Podzolic
soil

Good

Level to gently
undulating

Bondhead
Sandy Loam

Calcareous Grey Loam and
sandy loam till, slightly to
moderately stony

Grey brown Podzolic
soil

Good

Rolling Terrain

Darlington
Loam

Clay loam till derived from
limestone and shale, slightly
stony

Gray brown Podzolic
soil

Good

Undulating to rolling

Smithfield Clay
Loam

Calcareous clay, stone free

Gray brown Podzolic
soil

Imperfect

Gently undulating to
level

Woburn Loam

Calcareous brown loam till,
slightly stony

Gray brown Podzolic
soil

Good

Rolling

Bottom Land

Recent alluvial deposits

Aluvial

Variable

Level and variable

(Canada Department of Agriculture 1950)

These collective soil types would have supported past human settlement and various forms of land use, as there
are vast differences in suitability based on terrain and drainage. The preliminary preferred route within the project
area overlays a portion of the landscape with variable soil types. The central portion of the preliminary preferred
route predominately contains Darlington Loam (Map 9). In general, the areas containing Darlington Loam are
very productive and have good to moderately good drainage, these areas are used for growing crops in support of
the dairy industry. The soil is fertile and high yields of corn, grain and hay are produced. Canning crops and
apples are also grown successfully. In the use of inter-tilled crops, erosion control has to be considered. Gully
and sheet erosion has been very common on these soils (Canada Department of Agriculture 1950). This soil type
also occurs in the middle portion of Alternative Route 2.
Brighton Sandy Loam predominates in the north extent of the preliminary preferred route, a portion of the western
extent of Alternative Route 2 and the north half of Alternative Route 3 (Map 9). Brighton Sandy Loam soils are
surprisingly well drained despite their level or gently sloping contexts. The Brighton soils, because of the coarse
textured materials of which they are composed, are low in fertility and low in organic matter content. Commercial
fertilizer and manure are necessary to obtain good yields. Traditionally, market garden crops are grown
extensively on these soils, and historically tobacco is grown in some areas. These sandy and gravelly soils are
susceptible to drought in the mid-summer (Canada Department of Agriculture 1950).
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There are minor intrusions of Woburn Loam, Smithfield Clay Loam and Bondhead Sandy Loam that intersect all
three proposed routes at various locations (Map 9). The Woburn and Bondhead series of loams are traditionally
used mainly to produce hay, pasture and grain. Alfalfa, fall wheat, and corn can be grown successfully. Canning
crops, such as tomatoes and peas, produce well in some locations if fertilizers and manure are used, but care
must be taken to prevent erosion given the rolling terrain on which it is represented. In comparison, the Smithfield
series of clays is imperfectly drained and has developed from entirely stone free clay sources. The Smithfield
soils are very high in fertility and the productivity is limited only by the drainage. Certain crops, such as alfalfa and
fall wheat, will not tolerate imperfect drainage conditions, hence artificial drainage would prove to be a real benefit
in producing better crops and a wider range of crops. Erosion is not considered to be a problem on these soils.
In addition, there are instances of soils categorized as Bottom Lands associated with East Duffins Creek and Urfe
Creek that flow beneath Church Street North, at the southern and northern extent of the preliminary preferred
route, and beneath Rossland Road West along the midway point of the Alternative Route 2. Soils classified as
Bottom Lands are all soils occurring along stream courses, which are subject to periodic flooding. The alluvial
materials that are deposited vary considerably in texture and are used primarily for permanent pasture. Where
the drainage is fairly good, grain and hay crops are sometimes grown and often these alluvial soils are very fertile
and hence supply good pasture (Canada Department of Agriculture 1950).
The topography of the project area trends upward from south to north from an average of between 95 to 105 m
asl along the length of Alternative Route 2, and the southern extents of the preliminary preferred route and
Alternative Route 3, up to a average maximum elevation of between 120 to 123 m asl at the northern extents of
the preliminary preferred route and Alternative Route 3 (Map 7).
Potable water is an important resource necessary for any extended human occupation or settlement. As water
sources have remained relatively stable in Ontario since post-glacial times, proximity to water can be regarded as
a useful index for the evaluation of archaeological site potential. Hydrological features such as primary water
sources (i.e. lakes, rivers, creeks, streams) and secondary water sources (i.e., intermittent streams and creeks,
springs, marshes, swamps) would have helped supply plant and food resources to the surrounding area. Per
MHSTCI (2011), lands within 300 m of a water source are deemed to have archaeological potential. East Duffins
Creek and Urfe Creek are the nearest primary water sources as they flow directly beneath the preliminary
preferred route and Alternative Route 2, and with East Duffiins Creek flowing to the west of the north half of
Alternative Route 3 (Map 1 and 2). Urfe Creek and other nearby tributaries eventually join the confluence of East
Duffins Creek just south of the project area and continue on a course that empties out into Duffins Marsh on the
north shore of Lake Ontario approximately 6.5 km to the south of the project area. These water sources would
have provided potable water, plant and food resources, as well as transportation routes which would have
supported past human settlement of the immediate area.

1.5.3

Registered Archaeological Sites

Per MHSTCI (2011), to compile an inventory of archaeological resources, the registered archaeological site
records maintained by the MHSTCI in the Ontario Archaeological Site Database (OASD) were consulted. Table 3
provides a list of registered archaeological sites within 1 km of the project area.
A total of 47 archaeological sites are registered within 1 km of the project area (Table 3).
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Table 3: Registered Archaeological Sites within 1 km of the Project Area

Borden
Number

Name

Time Period

Cultural
Affiliation

Site Type

Affinities

Current
Development
Review Status

AlGs-1

Miller

Late
Woodland

Indigenous

Village; Burial

Iroquoian

Further CHVI*

AlGs-10

Boys

--

--

--

--

--

AlGs-8

Greenwood

Other

--

Camp/ Campsite

--

--

AlGs-115

Runnymede
1

PostContact;
Pre- Contact

Indigenous,
EuroCanadian

Findspot

Indigenous,
EuroCanadian

No further
CHVI

AlGs-116

Runnymede
2

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-117

Runnymede
3

PostContact;
Pre-Contact

Indigenous,
EuroCanadian

--

Indigenous,
EuroCanadian

No further
CHVI

AlGs-118

Runnymede
4

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-119

Runnymede
5

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-120

Runnymede
6

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-121

Runnymede
7

Late PaleoIndian

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-122

Runnymede
8

Late Archaic

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-123

Runnymede
9

Other

--

Other: findspot_

--

--

AlGs-124

Runnymede
10

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-125

Runnymede
11

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-126

Runnymede
12

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-127

Runnymede
13

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

--

Indigenous

--
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Borden
Number

Name

Time Period

Cultural
Affiliation

Site Type

Affinities

Current
Development
Review Status

AlGs-128

Runnymede
14

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

--

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-129

Runnymede
15

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

--

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-137

Boddy 8

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-138

Boddy 9

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-152

Wise-Whaley

PostContact

EuroCanadian

Homestead

EuroCanadian

No further
CHVI

AlGs-185

Historic #5

PostContact

EuroCanadian

Homestead

EuroCanadian

Further CHVI

AlGs-187

Bogey

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Camp/
Campsite

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-188

Sydney

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Camp/
Campsite

Indigenous

Further CHVI

AlGs-195

Lorne White

Late
Woodland

Indigenous

Cabin

Iroquoian

Further CHVI

AlGs-199

McLachlin

Late
Woodland

Indigenous

Hamlet

Iroquoian

Further CHVI

AlGs-210

--

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-211

--

Late Archaic

Indigenous

Indigenous

--

AlGs-212

--

Early
Woodland

Indigenous

Scatter

Indigenous

--

AlGs-213

--

Early
Woodland

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-214

--

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

--

Indigenous

--

AlGs-215

--

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-220

--

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-226

Cougs

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

--

AlGs-229

--

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

21

30 November 2020

Borden
Number

20139006-4100-01

Name

Time Period

Cultural
Affiliation

Site Type

Affinities

Current
Development
Review Status

AlGs-232

Valley Ross

Late
Woodland

Indigenous

Unknown

Indigenous

Further CHVI

AlGs-254

Brown

PostContact

EuroCanadian

Homestead

EuroCanadian

No further
CHVI

AlGs-359

Varly I

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-360

Varly II

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

No further
CHVI

AlGs-361

Varly III

Pre-Contact

Indigenous

Scatter

Indigenous

Further CHVI

AlGs-362

Haight/P1

Middle
Archaic

Indigenous

Findspot

Indigenous

Further CHVI

AlGs-365

--

PostContact

EuroCanadian

House; scatter

EuroCanadian

Further CHVI

AlGs-371

Ravenscroft

PostContact

EuroCanadian

Homestead

EuroCanadian

No further
CHVI

AlGs-410

Boone

--

--

--

--

No further
CHVI

AlGs-462

H1

--

--

--

--

No further
CHVI

AlGs-466

Mckeown
and
Haight
Carding Mill

PostContact

EuroCanadian

Carding mill; house;
mill

EuroCanadian

No further
CHVI

AlGs-482

J. Haight
Homestead

PostContact

EuroCanadian

Homestead; artificial
deposit of material
on landscape

EuroCanadian

No further
CHVI

‘--‘denotes information was not available on the OASD
* CHVI (Cultural Heritage Value or Interest)
Eight archaeological sites are registered within 300 m of the preliminary preferred route, and of those, 4 sites
(AlGs-116, AlGs-462, AlGs-466, and AlGs-482) are within the preliminary preferred route. Seven archaeological
sites are registered within 300 m of the Alternative Route 2, and of those, 3 sites (AlGs-116, AlGs-128, and AlGs129) are within the Alternative Route 2. Two archaeological sites are registered within 300 m of the Alternative
Route 3, and both sites (AlGs-371 and AlGs-410) are within the Alternative Route 3. Per MHSTCI (2011),
undisturbed lands within 300 m of a previously identified archaeological site are considered to have
archaeological potential.
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The following summarizes the 10 registered sites that are within the project area or within 50 m of its boundary
(Supplementary Documentation Map A).
Site AlGs-116 (Runnymede 2) is a pre-contact Indigenous findspot. The single retouched Onondaga flake was
discovered by Gordon Dibb (1991-064) during Stage 2 pedestrian survey in April 1991. No additional finds were
made, and because of the non-diagnostic nature of the artifact, this findspot is considered to have no further
CHVI.
Site AlGs-120 (Runnymede 6) is a pre-contact Indigenous findspot containing a non-diagnostic Onondaga chert
point blade. The find was made by Gordon Dibb (1991-064) in April 1991, and the site area reassessed via
pedestrian survey in the Spring of 1992. According to the site record, the site was not recommended for further
archaeological investigation (OASD 2020).
Site AlGs-128 (Runnymede 14) is a pre-contact Indigenous site containing 3 Onondaga chert artifacts and was
discovered by Gordon Dibb (1991 0-64) in April 1991 as part of a Stage 2 survey conducted on the assessment
lands associated with a residential development by Runnymede Development Corp. It was determined that after
the third survey of the land, that there was no additional finds and the site had no additional CHVI and the
development was allowed to proceed (OASD 2020).
Site AlGs-129 (Runnymede 15) is a pre-contact Indigenous lithic scatter. The site was discovered during Stage 2
pedestrian survey in April 1991 by Gordon Dibb (1991-064) with a total of three site visits taking place to survey
the field for additional artifacts ending in December 1991. A total of six lithics of Onondaga chert were
discovered, and since the third and final survey of the field yielded no additional finds, it was recommended that
no further work was required.
Site AlGs-360 (Varly II) is a pre-contact Indigenous findspot containing two artifacts made from Onondaga Chert:
a spokeshave and a side scraper. The Varly II Site was discovered by ASI in 2006 during the Stage 2 survey for
the pre-construction phase prior to development. It was determined that this findspot had no additional CHVI
given the limited and non-diagnostic nature of the finds.
Site AlGs-371 (Ravenscroft) is a post-contact historical Euro-Canadian homestead. The site was discovered by
ASI in July 2008 during Stage 2 test pitting. After the recovery and analysis of the artifacts was complete, it was
determined that the artifacts recovered post-dated 1870 and therefore this site holds no further CHVI.
Site AlGs-410 (Boone) was discovered in November 2009 during a Stage 2 archaeological assessment by
Archeoworks Inc. Subsequent Stage 3 excavations took place in April 2010 and based on the findings it was
determined that the 98 artifacts recovered represented an occupation date after 1870, and also did not constitute
the main body of the site, but just the periphery. Despite only the periphery of the site being within the project
scope, it was concluded that no additional work was required due to the late date associated with the site and was
cleared of any further CHVI. However, the majority of the site extend beyond the limits of the Archeoworks Inc.
2009 survey; therefore, the lands adjacent to the site should be subjected to appropriate archaeological
investigations.
Site AlGs-462 (H1) was visited between April and May of 2014 and subject to Stage 3 excavation by Archeoworks
Inc. Although a total of 582 Euro-Canadian artifacts were recovered, most (80%) of the assemblage post dated
1870, and, as such, the site was determined to not have sufficient CHVI to require recommendations for Stage 4
mitigation of impacts (Archeoworks Inc. 2014c).
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Site AlGs-466 (Mckeown and Haight Carding Mill) is a post-contact Euro-Canadian carding mill and house site
that has been completely excavated following Stage 4 mitigation by the Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority’s Archaeological Resource Management Services between June and September 2014 (TRCA 2014 ).
The excavations resulted in the discovery of approximately 18,751 artifacts, which predominately dated the site to
before 1870. As this site has been fully mitigated through excavation, it is considered to hold no further CHVI
Site AlGs-482 (J. Haight Homestead) was discovered by Archaeological Services Inc. during a Stage 2
archaeological assessment completed between May 5th and June 6th, 2016. Following the Stage 2 assessment
the site was considered to be a post-contact homestead site of Euro-Canadian affinity and was recommended for
Stage 3 assessment. However, upon completion of Stage 3 assessment between June and July 2017 it was
determined that the site was disturbed, and the artifacts discovered (approx.149) were not in their original context.
With no intact A-horizon visible, the artifact bearing strata was believed to be landscape fill deposits laid down
after the area was graded. Artifacts that were collected were not in good context and did not constitute a genuine
site and were therefore determined to have no further CHVI (ASI 2017a and 2017b).

1.5.4

Previous Archaeological Assessments

Per Section 1.1., Standard 1 of the MHSTCI (2011), a review of previous archaeological assessments undertaken
within the limits of the project area or within 50 m the project area was completed. Several archaeological
assessments have been undertaken adjacent to and within the project area (Map 10).
In 2016, Archaeological Services Inc. (ASI) undertook a Stage 2 archaeological assessment of part of Lots 15 and
16, Concession 3, in Town of Ajax (ASI 2017a). The assessment resulted in the discovery of AlGs-482, which
was determined to have CHVI, and a Stage 3 assessment was recommended. A Stage 3 assessment was
undertaken by ASI in 2017, which determined the AlGs-482 to have no further CHVI (ASI 2017b).
In 2015, ASI undertook a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment of a subject property at 806 Rossland Rd. West.
part of Lot 17, Concession 3, in the Town of Ajax (ASI 2015). The assessment resulted in no archaeological
resources being found and no further archaeological assessment of the property was recommended.
In 2008, ASI undertook a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessments of part of Lots 13, Concession 3, in the Town of
Ajax. The assessment resulted in the discovery of the Ravenscroft Site (AlGs-371), a post-contact EuroCanadian homestead site (ASI 2008). After the recovery and analysis of the artifacts was complete, it was
determined that the artifacts recovered post-dated 1870 and therefore this site holds no further CHVI (OASD
2020).
In 2006, ASI undertook a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment of part of Lot 14, Concession 3, in the Town of
Ajax (ASI 2006a). The assessment resulted in the identification of Site P1 (AlGs-362), a findspot containing one
Middle Archaic Brewerton point that has been re-worked into a graver. Due to the isolated nature of the find, and
no other finds being made on the property, the Site P1 as well as the remained of the property was cleared of any
further CHVI, and no further archaeological work was required. The assessment also resulted in the identification
of the Varly II Site (AlGs-360). The site is a pre-contact indigenous findspot containing two artifacts made from
Onondaga Chert, a spokeshave and a side scraper. Given the non-diagnostic nature of these two artifacts and no
additional artifacts being found, this findspot was considered to hold no further CHVI.
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In 2006, ASI undertook a Stage 1 archaeological assessment of part of Lot 12, Concession 3, in the Town of Ajax
(ASI 2006b). This Stage 1 recommended an intensive Stage 2 archaeological survey of the entire project Area.
Eventually in 2016, ASI undertook a Stage 2 archaeological assessment of part of Lot 12, Concession 3, in the
Town of Ajax (ASI 2016). The assessment did not result in the discovery of any archaeological resources and no
further work was recommended.
In 2007, ASI undertook a Stage 3 archaeological assessment of part of Lots 15 and 16, Concession 3, in the
Town of Ajax (ASI 2007).The assessment resulted in the discovery of five non-diagnostic lithic artifacts, and the
site was deemed to have no further CHVI, and no further work was recommended.
In 2020, Earthworks Environmental undertook a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment of part of Lot 14,
Concession 2, in the Town of Ajax (Earthworks Environmental 2020). The assessment did not in the identification
of any archaeological resources, and no further assessment of the property was recommended.
In 2011, the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority’s Archaeological Resource Management Services
(TRCA), undertook a Stage 2 archaeological assessment of part of Lot 12, Concession 3, in the Town of Ajax
(TRCA 2011). The assessment did not result in the discovery of any archaeological resources, and no further
work was recommended for the property. No cultural material was discovered, and no further work was required
on the subject property.
In 2013, the TRCA undertook a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment of part of Lots 15 and 17, Concession 3, in
the Town of Ajax (TRCA 2013). The assessment resulted in the discovery of one Euro-Canadian archaeological
site called AlGs-466 (McKeown/Haight Carding Mill Site, see below), and was determined to be a site of potential
CHVI. The results of the Stage 2 excavations contained the discovery of 168 artifacts tentatively dated to the mid
nineteenth century. As a result, a Stage 3 archaeological assessment was recommended.
In 2014, the TRCA undertook a Stage 3 archaeological assessment of the Haight Carding Mill Site (formally
known as the McKeown Site) (AlGs-466), located within part of Lot 15, Concession 3, in the Town of Ajax (TRCA
2014). The site was determined to be a Euro-Canadian carding mill and house site. The assessment resulted in
the discovery of approximately 7,207 Euro-Canadian artifacts, and the site holds an inferred date of prior to 1870,
and a Stage 4 archaeological assessment was recommended.
In 2015, the TRCA undertook a Stage 4 archaeological assessment of the Haight Carding Mill Site, part of Lot 15,
Concession 3, in the Town of Ajax (TRCA 2015)The Stage 4 assessment resulted in the discovery of 18,751
Euro-Canadian artifacts. As this site has been fully mitigated, the assessment recommended no further work.
In 2009, Archeoworks Inc. (Archeoworks) undertook a Stage 1 archaeological assessment of part of Lots 11 and
12, Concession 3, in the Town of Ajax (Archeoworks 2009). The assessment resulted in the recommendation of a
Stage 2 archaeological assessment for the project area.
In 2010, Archeoworks undertook a Stage 2 archaeological assessment of Part of Lot 12, Concession 3, in the
Town of Ajax (Archeoworks 2010a). The assessment resulted in the identification off the Boone Site (AlGs-410)
and recommended a Stage 3 archaeological assessment be conducted on the site.).
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In 2010, Archeoworks conducted the Stage 3 archaeological assessment of the Boone Site (AlGs-410). The
assessment determined that based on the 98 artifacts recovered, that the site held an occupation date after 1870,
and represented on the edge of a potentially larger site. Despite only the periphery of the site being within the
project scope, it was concluded that no additional work was required due to the late date associated with the site
and was cleared of any further CHVI.
In 2012, Archeoworks undertook a Stage 2 archaeological assessment of part of Lots 17 and 18, Concession 2
and part of Lots 17 and 18, Concession 3, within the City of Pickering and the Town of Ajax (Archeoworks 2012a
and 2012b). The assessment resulted in the discovery of a Euro-Canadian archaeological site called H2. After
the completion of several Stage 2 test units and subsequent laboratory analysis, the five artifacts that were
discovered did not meet the minimum number of artifacts required to constitute recommendation for a Stage 3
investigation. The report notes that it is likely that the main body of Site H2 resides outside of the project area and
should the boundaries change, further investigation of the site may be required.
In 2014, Archeoworks undertook a Stage 1 investigation of part of Lots 14 and 15, Concession 2 and Lots 14 and
15, Concession 3, in the Town of Ajax (Archeoworks 2014a). The assessment resulted in the recommendation
that certain areas within the project area be subject to Stage 2 survey.
In 2014, Archeoworks undertook a Stage 2 archaeological assessment of part of Lots 14 and 15, Concession 3, in
the Town of Ajax (Archeoworks 2014b).The assessment resulted in the re-discovery of Site H1 (AlGs-462), which
was previously deemed to have further CHVI. However, the latest addition to H1 only amounted to less than 20
artifacts. The recommendations from the Stage 2 report indicated that because Site H1 had already been
deemed to require a Stage 3 in 2011 by Archeoworks, no construction could take place until a Stage 3 was
carried out.
In 2014, Archeoworks undertook a Stage 3 archaeological assessment of the H1 Site (AlGs-462) (Archeoworks
2014c). The assessment resulted in the discovery of 582 Euro-Canadian artifacts, however 80% of the
assemblage dated to after 1870, and therefore did not hold significant CHVI. No stage 4 excavations were
recommended.
In 1991, Gordon Dibb (1991 – 064) undertook a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment of part of Lot 15,
Concession 2, in the Town of Ajax (Dibb, YNAS 1991). The assessment resulted in the discovery of several sites,
3 of which fall within 50 m of the project area. The Runnymede 14 Site (AlGs-128) is a pre-contact indigenous
site containing 3 Onondaga chert artifacts and was determined to hold no further CHVI. The Runnymede 6 and 2
Sites (AlGs-120 and AlGs-116) also seem to have been discovered during the above mentioned Stage 2 survey in
1991, but due to limited information on the OASD, the development status of recommendations provided in the
report cannot be confirmed.
In 2019, Archaeological Assessments Ltd. (AA Ltd.) undertook a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment of part of
Lot 15, Concession 3, in the Town of Ajax (AA Ltd. 2019). The results of the assessment identified no
archaeological resources and no further work was recommended.
In 2018, AA Ltd. undertook a Stage 1 archaeological assessment of 1192 Church Street, part of Lot 15,
Concession 3, in the Town of Ajax (AA Ltd. 2018a.) The results of the assessment indicated that the majority of
the subject property did have some potential for both aboriginal and Euro-Canadian archaeological resources,
and a Stage 2 test pit survey of the subject property would be required.
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In 2018, AA Ltd. undertook a Stage 2 archaeological assessment of 1192 Church Street, Part of Lot 15,
Concession 3 in the Town of Ajax (AA Ltd. 2018b). The assessment did not result in the discovery of any
archaeological resources, and no further work was recommended.

1.5.5

Cultural Heritage Resources

Per Section 1.3 and 1.4 of the MHSTCI (2011), property listed on a municipal register or designated under the
Ontario Heritage Act or that is a federal, provincial or municipal historic landmark or site is indicative of
archaeological potential. According to the Town of Ajax’s Register of Designated Heritage Resources, found as
Appendix A in the Town of Ajax Official Plan (Revised as of December 23, 2015) and the City of Pickering’s
Municipal Heritage Register, there are no designated cultural heritage resources within 300 m of the project area.
A review of the Town of Ajax’s Inventory of Non-Designated Heritage Properties, the City of Pickering’s Municipal
Heritage Register and consultation with the Town of Ajax and City of Pickering’s heritage planners determined
that there are four non-designated properties crossed by the project area. The properties are located at 1070
Church Street North (preliminary preferred route), 1641 Church Street (preliminary preferred route), 1757
(preliminary preferred route), and 120 Roberson Drive (Alternative Route 2). Consultation with the City of
Pickering heritage planner confirmed the absence of designated or listed cultural heritage resources within 300 m
of the project area.

1.5.6

Cemeteries

Per Section 1.3 of the MHSTCI (2011), early cemeteries are considered features that indicate archaeological
potential. The Stage 1 assessment did not identify any 19th century cemeteries either within 300 m or within the
project area. However, a mid- to late-20th century cemetery, Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens at 541 Taunton Road
West and 1757 Church Street North is partially within the limits of the preliminary preferred route. Although this
cemetery does not contribute to the archaeological potential of the project area, prior to any impacts within the
cemetery property, communication and consent should be obtained from the appropriate authorities (i.e., the
Bereavement Authority of Ontario and Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens).
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FIELD METHODS

The Stage 1 property inspection of the project area was conducted on 14 July 2020 in compliance with Section
1.2 of the MHSTCI (2011). The weather during the Stage 1 property inspection was sunny with temperatures
reaching a high of 24°C. The lighting conditions during the inspection permitted good visibility of all parts of the
project area and were conducive to identifying features and assessing the archaeological potential.
The property inspection was carried out systematically every 20 to 30 m, reviewing the entire extent of the project
area to identify the presence or absence of archaeological potential. Photographic images of the project area are
presented within Section 7.0. Location and orientation information associated with all photographs taken in the
field is provided on Map 11 to Map 14.
Features of archaeological potential were confirmed to be present, including, watercourses historical
transportation routes, historical settlements, and a property listed on a municipal register.
Images 1 to 29 illustrate a variety of current conditions along the project area and are intended to give examples
of areas that have been determined to have archaeological potential and require Stage 2 survey, as well as areas
determined to be disturbed and not have archaeological potential. During the property inspection, much of the
existing road ROW was observed to be extensively disturbed through sewage, underground utilities, and
infrastructure development.
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ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION

Archaeological potential is established by determining whether features or characteristics indicating potential are
located on or in the vicinity of a project area. Features and characteristics that indicate a higher potential for
archaeological resources are defined within Section 1.3.1 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists (MHSTI 2011:17-18) and include:



Previously identified archaeological sites.



Water sources:

▪ Primary water sources (e.g., lakes, rivers, streams, creeks).
▪ Secondary water sources (e.g., intermittent streams and creeks; springs; marshes; swamps).
▪ Features indicating past water sources (e.g., glacial lake shorelines indicated by the presence of raised
sand or gravel beach ridges, relic river or stream channels, shorelines of drained lakes or marshes, and
cobble beaches).

▪ Accessible or inaccessible shoreline (e.g., high bluffs, swamps or marsh fields by the edge of a lake,
sandbars stretching into marsh).



Elevated topography (eskers, drumlins, large knolls, plateaux).



Pockets of well drained sandy soil, especially near areas of heavy soil or rocky ground.



Distinctive land formations that might have been special or spiritual places, such as waterfalls, rock outcrops,
caverns, mounds, and promontories and their bases.



Resource areas including:

▪ Food or medicinal plants.
▪ Scarce raw minerals (e.g., quartz, copper, ochre or outcrops of chert).
▪ Early Euro-Canadian industry (fur trade, logging, prospecting, mining).



Areas of early Euro-Canadian settlement including:

▪ Early military or pioneer settlement (e.g., pioneer homesteads, isolated cabins, farmstead complexes).
▪ Early wharf or dock complexes, pioneer churches and early cemeteries.



Early historical transportation routes (e.g., trails, passes, roads, railways, portage routes).



Property listed on a municipal register or designated under the Ontario Heritage Act or that is a federal,
provincial or municipal historic landmark or site.



Property that local histories or informants have identified with possible archaeological sites, historical events,
activities or occupations.
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Many of the above features of archaeological potential have a buffer assigned to them, extending the zone of
archaeological potential beyond the physical feature. The following buffers are commonly accepted by the
MHSTCI and specifically indicated in Section 1.4 of the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
(MHSTCI 2011:20-21).



300 m buffer: previously identified archaeological site; water sources; areas of early Euro-Canadian
settlement; or locations identified through local knowledge or informants.



100 m buffer: early historical transportation route.

In the event no buffer is inherently present, potential is restricted to the physical limits or the feature: elevated
topography, pockets of well-drained sandy soil, distinctive land formations, resources areas, listed or designated
properties and landmark properties.

3.1

Potential for Pre-Contact Archaeological Resources

Potential for pre-contact archaeological sites are established by determining the likelihood that archaeological
resources may be present. Archaeological potential criteria commonly used by the MHSTCI (2011) were applied
to determine areas of archaeological potential. These variables include distance to previously identified
archaeological sites, distance to various types of water sources, drainage, soil type, glacial geomorphology, and
the general topographic variability of the area.
Distance to water sources is an important determinant of past human settlement patterns and may result in a
determination of archaeological potential. However, any combination of two or more other criteria, such as welldrained soils, or topographic variability, may also indicate archaeological potential.
In archaeological potential modelling, a distance to water criterion of 300 m is generally employed for water
sources, including lakeshores, rivers, creeks, and swamps.
The closest hydrological features – East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek are located in proximity to parts of the
project area. Soil texture can be an important determinant of past settlement, usually in combination with other
factors, such as topography. The project area consists of soils, which are characterized as having been suitable
for pre-contact Indigenous settlement.
Furthermore, the MHSTCI stipulates that areas within 300 m of previously identified archaeological sites have
archaeological potential. A review of the OASD maintained by the MHSTCI identifies pre-contact archaeological
sites within 300 m of the project area.

3.2

Potential for Post-Contact Archaeological Resources

The criteria used by the MHSTCI to determine the potential for post-contact archaeological sites include the
presence of 1) particular, resource-specific features that would have attracted past subsistence or extractive uses;
2) areas of initial, non-Indigenous settlement; 3) early historic transportation routes; 4) previously identified
archaeological sites; and, 5) properties listed or designated under the Ontario Heritage Act.
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As stated in Section 3.1, parts of the project area are located within proximity to two primary water sources - East
Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek, and the soils within the project area are were conducive for past human settlement.
Areas of early Euro-Canadian settlements (e.g., pioneer homesteads, isolated cabins, farmstead complexes, early
wharf or dock complexes, pioneer churches, and early cemeteries), early historical transportation routes (e.g.,
trails, passes, roads, railways, portage routes), and properties that local histories or informants have identified
with possible archaeological sites, historical events, activities, or occupations, are considered features of
archaeological potential. A review of 19th century mapping illustrates the project area to be located within
proximity to a number of historical settlements (i.e., homesteads and farmsteads) and historical transportation
routes.
A review of the Town of Ajax’s Inventory of Non-Designated Heritage Properties, the City of Pickering’s Municipal
Heritage Register and consultation with the Town of Ajax and City of Pickering’s heritage planners determined
that there are four non-designated properties crossed by the project area. A review of the OASD maintained by
the MHSTCI identifies post-contact archaeological sites within 300 m of the project area.

3.3

Previous Archaeological Assessments

As noted in Section 1.4.4 of this report, several archaeological assessments have been completed adjacent to
and within the project area. Most of these assessments have resulted in their respective areas being cleared by
the MHSTCI of further archaeological concern (Map 10).

3.4

Archaeological Integrity

A negative indicator of archaeological potential is extensive below-grade land disturbance. This includes
widespread earth movement activities that would have removed or relocated any archaeological resources to
such a degree that their information potential and CHVI has been lost.
Activities that are recognized to cause sufficient disturbance to remove archaeological potential include:
quarrying, major landscaping involving grading below topsoil, building footprints, and infrastructure development.
Activities including agricultural cultivation, gardening, minor grading, and landscaping do not necessarily remove
archaeological potential (MHSTCI 2011:18). Identified areas of disturbances within the project area include but
are not limited to: all paved driveways, paved municipal roads, service roads, all areas of deep ditching, all areas
of existing infrastructure (i.e., underground utilities, sewage) and building footprints.

3.5

Conclusions

Based on the results of the background research and property inspection, the following conclusions regarding he
archaeological potential within the overall project area, which includes a 60 m buffer around the preferred
preliminary route, the two alternative route options, and the district stations, are provided below.
Portions of the project area were determined to be extensively disturbed from previous road construction, utilities
installation, infrastructure development (i.e., sewage) and building footprints, which have removed any
archaeological potential that may have been present. These areas area highlighted in green on Map 11 for the
overall project area, in addition to Map 12 for the preliminary preferred route, Map 13 for Alternative Route 2, and
Map 14 for Alternative Route 3.
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Other portions of the project area have been subject to previous archaeological assessments ands/or mitigation
and no further archaeological work has been recommended. These areas area highlighted in blue on Map 11 for
the overall project area, in addition to Map 12 for the preliminary preferred route, Map 13 for Alternative Route 2,
and Map 14 for Alternative Route 3.
All other remaining areas within the project area have been determined to have archaeological potential based on
their proximity to water sources, registered archaeological sites, historical settlements and routes, a listed cultural
heritage resource, and soil type. These areas, which are highlighted in pink and orange on Map 11 for the overall
project area will require Stage 2 assessment prior to anticipated impacts. Areas requiring Stage 2 assessment
within the preliminary preferred route are shown on Map 12, for Alternative Route 2 on Map 13, and Alternative
Route 3 on Map 14.

32

30 November 2020

4.0

20139006-4100-01

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings presented in the preceding sections of this report, the following recommendations are
provided for each route:

Preliminary Preferred Route
1)

Areas shown in green on Map 11 and Map 12 have been previously disturbed, no longer have
archaeological potential, and no further archaeological assessment is recommended.

2)

Areas shown in blue on Map 11 and Map 12 have been previously assessed and no further archaeological
assessment has been recommended.

3)

Areas shown in pink and orange on Map 11 and Map 12 have been determined to have archaeological
potential, and, as such Stage 2 archaeological assessment involving pedestrian and test pit survey at 5 m
intervals in accordance with Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 of the MHSTCI (2011) is recommended.

4)

Should there be anticipated impacts within the Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens cemetery property at 541
Taunton Road West and 1757 Church Street North, then the Bereavement Authority of Ontario (BAO) should
be contacted and an Investigation Order obtained by the landowner. Once obtained, the provisions of the
Investigation Order should be followed.

Alternative Route 2
1)

Areas shown in green on Map 11 and Map 13 have been previously disturbed, no longer have
archaeological potential, and no further archaeological assessment is recommended.

2)

Areas shown in blue on Map 11 and Map 13 have been previously assessed and no further archaeological
assessment has been recommended.

3)

Areas shown in orange on Map 11 and Map 13 have been determined to have archaeological potential, and,
as such Stage 2 archaeological assessment involving test pit survey at 5 m intervals in accordance with
Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 of the MHSTCI (2011) is recommended.

Alternative Route 3
1)

Areas shown in green on Map 11 and Map 14 have been previously disturbed, no longer have
archaeological potential, and no further archaeological assessment is recommended.

2)

Areas shown in blue on Map 11 and Map 14 have been previously assessed and no further archaeological
assessment has been recommended.

3)

Areas shown in orange on Map 11 and Map 14 have been determined to have archaeological potential, and,
as such Stage 2 archaeological assessment involving test pit survey at 5 m intervals in accordance with
Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 of the MHSTCI (2011) is recommended.

The MHSTCI is requested to review, and provide a letter indicating their satisfaction with the results and
recommendations presented herein, with regard to the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists and the terms and conditions for archaeological licences, and to enter this report into the Ontario
Public Register of Archaeological Reports.
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ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATION

This report is submitted to the Minister of Heritage, Sport, Tourism, and Culture Industries as a condition of
licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18. The report is reviewed to
ensure that it complies with the standards and guidelines that are issued by the Minister, and that the
archaeological fieldwork and report recommendations ensure the conservation, protection and preservation of the
cultural heritage of Ontario. When all matters relating to archaeological sites within the project area of a
development proposal have been addressed to the satisfaction of the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and
Sport, a letter will be issued by the ministry stating that there are no further concerns with regard to alterations to
archaeological sites by the proposed development.
It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of the Ontario Heritage Act for any party other than a licensed
archaeologist to make any alteration to a known archaeological site or to remove any artifact or other physical
evidence of past human use or activity from the site, until such time as a licensed archaeologist has completed
archaeological fieldwork on the site, submitted a report to the Minister stating that the site has no further cultural
heritage value or interest , and the report has been filed in the Ontario Public Register of Archaeology Reports
referred to in Section 65.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act.
Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be a new archaeological site
and therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the
archaeological resources must cease alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed consultant
archaeologist to carry out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.
The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33, requires that any person discovering or
having knowledge of a burial site shall immediately notify the police or coroner. It is recommended that the
Registrar of Cemeteries at the Ontario Ministry of Consumer Services is also immediately notified.
Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection remain subject to Section 48
(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and may not be altered, or have artifacts removed from them, except by a person
holding an archaeological licence.
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IMAGES

Image 1: Preliminary preferred route. Intersection of Church St. N. and Rossland Rd. W. Looking west.

Image 2: Alternative Route 3 / Preliminary preferred route, east end. Recent grading activity and curb reconstruction
along Rossland Rd. W. This constitutes enough disturbance to eliminate archaeological potential in these types of
spots. Looking east.
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Image 3: Alternative Route 3/ Preliminary preferred route east end. Recent grading activity and curb reconstruction
along Rossland Rd. W. This constitutes enough disturbance to eliminate archaeological potential in these types of
spots. Looking west.

Image 4: Alternative Route 2 west end. Bridge over East Duffins Creek, west of Church St. N., on Rossland Rd. W.
Deep disturbance associated with existing infrastructure. Looking west-northwest.

43

30 November 2020

20139006-4100-01

Image 5: Alternative Route 2 west end. Bridge over East Duffins Creek, west of Church St. N., on Rossland Rd. W.
View of disturbances associated with infrastructure development and areas of archaeological potential. Looking
west-northwest.

Image 6: Alternative Route 2 middle portion. View of extensive ground disturbances associated with infrastructure
development (i.e., roadways, sidewalk, utilities). Looking west-northwest.
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Image 7: Alternative Route 2 middle portion. A long look down Rossland Rd. W. toward Brock St. View of extensive
disturbances associated with infrastructure and residential development. Looking west.

Image 8: Alternative Route 2 middle portion. Looking east along Rossland Road East at disturbances associated with
infrastructure development (i.e., sidewalks, roadways, utilities, embankment) and areas of archaeological potential
(left).
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Image 9: Alternative Route 2 middle portion. View east along Rossland Road East at disturbances associated with
infrastructure development (i.e., sidewalks, roadways, utilities, embankment) and areas of archaeological potential
(right).

Image 10: Alternative Route 2 west end. View east along Rossland Road East of disturbances associated with
infrastructure development (i.e., sidewalks, roadways, utilities, embankment, storm water management pond).
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Image 11: Alternative Route 2 west end. View of extensive disturbances associated within infrastructure
development and areas of archaeological potential (right). Looking west.

Image 12: Preliminary preferred route middle portion. View of agricultural fields (left) with archaeological potential
and an area of extensive disturbance associated with an existing roadway. Looking southeast along Church St. N.
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Image 13: Preliminary preferred route south portion. View of extensive disturbance associated with infrastructure
and residential development. Looking south.

Image 14: Preliminary preferred route south portion. View of extensive disturbance associated with infrastructure
and residential development. Looking northeast.
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Image 15: Preliminary preferred route middle portion. View of agricultural fields (left) with archaeological potential
and an area of extensive disturbance associated with an existing roadway. Looking southeast.

Image 16: Preliminary preferred route north portion. View looking north at grassed margin within existing road ROW
(left) and grassed area associated with Pine Ridge Memorial Garden (right).
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Image 17: Preliminary preferred route north portion. View looking south at grassed margin within existing road ROW
(right) and grassed area associated with Pine Ridge Memorial Garden (left).

Image 18: Preliminary preferred route north portion. View looking south at grassed margin within Pine Ridge
memorial Garden. Note the proximity of cemetery marker (left).
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Image 19: Preliminary preferred route north extent. View looking north at the intersection of Church St. N. and
Taunton Rd. W. at extensive disturbances associated with infrastructure development.

Image 20: Preliminary preferred route south extent. View north along Church St. N. at extensive disturbances
associated with infrastructure and residential development.
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Image 21: Preliminary preferred route middle portion. View north along Church Street North at disturbances
associated with existing roadway and ditch, and areas of archaeological potential.

Image 22: Alternative Route 3 north extent. View northeast at the intersection of Ravenscroft Rd. and Taunton Rd. W.
at disturbances associated with infrastructure development and grassed margins with archaeological potential.
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Image 23: Alternative Route 3 north extent. View looking south along Ravenscroft Road at disturbances associated
with infrastructure and commercial development (center and left) and grassed margins with archaeological potential
(right).

Image 24: Alternative Route 3 north extent. View looking south along Ravenscroft Road at grassed margin within the
existing ROW with archaeological potential. The lands beyond the ROW were previously assessed and are of no
further archaeological concern.
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Image 25: Alternative Route 3 middle portion. View looking northeast along Ravenscroft Road at disturbances
associated with infrastructure development and areas of archaeological potential (e.g., overgrown vegetation).

Image 26: Alternative Route 3 middle portion. View looking north along Ravenscroft Road at disturbances associated
with infrastructure development and areas of archaeological potential (e.g., overgrown vegetation).
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Image 27: Alternative Route 3 middle portion. Typical disturbance associated with a modern residential development
seen in this image. Wide landscaped boulevards, above ground and sub-surface utilities. No remaining
archaeological potential. Looking north.

Image 28: Alternative Route 3 south portion. Example of buried utilities commonly found along boulevards in
residential neighborhoods. Indicative of subsurface disturbance. No archaeological potential. Looking southwest.
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Image 29: Alternative Route 3 south extent. Intersection of Ravenscroft Rd. and Rossland Rd. W. Disturbances
associated with infrastructure development. Looking south-southeast.
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The following text was provided by Curve Lake First Nation for inclusion in archaeological reports relevant to the
Mississauga First Nations. This historical context was prepared by Gitiga Migizi, a respected Elder and
Knowledge Keeper of the Michi Saagiig Nation (Kapyrka 2015).
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Appendix C

Cultural Heritage Checklist

Clear Form
Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport

Print Form

Criteria for Evaluating Potential
for Built Heritage Resources and
Cultural Heritage Landscapes

Programs & Services Branch
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7

A Checklist for the Non-Specialist

The purpose of the checklist is to determine:
•

•

if a property(ies) or project area:
•

is a recognized heritage property

•

may be of cultural heritage value

it includes all areas that may be impacted by project activities, including – but not limited to:
•

the main project area

•

temporary storage

•

staging and working areas

•

temporary roads and detours

Processes covered under this checklist, such as:
•

Planning Act

•

Environmental Assessment Act

•

Aggregates Resources Act

•

Ontario Heritage Act – Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)
If you are not sure how to answer one or more of the questions on the checklist, you may want to hire a qualified person(s)
(see page 5 for definitions) to undertake a cultural heritage evaluation report (CHER).
The CHER will help you:
•

identify, evaluate and protect cultural heritage resources on your property or project area

•

reduce potential delays and risks to a project

Other checklists
Please use a separate checklist for your project, if:
•

you are seeking a Renewable Energy Approval under Ontario Regulation 359/09 – separate checklist

•

your Parent Class EA document has an approved screening criteria (as referenced in Question 1)

Please refer to the Instructions pages for more detailed information and when completing this form.
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Project or Property Name

Ajax Reinforcement Project
Project or Property Location (upper and lower or single tier municipality)

Town of Ajax, Region of Durham, Ontario; City of Pickering, Region of Durham, Ontario
Proponent Name

Enbridge Gas Inc.
Proponent Contact Information

Sarah Kingdon-Benson (sarah.kingdon-benson@enbridge.com)
Screening Questions
Yes
1. Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?

No
✔

If Yes, please follow the pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process.
If No, continue to Question 2.
Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value
Yes
2. Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?

No
✔

If Yes, do not complete the rest of the checklist.
The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:
•

summarize the previous evaluation and

•

add this checklist to the project file, with the appropriate documents that demonstrate a cultural heritage
evaluation was undertaken

The summary and appropriate documentation may be:
•

submitted as part of a report requirement

•

maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority

If No, continue to Question 3.
Yes

No

3. Is the property (or project area):
a. identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as being of cultural heritage
value?

✔

b. a National Historic Site (or part of)?

✔

c.

✔

designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?

d. designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?

✔

e. identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO)?

✔

f.

✔

located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World
Heritage Site?

If Yes to any of the above questions, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:
•

a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, if a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has not previously been
prepared or the statement needs to be updated

If a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has been prepared previously and if alterations or development are
proposed, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:
•

a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts

If No, continue to Question 4.
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Part B: Screening for Potential Cultural Heritage Value
Yes

No

4. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that:
a. is the subject of a municipal, provincial or federal commemorative or interpretive plaque?

✔

b. has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or cemetery?

✔

c.

✔

is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?

d. contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more years old?

✔

Part C: Other Considerations
Yes

No

5. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area):
a. is considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important in
defining the character of the area?

✔

b. has a special association with a community, person or historical event?

✔

c.

✔

contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape?

If Yes to one or more of the above questions (Part B and C), there is potential for cultural heritage resources on the
property or within the project area.
You need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:
•

a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)

If the property is determined to be of cultural heritage value and alterations or development is proposed, you need to
hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:
•

a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts

If No to all of the above questions, there is low potential for built heritage or cultural heritage landscape on the
property.
The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:
•

summarize the conclusion

•

add this checklist with the appropriate documentation to the project file

The summary and appropriate documentation may be:
•

submitted as part of a report requirement e.g. under the Environmental Assessment Act, Planning Act
processes

•

maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority
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Instructions
Please have the following available, when requesting information related to the screening questions below:
•

a clear map showing the location and boundary of the property or project area
•

large scale and small scale showing nearby township names for context purposes

•

the municipal addresses of all properties within the project area

•

the lot(s), concession(s), and parcel number(s) of all properties within a project area

For more information, see the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Ontario Heritage Toolkit or Standards and Guidelines for
Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties.
In this context, the following definitions apply:
•

qualified person(s) means individuals – professional engineers, architects, archaeologists, etc. – having relevant,
recent experience in the conservation of cultural heritage resources.

•

proponent means a person, agency, group or organization that carries out or proposes to carry out an undertaking
or is the owner or person having charge, management or control of an undertaking.

1. Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?
An existing checklist, methodology or process may already be in place for identifying potential cultural heritage resources,
including:
•

one endorsed by a municipality

•

an environmental assessment process e.g. screening checklist for municipal bridges

•

one that is approved by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) under the Ontario government’s
Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties [s.B.2.]

Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value
2. Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?
Respond ‘yes’ to this question, if all of the following are true:
A property can be considered not to be of cultural heritage value if:
•

a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) - or equivalent - has been prepared for the property with the advice of
a qualified person and it has been determined not to be of cultural heritage value and/or

•

the municipal heritage committee has evaluated the property for its cultural heritage value or interest and determined
that the property is not of cultural heritage value or interest

A property may need to be re-evaluated, if:
•

there is evidence that its heritage attributes may have changed

•

new information is available

•

the existing Statement of Cultural Heritage Value does not provide the information necessary to manage the property

•

the evaluation took place after 2005 and did not use the criteria in Regulations 9/06 and 10/06

Note: Ontario government ministries and public bodies [prescribed under Regulation 157/10] may continue to use their existing
evaluation processes, until the evaluation process required under section B.2 of the Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of
Provincial Heritage Properties has been developed and approved by MTCS.
To determine if your property or project area has been evaluated, contact:
•

the approval authority

•

the proponent

•

the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport

3a. Is the property (or project area) identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as
being of cultural heritage value e.g.:
i.

designated under the Ontario Heritage Act
•

individual designation (Part IV)

•

part of a heritage conservation district (Part V)
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Individual Designation – Part IV
A property that is designated:
•

by a municipal by-law as being of cultural heritage value or interest [s.29 of the Ontario Heritage Act]

•

by order of the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport as being of cultural heritage value or interest of provincial
significance [s.34.5]. Note: To date, no properties have been designated by the Minister.

Heritage Conservation District – Part V
A property or project area that is located within an area designated by a municipal by-law as a heritage conservation district [s. 41
of the Ontario Heritage Act].
For more information on Parts IV and V, contact:

ii.

•

municipal clerk

•

Ontario Heritage Trust

•

local land registry office (for a title search)

subject of an agreement, covenant or easement entered into under Parts II or IV of the Ontario Heritage Act

An agreement, covenant or easement is usually between the owner of a property and a conservation body or level of
government. It is usually registered on title.
The primary purpose of the agreement is to:
•

preserve, conserve, and maintain a cultural heritage resource

•

prevent its destruction, demolition or loss

For more information, contact:
•

Ontario Heritage Trust - for an agreement, covenant or easement [clause 10 (1) (c) of the Ontario Heritage Act]

•

municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of an easement or a covenant [s.37 of the Ontario Heritage Act]

•

local land registry office (for a title search)

iii. listed on a register of heritage properties maintained by the municipality
Municipal registers are the official lists - or record - of cultural heritage properties identified as being important to the community.
Registers include:
•

all properties that are designated under the Ontario Heritage Act (Part IV or V)

•

properties that have not been formally designated, but have been identified as having cultural heritage value or
interest to the community

For more information, contact:
•

municipal clerk

•

municipal heritage planning staff

•

municipal heritage committee

iv. subject to a notice of:
•

intention to designate (under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act)

•

a Heritage Conservation District study area bylaw (under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act)

A property that is subject to a notice of intention to designate as a property of cultural heritage value or interest and the notice
is in accordance with:
•

section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act

•

section 34.6 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Note: To date, the only applicable property is Meldrum Bay Inn, Manitoulin
Island. [s.34.6]

An area designated by a municipal by-law made under section 40.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act as a heritage conservation
district study area.
For more information, contact:
•

municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of notice of intention [s. 29 and s. 40.1]

•

Ontario Heritage Trust
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v.

included in the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s list of provincial heritage properties

Provincial heritage properties are properties the Government of Ontario owns or controls that have cultural heritage value or
interest.
The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) maintains a list of all provincial heritage properties based on information
provided by ministries and prescribed public bodies. As they are identified, MTCS adds properties to the list of provincial heritage
properties.
For more information, contact the MTCS Registrar at registrar@ontario.ca.
3b. Is the property (or project area) a National Historic Site (or part of)?
National Historic Sites are properties or districts of national historic significance that are designated by the Federal Minister of the
Environment, under the Canada National Parks Act, based on the advice of the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada.
For more information, see the National Historic Sites website.
3c. Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?
The Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act protects heritage railway stations that are owned by a railway company under
federal jurisdiction. Designated railway stations that pass from federal ownership may continue to have cultural heritage value.
For more information, see the Directory of Designated Heritage Railway Stations.
3d. Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?
The Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act helps preserve historically significant Canadian lighthouses. The Act sets up a public
nomination process and includes heritage building conservation standards for lighthouses which are officially designated.
For more information, see the Heritage Lighthouses of Canada website.
3e. Is the property (or project area) identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review
Office?
The role of the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO) is to help the federal government protect the heritage
buildings it owns. The policy applies to all federal government departments that administer real property, but not to federal Crown
Corporations.
For more information, contact the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office.
See a directory of all federal heritage designations.
3f. Is the property (or project area) located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) World Heritage Site?
A UNESCO World Heritage Site is a place listed by UNESCO as having outstanding universal value to humanity under the
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. In order to retain the status of a World Heritage
Site, each site must maintain its character defining features.
Currently, the Rideau Canal is the only World Heritage Site in Ontario.
For more information, see Parks Canada – World Heritage Site website.
Part B: Screening for potential Cultural Heritage Value
4a. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has a municipal, provincial or federal
commemorative or interpretive plaque?
Heritage resources are often recognized with formal plaques or markers.
Plaques are prepared by:
•

municipalities

•

provincial ministries or agencies

•

federal ministries or agencies

•

local non-government or non-profit organizations
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For more information, contact:
•

municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations – for information on the location of plaques in their
community

•

Ontario Historical Society’s Heritage directory – for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations

•

Ontario Heritage Trust – for a list of plaques commemorating Ontario’s history

•

Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada – for a list of plaques commemorating Canada’s history

4b. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or
cemetery?
For more information on known cemeteries and/or burial sites, see:
•

Cemeteries Regulations, Ontario Ministry of Consumer Services – for a database of registered cemeteries

•

Ontario Genealogical Society (OGS) – to locate records of Ontario cemeteries, both currently and no longer in
existence; cairns, family plots and burial registers

•

Canadian County Atlas Digital Project – to locate early cemeteries

In this context, adjacent means contiguous or as otherwise defined in a municipal official plan.
4c. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?
The Canadian Heritage River System is a national river conservation program that promotes, protects and enhances the best
examples of Canada’s river heritage.
Canadian Heritage Rivers must have, and maintain, outstanding natural, cultural and/or recreational values, and a high level of
public support.
For more information, contact the Canadian Heritage River System.
If you have questions regarding the boundaries of a watershed, please contact:
•

your conservation authority

•

municipal staff

4d. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more
years old?
A 40 year ‘rule of thumb’ is typically used to indicate the potential of a site to be of cultural heritage value. The approximate age
of buildings and/or structures may be estimated based on:
•

history of the development of the area

•

fire insurance maps

•

architectural style

•

building methods

Property owners may have information on the age of any buildings or structures on their property. The municipality, local land
registry office or library may also have background information on the property.
Note: 40+ year old buildings or structure do not necessarily hold cultural heritage value or interest; their age simply indicates a
higher potential.
A building or structure can include:
•

residential structure

•

farm building or outbuilding

•

industrial, commercial, or institutional building

•

remnant or ruin

•

engineering work such as a bridge, canal, dams, etc.

For more information on researching the age of buildings or properties, see the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit Guide Heritage
Property Evaluation.
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Part C: Other Considerations
5a. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) is
considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important to defining the
character of the area?
Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has potential landmarks or
defining structures and sites, for instance:
•

buildings or landscape features accessible to the public or readily noticeable and widely known

•

complexes of buildings

•

monuments

•

ruins

5b. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area)
has a special association with a community, person or historical event?
Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has a special association
with a community, person or event of historic interest, for instance:
•

Aboriginal sacred site

•

traditional-use area

•

battlefield

•

birthplace of an individual of importance to the community

5c. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area)
contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape?
Landscapes (which may include a combination of archaeological resources, built heritage resources and landscape elements)
may be of cultural heritage value or interest to a community.
For example, an Aboriginal trail, historic road or rail corridor may have been established as a key transportation or trade route
and may have been important to the early settlement of an area. Parks, designed gardens or unique landforms such as
waterfalls, rock faces, caverns, or mounds are areas that may have connections to a particular event, group or belief.
For more information on Questions 5.a., 5.b. and 5.c., contact:
•

Elders in Aboriginal Communities or community researchers who may have information on potential cultural heritage
resources. Please note that Aboriginal traditional knowledge may be considered sensitive.

•

municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations

•

Ontario Historical Society’s “Heritage Directory” - for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations in the
province

An internet search may find helpful resources, including:
•

historical maps

•

historical walking tours

•

municipal heritage management plans

•

cultural heritage landscape studies

•

municipal cultural plans

Information specific to trails may be obtained through Ontario Trails.
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Project No. 20139006-4200

CULTURAL HERITAGE SCREENING – Town of Ajax and City of Pickering

Attachment A – Supplementary
Screening Documentation
Screening Criteria

Results
PART A

Has the property (or project area) been
evaluated before and found not to be of
cultural heritage value?

Individual properties within the project area have not been
previously evaluated and determined to not be of cultural
heritage value.

Is the property (or project area):
identified, designated or otherwise
protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as
being of cultural heritage value?

Review of the Town of Ajax’s Designated Cultural Heritage
Resources in Appendix A of the Official Plan and the City of
Pickering’s Municipal Heritage Register determined that there
are no identified, designated or otherwise protected cultural
heritage resources within the project area.
However, review of the Town of Ajax’s Inventory of NonDesignated Heritage Properties, the City of Pickering’s Municipal
Heritage Register, and consultation with the Town of Ajax and
City of Pickering’s heritage planners determined that there are
four non-designated properties within the project area:
• 1070 Church Street North (Preliminary Preferred Route)
• 1641 Church Street North (Preliminary Preferred Route)
• 1757 Church Street North (Preliminary Preferred Route)
• 120 Roberson Drive (Alternative Route 2)

a National Historic Site (or part of)?

Search of the Parks Canada Directory of Federal Heritage
Designations determined that no part of the project area is, or is
part, of a National Historic Site.

designated under the Heritage Railways
Stations Protection Act?

Search of the Parks Canada Directory of Federal Heritage
Designations determined that no part of the project area is
designated under the Heritage Railways Stations Protection Act.

designated under the Heritage Lighthouse
Protection Act?

No part of the project area is designated under the Heritage
Lighthouse Protection Act.

identified as a Federal Heritage Building by
the Federal Heritage Buildings Review
Office (FHBRO)?

Search of the Parks Canada Directory of Federal Heritage
Designations determined that no buildings in the project area
have been identified by FHBRO.

1

Project No. 20139006-4200

CULTURAL HERITAGE SCREENING –Town of Ajax and City of Pickering

Screening Criteria
located within a United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) World Heritage Site?

Results
No part of the project area is located within a UNESCO World
Heritage Site.

PART B
Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that:
is the subject of a municipal, provincial or
federal commemorative or interpretive
plaque?

Search of the Ontario Heritage Foundation Online Plaque Guide
and Ontario’s Historical Plaques determined that there are no
plaques within the project area.

has or is adjacent to a known burial and/or
cemetery?

Municipal consultation and desktop study determined that there
is one known cemetery within the project area:
• Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens at 1757 Church Street
North (Preliminary Preferred Route)

is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?

Search of the Canadian Heritage River System online list
determined the project area is not located within the watershed
of a Canadian Heritage River.

contains buildings or structures that are 40
or more years old?

The project area contains four properties with buildings or
structures that are 40 or more years old and one potential
cultural heritage landscape. This was based on review of the:
• Ontario Historical County Maps Project Web Map
Application – Ontario County;
• 1963 and 1973 1:25,000 national topographic system
(NTS) maps (Ajax, Ontario Map Sheet 030M14) and
1968 and 1972 1:25,000 NTS maps (Brougham, Ontario
Map Sheet 030M14H) available through the online
Historical Topographic Map Digitization Project; and,
• Google aerial and Streetview imagery
The project area contains four properties with buildings or
structures that are 40 or more years old and one potential
cultural heritage landscape:
• 560 Rossland Road West (Preliminary Preferred Route
and Alternative Route 2)
• 1620 Church Street North (Preliminary Preferred Route)
• 1641 Church Street North (Preliminary Preferred Route)
• 1 Bunting Court (Alternative Route 2)
• Paulynn Park, 1571 Ravenscroft Road (Alternative
Route 3)
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Screening Criteria

Results
PART C

Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project
area):
is considered a landmark in the local
community or contains any structures or
sites that are important in defining the
character of the area?

Municipal consultation determined that no part of the project area
is considered a landmark or contains structures that are
important in defining the character of the area.

has a special association with a community,
person or historical event?

Municipal consultation determined that no part of the project area
has a special association with a community, person or historical
event.

contains or is part of a cultural heritage
landscape?

Municipal consultation and review of municipal heritage
databases determined that no part of the project area contains or
is part of a cultural heritage landscape.
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Attachment B – Consultation,
Town of Ajax
From: Michael Sawchuck <Michael.Sawchuck@ajax.ca>
Sent: August 13, 2020 8:59 AM
To: Nithiyanantham, Ragavan <Ragavan_Nithiyanantham@golder.com>; Heritage <Heritage@ajax.ca>
Cc: Cary, Henry <Henry_Cary@golder.com>; 20139006, EGI EA and Geotech Ajax <122804@golder.com>; Rincon-Gomez,
Ana <Ana_Rincon-Gomez@golder.com>
Subject: RE: Heritage Consultation, Enbridge Ajax Reinforcement Project

•

EXTERNAL EMAIL

Good morning, Ragavan,
My apologies…I was out of the office until early this week and am just now catching up on emails.
None of the routes are adjacent to any designated heritage properties. However, some routes are adjacent to
properties listed on the Town’s informal Heritage Inventory, as follows:
Preferred Route
• 1757 Church Street North
• 1641 Church Street North
• 1070 Church Street North
Alternative Route 2
• 120 Roberson Drive
Alternative Route 3
• None
I have attached profiles for each of the referenced properties. Please let me know if you require any further
information.
Regards,

ajax.ca |

Mike Sawchuck, MCIP, RPP, CAHP
Senior Planner │ Planning & Development Services
Town of Ajax
65 Harwood Ave. S. Ajax, ON L1S 2H9
E: michael.sawchuck@ajax.ca
P: 905-619-2529, ext. 3200 │F: 905-686-0360
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From: Nithiyanantham, Ragavan <Ragavan_Nithiyanantham@golder.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2020 3:59 PM
To: heritage@ajax.ca

Cc: Cary, Henry <Henry_Cary@golder.com>; Rincon-Gomez, Ana <Ana_Rincon-Gomez@golder.com>; 20139006, EGI EA and
Geotech Ajax <122804@golder.com>
Subject: Heritage Consultation, Enbridge Ajax Reinforcement Project
Good afternoon,
Golder Associates Inc. (Golder) was retained by Enbridge Gas Inc. (EGI) for the EGI Ajax Reinforcement Project to undertake
a Cultural Heritage Checklist (Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes: A checklist
for the non-specialist), to determined whether the project could affect known or potential cultural heritage resources.
EGI has identified the preliminary preferred and alternate routes for the project (see attached map). The preliminary preferred
route, shown in red, is comprised on nominal pipe size (NPS) 6, high pressure (HP) steel (ST) natural gas main. The project
will tie into the existing extra high pressure (XHP) NPS 16 ST gas main at Taunton Rd and Church St N. A new XHP to HP
pressure regulation station will be installed near this intersection. The project will continue for 2.1 km south on Church St N,
terminating at Rossland Rd W. Near this intersection, an HP to intermediate pressure (IP) pressure regulation station will be
installed. From this station, 450 m of NPS 8, IP polyethylene pipe (PE) will be installed along Rossland Rd W, terminating 120
m east of Harkins Drive, tying into the existing system.
The second alternative will be a NPS 6 HP ST gas main, shown in blue. It will tie into the existing NPS 12 HP steel gas main at
Brock Rd and Rossland Rd W. It will run for 1.7 km along Rossland Rd W to Church St N. Near this intersection, an HP to IP
station will be installed. From this station, 450 m of NPS 8, IP PE will be installed along Rossland Rd W, terminating 120 m
east of Harkins Drive, tying into the existing system.
The third alternative, shown in purple, is a NPS 6 HP steel natural gas main, tying into the existing XHP NPS 16 ST gas main
at Taunton Rd and Ravenscroft Rd. A new XHP to HP pressure regulation station will be installed near this intersection. The
pipe will continue for 2.15 km along Ravenscroft Rd. At Ravenscroft Rd and Rossland Rd, a new HP to IP pressure regulation
station will be installed. From this station, 70 m of NPS 8 IP PE gas main will be installed to connect into the existing system.
All routes will see the pipeline installed in the municipal right of way.
We are writing to seek your advise on any heritage concerns the Town of Ajax may have related to this project, as well as to
advise if there are any known of potential cultural heritage resources for us to consider as part of this project.
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Thank you,

Ragavan Nithiyanantham (MA, CAHP)
Cultural Heritage Specialist/ Archaeologist

Golder Associates Ltd.
100 Scotia Court, Whitby, Ontario, Canada L1N 8Y6
T: +1 905 723 2727 | C: +1 905-244-3748 | golder.com
LinkedIn | Instagram | Facebook | Twitter
Work Safe, Home Safe
This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of
this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all copies.
Electronic media is susceptible to unauthorized modification, deterioration, and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product may
not be relied upon.
Golder and the G logo are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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Attachment C – Consultation,
City of Pickering
From: Martelluzzi, Elizabeth <emartelluzzi@pickering.ca>
Sent: July 30, 2020 11:53 AM
To: Nithiyanantham, Ragavan <Ragavan_Nithiyanantham@golder.com>
Subject: RE: Heritage Consultation - Ajax Reinforcement

EXTERNAL EMAIL
Hello Ragavan,

Your original email was sent to the wrong person in the organization, you may save my email
instead for all future communications.

There is only one Designated heritage property anywhere close to the vicinity. I attached a
screen image which includes the address, information, etc.

Let me know if you need anything further:
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Elizabeth Martelluzzi B.U.R.Pl
Planner II, Heritage | City Development Department
905.420.4660 ext. 2169 | 1.866.683.2760
emartelluzzi@pickering.ca

Your City. Right Now. pickering.ca
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-----Original Message----From: noreply@pickering.ca <noreply@pickering.ca> On Behalf Of Ragavan Nithiyanantham, MA, CAHP
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2020 3:51 PM
To: Narraway, Lindsey <lnarraway@pickering.ca>
Subject: Heritage Consultation - Ajax Reinforcement
Hi Elizabeth Martelluzzi,
Golder Associates Inc. (Golder) was retained by Enbridge Gas Inc. (EGI) to undertake a Cultural Heritage Checklist
(Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes: A checklist for the nonspecialist) for the EGI Ajax Reinforcement Project. EGI has identified the need to reinforce its natural gas system
in Ajax, Ontario, in order to accommodate current and future growth in the area.
EGI has identified the preliminary preferred and alternate routes for the project (see attached map). The second
alternative (shown in blue), and a small segment of this alternative falls within the City of Pickering. All routes
will see the pipeline installed in the municipal right of way.
We are writing to seek your advise on any heritage concerns the City of Pickering may have related to this
project, as well as to advise if there are any known of potential cultural heritage resources for us to consider as
part of this project.
Thank you,
Ragavan Nithiyanantham (MA, CAHP)
Cultural Heritage Specialist/ Archaeologist
Golder Associates Ltd.
100 Scotia Court, Whitby, Ontario, Canada L1N 8Y6
C: +1 905-244-3748
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Appendix D

Indigenous Community and
Stakeholder Contact List

Ajax Reinforcement Project / Indigenous communities - Contact list
Name
Alderville First Nation

Position

Address

Municipality

Province

Postal Code

Chief
Lands & Resource Coordinator

11696 Second Line Road
11696 Second Line Road

Roseneath
Roseneath

Ontario
Ontario

K0K 2X0
K0K 2X0

Chief

11 O'Gemaa Miikaan

Christian Island

Ontario

L9M 0A9

Compliance Supervisor

11 O'Gemaa Miikaan

Christian Island

Ontario

L9M 0A9

First nation Administrator
Lands and Resources Department
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation

11 O'Gemaa Miikaan
11 O'Gemaa Miikaan

Christian Island
Christian Island

Ontario
Ontario

L9M 0A9
L9M 0A9

Chief
Lands Manager
Chippewas of Rama First Nation
Chief

R.R. #2 Box N-13
R.R. #2 Box N-13

Sutton West
Sutton West

Ontario
Ontario

L0E 1R0
L0E 1R0

5884 Rama Rd. #200

Rama

Ontario

L3V 6H6

Community Consultation Worker

5884 Rama Rd. (Main Floor)

Rama

Ontario

L3V 6H6

Chief
Lands Resource Consultation Liaison
Archeological Program Administrator
Lands Resource Consultation Liaison
Financial Analyst

22 Winookeedaa Rd.
22 Winookeedaa Rd.
22 Winookeedaa Rd.
22 Winookeedaa Rd.
22 Winookeedaa Rd.

Curve Lake
Curve Lake
Curve Lake
Curve Lake
Curve Lake

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

K0L 1R0
K0L 1R0
K0L 1R0
K0L 1R0
K0L 1R0

Chief
Supervisor, Consultation Lead

123 Paudash St.
197 Sopers Lane

Hiawatha
Hiawatha

Ontario
Ontario

K9J 0E6
K9J 0E6

Grand Chief
Project Coordinator for Ontario
Field Monitor

255, place Chef Michel Laveau
255, place Chef Michel Laveau
255, place Chef Michel Laveau

Wendake
Wendake
Wendake

Quebec
Quebec
Quebec

G0A 4V0
G0A 4V0
G0A 4V0

P.O. Box 1432

Lakefield

Ontario

K0L 2H0

22521 Island Rd.
22521 Island Rd.
22521 Island Rd.

Port Perry
Port Perry
Port Perry

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

L9L 1B6
L9L 1B6
L9L 1B6

Email

Phone Number

Beausoleil First Nation

Curve Lake First Nation

Hiawatha First Nation

Huron Wendat Nation

Kawartha Nishnawbe
Chief
Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation
Chief
Community Consultation Specialist
Community Consultation
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Name
Federal Agencies
Member of Parliament (MP)
Honorary Mark Holland

Position

Address

Municipality

Province

Postal Code

Email

Phone Number

MP - Ajax Riding

100 Old Kingston Road, Suite 1

Ajax

Ontario

L1T 2Z9

mark.holland@parl.gc.ca

905-426-6808

Jennifer O-Connell

MP - Pickering-Uxbridge Riding

1154 Kingston Road, Unit 4

Pickering

Ontario

L1V 1B4

jennifer.oconnell@parl.gc.ca

905-839-2878

655 Bay Street

Toronto

Ontario

M5G 2K4

aadnc.infopubs.aandc@canada.ca

1-800-567-9604

Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC)
Toronto Regional Office
Indigenous Services Canada
Ontario Regional Office
Impact Assessment Agency of Canada
Anjala Puvananathan
Director, Ontario Region
Environment and Climate Change (ECCC)

aadnc.ee-ea-on.aandc@canada.ca
600-55 York Street

Toronto

Ontario

M5J 1R7

anjala.puvananathan@canada.ca

416-952-1575

867 Lakeshore Road

Burlington

Ontario

L7S 1A1

ec.enviroinfo.ec@canada.ca

1-800-668-6767

Environmental Assessment Division

269 Laurier Avenue West, 3rd Floor
Mail Stop: 4903A

Ottawa

Ontario

K1A 0K9

ead@hc-sc.gc.ca

1-800-465-7735

Environmental Services Program, Ontario Region

4900 Yonge Street

North York

Ontario

M2N 6A5

EnviroOnt@tc.gc.ca

416-952-0490

Health Canada

Transport Canada
Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Program, Ontario
Provincial Agencies
Member of Provincial Parliament (MPP)
Honorary Rod Phillips
MPP - Ajax Riding
Shawn Beckett
Constituency Assistant to MPP - Ajax Riding

867 Lakeshore Road

Burlington

Ontario

L7S 1A1

fisheriesprotection@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

1-855-852-8320

1 Rossland Road West, Suite 209
1 Rossland Road West, Suite 209

Ajax
Ajax

Ontario
Ontario

L1Z 1Z2
L1Z 1Z2

rod.phillips@pc.ola.org

905-427-2060
905-427-2060

Honorary Peter Bethlenfalvy

MPP - Pickering-Uxbridge Riding

1550 Kingston Road

Pickering

Ontario

L1V 1C3

peter.bethlenfalvy@pc.ola.org

905-509-0336

Safa Khan

Manager, Issues Management & Constituent Affairs

1550 Kingston Rd., Suite 123

Pickering

Ontario

L1V 1C3

safa.khan@pc.ola.org

289-387-4705

P.O. Box 2319
2300 Yonge Street, 26th Floor

Toronto

Ontario

M4P 1E4

zora.crnojacki@oeb.ca

416-440-8104

401 Bay Street, Suite 1700

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 0A7

dan.minkin@ontario.ca

416-314-7147

301 St. Paul Street

St. Catharines

Ontario

L2R 7R4

tony.difabio@ontario.ca

416-786-7553

Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee
Zora Crnojacki
Dan Minkin
Tony DiFabio

Project Advisor, OEB
Heritage Planner, Ministry of Heritage, Sport Tourism and
Culture Industries
Team Lead - Highway Corridor Management Section,
Ministry of Transportation

Kourosh Manouchehri

Technical Standards and Safety Authority

345 Carlingview Drive

Toronto

Ontario

M9W 6N9

kmanouchehri@tssa.org

416-734-3539

Sally Renwick

Team Lead - Environmental Planning, Land Use &
Environmental Planning, Policy & Planning Coordination
Branch, Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry

300 Water Street

Peterborough

Ontario

K9J 8M5

sally.renwick@ontario.ca

705-755-5195

Maya Harris

Manager, Community Planning and Development East
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

777 Bay Street, 13th floor

Toronto

Ontario

M5G 2E5

maya.harris@ontario.ca

416-585-6063

Scott Oliver

Western Municipal Services Office
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

659 Exeter Road, 2nd Floor

London

Ontario

N6E 1L3

scott.oliver@ontario.ca

519-873-4033

Kingston

Ontario

K7M 9A8

michael.elms@ontario.ca

613-545-2132

Sudbury

Ontario

P3E 6A5

bridget.schulte-hostedde@ontario.ca

705-564-6858

Thunder Bay

Ontario

P7E 6S7

Michael Elms

Bridget Schulte-Hostedde

Vacant

Manager, Community Planning and Development
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, Eastern Municipal Rockwood House, 8 Estate Lane
Services Office
Manager - Community Planning & Development
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, Municipal
159 Cedar Street, Suite 401
Services Office - North (Sudbury)
Manager, Community Planning and Development
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
Municipal Services Office - North (Thunder Bay)

435 James St S, Suite 223

807-475-1665
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Name

Position

Regional Contact - Northern Region
Kathy McDonald
Supervisor, Air, Pesticides & Environmental Planning,
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
Regional Contact - Eastern Region
Ruth Orwin
Supervisor, Air, Pesticides & Environmental Planning,
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
Regional Contact - Southwestern Region
Crystal Lafrance
Supervisor, Air, Pesticides & Environmental Planning,
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
Regional Contact - West Central Region
Barbara Slattery
EA/Planning Coordinator, Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks
Regional Contact - Toronto District (Central), Ministry of
Vacant
Environment, Conservation and Parks
Environmental Specialist, Environmental Management
Cory Ostrowka
Infrastructure Ontario
Land Use Policy & Stewardship
Helma Geerts
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
Senior Advisor - Indigenous Energy Policy Unit, Ministry of
Jason McCullough
Energy Northern Development and Mines
Source Protection Program Branch, Ministry of
Debbie Scanlon
Environment, Conservation and Parks
Ministry of Energy, Northern Development and Mines (MENDM)
Daniel Delaquis
Manager (Acting), Indigenous Energy Policy
Senior Policy Advisor, Environmental Assessment & Land
Ariane Heisey
Use Planning
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) - Aurora District
Brad Allan
District Manager (Acting)
Maria Jawaid
District Planner
Natosha Fortini
Management Biologist
Steve Varga
Management Biologist
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)
Planning & Permits Department
Emma Benko
Planner I - Regions of Peel and Durham
Nathan Jenkins
Planner I - Enbridge Gas
GIS Technician - Information Technology Management,
Victoria Trinidad
Corporate Services
Sharon Lingertat

Address

Municipality

Province

Postal Code

Email

Phone Number

199 Larch Street, Suite 1101

Sudbury

Ontario

P3E 5P9

kathy.mcdonald@ontario.ca

705-564-3273

133 Dalton Avenue
P.O. Box 820

Kingston

Ontario

K7L 4X6

ruth.orwin@ontario.ca

613-549-4000

733 Exeter Road

London

Ontario

N6E 1L3

crystal.lafrance@ontario.ca

519-873-5055

119 King Street West, 12th Floor

Hamilton

Ontario

L8P 4Y7

barbara.slattery@ontario.ca

905-521-7864

5775 Yonge Street, 8th Floor

Toronto

Ontario

M2M 4J1

environment.toronto@ontario.ca

1 Dundas Street West, Suite 2000

Toronto

Ontario

M5G 2L5

cory.ostrowka@infrastructureontario.ca

416-571-8294

1 Stone Road West, 3rd Floor SE

Guelph

Ontario

N1G 4Y2

helma.geerts@ontario.ca

519-546-7423

6th Floor, 77 Grenville Street

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 2C1

Jason.McCullough@ontario.ca

416-526-2963

40 St. Clair Avenue West, 14th Floor

Toronto

Ontario

M4V 1M2

sourceprotectionscreening@ontario.ca

647-627-5917

77 Grenville Street, 6th Floor

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 2C1

dan.delaquis@ontario.ca

416-315-8641

123 Edward Street, 13th Floor, Suite 1305

Toronto

Ontario

M5G 1E2

ariane.heisey@ontario.ca

416-994-6431

50 Bloomington Road
50 Bloomington Road
50 Bloomington Road
50 Bloomington Road

Aurora
Aurora
Aurora
Aurora

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

L4G 0L8
L4G 0L8
L4G 0L8
L4G 0L8

brad.allan@ontario.ca
maria.jawaid@ontario.ca
natosha.fortini@ontario.ca
steve.varga@ontario.ca

905-713-7372
905-713-7367
905-713-7394
905-713-7370

101 Exchange Avenue
101 Exchange Avenue
101 Exchange Avenue

Vaughan
Vaughan
Vaughan

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

L4K 5R6
L4K 5R6
L4K 5R6

planning&permits@trca.ca
emma.benko@trca.ca
nathan.jenkins@trca.ca

416-661-6600

101 Exchange Avenue

Vaughan

Ontario

L4K 5R6

victoria.trinidad@trca.ca

Senior Planner, EA Planning (Regions of Peel/Durham)

Caroline Mugo
Brandon Hester
Senior Property Agent
Michael Jones
Water Resources Engineering Technologist
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP)
Lisa Trevisan
Director, Central Region
Kathleen O'Neill
Director - Environmental Assessment Branch
Administrative Assistant - Environmental Assessment
Kimberly Yu
Branch

sharon.lingertat@trca.ca

101 Exchange Avenue

Vaughan

Ontario

L4K 5R6

caroline.mugo@trca.ca
brandon.hester@trca.ca
michael.jones@trca.ca

Place Nouveau 8th Flr, 5775 Yonge St
135 St Clair Avenue West

Toronto
Toronto

Ontario
Ontario

M2M 4J1
M4V 1P5

lisa.trevisan@ontario.ca
kathleen.oneill@ontario.ca

416-326-6700
647-287-5664

135 St Clair Avenue West

Toronto

Ontario

M4V 1P5

kimberly.yu@ontario.ca

416-314-7212

Heather Malcolmson

Director, Environmental Permissions Branch

135 St. Clair Avenue West

Toronto

Ontario

M4V 1P5

heather.malcolmson@ontario.ca

416-314-0934

Emilee O'Leary

Environmental Resource Planner & EA Coordinator,
Drinking Water and Environmental Compliance Division
(Central Region)

Place Nouveau 9th Flr, 5775 Yonge St

Toronto

Ontario

M2M 4J1

emilee.oleary@ontario.ca

416-326-3469

Central Region EA General Mailbox
Michael Stickings

eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca
Director, Environmental Intergovernmental and Indigenous
Affairs Branch

135 St. Clair Avenue West, 12th Floor

Toronto

Ontario

M4V 1P5

michael.stickings@ontario.ca

316-314-7141
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Name

Position

Address

Municipality

Province

Postal Code

Email

Phone Number

Agni Papageorgiou

Supervisor (Acting), Environmental Assessment Services

135 St. Clair Avenue West, 8th Floor

Toronto

Ontario

M4V 1P5

agni.papageorgiou@ontario.ca

416-268-0576

Celeste Dugas

Manager, York-Durham District Office

520 Westney Road South, 5th Floor

Ajax

Ontario

L1S 7J5

celeste.dugas@ontario.ca

905-442-3105

Julie Munro

Senior Environmental Officer, York Durham District Officer

230 Westney Road South, 5th Floor

Ajax

Ontario

L1S 7J5

julie.c.munro@ontario.ca

365-885-4392

Kristen Sones

Supervisor, York-Durham District Office

230 Westney Road South, 5th Floor

Ajax

Ontario

L1S 7J5

kristen.sones@ontario.ca

416-629-2128

Sharon Reid

Manager (Acting), Indigenous Policy and Programs

135 St. Clair Avenue West

Toronto

Ontario

M4V 1P5

sharon.reid@ontario.ca

416-268-3343

Jennifer L. Moulton

Senior Drinking Water Program Advisor

40 St. Clair Avenue West, 14th Floor

Toronto

Ontario

M4V 1M2

jennifer.l.moulton@ontario.ca

519-860-7851

40 St. Clair Avenue West, 14th Floor
Foster Bldg 14th Flr, 40 St Clair Ave W
300 Water Street, 4th Floor South

Toronto
Toronto
Peterborough

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

M4V 1M2
M4V 1M2
K9J 3C7

angelune.deslauriers@ontario.ca
susan.ecclestone@ontario.ca
kristina.hubert@ontario.ca

289-231-1905
416-274-8864
705-755-3201

Angelune Des Lauriers
Program Analyst
Susan Ecclestone
Director, Species at Risk Branch
Kristina Hubert
Regional Species at Risk Specialist
Species at Risk Branch General
Mailbox
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI)
James Hamilton
Manager - Heritage Planning Unit
Heritage Planner - Ministry of Heritage, Sport Tourism and
Joseph Harvey
Culture Industries
Team Lead Heritage (Acting) - Ministry of Heritage, Sport
Karla Barboza
Tourism and Culture Industries
Shari Prowse
Archaeology Review Officer - London
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH)
Maya Harris
Manager (Acting) - Community Planning & Development
Sean Fraser
Director (Acting), Provincial Planning Policy Branch
Anna MacDonald
Manager, Provincial Policies and Planning Unit
Ministry of Transportation (MTO) - Central Region
Kevin Kelly

Corridor Management Officer

Phil Iannacito

Corridor Management Planner

Nick Prestinaci

Senior Project Manager, Corridor Management

Anatoliy Sirokvash

Corridor Management Officer

Jason White

Manager, Engineering Office - Central Region

Ted Lagakos

Senior Project Manager

Amanda Rodek

Program Analyst

SAROntario@ontario.ca
401 Bay Street

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 0A7

james.hamilton@ontario.ca

416-212-7505

401 Bay Street

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 0A7

joseph.harvey@ontario.ca

613-242-3743

401 Bay Street

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 0A7

karla.barboza@ontario.ca

416-314-7129

401 Bay Street, Suite 1700

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 0A7

shari.prowse@ontario.ca

519-671-7742

777 Bay Street, 13th Floor
777 Bay Street, 13th Floor
777 Bay Street, 13th Floor

Toronto
Toronto
Toronto

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

M5G 2E5
M5G 2E5
M5G 2E5

maya.harris@ontario.ca
sean.fraser@ontario.ca
anna.macdonald@ontario.ca

416-585-6063
416-585-6072
416-585-6028

Downsview

Ontario

M3M 0B7

Kevin.Kelly@ontario.ca

Downsview

Ontario

M3M 0B7

phil.iannacito@ontario.ca

Downsview

Ontario

M3M 0B7

Nick.Prestinaci@ontario.ca

Downsview

Ontario

M3M 0B7

Anatoliy.Sirokvash@ontario.ca

Downsview

Ontario

M3M 0B7

jason.white@ontario.ca

Downsview

Ontario

M3M 0B7

ted.lagakos@ontario.ca

301 St. Paul Street

St. Catharines

Ontario

L2R 7R4

Amanda.Rodek@ontario.ca

905-704-2916

160 Bloor Street East, Suite 400

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 2E6

sarah.zelcer@ontario.ca

647-964-4095

160 Bloor Street East, Suite 400

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 2E6

lise.chabot@ontario.ca

647-532-0761

1 Stone Road West, 3rd Floor

Guelph

Ontario

N1G 4Y2

michele.doncaster@ontario.ca
omafra.eanotices@ontario.ca

519-766-5990

1 Dundas Street West, Suite 2000
1 Dundas Street West, Suite 2000
1 Dundas Street West, Suite 2000

Toronto
Toronto
Toronto

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

M5G 2L5
M5G 2L5
M5G 2L5

lisa.myslicki@infrastructureontario.ca
alan.sawyer@infrastructureontario.ca
ainsley.davidson@infrastructureontario.ca

416-557-3116
519-837-6379
647-264-3605

56 Wellesley Street West, 11th Floor

Toronto

Ontario

M7A 2E7

kira.misiewicz@ontario.ca

416-319-1873

Bldg D 7th Flr
159 Sir William Hearst Avenue
Bldg D 7th Flr
159 Sir William Hearst Avenue
Bldg D 7th Flr
159 Sir William Hearst Avenue
Bldg D 7th Flr
159 Sir William Hearst Avenue
Bldg D 5th Flr
159 Sir William Hearst Avenue
Bldg D 7th Flr
159 Sir William Hearst Avenue

416-235-4592

416-235-575

Ministry of Indigenous Affairs
Manager, Indigenous Relations Unit (Acting), Indigenous
Relations and Programs Division
Manager, Ministry Partnerships Unit, Indigenous Relations
Lise Chabot
and Programs Division
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
Michele Doncaster
Manager, Land Use Policy & Stewardship
General Inbox
Infrastructure Ontario
Lisa Myslicki
Environmental Specialist, Environmental Management
Alan Sawyer
Manager, Environmental Projects
Ainsley Davidson
Director, Land Use Planning (Acting)
Ministry of Economic Development, Job Creation & Trade
Kira Misiewicz
Senior Policy Advisor, Strategic Policy Unit
Sarah Zelcer
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Ajax Reinforcement Project - Government officials and public agencies - Contact list
Name
Position
Michael Helfinger
Senior Policy Advisor, Corporate Policy Unit
Ministry of Government and Consumer Services
Kathy Hering
Manager, Realty Policy Unit (Acting)
Crystal Forrest
Burials Registrar (Acting)
Technical Standards and Safety Authority
General Mailbox
Myrtle daFonseca
Administrative Assistant
Bereavement Authority of Ontario
Michael F. D’Mello
Deputy Registrar
Carey Smith
CEO / Registrar
Ray Porrill
Licensing Officer
Gillian Glover
Licensing Officer
Crystal MacLaren
Local and Regional Government Representatives
Region of Durham
Elaine Baxter-Trahair
Chief Administrative Officer
Gary Muller
Director - Planning
Susan Siopsis
Commissioner of Works
John Presta
Director - Environmental Services
John Henry
Regional Chair and CEO
Project Manager, Engineering Planning and Studies,
Aaron Christie
Regional Municipality of Durham
Project Manager, Transportation Infrastructure, Regional
Doug Robertson
Municipality of Durham
Works Technician, Engineering, Regional Municipality of
Peter Castellan
Durham
Manager, Policy and Special Studies, Regional Municipality
Colleen Goodchild
of Durham
Nathaniel Andres
Project Engineer, Regional Municipality of Durham
Project Engineer, Development Approvals, Regional
Charlotte Pattee
Municipality of Durham
Michael Scott
Planner
Robert Woon
Solicitor
Risk Management Official, Drinking Water Source
Greg Lymer
Protection
Town of Ajax

Address
56 Wellesley Street West, 11th Floor

Municipality
Toronto

Province
Ontario

Postal Code
M7A 2E7

Email
michael.helfinger@ontario.ca

Phone Number
416-434-4799

777 Bay Street, 2nd Floor
56 Wellesley Street West, 16th Floor

Toronto
Toronto

Ontario
Ontario

M5G 2E5
M5S 2S3

kathy.hering3@ontario.ca
crystal.forrest@ontario.ca

437-231-8846
647-233-4033

245 Carlingview Drive

Toronto

Ontario

M9W 6N9

fssubmissions@tssa.org
mdafonseca@tssa.org

416-734-3346

100 Sheppard Avenue East, Suite 505
100 Sheppard Avenue East, Suite 505
100 Sheppard Avenue East, Suite 505
100 Sheppard Avenue East, Suite 505
100 Sheppard Avenue East, Suite 505

Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto
Toronto

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

M2N 65N
M2N 65N
M2N 65N
M2N 65N
M2N 65N

michael.dmello@thebao.ca
carey.smith@thebao.ca
ray.porrill@thebao.ca
gillian.glover@thebao.ca
crystal.maclaren@thebao.ca

605 Rossland Road East
605 Rossland Road East
605 Rossland Road East
605 Rossland Road East
605 Rossland Road East

Whitby
Whitby
Whitby
Whitby
Whitby

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

L1N 6A3
L1N 6A3
L1N 6A3
L1N 6A3
L1N 6A3

cao@durham.ca
planning@durham.ca
works@durham.ca
john.presta@durham.ca
chair@durham.ca

605 Rossland Road East

Whitby

Ontario

L1N 6A3

aaron.christie@durham.ca

605 Rossland Road East

Whitby

Ontario

L1N 6A3

doug.robertson@durham.ca

605 Rossland Road East

Whitby

Ontario

L1N 6A3

peter.castellan@durham.ca

605 Rossland Road East

Whitby

Ontario

L1N 6A3

colleen.goodchild@durham.ca

605 Rossland Road East

Whitby

Ontario

L1N 6A3

nathaniel.andres@durham.ca

605 Rossland Road East

Whitby

Ontario

L1N 6A3

charlotte.pattee@durham.ca

605 Rossland Road East
605 Rossland Road East

Whitby
Whitby

Ontario
Ontario

L1N 6A3
L1N 6A3

Michael.Scott@durham.ca
robert.woon@hurham.ca

605 Rossland Road East

Whitby

Ontario

L1N 6A3

greg.lymer@durham.ca

416-728-5396

905-688-7711 ext. 3711

905-668-7711
905-409-6891
905-683-4550 x. 3332
905-619-2529 x.3380
905-619-2529 x.3364

Mayor Shaun Collier

Mayor

65 Harwood Avenue South

Ajax

Ontario

L1S 2H9

shaun.collier@ajax.ca

Sterling Lee
Ashmeed Khan
Shane Baker
David Meredith

Regional Ward 2 Councillor
Councillor - Ward 2
Chief Administrative Officer
Director, Operations & Environmental Services

65 Harwood Avenue South
65 Harwood Avenue South
65 Harwood Avenue South
65 Harwood Avenue South

Ajax
Ajax
Ajax
Ajax

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

L1S 2H9
L1S 2H9
L1S 2H9
L1S 2H9

sterling.lee@ajax.ca
ashmeed.khan@ajax.ca
shane.baker@ajax.ca
dave.meredith@ajax.ca

Ranil Fernando

Infrastructure & Asset Management Engineer
Operations & Environmental Services

65 Harwood Avenue South

Ajax

Ontario

L1S 2H9

Ranil.Fernando@ajax.ca

905-619-2529 x.4241

Michael Sawchuck
Geoff Romanowski
Stev Andis
Stephen Ruddy
General Heritage Mailbox
City of Pickering

Senior Planner
Acting Director of Planning & Development Services
Supervisor, Planning Policy & Research
Stormwater Engineer

65 Harwood Avenue South
65 Harwood Avenue South
65 Harwood Avenue South
65 Harwood Avenue South

Ajax
Ajax
Ajax
Ajax

Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

L1S 2H9
L1S 2H9
L1S 2H9
L1S 2H9

michael.sawchuck@ajax.ca
geoff.romanowski@ajax.ca
stev.andis@ajax.ca
stephen.ruddy@ajax.ca
heritage@ajax.ca

905-619-2529

Dave Ryan

Mayor

1 The Esplanade

Pickering

Ontario

L1V 6K7

mayor@pickering.ca

905-420-4600

Marisa Carpino

Interim CAO

1 The Esplanade

Pickering

Ontario

L1V 6K7

David Pickles
Shaheen Butt

Regional Councillor - Ward 3
City Councillor - Ward 3

1 The Esplanade
1 The Esplanade

Pickering
Pickering

Ontario
Ontario

L1V 6K7
L1V 6K7

cao@pickering.ca
mcarpino@pcikering.ca
dpickles@pickering.ca
sbutt@pickering.ca

905-619-2529

905-619-2529 x. 3257
905-619-2529 x. 3256

905-420-4605
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Name
Nadeem Zahoor
Kyle Bentley
Catherine Rose
Elizabeth Martelluzzi

Position
Transportation Engineer
Director, City Development & Chief Building Official
Chief Planner, City Development Department
Heritage Planner II
City Development - Planning & Design
Engineering Services - Capital Construction Projects
Local Police and Emergency Services
Durham Regional Police Services
West Division
Ajax Fire and Emergency Services
Fire Headquarters

Address
1 The Esplanade
1 The Esplanade
1 The Esplanade
1 The Esplanade
1 The Esplanade
1 The Esplanade

Municipality
Pickering
Pickering
Pickering
Pickering
Pickering
Pickering

Province
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario
Ontario

Postal Code
L1V 6K7
L1V 6K7
L1V 6K7
L1V 6K7
L1V 6K7
L1V 6K7

Email
nzahoor@pickering.ca
kbentley@pickering.ca
crose@pickering.ca
emartelluzzi@pickering.ca
citydev@pickering.ca
engser@pickering.ca

Phone Number
905-420-4660 ext.2213
905-420-4660 ext. 2070
905-420-4660 ext. 2760
905.420.4660 x.2169
905-420-4617

1710 Kingston Road

Pickering

Ontario

L1V 1C6

ajaxpickering@drps.ca

888-579-1520 x. 2521

900 Salem Road North

Ajax

Ontario

L1T 0H4

905-683-4481
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Ajax Reinforcement Project - Community interest groups and local organizations - Contact list
Name
Hydro One

Position

EA Contact - Secondary Land Use
Ontario Power Generation (OPG)
Raphael McCalla
Director, Environment Operations Support
Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens (Cemetery) - Arbor Memorial
Michael Allcock
Design Manager
Michelle Cohen
Branch Manager
Durham Agricultural Advisory Committee
Planning Department
Durham Trails Coordinating Committee
Planning Department
Durham Environmental Advisory Committee
Planning Department
Cable Cable Inc.
Tony Fiorini
President
Bell Canada
John Peters
Implementation Manager
Ajax-Pickering Board of Trade
Denise Jones
President
Durham District School Board
Lisa Millar
Director of Education
Christine Nancekivell
Chief Facilities Officer
Durham Catholic District School Board
Tracy Barill
Director of Education
Ontario Cycling Association
Jim Crosscombe
Chief Executive Officer
Ontario Federation of Agriculture
Peter Jeffery

Senior Farm Policy Analyst

Cathy Lennon

General Manager

Tom Perkes

Senior Director of Operations & Business
Development

Canadian Pacific Railway
Jack Carello
Manager, Utilities East
Durham Region Field Naturalists
Lois Gillette
President
North Durham Nature
Cara Gregory
President
Durham Farm Fresh

Address

Municipality

Province

Postal Code

Email

Phone Number

secondarylanduse@hydroone.com
raphael.mccalla@opg.com
2 Jane Street, Suite 101
541 Taunton Road West

Toronto
Ajax

Ontario
Ontario

M6S 4W8
L1T 4T2

MAllcock@arbormemorial.com
MCohen@arbormemorial.com

416-737-4896
905-427-5416

605 Rossland Road East, 4th Floor

Whitby

Ontario

N1L 6A3

daac@durham.ca

905-668-7711

605 Rossland Road East, 4th Floor

Whitby

Ontario

N1L 6A3

planning@durham.ca

905-668-7711

605 Rossland Road East, 4th Floor

Whitby

Ontario

N1L 6A3

deac@durham.ca

905-668-7711

16 Cable Road

Fenelon Falls

Ontario

K0M 1N0

tonyf@cablecable.net

705-887-6433 x.1000

370 Albert Street

Strathroy

Ontario

N7G 4B2

john.peters@bell.ca

519-245-4827

144 Old Kingston Road

Ajax

Ontario

L7T 2Z9

400 Taunton Road East
400 Taunton Road East

Whitby
Whitby

Ontario
Ontario

L1R 2K6
L1R 2K6

lisa.millar@ddsb.ca
christine.nancekivell@ddsb.ca

650 Rossland Road West

Oshawa

Ontario

L1J 7C4

tracy.barill@dcdsb.ca

905-576-6150

2015 Pan Am Boulevard, Suite 2

Milton

Ontario

L9T 8Y9

jim.crosscombe@ontariocycling.org

416-855-1717 x.1008

Guelph

Ontario

N1G 5L3

peter.jeffery@ofa.on.ca

Guelph

Ontario

N1G 5L3

cathy.lennon@ofa.on.ca

Guelph

Ontario

N1G 5L3

tom.perkes@ofa.on.ca

1290 Central Parkway West, Suite 800

Mississauga

Ontario

L5C 4R3

jack_carello@cpr.ca

Box 54031, 8 King Street East

Oshawa

Ontario

L1H 1A9

drfn1955@hotmail.com

10780 Concession #3

Zephyr

Ontario

L0E 1T0

northdurhamnature@gmail.com

84 Water Street, P.O. Box 1282

Port Perry

Ontario

L9L 1J2

info@durhamfarmfresh.ca

905-427-1512

126 Water Street, Unit 3

Port Perry

Ontario

L9L 1B9

info@sustain-ability.ca

905-985-3279

2789 Concession #7, R.R. #4

Uxbridge

Ontario

L9P 1R4

info@greendurham.ca

2700 Audley Road N

Ajax

Ontario

L1Z1T7

info@coughlanhomes.com

300-321 de la Commune W

Montreal

Quebec

H2Y 2E1

info@tctrail.ca

100 Stone Road West, Suite 206
Ontario AgriCentre
100 Stone Road West, Suite 206
Ontario AgriCentre
100 Stone Road West, Suite 206
Ontario AgriCentre

905-579-5659 x.2201

519-821-8883

905-803-3412

Durham Sustain Ability
Green Durham Association
Coughlan Homes

The Great Trail of Canada / Trans Canada Trail
Michael Lindsay
Chair, TCT Board, Ontario
Ian Cullwick
Director, TCT Board, Ontario

800 465-3636
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Appendix E

Project Description and Letter of
Delegation

Joel Denomy
Technical Manager
Regulatory Applications

Tel: 416-495-5499
EGIRegulatoryProceedings@enbridge.com

Enbridge Gas Inc.
500 Consumers Road
North York, Ontario M2J 1P8
Canada

April 16, 2020
VIA EMAIL – dan.delaquis@ontario.ca
Ministry of Energy, Northern Development and Mines
Dan Delaquis
Manager (Acting), Indigenous Energy Policy
Unit 77 Grenville St.
6th Floor
Toronto, ON
M7A 1B3
Dear Mr. Delaquis:
Re: Ajax Reinforcement Project
The Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation of Hydrocarbon
Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario, 7th Edition 2016 (Guidelines) issued by the Ontario Energy
Board (Board) indicate that a project applicant shall provide the Ministry of Energy, Northern
Development and Mines (Ministry) with a project description, in the planning process, such that
the Ministry can determine if there are any Duty to Consult requirements for the project.
The purpose of this letter is to inform the Ministry that Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has
identified the need to construct a reinforcement natural gas pipeline in the Town of Ajax, Ontario
(Project). The Project requires the construction of a new natural gas pipeline which will
reinforce the existing gas distribution network. The Project will require Enbridge Gas to file a
leave to construct application with the Board. Enbridge Gas is therefore contacting the Ministry
to determine whether the Project triggers the Duty to Consult.
Attachment 1 contains a description of the Project’s characteristics and its location for the
Ministry’s review and to assist it with its determination as to whether it will delegate the
procedural aspects of the Duty to Consult to Enbridge. While work on the Project is still in its
early stages, Enbridge Gas would be pleased to discuss the Project with you should you have
any questions.
Regards,
Joel Denomy, M.A. CFA
Technical Manager, Regulatory Applications
Enbridge Gas Inc.
416-495-5676
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Attachment 1: Project Description
1.0 Project Summary
Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its gas distribution
network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required in order to increase system
reliability and flexibility and to support current and project growth in natural gas demand in the
area.
The Project will require the construction of nominal pipe size (NPS) 6 high pressure (HP) steel
(ST) natural gas main and the construction of NPS 8 intermediate pressure (IP) polyethylene
(PE) natural gas main. Two regulation stations will also be constructed.
Figure 1 below shows the preliminary preferred route (PPR) for the Project and the alternative
routes (AR) being considered for the Project.
The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street North where the NPS
6 HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new XHP to HP regulation station. From there it will
travel 2.1 km south along Church Street North to the intersection of Church Street North and
Rossland Road West. At the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West the
NPS 6 HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new HP to IP regulation station as will the NPS 8
IP PE natural gas main. From there the NPS 8 IP PE natural gas main will travel approximately
450 m east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection of Rossland
Road West and Harkins Drive where it will tie-in to an existing NPS 8 IP ST natural gas main
on Rossland Road West.
AR 2 begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West where it will tie-in to
an existing NPS 12 HP ST natural gas main on Brock Road. From there the NPS 6 HP ST
natural gas main will travel approximately 1.7 km east along Rossland Road West to the
intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West where it will tie-in to a new HP to
IP regulation station 1. The NPS 8 IP PE natural gas main will tie-in to the HP to IP regulation
station at the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West. From there the
NPS 8 IP PE natural gas main will travel approximately 450 m east along Rossland Road West
to a point just east of the intersection of Rossland Road West and Harkins Drive where it will
tie-in to an existing NPS 8 IP ST natural gas main on Rossland Road West.
AR 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road where a new XHP to
HP regulation station will be constructed. This regulation station will tie-in to an existing NPS
16 XHP ST natural gas main on Taunton Road. From there the NPS 6 HP ST natural gas main
tie-in to the new XHP to HP regulation station and will travel approximately 2.2 km south along
Ravenscroft Road to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road. At the
intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road the NPS 6 XH ST natural gas main will
tie-in to a new HP to IP regulation station as will the NPS 8 IP PE natural gas main. From there
the NPS 8 IP PE gas main will travel a short distance, approximately 75 m where it will tie-in to
an existing NPS 8 IP ST natural gas main on Rossland Road West.
Where possible, the Project will be located within existing road allowances. Temporary working
space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to these areas to facilitate the

1

A new XHP to HP regulation station is not required for this alternative.
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movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Enbridge Gas will work with
regulators and landowners to identify and secure appropriate working space as required.
Work for preparation of an Environmental Report (ER) for the Project has been initiated. The
ER will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an
environmental and socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project.
Engineering design is expect to be finalized during the permitting stage of the Project.
2.0 Authorizations and Recommendations Required
An ER for the Project will be prepared in accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (Board)
Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation of Hydrocarbon
Pipelines in Ontario, 7th Edition 2016. The ER will identify the potential authorizations required.
Enbridge Gas’ preliminary work on the Project has identified the following potential
authorizations:
Federal approvals:
•

Department of Fisheries and Oceans

Provincial approvals:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ontario Energy Board
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
Infrastructure Ontario
Ministry of Transportation
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
Ministry of Indigenous Affairs
Hydro One

Municipal approvals:
•
•

Town of Ajax
Utility circulations

Other authorizations, notifications, permits and/or approvals may be required in addition to
those identified above.
3.0 Project Activities
Planning activities for the Project commenced in 2020 and will continue through to the
commencement of construction in Q2 of 2021. Pursuant to the Guidelines an ER will be
prepared and geotechnical and archaeological studies will be completed. The design process
involves the selection of a specific running line location, appropriate materials, the selection of
valves/fittings and location(s) for trenchless drilling activities. Information obtained from the
geotechnical analysis, subsurface utility engineering and soil sampling is typically used to inform
pipeline design.
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Engineered drawings will be produced with the final design and issued to local municipalities
and other regulators for approval. Once all approvals are obtained final engineered drawings will
be prepared for construction.
The pipelines and associated facilities may be installed via open-trench and/or trenchless
technologies. Normal depth of ground cover over the pipeline will be 1.2 m; however, it may be
installed deeper to provide additional protection in areas where it crosses underneath existing
infrastructure and other sensitive environmental and/or socio-economic features.
4.0 Potential Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures
The area in which the Project is to be constructed is within the Town of Ajax. The Project will
be constructed in previously disturbed corridors. It is expected that the majority of adverse
environmental and/or socio-economic effects will be construction related. These effects are
expected to be temporary and transitory. The majority of facilities to be constructed for the
Project will also be underground once construction is complete, further limiting the potential for
any long-term effects. Those facilities that are constructed above ground will be constructed to
minimize any environmental or socio-economic impacts.
Mitigation measures recommended in the ER will be followed in conjunction with Enbridge Gas’
Construction and Maintenance Manual. In addition, Enbridge Gas will use professional
judgement, past experience, industry best practices and any additional feedback received
through the consultation process when constructing the Project.
5.0 Project Benefits
The Project will allow Enbridge Gas to continue to provide natural gas to current and future
customers in the Town of Ajax in a safe and reliable manner by reinforcing the existing
distribution system.
6.0 Contact Information
Regulatory Applications:
Joel Denomy
joel.denomy@enbridge.com
416-495-5676
Indigenous Affairs:
Sonia Fazari
sonia.fazari@enbridge.com
416-753-6962
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Figure 1: Preliminary Preferred Route and Alternative Routes for the Ajax Reinforcement Project

Ministry of Energy, Northern Ministère de l’Énergie, du
Development and Mines
Développement du Nord et
des Mines
77 Grenville Street
6th Floor
Toronto ON M7A 2C1

77, rue Grenville
6e étage
Toronto ON M7A 2C1

VIA EMAIL
July 2, 2020
Joel Denomy
Technical Manager, Regulatory Applications
Enbridge Gas Inc.
500 Consumers Road
North York, ON M2J 1P8
Re: Ajax Reinforcement Pipeline Project
Dear Joel Denomy:
Thank you for your email dated April 16, 2020 notifying the Ministry of Energy, Northern
Development and Mines (ENDM) of Enbridge’s intention to apply to the Ontario Energy
Board (OEB) for Leave to Construct for the Ajax Reinforcement Pipeline Project (the
Project).
I understand that Enbridge is planning to construct a natural gas pipeline approximately
2.5 kilometers in length within the Town of Ajax. The project will begin at the intersection
of Taunton and Church Street North where it will travel 2.1 kilometers along Church Street
North and Rossland Road West and then travel east approximately 450 meters along
Rossland Road West to Harkins Drive.
On behalf of the Government of Ontario (the Crown), ENDM has reviewed the information
provided by Enbridge with respect to the Project and assessed it against the Crown’s
current understanding of the interests and rights of Aboriginal communities who hold or
claim Aboriginal or treaty rights protected under Section 35 of Canada’s Constitution Act
1982 (Indigenous Communities) in the area. In doing so, ENDM has determined that the
Project may have the potential to affect such Indigenous communities.
The Crown has a constitutional duty to consult and, where appropriate, accommodate
Indigenous communities when the Crown contemplates conduct that might adversely
impact established or asserted Aboriginal or Treaty rights. These consultations are in
addition to consultation imposed by statue.
While the legal responsibility to meet the duty to consult lies with the Crown, the Crown
1

may delegate the day-to-day, procedural aspects of consultation to project Proponents.
Such a delegation by the Crown to Proponents is routine practice for ENDM.
I am writing to advise you that on behalf of the Crown, ENDM is delegating the procedural
aspects of consultation in respect of the Project to Enbridge (Proponent) through this
letter. ENDM expects that the Proponent will undertake the procedural aspects of
consultation with respect to any regulated requirements for the proposed Project. The
Crown will fulfill the substantive aspects of consultation and retain oversight over all
aspects of the process for fulfilling the Crown’s duty.
Please see the appendix for information on the roles and responsibilities of both the
Crown and the Proponent.
Based on the Crown’s assessment of First Nation and Métis community rights and
potential project impacts, the following Indigenous communities should be consulted on
the basis that they have or may have constitutionally protected Aboriginal or Treaty rights
that may be adversely affected by the Project.

Community
Alderville First Nation

Mailing Address
11696 Line Rd 2
Roseneath, ON K0K 2X0

Beausoleil First Nation

11 O'Gemaa Miikaan
Christian Island, ON L9M 0A9

Chippewas of Georgina Island
First Nation

R.R.#2 Box N-13
Sutton West, ON L0E 1R0

Chippewas of Rama First Nation

R.R.#2 Box N-13
Sutton West, ON L0E 1R0

Curve Lake First Nation

22 Winookeedaa Road
Curve Lake, ON K0L1R0

Hiawatha First Nation

123 Paudash Street
Hiawatha, ON K9J 0E6

Huron Wendat Nation*

255, place Chef Michel Laveau
Wendake QC G0A 4V0

Kawartha Nishnawbe

P.O. Box 1432
Lakefield, ON K0L 2H0

Mississaugas of Scugog Island
First Nation

22521 Island Road
Port Perry, ON L9L 1B6

*Note: interests are specific to archeological resources
2

This rights-based consultation list is based on information that is subject to change.
Consultation is ongoing throughout the duration of the project, including project
development and design, consultation, approvals, construction, operation and
decommissioning. First Nation and Métis communities may make new rights assertions
at any time, and further project related developments can occur that may require
additional First Nation and/or Métis communities to be notified and/or consulted.
If you become aware of potential rights impacts on Indigenous communities that are not
listed above at any stage of project, please bring this to the attention of ENDM with any
supporting information regarding the claim at your earliest convenience.
Acknowledgement
By accepting this letter, the Proponent acknowledges this Crown delegation and the
procedural consultation responsibilities enumerated in the appendix. If you have any
questions
about
this
request,
you
may
contact
Shannon
McCabe
(Shannon.McCabe@ontario.ca).
I trust that this information provides clarity and direction regarding the respective roles of
the Crown and Enbridge. If you have any questions about this letter or require any
additional information, please contact me directly.
Sincerely,

Dan Delaquis
Manager, Indigenous Energy Policy
C: Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee (OPCC)
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APPENDIX: PROCEDURAL CONSULTATION
Roles and Responsibilities Delegated to the Proponent
On behalf of the Crown, please be advised that your responsibilities as Project
Proponent for this Project include:
•

providing notice and information about the Project to Indigenous communities, with
sufficient detail and at a stage in the process that allows the communities to
prepare their views on the Project and, if appropriate, for changes to be made to
the Project. This can include:
o accurate, complete and plain language information including a detailed
description of the nature and scope of the Project and translations into
Aboriginal languages where appropriate;
o

maps of the Project location and any other affected area(s);

o information about the potential negative effects of the Project on the
environment, including their severity, geographic scope and likely duration.
This can include, but is not limited to, effects on ecologically sensitive
areas, water bodies, wetlands, forests or the habitat of species at risk and
habitat corridors;
o a description of other provincial or federal approvals that may be required
for the Project to proceed;
o

whether the Project is on privately owned or Crown controlled land;

o any information the Proponent may have on the potential effects of the
Project, including particularly any likely adverse impacts on established or
asserted Aboriginal or treaty rights;
o a written request asking the Indigenous community to provide in writing or
through a face-to-face meeting:
▪

any information available to them that should be considered when
preparing the Project documentation;

▪

any information the community may have about any potential
adverse impacts on their Aboriginal or treaty rights; and

▪

any suggested measures for avoiding, minimizing or mitigating
potential adverse impacts;
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▪

information about how information provided by the Indigenous
community as part of the consultation process will be collected,
stored, used, and shared for their approval;

o

identification of any mechanisms that will be applied to avoid, minimize
or mitigate potential adverse impacts;

o

identification of a requested timeline for response from the community
and the anticipated timeline for meeting Project milestones following
each notification;

o

an indication of the Proponent's availability to discuss the process and
provide further information about the Project;

o

the Proponent's contact information; and

o

any additional information that might be helpful to the community;

•

following up, as necessary, with Indigenous communities to ensure they
received Project notices and information and are aware of the opportunity to
comment, raise questions or concerns and identify potential adverse impacts
on their established or asserted rights;

•

gathering information about how the Project may adversely affect Aboriginal or
treaty rights;

•

bearing the reasonable costs associated with the procedural aspects of
consultation (paying for meeting costs, making technical support available, etc.)
and considering reasonable requests by communities for capacity funding to
assist in participating in the consultation process;

•

considering and responding to comments and concerns raised by Indigenous
communities and answering questions about the Project and its potential impacts
on Aboriginal or treaty rights;

•

as appropriate, discussing and implementing changes to the Project in response
to concerns raised by Indigenous communities. This could include modifying the
Project to avoid or minimize an impact on an Aboriginal or treaty right (e.g.
altering the season when construction will occur to avoid interference with mating
or migratory patterns of wildlife); and

•

informing Indigenous communities about how their concerns were taken into
consideration and whether the Project proposal was altered in response. It is
considered a best practice to provide the Indigenous community with a copy of
the consultation record as part of this step for verification.
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If you are unclear about the nature of a concern raised by an Indigenous community,
you should seek clarification and further details from the community, provide
opportunities to listen to community concerns and discuss options, and clarify any
issues that fall outside the scope of the consultation process. These steps should
be taken to ensure that the consultation process is meaningful and that concerns
are heard and, where possible, addressed.
You can also seek guidance from the Crown at any time. It is recommended that you
contact the Crown if you are unsure about how to deal with a concern raised by an
Indigenous community, particularly if the concern relates to a potential adverse impact
on established or asserted Aboriginal or treaty rights.
The consultation process must maintain sufficient flexibility to respond to new
information, and we request that you make all reasonable efforts to build positive
relationships with all Indigenous communities potentially affected by the Project. If a
community is unresponsive to efforts to notify and consult, you should nonetheless
make attempts to update the community on the progress of the Project, the
environmental assessment (if applicable) and other regulatory approvals.
If you reach a business arrangement with an Indigenous community that may affect or
relate to the Crown's duty to consult, we ask that that Crown be advised of those aspects
of such an arrangement that may relate to or affect the Crown's consultation obligations,
and that the community itself be apprised of the Proponent's intent to so-apprise the
Crown. Whether or not any such business arrangements may be reached with any
community, the Crown expects the Proponent to fulfill all of its delegated procedural
consultation responsibilities to the satisfaction of the Crown.
If the Crown considers that there are outstanding issues related to consultation, the
Crown may directly undertake additional consultation with Indigenous communities,
which could result in delays to the Project. The Crown reserves the right to provide further
instructions or add communities throughout the consultation process.
Roles and responsibilities assumed directly by the Crown
The role of the Crown in fulfilling any duty to consult and accommodate in relation to this
Project includes:
•

identifying for the Proponent, and updating as appropriate, the Indigenous
communities to consult for the purposes of fulfillment of the Crown duty;

•

carrying out, from time to time, any necessary assessment of the extent of
consultation or, where appropriate, accommodation, required for the project to
proceed;

•

supervising the aspects of the consultation process delegated to the
Proponent;
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•

determining in the course of Project approvals whether the consultation of
Indigenous communities was sufficient;

•

determining in the course of Project approvals whether accommodation of
Indigenous communities, if required, is appropriate and sufficient.

Consultation Record
It is important to ensure that all consultation activities undertaken with Indigenous
communities are fully documented. This includes all attempts to notify or consult
the community, all interactions with and feedback from the community, and all
efforts to respond to community concerns. Crown regulators require a complete
consultation record in order to assess whether Aboriginal consultation and any
necessary accommodation is sufficient for the Project to receive Ontario
government approvals. The consultation record should include, but not be limited
to, the following:
•

a list of the identified Indigenous communities that were contacted;

•

evidence that notices and Project information were distributed to, and received by,
the Indigenous communities (via courier slips, follow up phone calls, etc.). Where
a community has been non-responsive to multiple efforts to contact the community,
a record of such multiple attempts and the responses or lack thereof.

•

a written summary of consultations with Indigenous communities and appended
documentation such as copies of notices, any meeting summaries or notes
including where the meeting took place and who attended, and any other
correspondence (e.g., letters and electronic communications sent and received,
dates and records of all phone calls);

•

responses and information provided by Indigenous communities during the
consultation process. This includes information on Aboriginal or treaty rights,
traditional lands, claims, or cultural heritage features and information on potential
adverse impacts on such Aboriginal or treaty rights and measures for avoiding,
minimizing or mitigating potential adverse impacts to those rights; and

•

a summary of the rights/concerns, and potential adverse impacts on Aboriginal or
treaty rights or on sites of cultural significance (e.g. burial grounds,
archaeological sites), identified by Indigenous communities; how comments or
concerns were considered or addressed; and any changes to the Project as a
result of consultation, such as:
o changing the Project scope or design;
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o changing the timing of proposed activities;
o minimizing or altering the site footprint or location of the proposed
activity;
o avoiding impacts to the Aboriginal interest;
o environmental monitoring; and
o other mitigation strategies.
As part of its oversight role, the Crown may, at any time during the consultation and
approvals stage of the Project, request records from the Proponent relating to
consultations with Indigenous communities. Any records provided to the Crown will
be subject to the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, however
may be exempted from disclosure under section 15.1 (Relations with Aboriginal
communities) of the Act. Additionally, please note that the information provided
to the Crown may also be subject to disclosure where required under any other
applicable laws.
The contents of what will make up the consultation record should be shared at
the onset with the Indigenous communities consulted with and their permission
should be obtained. It is considered a best practice to share the record with the
Indigenous community prior to finalizing it to ensure it is a robust and accurate
record of the consultation process.
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Public Notices of Commencement

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
Project Overview

Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified
the need to reinforce part of its natural gas
distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario.
The reinforcement is required to increase system
reliability and flexibility and to support current and
projected growth in natural gas demand in the
area.
The project will require the construction of a 6-inch
high pressure steel natural gas pipeline, an 8-inch
intermediate pressure polyethylene natural gas
pipeline, and two district regulation stations. The
pipeline will be up to 2.5 km and will be located
within existing road allowances where possible.
Three routes are being considered for the project.
These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR)
and two alternative routes (AR), which are
depicted on the adjacent map.
The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton
Road and Church Street North, travelling south to
Rossland Road West, and then east along
Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection with Harkins Drive. AR # 2 begins at the
intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West and travels east to the same end point of the PPR on
Rossland Road West. AR # 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road and travels
south to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West.
Environmental Study
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd.
(Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the
project. The study will examine the PPR and ARs to
determine, from an environmental and socio-economic
perspective, the preferred route for the project. An
Environmental Report will be prepared in accordance
with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB) Environmental
Guidelines for the Location, Construction and
Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities
in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016). Upon completion,
Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave to
Construct with the OEB for approval. If approved,
construction of the project is anticipated to begin in the
summer of 2021.
If you have any questions or comments regarding the
project, if you are unable to access the virtual open
house, or would prefer an alternative format of the
virtual open house materials, please contact:
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Golder Associates Ltd.
Telephone: (647) 376-6357
E-mail: ajaxreinforcement@golder.com

Virtual Open House
Indigenous consultation and public engagement
are fundamental components of the study. Input
received from Indigenous communities and
stakeholders will inform the study and identification
of site-specific mitigation for the project. Due to the
government restrictions on public gatherings as a
result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will host a
Virtual Open House to provide information about
the project and to present an opportunity for
interested stakeholders to ask questions and
provide feedback. Details are as follows:
Materials will be available for viewing on
August 3, 2020 starting at 9:00 AM ET
until August 17, 2020 at 5:00 PM ET
at: www.ajaxreinforcement.ca
We want to hear from you, and invite you to log on
to the website to participate.
For additional information on the project, please
visit: www.enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement

Enbridge Gas Inc.
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Project Overview
Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified
the need to reinforce part of its natural gas
distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario.
The reinforcement is required to increase system
reliability and flexibility and to support current and
projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
Ajax Public Library photo

WHAT'S GOING
ON HERE?
AJAX LIBRARY SERVICES
SHIFTING DURING RENOS
Roof renovations at the main Ajax Public Library branch means recently
launched services there will shift to the
Audley branch, located at 1955 Audley Rd.
The main branch will be closed from
Monday, July 20 to Monday, Aug. 3.
While the branch will be closed, dropbox service will continue to be available
from 11 a.m. to 7 p.m. Tuesday to Saturday.
Services at the Audley branch will begin on Tuesday, July 21. Services at the
branch include:
• Curbside pickup
• Pedestrian pickup
• Dropbox service
• Public computer access
The services will be available from 11
a.m. to 7 p.m. Tuesday to Saturday.
The Audley branch will also serve as a
cooling centre when a heat alert is called
by the Durham Region Health Department.
The Main branch is scheduled to reopen
on Tuesday, Aug. 4, however, this date may
be subject to change. All updates will be
publicized once confirmed.
Customers with questions or concerns
about the relocation of services can call
289-943-5001, between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30
p.m.
Information can also be found at
www.ajaxlibrary.ca.

WHAT’SGOINGON

The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton
Road and Church Street North, travelling south
to Rossland Road West, and then east along
Rossland Road West to a point just east of the
intersection with Harkins Drive. AR # 2 begins
at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland
Road West and travels east to the same end
point of the PPR on Rossland Road West.
AR # 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton
Road and Ravenscroft Road and travels south
to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and
Rossland Road West.
Environmental Study
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the project.
The study will examine the PPR and ARs to determine, from an environmental and socio-economic perspective, the
preferred route for the project. An Environmental Report will be prepared in accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s
(OEB) Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities
in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016). Upon completion, Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave to Construct with
the OEB for approval. If approved, construction of the project is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2021.
Virtual Open House
Indigenous consultation and public engagement are fundamental components of the study. Input received from
Indigenous communities and stakeholders will inform the study and identification of site-specific mitigation for
the project. Due to the government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will
host a Virtual Open House to provide information about the project and to present an opportunity for interested
stakeholders to ask questions and provide feedback. Details are as follows:
Materials will be available for viewing on
August 3, 2020 starting at 9:00 A.M. EST
until August 17, 2020 at 5:00 P.M. EST
at: www.ajaxreinforcement.ca
We want to hear from you, and invite you to log on to the website to participate.
If you have any questions or comments regarding the project, if you are unable to access the virtual open house,
or would prefer an alternative format of the virtual open house materials, please contact:
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Golder Associates Ltd.
Telephone: 647-376-6357
E-mail: ajaxreinforcement@golder.com
For additional information on the project, please visit: www.enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement

durhamregion.com

WONDERING WHAT'S GOING ON
SOMEWHERE IN YOUR COMMUNITY?
VISIT DURHAMREGION.COM

The project will require the construction of a
6-inch high pressure steel natural gas pipeline,
an 8-inch intermediate pressure polyethylene
natural gas pipeline, and two district regulation
stations. The pipeline will be up to 2.5 km and will
be located within existing road allowances where
possible. Three routes are being considered for
the project. These include a preliminary preferred
route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR),
which are depicted on the adjacent map.
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Enbridge Gas Inc.
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Project Overview
Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified
the need to reinforce part of its natural gas
distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario.
The reinforcement is required to increase system
reliability and flexibility and to support current and
projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
The project will require the construction of a
6-inch high pressure steel natural gas pipeline,
an 8-inch intermediate pressure polyethylene
natural gas pipeline, and two district regulation
stations. The pipeline will be up to 2.5 km and will
be located within existing road allowances where
possible. Three routes are being considered for
the project. These include a preliminary preferred
route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR),
which are depicted on the adjacent map.
The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton
Road and Church Street North, travelling south
to Rossland Road West, and then east along
Rossland Road West to a point just east of the
intersection with Harkins Drive. AR # 2 begins
at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland
Road West and travels east to the same end
point of the PPR on Rossland Road West.
AR # 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton
Road and Ravenscroft Road and travels south
to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and
Rossland Road West.
Environmental Study
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the project.
The study will examine the PPR and ARs to determine, from an environmental and socio-economic perspective, the
preferred route for the project. An Environmental Report will be prepared in accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s
(OEB) Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities
in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016). Upon completion, Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave to Construct with
the OEB for approval. If approved, construction of the project is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2021.
Virtual Open House
Indigenous consultation and public engagement are fundamental components of the study. Input received from
Indigenous communities and stakeholders will inform the study and identification of site-specific mitigation for
the project. Due to the government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will
host a Virtual Open House to provide information about the project and to present an opportunity for interested
stakeholders to ask questions and provide feedback. Details are as follows:
Materials will be available for viewing on
August 3, 2020 starting at 9:00 A.M. EST
until August 17, 2020 at 5:00 P.M. EST
at: www.ajaxreinforcement.ca
We want to hear from you, and invite you to log on to the website to participate.

durhamregion.com

If you have any questions or comments regarding the project, if you are unable to access the virtual open house,
or would prefer an alternative format of the virtual open house materials, please contact:
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Golder Associates Ltd.
Telephone: 647-376-6357
E-mail: ajaxreinforcement@golder.com

AJAX MAN AMONG
SUSPECTS CAUGHT
UP IN TORONTO
DRUG INVESTIGATION
DURHAM - An Ajax man is one of five
suspects facing drug and weapons charges
after an investigation in Toronto.
Toronto police are crediting members
of the community with providing information that led to arrests in the case, which
focused on drug trafficking in the Regent
Park neighbourhood. In addition to fentanyl, cocaine and crystal methamphetamine, two loaded handguns were seized,
police said.
Facing drug and weapons charges is
Rondell Solomon, 20, of Ajax. Also charged
are Kal Tekolla, 23, George Legault, 23, 23year-old Dawit Solomon and a 16-year-old
male, all of Toronto.

WOMEN REPORT
BEING GROPED BY
STRANGER ON AJAX
RECREATION TRAIL
AJAX - Police are investigating reports
of women being groped by a stranger on a
recreation trail in Ajax.
Three women have now reported being
touched inappropriately while walking or
running on Miller's Creek Trail, Durham
police said last week. The most recent incident occurred on July 16 when a 50-yearold woman reported being touched by a
man as she used the trail just north of Magill Drive and east of Westney Road.
A suspect approached the woman from
behind and then rode away on a bicycle, police said. The incident is similar to two other reports in the area at various times of
the day.
The suspect is a male aged 15 to 20 with a
dark complexion and a medium build who
has spiked black hair. He rode a dark-coloured bicycle.
Anyone with information is asked to
call police at 905-579-1520, extension 2529 or
Crime Stoppers at 1-800-222-8477.

For additional information on the project, please visit: www.enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement

Please keep our
community clean!
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Notice of Commencement - Letters to
Indigenous Communities

Wednesday, July 22, 2020

Chief
Alderville First Nation
11696 Line Rd 2 Roseneath, ON K0K 2X0
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
Dear Chief

,

I am writing to advise you of an upcoming gas pipeline project in the Ajax area and to begin engagement on the
proposed work. Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas
distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and
flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
The Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural
gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The
pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible.
Temporary working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate
the movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
Please find attached the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House for further description of the
Project being proposed, including a description of the Preliminary Preferred Route (PPR) and Alternate Routes
(AR). Due to the current government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will
be hosting a virtual open house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the
Project and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. Once the Environmental Report is complete,
Enbridge will apply to the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) for approval to construct. This study is being conducted in
accordance with the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction, and Operation of
Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario (2016).
As an Indigenous community with a potential interest in the study area, we are inviting Alderville First Nation to
provide comments and feedback regarding the Project. We are also seeking information about areas that may be
culturally significant to your community in the study area and information about potential effects that the Project
may have on asserted or established Indigenous and treaty rights. Golder is presently compiling an
environmental, socio-economic, and archaeological/cultural heritage inventory of the Environmental Study Area.
We would welcome your feedback and comments regarding the proposed pipeline as we undertake the requisite
environmental study
Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300, Toronto, Ontario, M5H 3R3, Canada

Golder and the G logo are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation

T: +1 416 366 6999 F: +1 416 366 6777

golder.com

Enbridge Gas – Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House

As you know, Enbridge is committed to meaningful engagement with Indigenous communities. As such, we would
be interested in holding a conference call with the Alderville First Nation consultation office to share project related
information, should you wish. If you have any questions, would like to provide feedback or share knowledge, or
would be interested in setting up a briefing on this project please feel free to contact me directly.
We kindly request that any initial input and comments regarding the Project are provided by your community by
September 3, 2020. Please let us know if you are unable to respond by this date but are interested in participating
in the consultation and engagement process for the Project.
If you have any questions or want to discuss the Project, please feel free to contact me at any time. We look
forward to engaging with you to ensure your community’s interests are being considered and represented.
Miigwech,

Melanie Book
Enbridge Gas Inc
Sr Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement
613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com

Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/02_noc/enbridge ajax_noc_indigenous.docx
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Wednesday, July 22, 2020

Chief
Beausoleil First Nation
11 O'Gemaa Miikaan Christian Island, ON L9M 0A9
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
Dear Chief

,

I am writing to advise you of an upcoming gas pipeline project in the Ajax area and to begin engagement on the
proposed work. Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas
distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and
flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
The Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural
gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The
pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible.
Temporary working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate
the movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
Please find attached the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House for further description of the
Project being proposed, including a description of the Preliminary Preferred Route (PPR) and Alternate Routes
(AR). Due to the current government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will
be hosting a virtual open house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the
Project and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. Once the Environmental Report is complete,
Enbridge will apply to the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) for approval to construct. This study is being conducted in
accordance with the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction, and Operation of
Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario (2016).
As an Indigenous community with a potential interest in the study area, we are inviting Beausoleil First Nation to
provide comments and feedback regarding the Project. We are also seeking information about areas that may be
culturally significant to your community in the study area and information about potential effects that the Project
may have on asserted or established Indigenous and treaty rights. Golder is presently compiling an
environmental, socio-economic, and archaeological/cultural heritage inventory of the Environmental Study Area.
We would welcome your feedback and comments regarding the proposed pipeline as we undertake the requisite
environmental study
Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300, Toronto, Ontario, M5H 3R3, Canada

Golder and the G logo are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation

T: +1 416 366 6999 F: +1 416 366 6777

golder.com

Enbridge Gas – Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House

As you know, Enbridge is committed to meaningful engagement with Indigenous communities. As such, we would
be interested in holding a conference call with the Beausoleil First Nation consultation office to share project related
information, should you wish. If you have any questions, would like to provide feedback or share knowledge, or
would be interested in setting up a briefing on this project please feel free to contact me directly.
We kindly request that any initial input and comments regarding the Project are provided by your community by
September 3, 2020. Please let us know if you are unable to respond by this date but are interested in participating
in the consultation and engagement process for the Project.
If you have any questions or want to discuss the Project, please feel free to contact me at any time. We look
forward to engaging with you to ensure your community’s interests are being considered and represented.
Miigwech,

Melanie Book
Enbridge Gas Inc
Sr Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement
613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com

Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/02_noc/enbridge ajax_noc_indigenous.docx
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Wednesday, July 22, 2020

Chief
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
R.R.#2 Box N-13 Sutton West, ON L0E 1R0
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
Dear Chief

,

I am writing to advise you of an upcoming gas pipeline project in the Ajax area and to begin engagement on the
proposed work. Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas
distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and
flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
The Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural
gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The
pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible.
Temporary working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate
the movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
Please find attached the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House for further description of the
Project being proposed, including a description of the Preliminary Preferred Route (PPR) and Alternate Routes
(AR). Due to the current government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will
be hosting a virtual open house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the
Project and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. Once the Environmental Report is complete,
Enbridge will apply to the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) for approval to construct. This study is being conducted in
accordance with the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction, and Operation of
Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario (2016).
As an Indigenous community with a potential interest in the study area, we are inviting the Chippewas of Georgina
Island First Nation to provide comments and feedback regarding the Project. We are also seeking information
about areas that may be culturally significant to your community in the study area and information about potential
effects that the Project may have on asserted or established Indigenous and treaty rights. Golder is presently
compiling an environmental, socio-economic, and archaeological/cultural heritage inventory of the Environmental
Study Area. We would welcome your feedback and comments regarding the proposed pipeline as we undertake
the requisite environmental study
Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300, Toronto, Ontario, M5H 3R3, Canada
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Enbridge Gas – Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House

As you know, Enbridge is committed to meaningful engagement with Indigenous communities. As such, we would
be interested in holding a conference call with the Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation consultation office to
share project related information, should you wish. If you have any questions, would like to provide feedback or
share knowledge, or would be interested in setting up a briefing on this project please feel free to contact me directly.
We kindly request that any initial input and comments regarding the Project are provided by your community by
September 3, 2020. Please let us know if you are unable to respond by this date but are interested in participating
in the consultation and engagement process for the Project.
If you have any questions or want to discuss the Project, please feel free to contact me at any time. We look
forward to engaging with you to ensure your community’s interests are being considered and represented.
Miigwech,

Melanie Book
Enbridge Gas Inc
Sr Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement
613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com

Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/02_noc/enbridge ajax_noc_indigenous.docx
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Wednesday, July 22, 2020

Chief
Chippewas of Rama First Nation
5884 Rama Rd. #200
Rama, Ontario L3V 6H6
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
Dear Chief

,

I am writing to advise you of an upcoming gas pipeline project in the Ajax area and to begin engagement on the
proposed work. Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas
distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and
flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
The Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural
gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The
pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible.
Temporary working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate
the movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
Please find attached the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House for further description of the
Project being proposed, including a description of the Preliminary Preferred Route (PPR) and Alternate Routes
(AR). Due to the current government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will
be hosting a virtual open house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the
Project and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. Once the Environmental Report is complete,
Enbridge will apply to the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) for approval to construct. This study is being conducted in
accordance with the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction, and Operation of
Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario (2016).
As an Indigenous community with a potential interest in the study area, we are inviting the Chippewas of Rama
First Nation to provide comments and feedback regarding the Project. We are also seeking information about
areas that may be culturally significant to your community in the study area and information about potential effects
that the Project may have on asserted or established Indigenous and treaty rights. Golder is presently compiling
an environmental, socio-economic, and archaeological/cultural heritage inventory of the Environmental Study
Area. We would welcome your feedback and comments regarding the proposed pipeline as we undertake the
requisite environmental study
Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300, Toronto, Ontario, M5H 3R3, Canada
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Enbridge Gas – Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House

As you know, Enbridge is committed to meaningful engagement with Indigenous communities. As such, we would
be interested in holding a conference call with the Chippewas of Rama First Nation consultation office to share
project related information, should you wish. If you have any questions, would like to provide feedback or share
knowledge, or would be interested in setting up a briefing on this project please feel free to contact me directly.
We kindly request that any initial input and comments regarding the Project are provided by your community by
September 3, 2020. Please let us know if you are unable to respond by this date but are interested in participating
in the consultation and engagement process for the Project.
If you have any questions or want to discuss the Project, please feel free to contact me at any time. We look
forward to engaging with you to ensure your community’s interests are being considered and represented.
Respectfully,

Melanie Book
Enbridge Gas Inc
Sr Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement
613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com

Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/02_noc/enbridge ajax_noc_indigenous.docx
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Wednesday, July 22, 2020

Chief
Curve Lake First Nation
22 Winookeedaa Road,
Curve Lake, Ontario K0L1R0
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
Dear Chief

,

I am writing to advise you of an upcoming gas pipeline project in the Ajax area and to begin engagement on the
proposed work. Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas
distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and
flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
The Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural
gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The
pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible.
Temporary working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate
the movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
Please find attached the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House for further description of the
Project being proposed, including a description of the Preliminary Preferred Route (PPR) and Alternate Routes
(AR). Due to the current government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will
be hosting a virtual open house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the
Project and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. Once the Environmental Report is complete,
Enbridge will apply to the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) for approval to construct. This study is being conducted in
accordance with the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction, and Operation of
Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario (2016).
As an Indigenous community with a potential interest in the study area, we are inviting Curve Lake First Nation to
provide comments and feedback regarding the Project. We are also seeking information about areas that may be
culturally significant to your community in the study area and information about potential effects that the Project
may have on asserted or established Indigenous and treaty rights. Golder is presently compiling an
environmental, socio-economic, and archaeological/cultural heritage inventory of the Environmental Study Area.
We would welcome your feedback and comments regarding the proposed pipeline as we undertake the requisite
environmental study
Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300, Toronto, Ontario, M5H 3R3, Canada

Golder and the G logo are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation

T: +1 416 366 6999 F: +1 416 366 6777

golder.com

Enbridge Gas – Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House

As you know, Enbridge is committed to meaningful engagement with Indigenous communities. As such, we would
be interested in holding a conference call with the Curve Lake First Nation consultation office to share project related
information, should you wish. If you have any questions, would like to provide feedback or share knowledge, or
would be interested in setting up a briefing on this project please feel free to contact me directly.
We kindly request that any initial input and comments regarding the Project are provided by your community by
September 3, 2020. Please let us know if you are unable to respond by this date but are interested in participating
in the consultation and engagement process for the Project.
If you have any questions or want to discuss the Project, please feel free to contact me at any time. We look
forward to engaging with you to ensure your community’s interests are being considered and represented.
Respectfully,

Melanie Book
Enbridge Gas Inc
Sr Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement
613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com

Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/02_noc/enbridge ajax_noc_indigenous.docx
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July 22, 2020

Consultation Supervisor
Hiawatha First Nation
123 Paudash Street
Hiawatha, ON
Aaniin

,

ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
This letter is to inform you that Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its
natural gas distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system
reliability and flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area. The Ajax
Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural gas
pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The pipeline
will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible. Temporary
working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate the
movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street North, travelling south to Rossland Road
West, and then east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection with Harkins Drive. AR # 2
begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West and travels east to the same end point of the
PPR on Rossland Road West. AR # 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road and
travels south to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. An Environmental Report will be prepared in
accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB) Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and
Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016). The preparation of the
Environmental Report is currently underway, and it is anticipated that the Environmental Report will be completed
in October 2020. Upon completion, Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave to Construct for the Project
with the OEB for approval. If approved, construction of the Project is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2021.
As an Indigenous community with a potential interest in the study area, we are inviting Hiawatha First Nation to
provide comments and feedback regarding the Project. We are also seeking information about areas that may be
culturally significant to your community in the study area and information about potential effects that the Project
may have on asserted or established Indigenous and treaty rights.
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Enbridge Gas – Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House

The environmental study includes consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with government
agencies and officials, property owners and local interest groups. The outcomes of the consultation and
engagement process will play a fundamental role in the planning and development of the Project. Due to the
government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will be hosting a virtual open
house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the Project to interested people
and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Further details about the virtual open house are provided in the notice attached to this letter.
All feedback and input gathered during the virtual open house and throughout the consultation and engagement
process for the Project will be used to confirm baseline environmental conditions along the route alternatives, to
inform the selection of the preferred route, and to identify site-specific mitigation for the Project, as required.
I would also be interested in meeting with you and your team to provide an overview of the project and
environmental technical review of the proposed pipeline project. I will be in touch soon to confirm your interest
and/or availability.
Miigwech,

Sonia Fazari
Sr Advisor, Municipal & Indigenous Affairs
Telephone: 416-753-6962
E-mail: sonia.fazari@enbridge.com
Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/02_noc/enbridge ajax_noc_indigenous.docx
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Wednesday, July 22, 2020
Grand Chief
la Nation huronne-wendat
255, place Chef-Michel-Laveau
Wendake, QC, G0A 4V0
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
Dear Grand Chief

i,

I am writing to advise you of an upcoming gas pipeline project in the Ajax area and to begin engagement on the
proposed work. Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas
distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and
flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
The Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural
gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The
pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible.
Temporary working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate
the movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
Please find attached the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House for further description of the
Project being proposed, including a description of the Preliminary Preferred Route (PPR) and Alternate Routes
(AR). Due to the current government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will
be hosting a virtual open house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the
Project and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. Once the Environmental Report is complete,
Enbridge will apply to the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) for approval to construct. This study is being conducted in
accordance with the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction, and Operation of
Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario (2016).
As an Indigenous community with a potential interest in the study area, we are inviting la Nation huronne-wendat
to provide comments and feedback regarding the Project. We are also seeking information about areas that may
be culturally significant to your community in the study area and information about potential effects that the Project
may have on asserted or established Indigenous and treaty rights. Golder is presently compiling an
environmental, socio-economic, and archaeological/cultural heritage inventory of the Environmental Study Area.
We would welcome your feedback and comments regarding the proposed pipeline as we undertake the requisite
environmental study
Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300, Toronto, Ontario, M5H 3R3, Canada
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As you know, Enbridge is committed to meaningful engagement with Indigenous communities. As such, we would
be interested in holding a conference call with la Nation huronne-wendat consultation office to share project related
information, should you wish. If you have any questions, would like to provide feedback or share knowledge, or
would be interested in setting up a briefing on this project please feel free to contact me directly.
We kindly request that any initial input and comments regarding the Project are provided by your community by
September 3, 2020. Please let us know if you are unable to respond by this date but are interested in participating
in the consultation and engagement process for the Project.
If you have any questions or want to discuss the Project, please feel free to contact me at any time. We look
forward to engaging with you to ensure your community’s interests are being considered and represented.
Respectfully,

Melanie Book
Enbridge Gas Inc
Sr Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement
613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com

Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/02_noc/enbridge ajax_noc_indigenous.docx
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August 4, 2020
Kawartha Nishnawbe
PO Box 1432
Lakefield, Ontario
K0L 2H0
Aaniin,
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
This letter is to inform you that Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its
natural gas distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system
reliability and flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area. The Ajax
Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural gas
pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The pipeline
will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible. Temporary
working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate the
movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street North, travelling south to Rossland Road
West, and then east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection with Harkins Drive. AR # 2
begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West and travels east to the same end point of the
PPR on Rossland Road West. AR # 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road and
travels south to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. An Environmental Report will be prepared in
accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB) Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and
Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016). The preparation of the
Environmental Report is currently underway, and it is anticipated that the Environmental Report will be completed
in October 2020. Upon completion, Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave to Construct for the Project
with the OEB for approval. Pending regulatory approval, construction of the Project is anticipated to begin in the
summer of 2021.
As an Indigenous community with a potential interest in the study area, we are inviting Kawartha Nishnawbe to
provide comments and feedback regarding the Project. We are also seeking information about areas that may be
culturally significant to your community in the study area and information about potential effects that the Project
may have on asserted or established Indigenous and treaty rights.
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The environmental study includes consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with government
agencies and officials, property owners and local interest groups. The outcomes of the consultation and
engagement process will play a fundamental role in the planning and development of the Project. Due to the
government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will be hosting a virtual open
house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the Project to interested people
and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Further details about the virtual open house are provided in the notice attached to this letter.
All feedback and input gathered during the virtual open house and throughout the consultation and engagement
process for the Project will be used to confirm baseline environmental conditions along the route alternatives, to
inform the selection of the preferred route, and to identify site-specific mitigation for the Project, as required.
I would also be interested in meeting with you and your team to provide an overview of the project and
environmental technical review of the proposed pipeline project. I will be in touch soon to confirm your interest
and/or availability.
Miigwech,

Sonia Fazari
Sr Advisor, Municipal & Indigenous Affairs
Telephone: 416-753-6962
E-mail: sonia.fazari@enbridge.com
Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/02_noc/enbridge ajax_noc_indigenous.docx
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July 22, 2020

Consultation Supervisor
Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation
22521 Island Road
Port Perry, ON
L9L 1B6
Aaniin

,

ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
This letter is to inform you that Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its
natural gas distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system
reliability and flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area. The Ajax
Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural gas
pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The pipeline
will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible. Temporary
working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate the
movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street North, travelling south to Rossland Road
West, and then east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection with Harkins Drive. AR # 2
begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West and travels east to the same end point of the
PPR on Rossland Road West. AR # 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road and
travels south to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. An Environmental Report will be prepared in
accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB) Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and
Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016). The preparation of the
Environmental Report is currently underway, and it is anticipated that the Environmental Report will be completed
in October 2020. Upon completion, Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave to Construct for the Project
with the OEB for approval. Pending regulatory approval, construction of the Project is anticipated to begin in the
summer of 2021.
As an Indigenous community with a potential interest in the study area, we are inviting Mississaugas of Scugog
Island First Nation to provide comments and feedback regarding the Project. We are also seeking information
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Enbridge Gas – Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House

about areas that may be culturally significant to your community in the study area and information about potential
effects that the Project may have on asserted or established Indigenous and treaty rights.
The environmental study includes consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with government
agencies and officials, property owners and local interest groups. The outcomes of the consultation and
engagement process will play a fundamental role in the planning and development of the Project. Due to the
government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will be hosting a virtual open
house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the Project to interested people
and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Further details about the virtual open house are provided in the notice attached to this letter.
All feedback and input gathered during the virtual open house and throughout the consultation and engagement
process for the Project will be used to confirm baseline environmental conditions along the route alternatives, to
inform the selection of the preferred route, and to identify site-specific mitigation for the Project, as required.
I would also be interested in meeting with you and your team to provide an overview of the project and
environmental technical review of the proposed pipeline project. I will be in touch soon to confirm your interest
and/or availability.
Miigwech,

Sonia Fazari
Sr Advisor, Municipal & Indigenous Affairs
Telephone: 416-753-6962
E-mail: sonia.fazari@enbridge.com
Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/02_noc/enbridge ajax_noc_indigenous.docx
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Notice of Commencement - Letters to
Government Agency and Municipal
Stakeholders (Generic)

July 22, 2020
Letter to Federal and Provincial Government Agencies
«AddressBlock»
«GreetingLine»
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
This letter is to inform you that Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its
natural gas distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system
reliability and flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area. The Ajax
Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural gas
pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate pressure polyethylene natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The pipeline
will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible. Temporary
working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate the
movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street North, travelling south to Rossland Road
West, and then east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection with Harkins Drive. AR # 2
begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West and travels east to the same end point of the
PPR on Rossland Road West. AR # 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road and
travels south to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. An Environmental Report will be prepared in
accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB) Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and
Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016). The preparation of the
Environmental Report is currently underway, and it is anticipated that the Environmental Report will be completed
in October 2020. Upon completion, Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave to Construct for the Project
with the OEB for approval. If approved, construction of the Project is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2021.
To support the environmental study, Golder is compiling information regarding existing environmental,
socio-economic, cultural heritage, and archaeological features in the study area. The study area is depicted in the
attached notice. Golder is also compiling information regarding current planning policies and guidelines for
consideration in the study. We are requesting any information pertaining to existing conditions and planning
policies and guidelines relevant to the study area that may fall within your mandate. In addition, we are requesting
information regarding future development in the study area under your jurisdiction. If you have information

Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300, Toronto, Ontario, M5H 3R3, Canada

Golder and the G logo are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation

T: +1 416 366 6999 F: +1 416 366 6777

golder.com

July 22, 2020

Enbridge Gas Inc. – Ajax Reinforcement Project
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House

relevant to the Project, please contact the undersigned to discuss how we can obtain this information from your
organization.
The environmental study includes consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with government
agencies and officials, property owners, and local interest groups. The outcomes of the consultation and
engagement process will play a fundamental role in the planning and development of the Project. Due to the
government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will be hosting a virtual open
house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the Project to interested people
and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Further details about the virtual open house are provided in the notice attached to this letter.
All feedback and input gathered during the virtual open house and throughout the consultation and engagement
process for the Project will be used to confirm baseline environmental conditions along the route alternatives, to
inform the selection of the preferred route, and to identify site-specific mitigation for the Project, as required.
We kindly request that any input and comments regarding the Project are provided by your organization by
September 3, 2020.
Please contact the undersigned by phone or by email to provide any comments, feedback, and input that you may
have regarding the Project.
Sincerely,
Golder Associates Ltd.

Ana Rincon-Gomez
Environmental Assessment Specialist

Tamara Skillen
Associate, Senior EIA Specialist

Telephone: 647-376-6357
E-mail: AjaxReinforcement@golder.com

Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.

https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/2000 routing_er/02_er appendices/appendix f - nocs/app f3a - enbridge
ajax_noc_agencies_rev1_clean.docx
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July 22, 2020
Letter to Municipal Stakeholders
[Address Block]
[Greeting]
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT AND VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
This letter is to inform you that Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its
natural gas distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system
reliability and flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area. The Ajax
Reinforcement Project (the Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural gas
pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate pressure polyethylene natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The pipeline
will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible. Temporary
working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate the
movement and storage of equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the
Project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and two alternative routes (AR), which are depicted in
the notice attached to this letter.
The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street North, travelling south to Rossland Road
West, and then east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection with Harkins Drive. AR # 2
begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West and travels east to the same end point of the
PPR on Rossland Road West. AR # 3 begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road and
travels south to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West.
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake an environmental study for the Project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred and alternative routes and determine, from an environmental and
socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the Project. An Environmental Report will be prepared in
accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB) Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and
Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016). The preparation of the
Environmental Report is currently underway, and it is anticipated that the Environmental Report will be completed
in October 2020. Upon completion, Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave to Construct for the Project
with the OEB for approval. If approved, construction of the Project is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2021.
To support the environmental study, Golder is compiling information regarding existing environmental,
socio-economic, cultural heritage and archaeological features in the study area. The study area is depicted in the
attached notice. Golder is also compiling information regarding current planning policies and guidelines for
consideration in the study. We are requesting any information pertaining to existing conditions and planning
policies and guidelines relevant to the study area that may fall within your mandate. In addition, we are requesting
information regarding future development in the study area under your jurisdiction. If you have information

Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300, Toronto, Ontario, M5H 3R3, Canada

Golder and the G logo are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation

T: +1 416 366 6999 F: +1 416 366 6777

golder.com

July 22, 2020

Enbridge Gas Inc. – Ajax Reinforcement Project
Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House

relevant to the Project, please contact the undersigned to discuss how we can obtain this information from your
organization.
The environmental study includes consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with government
agencies and officials, property owners and local interest groups. The outcomes of the consultation and
engagement process will play a fundamental role in the planning and development of the Project. Due to the
government restrictions on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19, Enbridge Gas will be hosting a virtual open
house for the Project. The virtual open house will provide more information about the Project to interested people
and present the opportunity for people to ask questions and provide feedback.
Further details about the virtual open house are provided in the notice attached to this letter.
All feedback and input gathered during the virtual open house and throughout the consultation and engagement
process for the Project will be used to confirm baseline environmental conditions along the route alternatives, to
inform the selection of the preferred route, and to identify site-specific mitigation for the Project, as required.
We kindly request that any input and comments regarding the Project are provided by your organization by
September 3, 2020.
Please contact the undersigned by phone or by email to provide any comments, feedback, and input that you may
have regarding the Project.

Sincerely,
Golder Associates Ltd.

Ana Rincon-Gomez
Environmental Assessment Specialist

Tamara Skillen
Associate, Senior EIA Specialist

Telephone: 647-376-6357
E-mail: AjaxReinforcement@golder.com

Attachments (1): Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
cc: Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Sonia Fazari, Sr Advisor, Municipal & Indigenous Affairs, Enbridge Gas Inc.

https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/2000 routing_er/02_er appendices/appendix f - nocs/app f3b - enbridge
ajax_noc_municipalities_rev0_clean.docx
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Virtual Open House Presentation

Ajax
Reinforcement
Project
Welcome to our virtual open house
August 3 to August 17, 2020

Visit the virtual open house at ajaxreinforcement.ca for the following
materials.
 The slides shown in this presentation.
 The audio-video file of this presentation.
 The transcript of this presentation.

Navigating
the virtual
open house

 A high-resolution map of the project.
 A comment form.
We encourage you to submit the online comment form through the
virtual open house website once you have reviewed the materials.
You can also download and submit the PDF version of the comment
form by email or contact us to submit comments by another means.

The virtual open house will be hosted on the website from
August 3 to August 17, 2020.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Slide 2

Enbridge Gas is proposing to reinforce its natural gas distribution network
in Ajax, to increase system reliability and support growth.

Purpose of
the project
and virtual
open house

Consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with
stakeholders are fundamental components of the planning and
environmental study for the project.
A virtual open house is being hosted due to restrictions on public
gatherings due to COVID-19.
The purpose of the virtual open house is to provide:
 Information about the project.
 Opportunity to ask questions and provide feedback.
All feedback and input received will be used to:
 Inform the selection of the preferred route.
 Identify potential issues and site-specific mitigation, if required.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Slide 3

Enbridge Gas Indigenous Peoples Policy
Enbridge recognizes the diversity of Indigenous peoples who live where we work and operate. We
understand from history the destructive impacts on the social and economic wellbeing of Indigenous
Peoples. Enbridge recognizes and realizes the importance of reconciliation between Indigenous
communities and the broader society.
Positive relationships with Indigenous peoples, based on mutual respect and focused on achieving common
goals, will create positive outcomes for Indigenous communities. Enbridge commits to pursue sustainable
relationships with Indigenous Nations and groups in proximity to where Enbridge conducts business. To achieve
this, Enbridge will govern itself by the following principles:
 We recognize the legal and constitutional rights possessed by Indigenous peoples, and the importance of the
relationship between Indigenous Peoples and their traditional lands and resources. We commit to working with
Indigenous communities in a manner that recognizes and respects those legal and constitutional rights and the
traditional lands and resources to which they apply. We commit to ensuring that our projects and operations
are carried out in an environmentally responsible manner.
 We understand the importance of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples in the
context of existing Canadian law and the commitments that the government has made to protecting the rights
of Indigenous Peoples.
Ajax Reinforcement Project

Slide 4

Enbridge Gas Indigenous Peoples Policy
 We engage in forthright and sincere consultation with Indigenous Peoples about Enbridge’s projects and
operations through processes that seek to achieve early and meaningful engagement. Indigenous
engagement help define our projects that may occur on lands traditionally occupied by Indigenous
Peoples.
 We commit to working with Indigenous Peoples to achieve benefits for them resulting from Enbridge’s
projects and operations, including opportunities in training and education, employment, procurement,
business development, and community development.
 We foster understanding of the history and culture of Indigenous Peoples among Enbridge’s employees
and contractors, in order to create better relationships between Enbridge and Indigenous communities.
This commitment is a shared responsibility involving Enbridge and its affiliates, employees and
contractors. We will conduct business in a manner that reflects the above principles. Enbridge will
provide ongoing leadership and resources to effectively implement the above principles, including
the development of implementation strategies and specific action plans. Enbridge commits to
periodically review this policy so that it remains relevant and respects Indigenous culture and
varied traditions.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Slide 5

Project overview
 Construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel
natural gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate
pressure polyethene natural gas pipeline, and
two district stations.
 The pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length and
within existing road allowances, where
possible.
 Temporary working space and laydown areas
may be required adjacent to road allowances.
 Three routes are being considered:
 Preliminary preferred route
 Alternative route 2
 Alternative route 3

A pipe of similar size to the pipe that will be installed for the project.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Slide 6

Route
alternatives

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Slide 7

Ontario Energy Board review and approval process
An Environmental Study is being completed for the project and an
Environmental Report will be prepared in accordance with the Ontario
Energy Board’s (OEB) Environmental Guidelines for the Location,
Construction and Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in
Ontario. These guidelines provide the planning requirements for new
projects and the mitigation required for the construction of these projects.
Who is the OEB?
• The OEB is the body that regulates the natural gas industry in Ontario to ensure that the public interest
is served and protected. Once the Environmental Report is completed, Enbridge Gas will file an
application for a Leave to Construct for the project with the OEB for approval.
• The OEB may order a written or oral hearing based upon the complexity of the project and the level of
public concern. Members of the public will be invited by the OEB to participate in the hearing. The
OEB will then make a decision about the application.
• Construction of the project can only proceed if the Leave to Construct is approved by the OEB.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Slide 8

Environmental study and approval process
Phase 2 - Evaluation

Phase 1 - Planning
•

•

Identify feasible route
alternatives and study
areas
Establish existing
environmental conditions

•

Complete field studies

•

Notify Indigenous
communities and
stakeholders

•

Hold virtual open house

•

Evaluate route alternatives

•

Select preferred route

•

Identify potential effects
and mitigation for the
preferred route

•

Assess cumulative effects

•

Complete Environmental
Report

Phase 3 - Approvals
•

Submit Environmental
Report to Ontario Pipeline
Coordinating Committee

•

File application for Leave
to Construct with OEB

•

OEB Hearing and Decision

•

Obtain other permits and
approvals

Consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with stakeholders

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Slide 9

Selection of the preferred route
The selection of the preferred route involves a comparative evaluation of the route
alternatives, including the following:
 Collection of information about existing conditions.
 Consideration of the following:
 Environmental features (e.g., sensitive natural
features).
 Socio-economic and cultural heritage features (e.g.,
existing land use, future land use, heritage features).
 Financial (costs).
 Technical aspects (e.g., existing linear corridors,
reliability of supply, safety).
 Identification of the potential adverse environmental and
socio-economic effects of each route alternative.
 Consideration of Indigenous and stakeholder input.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Pipe welding on another similar Enbridge Gas project

Slide 10

Environmental
study findings
 The desktop research and field studies
considered the natural, socio-economic,
and cultural environments.
 Understanding the existing conditions
helps to identify the potential for
environmental or social effects.
 Mitigation measures will be confirmed
once the preferred route is selected and
input is received from interested parties.
 The results of the environmental study
will be documented in the
Environmental Report.

Ajax Reinforcement Project
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Natural environment
Key features found within the study areas include:
•

Wetlands and woodlands in all study areas.

•

Open agricultural fields (preliminary preferred route) and meadows.

•

Potential habitat for wildlife species, including species at risk.

•

East Duffins Creek and Urfé Creek cross the preliminary preferred
route and alternative route 2. These creeks support fish species.

•

The valleylands of both creeks are designated by the Town of Ajax
as environmental protection areas.

•

Valleylands of East Duffins Creek were also observed in the study
area of alternative route 3.

•

Stormwater ponds observed along alternative routes 2 and 3.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

A fish species at risk (redside dace) is known to
occur in Urfé Creek and may be found in the
study areas for the preliminary preferred route
and alternative route 2.

Slide 12

Natural environment
The pipeline will be installed within existing road allowances,
which will help to minimize environmental effects.

Potential effects may include removal of vegetation, temporary
alteration of wildlife habitat during construction, and increased erosion
and sedimentation.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Mitigation measures may include:
•

Minimize temporary workspace areas and
clearing of existing vegetation.

•

Avoid vegetation clearing during the
migratory birds nesting season.

•

Avoid in-stream activity by using horizontal
directional drilling (HDD) – see next slide.

•

Follow guidelines on fish timing windows.

•

Implement erosion and sediment control
measures.

•

Clean up and restore construction areas
as soon as possible after construction.

Slide 13

Horizontal directional drilling
 The project is planned to include pipeline crossings
under watercourses using HDD installation
methods.
 HDD is typically used for working in the vicinity of or
crossing sensitive environmental features, such as
watercourses or wetlands. HDD is chosen as a
construction technique to reduce or avoid
environmental impact.
 HDD involves digging entry and exit pits outside the
sensitive feature and using a drilling rod and drilling
fluid to install the pipeline under the sensitive
feature. Using advanced technology and highly
trained technicians, the drill head guides the pipe
electronically to ensure the angle, depth, and exit
point adhere to carefully designed engineering
plans.

Ajax Reinforcement Project
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Socio-economic environment
•

The project is primarily located in the Town of
Ajax.

•

A portion of Alternative Route 2 is also within the
City of Pickering.

•

The area is largely residential with several new
subdivisions and on-going housing construction.

•

The area along Alternative Route 2 is the most
densely built.

•

There are cultural and recreational facilities in the
area, including portions of the Great Trail of
Canada (also known as the Trans Canada Trail).

•

City construction is currently ongoing along
Church Street North.

A portion of the Great Trail of Canada located by the
hydro corridor along the preliminary preferred route.

Ajax Reinforcement Project
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Socio-economic environment
Mitigation measures may include

Potential effects may include:
•

Nuisance effects such as noise and dust.

•

Road or lane closures and increased traffic volume.

•

Limited access to recreational, community or institutional
facilities and commercial businesses along the road where
construction occurs.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

•

Comply with municipal noise by-laws.

•

Implement best management practices to
minimize noise and dust emissions.

•

Develop and implement a traffic control
and protection plan.

•

Repair impacts to public roadways,
sidewalks or other paved areas.

•

Provide, in advance, the schedule for road
closures and construction to
municipalities, directly affected and
adjacent property owners and businesses.

Slide 16

Cultural environment
 Four properties with potential cultural heritage value or interest
and one potential cultural heritage landscape were identified:
 Three located along the preliminary preferred route.
 One located along alternative route 2.
 One located along alternative route 3 (Paulynn Park).
 Two non-designated properties identified along the preliminary
preferred route and alternative route 2, respectively.
 Pineridge Memorial Gardens are located adjacent to the
preliminary preferred route.
 Areas with archaeological potential have been identified along
all route alternatives, though previously disturbed areas are not
likely to have archaeological potential.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Trail marker honouring the history and cultural contributions of the
Huron-Wendat Nation in Ontario. The trail marker is found on the
Great Trail of Canada along route alternative 2.

Slide 17

Cultural environment
Mitigation measures include:
• Complete further studies in areas with
archaeological potential along the preferred
route prior to construction.
• If previously undocumented archaeological
resources are discovered during
construction, cease construction
immediately, engage a licensed
archaeologist to carry out further
archaeological studies, and report the
findings.
Potential effects may include:
• Disturbance of areas with archaeological potential.
• Disturbance of cultural heritage properties and
landscapes.

Ajax Reinforcement Project

• Conduct further studies for cultural heritage
to identify effects on cultural heritage
properties and landscapes and implement
the recommendations.

Slide 18

Study area
features

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Slide 19

Typical pipeline design
and construction
 Enbridge Gas pipelines are
designed to meet or exceed the
regulations of the Canadian
Standards Association (Z662 Oil
and Gas Pipeline Systems) and
the applicable regulations of the
Technical Standards & Safety
Association.
 Construction activities are
temporary and transitory.
 After construction, Enbridge Gas
takes many steps to ensure safe,
reliable operation of the network
of our natural gas pipelines.

Ajax Reinforcement Project
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Our commitment to environment, health and safety
 We are committed to working with residents and businesses in the area

on construction planning, mitigation measures and post-construction
monitoring.
 We are committed to ensuring areas that are impacted during

construction are restored as close to pre-construction condition as
possible.
 We are committed to applying mitigation measures to prevent or reduce

the level of impact. We will work with the residents and business owners
to ensure issues are resolved collaboratively.
 We are committed to protecting the health and safety of all individuals

affected by our activities. The safety of the public, our communities and
our employees is our top priority.

Example of site restoration after the pipe has been installed

 We are committed to safety in our processes, our people and our
technologies, to ensure the safe construction and operation of our
pipelines. We continually perform routine maintenance and, if required,
implement repairs or other actions across our entire pipeline system.

Ajax Reinforcement Project
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Proposed project timeline
The Environmental Study is underway. It is anticipated that the Environmental Report will be
submitted to the Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee (OPCC) for review in October 2020.

Virtual Open House
(August 3 to August 17)

August
2020

Completion of ER
and submission of
ER to OPCC for
review and
comment

September
2020

End of Public
Comment Period
(September 3)

October
2020

Submission of
Leave to
Construct
application to
OEB

November
2020

End of OPCC
Review Period

Anticipated
construction start

December
2020

Spring
2021

Summer
2021

Anticipated
in-service date
approximately six
months after
construction start

OEB decision
(estimated timeline)

Ajax Reinforcement Project
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Next steps – submit your comments!
Please fill out the comment form online or submit by email
Email: ajaxreinforcement@golder.com
End of comment period: September 3, 2020
All comments and questions submitted for this project will be collected and considered in the development of an
Environmental Report that will be part of the public record and will be made available to individuals or organizations
with an interest in this project. Under the Freedom of Information and Protection Privacy Act, personal information
such as name and address will not be included in the Environmental Report but may be released, if requested in
accordance with the Act, to any person as part of the review of the Environmental Report.

Ajax Reinforcement Project
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Thank you for participating in the virtual open
house for the Ajax Reinforcement Project!
If you have comments or questions, please contact:
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Golder Associates Ltd.
Telephone: (647) 376-6357

Thank you!

Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Enbridge Gas
Telephone: (905) 927-3132
Email: ajaxreinforcement@golder.com
Project Website: enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement

Ajax Reinforcement Project
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Virtual Open House Presentation Transcript

Enbridge Gas Inc. - Ajax Reinforcement Project
Virtual Open House

Presentation Transcript

Slide 1:
Welcome
Welcome to the virtual open house for the Ajax Reinforcement Project. Thank you for joining us!
Slide 2:
Navigating the virtual open house
This presentation will provide information about the project. You can pause or stop the
presentation at any time. In addition to this presentation, you can visit the virtual open house
website at ajaxreinforcement.ca to download the following materials.



The slides shown in this presentation.



The audio-video file of this presentation.



The transcript of this presentation.



A high-resolution map of the project.



A comment form.

You can find the links to download these materials on the virtual open house website.
The virtual open house website contains a link to an online comment form that we encourage
you to fill out with feedback or questions and submit through the website once you have reviewed
the virtual open house materials.
A PDF file of the comment form is also provided on the website. You can download it, fill it out
and send to us by email if you prefer providing your comments and feedback through this format.
Should you need to submit the comment form by a mode other than email, please contact the
project team. We will provide contact information for the project team at the end of this
presentation.
The virtual open house will be available from August 3 to August 17, 2020. However, you can
still provide comments, feedback, and questions about the project after August 17, 2020. Copies
of the presentation, transcript and comment form will be made available on the project website
at enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement after the virtual open house ends.
Slide 3:
Purpose of the project and virtual open house
Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) provides safe and reliable delivery of natural gas to more than
3.7 million customers across Ontario. Enbridge Gas has identified the need to reinforce part of
its natural gas distribution network in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required
to increase system reliability and flexibility and to support current and projected growth in natural
gas demand in the area.
Consultation with Indigenous communities and engagement with government agencies and
officials, property owners and interest groups are fundamental components of the planning and
environmental study that Enbridge Gas is completing for the project.
Enbridge Gas is hosting the open house for the project through a virtual format due to the
government restrictions and guidance on public gatherings as a result of COVID-19. This
1
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Virtual Open House
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provides a safe alternative to the in-person open house that would otherwise be hosted for the
project under normal circumstances.
The purpose of the virtual open house is to provide information about the project and to present
an opportunity for interested parties to ask questions and provide feedback about the project.
All feedback and input gathered throughout the engagement and consultation process for the
project will be used to inform the selection of the preferred route and to identify potential issues
and site-specific mitigation for the project, where required.
Slide 4:
Enbridge Gas Indigenous Peoples Policy (Part 1)
Enbridge Gas recognizes the diversity of Indigenous peoples who live where we work and
operate. We understand from history the destructive impacts on the social and economic
wellbeing of Indigenous peoples. Enbridge Gas recognizes and realizes the importance of
reconciliation between Indigenous communities and the broader society. Positive relationships
with Indigenous peoples, based on mutual respect and focused on achieving common goals, will
create positive outcomes for Indigenous communities. Enbridge Gas commits to pursue
sustainable relationships with Indigenous Nations in proximity to where Enbridge Gas conducts
business. To achieve this, Enbridge Gas will govern itself by the following principles as seen on
this slide.
Slide 5:

Enbridge Gas Indigenous Peoples Policy (Part 2)

Enbridge Gas Indigenous Peoples Policy continues on this slide.
Slide 6:
Project overview
The project will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural gas pipeline, an
8-inch intermediate pressure polyethene natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The
pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length and will be located within existing road allowances, where
possible. Temporary working space and laydown areas may also be required adjacent to the
road allowances, to facilitate the movement and storage of equipment for construction.
Three pipeline routes are being considered for the project. These include a preliminary preferred
route and two alternative routes.
Slide 7:
Route alternatives
The route alternatives are depicted in the figure presented on this slide. A high-resolution map
showing the route alternatives can also be downloaded from the website.
The preliminary preferred route begins at a new district station at the intersection of Taunton
Road and Church Street North. From there, the route travels south along Church Street North
to Rossland Road West and connects to a new district station. The route then travels east
approximately 450 metres along Rossland Road West to a point just east of Harkins Drive, where
it connects to the existing natural gas distribution network.
Alternative route 2 would begin at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland Road West and
travel east, where it would connect to a new district station at Church Street North and Rossland
Road West. The route would then continue east to the same end point of the preliminary
2
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preferred route on Rossland Road West, where it would connect to the existing natural gas
distribution network.
Alternative route 3 would begin at a new district station at the intersection of Taunton Road and
Ravenscroft Road. The route would then travel south along Ravenscroft Road to a new district
station at the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West, where it would connect
to the existing natural gas distribution network.
Slide 8:
Ontario Energy Board review and approval process
Enbridge Gas has retained Golder Associates Ltd. to complete an environmental study for the
project.
The study will examine the preliminary preferred route and alternative routes to determine, from
an environmental and socio-economic perspective, the preferred route for the project.
An environmental study will be completed for the project and an Environmental Report will be
prepared in accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB) Environmental Guidelines for
the Location, Construction and Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario.
These guidelines provide the planning requirements for new projects and the mitigation required
for the construction of these projects.
The OEB is the body that regulates the natural gas industry in Ontario to ensure that the public
interest is served and protected.
Once the Environmental Report is completed, Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave
to Construct for the project with the OEB for approval. The application will contain information
about the project including the purpose and need for the project, the results of the environmental
study and routing assessment, construction and project costs, land requirements and
agreements, and an overview of Indigenous consultation and public engagement.
The OEB will hold a public hearing to support the application review process. Members of the
public will be invited by the OEB to participate in the hearing.
The OEB will then make a decision on the application.
Construction of the project can only proceed if the Leave to Construct is approved by the OEB.
The OEB website, oeb.ca, provides additional information about the OEB process.
Slide 9:
Environmental study and approvals process
The environmental study and approvals process that is being completed for the project has
three main phases.



Phase 1 - Planning: involves the identification of feasible pipeline route alternatives, and
study areas, and then notifying Indigenous communities and stakeholders that the
environmental study is beginning.



Phase 2 - Evaluation: involves the identification and assessment of the preferred route.
Comments received from Indigenous communities and interested stakeholders help inform
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this decision. Potential environmental effects are identified, and mitigation measures are
developed, and an Environmental Report is completed.



Phase 3 – Approvals: involves the submission of the Environmental Report, followed by the
OEB hearing and decision process, and then obtaining any other necessary permits or
approvals, for example, from the municipality or other regulators.

This slide outlines the different steps within each phase of the process. We are currently at the
virtual open house stage, which is the start of Phase 2.
Slide 10:
Selection of the preferred route
The selection of the preferred route involves a comparative evaluation of the route alternatives.
This evaluation involves the following:



Collection of information about the existing conditions in the study areas, using both
research and site visits.



Consideration of environmental and socio-economic features and financial, and technical
aspects such as sensitive natural features, cultural heritage features, existing or future land
uses, costs, and safety.



Identification of potential adverse environmental and socio-economic effects associated with
the construction and operation of each of the route alternatives.



Consideration of Indigenous and stakeholder input.

The route evaluation process and rationale for the selection of the preferred route will be
documented in the Environmental Report.
Slide 11:
Environmental study findings
Desktop research and field studies have been completed to identify the existing environmental
conditions in the study areas. The study area for each route alternative is shown in the map on
this slide. The studies considered components of the natural, socio-economic, and cultural
environments. The following slides provide a summary of the existing environmental, social and
cultural features in the study areas that have been identified to date.
Understanding the existing conditions helps to identify the potential for environmental, social or
cultural effects. Some potential effects are outlined on the following slides.
Preliminary mitigation measures that have been identified at this stage of the environmental
study are also summarized in the following slides. Avoidance and mitigation measures will be
confirmed once the preferred route is selected.
The input received from interested parties through this virtual open house will help to confirm the
existing features, the potential for effects, and the mitigation measures that will be required.
Once the effects and mitigation are confirmed, the results of the environmental study will be
documented in the Environmental Report.
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Slide 12:
Natural environment (part 1)
The natural environment includes features such as woodlands, waterways, and potential
animal habitat. The environmental study will evaluate the potential effects to these features as
a result of the project. A desktop background review and a site visit were completed to
describe the natural environment in the study areas. The following is a summary of key
findings:



Wetlands and woodlands were observed. Open agricultural fields in the preliminary
preferred route study area, meadows, and built-up areas were also observed.



The study areas provide potential habitat for wildlife species, including species at risk.



East Duffins Creek and Urfé Creek cross the preliminary preferred route and alternative
route 2. These creeks are known to support a wide variety of fish species.



The valleylands of both creeks are designated by the Town of Ajax as environmental
protection areas. Valleylands of East Duffins Creek were also observed in the study area of
alternative route 3.



A fish species at risk (redside dace) is known to occur in Urfé Creek and may be found in
the study areas.



Stormwater ponds were observed along alternative routes 2 and 3.

Slide 13:
Natural environment (part 2)
Potential effects on the natural environment may include the removal or vegetation and
temporary alteration of habitat for wildlife species during construction (for example, at
watercourse crossings or, if required, at temporary workspaces outside of existing road
allowances).
Potential effects during construction may also include increased erosion and sedimentation and
temporary effects on surface water quality. These may affect both the aquatic and terrestrial
environments.
These potential effects should be minimal as the pipeline will be installed within existing road
allowances, though temporary workspaces may be required outside of these allowances.
Mitigation will be implemented during construction to minimize effects. This mitigation may
include:



Minimizing temporary workspace areas to the extent possible.



Minimizing clearing of vegetation and avoiding clearing trees, if possible.



Avoiding vegetation clearing during the migratory birds breeding season.



Avoiding in-stream activity by using horizontal directional drilling (HDD) and follow
guidelines on fish timing windows.



Implementing erosion and sediment control measures.
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Cleaning up and restoring construction areas as soon as possible after construction,
including revegetation.

Slide 14:
Horizontal directional drilling
The project will likely cross watercourses along the preferred route. To do this horizontal
directional drilling, or HDD, techniques may be used.
HDD is chosen as a construction technique to reduce or avoid environmental impacts. To
place the pipeline under a river, entry and exit pits are dug outside the river and a drilling rod
and drilling fluid is used to install the pipeline under the sensitive feature. Using advanced
technology and highly trained technicians, the drill head guides the pipe electronically to
ensure the angle, depth, and exit point adhere to carefully designed engineering plans. The
pipeline segments are also typically made of thicker steel and have a protective first layer of
coating and a second abrasion-resistant coating to protect the pipe through the process.
Slide 15:
Socio-economic environment (part 1)
The socio-economic environment includes features such as residences, businesses,
recreational features and public amenities such as school and hospitals.
The project is primarily located in the Town of Ajax. A portion of alternative route 2 is also located
within City of Pickering boundaries.
The study areas are mainly residential with several new subdivisions and on-going housing
construction. The study area along alternative route 2 is the most densely built.
There are cultural and recreational facilities in the area, including a golf centre and driving range,
municipal parks, churches, and portions of the Great Trail of Canada, which is also known as
the Trans Canada Trail.
There is construction currently being completed on Church Street North between Rossland Road
West and the hydroelectric corridor.
Slide 16:

Socio-economic environment (part 2)

Temporary effects during construction may include:



Nuisance effects such as noise and dust.



Road or lane closures and increased traffic volume.



Limited access to recreational, community or institutional facilities and commercial
businesses along the road where construction occurs.

Mitigation measures during construction may include:



Complying with municipal noise by-laws.



Implementing best management practices to minimize noise and dust emissions.



Developing and implementing a traffic control and protection plan to safely control traffic
flow at and around construction areas.
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Repairing impacts to public roadways, sidewalks or other paved areas due to project
construction, as directed by the appropriate governing authorities.



Providing, in advance, the schedule for road closures and construction to municipalities,
directly affected and adjacent property owners and businesses.

Slide 17:
Cultural environment (part 1)
 Review of historic mapping was completed to identify properties with potential cultural
heritage value or interest and cultural heritage landscapes in the study areas. Four
properties with potential cultural heritage value or interest and one potential cultural heritage
landscape were identified.



Two non-designated properties listed on the Town of Ajax’s Inventory of Non-Designated
Heritage Properties have been identified along the preliminary preferred route and
alternative route 2.



Pineridge Memorial Gardens are located adjacent to the preliminary preferred route.



Areas with archaeological potential were identified along all route alternatives through the
Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment. Areas that have been previously disturbed within
existing road allowances are not likely to have archaeological potential.



A trail marker honouring the history and cultural contributions of Indigenous peoples in
Ontario can be found on the Great Trail along alternative route 2.

Slide 18:
Cultural environment (part 2)
Potential effects as a result of project construction may include:



Disturbance of areas with archaeological potential.



Disturbance of cultural heritage properties and landscapes.

Mitigation measures include:



Complete further archaeological studies in areas with archaeological potential along the
preferred route prior to construction.



If previously undocumented archaeological resources are discovered during construction,
cease construction immediately, engage a licensed archaeologist to carry out further
archaeological studies, and report the findings.



Conduct further studies for cultural heritage to identify effects on cultural heritage properties
and landscapes before construction, and implement the recommendations identified
through those studies.

Slide 19:
Study area features
The map on this slide shows key natural, cultural and socio-economic features in the study
area. You can download a copy of this map from the virtual open house website.
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Slide 20:
Typical pipeline design and construction
Enbridge Gas pipelines are designed to meet or exceed the regulations of the Canadian
Standards Association and the applicable regulations of the Technical Standards & Safety
Association.
Construction activities for Enbridge Gas pipelines are temporary and transitory. Once the pipe
is lowered into the trench, Enbridge Gas restores the area to pre-construction conditions to the
extent possible. The figure on this slide shows the typical pipeline construction sequence.
After construction, Enbridge Gas takes many steps to ensure safe, reliable operation of the
network of our natural gas pipelines.
Slide 21:
Our commitment to environment, health and safety
Enbridge Gas is fully committed to protecting the environment, and to promote and ensure health
and safety through our activities. Our commitment to environment, health and safety is
summarized in this slide.
Slide 22:

Proposed project timeline

The environmental study is underway.
It is anticipated that the Environmental Report will be completed in October 2020 and submitted
to the Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee for review and comment. The Ontario Pipeline
Coordinating Committee is formed by representatives of the different Ontario ministries.
Enbridge Gas will then file the application for the Leave to Construct for the project with the OEB
for approval.
If approved, construction of the project is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2021. It is
anticipated that construction of the project will take approximately six months.
Slide 23:

Next steps – submit your comments!

That concludes the presentation portion of our virtual open house.
We want to hear from you! We encourage you to fill out and submit the online comment form
on the virtual open house website (ajaxreinforcement.ca) by August 17, 2020 to provide
comments, feedback and questions about the project. Your input is welcomed and
appreciated.
You can also provide your input by email until September 3, 2020. Please download the online
comment form from the virtual open house website and submit the filled-out form by email to
ajaxreinforcement@golder.com by September 3, 2020.
Should you need to submit the comment form by a mode other than email, please contact the
project team at the email above or 647-376-6357 and we will be happy to help you provide
your input by another means.
We will also respond to your questions as quickly as possible.
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Thank you!

Thank you for participating in the virtual open house for the Ajax Reinforcement Project!
If you want to reach the project team directly, please use the contact information provided in
this slide.
Please visit the Enbridge Gas project website at enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement for more
information about the project.
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VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE COMMENT FORM
We want to hear from you! We encourage you to review the virtual open house material and download, fill out and
submit this comment form by September 3, 2020 to provide comments, feedback, and questions about the
project. Your input is welcomed and appreciated. Please submit via email to ajaxreinforcement@golder.com the
filled-out form.
Should you need to submit the comment form by a mode other than email, please contact the project team at the
email above or 647-376-6357 and we will be happy to help you provide your input by another means.

CONTACT INFORMATION AND GENERAL QUESTIONS
If you would like to be added to the project's mailing list and receive project updates, please provide your contact
information.
1. Name: __________________________________________________________________________________
2. Email: ___________________________________________________________________________________
3. Mailing Address: __________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
4. How would you like to receive future updates about the project? (Please choose one answer)
By email
By regular mail (i.e., Canada Post)
I do not want to receive future updates about the project

5. When did you visit the virtual open house website? _____________________
DD / MM / YYYY
6. How did you hear about the Ajax Reinforcement Project? (Select all that apply)
Received a notice via email
Notice in the newspaper
Received a notice in the mail
From a friend or neighbour
Other: ________________________________________________________________________

1
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7. Do you own property, live, or work beside (Please select all that apply):
The Preliminary Preferred Route
Route Alternative 2
Route Alternative 3
I do not own property, live, or work beside any of the routes, but am interested in the project

8. Please explain your interest in the project:
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
9. Which group represents you the most? (Please choose one answer)
I am a member of an Indigenous community
I am a landowner or resident in the study area
I am a member of a community interest group
I am a government official
Other: ________________________________________________________________________

COMMENTS AND INPUT ABOUT THE PROJECT
10. Do you agree with the preliminary preferred route for the project?
Yes
No
No opinion (Go to question 12)
11. Why do you agree or disagree with the preliminary preferred route?
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
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12. Are there any environmental, socio-economic or cultural heritage features along the route alternatives that you
would like to identify? Please indicate which route alternative you are commenting on.
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
13. Are there any potential effects (e.g., to you, your property, business or otherwise) and any mitigation
measures that Enbridge Gas should consider and address prior to the construction of the project? Please indicate
which route alternative you are commenting on.
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
14. Please provide any additional comments, feedback, questions or concerns that you may have about the
project. If applicable, please indicate which route alternative you are commenting on.
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________

FEEDBACK ON THE VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
15. Was sufficient information about the project provided during the virtual open house?
Yes (Go to question 17)
No
16. What additional project information would you have liked to have seen?
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
17. Please provide any comments you have on the virtual open house (for example: format, content, delivery).
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
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__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
18. Did you receive sufficient information about the Ontario Energy Board and the environmental study
processes?
Yes
No
Partly

19. If you responded, "No or "Partly", please indicate what additional information you would like about the
processes.
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE!
If you require further information about the project, please contact us by email at ajaxreinforcement@golder.com
or call our phone number (647-376-6357) and leave a detailed message.
Please visit the Enbridge Gas project website at: enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement for more information about
the project.

All comments and questions submitted for this project will be collected and considered in the development of an
Environmental Report that will be part of the public record and will be made available to individuals or
organizations with an interest in this project. Under the Freedom of Information and Protection Privacy Act,
personal information such as name and address will not be included in the Environmental Report but may be
released, if requested in accordance with the Act, to any person as part of the review of the Environmental
Report.
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Virtual open house comment form response

Questions

Responses

Name

Attendee # 1

How would you like to receive future updates
about the project? (please choose one
answer)

By email

When did you visit the virtual open house
website?

8/11/2020

How did you hear about the Ajax
Reinforcement Project? (please select all
that apply)

Received a notice in the mail;

Do you own property, live, or work beside?
(please select all that apply)

The preliminary preferred route;

Please explain your interest in the project

I live adjacent to the preliminary preferred route line.

Which group represents you the most?
(please choose one answer)

I am a landowner or resident in the study area

Do you agree with the preliminary preferred
route for the project?

No opinion

Why do you agree or disagree with the
preliminary preferred route?

No answer

Are there any environmental, socioeconomic or cultural heritage features along
the route alternatives that you would like to
identify? Please indicate which route
alternative you are commenting on.

PBR - Dufferin creek conservation area in close
proximity to the construction.

Are there any potential effects (e.g. to you,
your property, business or otherwise) and
any mitigation measures that Enbridge Gas
should consider and address prior to the
construction of the project?

PBR will impact many of residents. For example, it will
impact the residents on London Lane. In terms of
access, residents of London Lane exit and enter
through Rossland Road. I am concerned with access
issues onto London Lane as a result of construction.
London Lane only has one entrance onto Rossland, the
other one being an emergency exit.
I am also concerned with the noise, dust and
disturbance to the aesthetics on Rossland Road/Church
Street. How long will construction take? The problem is
that PBR directly affects many homes, because the
homes are directly adjacent to the road.
There are many children playing and dog walkers on
Rossland Road in my neighbourhood, especially
summer time. Ensuring safety during construction is
important.

Virtual open house comment form response

Questions

Responses

Please provide any additional comments,
feedback, questions or concerns that you
may have about the project. If applicable,
please indicate which route alternative you
are commenting on.

See above.

Was sufficient information about the project
provided during the virtual open house?

No

What additional project information would
you have liked to have seen?

Construction timelines and impacts on property owners.

Please provide any comments you have on
the virtual open house (for example: format,
content, delivery).

N/A

Did you receive sufficient information about
the Ontario Energy Board and the
environmental study processes?

Partly

If you responded "No or "Partly", please
indicate what additional information you
would like about the processes.

N/A
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Alderville First Nation
22-Jul-20

Email

Alderville First Enbridge Gas
Nation
Inc. (Enbridge)
Representative Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation with an attached Notice of
Commencement and Virtual Open House. Enbridge also provided an overview
of the project. Enbridge requested the First Nation community to provide initial
feedback and shared knowledge by September 3, 2020.

None

20-Aug-20

Email

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation inquiring about its schedule to discuss
the project over a teleconference call.

On August 25, 2020, Alderville First Nation
requested a conference call meeting on
August 25, 2020, in the morning. Enbridge
noted it is not available due to training and
provided two alternative dates for the
meeting.

8-Sep-20

Email

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation with a copy of the Stage 1
Archaeological Assessment (AA) for the project. The Stage 1 AA indicated a
Stage 2 AA will be required. Enbridge requested review of the report by
October 9, 2020 and sought interest in participating in the Stage 2 AA.
Enbridge requested the opportunity to connect over conference call.

A video conference call was scheduled for
September 9, 2020.

9-Sep-20

Video
Conference
Meeting

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge held a video conference call with an Alderville First Nation
representative to provide an overview of the project and to outline potential
areas of interest to the community. The community representative posed
questions surrounding the archaeological interests in the project area and
expressed an interest in participating in the Stage 2 AA.

None

30-Sep-20

Email

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation providing information regarding
Indigenous burial or archaeological sites identified during the Stage 1 AA in the
project area, as requested. The email stated that a Stage 2 AA will be
occurring, and a notification will be sent when it is scheduled.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

8-Oct-20

Email

19-Oct-20

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation the Environmental Report for its
review. Enbridge requested review of the report by November 17, 2020 and
also inquired about interest in participating in the Stage 2 AA. It was noted that
the Environmental Report has also been submitted to the Ontario Pipeline
Coordinating Committee (OPCC) for review and comment.

None

Email

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation requesting a call to discuss feedback
about the project.

None

3-Nov-20

Email

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation advising of an ongoing interest in
None
community feedback or input on the Environmental Report. Enbridge committed
to ongoing consultation and working with the community to integrate change
and mitigations where required.

12-Nov-20

Email

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation stating that the proposed date for the
Stage 2 AA field work is scheduled for November 18, 2020 for a duration of
2-3 days. The email provided information about safety training, personal
protective equipment (PPE), hotel, COVID-19 protocols, assigned monitors and
fees, and invoicing information. Enbridge stated the logistical details will be
provided and that virtual participation can be accommodated.

None

17-Nov-20

Email

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation stating the Stage 2 AA field work had
been rescheduled for November 23, 2020.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

20-Nov-20

Email

12-Feb-21

Email

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation confirming the Stage 2 AA field work
was taking place on November 23, 2020. The meeting location, time and
contact information of the Golder Associates Ltd (Golder) Archaeologist were
provided. Enbridge also provided the COVID-19 protocols to be considered
while working in the field.

None

Alderville First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Alderville First Nation providing the following updates about
the project:

None




The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.
The revised draft Stage 2 AA report will be available end of February
2021.

The email noted that the delay would allow for ongoing consultation and for
fulsome discussions about potential effects linked to the project. A link was
provided to access the latest updates and supporting documentation on the
project.
Beausoleil First Nation
22-Jul-20

Email

Beausoleil
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Beausoleil First Nation with an attached Notice of
Commencement and Virtual Open House. Enbridge also provided an overview
of the project. Enbridge requested the First Nation community to provide initial
feedback and shared knowledge by September 3, 2020.

None

8-Sep-20

Email

Beausoleil
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Beausoleil First Nation with a copy of the Stage 1 AA for the
project. The Stage 1 AA indicated a Stage 2 AA will be required. Enbridge
requested review of the report by October 9, 2020 and sought interest in
participating in the Stage 2 AA. Enbridge inquired about questions or
comments, or if the First Nation would be interested on setting up a briefing to
discuss.

Enbridge emailed requesting clarity on
who should be provided with consultation
related information as the previous
Beausoleil First Nation representative was
not available.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

8-Oct-20

Email

19-Oct-20

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Beausoleil
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Beausoleil First Nation the Environmental Report for its
review. Enbridge requested review of the report by November 17, 2020 and
also inquired about interest in participating in the Stage 2 AA. It was noted that
the Environmental Report has also been submitted to the OPCC for review and
comment.

None

Email

Beausoleil
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Beausoleil First Nation requesting a call to discuss feedback
about the project.

None

3-Nov-20

Email

Beausoleil
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Beausoleil First Nation advising of an ongoing interest in
None
community feedback or input on the Environmental Report. Enbridge committed
to ongoing consultation and working with the community to integrate change
and mitigations where required.

12-Feb-21

Email

Beausoleil
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Beausoleil First Nation providing the following updates about
the project:




None

The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.
The revised draft Stage 2 AA report will be available end of February
2021.

The email noted that the delay would allow for ongoing consultation and for
fulsome discussions about potential effects linked to the project. A link was
provided to access the latest updates and supporting documentation on the
project.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
22-Jul-20

Email

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Georgina
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation with an attached
Notice of Commencement and Virtual Open House. Enbridge also provided an
overview of the project. Enbridge requested the First Nation community to
provide initial feedback and shared knowledge by September 3, 2020.

None

8-Sep-20

Email

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Georgina
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation with a copy of the
Stage 1 AA for the project. The Stage 1 AA indicated a Stage 2 AA will be
required. Enbridge requested review of the report by October 9, 2020 and
sought interest in participating in the Stage 2. Enbridge inquired about
questions or comments, or if the First Nation would be interested on setting up
a briefing to discuss.

None

8-Oct-20

Email

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Georgina
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation the Environmental
Report for its review. Enbridge requested review of the report by November 17,
2020 and also inquired about interest in participating in the Stage 2 AA. It was
noted that the Environmental Report has also been submitted to the OPCC for
review and comment.

None

19-Oct-20

Email

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Georgina
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation requesting a call
to discuss feedback about the project.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

03-Nov-20

Email

12-Feb-21

Email

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Georgina
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed the Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation advising of an
ongoing interest in community feedback or input on the Environmental Report.
Enbridge committed to ongoing consultation and working with the community to
integrate change and mitigations where required.

None

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Georgina
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation providing the
following updates on the project:

None




The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.
The draft Stage 2 AA report will be available end of February 2021.

The email noted that the delay would allow for ongoing consultation and for
fulsome discussions on potential effects linked to the project. A link was
provided to access the latest updates and supporting documentation on the
project.
Chippewas of Rama First Nation
22-Jul-20

Email

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Rama First
Representative
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Rama First Nation with an attached Notice of
Commencement and Virtual Open House. Enbridge also provided an overview
of the project. Enbridge requested the First Nation community to provide initial
feedback and shared knowledge by September 3, 2020.

None

8-Sep-20

Email

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Rama First
Representative
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Rama First Nation with a copy of the Stage 1
AA for the project. The Stage 1 AA indicated a Stage 2 AA will be required.
Enbridge requested review of the report by October 9, 2020 and sought interest
in participating in the Stage 2 AA. Enbridge noted that it would be happy to
provide a project briefing, if required.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

8-Oct-20

Email

19-Oct-20

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Rama First
Representative
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Rama First Nation a draft of the Environmental
Report for its review. Enbridge requested review of the report by November 17,
2020 and also inquired about interest in participating in the Stage 2 AA. It was
noted that a draft of the Environmental Report has also been submitted to the
OPCC for review and comment.

None

Email

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Rama First
Representative
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Rama First Nation requesting a call to discuss
feedback about the project.

None

3-Nov-20

Email

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Rama First
Representative
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed the Chippewas of Rama First Nation advising of an ongoing
interest in community feedback or input on the Environmental Report. Enbridge
committed to ongoing consultation and working with the community to integrate
change and mitigations where required.

None

12-Feb-21

Email

Chippewas of
Enbridge
Rama First
Representative
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Chippewas of Rama First Nation providing the following
updates about the project:

None




The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.
The draft Stage 2 AA report will be available end of February 2021.

The email noted that the delay would allow for ongoing consultation and for
fulsome discussions about potential effects linked to the project. A link was
provided to access the latest updates and supporting documentation on the
project.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Curve Lake First Nation
22-Jul-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation with an attached Notice of
Commencement and Virtual Open House. Enbridge also provided an overview
of the project. Enbridge requested the First Nation community to provide initial
feedback and shared knowledge by September 3, 2020.

None

28-Jul-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation providing an update on the schedule
for the project, including the date of submission of the Notice of
Commencement to the community, the anticipated dates associated with the
Project filing. Enbridge noted that initial feedback from the community on the
project is still outstanding and inquired whether a Curve Lake First Nation
representative would like to review the Stage 1 AA report.

None

10-Aug-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge sent Curve Lake First Nation the project's Google Earth files.
Enbridge inquired if Curve Lake First Nation required other mapping.
Additionally, in an effort to get the community's initial feedback on the
archaeological potential in the project area, Enbridge inquired if there is
supplementary information, beyond the files provided, that would be helpful for
Curve Lake First Nation's team in order to provide Indigenous knowledge
regarding the project footprint.

None

17-Aug-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Curve Lake First Nation emailed Enbridge acknowledging the Notice of
None
Commencement received on July 22, 2020. The letter stated that the project is
located in the traditional territory of Curve Lake First Nation and outlined the
consultation and accommodation standards of the community. The letter sought
a summary statement outlining how the project would address key community
interests. The letter also outlined the community’s expectations with regard to
engagement in archaeological assessment.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

26-Aug-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Inquiry

Response

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation proposing monthly meetings from
September to December 2020. Enbridge provided a list of proposed weeks
within these months.

Curve Lake First Nation thanked Enbridge
for the email and provided four available
options as meeting dates in September,
and the rest of availability in October,
November and December 2020. Curve
Lake First Nation asked if the filing fee and
Summary Statement had been sent or if
an invoice was needed.
Enbridge emailed regarding the project
filing fee and the summary statement.

1-Sep-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation with a letter outlining a summary
statement for the project. The letter responded to Curve Lake First Nation’s
initial inquiry on the following potential project effects:







Curve Lake First Nation thanked Enbridge
for the summary statement.

Drinking water
Endangerment to fish and wild game
Effect on Aboriginal heritage and cultural values
Endangered species
Lands, savannas etc.

Enbridge also scheduled a call with Curve Lake First Nation for September 16,
2020.

8-Sep-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation with a copy of the Stage 1 AA for the
project. The Stage 1 AA indicated a Stage 2 AA will be required. Enbridge
requested review of the report by October 9, 2020 and sought interest in
participating in the Stage 2 AA. Enbridge noted that it looked forward to the
discussion to be held on September 16, 2020.

Curve Lake First Nation responded by
providing the appropriate contact for
liaison participation in Stage 2 AA.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

14-Sep-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Curve Lake First Nation emailed Enbridge with comments related to the Stage
1 AA report, provided oral history and requested that this oral history be
incorporated into the report, and requested the opportunity to review the
revised report once the comments have been incorporated.

Enbridge acknowledged the receipt of the
email.

16-Sep- 20

Video
Curve Lake
Enbridge
Teleconference First Nation
Representative
Call
Representative

Enbridge held a video conference call with Curve Lake First Nation
representatives to provide an overview of the project and to outline potential
areas of interest to the community. The community representative posed
questions surrounding the archaeological interests in the project area and
expressed an interest in participating in the Stage 2 AA. The community
representatives also asked about watercourse crossings and the horizontal
directional drilling process. Enbridge responded to questions during the call.

None

21-Sep-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge sent a reminder to Curve Lake First Nation regarding the summary
statement for the project sent by Enbridge on September 1, 2020, and offered
to respond to questions or queries related to the summary statement.

None

8-Oct-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation the Environmental Report for its
review. Enbridge requested review of the report by November 17, 2020 and
also inquired about interest in participating in the Stage 2 AA. It was noted that
the Environmental Report has also been submitted to the OPCC for review and
comment.

None

3-Nov-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake the amended Stage 1 AA for the project. The
email outlined how community feedback was integrated and noted that the
report would be submitted to the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and
Culture Industries (MHSTCI), once the community had the opportunity to
review. Enbridge also noted the ongoing interest in community feedback or
input on the Environmental Report and provided information on the proposed
timing for the Stage 2 AA.

Curve Lake First Nation responded by
providing the appropriate contact for
archaeology related work and liaison for
participation in Stage 2 AA.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

12-Nov-20

Email

17-Nov-20

Email

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Curve Lake First Nation emailed Enbridge requesting an update about the
Stage 2 AA.

Enbridge responded to Curve Lake First
Nation stating that the proposed date for
the Stage 2 AA field work is November 18,
2020 for a duration of 2-3 days. The email
provided information about safety training,
PPE, hotel, COVID-19 protocols, assigned
monitors and fees, and invoicing
information. Enbridge stated the logistical
details will be provided and virtual
participation can be accommodated.

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation requesting feedback about the
amended Stage 1 AA, if possible.

Curve Lake First Nation responded stating
it did not have any comments on the
amended Stage 1 AA report.

Enbridge notified Curve Lake First Nation that the Stage 2 AA field work had
been rescheduled for November 23, 2020.

20-Nov-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation confirming the Stage 2 AA field work
was taking place on November 23, 2020. The meeting location, time, and
contact information of the Golder Archaeologist were provided. Enbridge also
provided the COVID-19 protocols to be considered while working in the field.

None

20-Nov-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge updated Curve Lake First Nation that due to delays with municipal
permits the Stage 2 AA field work had been rescheduled for November 24,
2020. The meeting location, time, and contact information of the Golder
Archaeologist were provided.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

26-Nov-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Inquiry

Response

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation a summary of the Stage 2 AA field
work since the monitor from Curve Lake First Nation was not able to attend the
second day of the Stage 2 AA field work. The email noted:

None





That three archaeological sites were identified.
The preliminary findings including location, date of finding, size, and
number of artifacts found at each site.
A Stage 3 Archaeological Assessment was recommended for each
identified archaeological site.

A secure link was provided with the photos and videos of the field work
completed on November 25, 2020.
26-Nov-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation inquiring if there will be a review of
the Environmental Report by the community.

Curve Lake First Nation responded stating
that the review would be completed
shortly.

4-Dec-20

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Curve Lake First Nation provided Enbridge with its review of the Environmental
Report. Curve Lake First Nation stated a meeting will follow in the new year to
discuss the report.

Enbridge thanked Curve Lake First Nation
for the review of the Environmental Report
and agreed to have a meeting in the new
year to discuss the comments.

18-Jan-21

Email

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation requesting a meeting to discuss its
review of the Environmental Report.

Curve Lake First Nation responded noting
availability for January 27, 2021.

27-Jan -21

Video
Curve Lake
Enbridge
Teleconference First Nation
Representative
Call
Representative

Enbridge and Curve Lake First Nation met via video teleconference to discuss
the community’s review of the Environmental Report.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

2-Feb-21

Email

12-Feb-21

Email

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge provided Curve Lake First Nation with its responses to the comments
on the Environmental Report. Enbridge noted that it looked forward to ongoing
discussions related to the specifics of the project and an update will be
provided regarding the Stage 2 AA report.

None

Curve Lake
Enbridge
First Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Curve Lake First Nation providing the following updates
about the project:

None




The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.
The Stage 2 AA will be available end of February 2021.

The email noted that the delay would allow for ongoing consultation and for
fulsome discussions on potential effects linked to the project. A link was
provided to access the latest updates and supporting documentation on the
project.
Hiawatha First Nation
22-Jul-20

Email

Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Hiawatha First Nation with an attached Notice of
Commencement and Virtual Open House Invitation, and the Letter of
Delegation from the Ministry of Energy, Northern Development and Mines
(MENDM), delegating the Duty to Consult for the project to Enbridge. The
Notice of Commencement included an overview of the project, map of the
proposed project area and rationale for the project. Enbridge requested the
First Nation community to provide initial feedback and shared knowledge by
September 3, 2020.

None

Enbridge also requested that should there be questions or concerns, or if the
community would be interested in setting up a briefing on this project, that the
community representative reach out to Enbridge directly. Enbridge noted that it
looked forward to engaging with the community to ensure the community's
interests are being considered and represented.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

20-Aug-20

Email

21-Aug-20

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Hiawatha First Nation asking if it would be interested in a
briefing for the project in early September 2020 via video conference.

None

Email

Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Hiawatha First Nation emailed Enbridge stating it would be interested in a
meeting and to provide time and date.

Enbridge responded asking if September
3, 2020 is possible or the following week.

1-Sep-20

Email

Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Hiawatha First Nation confirmed meeting time and date with Enbridge for
September 3, 2020.

Enbridge provided Hiawatha First Nation a
link to the project slide deck for review
prior to the video call on September 3,
2020.

3-Sep-20

Video
Hiawatha First Enbridge
Teleconference Nation
Representative
Call / Email
Representative

An Enbridge representative and Hiawatha First Nation representative met via
video conference regarding the project. The Enbridge representative prepared
a slide deck regarding the project to help guide the discussion. Enbridge
provided an overview of the project, discussed the preliminary preferred route
and the alternative routes. Enbridge explained how the preferred route is
chosen and reinforced the importance of consulting with the community to help
choose the best route possible.

None

The Enbridge representative also explained the environmental surveys that
were conducted, including an overview of the Stage 1 AA report and explained
that further studies for cultural heritage would be required to identify effects on
cultural heritage properties and landscapes in order to develop and implement
recommendations on how best to mitigate effects on these properties.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

3-Sep-20 (cont’d)

Video
Hiawatha First Enbridge
Teleconference Nation
Representative
Call / Email
Representative

Inquiry

Response

Enbridge also provided Hiawatha First Nation with an overview of the mitigation
measures in place during construction. Enbridge also provided an overview of
the proposed project timelines. The Hiawatha First Nation representative did
not express concerns regarding the project, but rather expressed interest in
participating in the archaeological field studies. Enbridge committed to keeping
them informed of any upcoming Stage 2 field studies. Enbridge asked if
Hiawatha First Nation was interested in sending a monitor or if it would prefer to
monitor remotely as a result of the pandemic. The Hiawatha First Nation
representative confirmed that it would prefer to take advantage of the remote
monitoring program to ensure the health and safety of the community.
Enbridge thanked Hiawatha First Nation for the opportunity to provide the
community with a project briefing.
Enbridge emailed a copy of the draft Stage 1 AA report for Hiawatha First
Nation’s review and input. Hiawatha First Nation did not provide any feedback
on the draft Stage 1 AA report.

8-Oct-20

Email

Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Hiawatha First Nation a draft of the Environmental Report for
its review. Enbridge requested review of the report by November 17, 2020 if
possible. The Enbridge representative informed the Hiawatha First Nation
representative that a draft copy of the Environmental Report was also shared
with the OPCC for review and comment. Enbridge also provided an overview of
the role of the OPCC committee and its involvement on the project for further
context.

None

6-Nov-20

Email

Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

An Enbridge representative emailed the Hiawatha First Nation representative
informing him of the upcoming Stage 2 archaeological field work being planned
for November 16, 2020. The Enbridge representative explained that the Golder
archaeology team will have crews on site videotaping the field work, and at the
end of each work day a copy of the video footage and a brief overview of the
days work will be provided to Hiawatha First Nation.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

25-Nov-20 and 26Nov-20

Email

Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Inquiry

Response

Enbridge emailed Hiawatha First Nation a summary of the Stage 2 AA field
work that took place on November 24 and 25, 2020. The summary outlined the
following:

None





That three archaeological sites were identified.
The preliminary findings including location, date of finding, size, and
number of artifacts found at each site.
A Stage 3 Archaeological Assessment was recommended for each
identified archaeological site.

The email provided mapping, a link with the videos of the field work, and an
offer for the community to connect with Enbridge and the Golder Archaeologist
through a conference call on December 9, 2020 to discuss the findings and
next steps.
Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Hiawatha First Nation requesting a confirmation for a
conference call on December 9, 2020 to discuss the findings of the Stage 2
Archaeological field surveys.

8-Dec-20

Email

9-Dec-20

Video
Hiawatha First Enbridge
Enbridge and Golder held a video conference call with a Hiawatha First Nation
Teleconference Nation
Representatives, representative to present the findings from the Stage 2 AA and answer
Call
Representative Golder
questions regarding the field work.
Representatives

16-Dec-20

Email

17-Dec-20

Video
Hiawatha First Enbridge
Teleconference Nation
Representative
Call / Email
Representative

Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

None

None

Enbridge emailed Hiawatha First Nation requesting a meeting on December 17,
2020.

Hiawatha First Nation responded with a
few time options for the meeting.

Enbridge and Hiawatha First Nation discussed the project during a meeting
held via conference call.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

16-Feb-21

Email

Hiawatha First Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Inquiry

Response

Enbridge emailed Hiawatha First Nation providing the following update about
the project:

None



The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation.
Huron-Wendat Nation
22-Jul-20

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Huron-Wendat Nation with an attached Notice of
Commencement and Virtual Open House. Enbridge also provided an overview
of the project. Enbridge requested the First Nation community to provide initial
feedback and shared knowledge by September 3, 2020.

None

28-Jul-20

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Huron-Wendat Nation with the shapefiles for the project
containing the pipeline routes and study areas. Enbridge requested HuronWendat Nation to let Enbridge know if other mapping is required.

Huron-Wendat Nation responded noting
that the shapefiles received should suffice.

8-Sep-20

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Huron-Wendat Nation with a copy of the Stage 1 AA for the
project. The Stage 1 AA indicated a Stage 2 AA will be required. Enbridge
requested review of the report by October 9, 2020 and sought interest in
participating in the Stage 2 AA. Enbridge noted that it would be happy to
provide a project briefing, if required.

Huron-Wendat First Nation emailed
Enbridge stating that the Stage 1 AA
report will be reviewed, and comments will
be provided.

11-Sep-20

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Huron-Wendat Nation emailed Enbridge stating it is comfortable with the
content of the Stage 1 AA report. It was stated that Huron-Wendat Nation is
interested in being involved in future archaeological fieldwork as many sensitive
archaeological sites are within the study area. Huron-Wendat First Nation
requested an update on timing for the Stage 2 AA field work.

Enbridge responded to Huron-Wendat
Nation stating it will keep the community
informed on the timing of the Stage 2 AA
and that participation would be
accommodated.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

8-Oct-20

Email

4-Nov-20

Email

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Huron-Wendat Nation the Environmental Report for its
review. Enbridge requested review of the report by November 17, 2020 and
also inquired about interest in participating in the Stage 2 AA. It was noted that
the Environmental Report has also been submitted to the OPCC for review and
comment.

Huron-Wendat First Nation emailed
acknowledging receipt of the report and
noted that it would advise if it had
comments.

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Huron-Wendat Nation representative to provide a heads-up
about the potential timing for the Stage 2 AA.

Huron-Wendat First Nation emailed
Enbridge seeking a copy of the Stage 1
AA.
Enbridge representative provided a copy
of the Stage 1 AA via email.
Huron-Wendat First Nation emailed in
response noting that the community is not
comfortable with the land
acknowledgement section and asked that
the project also be recognized as being
located on the ancestral lands of the
Huron-Wendat Nation.

12-Nov-20

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Huron-Wendat Nation stating that the proposed date for the
Stage 2 AA field work is November 18, 2020, for a duration of 2-3 days. The
email provided information about safety training, PPE, hotel, COVID-19
protocol, assigned monitors and fees, and invoicing information. Enbridge
stated the logistical details will be provided soon and virtual participation can be
accommodated.

Huron-Wendat Nation emailed Enbridge
providing the field monitor contact
information and the estimated cost for
participating in the Stage 2 AA fieldwork.
Enbridge responded to Huron-Wendat
Nation noting the location details will be
provided once available. Enbridge
provided a list of equipment necessary for
the monitor during the Stage 2 AA field
work and COVID-19 protocols.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

17-Nov-20

Email

19-Nov-20

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Huron-Wendat Nation emailed Enbridge requesting an update about the Stage
2 AA field work schedule.

Enbridge emailed Huron-Wendat Nation
stating the Stage 2 AA field work had been
rescheduled for November 23, 2020.

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Huron-Wendat Nation emailed Enbridge requesting an update about the Stage
2 AA field work schedule.

Enbridge responded to Huron-Wendat
Nation stating it is waiting on approvals
from the municipalities. Enbridge noted
that an update will be provided soon.

20-Nov-20

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge emailed Huron-Wendat Nation confirming the Stage 2 AA field work
would be taking place November 23, 2020. The meeting location, time, and
contact information of the Golder Archaeologist were provided. Enbridge also
provided the COVID-19 protocols to be considered while working in the field.

Huron-Wendat Nation confirmed the
representative will be present for the field
work.

20-Nov-20

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Enbridge updated Huron-Wendat Nation that due to delays with municipal
permits the Stage 2 AA field work has been rescheduled for November 24,
2020. The meeting location, time, and contact information of the Golder
Archaeologist were provided.

None

25-Jan-21

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Huron-Wendat Nation emailed Enbridge requesting an update about the Draft
Stage 2 AA report.

Enbridge responded noting the report
should be ready for review in February
2021.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

12-Feb-21

Email

Huron-Wendat Enbridge
Nation
Representative
Representative

Inquiry

Response

Enbridge emailed Huron-Wendat Nation providing the following updates about
the project:

Huron-Wendat Nation noted that it would
await the Stage 2 AA report before
advancing next steps associated with the
project.




The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.
The draft Stage 2 AA report will be available end of February 2021.

The email noted that the delay would allow for ongoing consultation and for
fulsome discussions about potential effects linked to the project. A link was
provided to access the latest updates and supporting documentation on the
project.
Kawartha Nishnawbe First Nation
4-Aug-20

Regular Mail

Kawartha
Enbridge
Nishnawbe
Representative
Representative

Enbridge mailed Kawartha Nishnawbe the Notice of Commencement and
Virtual Open House, and the Letter of Delegation from the MENDM), delegating
the Duty to Consult for the project to Enbridge. The notice was mailed via
Canada Post regular mail.

None

8-Oct-20

Regular Mail

Kawartha
Enbridge
Nishnawbe
Representative
Representative

Enbridge mailed Kawartha Nishnawbe the Environmental Report for the project
via Canada Post Xpresspost. A cover letter was attached to the Environmental
Report, requesting Kawartha Nishnawbe to provide its review of the report by
November 17, 2020.

Canada Post returned the mail for the
following reasons:



Recipient not located at address
provided.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Enbridge emailed the Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation providing a
list of current and future projects of Enbridge, and a brief description. The list
included the Ajax Reinforcement Project. Enbridge noted that the project is
being proposed primarily as a result of growth in the Town of Ajax. Enbridge
inquired whether the Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation representative
would be available for an introductory call.

On July 23, 2020, Mississaugas of Scugog
Island First Nation indicated that it would
be available for a call on July 30 or July
31, 2020. Enbridge indicated that the first
or second of week of August 2020 would
work better with its schedule.

Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation
15-Jul-20

Email

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Mississaugas of Scugog Island First
Nation indicated that it would be available
for a call on August 3, 4, 10 or 11, 2020,
and requested an invite to be sent by
Enbridge. A meeting was scheduled for
August 11, 2020.
22-Jul-20

Email

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation with an attached
Notice of Commencement and Virtual Open House, and the Letter of
Delegation from the MENDM, delegating the Duty to Consult for the project to
Enbridge. Enbridge also provided an overview of the project. Enbridge
requested the First Nation community to provide initial feedback and shared
knowledge by September 3, 2020.
Enbridge also requested that should there be questions or concerns, or if the
community would be interested in setting up a briefing on this project, that the
community representative reach out to Enbridge directly. Enbridge noted that it
looked forward to engaging with the community to ensure the community's
interests are considered and represented.

On July 29, 2020, Mississaugas of Scugog
Island First Nation responded requesting a
larger version of the map. Enbridge
provided one on August 4, 2020.
Mississaugas of Scugog Island First
Nation acknowledged receipt of the files
on August 4, 2020.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

10-Aug-20

Email

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

11-Aug-20

Video
Mississaugas
Enbridge
Teleconference of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Call
Nation
Representative

Inquiry

Response

On August 10, Enbridge provided the Mississaugas of Scugog Island First
Nation a link to access a project slide deck in preparation for the meeting on
August 11, 2020.

None

Enbridge held a video conference call with the Mississaugas of Scugog Island
First Nation to discuss the project. The Enbridge representative prepared a
slide deck regarding the project to help guide the discussion. Enbridge provided
an overview of the project, discussed the preliminary preferred route and the
alternative routes. Enbridge explained how the preferred route is chosen and
reinforced the importance of consulting with the community to help choose the
best route possible.

A second project briefing was scheduled
for August 14, 2020.

The Enbridge representative also explained the environmental surveys that
were conducted, including an overview of the Stage 1 archaeological report and
explained that further studies for cultural heritage would be required to identify
effects on cultural heritage properties and landscapes in order to develop and
implement recommendations on how best to mitigate effects on these
properties.
Enbridge also provided Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation with an
overview of the mitigation measures in place during construction. Enbridge also
provided an overview of the proposed project timelines. The Mississaugas of
Scugog Island First Nation representative did not express concerns regarding
the proposed project, but rather expressed interest in participating in the
archaeological field studies. Enbridge committed to keeping him informed of
any upcoming Stage 2 field studies. Enbridge asked if Mississaugas of Scugog
Island First Nation was interested in sending a monitor or if it would prefer to
monitor remotely as a result of the pandemic. Mississaugas of Scugog Island
First Nation confirmed that it would be participating in the remote monitoring
program to ensure the health and safety of the community.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

11-Aug-20 (cont’d)

Video
Mississaugas
Enbridge
Teleconference of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Call
Nation
Representative

13-Aug-20

Email

14-Aug-20

Video
Mississaugas
Enbridge
Teleconference of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Call
Nation
Representative

3-Sep-20

Email

23-Sept-20

Email

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Inquiry

Response

The remainder of the meeting was deferred to August 14, 2020, as both the
Enbridge representative and Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation
representative were scheduled to be in another meeting with Mississaugas of
Scugog Island First Nation’s Band Manager to continue discussions regarding
the natural gas system expansion project in the community.
Enbridge emailed Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation the Letter of
Delegation from the MENDM, delegating the Duty to Consult for the project to
Enbridge for reference. Enbridge stated it looked forward to meeting again with
the community in the morning of August 14, 2020.

None

Enbridge held a second video conference call with Mississaugas of Scugog
Island First Nation to continue the discussion regarding the project.

None

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge provided Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation a copy of the
Stage 1 AA report for the project. Enbridge stated that the report confirms a
Stage 2 AA is required and that the community will be notified when the field
work will start, with fall 2020 being a possibility.

None

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation emailed Enbridge with comments
related to the Stage 1 AA report and requested the opportunity to review the
revised report once the comments have been incorporated.

Enbridge thanked Mississaugas of Scugog
Island First Nation for its input and noted
that a revised Stage 1 AA report will be
provided once the comments are
incorporated.

23

Ajax Reinforcement Project / Record of consultation - Indigenous communities

Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

1-Oct-20

Email

8-Oct-20

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation a draft of the
archaeological monitoring letter agreement for the community’s review and
feedback.

None

Email

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation a draft of the
Environmental Report for its review. Enbridge requested Mississaugas of
Scugog Island First Nation’s feedback of the Environmental Report by
November 17, 2020 if possible. The Enbridge representative informed the
Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation representative that a draft copy of
the Environmental Report was also shared with the OPCC for review and
comment. Enbridge also provided an overview of the role of the OPCC
committee and its involvement on the project for further context.

None

21-Oct-20

Email

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation emailed Enbridge with comments
on the Environmental Report. The Enbridge representative committed to
incorporating Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation’s feedback to the
Environmental Report.

None

3-Nov-20

Email

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

An Enbridge representative provided the Mississaugas of Scugog Island First
Nation contact an updated copy of the Stage 1 AA report that included
feedback provided by the Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation
representative. The Enbridge representative requested the Mississaugas of
Scugog Island First Nation review the updated report and advise if it had any
questions with the revised report. The Enbridge representative also provided a
statement regarding how Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation’s
comments were incorporated into the report.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

6-Nov-20

Email

25-Nov-20 and 26Nov-20

Email

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

The Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation representative emailed the
Enbridge representative inquiring if the Stage 2 field work has started. Enbridge
confirmed that the field work was being planned for November 16, 2020. The
Enbridge representative explained that the Golder archaeology team will have
two separate crews on site videotaping the field work, and at the end of each
workday a copy of the video footage and a brief overview of the days work will
be provided to Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation.

None

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Enbridge emailed the Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation a summary of
the Stage 2 AA field work that took place on November 24 and 25, 2020. The
summary outlined the following:

A meeting was scheduled for December 9,
2020 to discuss the Stage 2 AA fieldwork
findings and next steps.





That three archaeological sites were identified.
The preliminary findings including location, date of finding, size, and
number of artifacts found at each site.
A Stage 3 Archaeological Assessment was recommended for each
identified archaeological site.

The email provided mapping, a link with the videos of the field work and offered
the community the opportunity to connect with Enbridge and the Golder
Archaeologist on December 9, 2020 to discuss the findings and next steps.
9-Dec-20

Video
Mississaugas
Teleconference of Scugog
Island First
Call
Nation
Representative

Enbridge
Enbridge and Golder held a video conference call with Mississaugas of Scugog
Representatives, Island First Nation representatives to present the findings from the Stage 2 AA
Golder
and answer questions regarding the field work.
Representatives

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

16-Feb-21

Email

Mississaugas
Enbridge
of Scugog
Representative
Island First
Nation
Representative

Inquiry

Response

Enbridge emailed Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation providing the
following update on the project:

None



The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Trevor Esdaile,
Mike Gladstone
(Enbridge])

Enbridge emailed the office of the Ajax Riding MP to inform it that Enbridge is
in the beginning stages of a project in its riding of Ajax to reinforce part of the
natural gas distribution network. Enbridge noted that the reinforcement is
required to increase system reliability and to support current and future natural
gas demand in the area. Enbridge noted there are three routes being
considered for the project. These include a preliminary preferred route and two
alternate routes. A copy of the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual
Open House, including a map outlining the possible route locations, was
attached to the email.

None

Federal Government Officials and Agencies
21-Jul-20

Email

Honorary Mark
Holland - Member of
Parliament (MP), Ajax
Riding

Enbridge noted that it has retained Golder to undertake an environmental study
for the project. The study will examine the preliminary preferred route and the
alternate routes to determine, from an environmental and socio-economic
perspective, the preferred route for the project.
Enbridge noted that it is hosting a virtual open house as part of the preliminary
work for the project and provided details about the virtual open house.
Enbridge noted that during this time it will be listening to any concerns,
answering any questions, and receiving feedback from Indigenous
communities and interested stakeholders.
Enbridge also noted that it would be pleased to offer a briefing to answer any
questions regarding the project.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

21-Jul-20

Email

Jennifer O'Connell MP, PickeringUxbridge Riding

Trevor Esdaile,
Mike Gladstone
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed the office of the Pickering-Uxbridge Riding MP to inform it
that Enbridge is in the beginning stages of a project in Ajax to reinforce part of
the natural gas distribution network. Enbridge noted that the reinforcement is
required to increase system reliability and to support current and future natural
gas demand in the area. Enbridge noted there are three routes being
considered for the project. These include a preliminary preferred route and two
alternate routes. A copy of the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual
Open House, including a map outlining the possible route locations, was
attached to the email.

None

Enbridge noted that it has retained Golder to undertake an environmental study
for the project. The study will examine the preliminary preferred route and the
alternate routes to determine, from an environmental and socio-economic
perspective, the preferred route for the project.
Enbridge noted that it is hosting a virtual open house as part of the preliminary
work for the project and provided details about the virtual open house.
Enbridge noted that during this time it will be listening to any concerns,
answering any questions, and receiving feedback from Indigenous
communities and interested stakeholders.
Enbridge also noted that it would be pleased to offer a briefing to answer any
questions regarding the project.
23-Jul-20

Email

Government Agency
contacts identified on
the Project Contact
List

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)
Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

On behalf of Enbridge, Golder emailed the Notice of Commencement and
Virtual Open House to all agency contacts. The letter provided and overview
about the project and also provided information on the upcoming virtual open
house being held to provide additional information on the project. A map of the
project was provided. It was requested that any feedback is provided by
September 3, 2020.

None
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Date

Method

19-Aug-20 Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Transport Canada
Environmental
Services Program,
Ontario Region

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

Transport Canada responded to the Notice of Commencement email sent on
July 23, 2020. The email stated that Transport Canada does not require receipt
of all individual or Class EA related notifications. They requested project
proponents self-assess if their project:

None

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

1)

Will interact with a federal property and/or waterway by reviewing the
Directory of Federal Real Property, available at
www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/dfrp-rbif/; and

2)

Will require approval and/or authorization under any Acts administered by
Transport Canada available at
http://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/acts-regulations/menu.htm.

The email also stated that if the projects that will occur on federal property prior
to exercising a power, performing a function or duty in relation to that project,
will be subject to a determination of the likelihood of significant adverse
environmental effects, per section 82 of the Impact Assessment Act, 2019. If
the aforementioned does not apply, the Environmental Assessment program
should not be included in any further correspondence and future notifications
will not receive a response. If there is a role under the program,
correspondence should be forwarded electronically to: EnviroOnt@tc.gc.ca
with a brief description of Transport Canada’s expected role.
The email listed some common Acts that have applied to projects in an
Environmental Assessment context:
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Date

Method

19-Aug-20 Email

19-Aug-20 Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Transport Canada
Environmental
Services Program,
Ontario Region

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)



Canadian Navigable Waters Act (CNWA) – the CNWA applies primarily to
works constructed or placed in, on, over, under, through, or across
navigable waters set out under the CNWA. The Navigation Protection
Program administers the CNWA through the review and authorization of
works affecting navigable waters. Information about the Program, CNWA
and approval process is available at: http://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/programs621.html. Inquiries can be directed to NPPONT-PPNONT@tc.gc.ca or by
calling 519-383-1863.

None

Transport Canada
Environmental
Services Program,
Ontario Region

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)



Railway Safety Act (RSA) – the RSA provides the regulatory framework
for railway safety, security, and some of the environmental effects of
railway operations in Canada. The Rail Safety Program develops and
enforces regulations, rules, standards and procedures governing safe
railway operations. Additional information about the Program is available
at: https://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/railsafety/menu.htm. Inquiries can be directed
to RailSafety@tc.gc.ca or by calling (613) 998-2985.

None



Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act (TDGA) – the transportation of
dangerous goods by air, marine, rail and road is regulated under the
TDGA. Transport Canada, based on risks, develops safety standards and
regulations, provides oversight and gives expert advice on dangerous
goods to promote public safety. Additional information about the
transportation of dangerous goods is available at:
https://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/tdg/safety-menu.htm. Inquiries can be directed
to TDG-TMDOntario@tc.gc.ca or by calling 416-973-1868.

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Response
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Date

Method

19-Aug-20 Email

17-Feb-21

Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Transport Canada
Environmental
Services Program,
Ontario Region

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)



Government Agency
contacts identified on
the Project Contact
List

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

On behalf of Enbridge, Golder emailed federal agency contacts providing the
following update:

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)



Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Response

Aeronautics Act – Transport Canada has sole jurisdiction over
None
aeronautics, which includes aerodromes and all related buildings or
services used for aviation purposes. Aviation safety in Canada is
regulated under this Act and the Canadian Aviation Regulations (CARs).
Elevated Structures, such as wind turbines and communication towers,
would be examples of projects that must be assessed for lighting and
marking requirements in accordance with the CARs. Transport Canada
also has an interest in projects that have the potential to cause
interference between wildlife and aviation activities. One example would
be waste facilities, which may attract birds into commercial and
recreational flight paths. The Land Use In The Vicinity of Aerodromes
publication recommends guidelines for and uses in the vicinity of
aerodromes, available at:
https://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/civilaviation/publications/tp1247-menu-1418.htm.
Inquiries can be directed to tc.aviationservicesontservicesaviationont.tc@tc.gc.ca or by calling 1-800-305-2059 / 416-9520230.

None

The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation. A link to project updates and documentation was provided along
with contact information.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Provincial Government Officials and Agencies
16-Apr-20

Email

Dan Delaquis MENDM

Joel Denomy, Sonia Enbridge emailed the MENDM with an attached letter providing a project
description for the Ajax Reinforcement Project. The email stated that, pursuant
Fazari (Enbridge)
to the Ontario Energy Board’s Environmental Guidelines for the Location,
Construction and Operation of Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario
7th Edition, 2016, Enbridge is providing a description of the project so that the
MENDM can determine if it will delegate the procedural aspects of the duty to
consult for the project to Enbridge.

On July 2, 2020, MENDM emailed
Enbridge with an attached letter noting
that the MENDM has reviewed the
information provided by Enbridge in
respect to the project and assessed it
against the Crown’s current understanding
of the interests and rights of Indigenous
communities who hold or claim Aboriginal
or treaty rights in the area. In doing so,
MENDM has determined that the Project
may have the potential to affect such
Indigenous communities. The letter also
noted that, on behalf of the Crown,
MENDM is delegating the procedural
aspects of consultation in respect of the
project to Enbridge through this letter.
MENDM also provided a list of Indigenous
communities that should be consulted for
the project, and information on the roles
and responsibilities of both the Crown and
Enbridge as the proponent.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

21-Jul-20

Email

Honorary Rod Phillips
- Member of
Provincial Parliament
(MPP), Ajax Riding

Nicole
Gruythuyzen, Mike
Gladstone
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed the office of the Ajax Riding MPP to inform it that Enbridge is
in the beginning stages of a project in its riding of Ajax to reinforce part of the
natural gas distribution network. Enbridge noted that the reinforcement is
required to increase system reliability and to support current and future natural
gas demand in the area. Enbridge noted there are three routes being
considered for the project. These include a preliminary preferred route and two
alternate routes. A copy of the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual
Open House, including a map outlining the possible route locations, was
attached to the email.

None

Enbridge noted that it has retained Golder to undertake an environmental study
for the project. The study will examine the preliminary preferred route and the
alternate routes to determine, from an environmental and socio-economic
perspective, the preferred route for the project.
Enbridge noted that it is hosting a virtual open house as part of the preliminary
work for the project and provided details about the virtual open house.
Enbridge noted that during this time it will be listening to any concerns,
answering any questions, and receiving feedback from Indigenous
communities and interested stakeholders.
Enbridge also noted that it would be pleased to offer a briefing to answer any
questions regarding the project.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

21-Jul-20

Email

Honorary Peter
Bethlenfalvy, MPP,
Pickering-Uxbridge
Riding

Nicole
Gruythuyzen, Mike
Gladstone
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed the office of the Pickering-Uxbridge Riding MPP to inform it
that Enbridge is in the beginning stages of a project in Ajax to reinforce part of
the natural gas distribution network. Enbridge noted that the reinforcement is
required to increase system reliability and to support current and future natural
gas demand in the area. Enbridge noted there are three routes being
considered for the project. These include a preliminary preferred route and two
alternate routes. A copy of the Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual
Open House, including a map outlining the possible route locations, was
attached to the email.

The office of the Pickering-Uxbridge
Riding MPP emailed Enbridge noting that
it believes that the email sent on July 21,
2020 was meant for the Ajax Riding MPP.
It noted that the MPP of PickeringUxbridge is the representative for the
neighbouring riding of Pickering-Uxbridge.
It also noted that the team of the Ajax
Riding MPP was copied in the email
response for Enbridge to connect with.

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)
Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Enbridge noted that it has retained Golder to undertake an environmental study
for the project. The study will examine the preliminary preferred route and the
On July 23, 2020, Golder, on behalf of
alternate routes to determine, from an environmental and socio-economic
Enbridge, sent an email to the office of the
Pickering-Uxbridge Riding MPP with a
perspective, the preferred route for the project.
copy of the Notice of Study
Enbridge noted that it is hosting a virtual open house as part of the preliminary
Commencement and Virtual Open House
work for the project and provided details about the virtual open house.
noting that a portion of one of the route
Enbridge noted that during this time it will be listening to any concerns,
alternatives is located in the City of
answering any questions, and receiving feedback from Indigenous
Pickering, which is the reason why the
communities and interested stakeholders.
office of the Pickering-Uxbridge Riding
MPP is being contacted about the project.
Enbridge also noted that it would be pleased to offer a briefing to answer any
questions regarding the project.
23-Jul-20

Email

Government Agency
contacts identified on
the Project Contact
List, including
Members of the
OPCC

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)
Sarah KingdonBenson
Sonia Fazari

On behalf of Enbridge, Golder emailed the Notice of Commencement and
Virtual Open House to all agency and municipal contacts. The letter provided
and overview about the project and also provided information on the upcoming
virtual open house being held to provide additional information on the project.
A map of the project was provided. It was requested that any feedback is
provided by September 3, 2020.

None

Joel Denomy
(Enbridge)
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

23-Jul-20

Email

24-Jul-20

Email

Inquiry

Response

Celeste Dugas,
Ana Rincon-Gomez
Ministry of the
(Golder)
Environment,
Conservation and
Parks (MECP), YorkDurham District Office

MECP York-Durham District Office emailed Golder thanking it for the email
containing the Notice of Commencement and Virtual Open House sent on July
23, 2020.

None

Kevin Kelly, Ministry
of Transportation
(MTO)

MTO emailed Golder noting that it has reviewed the project limits for the
project, and that the project is outside the MTO permit control area and will not
affect any provincial highways. MTO indicated that an MTO
review/approval/permit(s) is not required for this project, and to requested
Golder to reach out if there were any questions.

Golder thanked MTO for its response.

Nick Prestinaci,
Anatoly Sirokvash,
Phil Iannacito (MTO)

Project team
member(s)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

24-Jul-20

Email

Maria Jawaid Ministry of Natural
Resources and
Forestry (MNRF)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

MNRF emailed Golder thanking it for the opportunity to review the project. The
MNRF noted that the reviewed the project description and location and offered
the following comments:

Golder thanked MNRF for its response.

Natosha Fortini,
Steve Varga, Brad
Allan (MNRF)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Preliminary Preferred Route: N/S along Church Street
This route crosses over the wooded valley system of the Duffins Creek
immediately north of the intersection of Church Street and Rossland Road
West. This valley is designated as an ‘Urban River Valley’ under the Greenbelt
Plan and connects the Greenbelt Plan Area to Lake Ontario through the urban
area of Ajax.
If this route is advanced, MNRF recommends that any temporary working
spaces and laydown areas be situated a minimum of 30 m from the valley
system.
Duffins Creek is a coldwater system (based on the species composition
determined by previous assessment work). As a result, MNRF recommends
that if any in-water works are required, it be completed between June 15 and
September 30.
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Date

24-Jul-20
(cont’d)

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

The route terminates at the intersection of Church Street North and Taunton
Road West. This intersection has an identified wetland in the SE corner within
30 m of the active Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens (cemetery), a large potential
significant woodland in the SW corner, and both the NE & NW corners are part
of the Greenbelt Plan Natural Heritage System.
If this route is advanced, MNRF recommends situating the proposed District
Station away from these sensitive areas.
Alternate 2: E/W along Rossland Road West
This route crosses over the wooded valley systems of both Duffins Creek and
Urfe Creek; both are ‘Urban River Valleys” under the Greenbelt Plan.
The route passes over or adjacent to a number of identified wetlands.
If this route is advanced, MNRF recommends that the District Station and any
temporary working spaces and laydown areas be situated a minimum of 30 m
from the valley system and wetlands
Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek are both cold water systems (based on the
species composition determined by previous assessment work). As a result,
MNRF recommends that if any in-water works are required, it be completed
between June 15 and September 30.
This is the least preferred route for MNRF.
Alternate 3: N/S along Ravenscroft Rd
This route does not appear to cross any watercourses, Urban River Valleys, or
natural heritage features.
This is the preferred route for MNRF.
MNRF requested Golder to let it know if there are any questions regarding the
input provided.
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Stakeholder
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Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

28-Jul-20

Email

Amanda Rodek, Tony
Di Fabio (MTO)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

A representative of MTO emailed Golder noting that the Notice of
Commencement had been forwarded to its attention for review and response.

Golder thanked MTO for its response.

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

The MTO representative noted that MTO has no comments at this time as the
project does not appear to be affecting any provincial highways.

28-Jul-20

Email

Honorary Rod Phillips
- Member of
Provincial Parliament
(MPP), Ajax Riding

Nicole
Gruythuyzen, Mike
Gladstone
(Enbridge)

A staff member from the Ajax Riding MPP’s office requested a briefing on the
project from Enbridge.

Enbridge scheduled a meeting with the
Ajax Riding MPP’s office for August 11,
2020

31-Jul-20

Email

Susan Ecclestone,
Director (MECP
Species At Risk
(SAR) Branch) MECP
Kristina Hubert
(Regional Species at
Risk Specialist)
MECP

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)Sarah
Kingdon-Benson
(Enbridge)

On behalf of Enbridge, Golder emailed the Notice of Commencement and
Virtual Open House to MECP SAR Branch. The letter provided and overview
about the project and also provided information on the upcoming virtual open
house being held to provide additional information on the project. A map of the
project was provided. It was requested that any feedback is provided by
September 3, 2020.

On July 31, 2020, MECP SAR Branch
responded to Golder with a requirement
for a preliminary screening for Species at
Risk as per MECP Draft Client's Guide to
Preliminary Screening for Species at Risk
attachment. MECP SAR Branch indicated
that upon completion of the preliminary
screening, an email should be sent to
SAROntario@ontario.ca with the results
and the Notice of Commencement and
Virtual Open House. MECP SAR Branch
indicated that a Management Biologist will
then continue with the process.On August
4, 2020, Golder responded noting that it
will be in contact once the preliminary
screening is completed.
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Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

5-Aug-20

Email

Victoria Trinidad, GIS
Technician, Toronto
and Region
Conservation
Authority (TRCA)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

TRCA emailed a Data Sharing Agreement to be signed by Golder prior to
sharing the requested data. TRCA disclosed that its engineering department is
undergoing floodplain mapping updates with expectation for project to be
completed end of August 2020, as such, Golder should contact TRCA near
end of August 2020/beginning of September 2020 to receive the information.
TRCA provided the appropriate contact to obtain updated floodplain mapping.
TRCA also stated that certain data sets such as fish, Terrestrial Natural
Heritage System (TNHS), watercourse and watershed can be found on the
TRCA open data portal. TRCA notified Golder that there is no cost associated
with the requested data set.

On August 12, 2020, Golder provided
TRCA with a signed copy of the data
sharing agreement.

MECP York-Durham District Office indicated that information of future
development in the study area in Ajax can be obtained from the planning
department of the Town of Ajax. Information from the MECP would require a
Freedom of Information (FOI) request through the provided link. The
appropriate contact for the FOI Request Coordinator was provided.

On August 6, 2020, Golder noted that the
project is being subject to an
environmental assessment. Golder noted
that it is seeking input from Indigenous
communities, regulatory agencies and
stakeholders to inform the environmental
assessment, with the objective of taking
this input into consideration and use it to
inform the route evaluation process and
the overall environmental assessment.
Based on this information, Golder
requested confirmation from the MECP
York-Durham District Office as to whether
an FOI request was warranted for this
project.

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Nathan Jenkins,
Planner I; Michael
Jones, Water
Resources
Engineering
Technologist (TRCA)
6-Aug-20

Email

Julie Munro, Senior
Environmental
Officer, York Durham
District Office (MECP)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)Sarah
Kingdon-Benson
(Enbridge)
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

11-Aug-20 Teleconference Shawn Beckett Assistant to Honorary
Rod Phillips (Member
of Provincial
Parliament (MPP)),
Ajax Riding

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Nicole
Gruythuyzen,
Allison Chong,
Jonathan Inacio
(Enbridge)

Enbridge met with the Ajax Riding MPP’s assistant for a briefing on the project.
Enbridge provided a presentation which included information about the project,
potential effects and preliminary mitigation measures, and timelines. The
meeting also included discussion on:

None






Potential pipeline routes, where they are located, and whether they are
located on private or commercial land
Asked if there was any opposition from any groups to date
Asked about construction and how that would work and when shovels
would be in the ground
Asked about the total cost

Enbridge provided the following responses to the questions by the Ajax Riding
MPP's assistant:






20-Aug-20 Email

Victoria Trinidad, GIS
Technician (TRCA)
Nathan Jenkins,
Planner I;Michael
Jones, Water
Resources
Engineering
Technologist (TRCA)

Ana RinconGomez, Tamara
Skillen (Golder)

It was explained that the route has not yet been determined, though the
routes are within road allowance
It was explained that the virtual open house is ongoing
It was explained that since the project is in its early stages, that it is
difficult to tell. Construction crew sizes will range depending on the
project. Construction start date is uncertain, but is expected for summer of
2021
The project cost is approximately $3 million.

TRCA sent Golder an email with a signed copy of the Data Sharing Agreement
and provided the data outlined in the agreement.

None

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)
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Date

Method

21-Aug-20 Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Joseph Harvey, Karla
Barboza, Dan Minkin
(MHSTCI)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

MHSTCI responded to the Notice of Commencement noting that the OEB
issued the Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction, and
Operation of Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario, 7th Edition to
assist applicants how to identify, manage and document environmental effects.
The Guidelines encourage applicants to consult with the OPCC (which
MHSTCI is a member) and other agencies. MHSTCI’s interest in this process
relates to its mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage, which includes:

Golder thanked MHSTCI for providing its
comments and input.

Zora Crnojacki
(Ontario Energy
Board)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)




21-Aug-20 Email

Joseph Harvey, Karla
Barboza, Dan Minkin
(Ministry of Heritage,
Sport, Tourism, and
Culture Industries
(MHSTCI))
Zora Crnojacki
(Ontario Energy
Board)

Archaeological resources, including land and marine
Built heritage resources, including bridges and monuments
Cultural heritage landscapes

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

The letter also stated that among the planning activities outlined in Chapter 2
of the Guidelines, an applicant is advised to:

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)






None

Describe the rationale for study area delineation (including construction
staging, land requirements)
Identify existing baseline environmental conditions
Identify potential environmental effects expected to occur during
construction and operation of the project, including cumulative effects
Describe proposed measures to mitigate potential negative effects

This letter provided advice on how to incorporate consideration of cultural
heritage in the above-mentioned planning activities and expands on sections
4.3 and 5.3 of the Guidelines by outlining the technical cultural heritage studies
and level of detail required to address cultural heritage in pipeline and facilities
projects. The outcomes and recommendations of the studies will be reported in
the Environmental Report and form the basis for any future commitments.

41

Ajax Reinforcement Project / Record of engagement – Government officials and public agencies

Date

Method

21-Aug-20 Email
(cont’d)

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Joseph Harvey, Karla
Barboza, Dan Minkin
(Ministry of Heritage,
Sport, Tourism, and
Culture Industries
(MHSTCI))

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

The letter recommended that, at a minimum, a Stage 1 archaeological
assessment take place as well as a Cultural Heritage Report: Existing
Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment. The letter provided guidance
on the preparation of these and inclusion into the ER. MHSTCI stated that it
welcomed the opportunity to review and comment upon relevant sections of
the draft ER before the final draft ER is submitted to the OPCC for review.

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Response

Zora Crnojacki
(Ontario Energy
Board)
27-Aug-20 Email

Julie Munro, Senior
Sarah KingdonEnvironmental
Benson (Enbridge)
Officer, York Durham
District Office (MECP)

MECP York-Durham District Office emailed Enbridge stating it is not aware of
any issues or recent complaints about any sites along the three proposed
routes presented in the July 22, 2020 letter.
MECP York-Durham District Office recommended:





Golder thanked the MECP York-Durham
District Office for its email and indicated
the input will be incorporated into the ER,
where applicable.

A search of the Access Environment interactive map
A search of the Landfill site inventory search
Gathering other information, if necessary, through an FOI request

The email stated that the routes will be crossing over watercourses and if
dewatering of more than 50,000 liters of water per day is required, there will be
a need of a Permit to Take Water (PTTW) or filing with the Environmental
Activity and Sector Registry (EASR). The appropriate contacts were provided
for both these processes.
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Date

Method

31-Aug-20 Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Angelune Des
Lauriers, Barbara
Slattery, Debbie
Scanlon, Jennifer L.
Moulton (MECP,
Source Protection
Program Branch)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

MECP emailed Enbridge stating the Source Protection Program Branch
Golder emailed MECP SPPB thanking it
(SPPB) received the notification about the project. SPPB noted that natural gas for the input and stated its feedback will
pipelines are not identified as a threat to drinking water sources under the
be included in the ER.
Clean Water Act, 2006. However, certain activities related to the construction
of pipelines may pose a risk to sources of drinking water.

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Response

SPPB highlighted the Source Protection Information Atlas to identify within the
drinking water source protection area, any vulnerable areas such as Wellhead
Protection Areas (WHPAs), surface water Intake Protection Zones (IPZs),
Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas (SGRAs) and Highly Vulnerable
Aquifers (HVAs). SPPB also indicated that event-based modelling areas
(EBAs) and Issues Contributing Areas (ICAs) may be present.
SPPB stated that activities during the construction or maintenance phase of
the project may pose a risk to sources of drinking water and could be subject to
policies in a source protection plan which may prohibit certain activities, or may
require risk management measures for these activities. These activities that
pose a risk (significant, moderate or low) should be documented by the
proponent and discussed in the Environmental Report addressing the
applicable policies in the local source protection plan with the following
information:

31-Aug-20 Email

Angelune Des
Lauriers, Barbara
Slattery, Debbie
Scanlon, Jennifer L.
Moulton (MECP,
Source Protection
Program Branch)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)
Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)







Identification of net positive/negative effects of alternatives
None
Mitigation measures
Evaluation of alternatives
Spill prevention and contingency plans and other mitigation measures that
protect human and environmental health
Demonstration of how these measures protect sources of drinking water

Identification of how sensitive hydrologic features including current or future
sources of drinking water not explicitly addressed in source protection plans
(e.g., private drinking systems) will be protected during the construction and
maintenance of the project.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

2-Sep-20

Email

Emilee O'Leary,
Celeste Dugas, Agni
Papageorgiou
(MECP,
Environmental
Assessment Branch,
Project Review Unit,
Central Region)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

MECP Environmental Approvals Branch replied to the Notice of
Commencement stating that the project is located in MECP's Central Region.
The letter identified the following "Areas of Interest" regarding MECP's
interests and that should be addressed in the assessment:

Golder emailed MECP Environmental
Approvals Branch thanking it for the input
and stated that its feedback will be
included in the ER.

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)











Water Quality/Quantity
Erosion and Sedimentation
Source Water Protection
Sewage and Water Systems
Waste Management/Excess Material Management
Contaminated Sites
Air Quality, Dust and Noise
Land use
Species at Risk

The letter identified the appropriate contact for future notifications about the
project.
2-Sep-20

Email

MECP Species at
Risk General Mailbox

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

Susan Ecclestone,
Director (MECP
Species at Risk
Branch)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Golder emailed the MECP Species at Risk Branch with the preliminary
screening for the project and the Notice of Commencement and Virtual Open
House sent on July 30, 2020. Golder asked if further information is required
and requested inputs or comments on the project.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

3-Sep-20

Email

Nathan Jenkins
(TRCA)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

TRCA emailed Enbridge requesting the draft ER for review and comment and
attached a comment response letter to the Notice of Commencement.

Enbridge provided responses to TRCA’s
preliminary technical comments on
October 5, 2020.

Sharon Lingertat,
Caroline Mugo,
Brandon Hester
(TRCA)

The comment response letter to the Notice of Commencement provided the
following information:








Project Overview
Preliminary Review Summary, including preliminary technical comments
and considerations
TRCA Commenting Roles
TRCA Areas of Interest
Assessment of Alternatives
Submission Requirements
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

9-Sep-20

Email

Joseph Harvey, Karla
Barboza, Dan Minkin
(MHSTCI)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

Golder replied to the MHSTCI's letter dated August 21, 2020 regarding its
comments on the project. The email stated that a Stage 1 archaeological
assessment and cultural heritage checklist were completed for the project
outlining areas of potential for further studies, and that these will be appended
to the ER. The email also stated that a Cultural Heritage Report: Existing
Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment and/or a cultural heritage
evaluation report (CHER)/ heritage impact assessment (HIA) will be completed
prior to construction. The Environmental Report will be circulated to the
MHSTCI for review for 42 days prior to applying to the OEB for Leave to
Construct.

Golder noted that the Cultural Heritage
Report: Existing Conditions and
Preliminary Impact Assessment and
CHER will be conducted prior to Project
construction, however, they will not be
included in the Environmental Report that
will be distributed to the OPCC because
Enbridge has yet to finalize the details of
the project design, including the
construction method. Golder noted that
Enbridge will seek MHSTCI acceptance
on the Cultural Heritage Report: Existing
Conditions and Preliminary Impact
Assessment and any required CHER/HIA
and the Stage 2 archaeological
assessment prior to construction.

Zora Crnojacki
(Ontario Energy
Board)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

The Cultural Heritage Report: Existing
Conditions and Preliminary Impact
Assessment /CHER/HIA will inform the
mitigation that will be developed and
committed to in the Project-specific
Environmental Protection Plan. In the ER,
there is an explicit commitment to
implement the recommendations of the
Cultural Heritage Report: Existing
Conditions and Preliminary Impact
Assessment/CHER/HIAs, and the Stage 2
archaeological assessment, to avoid
and/or mitigate potential adverse effects
on cultural heritage and archaeological
resources.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

6-Oct-20

Email

Members of the
OPCC

Stephanie Allman,
Sarah KingdonBenson, Joel
Denomy (Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed a copy of the Environmental Report to the OPCC for review
and comment. It was requested that any feedback be provided by
November 17, 2020.

The Technical Standards and Safety
Authority (TSSA) requested that the
application for review of pipeline project
be submitted.

7-Oct-20

Email

Frances Hallen –
Infrastructure Ontario
(IO)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

Infrastructure Ontario (IO) emailed Enbridge identifying property owned by the
Minister of Government and Consumer Services adjacent to the project’s study
area. The email listed other title documents pertaining to provincial government
property that the proponent should verify. IO provided further direction to be
applied if government property is required for the project.

Golder replied, on behalf of Enbridge,
stating Enbridge will contact IO if the
property is required for the project.

Joseph Harvey, Karla
Barboza (MHSTCI)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

See below communication dated
November 23, 2020.

Zora Crnojacki
(Ontario Energy
Board)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

MHSTCI emailed Enbridge stating the Cultural Heritage Report: Existing
Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment should be completed as part of
the Environmental Report. MHSTCI also noted that the Stage 2 AA and any
CHERs/HIAs will need to be completed as early as possible during the detailed
design process, and incorporated into the Environmental Report.

General Mailbox
(TSSA)

Paul Campbell,
Allison Chong
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed the TSSA with an application for review.

None

Emilee O’Leary
(MECP)

Sarah KingdonBenson, Stephanie
Allman (Enbridge)

MECP emailed Enbridge indicating a technical issue when attempting to
download the Environmental Report from the Enbridge website. MECP
requested the file to be emailed directly.

Enbridge responded stating it will examine
the issue and provide an update promptly.

6-Nov-20

9-Nov-20

Email

Email

10-Nov-20 Email

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)
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Date

Method

12-Nov-20 Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Emilee O’Leary
(MECP)

Sarah KingdonBenson, Stephanie
Allman (Enbridge)

Enbridge provided an update noting the website technicians did not find an
issue. Enbridge provided the link and requested to be informed if it is not
functional.

MECP sent screenshots of the prompts
that appear when attempting to download
the file from the website.
MECP indicated in a subsequent
response that the link is functional, and
the file can be downloaded.

12-Nov-20 Email

Myrtle daFonseca
(TSSA)

Paul Campbell,
Allison Chong
(Enbridge)

TSSA emailed Enbridge stating the application for review of the Project has
been processed. The appropriate contact was identified for the file.

None

Nathan Jenkins
(TRCA)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

TRCA emailed Enbridge with its comments regarding the project. The
feedback provided through this letter included:

Sharon Lingertat,
Caroline Mugo,
Brandon Hester
(TRCA)

Sarah KingdonBenson, Chuck
Reaney (Enbridge)




On December 18, 2020, Golder emailed a
letter to TRCA in response to its letter
dated November 17, 2020 regarding the
project. The letter provided responses to
TRCA’s comments.

Kourosh Manouchehri
(TSSA)
17-Nov-20 Email

Greg Lymer
(Regional Municipality
of Durham)






TRCA has no objection in principle to the preferred route.
Alternative Route 3 (AR 3) appears to avoid watercourse and valley
crossings and remains the preferred option by TRCA staff.
A request for the location, footprint and site constraints of the district
stations for review.
A request for the district stations to be considered in the routing
evaluation criteria.
Comments pertaining to project design, water resources, geotechnical,
hydrogeology and ecology.
TRCA stated that permits under Ontario Regulation 166/06 will be
required.

Golder provided the opportunity to further
discuss the comments and responses.

The email indicated that a response to the comments is required along with
detailed design drawings and appropriate reports.
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Method

23-Nov-20 Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Joseph Harvey
(MHSTCI)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

Karla Barboza, Dan
Minkin (MHSTCI)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Zora Crnojacki
(Ontario Energy
Board)

Henry Cary,
Tamara Skillen
(Golder)

Golder emailed a letter to MHSTCI in response to the email dated November 6, On December 1, 2020, MHSTCI emailed
Golder stating the approach outlined in
2020 regarding the project. The letter indicated the following:
the letter dated November 23, 2020 is
 The OEB Environmental Guidelines were followed to complete the
acceptable.
Environmental Report in relation to built heritage resources and cultural
heritage landscapes.
 The Environmental Report will be revised to specify which potential
effects are anticipated on built heritage resources and cultural heritage
landscapes as a result of the project.
 The Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact
Assessment will be initiated as early in the detailed design phase as
feasible.
The letter noted that once comments are addressed and revision of the
Environmental Report is complete, the Leave to Construct will be submitted to
the OEB.
Golder requested for the feedback and input to be provided by November 30,
2020.

29-Jan-21

Email

Nathan Jenkins
(TRCA)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

TRCA emailed Enbridge a letter in response to its letter sent on December 18,
2020 regarding the project. The feedback provided through this letter included:

Sharon Lingertat,
Caroline Mugo,
Brandon Hester
(TRCA)

Sarah KingdonBenson, Chuck
Reaney (Enbridge)



Greg Lymer
(Regional Municipality
of Durham)






None

Acknowledgement that the preferred pipeline route has not changed form
the October 6, 2020 Environmental Report.
Acknowledgement of the proposed location of the district station facilities.
Acknowledgment that the proposed pipeline will be horizontal directional
drilled under sensitive natural features.
Resubmission requirements including detailed design drawings,
appropriate reports and documents provided at the pre-design stage to
meet TRCA permit application requirements.
Review Fees.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

2-Feb-21

Email

Michael F. D’Mello,
Carey Smith, Ray
Porril, Gillian Glover,
Crystal MacLaren,
(Bereavement
Authority of Ontario
(BAO))

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

Golder emailed the BAO requesting information that would show the property
boundaries of the Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens surrounding or within the
project area. The request was made to reflect comments from the MHSTCI on
the Stage 1 AA report.

The BAO emailed Golder acknowledging
receipt of the email and noted that Pine
Ridge Memorial Gardens should be
contacted to review and confirm the
boundaries of the cemetery.

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

On behalf of Enbridge, Golder emailed agency and provincial contacts
providing the following update:

None

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)



Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

On behalf of Enbridge, Golder emailed the Notice of Commencement and
Virtual Open House to all agency and municipal contacts. The letter provided
and overview about the project and also provided information on the upcoming
virtual open house being held to provide additional information on the project.
A map of the project was provided. It was requested that any feedback is
provided by September 3, 2020.

Crystal Forrest
(MGCS)
Shari Prowse
(MHSTCI)
17-Feb-21

Email

Government Agency
contacts identified on
the Project Contact
List

The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation. A link to project updates and documentation was provided along
with contact information.

Municipal Government Officials and Agencies
23-Jul-20

Email

Municipal Officials
identified on the
Project Contact List

Sarah KingdonBenson, Sonia
Fazari, Joel
Denomy (Enbridge)

None
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Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

24-Jul-20

Email

Michael Scott
(Planner, Regional
Municipality of
Durham)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

The Planner from the Regional Municipality of Durham requested Golder to
forward the attachments sent on the email to the Regional Municipality of
Durham dated July 23, 2020 with the Notice of Commencement and Virtual
Open House.

Golder sent the attachment, as requested.

27-Jul-20

Email

Aaron Christie
(Manager,
Engineering and
Planning Studies,
Regional Municipality
of Durham)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

The Regional Municipality of Durham emailed Golder noting that its staff have
concerns with the alignments proposed for the project. The Regional
Municipality noted that there is a significant amount of existing and planned
watermains, sanitary sewers and land development projects to be considered
along Rossland Road, Church Street, Ravenscroft Road and Taunton Road in
Ajax, as well as future road expansion projects on Taunton Road and Brock
Road.

On August 6, 2020, Enbridge emailed the
Regional Municipality of Durham noting
that it would be pleased to meet and
provide the Regional Municipality with an
overview of the project, and to better
understand the Regional Municipality's
concerns regarding the proposed project
routes. Enbridge requested for meeting
dates and times to which the Regional
Municipality of Durham responded with
three options. On August 12, Enbridge
confirmed the meeting for September 3,
2020. The meeting was held as
scheduled.

Doug Robertson,
Charlotte Pattee,
Michael Scott,
Nathaniel Andres,
Peter Castellan
(Regional Municipality
of Durham)

Sarah KingdonBenson, Sonia
Fazari, Allison
Chong (Enbridge)

The Regional Municipality noted that, in past projects, the restrictions and
additional costs associated with working around high pressure gas mains has
caused significant issues with projects completed by the Region, Local
Municipalities and Developers. The Region would like to receive additional
details regarding all future working restrictions that will be associated with the
proposed gas mains. The Region also noted that it is also concerned about the
potential traffic effects of the pipeline construction.
The Region Municipality proposed a meeting so that it could clearly understand
these effects.
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Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

29-Jul-20

Email

Elizabeth Martelluzzi
(Heritage Planner II,
Development
Department, City of
Pickering)

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

Golder emailed the City of Pickering noting that Golder has been retained by
Enbridge to undertake a cultural heritage checklist (Criteria for Evaluating
Potential for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes: A checklist for
the non-specialist), to determined whether the project could affect known or
potential cultural heritage resources. Golder provided and overview of the
project and the three pipeline route alternatives being considered for the
project and noted that the pipeline will be installed in the municipal right-ofway. Golder noted that it is seeking the Town's advice on any heritage
concerns related to this project, as well as advice on whether there are any
known of potential cultural heritage resources to be considered as part of the
project. Golder also provided a map of the project with the three pipeline route
alternatives.

On July 30, 2020, the Heritage Planner
from the City of Pickering provided the
correct email for future communications
along with a screen image of one
designated heritage property close to the
vicinity of the project.
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Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

29-Jul-20

Email

Michael Sawchuck
(Senior Planner,
Town of Ajax) Town
of Ajax's Heritage
Planner General
Mailbox

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

Golder emailed the Town of Ajax's heritage planner noting that Golder has
been retained by Enbridge to undertake a cultural heritage checklist (Criteria
for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes: A
checklist for the non-specialist), to determine whether the project could affect
known or potential cultural heritage resources. Golder provided and overview
of the project and the three pipeline route alternatives being considered for the
project and noted that the pipeline will be installed in the municipal right-ofway. Golder noted that it is seeking the Town's advice on any heritage
concerns related to this project, as well as advice on whether there are any
known of potential cultural heritage resources to be considered as part of the
project. Golder also provided a map of the project with the three pipeline route
alternatives.Golder followed up with an email on August 5, 2020 seeking input
from the Town of Ajax's heritage planner. On August 7, 2020, Golder followed
up with the Senior Planner of the Town of Ajax requesting the appropriate
contact for cultural heritage due to a lack of response.

On August 13, 2020, the Senior Planner
of the Town of Ajax responded stating that
none of the routes are adjacent to any
designated heritage properties, however,
the following routes are adjacent to
properties listed on the Town's informal
Heritage Inventory:
Preferred Route:



1757 Church Street North 1641
Church Street North- 1070 Church
Street North

Alternative Route 2:



120 Robertson Drive

Alternative Route 3:



none

The Senior Planner of the Town of Ajax
attached profiles for each of the
referenced properties. Golder provided
acknowledgement of receiving the
information and noted that it would be
incorporated into the reporting for the
project.
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24-Aug-20 Email

3-Sep-20

Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Nadeem Zahoor
(Transportation
Engineer, City of
Pickering)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

The City of Pickering emailed Enbridge stating its alignment preference for the
project. The City of Pickering was not in favor of Alternative Route 2 as
Rossland Road West was recently reconstructed and paved. The City of
Pickering prefers the preliminary preferred route and Alternative Route 3. The
email stated to include the City of Pickering in the contact list for the project.

Golder responded to the City of Pickering
thanking it for its comments and informing
it that it is included in the contact list.

Enbridge provided the Regional Municipality of Durham the link with access to
the project slide deck presented during the September 3, 2020 meeting.

None

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)

Aaron Christie
Sonia Fazari,
(Regional Municipality Allison Chong,
Jason McArthur,
of Durham)
Sarah KingdonDoug Robertson,
Benson (Enbridge)
Charlotte Pattee,
Michael Scott,
Nathaniel Andres,
Peter Castellan
(Regional Municipality
of Durham)
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Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

9-Sep-20

Email

Aaron Christie
Sonia Fazari,
(Regional Municipality Allison Chong,
Jason McArthur,
of Durham)
Sarah KingdonDoug Robertson,
Benson (Enbridge)
Charlotte Pattee,
Michael Scott,
Nathaniel Andres,
Peter Castellan
(Regional Municipality
of Durham)

Inquiry

Response

On September 4, 2020, the Regional Municipality of Durham provided notes
from the September 3, 2020 meeting which were included on a letter dated
September 9, 2020 providing formal comments for the project. The feedback
provided through this letter included:

On October 9, 2020, Enbridge emailed the
Regional Municipality of Durham a letter
responding to comments outlined in its
letter dated September 9, 2020. Enbridge
also provided a document outlining Third
Party Requirements in the Vicinity of
Natural Gas Pipelines. Enbridge
welcomed the opportunity for another
meeting.






Considerations related to vulnerable areas in the source water protection
area applicable to the project, and associated policies.
Requests for mitigation measures for the project.
Background information on regional roads, and their ownership.
Future road construction and land development in the region, and items to
be considered by Enbridge.

The letter also requested the following as a result of the September 3, 2020
meeting:





6-Oct-20

Email

Municipal
Government Officials
and Toronto Region
Conservation
Authority

Stephanie Allman,
Sarah KingdonBenson, Joel
Denomy (Enbridge)

Consideration of ground elevation changes in project design due to future
roadway urbanization.
Information on as-constructed drawings and records by Enbridge.
Confirmation of future work regulations and restrictions associated with
the project, and request for future consideration of effects of Enbridge
projects on other future projects that may be located adjacent to Enbridge
pipelines.

Enbridge emailed a copy of the Environmental Report to the City of Pickering,
Town of Ajax and Regional Municipality of Durham for review and comment. It
was requested that any feedback be provided by November 17, 2020.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

15-Oct-20

Email

Catherine Rose (City
of Pickering)

Ana Rincon-Gomez
(Golder)

City of Pickering emailed Enbridge noting the Environmental Report has been
reviewed and the preliminary preferred route is the preferred route option.

None

Kyle Bentley, Marisa
Carpino (City of
Pickering)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge

The Regional Municipality of Durham thanked Enbridge for the letter dated
October 9, 2020 in response to the Region’s September 3, 2020 meeting
between Enbridge and Regional staff, and the Region’s letter dated
September 9, 2020.

Enbridge responded inquiring if
November 20, 2020 would be an
acceptable date for a meeting.

06-Nov-20 Email

Michael Scott
Sonia Fazari
(Regional Municipality (Enbridge)
of Durham)
Colleen Goodchild,
Aaron Christie,
Robert Woon
(Regional Municipality
of Durham)
Stev Andis, Ranil
Fernando (Town of
Ajax)

Regional staff appreciated Enbridge’s offer to schedule another meeting to
discuss Enbridge’s responses. Regional staff noted that they did not feel the
comments submitted to Enbridge from the Region during the project process
had been adequately addressed, and noted that the Region wished to continue
conversations to find a solution to the issues.
The Region requested an extension to the commenting deadline of
November 17, 2020, in order to facilitate further conversations related to the
outstanding issues.
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Date

Method

10-Nov-20 Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Colleen Goodchild
Sonia Fazari
(Regional Municipality (Enbridge)
of Durham)

Inquiry

Response

The Regional Municipality of Durham emailed Enbridge expressing concern
about scheduling a meeting after the comment period closes. It was requested
that Enbridge and advise if another date was possible.

Enbridge responded stating it would
confirm with the team if another date is
available.

The Town of Ajax emailed Enbridge in response to the October 6, 2020 email,
with its comments regarding the project. The feedback provided through this
letter included:

Golder responded to the Town of Ajax, on
behalf of Enbridge, on November 24,
2020 acknowledging the requests put
forward and noting that the cross sections
provided by the Town of Ajax will be used
as a reference for the project design.

Michael Scott, Aaron
Christie, Robert
Woon (Regional
Municipality of
Durham)
Stev Andis, Ranil
Fernando (Town of
Ajax)
16-Nov-20 Email

Stev Andis (Town of
Ajax)
Stephen Ruddy, Ranil
Fernando, Geoff
Romanowski, Dave
Meredith (Town of
Ajax)
Colleen Goodchild,
Michael Scott, Aaron
Christie (Regional
Municipality of
Durham)

Sarah KingdonBenson (Enbridge)






A request for detail design drawings that include construction
methodology, and the proposed alignment.
The engineering cross sections of Church Street North for consideration
during detailed design, and a request from the Town for the cross section
drawing to be updated with the proposed pipe location to demonstrate
that the Town services will not be affected.
The Town indicated that it prefers horizontal directional drilling to be
implemented for the project, to avoid effects to the newly constructed
road, sidewalk and multi-use path along Church Street North.

A request for detailed as-built construction drawing of the pipe installation.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Michael Scott,
Ryan Caleb, Sonia
19-Nov-20 Video
Teleconference Colleen Goodchild,
Fazari (Enbridge)
(Regional Municipality
Call
of Durham) Stev
Andis, Ranil
Fernando (Town of
Ajax)

20-Nov-20 Email

Ranil Fernando
(Town of Ajax)

Inquiry

Response

Enbridge, Regional Municipality of Durham and Town of Ajax representatives
held a video conference to continue discussions regarding the project.

None.

The Town of Ajax expressed concern regarding the preliminary preferred route
for the project and noted that it may pose challenges to future infrastructure
projects. Enbridge committed to providing additional information as it becomes
available to ensure the Town of Ajax was kept apprised of any project specific
updates and/or changes.

Sonia Fazari
(Enbridge)

The Town of Ajax emailed Enbridge a list of requested technical documents.

Enbridge confirmed the receipt of the
information on November 24, 2020 and
stated that a project briefing will be
organized in the near future.

Ranil Fernando
(Town of Ajax)

Sonia Fazari
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed Town of Ajax providing date options for a follow-up meeting.

Stephen Ruddy, Stev
Andis (Town of Ajax)

Ryan Caleb, Jason
McArthur, Allison
Chong (Enbridge)

The Town of Ajax and Enbridge
exchanged follow-up emails coordinating
a suitable date.

Stephen Ruddy, Stev
Andis (Town of Ajax)
Colleen Goodchild
(Regional Municipality
of Durham)
3-Dec-20

Email

Peter Cho (RV
Anderson)
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Date

Method

10-Dec-20 Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Stev Andis (Town of
Ajax)

Sonia Fazari
(Enbridge)

Enbridge thanked Town of Ajax for the
confirmation.

Stephen Ruddy, Ranil
Fernando (Town of
Ajax)

Ryan Caleb, Jason
McArthur, Allison
Chong (Enbridge)

Town of Ajax emailed Enbridge confirming the date and time for the follow-up
meeting. Town of Ajax noted that an additional comment letter would be
provided based on the outcome of the discussions during the November 19,
2020 conference call.

Town of Ajax emailed Enbridge a follow-up to the November 16, 2020
comment letter with additional comments regarding the Project. The feedback
provided through this letter included:

Enbridge thanked Town of Ajax for the
additional comments.

Peter Cho (RV
Anderson)
11-Dec-20 Email

Stev Andis (Town of
Ajax)

Sonia Fazari
(Enbridge)

Stephen Ruddy, Ranil
Fernando (Town of
Ajax)

Ryan Caleb, Jason
McArthur, Allison
Chong (Enbridge)

Peter Cho (RV
Anderson)
Collen Goodchild,
Michael Scott, Aaron
Christie, Geoff
Romanowski, Dave
Meredith (Regional
Municipality of
Durham)





The Town recommended that Alternate Route 3 be selected as the
preferred route for the project, and noted that the preliminary preferred
route will pose challenges to future infrastructure works planned by the
Town.
The Town provided reasons for its preference for Alternative Route 3 (i.e.,
this route option has fewer effects on future development).
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Stev Andis (Town of
16-Dec-20 Video
Teleconference Ajax)
Call
Stephen Ruddy, Ranil
Fernando (Town of
Ajax)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Sonia Fazari
(Enbridge)

Representatives from Enbridge and the Town of Ajax held a conference call to
continue discussions regarding the project.

None

Ryan Caleb, Jason
McArthur, Allison
Chong (Enbridge)

Enbridge informed the Town of Ajax representatives that the project timelines
were being deferred to 2023. Enbridge provided an overview of the rationale
for deferring the project to a later timeline indicating that it would allow
additional time to continue collaborating and the planning of the proposed
project. The representatives from the Town of Ajax were pleased to hear the
project was being deferred to a later time.

Peter Cho (RV
Anderson)

Enbridge requested that the Town of Ajax keep it informed of any planned
infrastructure projects in order for Enbridge to include them in the planning
process and to ensure strong coordination between both parties continues.
The Town of Ajax further indicated that it was comfortable with Enbridge
proceeding with the preliminary preferred route but requested that Enbridge
continue keeping the Town informed. Enbridge committed to keeping the Town
informed of all phases of the project.
Enbridge suggested a follow up meeting be arranged once the planning and
design drawings were available to share with the Town. The Town of Ajax
representative expressed appreciation and agreed to meet in the near future.
18-Dec-20 Email

Stev Andis (Town of
Ajax)

Sonia Fazari
(Enbridge)

Stephen Ruddy, Ranil
Fernando (Town of
Ajax)

Ryan Caleb, Jason
McArthur, Allison
Chong (Enbridge)

Peter Cho (RV
Anderson)

Enbridge emailed the Town of Ajax thanking it for the conference call held on
December 16, 2020. Enbridge attached a copy of the email correspondence
from Enbridge to the Town of Ajax regarding the Notice of Commencement
and Environment Report.

None

The email stated that periodic updates will be provided in an effort to keep the
Town of Ajax informed. The email also provided additional information
regarding pipeline location verification requirements (with respect to the ThirdParty Requirements in the Vicinity of Natural Gas Pipelines document provided
by Enbridge on October 9, 2020).
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

23-Feb-21

Email

Municipal Officials
identified on the
Project Contact List

Sonia Fazari
(Enbridge)

On behalf of Enbridge, Golder emailed agency and municipal contacts
providing the following update:

None



The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation. A link to project updates and documentation was provided along
with contact information.
25-Feb-21

Email

Ranil Fernando
(Town of Ajax)

Sonia Fazari
(Enbridge)

The Town of Ajax emailed Enbridge inquiring whether infrastructure for the
None
project will still be required along Rossland Road West. The Town of Ajax
stated that it is currently in the detailed design stages of the planned
improvements on Rossland Road West between Church Street North and
Westney Road, and that there may be an opportunity to accommodate a
corridor on the south boulevard for the project. The Town of Ajax also stated
that there is a requirement for infiltration trenches proposed on the south
boulevard that may impact the pipeline, and noted that if there is an opportunity
to coordinate during the detail design stage of the project, to coordinate with
the firm completing the detailed design for the improvements along Rossland
Road West to avoid complications in the future.

Nicole Gruythuyzen
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed the office of the Ajax Riding MPP providing the following
update:

Collen Goodchild,
Michael Scott
(Regional Municipality
of Durham)

26-Feb-21

Email

Honorary Rod
Phillips, MPP, Ajax
Riding



None

The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation. A link to project updates and documentation was provided along
with contact information.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

26-Feb-21

Email

Honorary Peter
Bethlenfalvy, MPP,
Pickering-Uxbridge
Riding

Nicole Gruythuyzen
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed the office of the Pickering-Uxbridge Riding MPP providing
the following update:

The Office of Pickering-Uxbridge Riding
MPP responded stating that it will share
information with MPP Rod Phillips who is
the MPP for Ajax.



The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation. A link to project updates and documentation was provided along
with contact information.
26-Feb-21

Email

Honorary Mark
Holland, MP, Ajax
Riding

Trevor Esdaile,
Mike Gladstone
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed the office of the Ajax Riding MP providing the following
update:



Enbridge responded noting that the Office
of Ajax Riding MPP has been notified as
well.

None

The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation. A link to project updates and documentation was provided along
with contact information.
26-Feb-21

Email

Jennifer O'Connell MP, PickeringUxbridge Riding

Trevor Esdaile,
Mike Gladstone
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed the office of the Pickering-Uxbridge Riding MP providing the
following update:



None

The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation. A link to project updates and documentation was provided along
with contact information.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

23-Jul-20

Email

Interest
Groups
identified on
the Project
Contact List

Ana RinconGomez
(Golder)

On behalf of Enbridge, Golder emailed the Notice of Commencement and
Virtual Open House to interest groups in the project contact list. The letter
provided an overview about the project and also provided information on the
upcoming virtual open house being held to provide additional information on
the project.

None

Hydro One
Networks Inc.
(Hydro One)

Ana RinconGomez
(Golder)

Hydro One emailed Enbridge in response to the Notice of Commencement
stating that it has confirmed the existence of a high voltage transmission
facility within the study area. It requested to stay informed as it does not have
sufficient information at the moment to comment on potential effect of the
project. Hydro One noted that the transmission corridor may have provisions
for future lines to be taken into consideration by Enbridge.

Golder thanked Hydro One for the response and
indicated the input will be incorporated into the
Environmental Report, where applicable. Golder
stated that the intent for the project is to install the
pipeline in the municipal right-of-way and that
topographic survey will be utilized to understand the
locations of infrastructure within the road allowance.
Golder explained that, during the detailed design
phase of the project, Enbridge will maintain
appropriate clearances to Hydro One infrastructure
and will also reach out during the design and
permitting process for the purposes of
approvals/review, as required.

26-Aug-20

Email

Sarah KingdonBenson, Sonia
Fazari, Joel
Denomy
(Enbridge)

Hydro One noted that should an expansion or transmission line replacement
be required, an environmental assessment (EA) will be needed. Hydro One
will communicate in more detail once receipt of more specific project
information regarding potential conflict has been received. Hydro One stated
that, if possible, Hydro One infrastructure and associated rights-of-way should
be completely avoided and, if not possible, to allocate appropriate lead-time to
work through potential conflicts.

0

Ajax Reinforcement Project / Record of consultation – Community interest groups and local organizations

Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

26-Aug-20
(cont’d)

Email

Hydro One
Networks Inc.
(Hydro One)

Ana RinconGomez
(Golder)

Hydro One also stated that Enbridge should be aware of the following:




Response

Developments should not reduce line clearances or limit access to the
infrastructure. Construction activities must keep electrical clearance as
per provincial regulations.
Changes to grading or drainage close to Hydro One transmission must
be controlled and directed away from transmission corridor.

Hydro One stated that the proponent will be held responsible for all costs
associated with modifications or relocations of Hydro One Infrastructure.

3-Feb-21

Email

Michelle
Cohen (Pine
Ridge
Memorial
Gardens –
Arbor
Memorial Inc.
(Arbor
Memorial))

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

Golder emailed Arbor Memorial requesting information about the history,
burial plot locations and property boundaries that may be available for Pine
Ridge Memorial Gardens. This request was made to address comments from
MHSTCI on the Stage 1 AA report.

Arbor Memorial requested a list of questions to be
sent via email, and possibly a follow-up call for
clarification purposes.

3-Feb-21

Email

Michelle
Cohen,
Michael
Allcock (Arbor
Memorial)

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

Golder emailed Arbor Memorial requesting the following information for Pine
Ridge Memorial Gardens:

Arbor Memorial emailed Golder requesting a
teleconference call to discuss the project and its
potential impacts on the property. Some date and
time options were provided for the call to take place.






Background information about the cemetery
Age of the cemetery
Legal boundaries of the cemetery
Burial plot map.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

8-Feb-21

Teleconference Michael
Allcock (Arbor
call
Memorial)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

Golder called Arbor Memorial and the following was discussed:

On February 9, Golder emailed Arbor Memorial with
confirmation that the Notice of Commencement had
been sent via Canada Post to Arbor Memorial. It was
noted that Arbor Memorial would be updated in all
future communication and the project email was
provided if there were any concerns. Golder also
provided the link to the project website.





The overview of the project.
Updates regarding the archaeological work and that impacts to cemetery
property are not anticipated as a result of the project.
It was noted that this was the first time Arbor Memorial heard about the
project and the link to the project website was requested by Arbor
Memorial. Golder stated the links will be provided via email.

16-Feb-21

Email

Michael
Allcock (Arbor
Memorial)

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

Golder emailed Arbor Memorial requesting a follow-up to the February 3,
2021 email requesting mapping for Pine Ridge Memorial Gardens.

None

22-Feb-21

Email

Michael
Allcock (Arbor
Memorial)

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

Golder emailed Arbor Memorial following up on the request for mapping and if
it would be possible to receive information that week.

None

1-Mar-21

Email

Interest
Groups
identified on
the Project
Contact List

Sonia Fazari
(Enbridge)

Enbridge emailed the interest groups in the project contact list providing the
following update:

None

Michael
Allcock (Arbor
Memorial)

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

2-Mar-21

Email



The construction timeline of the project will be deferred to 2023.

The email noted that Enbridge remains committed to the project and preplanning activities such as engineering and environmental field studies and
consultation. A link to project updates and documentation was provided along
with contact information.
Golder emailed Arbor Memorial following up on the request for mapping and
inquired if there is another staff member that should be contacted instead.

Arbor Memorial responded on March 9 apologizing
for the delay and stated it will have the mapping
available the following day.
Golder thanked Arbor Memorial for its response.
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

16-Mar-21

Email

Michael
Allcock (Arbor
Memorial)

Ragavan
Nithiyanantham
(Golder)

Golder emailed Arbor Memorial following up on the request for mapping, and
inquired if it would be possible to receive the mapping the following day.

None
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Date

Method

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

20-Jul-20

Regular
Mail

Property
Owners &
Residents in
Proximity to
the Project

Ana RinconGomez
(Golder)

On behalf of Enbridge Golder sent via Canada Post Neighbourhood
Mail (Ad Mail) the Notice of Commencement and Virtual Open House
for the project to approximately 11,000 addresses in the Town of Ajax
and the City of Pickering. The letter provided and overview about the
project and also provided information on the upcoming virtual open
house being held to provide additional information on the project. A
map of the project was provided.

None
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Date

Method

28-Jul-20

Phone
Call

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Ana RinconGomez
(Golder)

A local resident called Golder and asked the following questions:

Enbridge thanked the local resident for its question and provided the
following responses via email on July 30, 2020:

Sarah
KingdonBenson
(Enbridge)

1)

Is the installation of the new pipe going to affect the monthly
payments paid by residents for natural gas?

2)

Is the existing natural gas supply going to be affected as a result
of the installation? (will there be outages)

3)

Is the new pipeline going to be the main source of natural gas in
the area or will it act as back-up for the existing supply?

1)

Enbridge will recover the cost through rates using an OEBapproved methodology. The cost recovery is applied to all
existing Enbridge customers exclusive of new community
expansion projects (this is not a community expansion project).
As a regulated utility, the costs to reinforce our pipeline system to
serve customers are factored into our overall allowed regulated
rate of return of about 9%, along with many other factors such as
a requirement to manage costs and operations efficiently. This
project in and of itself, will not have a material effect on
customer’s monthly payments.

2)

Natural gas supply will not be affected. We will use technologies
(special installation machinery, and temporary bypasses) to allow
us to do our construction work and tie in the new main without
disrupting current service.

3)

It will be another source of natural gas, reinforcing the north end
of the network in the area. A secondary flow allows us more
flexibility to ensure everyone gets reliable gas delivery. It will also
support the projected growth in the area and will again, ensure,
that the system will be able to deliver gas reliably to customers in
the area.

Golder stated that it would relay the questions to Enbridge and that a
member of the team would be in touch with responses.

The local resident thanked Enbridge for taking the time to provide
responses and noted that everything looked good.
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Date

Method

11-Aug-20

Email

Stakeholder
contact(s)

Project team
member(s)

Inquiry

Response

Ana RinconGomez
(Golder)

A local resident living in proximity to the preliminary preferred route,
submitted the following questions through the virtual open house
comment form:

Enbridge responded to the resident thanking them and stating that its
comments will be taken into consideration when selecting the
preferred route.



Enbridge stated that the construction of the project will take 6 months
and clean-up/restoration will follow, as well as post-construction
monitoring. Enbridge will comply with municipal noise by-laws and
implement best management practices to minimize dust and noise.
Health and safety of members of public and workers is a priority for
Enbridge as such barriers and signage, and a traffic management plan
will be implemented.

How long with construction on Rossland Road / Church Street
take? The resident expressed concern with the noise, dust and
disturbance to the aesthetics and that many homes will be
affected by the construction near this intersection.

The local resident also disclosed the following comments:






The preliminary preferred route will affect residents' access of
London Lane as residents exit and enter through Rossland
Road. The resident expressed her concerns with access issues
onto London lane due to construction as London Lane only has
one entrance onto Rossland, the other one being an emergency
exit.
The resident expressed her concern with safety during
construction as there are many children playing and dog walkers
on Rossland Road in her neighbourhood during summertime.
The resident expressed there was not sufficient information
about the project and would like to have seen additional project
information such as construction timelines and effects on
property owners.

Enbridge stated that construction of the project is anticipated to begin
summer 2021 and last for 6 months. The public will be kept appraised
via www.enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement, flyers and social media
updates. Enbridge stated that potential effects to property owners will
be identified in the Environmental Report which will be completed in
fall 2020.
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Appendix I

Indigenous and Stakeholder Letters

Government Services Building
22 Winookeedaa Road
Curve Lake, Ontario K0L1R0

Phone: 705.657.8045
Fax: 705.657.8708
www.curvelakefirstnation.ca

August 17th, 2020
VIA E-MAIL
Melanie Book
Enbridge Gas Inc
Sr Advisor, Community/Indigenous Engagement
613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com
RE: ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT
Dear Melanie Book,
I would like to acknowledge receipt of your correspondence, which was received on July 22nd, 2020,
regarding the above noted project.
As you may be aware, the area in which your project is proposed is situated within the Traditional
Territory of Curve Lake First Nation. Our First Nation’s Territory is incorporated within the
Williams Treaties Territory and was the subject of a claim under Canada’s Specific Claims Policy,
which has now been settled. All 7 First Nations within the Williams Treaties have had their
harvesting rights legally re-affirmed and recognized through this settlement.
Curve Lake First Nation is requiring a File Fee for this project in the amount of $250.00 as outlined
in our Consultation and Accommodation Standards. This Fee includes project updates as well as
review of standard material and project overviews. Depending on the amount of documents to be
reviewed by the Consultation Department, additional fees may apply. Please make this payment to
Curve Lake First Nation Consultation Department and please indicate the project name or
number on the cheque.
If you do not have a copy of Curve Lake First Nation’s Consultation and Accommodation Standards
they are available at https://www.curvelakefirstnation.ca/services-departments/lands-rightsresources/ consultation/. Hard copies are available upon request.
Based on the information that you have provided us with respect to the Enbridge Gas Inc.- Proposed
Ajax Reinforcement Project Notice of Study Commencement project Curve Lake First Nation may
require a Special Consultation Framework for this project. Information on this Framework can be
found on page 9 of our Consultation and Accommodation Standards document.
In order to assist us in providing you with timely input, it would be appreciated if you could provide
a summary statement indicating how the project will address the following areas that are of concern
to our First Nation within our Traditional and Treaty Territory: possible environmental impact to our

Government Services Building
22 Winookeedaa Road
Curve Lake, Ontario K0L1R0

Phone: 705.657.8045
Fax: 705.657.8708
www.curvelakefirstnation.ca

drinking water; endangerment to fish and wild game; impact on Aboriginal heritage and cultural
values; and to endangered species; lands; savannas etc.
After the information is reviewed it is expected that you or a representative will be in contact to make
arrangements to discuss this matter in more detail and possibly set up a date and time to meet with
Curve Lake First Nation in person (or virtually).
Although we have not conducted exhaustive research nor have we the resources to do so, there may
be the presence of burial or archaeological sites in your proposed project area. Please note, that we
have particular concern for the remains of our ancestors. Should excavation unearth bones, remains,
or other such evidence of a native burial site or any other archaeological findings, we must be
notified without delay. In the case of a burial site, Council reminds you of your obligations under the
Cemeteries Act to notify the nearest First Nation Government or other community of Aboriginal
people which is willing to act as a representative and whose members have a close cultural affinity to
the interred person. As I am sure you are aware, the regulations further state that the representative is
needed before the remains and associated artifacts can be removed. Should such a find occur, we
request that you contact our First Nation immediately.
Furthermore, Curve Lake First Nation also has available, trained Cultural Heritage Liaisons who are
able to actively participate in the archaeological assessment process as a member of a field crew, the
cost of which will be borne by the proponent. Curve Lake First Nation expects engagement at
Stage 1 of an archaeological assessment so that we may include Indigenous Knowledge of the land
in the process. We insist that at least one of our Cultural Heritage Liaisons be involved in any Stage
2-4 assessments, including test pitting, and/or pedestrian surveys to full excavation.
Although we may not always have representation at all stakeholder meetings, as rights holders’, it is
our wish to be kept apprised throughout all phases of this project. Please note that this letter does not
constitute consultation, but it does represent the initial engagement process.
Should you have further questions or if you wish to hire a Liaison for a project, please contact
Lands and Resources Consultation Liaisons, at

Yours sincerely,

Chief
Curve Lake First Nation

Melanie Book
Senior Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement,
Eastern Region Operations
Enbridge Inc.

400 Coventry Rd, Ottawa, ON
Cell: 613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com

Tuesday, September 1, 2020
Chief
Curve Lake First Nation
22 Winookeedaa Road,
Curve Lake, Ontario K0L1R0
SUBJECT: INITIAL SUMMARY STATEMENT- AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
Dear Chief
I wanted to follow-up on your initial correspondence of August 17th, 2020 on the proposed Ajax Reinforcement
Project and provide a general summary of the Project, potential impacts, and mitigations.
Project Summary:
Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas distribution network
in the Town of Ajax, Ontario. The reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and flexibility and to
support current and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area. The Ajax Reinforcement Project (the
Project) will require the construction of a 6-inch high pressure steel natural gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate
polyethene pressure natural gas pipeline, and two district stations. The pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length
and will be located within existing road allowances, where possible. Temporary working space and laydown
areas may also be required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate the movement and storage of
equipment necessary for construction. Three routes are being considered for the Project.
In response to your community’s initial inquiry surrounding potential projects impacts, please find information
on the following areas of interest.
1) Drinking water- No impacts are anticipated to drinking water as the installation depth of natural gas
pipelines ranges from 0.9m to 1.2m (and up to 2.5m for Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) under watercourse
crossings); however, the Environmental Assessment Report will identify if there is a need for a water well
monitoring program on individual wells in vicinity of the chosen pipeline route.
2) Endangerment to fish and wild game- HDD is the chosen method for watercourse crossings. The
Department of Fisheries and Oceans’ Measures to Protect Fish and Fish Habitat, as well as other Best
Management Practices, will be used during work in vicinity of watercourses or when utilizing HDD under
watercourses. As the pipeline will be mainly within existing municipal right-of-way, there are no impacts to
wildlife/wild game anticipated.
3) Impact on Aboriginal heritage and cultural values- Preliminary findings from the initial field studies indicate
that a Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment will be required for some areas along the preferred route, and that
some potential cultural heritage features have been identified and may require further evaluation. Regarding
specific Aboriginal heritage and cultural values, Enbridge has provided the shape files for this project and we
look to your expertise on identifying potential Aboriginal heritage and cultural values in the Project footprint.
4) Endangered species- As the pipeline will be mainly within existing municipal right-of-way, and the area in
question is largely developed, impacts to Species at Risk are not anticipated and mitigation measures will be
implemented that will avoid potential impacts.

Melanie Book
Senior Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement,
Eastern Region Operations
Enbridge Inc.

400 Coventry Rd, Ottawa, ON
Cell: 613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com

5)Lands; savannas etc.- As the pipeline will be mainly within existing municipal right-of-way, and the area in
question is largely developed, impacts are not anticipated.
6) Indigenous burial or archaeological sites in the proposed project area- There are registered archaeological
sites within all proposed routes. Eight archaeological sites are registered within 300 m of the preliminary
preferred route, and of those, 4 sites are within the preliminary preferred route. Out of these 4 sites, one (AlGs116) is Indigenous. Seven archaeological sites are registered within 300 m of the Alternative Route 2, and of
those, three sites are within the Alternative Route 2. All three sites are Indigenous (AIGs 128, AlGs-129, AlGs116). Two archaeological sites are registered within 300 m of the Alternative Route 3, and both sites are within
the Alternative Route 3. Neither of these sites are Indigenous. (AIGs 371 and AIGs 410). No known indigenous
burial grounds are within the proposed routes.
We will be providing a draft Stage 1 archaeology report shortly for your review and comment, which has
additional information on the above sites. We would appreciate any additional knowledge you could share
regarding the areas in question.
Mitigation measures on this project may include: avoiding vegetation clearing during mitigatory bird nesting
season, avoiding in-stream activity by using HDD, implementing erosion and sediment control measures, and
cleaning up and restoring construction areas as soon as possible after construction. Beyond the above, more
specific mitigation measures can be confirmed once the preferred route is selected and information/input is
received from Indigenous communities and stakeholders. At this stage, the environmental study is ongoing, and
the results will be outlined in the draft Environmental Report.
As always, Enbridge recognizes that consultation is ongoing. As such, we continue to be interested in
understanding, and working collaboratively to mitigate, the impacts this Project may have on Aboriginal and/or
Treaty Rights.
Should you have capacity needs or fees associated with your participation in and review of this project, please
produce invoices for the work. The correct billing address for invoices associated with the Ajax project is below
and invoices must have the following information:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Full Legal Enbridge Company Name – Enbridge Gas Inc.
Project # 20019397
Supplier Name and Remittance Address – Your complete company name, remit-to address and current
contact information (email preferred)
Invoice Date
Invoice Number – must be unique
Total Amount Due – Including currency
Description of Goods or Services – Including all supporting documentation
Enbridge Invoicing Contact Name – Allison Chong (Project Manager) and CC: Melanie Book (Senior
Advisor, Indigenous Engagement)

Billing Address
Allison Chong (Project Manager)

Melanie Book
Senior Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement,
Eastern Region Operations
Enbridge Inc.

400 Coventry Rd, Ottawa, ON
Cell: 613-355-6561
melanie.book@enbridge.com

Enbridge Gas Inc.

101 Honda Blvd, Markham, Ontario L6C 0M6
Attn: Ajax Reinforcement Project (Project # 20019397)
CC: Melanie Book (Senior Advisor, Indigenous Engagement)
Please advise if you require additional information on the topics discussed above and do not hesitate to contact
me should you have any additional questions on the Project.
Miigwech,

Melanie Book
Senior Advisor, Community & Indigenous Engagement
Eastern Region Operations
Enbridge Inc.

Ministry of Heritage, Sport,
Tourism and Culture Industries

Ministère des Industries du Patrimoine,
du Sport, du Tourisme et de la Culture

Programs and Services Branch
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto, ON M7A 0A7
Tel:
416.314.7147

Direction des programmes et des services
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700
Toronto, ON M7A 0A7
Tél:
416.314.7147

August 21, 2020

EMAIL ONLY

Ana Rincon-Gomez
Environmental Assessment Specialist
Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen Street West, Suite 2300
Toronto, ON M5H 3R3
ajaxreinforcement@golder.com
MTCS File #
Proponent
Project
Location

:
:
:
:

0012392
Enbridge Gas
Ajax Reinforcement Project
Town of Ajax

Dear Ana Rincon-Gomez:
Thank you for contacting the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
(MHSTCI) about the above-referenced project, which requires Ontario Energy Board (OEB)’s
leave to construction under the Ontario Energy Board Act.
Please note that the OEB issued the Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction,
and Operation of Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario, 7th Edition to assist applicants
how to identify, manage and document environmental impacts. The Guidelines encourage
applicants to consult with the Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee (which MHSTCI is a
member) and other agencies. MHSTCI’s interest in this process relates to its mandate of
conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage, which includes:
• Archaeological resources, including land and marine;
• Built heritage resources, including bridges and monuments; and,
• Cultural heritage landscapes.
Among the planning activities outlined in Chapter 2 of the Guidelines, an applicant is advised to:
• describe the rationale for study area delineation (including construction staging, land
requirements);
• identify existing baseline environmental conditions;
• identify potential environmental impacts expected to occur during construction and
operation of the project, including cumulative impacts;
• describe proposed measures to mitigate potential negative impacts.
This letter provides advice on how to incorporate consideration of cultural heritage in the abovementioned planning activities and expands on sections 4.3 and 5.3 of the Guidelines by outlining
the technical cultural heritage studies and level of detail required to address cultural heritage in
pipeline and facilities projects. The outcomes and recommendations of the studies will be reported
in the Environmental Report and form the basis for any future commitments.
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Project Summary
Enbridge Gas Inc. has identified the need to reinforce part of its natural gas distribution network
in the Town of Ajax. The project will require the construction of;
•
•
•

6-inch high pressure steel natural gas pipeline,
8-inch intermediate pressure polyethylene natural gas pipeline, and
two district regulation stations.

The pipeline will be up to 2.5km long and will be located within existing road allowances wherever
possible. The preferred route begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street North,
traveling south along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection with Harkins
Drive.
Identifying Cultural Heritage Resources
While some cultural heritage resources may have already been formally identified, others may be
identified through assessment.
Archaeological Resources (Land and Marine, if applicable)
MHSTCI recommends that, as a best practice, a combined Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment
(AA) be completed for the entire study area during the planning phase.
At a minimum, a Stage 1 AA will be undertaken for the entire study area during the planning
phase. The results of the Stage 1 AA will inform the OEB and will be summarized in the
Environmental Report. If the Stage 1 AA recommends further AA(s), then MHSTCI recommends
that further stages of AA be completed as early as possible during the design phase of the project,
and prior to the completion of detailed design.
Archaeological assessments are required to be undertaken by an archaeologist licenced under
the Ontario Heritage Act, who is responsible for submitting the report directly to MHSTCI for
review.
The Environmental Report must include specific information from the AA report(s). The Executive
Summary of each AA report provides a brief summary of the work completed and the
recommendations for next steps, whether for further archaeological assessment, in which case
the report will include a map that identifies those areas, or for no further assessment. The
Environmental Report must also include clear commitments to undertake any further AA stages
recommended, and a timeline for their completion.
Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes
A Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment will be
undertaken for the entire study area during the planning phase to inform the OEB and will be
summarized in the Environmental Report. This study will:
1. Identify existing baseline cultural heritage conditions within the study area.
• Study Area: The consultants preparing the Cultural Heritage Report will need to
define a study area and explain their rationale. The common practice has been to
define a study area as including the right-of-way (ROW) and a 50-metre buffer
(construction zone) on either side of the ROW.

0012392 – Enbridge - Ajax Reinforcement Project
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The report will include a historical summary of the study area and will identify all
known or potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes in the
study area. MHSTCI has developed screening criteria that may assist with this
exercise: Criteria for Evaluating for Potential Built Heritage Resources and Cultural
Heritage Landscapes.

2. Identify preliminary potential project-specific impacts on the known and potential built
heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes that have been identified. The report
should include a description of the anticipated impact to each known or potential built
heritage resource or cultural heritage landscape that has been identified.
3. Recommend measures to avoid or mitigate potential negative impacts to known or
potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. The proposed
mitigation measures are to inform the next steps of project planning and design.
Where a known or potential built heritage resource or cultural heritage landscape may be
directly and adversely impacted1, and where it has not yet been evaluated for Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest (CHVI), completion of a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
(CHER) is required to fully understand its CHVI and level of significance. The CHER must
be completed as part of the Environmental Report. If a potential resource is found to be of
CHVI, then a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) will be undertaken by a qualified person.
The HIA will be completed in consultation with MHSTCI and the proponent as early as
possible during detail design, following the OEB’s Leave to Construct.
While some cultural heritage landscapes are contained within individual property
boundaries, others span across multiple properties. For certain cultural heritage
landscapes, it will be more appropriate for the CHER and HIA to include multiple
properties, in order to reflect the extent of that cultural heritage landscape in its entirety.
Cultural Heritage Reports will be undertaken by a qualified person who has expertise, recent
experience, and knowledge relevant to the type of cultural heritage resources being considered
and the nature of the activity being proposed.
Community input should be sought to identify locally recognized and potential cultural heritage
resources. Sources include, but are not limited to, municipal heritage committees, historical
societies and other local heritage organizations.
Cultural heritage resources are often of critical importance to Indigenous communities. Indigenous
communities may have knowledge that can contribute to the identification of cultural heritage
resources, and we suggest that any engagement with Indigenous communities includes a
discussion about known or potential cultural heritage resources that are of value to them.
Environmental Reporting
The findings of the above-mentioned studies should be summarized as part of the Environmental
Report discussion of existing conditions, impact assessment, mitigation, and future commitments.
Commitments for further studies should clearly state what is to be done, who is responsible for

1

A direct adverse impact would have a permanent and irreversible negative effect on the cultural heritage value or interest of a
property or result in the loss of a heritage attribute on all or part of the property. Examples include, but are not limited to: removal
or demolition of a heritage attribute, land disturbance, alterations that are not sympathetic to the CHVI of the property, introduction
of new elements that diminish the integrity of the property, changing the character of the property, intensification of the property
without conservation of heritage attributes.

0012392 – Enbridge - Ajax Reinforcement Project

MHSTCI Letter 4

implementation, and when. Recommendations from the technical cultural heritage studies
described above should be reflected as commitments in the Environmental Report.
MHSTCI welcomes the opportunity to review and comment upon relevant sections of the draft
Environmental Report, before the final draft Environmental Report is submitted to the OPCC for
review.
Thank you for consulting MHSTCI on this project and please continue to do so throughout the
OEB process. If you have any questions, require clarification, or would like additional examples
to assist with project reporting, do not hesitate to contact Dan Minkin.
Sincerely,
Joseph Harvey
On behalf of
Dan Minkin
Heritage Planner
Heritage Planning Unit
Dan.Minkin@ontario.ca

Copied to: Tamara Skillen, Senior EIA Specialist, Golder Associates
Sara Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc
Zora Crnojacki, Project Advisor, Ontario Energy Board

It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or file
is accurate. MHSTCI makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the any checklists, reports
or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way shall MHSTCI be liable for any harm, damages,
costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or supporting documents are discovered to be
inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.
Please notify MHSTCI if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources
must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the
Ontario Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.
If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Registrar, Burials of the
Ministry of Government and Consumer Services must be contacted. In situations where human remains are associated with
archaeological resources, MHSTCI should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed alterations which would
be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act.

Hydro One Networks Inc
483 Bay St
Toronto, ON

August 26, 2020

Re: Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project

Attention:
Ana Rincon-Gomez (MES, BSc)
Environmental Assessment Specialist

Thank you for sending us notification regarding (Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project). In our
preliminary assessment, we have confirmed that Hydro One has existing high voltage Transmission
facilities within your study area (see map attached). At this time we do not have sufficient information
to comment on the potential resulting impacts that your project may have on our infrastructure. As
such, we must stay informed as more information becomes available so that we can advise if any of the
alternative solutions present actual conflicts with our assets, and if so; what resulting measures and
costs could be incurred by the proponent. Note that this response does not constitute approval for your
plans and is being sent to you as a courtesy to inform you that we must continue to be consulted on
your project.
In addition to the existing infrastructure mentioned above, the applicable transmission corridor may
have provisions for future lines or already contain secondary land uses (e.g., pipelines, watermains,
parking). Please take this into consideration in your planning.
Also, we would like to bring to your attention that should (Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project) result
in a Hydro One station expansion or transmission line replacement and/or relocation, an Environmental
Assessment (EA) will be required as described under the Class Environmental Assessment for Minor
Transmission Facilities (Hydro One, 2016). This EA process would require a minimum of 6 months for a
Class EA Screening Process (or up to 18 months if a Full Class EA were to be required) to be completed.
Associated costs will be allocated and recovered from proponents in accordance with the Transmission
System Code. If triggered, Hydro One will rely on studies completed as part of the EA you are current
undertaking.
Consulting with Hydro One on such matters during your project's EA process is critical to avoiding
conflicts where possible or, where not possible, to streamlining processes (e.g., ensuring study coverage
of expansion/relocation areas within the current EA). Once in receipt of more specific project
information regarding the potential for conflicts (e.g., siting, routing), Hydro One will be in a better
position to communicate objections or not objections to alternatives proposed.
If possible at this stage, please formally confirm that Hydro One infrastructure and associated rights-ofway will be completely avoided, or if not possible, allocate appropriate lead-time in your project
schedule to collaboratively work through potential conflicts with Hydro One, which ultimately could
result in timelines identified above.

In planning, note that developments should not reduce line clearances or limit access to our
infrastructure at any time. Any construction activities must maintain the electrical clearance from the
transmission line conductors as specified in the Ontario Health and Safety Act for the respective line
voltage.
Be advised that any changes to lot grading or drainage within, or in proximity to Hydro One transmission
corridor lands must be controlled and directed away from the transmission corridor.
Please note that the proponent will be held responsible for all costs associated with modifications or
relocations of Hydro One infrastructure that result from your project, as well as any added costs that
may be incurred due to increased efforts to maintain said infrastructure.
We reiterate that this message does not constitute any form of approval for your project. Hydro One
must be consulted during all stages of your project. Please ensure that all future communications about
this and future project(s) are sent to us electronically to secondarylanduse@hydroone.com
Sent on behalf of,
Secondary Land Use
Asset Optimization
Strategy & Integrated Planning
Hydro One Networks Inc.
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September 2, 2020
Ana Rincon-Gomez (BY EMAIL ONLY)
Golder Associates Ltd.
ajaxreinforcement@golder.com
Re:

Proposed Ajax Reinfocement Project
Enbridge Gas Inc.
Environmental Assessment Under Ontario Energy Board (OEB) Environmental
Guidelines for the Location, Construction, and Operation of Hydrocarbon Pipelines
and Facilities in Ontario, 7th Edition.
Response to Notice of Commencement

Dear Ana Rincon-Gomez,
This letter is in response to the Notice of Commencement for the above noted project. The Ministry of
the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) acknowledges that Golder Associates Ltd. has
bene retained by Enbridge Gas to complete an environmental study for the project consisting of: 6inch high pressure steel natural has pipeline, 8-inch intermediate pressure polyethene natural gas
pipeline and two district stations. The pipeline will be up to 2.5 km in length. The project is primarily
located in the Town of Ajax.
The attached “Areas of Interest” document provides guidance regarding this ministry’s interests and
which, where appropriate, should be addressed or identified in your assessment.
This project is located in MECP’s Central Region. Please send future notifications about this project
to eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca.
Should you or any members of your project team have any questions regarding the material in the
attachment, you may contact me at emilee.oleary@ontario.ca.
Yours truly,

Emilee O’Leary
Regional Environmental Assessment Coordinator – Central Region
Project Review Unit
cc

Agni Papageorgiou, Supervisor, Project Review Unit, MECP
Celeste Dugas, Manager, York Durham District Office, MECP

AREAS OF INTEREST
It is suggested that you check off each applicable area after you have considered / addressed it.


Water Quality/Quantity

•

Impacts to surface and groundwater quality and quantity including water in lakes, rivers, streams,
wetlands and in the subsurface, as related to such activities as water crossings, blasting,
dewatering, and hydrostatic testing of pipelines.

•

A Permit to Take Water (PTTW) will be required for any water takings that exceed 50,000 L/day,
except for certain water taking activities that have been prescribed by the Water Taking
Environmental Activity and Sector Registry (EASR) Regulation – O. Reg. 63/16. These
prescribed water-taking activities require registration in the EASR instead of a PTTW. Please
review the Water Taking User Guide for EASR for more information.



Erosion and Sedimentation

•

Erosion and sedimentation controls and other practices for managing surface runoff and water
crossings, to prevent entry of contaminants into water bodies, including proper discharge of
hydrostatic test water and proper siting and disposal of excess fil and excavated material.



Source Water Protection

•

Please refer to the MECP’s email of August 31, 2020 in response to this notice for this project.



Sewage and Water Systems

•

Sewage treatment and water supply systems, including individual system interference.

•

The status of, and potential impacts to any well water supplies should be addressed. If the
project involves groundwater takings or changes to drainage patterns, the quantity and quality of
groundwater may be affected due to drawdown effects or the redirection of existing contamination
flows. In addition, project activities may infringe on existing wells such that they must be
reconstructed or sealed and abandoned.

•

If the potential construction or decommissioning of water wells is identified as an issue, the report
should refer to Ontario Regulation 903, Wells, under the Ontario Water Resources Act.



Waste Management / Excess Material Management

•

Management of waste materials, including those from construction, excavation and operation.

•

In December 2019, MECP released a new regulation under the Environmental Protection Act,
titled “On-Site and Excess Soil Management” (O. Reg. 406/19) to support improved management
of excess construction soil. This regulation is a key step to support proper management of excess
soils, ensuring valuable resources don’t go to waste and to provide clear rules on managing and
reusing excess soil. New risk-based standards referenced by this regulation help to facilitate local
beneficial reuse which in turn will reduce greenhouse gas emissions from soil transportation,
while ensuring strong protection of human health and the environment. The new regulation is

being phased in over time, with the first phase set to come into effect on January 1, 2021. Please
visit https://www.ontario.ca/page/handling-excess-soil.
•

Activities involving the management of excess soil should be completed in accordance with O.
Reg. 406/19 and the MECP’s current guidance document titled “Management of Excess Soil – A
Guide for Best Management Practices” (2014).

•

All waste generated during construction must be disposed of in accordance with ministry
requirements



Contaminated Sites

•

Sediment and soil contamination, including potential sources, proper containment, clean-up and
disposal of contaminants.

•

Since the removal or movement of soils may be required, appropriate tests to determine
contaminant levels from previous land uses or dumping should be undertaken. If the soils are
contaminated, you must determine how and where they are to be disposed of, consistent with
Part XV.1 of the Environmental Protection Act (EPA) and Ontario Regulation 153/04, Records of
Site Condition, which details the new requirements related to site assessment and clean up.
Please contact the appropriate MECP District Office for further consultation if contaminated sites
are present.

•

Pipelines can potentially act as conduits for the migration of leachate and methane gas
originating from any nearby active and former waste disposal sites. The locations of any current
or historical waste disposal sites in close proximity to the proposed pipeline route should be
identified, and a determination as to what impact, if any, these sites may have on the proposed
pipeline project and surrounding area, and conversely, what impact, if any, the pipeline project
may have on the waste sites.

•

Should the project cross any former waste sites, the status of the sites should be determined to
confirm whether approval pursuant to Section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act may be
required for land uses on former disposal sites.

•

The location of any underground storage tanks should be investigated. Measures should be
identified to ensure the integrity of these tanks and to ensure an appropriate response in the
event of a spill. The ministry’s Spills Action Centre must be contacted in such an event.



Air Quality, Dust and Noise

•

Air quality management including the control of odour, dust and other contaminants during
construction, operation and contingency activities. The MECP recommends that non-chloride
dust-suppressants be applied.

•

Noise and vibration during construction including blasting and during operation of facilities (e.g.
compressor stations).

•

Where blasting is required, we recommend that protocols be set up and followed for onsite and
receptor blast monitoring (vibration and concussion), and that 48 hour notice be given to area
residents prior to blasting. Pre-blast surveys are recommended. Noise, dust and flyrock should be
controlled.



Land Use

•

Incompatible or conflicting land uses which affect or are affected by pipeline proposals could
include: operating or non-operating landfill sites; existing or closed industrial sites both on or
adjacent to the right-of-way and/or upstream of a water crossing; and residences which might
potentially suffer impact from noise and/or impacts on water wells or septic systems.

•

We recommend that complaint response protocols be developed to address reported well water
disturbances, noise, dust and claims of property damage.

•

It is expected that the assessment of impacts will address all phases of the project: construction,
operation and decommissioning.



Species at Risk

•

The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks has now assumed responsibility of
Ontario’s Species at Risk program. For any questions related to subsequent permit requirements,
please contact SAROntario@ontario.ca.

September 3, 2020
BY E-MAIL ONLY (Sarah.Kingdon-Beson@enbridge.com)

CFN 63496

Ms. Sarah Kingdon-Benson
Environmental Advisor
Enbridge Gas Inc.
3rd Floor, 101 Honda Boulevard
Markham, ON
L6C 0M6
Dear Sarah Kingdon-Benson:
Re:

Notice of Study Commencement and Virtual Open House
Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Duffins Creek Watershed; City of Pickering, Town of Ajax, Regional Municipality of Durham

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) staff received the Notice of Study Commencement
and Virtual Open House for the above noted environmental study on July 23, 2020. As a recognized
commenting agency under the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, TRCA has interests in this
project.
PROJECT OVERVIEW
It is our understanding that this undertaking involves examining options for the construction of a 6-inch
high pressure steel natural gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate pressure polyethylene natural gas
pipeline, and two district stations, located in the City of Pickering and the Town of Ajax. It is understood
that the reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and flexibility and to support current
and projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
It is further understood that the pipeline will be up to 2.5 kilometers in length and will be located within
existing road allowances where possible. Temporary working space and laydown areas may also be
required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate the movement and storage of equipment
necessary for construction. The study will examine preliminary preferred and alternative routes and an
Environmental Report will be prepared in accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB)
Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and
Facilities in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016).
Three routes are being considered for the project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and
two alternative routes (AR). The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street
North, travelling south to Rossland Road West, and then east along Rossland Road West to a point just
east of the intersection with Harkins Drive. AR #2 begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland
Road West and travels east to the same end point of the PPR on Rossland Road West. AR #3 begins at
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the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road and travels south to the intersection of
Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West.
PRELIMINARY REVIEW
Based on the mapping provided, TRCA staff completed a desktop analysis of the alignment routes and it
appears that alignment AR #3 avoids TRCA regulated areas and natural heritage features however, this
will need to be confirmed in the environmental study. Staff also have fewer potential concerns related
to groundwater and source water protection for the Duffins Creek watershed for this alignment in
comparison to the PPR. As such, the AR#3 alignment appears to avoid large valley and watercourse
crossings. Furthermore, the proposed stations appear to be located outside of the TRCA regulated areas
for this alignment.
Please ensure that the Environmental Report contains a natural features section that includes a habitat
characterization for both aquatic and terrestrial habitats, assessment of the form and function of the
habitats, appropriate field investigations ( e.g. Ecological Land Classification/Vegetation Inventory and
incidental wildlife observations), evaluation of potential impacts (direct and indirect), mitigation
measures to offset potential impacts and recommendations to enhance the Natural Heritage System, as
well as demonstrate policy conformity. Additionally, please clarify what work is involved with the
construction of the proposed district stations and provide further information on the size of these future
stations. The Environmental Report must also include a consideration for aligning the new infrastructure
away from any valley slopes and carry out any necessary geotechnical assessment for the study area.
TRCA staff’s preliminary technical comments and considerations are outlined in Appendix D.
TRCA COMMENTING ROLES
As detailed in TRCA’s 2014 The Living City Policies (LCP), TRCA has a number of commenting roles
relative to its review of this environmental assessment, including:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Regulatory Authority
Delegated Provincial Interests
Public Commenting Body
Resources Management Agency
Service Provider
Land Owner

These are further detailed in Appendix A: TRCA Commenting Roles.
TRCA AREAS OF INTEREST
In relation to this application, TRCA staff have identified a number of areas of interest within the study
area related to these various commenting roles, including:
1. TRCA Program and Policy Areas
a. Natural System Programs and Policies
b. Sustainability Programs and Policies
2. Provincial Program Areas
3. Federal Program Areas
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Further details are provided in Appendix B: TRCA Areas of Interest.
In relation to these areas of interest, please be advised that TRCA has select digital data available
through an open data platform on the TRCA website that should be used to supplement the existing
conditions analysis in the development of the environmental assessment. As requested in the Golder
Associates Ltd. notice, TRCA staff provided GIS datasets on August 20, 2020 to aid in the environmental
study.
ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES
In developing, evaluating and selecting alternatives, staff require the LCP policies be considered. TRCA
staff recommends the preferred alternative meets the policies of Section 7. In particular, impacts to and
opportunities for the following should be addressed:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Flooding, erosion or slope instability
Existing landforms, features and functions
Aquatic and terrestrial habitat and functions, including connectivity
TRCA property and heritage resources
Environmental best management practices that support climate change mitigation and
adaptation
6. Community and public realm benefits
TRCA requires that the preferred alternative considers avoiding, minimizing, mitigating, and
compensating impacts to the ecosystem, and avoid, mitigate or remediate hazards, in that order. In
order to fulfil requirements of Ontario Regulation 166/06 at the detailed design and permitting stage,
staff also requires that the preferred alternative meets LCP policies in Section 8.
In order to ensure TRCA concerns are addressed early in the review process, it is recommended that the
TRCA planner be contacted when key project milestones are reached, as detailed in Appendix C:
Recommended Contact Points. Please note that this appendix is based on the Municipal Class EA
process, and should be adjusted to meet the requirements of the OEB process. Please contact the
planner to discuss the appropriate time for a site visit; please ensure the TRCA planner is included in the
technical advisory committee; and please add Victoria Kramkowski (Victoria.Kramkowski@trca.ca),
Government and Community Relations Specialist to the project mailing list to receive any public
information updates.
SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS
As this project proceeds through the various stages of the environmental study process, please ensure
the following is provided to TRCA for review and comment at the appropriate time. As a minimum,
please provide the draft Environmental Report to TRCA staff for review and comment.
Digital Submissions
1. All technical advisory committee meeting agendas, as well as draft and final meeting minutes
2. All TRCA technical meeting agendas, as well as draft and final meeting minutes
3. Notices of public meetings, including final display material and handouts
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4. Draft technical reports and associated materials, including a covering letter that outlines the project
purpose and lists the reports enclosed for review
5. Draft evaluation criteria and matrices, including a summary that details how the criteria and
weighting (if applicable) were established
6. Draft EA document, including a covering letter that outlines how previous TRCA comments have
been addressed
7. Final EA document, including a covering letter that outlines how previous TRCA comments have
been addressed
8. Ensure all materials are submitted in PDF format, with drawings pre-scaled to print on 11”x17”
pages.
9. Materials submitted through e-mail must be less than 25 MB.
10. Materials submitted through a file transfer protocol (FTP) site must be posted a minimum of two
weeks.
Please note, prior to submitting the technical reports and materials, as well as appendices related to the
draft and final EA documents, it is recommended that the project manager be contacted so that review
requirements can be scoped to the TRCA areas of interest.
Should you have any questions or if you wish to setup a meeting, please contact me at extension 5508
or at Nathan.jenkins@trca.ca.
Regards,

Nathan Jenkins, H.B.Sc (Env), M.Pl., RPP
Planner I, Infrastructure Planning and Permits
Development and Engineering Services
Attached:

Appendix A:
Appendix B:
Appendix C:
Appendix D:

BY E-MAIL
cc: Golder:
TRCA:
Durham:

TRCA Commenting Roles
TRCA Areas of Interest
Recommended TRCA Contact Points
Preliminary TRCA Staff Technical Comments and Considerations

Ana Rincon-Gomez, Golder Associates Ltd. (ajaxreinforcement@golder.com)
Sharon Lingertat, Senior Planner, Infrastructure Planning and Permits
Caroline Mugo, Planner, Infrastructure Planning and Permits
Brandon Hester, Property Agent
Greg Lymer, Source Protection Risk Management Official, (greg.lymer@durham.ca)
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APPENDIX A: TRCA COMMENTING ROLES
TRCA COMMENTING ROLES
Public Commenting Body

Pursuant to the federal and provincial Environmental Assessment (EA) Acts,
conservation authorities are a commenting body. Conservation authorities are
Environmental
also responsible for comments made under environmental assessment (EA)
Assessment Act
exemption regulations, and the Ontario and National Energy boards. TRCA
reviews and comments on environmental assessment that occur within TRCA’s
jurisdiction under these various forms of legislation.
Delegated Provincial Interests
As outlined in the Conservation Ontario/ Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry/ Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing Memorandum of
Hazard Lands
Understanding on CA Delegated Responsibilities, CAs have been delegated the
responsibility of representing the provincial interest on natural hazards
encompassed by Section 3.1 of the PPS 2014.
Conservation Authorities Act
Regulatory Authority

Ontario Regulation
166/06, Development,
Interference with
Wetlands and
Alterations to
Shorelines and
Watercourses

In accordance with Ontario Regulation 166/06 (Development, Interference with
Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses), a permit is required
from the TRCA prior to any development (e.g. construction) if, in the opinion of
TRCA, the control of flooding, erosion, dynamic beaches or pollution or the
conservation of land may be affected. The Regulation Limit defines the greater of
the natural hazards associated with Ontario Regulation 166/06 (listed below).
NOTE: The Regulation Limit provides a geographical screening tool for
determining if Ontario Regulation 166/06 will apply to a given proposal. Through
site assessment or other investigation, it may be determined that areas outside
of the defined Regulation Limit require permits under Ontario Regulation 166/06.
In these instances, it is the text of the regulation that will prevail; modifications to
the regulation line may be required.

Any development within the Regulation Limit must comply with the applicable
sections of The Living City Policies (2014).
Resources Management Agency
In accordance with Section 20 and 21 of the Conservation Authorities Act, CAs
are local watershed-based natural resource management agencies that develop
programs that reflect local resource management needs within their jurisdiction.
TRCA has developed programs and policies related to our role as a resource
TRCA Programs
management agency that include, but are not limited to, watershed plans,
fisheries management plans, land management plans, ecosystem restoration
programs, and The Living City Policy (2014), which are approved by the TRCA
Board.
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Please confirm that the preferred alternative design for this project addresses
TRCA concerns related to its program areas. These will be further defined through
the EA review process.
Land Owner
TRCA Property

Acquisition and
Easement

TRCA is a major landowner in the GTA, owning close to 18,000 hectares of land.
TRCA comments provided as a landowner are separate from comments provided
under a technical, advisory or regulatory role.
If TRCA property land transfer or easement is required for the implementation of
the preferred alternative, permission and approval from TRCA and the Minister of
Natural Resources and Forestry are required. The design must demonstrate that
TRCA program and policy objectives are met. Formal approval typically takes 12
to 18 months from the completion of the EA document.
Please contact Brandon Hester, Property Agent at Brandon.Hester@trca.ca for
additional information.

Service Provider
Service Agreements

Restoration
Opportunities

Community and
Public Realm Benefits

Service Level Agreements: TRCA has service level agreements to provide EA
Review services to various partners within specific service delivery timelines. Fees
are charged as per agreement stipulations; review fees are not charged for
individual files.
TRCA requires that the preferred alternative considers avoiding, minimizing,
mitigating, and compensating impacts to ecosystems in that order. In areas
where impacts are unavoidable, mitigation or compensation will be required. It is
recommended that the costs associated with these impacts be factored into
decisions made during the EA.
TRCA has identified opportunities for habitat restoration and enhancement on
TRCA property and some privately owned lands, targeted to improve natural
form and function based on goals in the watershed strategies. Should ecosystem
restoration or compensation be required for this project, TRCA may be able to
provide both restoration opportunities and restoration field services on a project
specific basis. This will be further discussed through the EA review process.
TRCA understands that the purpose of providing project-based community
benefits is to provide measurable economic benefits to the local community, and
that the purpose of providing public realm benefits is to support local
opportunities for social and environmental improvements.
As part of the 2013-2022 TRCA Strategic Plan (updated), TRCA has identified the
need to achieve measurable positive impacts on the health of our watersheds
and has developed a number of programs that actively engage with local
communities to support a green, local economy. These programs include but are
not limited to, Sustainable Neighbourhood Retrofit Action Plans, TRCA
Conservation Land Care Program, TRCA Trails Program, TRCA Community
Transformation Program and Partners in Project Green.
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It is recommended that commitment be made to work with TRCA and other
partners to develop a Community and Public Realm Benefits Strategy for this
project. This will be further discussed through the EA review process.
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APPENDIX B: TRCA AREAS OF INTEREST
TRCA PROGRAM AND POLICY AREAS
Note: Additional program and policy information may be available at www.trca.ca, or by request.
Natural System Programs and Policies
TRCA follows a systems approach in which the natural features and water
resources are considered in relation to each other and the broader landscape in
which they occur. The systems approach recognizes the role that linkages and
connectivity within the natural system has in supporting ecological and
hydrologic processes and functions that are vital to maintaining a healthy and
Systems Approach
robust natural system that is resilient against the impacts of urbanization and
climate change.
TRCA may require an assessment of the existing systems, together with an
evaluation as to how the proposal may impact the systems.
The aquatic system includes watercourses, wetlands, and flora and fauna
species. Aquatic species and habitat should be assessed based on their
conservation status according to sensitivity to disturbance and specialized
ecological needs, as well as rarity.
Aquatic Systems,
Species and Habitat

Terrestrial System,
Species and Habitat

TRCA has prepared watershed plans or strategies, as well as fisheries
management plans for some watersheds. The proposal must prevent negative
impacts to the aquatic system, and as such, TRCA may require an assessment of
the existing aquatic system, an evaluation as to how the proposal will meet the
objectives articulated in the watershed plan or strategy, and/or an evaluation as
to how the proposal will meet the objectives of the fisheries management plan.
The terrestrial system includes landscape features, vegetation communities, and
flora and fauna species. Terrestrial species and habitat should be assessed based
on their conservation status according to sensitivity to disturbance and
specialized ecological needs, as well as rarity.
TRCA has identified the need to improve both the quality and quantity of
terrestrial habitat. TRCA’s Terrestrial Natural Heritage System Strategy sets
measurable targets for attaining a healthier natural system by creating an
expanded and targeted land base. It includes strategic directions for
stewardship and securement of the land base, a land use policy framework to
help achieve the target system, and other implementation mechanisms.
TRCA may require an assessment of the existing terrestrial species and habitat,
together with an evaluation as to how the proposal will meet the objectives
articulated in the watershed plan or terrestrial natural heritage strategy, as well
as prevent negative impacts to the terrestrial system.
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Groundwater Systems

Aquifers and
Hydrogeological Features
and Functions

Groundwater systems include aquifers and their functional connections to
surface water. The extraction and discharge of groundwater has the potential to
negatively impact surrounding natural features and their functions. Even small
amounts of groundwater extraction may reduce contributions to groundwater
dependent features such as wetlands, springs, or fish spawning habitat. In
addition, the discharge of groundwater must be controlled to avoid impacts to
watercourses and fish habitat from temperature, erosion and sedimentation, as
well other water quantity and quality issues.
TRCA may require geotechnical or hydrogeological investigations to confirm
dewatering and discharge requirements, and to identify appropriate mitigation
measures with respect to potential impacts to natural features and functions.

Surface Water Systems

Watercourses

Meander Belt

Regulatory Flood Plain

Storm Water
Management, including
Green Infrastructure

Typically, watercourses are associated with aquatic species, and direct or
indirect habitat. Any alteration or interference to a watercourse (e.g.,
straightening, diverting, realigning, altering baseflow) has the potential to
impact fish communities, but may also affect the Regulatory Flood Plain, erosion
or other natural channel processes.
TRCA may require an environmental study or site confirmation of watercourse
locations.
Channel migration has a significant impact on infrastructure, structures and
property located near river systems. Determining channel stability is important
to ensure that damage from erosion, down-cutting or other natural channel
processes is avoided.
TRCA may require a meander belt delineation study or fluvial geomorphology
analysis to confirm that any development does not conflict with natural channel
processes.
The Regulatory Flood Plain is the approved standard used in a particular
watershed to define the limit of the flood plain for regulatory purposes. Within
TRCA's jurisdiction, the Regulatory Flood Plain is based on the greater of the
regional storm, Hurricane Hazel, and the 100-year flood. TRCA’s framework for
Flood Plain Management is the LCP.
TRCA may require a flood study or hydraulic update to confirm that there will be
no impacts to the storage or conveyance of flood waters.
Stormwater management is integral to the health of streams, rivers, lakes,
fisheries and terrestrial habitats, and source water protection is integral for
managing the quality and quantity of drinking water at its source.
TRCA requires all development, infrastructure and site alteration meet the
criteria in the TRCA 2012 Stormwater Management Criteria document for water
quantity, water quality, erosion control, discharge water temperature, and
water balance for groundwater recharge and natural features.
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
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Green Infrastructure techniques, including Low Impact Development (LID)
measures should be used to address issues related to stormwater management,
as well as maximize ecosystem services and mitigate the impacts of urbanization
and climate change.
For further information, please refer to the TRCA Introduction to Green
Infrastructure, the Sustainable Technologies Evaluation Program (STEP) -Urban
Runoff Green Infrastructure and the STEP 2010 Low Impact Development
Stormwater Management Planning and Design Guide.
Valley Slopes

Crest of Slope

Valley and stream corridors are dynamic systems that provide important natural
functions and linkages for the physical, chemical and biological processes of
wildlife, watercourses, and other natural features. The crest of slope identifies
the physical limit of these corridors; however, due to ecological sensitivities,
development restrictions typically extend beyond the actual crest of slope.
TRCA may require the determination of the long term stable crest of slope (or
toe of slope) through a staking with TRCA staff, as well as a geotechnical
assessment.

Sustainability Programs and Policies

Climate Change

Sustainable Communities

In October 2017, MECP released a guideline under the Ontario environmental
assessment legislation directing that all projects going through the EA process,
including IEAs, Class EAs, and those governed by EA regulations, must consider
impacts to and opportunities for climate change mitigation and adaptation, and
consider the vulnerability of projects to climate change. It was further
recommended that applicable policies in the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement
be addressed, including but not limited to encouraging green infrastructure and
strengthening stormwater management requirements; requiring consideration
of energy conservation and efficiency, reduced greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change adaptation (e.g. tree cover); and consideration of the potential
impacts of climate change that may increase the risk associated with natural
hazards (e.g. flooding due to severe weather).
The climate change section of the EA should include recommendations for
Green Infrastructure, Sustainable Buildings and Sustainable Construction
Practices, as further described below. It is recommended that a completed
Sustainable Technologies for Green Building, Green Infrastructure, and
Sustainable Energy Design in Evaluation Matrix be included in the EA document.
The TRCA Living City vision is based on a foundation that includes Sustainable
Communities. Planning for community sustainability requires the identification
of the complex and inter-related social, economic and ecological systems
involved; TRCA supports a systems approach to developing integrative and
adaptive solutions to improve community sustainability. Key socio-economic
systems include: transportation facilities (including trails, sidewalks & multi-use
pathways), community greenspaces (including parks), urban forests, cultural
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
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heritage resources, and the local economy. For transportation projects, a
context sensitive design/solutions framework are encouraged.
PROVINCIAL PROGRAM AREAS
The Greenbelt consists of more than 809,000 hectares of environmentally
sensitive land, urban river valleys and agricultural land in the Golden Horseshoe.
The Greenbelt Plan identifies limits to urbanization to provide permanent
protection to the agricultural land base and the ecological features and
functions occurring within this landscape. Contact the Ministry of Municipal
Greenbelt Plan
Affairs and Housing for more details.
Please confirm that the preferred alternative design for this project conforms
with Section 4.2 Infrastructure Policies and Section 6 Urban River Valley Policies
of the Greenbelt Plan.
The Clean Water Act ensures communities protect their drinking water supplies
through prevention by developing collaborative, watershed-based source
protection plans that are locally driven and based on science.

Clean Water Act and
Credit Valley - Toronto &
Region - Central Lake
Ontario (CTC) Source
Protection Plan

Please be advised that the subject property appears to fall within the Significant
Groundwater Recharge Areas (SGRA), Intake Protection Zone (IPZ), Highly
Vulnerable Aquifers (HVA), vulnerable areas under the Credit Valley - Toronto
and Region - Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Plan (CTC SPP). Please
confirm that the preferred alternative design for this project conforms with the
CTC SPP. Please also consult with the Risk Management Official as copied on this
letter.
Please note that in accordance with Ontario Regulation 166/06, permits from
TRCA may be required for mitigation solutions that are designed to ensure
conformity with the CTC SPP.

PROVINCIAL PROGRAM AREAS
Please contact the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry to confirm if there are program interests
related to this project for:
Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)
Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW)
Provincially Endangered Species under the Species at Risk Act (SARA)
Please be advised that this list is not inclusive and the onus is on the proponent and it consultants to
consult with other provincial agencies, as required, to ensure that requirements of their respective
legislation is met.
FEDERAL PROGRAM AREAS
Please contact the relevant federal agency to confirm if there are issues related to:
Asian Long-horned Beetle Regulated Area
Federally Endangered Species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
The Fisheries Act
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Please be advised that this list is not inclusive and the onus is on the proponent and it consultants to
consult with other provincial agencies, as required, to ensure that requirements of their respective
legislation is met.
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Appendix C: Recommended TRCA Contact Points in the Municipal Class EA Process
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APPENDIX D: Preliminary TRCA Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
ITEM

PROPONENT/CONSULTANT
RESPONSE

TRCA COMMENTS (Sept 3, 2020)

PPR (Church Street North)
The PPR has many features along the route including well developed forest features, a wetland, a watercourse crossing, and a valley crossing.
Installation of new infrastructure will require permits from TRCA. Depth of groundwater and peat vegetation, if present, may impact the depth of pipe
installation. Please ensure these interests are considered in the assessment.

2.

The proposed pipe will be crossing Duffins Creek which is a TRCA regulated watercourse in the Greenbelt, just north of the Church Street and
Rossland Road West intersection. If this route is chosen, please clarify how the proposed pipes will cross this watercourse with supportive evaluation
of potential impacts to the valley system.

F

1.

In addition, it appears a second feature is located north of Hurst Drive and another at the intersection of Church Street and Taunton Road West.
Please ensure potential impacts to these features are included in the assessment.
3.

There is a significant slope close to the intersection of Rossland Road and Church Street (North of Rossland and East of Church). Infrastructure
should be placed at a minimum of 6 m from the top of bank.

4.

An ecologically significant groundwater recharge area (ESGRA) exists along PPR Route #1. Please ensure this is considered in the assessment of
alternative routes.

AR #2 (Rossland Road West)
5.

AR #2 has many features along the route including well developed forest features, wetlands, two watercourse crossings, and a valley crossing.
Installation of new infrastructure will require permits from TRCA. Depth of groundwater and peat vegetation, if present, may impact the necessary
depth of pipe installation. Please ensure this is considered as part of the assessment.

6.

The proposed pipe is crossing two TRCA regulated watercourses in the Greenbelt: 1- Duffins Creek just west of the Church Street and Rossland
Road West intersection, and 2 – Urfe Creek just west of the Rossland Road West and Riverside Drive intersection. Please clarify how the proposed
pipes will cross these watercourses with supportive evaluation of potential impacts to the respective valley systems.

AR #3 (Ravenscroft Road)
7.

AR #3 has few regulated features along the route and avoids watercourse crossings. Installation of new infrastructure may require permits from
TRCA depending on the requested 6 metre buffer from the top of bank for the adjacent valley system and staffs review of the environmental report.
Permitting will also depend on the location of the pipe installation within the road ROW (east versus west side of the road), should this alignment
move forward.
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ITEM

PROPONENT/CONSULTANT
RESPONSE

TRCA COMMENTS (Sept 3, 2020)

8.

Please ensure that the Environmental Study contains an ecology section that includes a habitat characterization for the area south of Ravenscroft
(south east of the Taunton Road intersection). Please see the following aerial overlay for reference:

9.

There is a slope along the northern portion of Ravenscroft Road (southwest of Taunton Road). The infrastructure should be placed at a reasonable
distance away from the slope (at least 6 m from the top of bank).
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ITEM

PROPONENT/CONSULTANT
RESPONSE

TRCA COMMENTS (Sept 3, 2020)

General Comments
10.

It is unclear at this time where the proposed pipe will be located within each of the road alignments (east versus west side, north versus south side).
Please ensure that the ultimate location of the future infrastructure is located away from erosion and flood hazards, to the extent possible. For
example, the south side of Rossland Road for the PPR and AR #2 may be preferred to avoid the valley system.

11.

District Stations:
a) Please clarify what work is involved with the construction of a district station and provide further information on the size of these future
stations.
b) The station proposed at Church Street and Taunton Road West is located in a TRCA regulated area. Please ensure this consideration is
factored into the assessment of alternatives.

12.

Watercourse crossings along all routes may receive some groundwater discharge during construction; however, groundwater levels appear slightly
deeper for AR #3. Please ensure this is considered in the assessment.

13.

If installing the pipeline via Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) for AR #2 and PPR, please provide a frac-out contingency plan due to the potential for
harm to the watercourse and wetlands during construction.
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Ajax Reinforcement Project

Responses to TRCA Comments

Table 1: Responses to Preliminary Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (September 3, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (October 5, 2020)

PPR (Church Street North)
1.

2.

The PPR has many features along the route including well
developed forest features, a wetland, a watercourse crossing, and a
valley crossing. Installation of new infrastructure will require permits
from TRCA. Depth of groundwater and peat vegetation, if present,
may impact the depth of pipe installation. Please ensure these
interests are considered in the assessment.

The proposed pipe will be crossing Duffins Creek which is a TRCA
regulated watercourse in the Greenbelt, just north of the Church
Street and Rossland Road West intersection. If this route is chosen,
please clarify how the proposed pipes will cross this watercourse
with supportive evaluation of potential impacts to the valley system.
In addition, it appears a second feature is located north of Hurst
Drive and another at the intersection of Church Street and Taunton
Road West. Please ensure potential impacts to these features are
included in the assessment.

Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) can confirm that these features have been considered
in the environmental study for the Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project), and that
Enbridge Gas will consult with the TRCA regarding the permitting requirements applicable
to the selected route.
The depth of natural gas pipelines installed by Enbridge Gas typically ranges from 0.9
metres (m) to 1.2 m, and 2.5 m is typically the minimum for coldwater watercourse
crossings. Enbridge Gas will undertake a geotechnical study that will inform the design of
the Project, including depth of groundwater and pipe installation depth.
Enbridge Gas can confirm that Duffins Creek (referred to as East Duffins Creek in the
Environmental Report), and the potential effects of the Project and mitigation measures,
have been considered in the environmental study for the Project. Enbridge Gas can also
confirm that the mapped watercourse north of Hurst Drive (west of Church Street North)
and the mapped watercourse located at the intersection of Church Street North and
Taunton Road were also considered in the environmental study for the Project.
HDD is the proposed method for crossing under the watercourses. Enbridge Gas will
consult with the appropriate authorities to ensure that appropriate approvals are in place
prior to construction in proximity to these features. Mitigation relating to the watercourse
and valley system features are identified in the Environmental Report. For example,
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) Measures to Protect Fish and Fish Habitat, as well
as other Best Management Practices, will be used during work in the vicinity of
watercourses.

3.

There is a significant slope close to the intersection of Rossland
Road and Church Street (North of Rossland and East of Church).
Infrastructure should be placed at a minimum of 6 m from the top of
bank.

This request has been noted and will be considered during detailed design. Typical design
practices would be to avoid locating above ground infrastructure on steep slopes.

4.

An ecologically significant groundwater recharge area (ESGRA)
exists along PPR Route #1. Please ensure this is considered in the
assessment of alternative routes.

The significant groundwater recharge and highly vulnerable aquifer areas have been
considered in the route evaluation and selection of the preferred route. These features
have also been considered in the effects assessment. The results of the route evaluation
and selection, and the effects assessment are presented in the Environmental Report.
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Ajax Reinforcement Project

Responses to TRCA Comments

Table 1: Responses to Preliminary Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (September 3, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (October 5, 2020)

AR # 2 (Rossland Road West)
5.

6.

AR #2 has many features along the route including well developed
forest features, wetlands, two watercourse crossings, and a valley
crossing. Installation of new infrastructure will require permits from
TRCA. Depth of groundwater and peat vegetation, if present, may
impact the necessary depth of pipe installation. Please ensure this
is considered as part of the assessment.

Enbridge Gas can confirm that these features have been considered in the environmental
study for the Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project) and that Enbridge Gas will consult
with the TRCA regarding the permitting requirements applicable to the selected route.

The proposed pipe is crossing two TRCA regulated watercourses in
the Greenbelt: 1- Duffins Creek just west of the Church Street and
Rossland Road West intersection, and 2 – Urfe Creek just west of
the Rossland Road West and Riverside Drive intersection. Please
clarify how the proposed pipes will cross these watercourses with
supportive evaluation of potential impacts to the respective valley
systems.

HDD is the proposed method for crossing under the watercourses. Enbridge Gas will
consult with the appropriate authorities to ensure that appropriate approvals are in place
prior to construction in proximity to these features. Mitigation relating to the watercourse
and valley system features are identified in the Environmental Report. For example,
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) Measures to Protect Fish and Fish Habitat, as well
as other Best Management Practices, will be used during work in the vicinity of
watercourses.

The depth of natural gas pipelines installed by Enbridge Gas typically ranges from 0.9
metres (m) to 1.2 m, and 2.5 m is typically the minimum for coldwater watercourse
crossings. Enbridge Gas will undertake a geotechnical study that will inform the design of
the Project, including depth of groundwater and pipe installation depth.

AR # 3 (Ravenscroft Road)
7.

AR #3 has few regulated features along the route and avoids
Noted. Enbridge Gas will work with the TRCA to obtain any required permits from the
watercourse crossings. Installation of new infrastructure may require TRCA for the selected route.
permits from TRCA depending on the requested 6 metre buffer from
the top of bank for the adjacent valley system and staffs review of
the environmental report. Permitting will also depend on the location
of the pipe installation within the road ROW (east versus west side
of the road), should this alignment move forward.
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Ajax Reinforcement Project

Responses to TRCA Comments

Table 1: Responses to Preliminary Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (September 3, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (October 5, 2020)

8.

Please ensure that the Environmental Study contains an ecology
section that includes a habitat characterization for the area south of
Ravenscroft (south east of the Taunton Road intersection). Please
see the following aerial overlay for reference:

Enbridge Gas can confirm that the terrestrial habitat within the study area for each route is
described in the Environmental Report. During the field work, the area circled south of
Ravenscroft was identified as a small thicket characterized by immature white cedar trees,
shrubs and herbaceous groundcover.

9.

There is a slope along the northern portion of Ravenscroft Road
(southwest of Taunton Road). The infrastructure should be placed
at a reasonable distance away from the slope (at least 6 m from the
top of bank).

Noted.

General Comments
10.

It is unclear at this time where the proposed pipe will be located
within each of the road alignments (east versus west side, north
versus south side). Please ensure that the ultimate location of the
future infrastructure is located away from erosion and flood hazards,
to the extent possible. For example, the south side of Rossland
Road for the PPR and AR #2 may be preferred to avoid the valley
system.

Once the Environmental Report (ER) is complete, detailed design begins. This includes
field visits and a topographical survey to better understanding existing infrastructure and
space within the Right of Way (ROW). Sensitive features identified in the ER would be
avoided where possible and mitigated as per the recommendations in the ER.
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Ajax Reinforcement Project

Responses to TRCA Comments

Table 1: Responses to Preliminary Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (September 3, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (October 5, 2020)

11.

District Stations:

a) The size and type of district station has yet to be determined. The typical district station
will cover an area of 1.5 m by 1.5 m and will require a larger surrounding temporary work
area. The Station would be fabricated as much as possible offsite and then brought onsite
and placed in the excavation and connected to the Inlet and Outlet piping.

a) Please clarify what work is involved with the construction of a
district station and provide further information on the size of these
future stations.
b) The station proposed at Church Street and Taunton Road West
is located in a TRCA regulated area. Please ensure this
consideration is factored into the assessment of alternatives.

b) TRCA regulated areas were considered in the route evaluation and selection for the
Project. The results of the route evaluation and selection will be presented in the
Environmental Report for the Project.

12.

Watercourse crossings along all routes may receive some
groundwater discharge during construction; however, groundwater
levels appear slightly deeper for AR #3. Please ensure this is
considered in the assessment.

Noted. Groundwater dewatering and discharge effects and mitigation are considered in the
environmental study and documented in the Environmental Report.

13.

If installing the pipeline via Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) for AR
#2 and PPR, please provide a frac-out contingency plan due to the
potential for harm to the watercourse and wetlands during
construction.

An HDD Contingency Plan will be developed and submitted to TRCA as part of the
permitting process. Typical mitigation includes:
-

regular monitoring patrol of the bore (HDD) path and the landscape around be
established for early inadvertent release detection,
where leakage of drilling fluids occurs along the bore path, the Constructor must
take any and all necessary steps to minimize the impacts.
for immediate action to remedy inadvertent releases of drilling fluid, extra
sediment fence and vacuum truck(s) must be readily available.

This mitigation has been included in the Environmental Report.
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Sent Via email
September 9, 2020

The Regional
Municipality of Durham
Planning and
Economic
Development
Department
Planning Division
605 ROSSLAND RD. E.
LEVEL 4
PO BOX 623
WHITBY, ON L1N 6A3
CANADA
905-668-7711
1-800-372-1102
Fax: 905-666-6208
Email:
planning@durham.ca
durham.ca
Brian Bridgeman, MCIP,
RPP
Commissioner of
Planning and Economic
Development

Ana Rincon-Gomez
Environmental Assessment Specialist
Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300
Toronto, Ontario
M5H 3R3
Dear: Ms. Rincon-Gomez,
RE:

Enbridge Gas Inc. Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Region of Durham File Number E23-07

Region of Durham staff appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
proposed Enbridge Gas Inc. Ajax Reinforcement Project. Please
accept this letter as a summary of our comments on the project.
The proposed project site lies within the Credit Valley – Toronto and
Region – Central Lake Ontario (CTC) Source Protection
Region. Based on the policies listed in the CTC Source Protection
Plan, approved July 28, 2015, and the site location, there are no
significant drinking water threats associated with the project file as
reviewed.
The proposal indicates that the site is in a Highly Vulnerable Aquifer
(HVA). An HVA is an aquifer that is particularly susceptible to
contamination because of its location near the ground’s surface or
where the types of materials in the ground around it are highly
permeable.
The proposal also indicates that the site is in a Significant
Groundwater Recharge Area (SGRA). SGRAs are characterized by
porous soils, such as sand or gravel, which allow water to seep easily
into the ground and flow to an aquifer. A recharge area is considered
significant when it helps maintain the water level in an aquifer that
supplies drinking water, or groundwater to a cold-water ecosystem
that is dependent on this recharge to maintain its ecological function.
Enbridge Gas Inc., as the proponent of the project, is required to
adhere to or have regard for policies found in the CTC Source
Protection Plan. The policies that apply include SAL-12, which
encourages the use of best management practices when applying
road salt and DNAP-3 and OS-3, which encourage the use of best

If this information is required in an accessible format, please contact Planning Reception at 1-800-3721102 ext. 2551.

management practices for the handling and storage of hazardous
chemicals.

The Regional
Municipality of Durham
Planning and
Economic
Development
Department
Planning Division
605 ROSSLAND RD. E.
LEVEL 4
PO BOX 623
WHITBY, ON L1N 6A3
CANADA

Enbridge Gas Inc. should take measures to minimize noise, dust and
truck traffic as well as take all appropriate mitigation measures and
contingency planning to prevent any impacts to drinking water in the
project area.
On September 3, 2020 a meeting was held between Enbridge Gas
Inc., their consultant, Golder and Associates, and the Region. The
following information was presented in that meeting by the Region.
Pickering, Ajax and the Region are responsible for roads in the study
area, including:
•
•
•
•

905-668-7711
1-800-372-1102
Fax: 905-666-6208

Brock, Taunton, Westney – Durham Region
Ravenscroft Road and Church Street - Town of Ajax
Rossland Road between Brock Road and just west of Coote
Court – City of Pickering
Rossland Road from just west of Coote Court to the east limit
of the study area – Town of Ajax

Each municipality (Durham, Ajax, Pickering) will need to approve the
work taking place within their respective rights-of-way.

Email:
planning@durham.ca

There are also significant projects within the Study Area that need to
be considered by Enbridge Gas Inc. while implementing the project.

durham.ca

There are several existing and planned water mains, sanitary sewers
and land development projects in the Study Area, along Rossland
Road, Church Street, Ravenscroft Road and Taunton Road.

Brian Bridgeman, MCIP,
RPP
Commissioner of
Planning and Economic
Development

There are also a number of future road expansion projects on
Taunton Road and Brock Road. The following should be considered
while proceeding with the project:
•
•

•

•

All road allowances may be subject to future planned
widenings. At the preliminary design stage, Enbridge gas Inc.
should confirm this detail along their entire preferred alignment
Future development is planned along the Church Street and
Ravenscroft Road corridors. This will include future roadway
urbanization and extension of services (sanitary sewers, storm
sewers, water mains, utilities) along these corridors.
The Region will be widening Taunton Road to six lanes in the
future (construction is currently beyond our nine-year
forecast). The proposed District Station on Taunton Road
should be located and designed to accommodate the future
road widening.
520 Rossland Road – Current timing information on the
development is not available, but it is recommended that

If this information is required in an accessible format, please contact Planning Reception at 1-800-3721102 ext. 2551.

Enbridge coordinate with the landowner’s consultant to
discuss timing and any potential workspace issues as required
As a result of the September 3 discussion regarding the proposed
project, the Region has the following requests:
The Regional
Municipality of Durham
Planning and
Economic
Development
Department

•

Planning Division

•

605 ROSSLAND RD. E.
LEVEL 4
PO BOX 623
WHITBY, ON L1N 6A3
CANADA

•

905-668-7711
1-800-372-1102
Fax: 905-666-6208
Email:
planning@durham.ca
durham.ca
Brian Bridgeman, MCIP,
RPP
Commissioner of
Planning and Economic
Development

As part of the future roadway urbanization along these
corridors, the ground elevation along the routing of the
proposed gas mains may change significantly. The future
ground elevations should be considered as part of the gas
main designs to prevent future relocations and crossing
conflicts.
Enbridge gas Inc. to confirm the level of detail that will be
collected in preparation of their as-constructed drawings and
records and commit to these records being readily available as
soon as reasonably possible in order to not negatively impact
or hold up the work being undertaken by others in the area
Enbridge Gas Inc. to confirm all future work regulations and
restrictions associated with the new gas mains that are being
installed as part of this project. In past projects, designing and
constructing around some existing gas mains has been very
costly, caused delays, and had significant negative impacts on
projects. The Region would like to see an elevated level of
care on the part of Enbridge Gas Inc. to ensure that
appropriate steps can be taken throughout all stages of their
projects (planning, design and construction) to ensure that the
impacts to others that have to work nearby and cross Enbridge
Gas Inc. infrastructure are kept to a minimum. This includes
early identification of working restrictions, required clearances
and specialized procedures.

Thank you for considering our comments, and if you have any
questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact Mike Scott at
Michael.scott@durham.ca or 905-668-7711 x 2541.
Kind Regards,

Colleen Goodchild
Manager, Policy Planning & Special Studies

If this information is required in an accessible format, please contact Planning Reception at 1-800-3721102 ext. 2551.

Enbridge Gas Inc.
500 Consumers Road
North York, ON
M2J 1P8

October 9, 2020
Colleen Goodchild
The Regional Municipality of Durham
Planning Division
605 Rossland Road East (Level 4)
PO Box 623
Whitby, Ontario
L1N 6A3
Re: Enbridge Gas Inc. Ajax Reinforcement Project
Dear Ms. Goodchild,
On behalf of Enbridge Gas Inc., I want to thank you for your letter dated September 9, 2020 outlining your
comments and requests regarding the proposed natural gas reinforcement project located in the Region
of Durham. Enbridge appreciates the time and effort taken by the Region of Durham to conduct this
review, and Enbridge has carefully considered the comments and questions put forward. As such, we
welcome the opportunity to address the issues and concerns raised by your community.
Like the Region of Durham, Enbridge takes the protection of the environment and the well-being of our
communities very seriously. As noted in your letter regarding best management practices, Enbridge will
implement mitigation measures to help reduce noise and dust during the construction phase of the project
including, appropriate contingency plans are in place to help prevent any impacts to drinking water within
the immediate project location.
Set out below are Enbridge responses to the specific requests raised in your letter, as well as additional
supporting information. It is our hope that the information set out in this letter and the attached
documentation provided will be helpful in addressing the Region of Durham’s requests related to this
project.
Subsequent to our September 3, 2020 meeting, Enbridge would be pleased to schedule a follow up
meeting with you and your team to discuss our responses further. Kindly notify me should the Region
wish to meet with Enbridge again and we will work to secure a date and time that is mutually beneficial.
We welcome any further information the Region of Durham may wish to discuss and share with the
project team.
Enbridge looks forward to meeting with your representatives in the near future and will be in touch shortly
to make arrangements. I will follow up with your office to discuss next steps in the next few days.
Sincerely,

Sonia Fazari

Cc:
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Aaron Christie, Region of Durham
Michael Scott, Region of Durham
Alison Chong, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Jason McArthur, Enbridge Gas Inc.

Attachment A

Region of Durham Question
Comments & Questions
As part of the future roadway
urbanization along these corridors,
the ground elevation along the
routing of the proposed gas mains
may change significantly. The future
ground elevations should be
considered as part of the gas main
designs to prevent future relocations
and crossing conflicts.

Enbridge Gas Inc. Responses
Pipeline routes are typically planned to be close to
the property line, where possible. This provides
working space off the travelled roadway for pipeline
crews and allows for some road widening efforts.
Enbridge Gas Inc. can plan around imminent future
widenings, especially if there are design drawings for
the road work final state. Without this level of detail,
it is typically not feasible to design around proposed
road work.
To accommodate a road-widening it is possible that
Enbridge may require easements to accommodate
future road work. However, without detailed road
plans, it is not feasible for Enbridge Gas Inc. to
estimate where the future property line would be.
Should the road alignment also shift, or the road
widen to the other side of the road, this would mean
our gas main would potentially be located on private
property unnecessarily. It is an operational best
practice for pipelines to be installed in road
allowance where possible.
It would be greatly appreciated if the Region of
Durham can provide Enbridge with any drawings or
plans to construct as this level of detail can be
incorporated in the detailed pipeline design.

Enbridge Gas Inc. to confirm the
level of detail that will be collected
in preparation of their asconstructed drawings and records
and commit to these records being
readily available as soon as
reasonably possible in order not to
negatively impact or hold up the
work being undertaken by other in
the area.
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Enbridge Gas Inc. has included the future
development along these corridors in the Long-Range
Plan for the gas distribution network. In favour of the
Preliminary Preferred Route (PPR), a reinforcement in
this location will also serve to provide enough gas
service to the proposed development along Church
Street in the future.
As per the franchise agreement between Enbridge
Gas Inc. and the Region of Durham, as-constructed
(or as-builts) will be submitted to the Region once we
have finished and accepted the records. The asconstructed drawings do not serve as a replacement
for locates but should be a helpful tool in the design
process. Offsets from property lines, clearance from

Attachment A
other utilities and some depth of cover information
are typically shown in the drawings.
Enbridge Gas Inc. to conform all
future work regulations and
restrictions associated with the new
gas mains that are being installed as
part of this project. In past projects,
designing and constructing around
some existing gas mains has been
very costly, caused delays, and had
significant negative impacts on
projects. The Region would like to
see an elevated level of care on the
part of Enbridge Gas Inc. to ensure
that appropriate steps can be taken
throughout all stages of their
projects (planning, design and
construction) to ensure that the
impacts to others that have to work
nearby and cross Enbridge Gas Inc.
infrastructure are kept at a
minimum. This includes early
identification of working
restrictions, required clearances and
specialized procedures.
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Please find attached a PDF copy of “Third Party
Requirements in the Vicinity of Natural Gas Facilities”
Enbridge Gas has developed this document to act as
a resource and outlines in detail the requirements
involved with working near natural gas facilities
and/or pipelines.
We welcome opportunities to consult with those
planning projects around natural gas mains to
achieve smooth project execution.

Sent Via email
November 6, 2020

The Regional
Municipality of Durham
Planning and
Economic
Development
Department
Planning Division
605 ROSSLAND RD. E.
LEVEL 4
PO BOX 623
WHITBY, ON L1N 6A3
CANADA
905-668-7711
1-800-372-1102
Fax: 905-666-6208
Email:
planning@durham.ca
durham.ca
Brian Bridgeman, MCIP,
RPP
Commissioner of
Planning and Economic
Development

Ana Rincon-Gomez
Environmental Assessment Specialist
Golder Associates Ltd.
20 Queen St. West, Suite 2300
Toronto, Ontario
M5H 3R3
Dear: Ms. Rincon-Gomez,
RE:

Enbridge Gas Inc. Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Region of Durham File Number E23-07

Region of Durham staff would like to thank you for your letter dated
October 9, 2020 in response to our September 3, 2020 meeting
between Enbridge Gas Inc., Golder Associates and Regional staff,
and the Region’s letter dated September 9, 2020.
Regional staff appreciates Enbridge’s offer to schedule another
meeting to discuss Enbridge’s responses. Regional staff do not feel
the comments submitted to Enbridge from the Region during the
project process have been adequately addressed. We wish to
continue conversations to find a solution to the issues and will be
contacting you shortly to arrange for the next meeting.
As a result of our continued commitment to finding a mutual solution,
we are formally requesting an extension to the commenting deadline
of November 17, 2020, in order to facilitate further conversation
related to the outstanding issues.
Thank you for considering our comments, and if you have any
questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact Mike Scott at
Michael.Scott@durham.ca or 905-668-7711 x 2541.
Kind Regards,

Colleen Goodchild
Manager, Policy Planning & Special Studies
cc

Stev Andis, Town of Ajax
Ranil Fernando, Town of Ajax

If this information is required in an accessible format, please contact Planning Reception at 1-800-3721102 ext. 2551.

TOWN OF AJAX
65 Harwood Avenue South
Ajax ON L1S 2H9
www.ajax.ca

November 16, 2020
Sarah Kingdon-Benson
Advisor, Environment
Enbridge Gas Inc.
101 Honda Boulevard
Markham, Ontario
L6C 0M6
RE: Enbridge Gas Inc. Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Sent via Email to: ajaxreinforcement@golder.com

Dear Ms. Kingdon-Benson,
Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on Enbridge’s Ajax Reinforcement
Project for a new high pressure steel natural gas main to accommodate future growth in northwest
Ajax.
Installation of the gas line may impact newly installed infrastructure and will have an impact on the
construction of future infrastructure, as such the following are the Town’s comments:








Detail design drawings shall be submitted to the Town during the design, tendering and
construction phases for review and comment.
The detailed design drawings shall include, as a minimum, any required easements, proposed
construction methodology and details on all instances where the proposed pipe will cross
municipal services.
The drawings should also indicate the proposed alignment at the newly constructed bridge
structure.
Where specifically in the right-of-way is the pipe proposed? Engineering cross sections of Church
Street have been appended to this letter. Please use this as a reference for the detailed design of
the pipe installation. The Town would like this cross section drawing to be updated with the
proposed pipe location to ensure that Town services will not be impacted. The Town should not
have newly installed services encumbered by the proposed gas line. Complete detailed design
drawings for Church Street can be obtained from Ranil Fernando (Operations & Environmental
Services) at Ranil.Fernando@ajax.ca or 905-619-2529 ext. 4241.
The Towns preference is directional drilling to have the least impact on the newly constructed
road, sidewalk and multi-use path.
Detailed as-built construction drawings of the pipe installation are required. As-built drawing
records must include the geodetic elevation and UTM coordinates of top of pipe at 10m intervals
along the length of the gas main wherever the gas main is beneath soft landscaping, roads with
base asphalt only, and roads/trails/sidewalks proposed for reconstruction within the 5 years
following the gas main installation.

…/2

If you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact Stephen Ruddy (Planning &
Development Services) at Stephen.Ruddy@ajax.ca or 905.619.2529 ext 3256

Dave Meredith
Geoff Romanowski. MCIP, RPP, CPT
Director of Planning & Development Services
905-619-2529, ext. 3205
Geoff.Romanowski@ajax.ca

Dave Meredith
Director of Operations & Environmental Services
905-619-2529, ext. 4226
Dave.Meredith@ajax.ca

Attachment: Church Street Cross Section

Copy: Colleen Goodchild, Manager, Policy Planning & Special Studies, Region of Durham
Michael Scott, Project Planner, Planning, Region of Durham
Aaron Christie, Project Manager, Engineering Planning and Studies, Region of Durham
Stephen Ruddy, Acting Manager of Engineering, Town of Ajax
Ranil Fernando, Manager of Infrastructure & Asset Management, Town of Ajax

November 17, 2020
CFN 63496
BY E-MAIL ONLY (Sarah.Kingdon-Beson@enbridge.com)
Ms. Sarah Kingdon-Benson
Environmental Advisor
Enbridge Gas Inc.
3rd Floor, 101 Honda Boulevard
Markham, ON
L6C 0M6
Dear Sarah Kingdon-Benson:
Re:

Response to Final Environmental Report (ER)
Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Duffins Creek Watershed; City of Pickering, Town of Ajax, Regional Municipality of
Durham

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) staff received the Notice of Study Commencement
and Virtual Open House for the above noted environmental study on July 23, 2020; and obtained email
confirmation of the final Environmental Report (ER) for the above noted project from Enbridge on October
6, 2020. As a recognized commenting agency under the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, TRCA
has interests in this project.
PROJECT OVERVIEW
It is our understanding that this undertaking involves examining options for the construction of a 6-inch
high pressure steel natural gas pipeline, an 8-inch intermediate pressure polyethylene natural gas
pipeline, and two district stations, located in the City of Pickering and the Town of Ajax. It is understood
that the reinforcement is required to increase system reliability and flexibility and to support current and
projected growth in natural gas demand in the area.
It is further understood that the pipeline will be up to 2.5 kilometers in length and will be located within
existing road allowances where possible. Temporary working space and laydown areas may also be
required adjacent to the road allowances, to facilitate the movement and storage of equipment necessary
for construction. The study will examine preliminary preferred and alternative routes and an
Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation for Hydrocarbon Pipelines and
Facilities in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016).
Three routes are being considered for the project. These include a preliminary preferred route (PPR) and
two alternative routes (AR). The PPR begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and Church Street
North, travelling south to Rossland Road West, and then east along Rossland Road West to a point just
east of the intersection with Harkins Drive. AR #2 begins at the intersection of Brock Road and Rossland
Road West and travels east to the same end point of the PPR on Rossland Road West. AR #3 begins at
the intersection of Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road and travels south to the intersection of
Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road West.

T: 416.661.6600 | F: 416.661.6898 | info@trca.ca | 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 | ww.trca.ca

PROJECT REVIEW
TRCA staff have completed their review and while staff has no objection in principle to the Enbridge
preferred alternative route, Alternative Route 3 (AR3) appears to avoid watercourse and valley crossings,
appears to have the least impact to the natural heritage system and remains the preferred option by
TRCA staff.
In addition, this ER report has not provided the location and footprint of the district stations for our review.
A watercourse runs through the intersection of Church Street and Taunton Road for example and as such
three (3) of the four (4) corners are regulated by TRCA. Site constraints as well as the proposed size of
the stations should have been identified and documented in this ER given the limited opportunities for
development at this particular intersection, among others. Furthermore, the study ranking criteria has not
considered the potential impacts from these district stations. Please ensure this is addressed as part of
the ER report or as a minimum at the pre-design stage as site constraints for the stations may impact the
preferred alignment.
Permits under Ontario Regulation 166/06 will be required for work in TRCA regulated areas and any
outstanding items from this correspondence will need to be addressed at that stage. Recommendations
regarding environmental protections (i.e. erosion and sediment controls) can be provided upon
submission of detail design plans.
Detailed comments are provided in Appendix A.
RESUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS
As noted in the ER, permits in accordance with Ontario Regulation 166/06 are required from TRCA prior
to project construction.
Please provide a response to these comments as part of the pre-design stage. Detailed design drawings,
together with the appropriate reports and documents. The TRCA Complete Submission Checklist for
Infrastructure Projects is available on our website
(https://trca.ca/app/uploads/2016/01/TRCA-PRE-CONSULTATION-CHECKLIST.pdf), and should be used
as a guide to your permit submission. The permit application form, together with additional submission
checklist and guidelines are also available on our website should be used as appropriate to inform the
development of your application. These can be found under the Planning and Permitting, Environmental
Assessment section of the TRCA website at:
http://www.trca.on.ca/planning-services-permits/environmental-assessment.dot#check.
Please include a digital copy of all submitted material. Materials must be submitted in PDF format, with
drawings pre-mail (if less than 25
MB), or through file transfer protocol (FTP) sites (if posted for a minimum of two weeks).
REVIEW FEES
Please be advised that this application is not subject to an application review fee as per the TRCA and
Enbridge Gas Inc Service Agreement. Staff will charge all time worked on this project to the appropriate
CFN (63496), as noted in this letter.

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
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Should you have any questions, please contact me at extension 5508 or at Nathan.jenkins@trca.ca.
Regards,

Nathan Jenkins, H.B.Sc (Env), M.Pl., RPP
Planner I, Infrastructure Planning and Permits
Development and Engineering Services
Attached:

Appendix A: TRCA Comments

BY E-MAIL
cc: Golder:
TRCA:

Durham:

Ana Rincon-Gomez, Golder Associates Ltd. (ajaxreinforcement@golder.com)
Sharon Lingertat, Senior Planner, Infrastructure Planning and Permits
Caroline Mugo, Planner, Infrastructure Planning and Permits
Brandon Hester, Property Agent
Greg Lymer, Source Protection Risk Management Official, (greg.lymer@durham.ca)

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
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APPENDIX A: TRCA COMMENTS AND PROPONENT RESPONSES
ITEM

PROPONENT/CONSULTANT
RESPONSE (PLEASE INSERT DATE)

TRCA COMMENTS (November 17, 2020)

General
1.
It is not clear how the relative ranking and some of the criteria sets for this comparative evaluation
of alternative routes was chosen.
For example, Table 7: Evaluation of Socio-Economic Criteria -

that is
the
environment following this construction. Please also clarify how this criterion compares with the
long-term cumulative impacts this development may have.
2.

The biophysical criteria (3.4.2) Table.6. clearly identifies AR3 as preferred route as that route does
not cross any watercourses, wetlands, woodlands and or sensitive features. AR3 has the least
amount of wooded area and TRCA regulated area within the alignment. It also does not contain
groundwater recharge area and would not impact environmental protection areas. The risk to the
environment and natural heritage system would be further reduced if Enbridge Gas Inc. were to
commit to installation along the east side of the Ravenscroft Road right-of-way during detail design
for the PPR and AR2). We understand that this is not the preferred route, however, based on the
station locations and sizes, please explain the criteria considerations of the PPR in Table 6.

3.

The potential location for the district stations were not defined in the report. However the general
description of locations for district stations along AR3 (Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road
intersection; Rossland Road and Ravenscroft Road intersection) would place these district
stations outside of the TRCA regulated area under O.Reg 166/06, which is preferred over the
PPR. Please note that, under PPR and AR2, there is the potential for proposed stations to be
located near or in regulated features. It also does not appear that environmental impacts from the
proposed district stations were considered in the weighting of alternatives. All district stations will
need to be located outside of the natural hazard and any contiguous natural heritage system and
their associated setbacks to be permitted during detailed design. Further review will take place at
the design stage, however, staff want to ensure at this ER stage that the preferred alignment and
associated stations can in fact meet those requirements. Please provide a response that identifies
the size of the stations and locations.

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
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ITEM
4.

PROPONENT/CONSULTANT
RESPONSE (PLEASE INSERT DATE)

TRCA COMMENTS (November 17, 2020)
It does not appear that environmental impacts from the proposed district stations were considered
in the weighting of alternatives. Please clarify.
For example, under Table 5: Evaluation of Technical Criteria, the PPR has two proposed district
stations (with undefined area and type) which could have a limiting constraint on the land available
for development with regard to regulated natural and hazard features. Please clarify.
AR3 does not seem to have this constraint as the proposed district station locations are located
away from all regulated features.

5.

It does not appear that the technical criteria (Section 3.4.1) appropriately assessed existing and
future capital works, as well as, infrastructure crossings.
For example:
a) Table 5 in Section 3.4.1. did not provide a metric for capital works for any of the
alignments, so it is unclear, what the ranking is based on.
b) The technical criteria has not considered for existing and recently completed road
infrastructure works along Church Street. The southern portion of Church Street has
recently undergone a road widening with respective restoration associated with it. TRCA
staff are not supportive of the removal and or disturbance of recently completed
restoration.

6.

At the detail design stage, please include the location of the stockpiling and the equipment storage
on the drawings. They should ideally be located outside the TRCA regulated area.

7.

TRCA staff encourage the Enbridge team to contact TRCA during the pre-design stages to ensure
that the design has adequately considered impacts to the floodplain and watercourses.
Additionally, TRCA staff recommend locating all equipment staging, stockpiling and temporary
facilities outside of the Regulatory floodplain; which appears to be minor in this study area. Staff
can provide updated floodplain mapping if required by Enbridge.

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
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ITEM
8.

PROPONENT/CONSULTANT
RESPONSE (PLEASE INSERT DATE)

TRCA COMMENTS (November 17, 2020)
Erosion and sediment control (ESC) measures should be implemented to mitigate erosion and
sediment processes during construction. At the detailed design stage, please provide
comprehensive ESC plans as part of associated applications. The ESC plan should be consistent
with the Erosion and Sediment Control Guideline for Urban Construction (December 2006).

Water Resources
9.
From a water resources perspective, the preferred option is the alternative route 3 (along the
Ravenscroft Road), as this alternative does not cross any watercourse or flood prone areas.
However, if alternatives 1 or 2 are chosen, TRCA staff require a minimum 2 metre clearance
between the bottom of the watercourse channel and top of the pipeline. At the detail design stage,
provide a drawing with the profile view of the pipeline crossing under the watercourse.
Geotechnical
10.
There is a significant slope close to the intersection of Rossland Road and Church Street (North of
Rossland and East of Church). Infrastructure should be placed at a minimum of 6 m from the top
of bank. Further review will be required at the design stage should Enbridge decide to move
forward with this option.
Hydrogeology
11.

Ecologically Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas (ESGRA) are identified under the PPS and
are separate from SGRAs and HVAs identified under The Clean Water Act. The consideration of
source water protection vulnerable areas is appreciated. In addition, the identification of particular
policies applicable to those vulnerable areas in Table 12 of the Environmental Report is
appreciated.

12.

Section 2.2.3 (Groundwater): identified static groundwater levels at less than a metre in the
Duffins Creek valley systems under PPR compared with 3 metres in depth for AR3. In this regard
TRCA staff prefer AR3 as it would limit the potential for dewatering and frac-out concerns related
to construction activities.
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ITEM

PROPONENT/CONSULTANT
RESPONSE (PLEASE INSERT DATE)

TRCA COMMENTS (November 17, 2020)

Ecology
13.

There are no sensitive features and/or watercourses in AR3, as such HDD would not be required.
Without HDD, dewatering is less likely and/or the risk of frac-out impacting groundwater, surface
water, wetlands, fish and fish habitat would be mitigated.

11.

The Proposed Preferred Route (PPR) contains various challenges that are not prevalent along
AR3. Potential impact on natural heritage features with two watercourse crossings.
Where opportunity presents, TRCA staff would prefer avoiding watercourse crossings and
disturbance of natural heritage features. There is a potential higher risk to the NHS posed by HDD
activities. Please take this into account.
Given the completed road widening work along the southern portion of Church St, TRCA staff
would not prefer open trench activities within existing natural areas and previously restored areas.
Please clarify the preferred method of construction, if known at this time.
If any woodland removal is proposed, please note compensation policies will be applied. However,
staff are not in a position to discuss compensation at this time, as per TRCA policies,
compensation will only be discussed once the protection hierarchy has been applied avoid,
minimize, mitigate (see Living City Policies section 7.4.4.1).
TRCA staff note that plant communities in the study area were classified using a high level ELC as
per Section 2.2.5: Vegetation, however, a figure with the ELC ecosites for the study areas was not
included. Please be sure to update this section with a Figure clearly showing the existing ELC
ecosites delineated for the study areas in order to understand requirements for restoration and/or
compensation as appropriate during detail design.

12.

Figure 4: Study Area and Feature Map (page 4) does not show the identified unevaluated
wetlands within the study areas. Please ensure all relevant natural heritage features and
environmental sensitive or significant areas are shown on this Figure.

13.

Section 2.2.5: Vegetation focuses on the vegetation and plant communities identified through desk
top analysis and site visits, however, it lacks an analysis of habitat characterization and the tests
of significance of the habitat within the study areas (e.g. potential significant woodland, potential
provincially significant wetland). Please update these sections with an appropriate analysis of the
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ITEM

PROPONENT/CONSULTANT
RESPONSE (PLEASE INSERT DATE)

TRCA COMMENTS (November 17, 2020)
habitats and their significance in order to determine additional sensitivities and better inform
potential constraints and preferred routes.

14.

Page 29 The evaluation of species at risk for AR3 identifies the Bank Swallow as moderate due
to the proximity of Urfe Creek. TRCA staff would request that this assessment, and associated
criteria evaluation, be revised as Urfe Creek is not in the study area for AR3.
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Responses to TRCA Comments

Table 1: Responses to Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (November 17, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (December 18, 2020)

It is not clear how the relative ranking and some of the criteria sets for
this comparative evaluation of alternative routes was chosen.

The criteria used for the comparative evaluation of alternative routes were chosen
based on a combination of factors including Chapter 4 of the Ontario Energy Board’s
Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation of Hydrocarbon
Pipelines and facilities in Ontario, 7th Edition (the OEB Environmental Guidelines),
publicly available datasets applicable to the study area, and a representative selection
of biophysical and socio-economic features and technical requirements.

General
1.

For example, Table 7: Evaluation of Socio-Economic Criteria - ‘Length
of Land Crossed that is Zoned Open Space’. Please clarify how this
option will inform the relative impacts to the environment following this
construction. Please also clarify how this criterion compares with the
long-term cumulative impacts this development may have.

For example, the total length of land classified for Open Space (as classified by
municipal planning documents) that is crossed by each route option was considered to
establish which route had the greatest likelihood of disturbing Open Space lands, and
would therefore have the greatest potential to affect the enjoyment of recreational
areas located within Open Space land use areas.
Potential effects on land use in Open Space areas were then assessed in the effects
assessment with respect to nuisance effects on users of outdoor spaces (Table 12 of
the Environmental Report [ER]). Potential effects on permitted land use for Open
Space land and the policies surrounding development within Open Space lands were
also considered in the effects assessment (Table 12 of the ER). There is no anticipated
long-term impact from the project on Open Space areas, as the overall land use and
land use designation associated with Open Space areas will not change as a result of
the project (i.e., it will not prevent future development). Likewise, the development is
not predicted to have cumulative effects to Open Space designated lands as the project
itself is not a stimulant of future growth.

2.

The biophysical criteria (3.4.2) Table.6. clearly identifies AR3 as
preferred route as that route does not cross any watercourses,
wetlands, woodlands and or sensitive features. AR3 has the least
amount of wooded area and TRCA regulated area within the alignment.
It also does not contain groundwater recharge area and would not
impact environmental protection areas. The risk to the environment and
natural heritage system would be further reduced if Enbridge Gas Inc.
were to commit to installation along the east side of the Ravenscroft
Road right-of-way during detail design as this would leave the
installation entirely outside of TRCA’s regulated area for AR3 (not
possible for the PPR and AR2). We understand that this is not the
preferred route, however, based on the station locations and sizes,
please explain the criteria considerations of the PPR in Table 6.

From a biophysical perspective, it is acknowledged that alternative route 3 (AR 3) is the
most preferred. While environmental features are important criteria in the route
evaluation process, the selection of the preferred route also considers socio-economic
and technical criteria and considers the relative advantages and disadvantages of each
route option in relation to all three sets of criteria. In this case, the PPR ranked as most
preferred in the technical criteria and ranked second in the socio-economic criteria, and
was not the least preferred from a biophysical perspective (see Table 8 of the ER). As
shown in Table 8 of the ER, overall route preference ranking for the PPR was “1” in
consideration of all three sets of criteria, making it the most preferred option. Enbridge
acknowledges that the PPR has more sensitive features within its study area than AR
3. To minimize interactions with these sensitive features, Enbridge has identified
mitigation in Table 12 of the ER and is now designing the project in a way that
minimizes interactions with natural sensitive features, to the extent possible. Enbridge
is also committed to working with the TRCA to ensure compliance with its regulatory
requirements and to minimize potential effects to the environment and natural heritage
system.
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Table 1: Responses to Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (November 17, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (December 18, 2020)

3.

The potential location for the district stations were not defined in the
report. However the general description of locations for district stations
along AR3 (Taunton Road and Ravenscroft Road intersection;
Rossland Road and Ravenscroft Road intersection) would place these
district stations outside of the TRCA regulated area under O.Reg
166/06, which is preferred over the PPR. Please note that, under PPR
and AR2, there is the potential for proposed stations to be located near
or in regulated features. It also does not appear that environmental
impacts from the proposed district stations were considered in the
weighting of alternatives. All district stations will need to be located
outside of the natural hazard and any contiguous natural heritage
system and their associated setbacks to be permitted during detailed
design. Further review will take place at the design stage, however,
staff want to ensure at this ER stage that the preferred alignment and
associated stations can in fact meet those requirements. Please
provide a response that identifies the size of the stations and locations.

The potential locations of the district stations are identified in the figures provided in the
ER and are identified in the legend as “Proposed Regulation Stations”. These are the
same infrastructure and were referenced as district stations in earlier materials for the
project (e.g., Notice of Commencement). The criteria considerations of the PPR in
Table 6 consider the locations of the district stations. The metrics used in the route
evaluation process include the length of features crossed by the route (including the
district stations) or the area of features found within the study areas. The study area for
each route option includes areas within 125 metres [m] on either side of each route,
including the district stations. As noted in the response to the TRCA provided on
October 2020, the district stations are approximately 1.5 m by 1.5 m in size (the size
will be confirmed during detailed design but it is not expected that the size will be much
different once confirmed), and their potential impacts are captured by the metrics used
in the routing evaluation. The stations would be fabricated as much as possible offsite
and then brought onsite and placed in the excavation and connected to the Inlet and
Outlet piping.
The study areas are also meant to capture potential effects as a result of temporary
workspace requirements associated with the district stations (and the pipeline itself)
during construction. It was determined that the study area would be sufficient to
encompass potential effects from either construction or operational activities as a result
of the district stations and the pipeline itself.
It is acknowledged by Enbridge that the location of the district station shown in the ER
at the northern end of the PPR overlaps with TRCA regulated areas and is in proximity
to a tributary to East Duffins Creek, and that the location of the district station at Church
Street North and Rossland Road West is located in close proximity of TRCA regulated
areas and the East Duffins Creek valley system. However, as noted in the ER, project
components, including the district stations, will be constructed within existing municipal
road easements to minimize interactions with natural features. Furthermore, as part of
detailed design, Enbridge will locate the district stations outside of the natural hazard
and, to the extent possible, outside of contiguous natural heritage systems. Enbridge
will also locate the district stations in consideration of associated setbacks identified
during permitting.
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Table 1: Responses to Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (November 17, 2020)

4.

It does not appear that environmental impacts from the proposed
Please see response to comment # 3 with respect to the consideration of the potential
district stations were considered in the weighting of alternatives. Please impacts of the district stations in the routing evaluation.
clarify.

Proponent/Consultant Response (December 18, 2020)

For example, under Table 5: Evaluation of Technical Criteria, the PPR
has two proposed district stations (with undefined area and type) which
could have a limiting constraint on the land available for development
with regard to regulated natural and hazard features. Please clarify.
AR 3 does not seem to have this constraint as the proposed district
station locations are located away from all regulated features.
5.

It does not appear that the technical criteria (Section 3.4.1)
appropriately assessed existing and future capital works, as well as,
infrastructure crossings.
For example:
a) Table 5 in Section 3.4.1. did not provide a metric for capital works for
any of the alignments, so it is unclear, what the ranking is based on.
b) The technical criteria has not considered for existing and recently
completed road infrastructure works along Church Street. The southern
portion of Church Street has recently undergone a road widening with
respective restoration associated with it. TRCA staff are not supportive
of the removal and or disturbance of recently completed restoration.

a) Existing road crossings were considered as part of the technical criteria in the route
evaluation. Future capital works and associated rankings were considered based on
the following (see text in Section 3.4.1):
Constraints on future municipal capital works: Municipal capital works
adjacent to natural gas pipelines have to consider several factors when
designing and building infrastructure, including requirements for clearances
away from the existing pipeline and special design considerations to protect
the pipeline for the purposes of system integrity and public safety. Building the
project adjacent to other existing natural gas infrastructure would create
further constraints, technical challenges, and special requirements for
municipal capital work to occur. A ranking of 1 indicates fewer additional
constraints due to fewer natural gas infrastructure expected along the selected
route after the project is built, while a ranking of 3 indicates greater additional
constraints due to more natural gas infrastructure being present after the
project is built.
As the assessment associated with this criterion was qualitative and not based on
publicly available datasets, a metric was not identified for this criterion.
b) Enbridge acknowledges the recently completed road infrastructure works along
Church Street North and is in discussions with the Town of Ajax and the Regional
Municipality of Durham to inform the design of the project along the PPR. Enbridge’s
preferred method of construction along the newly constructed infrastructure is
horizontal directional drilling (HDD) in order to have the least amount of impact on
existing infrastructure and completed restoration, including newly constructed
infrastructure, however, detailed design and construction methodology has yet to be
confirmed. Enbridge anticipates utilizing HDD for crossing of sensitive features (i.e.
wetlands, watercourses, etc.), however, crossing methods will be confirmed during
detailed design and permitting.
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Table 1: Responses to Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (November 17, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (December 18, 2020)

6.

At the detail design stage, please include the location of the stockpiling
and the equipment storage on the drawings. They should ideally be
located outside the TRCA regulated area.

Noted. As outlined in the ER, stockpiled materials shall be stored outside of the TRCA
regulated area, and at a minimum distance of 30 m from a watercourse, unless
otherwise approved by the TRCA. Enbridge will also stage the construction area a
minimum of 30 m away from the watercourse and will operate equipment on dry land
away from the water whenever possible (e.g., 30 m or greater). If the location of
stockpiling and equipment storage for the project is inside TRCA regulated areas, these
locations will be included on the drawings to be generated during detail design, and will
be provided to the TRCA as part of the permitting process for the project.

7.

TRCA staff encourage the Enbridge team to contact TRCA during the
pre-design stages to ensure that the design has adequately considered
impacts to the floodplain and watercourses. Additionally, TRCA staff
recommend locating all equipment staging, stockpiling and temporary
facilities outside of the Regulatory floodplain; which appears to be
minor in this study area. Staff can provide updated floodplain mapping
if required by Enbridge.

See response to comment # 6.

8.

Noted. Enbridge may contact the TRCA during detail design to confirm that the design
has adequately considered impacts to the floodplain and watercourses.

Erosion and sediment control (ESC) measures should be implemented As noted in the ER, Enbridge will develop and implement a site-specific ESC plan that
to mitigate erosion and sediment processes during construction. At the minimizes risk of sedimentation of watercourses during all phases of the Project.
detailed design stage, please provide comprehensive ESC plans as
part of associated applications. The ESC plan should be consistent with
the Erosion and Sediment Control Guideline for Urban Construction
(December 2006).

Water Resources
9.

From a water resources perspective, the preferred option is the
alternative route 3 (along the Ravenscroft Road), as this alternative
does not cross any watercourse or flood prone areas. However, if
alternatives 1 or 2 are chosen, TRCA staff require a minimum 2 metre
clearance between the bottom of the watercourse channel and top of
the pipeline. At the detail design stage, provide a drawing with the
profile view of the pipeline crossing under the watercourse.

As recommended in the ER, the PPR was confirmed as the preferred route for the
project, thus, Enbridge will be moving forward with this route.
Pipeline depths will be defined as part of detailed design. As noted in the ER, typical
watercourse crossing depths are approximately 2.5 m for crossings under coldwater
watercourses (both East Duffins and Urfe Creek are coldwater watercourses); however,
Enbridge acknowledges that areas under the TRCA jurisdiction must comply with
TRCA requirements. Enbridge will provide to the TRCA a drawing with the profile view
of the pipeline crossing under watercourses during detailed design.
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Table 1: Responses to Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (November 17, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (December 18, 2020)

Geotechnical
10.

There is a significant slope close to the intersection of Rossland Road
and Church Street (North of Rossland and East of Church).
Infrastructure should be placed at a minimum of 6 m from the top of
bank. Further review will be required at the design stage should
Enbridge decide to move forward with this option.

Noted. Enbridge will consider the advice provided by the TRCA in the design of the
project. Enbridge will also provide design drawings for the project to the TRCA as part
of the permitting application package. Typical design practices would be to avoid
locating above ground infrastructure on steep slopes.

Hydrogeology
11.

Ecologically Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas (ESGRA) are
identified under the PPS and are separate from SGRAs and HVAs
identified under The Clean Water Act. The consideration of source
water protection vulnerable areas is appreciated. In addition, the
identification of particular policies applicable to those vulnerable areas
in Table 12 of the Environmental Report is appreciated.

Noted.

12.

Section 2.2.3 (Groundwater): identified static groundwater levels at less
than a metre in the Duffins Creek valley systems under PPR compared
with 3 metres in depth for AR3. In this regard TRCA staff prefer AR3 as
it would limit the potential for dewatering and frac-out concerns related
to construction activities.

Noted. As recommended in the ER, the PPR was confirmed as the preferred route for
the project, thus, Enbridge will be moving forward with this route. [ Geotechnical
investigations will be completed for the project to inform the design of the HDD and limit
the potential for inadvertent releases of drilling fluid during construction. The
geotechnical investigation will also provide information about hydrogeological
conditions in the area to determine potential dewatering requirements for the project.
Enbridge acknowledges that areas under the TRCA jurisdiction must comply with
TRCA requirements.

There are no sensitive features and/or watercourses in AR3, as such
HDD would not be required. Without HDD, dewatering is less likely
and/or the risk of frac-out impacting groundwater, surface water,
wetlands, fish and fish habitat would be mitigated.

Noted. Enbridge will implement mitigation, as described in the ER, to minimize impacts
to natural heritage features due to the construction of the project along the PPR, and to
minimize risks associated with the use of HDD under watercourses and other natural
features.

Ecology
13.
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Table 1: Responses to Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (November 17, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (December 18, 2020)

14.

The Proposed Preferred Route (PPR) contains various challenges that
are not prevalent along AR3. Potential impact on natural heritage
features with two watercourse crossings.

Noted. Enbridge will implement mitigation, as described in the ER, to minimize impacts
to natural heritage features due to the construction of the project along the PPR, and to
minimize risks associated with the use of HDD under watercourses and other natural
features.

Where opportunity presents, TRCA staff would prefer avoiding
watercourse crossings and disturbance of natural heritage features.
There is a potential higher risk to the NHS posed by HDD activities.
Please take this into account.
Given the completed road widening work along the southern portion of
Church St, TRCA staff would not prefer open trench activities within
existing natural areas and previously restored areas. Please clarify the
preferred method of construction, if known at this time.
If any woodland removal is proposed, please note compensation
policies will be applied. However, staff are not in a position to discuss
compensation at this time, as per TRCA policies, compensation will
only be discussed once the protection hierarchy has been applied –
avoid, minimize, mitigate (see Living City Policies section 7.4.4.1).
TRCA staff note that plant communities in the study area were
classified using a high level ELC as per Section 2.2.5: Vegetation,
however, a figure with the ELC ecosites for the study areas was not
included. Please be sure to update this section with a Figure clearly
showing the existing ELC ecosites delineated for the study areas in
order to understand requirements for restoration and/or compensation
as appropriate during detail design.

Enbridge’s preferred construction method for the southern portion of Church Street
North is HDD to minimize impacts to the newly built infrastructure (including restored
areas) and to avoid impacts on East Duffins Creek. Construction methods will be
confirmed during detailed design and will be provided to the TRCA.
Construction of the pipeline will occur within municipal right-of-way to avoid and
minimize impacts to natural features. Preliminary design indicates that tree removal will
be minimal since much of the installation will be completed within municipal road
easements and by HDD. Clearing will be minimized in sensitive areas such as
woodlands, and limits of the temporary workspace will be clearly marked to avoid
encroachment into adjacent wooded areas and to avoid unnecessary tree removals. If
HDD is utilized, the entry and exit pits would be placed outside sensitive areas to the
extent possible, such as TRCA regulated areas, wetlands and wooded areas.
Both the Town of Ajax and Durham Region have tree by-laws that regulate the
destruction or injury of trees, which Enbridge would follow to obtain the required
permits, and determine tree compensation and other requirements. Once further
pipeline design is complete, and if it is determined tree removal is required, a tree
inventory will be completed. Information about trees within the TRCA’s regulated area
can be shared with TRCA. The tree inventory would include the number and type of
tree species requiring removal.
ELC mapping will be provided in the revised iteration of the ER.

15.

Figure 4: Study Area and Feature Map (page 4) does not show the
identified unevaluated wetlands within the study areas. Please ensure
all relevant natural heritage features and environmental sensitive or
significant areas are shown on this Figure.

Noted. This was a printing error on the PDF. The figure will be fixed accordingly in the
revised iteration of the ER to include mapped unevaluated wetlands.

16.

Section 2.2.5: Vegetation focuses on the vegetation and plant
communities identified through desk top analysis and site visits,
however, it lacks an analysis of habitat characterization and the tests of
significance of the habitat within the study areas (e.g. potential
significant woodland, potential provincially significant wetland). Please
update these sections with an appropriate analysis of the habitats and
their significance in order to determine additional sensitivities and better
inform potential constraints and preferred routes.

An analysis of potential significance of vegetation communities will be completed in the
revised iteration of the ER.
Construction of the pipeline will occur within municipal road allowance to avoid and
minimize impacts to sensitive features. Preliminary design of the pipeline is currently
being conducted and proposes HDD under wetlands and watercourses and minimal
clearing in wooded areas; however, crossing methods will be confirmed during detailed
design and permitting. Impacts to sensitive features are not anticipated.
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Table 1: Responses to Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Staff Technical Comments and Considerations
Item

TRCA Comments (November 17, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (December 18, 2020)

17.

Page 29 – The evaluation of species at risk for AR3 identifies the Bank
Swallow as moderate due to the proximity of Urfe Creek. TRCA staff
would request that this assessment, and associated criteria evaluation,
be revised as Urfe Creek is not in the study area for AR3.

The valley and banks of East Duffins Creek within the study area of AR 3 may provide
suitable nesting habitat for Bank Swallow and, therefore, the probability of occurrence
remains moderate. The route evaluation does not need to be revised; however, the ER
text will be revised to correctly refer to East Duffins Creek rather than Urfe Creek.
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Joseph Harvey, Heritage Planner (A)
Heritage Planning Unit
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PROPOSED AJAX REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE MINISTRY OF HERITAGE, SPORT, TOURISM AND CULTURE
INDUSTRIES
Mr. Harvey,
Thank you for your response dated November 6, 2020 regarding the Ajax Reinforcement Project (the Project).
Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge Gas) retained Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) to undertake the environmental study
for the Project. The study examined the preliminary preferred and alternative routes identified for the Project, and
determined the preferred route for the Project from environmental and socio-economic perspectives. An
Environmental Report was prepared to document the results of the environmental study in accordance with the
Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB) Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and Operation for
Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario, Seventh Edition (2016) (Environmental Guidelines).
The steps completed in relation to cultural heritage resources for the environmental study were in accordance with
the guidance provided by the OEB for cultural heritage resources in section 4.3.4 of the Environmental
Guidelines. Specifically:
Assessment of the impact of proposed project on the cultural heritage resources should inform decisions
in the pipeline development planning stage. With regard to cultural heritage resources, pipeline
proponents must self-assess and demonstrate appropriate due diligence by:
(a) recognizing cultural heritage resources that may be affected by pipeline development,
identifying significant cultural heritage resources and understanding their cultural heritage value
or interest;
(b) assessing the effects or impacts that could result from proposed pipeline development; and
(c) protecting cultural heritage resources by appropriate conservation, avoidance and mitigation.
[…]
Any pipeline project that may affect a known or potential built heritage resource, cultural heritage
landscape, a known archaeological site, or an area of archaeological potential may require further
technical heritage studies by qualified persons.

Golder Associates Ltd.
309 Exeter Road, Unit #1, London, Ontario, N6L 1C1, Canada

Golder and the G logo are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation

T: +1 519 652 0099

golder.com

November 23, 2020
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In relation to built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes, the following was completed as part of the
Environmental Report to address the requirements of the OEB Environmental Guidelines:



Identification of existing baseline cultural heritage conditions within the study area for the three route options.
For this, Golder used the MHSTCI Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural
Heritage Landscapes (2016) checklist to determine if there are properties, within the study areas for each
route option, that are known or potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. To
complete the checklist Golder also consulted heritage planners at the Town of Ajax and the City of Pickering.
The results of the checklist are provided in Section 2.3.7 of the Environmental Report, and a copy of the
checklist can be found in Appendix C of the Environmental Report.



Use of known and potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes as a criterion in the
route evaluation process to select the preferred route of the Project (see Section 3.0, particularly Sections
3.3 to 3.6 of the Environmental Report). The number of known and potential built heritage resources and
cultural heritage landscapes within the study area of each route option was used as an indicator to compare
the potential impact to these resources as a result of the Project, and to take this comparison into account in
the selection of the preferred route.



Identification of the potential for the preferred route to impact the identified built heritage resources and
cultural heritage landscapes and, as part of the mitigation identified for the Project, commit to completing the
“Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment” (referred to as CHECPIA
in this response) as design details for the Project become available (see Section 6.0 of the Environmental
Report).

The preparation of the Environmental Report was completed in October 2020 and the report was distributed by
Enbridge Gas to the Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee (OPCC) on October 6, 2020 via email. As a
member of the OPCC, Enbridge Gas included Dan Minkin, Heritage Planner at the Ministry of Heritage, Sport,
Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI), in the email distribution. Pursuant to the OEB Environmental
Guidelines, Enbridge Gas requested the OPCC to provide comments on the Environmental Report by
November 17, 2020. The Environmental Report can be accessed at the following link:
www.enbridgegas.com/ajaxreinforcement.
Based on your input provided on November 6, 2020 in relation to cultural heritage resources, Enbridge Gas and
Golder understand that the MHSTCI is requesting that the results of the CHECPIA be incorporated into the
Environmental Report. Before Golder can conduct the CHECPIA and identify any impacts to built heritage
resources and cultural heritage landscapes heritage resources, Enbridge Gas will need to refine the proposed
pipeline alignment (i.e., footprint) along the preferred route corridor and confirm the construction method for the
Project components (e.g., confirm areas slated for horizontal directional drilling versus open trench) as these
techniques have different potential to impact nearby features. These Project details are still being developed by
Enbridge Gas as part of detailed design and will not be available during the Environmental Report stage for the
Project.
As a means to address the MHSTCI’s request in the interim, Enbridge Gas and Golder will revise the
Environmental Report to specify which potential effects are anticipated as a result of the Project based on the
examples of direct and indirect impacts provided in the MHSTCI Ontario Heritage Tool Kit: Heritage Resources in
Land Use Planning Process and the OEB Environmental Guidelines. Furthermore, Enbridge has committed to
initiating the CHECPIA (and any recommended Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports and Heritage Impact
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Assessments) as early in the detailed design phase as feasible, and submitting these cultural heritage reports to
the MHSTCI for review prior to Project construction.
Enbridge Gas and Golder are currently addressing comments received on the Environmental Report during the
OPCC review period and revising the Environmental Report where applicable. Once the revisions to the
Environmental Report are complete, Enbridge Gas will file an application for a Leave to Construct for the Project
with the OEB for approval. To meet the planned construction schedule for the Project, Enbridge Gas is planning to
file the Leave to Construct application in December 2020. If the Project is approved by the OEB, construction of
the Project is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2021.
In relation to archaeological assessments for the Project, Golder will also be conducting the Stage 2
archaeological assessment on behalf of Enbridge Gas during early detailed design, and will provide the Stage 2
archaeological assessment report (and any additional archaeological assessment reports, as required) to the
MHSTCI for review and acceptance prior to Project construction.
We trust this proposed approach will be acceptable to address the MHSTCI’s comments given the status of the
Project planning at this point in time. Enbridge Gas and Golder would be happy to discuss further with the
MHSTCI via a conference call, if required, and look forward to completing the remaining cultural heritage
requirements for MHSTCI review as soon as accurate Project details are available.
If you have any additional input or have further questions, we kindly request that you contact us by November 30,
2020. As noted above, Enbridge is planning to finalize the Environmental Report and file the Leave to Construct
application with the OEB in December 2020.
Sincerely,
Golder Associates Ltd.

Henry Cary, Ph.D., CAHP, RPA
Senior Cultural Heritage Specialist/ Senior Archaeologist

Tamara Skillen, BES, MPA, PMP
Associate, Senior EIA Specialist

Telephone: 647-376-6357
E-mail: AjaxReinforcement@golder.com

cc: Karla Barboza, Team Lead Heritage (Acting) - Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
Dan Minkin, Heritage Planner, Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
Zora Crnojacki, Project Advisor, Ontario Energy Board
Sarah Kingdon-Benson, Environmental Advisor, Enbridge Gas Inc.
Ana Rincon-Gomez, Environmental Assessment Specialist, Golder Associates Ltd.
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/122804/project files/5 technical work/3000 consultation/07_responses to
agencies/mhstci/20139006_l_rev0_23nov2020_ajax_reinforcement_response_to_mhstci.docx
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Curve Lake Consultation Department
Curve Lake First Nation
Government Services Building
22 Winookeeda Street
Curve Lake, ON
K0L 1R0

Dear

:

It is my pleasure to provide you with this review of the Environmental Report for the proposed
works at the Enbridge Inc. Ajax site. I look forward to continuing to serve you, and the community in
its consultation, and lands resource protection matters.
Please do not hesitate to reach out with any questions or concerns you may have with the content
enclosed in the report.
Miigwech,

Gary Pritchard BSc, EP
Principal, Indigenous Ecologist
4 Directions of Conservation
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1.0 Introduction
Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) has retained the services of 4 Directions of Conservation (4
Directions) to undertake a peer review of the Environmental Report (ER), and related support
documents (RSD) for the Enbridge- Ajax Reinforcement Project. The proponent of the Project is
Enbridge Gas Inc. (Enbridge) and they have identified the need to reinforce their natural gas
distribution network throughout the province. For this ER, the Project is focused on their distribution
centre in the town of Ajax, Ontario at their Ajax facility. Enbridge has retained the services of Golder
Associates Ltd. (Golder) to evaluate the Project from an environmental, and socio-economic
perspective in accordance with the Ontario Energy Board’s (OEB’s) Environmental Guidelines for the
Location, Construction and Operation of Hydrocarbon Pipelines and Facilities in Ontario.
4 Directions conducted the review with a focus on:



The interactions of the Project with the environment and rights and interests of CLFN
Evaluating the methodology and results of Enbridge’s assessment of the potential
impacts of the Project



Proposed mitigation measures to address identified impacts

Within the content of this report, 4 Directions will present issues, and recommendations related to
the aquatic, and terrestrial environment.
This review has the following objectives:
1. Provide a plain language explanation of the scope, and nature of Project related activities to
CLFN.
2. Identify technical issues, and recommendations for the ER focused on the rights, and
interests of CLFN that must be better integrated and/or accommodated through revisions, or
discussions under the duty to consult.

1.1 Review Methodology and Approach
The review of the ER for Enbridge’s Ajax proposal considers the entirety of the site, and any
potential effects, including offsite cumulative effects, Indigenous Inherent or Treaty Rights, and how
it may impact, or contribute to Ontario and Canada’s policy targets on biological diversity.
Throughout the review, we will:



Assess the adequacy of the information provided in the ER,
Assess the adequacy of the baseline information and data, environmental assessment
methodology, alternative analysis, effects assessment, mitigation measures and monitoring
plans, and
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Evaluate the consideration placed on local and Indigenous knowledge systems, and the
considerations of impacts to CLFN and Williams Treaties First Nations’ land use and cultural
heritage.

4 Directions reviewed the following documents on behalf of CLFN:
1. Golder Associates Ltd.- Ajax Reinforcement Project-Environmental Report, October 2020. 444
pp.

2.0 Project Description and Regulatory Process
2.1 Project Description and Location
The route option study areas are located in the Town of Ajax and the City of Pickering within the
Regional Municipality of Durham, Ontario. The study areas are located in lands that are
predominantly residential or zoned for housing development, yet some study areas also include
lands that are primarily rural and semi-rural, with agriculture and open spaces.
The Project will require the installation of a 6-inch high-pressure (HP) steel (ST) natural gas
pipeline and an 8-inch polyethylene (PE) intermediate pressure (IP) natural gas pipeline. There is
the possibility of up to two regulation stations to be constructed to facilitate the change in
pressure.
Three routes (figure 1) were proposed for consideration in the environmental study, the primary
preferred route (PPR) with an alternative routes (AR2 and AR3) were in accordance with the
OEB’s guidelines.




The PPR, which is approximately 2.5 kilometres (km), begins at the intersection of
Taunton Road and Church Street North where the 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will tie-in
to a new extra high pressure (XHP) to HP regulation station. From there, it will travel
south along Church Street North to the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland
Road West. At the intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West, the 6inch HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new HP to IP regulation station, as will the new
8-inch IP PE natural gas main. From there, the 8-inch IP PE natural gas main will travel
east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the intersection of Rossland Road
West and Harkins Drive, where it will tie-in to an existing natural gas main on Rossland
Road West.
AR 2, which is approximately 2.1 km, begins at the intersection of Brock Road and
Rossland Road West where it will tie-in to an existing natural gas main on Brock Road,
within the City of Pickering municipal boundary. From there, the 6-inch HP ST natural gas
main will travel east along Rossland Road West to the intersection of Church Street North
and Rossland Road West, where it will tie-in to a new HP to IP regulation station. The new
8-inch IP PE natural gas main will tie-in to the HP to IP regulation station at the
intersection of Church Street North and Rossland Road West. From there, the 8-inch IP PE
natural gas main will travel east along Rossland Road West to a point just east of the
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intersection of Rossland Road West and Harkins Drive, where it will tie-in to an existing
natural gas main on Rossland Road West.
AR 3, which is approximately 2.2 km, begins at the intersection of Taunton Road and
Ravenscroft Road where a new XHP to HP regulation station will be constructed. This
regulation station will tie-in to an existing natural gas main on Taunton Road. From there
the new 6-inch HP ST natural gas main will tie-in to the new XHP to HP regulation station
and travel south along Ravenscroft Road to the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and
Rossland Road. At the intersection of Ravenscroft Road and Rossland Road, the 6-inch HP
ST natural gas main will tie-in to a new HP to IP regulation station, cross the road and tie
into an existing IP gas main.

2.2 Construction Activities
Pending regulatory approvals the Project is currently scheduled to commence construction in
summer 2021. The entirety of construction is estimated to be six months in duration; with clean-up
and restoration activities to be scheduled afterward. The pipeline will be operational shortly after
construction is complete.
The pipeline will be located within existing road allowances whenever possible. Temporary working
spaces, as well as laydown area, may be required on adjacent road allowances to facilitate the
movement and storage of equipment.

2.3 Justification and Regulatory Process
Enbridge has identified the need for these proposed works as a means to increase system reliability,
support current use, and for future growth and demand within the area.
The focus of this environmental study is to meet the requirements of the OEB’s Environmental
Guidelines.

2.3.1 Environmental Study Process
Under the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines the environmental study is broken into three phases:




Planning Phase,
Route Evaluation, and
Effects Assessment.

For the context of this review, six of the nine sections of the ER will be reviewed. The following
sections of the ER were subject to the review:







Section 2: Baseline Environmental and Socio-economic Conditions,
Section 5: Effects Assessment Methodology,
Section 6: Evaluation of Potential Effects and Mitigation Measures,
Section 7: Cumulative Effects Assessment,
Section 8: Monitoring and Contingency Plans, and
Section 9: Conclusions.
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2.3.2 Regulatory Permits and/or Approvals
Once the complete the ER will be submitted under the OEB’s Environmental Guidelines to the
Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee (OPCC) for review and commenting. When the review and
recommendations by the OPCC is finalized, Enbridge will take these comments and
recommendations, and include them in the detail design process under the OEB’s Leave to Construct
(LTC) permitting. During the application of the LTC additional work permits and authorizations will
need to be secured and finalized prior to construction.
With regards to the environmental assessment regimes:


The Federal Impact Assessment Act does not apply to the Project since it is not listed as a
“designated project” under the Physical Activities Regulations (SOR/2019-285) and does not
occupy federal lands,




The Project is not regulated under the Canada Energy Regulator and
The Project does not trigger an Individual or Class environmental assessment under the
Ontario Environmental Assessment Act.

Table 1.0 is a list of approvals and permits from federal, provincial, and municipal authorities
required prior to construction.
Table 1: Summary of potentially applicable environmental legislation
Responsible agency Legislation, regulation
Responsible Agency Legislation,
Requirement
regulation or
authority
Federal
Environment and
Migratory Bird The MBCA protects and conserves migratory bird
Climate Change
Convention
populations and individuals and their nests in
Canada
Act, 1994
Canada by prohibiting disturbance, destruction,
(ECCC)
(MBCA)
taking or possession without authorization.
Migratory
Birds
Best management practices will be followed to
Regulations
comply with the MBCA and avoid construction related
effects on migratory birds and their nests.
Fisheries and
Oceans
Canada (DFO)

Species at Risk SARA contains general prohibitions that make it an
Act
offence to kill, harm, harass, capture or take a
(SARA)
federally-listed species at risk or damage or destroy
their critical habitat or the residences on federal
lands (or other designated lands).
Although the Project lands are not federal, Enbridge
Gas intends to abide by the spirit of SARA to avoid
harm to federally-listed species at risk and their
habitats.
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Fisheries Act

A Fisheries Act authorization could be required for
an activity that results in the death of fish, or harmful
alteration, disruption or destruction (HADD) of fish
habitat.
For this Project, authorization and offsetting
measures are not anticipated to be required as
avoidance of in-water works and mitigation are
expected to be sufficient to avoid death of fish, or a
HADD.

Transport Canada

Canadian
Navigable
Waters Act

Under the Act, works must not interfere with
navigation.
Although not listed, in the Schedule to the Act, a
preliminary review of the watercourses crossed by the
Project suggest that they are potentially navigable.
Enbridge is consulting with Transport Canada’s
Navigation Protection Program to confirm
requirements. Enbridge will follow the appropriate
notification and approvals required and identified.
NOTE: There is historical and current use of the Lake
Ontario Tributaries by the WTFN Indigenous
Community for Navigation. Both past and present
community members use these waterways for
navigation, harvesting activities, and recreational
purposes.

Provincial
Ministry of Heritage,
Sport, Culture and
Heritage Industries
(MHSTCI)

Ontario
Heritage Act
(2007)

MHSTCI Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built
Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage
Landscapes (2016) checklist has been completed for
all route options to determine if property(ies) or the
project area is a recognized heritage property and/or
may be of cultural heritage value.
Once the preferred route is confirmed and more
design work has been completed, a Cultural Heritage
Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact
Assessment (CHECPIA) will be completed for the
preferred route to determine whether or not further
studies will be required.
If required, a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
(CHER) or a Heritage Impact Assessment will be
completed for the preferred route as part of the
design and permitting phase.
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NOTE: Because of the proximity to significant
tributaries, (water bodies within 300m) CLFN
requests that a Stage 2 Assessment will be required.
Acceptance letter(s) from the MHSTCI for the
Stage 1 and Stage 2 Archaeological Assessments,
and any further assessments that the MHSTCI
recommends, must be obtained prior to construction
commencing.

Ministry of the
Environment,
Conservation and
Parks
(MECP)

Municipal
Toronto and Region
Conservation
Authority
(TRCA)

Town of Ajax

Ontario
Heritage Act
(2007)
Standards and
Guidelines for
Consultant
Archaeologists
(2011)
Endangered
A permit could be required if adverse effects to
Species
provincially-listed endangered or threatened species
Act, 2007
at risk, or their protected habitat, cannot be avoided.
Consultation with the MECP is ongoing to ascertain
appropriate mitigation measures, and whether a
permit is required.
Ontario Water
Resources Act,
1990
Water Taking
and
Transfer
Regulation
(Ontario
Regulation
387/04)

The MECP allows registration under the
Environmental Activity and Sector Registry (EASR)
for construction dewatering projects where
groundwater takings will be greater than 50,000
L/day and less than 400,000 L/day.

Ontario Reg
166/06
Development,
Interference
with
Wetlands and
Alterations to
Shorelines
and
Watercourses
Town of Ajax
Official Plan
(OP)
(2016)

A permit could be required if the Project will involve
construction, placement of fill, or alteration to
wetlands, shorelines, and watercourses in any area
in the jurisdiction of the TRCA.

Should groundwater takings for construction
dewatering exceed 400,000 L/day, a Permit to Take
Water (PTTW) will be required from the MECP.
Taking of surface water is not planned; therefore, a
PTTW for that activity is not expected to be required.

The Project crosses lands designated as
Environmental Protection and Open Space Areas in
the Town of Ajax’s OP. These lands are a part of the
Greenlands System of the Town of Ajax.


The OP (section 2.54.5) specifies that the Town
shall permit utilities in all land use
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designations, except the Environmental
Protection designation where exceptions will
only be permitted in limited circumstances as
deemed necessary by the Town.
Per the OP, an Environmental Impact Study
(EIS) is required when development or site
alteration is permitted by the plan. And is
proposed within 120 m of lands designated as
Environmental Protected Lands.
Utilities are permitted in Open Space
designation areas as long as they keep the
ecological integrity intact.

Applicability to the Project will be confirmed with the
Town of Ajax during permitting.

City of Pickering

By-law 382017 – Noise

A noise by-law exemption may be required if works
are to take place outside of permitted time.

By-law 592013 – Road
Occupancy
and Road
Closure
By-law 1372006 Tree Bylaw
By-law 1382006
Boulevard
Tree
Protection
City of
Pickering’s OP
(2018)

Adherence to the by-law will be required. The by-law
prohibits the obstruction, encumbering, or closures of
highways within the municipal boundaries of the
Town of Ajax.

By-law
6834/08Noise
By-Law
6108/03 Tree
Protection By
Law
Fill and
Topsoil
Disturbance
By-law
6060/02

A noise by-law exemption may be required if works
are to take place outside of permitted time.

This by-law prohibits the injury or destruction of any
living tree under Section 4.2 without a permit. Lands
within the Project Areas will require permits.
No trees on boulevards will be harmed without a
permit.

AR2 goes through portions of the Natural Heritage
System identified within the OP.
The OP stressed the use of BMP’s to minimize impacts
to all Natural Heritage Features.

The by-law prohibits the destruction of healthy trees
without a permit in the tree protected areas. These
protected areas include shorelines, stream corridors,
wetlands and environmentally significant areas.
A permit associated with Fill and Topsoil Disturbance
By-law may be required for land disturbance.
Proponents cannot disturb lands without a permit.
Land disturbance is defined within the by-law as any
man-made change to land.
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Region of Durham

By-law 0302020 Regional
Tree By-law

The by-law prohibits and regulates the destruction or
injuring of trees in woodlots in the Regional
Municipality of Durham.

2.4 Curve Lake First Nation History
Michi Saagiig Historical/Background context:
The traditional homelands of the Michi Saagiig (Mississauga Anishinaabeg) encompass a vast area of
what is now known as southern Ontario. The Michi Saagiig are known as “the people of the big river
mouths,” “the people of the big Lake,” and were also known as the “Salmon People” who occupied
and fished the north shore of Lake Ontario where the various tributaries emptied into the lake. Their
territories extended north into and beyond the Kawarthas as winter hunting grounds on which they
would break off into smaller social groups for the season, hunting and trapping on these lands, then
returning to the lakeshore in spring for the summer months.
The Michi Saagiig were a highly mobile people, travelling vast distances to procure subsistence for
their people. They were also known as the “Peacekeepers” among Indigenous nations. The Michi
Saagiig homelands were located directly between two very powerful Confederacies: The Three Fires
Confederacy to the north and the Haudenosaunee Confederacy to the south. The Michi Saagiig were
the negotiators, the messengers, the diplomats, and they successfully mediated peace throughout this
area of Ontario for countless generations.
Michi Saagiig oral histories speak to their people being in this area of Ontario for thousands of years.
These stories recount the “Old Ones” who spoke an ancient ‘Algonquian’ dialect. The histories explain
that the current Ojibwa phonology is the 5th transformation of this language, demonstrating a
linguistic connection that spans back into deep time. The Michi Saagiig of today are the descendants
of the ancient peoples who lived in Ontario during the Archaic and Paleo-Indian periods. They are the
original inhabitants of southern Ontario, and they are still here today.
The traditional territories of the Michi Saagiig span from Gananoque in the east, all along the north
shore of Lake Ontario, west to the north shore of Lake Erie at Long Point. The territory spreads as far
north as the tributaries that flow into these lakes, from Bancroft and north of the Haliburton
highlands. This also includes all the tributaries that flow from the height of land north of Toronto like
the Oak Ridges Moraine, and all of the rivers that flow into Lake Ontario (the Rideau, the Salmon, the
Ganaraska, the Moira, the Trent, the Don, the Rouge, the Etobicoke, the Humber, and the Credit, as
well as Wilmot and 16 Mile Creeks) through Burlington Bay and the Niagara region including the
Welland and Niagara Rivers, and beyond. The western side of the Michi Saagiig Nation was located
around the Grand River which was used as a portage route as the Niagara portage was too dangerous.
The Michi Saagiig would portage from present-day Burlington to the Grand River and travel south to
the open water on Lake Erie.
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Michi Saagiig oral histories also speak to the occurrence of people coming into their territories
sometime between 500-1000 A.D. seeking to establish villages and a corn growing economy – these
newcomers included peoples that would later be known as the Huron-Wendat, Neutral,
Petun/Tobacco Nations. The Michi Saagiig made Treaties with these newcomers and granted them
permission to stay with the understanding that they were visitors in these lands. Wampum was made
to record these contracts, ceremonies would have bound each nation to their respective
responsibilities within the political relationship, and these contracts would have been renewed
annually (see Gitiga Migizi and Kapyrka 2015). These visitors were extremely successful as their corn
economy grew as well as their populations. However, it was understood by all nations involved that
this area of Ontario were the homeland territories of the Michi Saagiig. The Odawa Nation worked
with the Michi Saagiig to meet with the Huron-Wendat, the Petun, and Neutral Nations to continue
the amicable political and economic relationship that existed – a symbiotic relationship that was
mainly policed and enforced by the Odawa people.
Problems arose for the Michi Saagiig in the 1600s when the European way of life was introduced into
southern Ontario. Also, around the same time, the Haudenosaunee were given firearms by the
colonial governments in New York and Albany which ultimately made an expansion possible for them
into Michi Saagiig territories. There began skirmishes with the various nations living in Ontario at the
time. The Haudenosaunee engaged in fighting with the Huron-Wendat and between that and the
onslaught of European diseases, the Iroquoian speaking peoples in Ontario were decimated.
The onset of colonial settlement and missionary involvement severely disrupted the original
relationships between these Indigenous nations. Disease and warfare had a devastating impact upon
the Indigenous peoples of Ontario, especially the large sedentary villages, which mostly included
Iroquoian speaking peoples. The Michi Saagiig were largely able to avoid the devastation caused by
these processes by retreating to their wintering grounds to the north, essentially waiting for the smoke
to clear.
Michi Saagiig Elder Gitiga Migizi (2017) recounts:
“We weren’t affected as much as the larger villages because we learned to paddle away for several
years until everything settled down. And we came back and tried to bury the bones of the Huron, but
it was overwhelming, it was all over, there were bones all over – that is our story.
There is a misnomer here, that this area of Ontario is not our traditional territory and that we came in
here after the Huron-Wendat left or were defeated, but that is not true. That is a big misconception of
our history that needs to be corrected. We are the traditional people, we are the ones that signed
treaties with the Crown. We are recognized as the ones who signed these treaties and we are the ones
to be dealt with officially in any matters concerning territory in southern Ontario.
We had peacemakers go to the Haudenosaunee and live amongst them in order to change their ways.
We had also diplomatically dealt with some of the strong chiefs to the north and tried to make peace
as much as possible. So we are very important in terms of keeping the balance of relationships in
harmony.
Some of the old leaders recognized that it became increasingly difficult to keep the peace after the
Europeans introduced guns. But we still continued to meet, and we still continued to have some
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wampum, which doesn’t mean we negated our territory or gave up our territory – we did not do that.
We still consider ourselves a sovereign nation despite legal challenges against that. We still view
ourselves as a nation and the government must negotiate from that basis.”
Often times, southern Ontario is described as being “vacant” after the dispersal of the Huron-Wendat
peoples in 1649 (who fled east to Quebec and south to the United States). This is misleading as these
territories remained the homelands of the Michi Saagiig Nation.
The Michi Saagiig participated in eighteen treaties from 1781 to 1923 to allow the growing number of
European settlers to establish in Ontario. Pressures from increased settlement forced the Michi
Saagiig to slowly move into small family groups around the present day communities: Curve Lake First
Nation, Hiawatha First Nation, Alderville First Nation, Scugog Island First Nation, New Credit First
Nation, and Mississauga First Nation. The Michi Saagiig have been in what is now called Ontario for
thousands of years, and they remain here to this day.
**This historical context was prepared by Gitiga Migizi, a respected Elder and Knowledge Keeper of
the Michi Saagiig Nation.**
Publication reference:
Gitiga Migizi and Julie Kapyrka
2015
Before, During, and After: Mississauga Presence in the Kawarthas. In Peterborough
Archaeology, Dirk Verhulst, editor, pp.127-136. Peterborough, Ontario: Peterborough Chapter of
the Ontario Archaeological Society.
In 1818, Curve Lake First Nation, Hiawatha First Nation, and Scugog Island First Nation signed Treaty
20, which covers most of the present day Kawartha Lakes region as well as Peterborough County.
Treaty 20 ensured the rights to fish, trap, harvest, and hunt on these territories. Pressures from
increased settlement forced the Mississaugas to slowly move to into small family groups around our
present day reservation.
In 1829, the Crown worked with the New England Company, a missionary group, to encourage farming
and education for the First Nations people. A peninsula along Mud Lake was chosen by the crown and
New England Company to establish what is now known as Curve Lake First Nation.
The surrounding area was abundant in wild rice, various fish, birds, animals, and plants for harvesting;
there was everything our people needed to survive. The Mud Lake settlement officially became a
reserve in 1889, there were approximately 200 members who lived in Mud Lake Reserve #35 in the
late 1800’s. It has currently grown to over 2000 with 900+ living on reserve and the remaining majority
of members living off reserve. The community officially changed its name to Curve Lake First Nation
#35 in 1964.
Over the years, with a push for integration of First Nations people into western society, some of our
spiritual traditions were almost lost. Luckily, some families continued to practice ceremonies and the
traditional way of life, and there has been a big movement to revitalize the spiritual traditions within
our community. Today, hunting, fishing, and gathering are still an integral part of who we are as a
people and we continue to deeply value our culture, language, and traditions. ssissauga Presence in
the
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2.4.1 Curve Lake First Nation Principals and Values
1. Maintaining a healthy relationship with Mother Earth to sustain our community.
2. Upholding our responsibilities to care for the earth and waters and all our relations.
3. Taking steps to revitalize and empower our cultural, spiritual, and linguistic values in a modern
world.
4. Living the principles and values of our people in areas such as our history, treaties, culture,
values, language, spirituality, teachings, knowledge, and other areas that are of importance to
our people.
5. Acting on our obligations and responsibilities to our existing citizens and future generations.
6. Supporting, protecting, and nurturing Mino-Bimaadiziwin (core philosophy).

2.4.2 Curve Lake First Nation Rights and Interests
Curve Lake First Nation is a signatory of the Williams Treaties First Nations Settlement 2018. This
modern settlement agreement undertaken between the Provincial Government and the Federal
Government and 7 First Nations serves to re-affirm the recognition of Mississauga and Chippewa
harvesting rights across a large portion of what is now called south-central Ontario. The Williams
Treaties First Nations include four Mississauga communities: Curve Lake First Nation, Hiawatha First
Nation, Scugog Island First Nation and Alderville First Nation, and three Chippewa communities: Rama
First Nation, Georgina Island First Nation and Beausoleil First Nation.
The Williams Treaties were first signed in 1923 in a process in which government commissions swept
through all seven communities within a matter of weeks. A section was later added to the Treaty
without the knowledge of the First Nations called the “Basket Clause” which held to extinguish the
hunting and fishing rights of all the communities (the only treaty in Canada said to have done so). As
soon as this interpretation hit the ground, these communities immediately began protesting and
petitioning the courts. The First Nations communities persisted through 95 years of oppression and
persecution to finally having their rights re-affirmed by the Crown through the settlement in 2018.
The Williams Treaties territories are located as far west as Georgian Bay, south to the north shore of
Lake Ontario, east of Smith Falls and north up through the Ottawa Valley. These lands are recognized
as the harvesting territories of the Williams Treaties First Nations. Curve Lake First Nation has a vested
interest in the protection and maintenance of healthy environments across these territories. Without
healthy environments, we cannot exercise our harvesting rights. These harvesting rights include the
right to hunt, trap, fish, and gather, across the entirety of Williams Treaties Lands. Curve Lake First
Nation has a responsibility to our future generations to keep these lands healthy and safe so that they
may continue to enjoy and engage in Mississauga ways of learning, living, and being into the next 150
years.
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3.0 Review Findings
In the following sections, we have provided the review findings and recommendations for the
aquatic and terrestrial environment.

3.1 Biophysical Environment
In Section 2.23 – Groundwater and Source Water Protection, all three proposed routes are located
within the Toronto and Region Source Water Protection Area, within the Credit Valley-Toronto and
Region- Central Lake Ontario (CTC) Source Protection Region.
The impacts by each proposed route is outlined below:


There is a significant groundwater recharge area overlapping the northern portions of the
study areas of PPR and AR3.



The PPR crosses a significant groundwater recharge area at the intersection at Church Street
North and Taunton Road. TRCA also commented on the presence of significant groundwater

recharge areas within this area in the ES scoping and consultations.
All three routes propose a threat to highly vulnerable aquifer(s) throughout the route delineation
process.


The PPR crosses a highly vulnerable aquifer area at the southern end of the route and
again for 300 m north of the transmission corridor to approximately 170m south of the
intersection at Church Street North and Taunton Road.

 AR2 is crossed by a highly vulnerable aquifer area for most of its length.
 AR3 travels within two thirds of a highly vulnerable aquifer.
The MECP has noted through their project consultation process that they are not concerned about
the impact from the project after construction completion but rather from the construction activities
or maintenance phases of the Project.
ISSUE 1
Water is the most life sustaining gift on Mother Earth and is the interconnection among all living
beings. Water sustains us, flows between us, within us, and replenishes us. Water is the blood of
Mother Earth and, as such, cleanses not only herself, but all living things. Water comes in many
forms and all are needed for the health of Mother Earth and for our health.
The Michi Saagiig people did not sign the rights to water away in the treaty making process. Within
the context of the treaties no settler could harm, occupy, or destroy these resources. These treaty
rights were re-affirmed in the 2018 Williams Treaties Settlement.
With this in mind, if any of the proposed routes are selected; how will Enbridge be addressing the
protection of water throughout the life span of their project, addressing Michi Saagiig governance of
water through treaty, and the need to collectively receive consent from community prior to Ministry
approval? What is the environmental inspection plan to ensure that Enbridge is incompliance with
the Michi Saagiig rights and interests?
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3.1.2 Summary of ER Surface Water, Wetlands and Fish and Fish Habitat
The Project falls within the TRCA’s jurisdiction and portions of the proposed routes fall within their
Regulated Areas (Figure 2). A regulated area represents areas of interest to TRCA due to the
presence of natural features and or potential hazards. The regulated area does not represent a
development limit. Instead, it indicates where: Development will need to take into account possible
constraints from natural hazards or features.
Preliminary Route
There are five watercourses mapped within the study are of the ER:



East Duffins Creek- Cold water fishery
3 unnamed tributaries of Duffins Creek – Headwaters (potentially) with cool to cold water
inputs. That were marginally sampled by Proponents consultant.

 Urfe Creek- Cold water fishery
Wetlands within this route selection were not evaluated by the MNRF or the proponent consultant.
There are five wetlands within this area.
Alternate Route 2
There are two watercourses within the study area:
 East Duffins Creek- Coldwater fishery
 Urfe Creek- Coldwater fishery
Wetlands within this route selection were not evaluated by the MNRF or the proponent consultant.
There are five wetlands within this area. Also there are two storm water ponds identified within
this alternate route.
Alternate Route 3
There is one unevaluated wetland and one watercourse within this study area:


East Duffins Creek- Coldwater fishery

ISSUE 2
Golder did not provide an explanation of scientific/western science protocol used to evaluate stream
characteristics. How were the stream measurements completed? Was it with a metric unit of
measurement or visual estimation? The in-stream measurements appear to be to the 0.5 of a meter
not to the 0.1 of a meter. If it is based on visual assessment, then the data is not accurate to the scale
of the active channel and should be measured again. It is important to understand and characterize
the hydrological function, as well as fish habitat potential of these unnamed watercourses. The
method used should be calibrated and commonly used by other practitioners and regulators. It is
recommended that the proponent uses the Ontario Stream Assessment Protocol, focusing on Section
3, Module 1-Fish Community Sampling using single pass electrofishing; Section 4 Module 2- PointTransects Sampling for Channel Structure, Substrate and Bank Conditions; Section 4 Module 10/11-
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Headwater Drainage Features. This information will provide TRCA/MNRF instream characteristics,
hydrological function, and fish community information. In addition, provide further biodiversity
information of the territory.
The potential impact to cold water habitats should be further explained since these habitats are
increasing rare through the Great Lakes basin due to settler land development practices and water
takings. How is the proponent ensuring they are going above and beyond to minimize their impacts
to the territory?
Brook trout are down to 10% of their historical population density within the tributaries of Lake
Ontario. This is a result of poor settler land use practices. In addition, brook trout are a cultural
keystone species for the Michi Saagiig people and were once so abundant that it was not uncommon
to capture them when collecting water in a bucket. Since brook trout are either present in, or
historically, within the boundaries of the Project what is the proponent doing to ensure their survival
and longevity - as this Project will add to the stress of this culturally significant and threatened
species.
There is a need to address the Indigenous and recreational fishery of the area. It is quite common
that members of the Michi Saagiig harvest a variety of fish from the tributaries in the project area.
Duffins Creek provides a huge amount of angling dollars to the local economy and impacts from the
project could lead to the loss of an Indigenous and recreational fishery. What is the long term
monitoring plan to ensure the safety and biodiversity of the sub-watershed?
Wetlands are not to be harmed as part of the treaty rights held by Michi Saagiig Peoples. The
wetlands within this Project area should be considered protected through Indigenous Rights. These
wetland complexes regardless of size should be considered to have a high past and present use.

3.1.3 Summary of ER Terrestrial Environment
The site vegetation is typical of what is expected at highly disturbed agricultural and residential
forest and vegetation communities. The method used by Golder for terrestrial vegetation
classification was the southern Ecological Land Classification System (ELC) by the MNRF.
ISSUE 3
Although the sites ranged in forest composition from highly disturbed residential vegetation to
riparian forest communities, the vegetation that has to be removed from site should be removed with
the appropriate ceremony to honor the life of those trees. Also, opportunity must be given to
community members who wish to use the wood for cultural, or heating purposes. Special attention
should be made to the removal and replacement of white cedar within the river valleys. White cedar
roots that occupy the water column/water’s edge are a powerful healing medicine as well important
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item for lashing for birch basket making and canoe/snowshoe bindings, so it is imperative that these
water edges be protected and/or restored.

3.3 Summary of Species at Risk and Wildlife Habitat ER
Within the study area, the general wildlife habitat and occupation are those mammal species that
tend to occupy an urban to agricultural ecosystem. Primarily white-tailed deer, raccoons, red fox,
and coyote are known to inhabit the site. Since these populations are stable there is no issue within
the context of the report, as long as proper mitigation is in place during construction to avoid
unnecessary wildlife mortality.
Twenty-nine species at risk (SAR) were determined to have a moderate likelihood of being present
within the entire study areas.
ISSUE 4
Although the species listed in the desktop review by the proponent, which are categorized as
threatened or endangered, will have their habitats protected under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), what is the proponent doing to ensure that other species within the list which are afforded no
protection under Species At Risk Act (SARA) are protected, thus maintaining the Indigenous
biodiversity of their proposed site works? Regardless of the legislation, settler based activities have
caused Indigenous biodiversity decline, harming many culturally important species. A restoration
plan will be required to ensure the site is not altered further by the Proponent and their Project
actions. It is suggested to look for an opportunity to create Indigenous lead ecological enhancements
areas which is stated in Ontario’s biodiversity objectives. Without this kind of habitat enhancement,
the proponent could be observed as in breach of the WTFN Settlement Agreement 2018.
ISSUE 5
What is the justification, and/or rationale of Golder that there was no or little turtle habitat
presence? This is unclear, especially given that there are wetlands within the watercourses. These
areas can be used as migration corridors by a number of aquatic species. Since the study area has
flowing and standing waterbodies (storm water management ponds) within their delineation, then
BMP’s should be applied for turtles and amphibians regardless of a single site visit throughout the
site planning process. This section of the report creates confusion and leads to contradiction of the
peer review team from the fisheries section of the document.
ISSUE 6
Golder stated that there is moderate likelihood of occurrence for Western Chorus Frog within the
wetland complexes but then stated there is no habitat - without categorizing the wetland complexes.
This needs to be edited or clarified without deletion from the report.
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ISSUE 7 -Redside Dace
What was the turbidity measured by Golder at the crossing of Urfe Creek to justify that it was not
signification habitat? Was this visual estimation or instrumental measurement? Work within this
area should have a net benefit to the species recovery strategies regardless of the impurities at time
of visit. Settlers have created a significant loss of biodiversity within the Michi Saagiig territory and
restoration efforts by proponents should be created and implemented as part of the accommodation
to work on and impact the territory. This should reflect a positive outcome for the environment and
fall in line with SAR recovery strategies.

3.4 Summary of Environmentally Sensitive and Protected Areas
Within the three proposed routes, there is a woodland that is defined by the MNRF as areas of
interest for ecological sensitivity.
ISSUE 8
Both the proponent and the municipality need to examine any activities within woodlots as a
potential impact to treaty rights. It is well documented in oral history, and in treaty that the Michi
Saagiig did not sign away rights to woodlots. Consent should be granted by the rights holders. Please
note that there is no Indigenous Knowledge used in the determination of “significant.”
ISSUE 9
Within the context of Indigenous Interest and Land use in Section 2.3.5, it does not state that there
has been an attempt to use traditional land use activities knowledge within the study area.
Community members should be given the right to speak about the use of the Great Lakes watershed
both from an oral/historical context as well as a present day context. Many community members of
the Michi Saagiig live outside of their communities and still access parts of their territories for
traditional uses.

3.6 Summary of Evaluation of Potential Effects and Mitigation Measures
Based on the information provided within the context of this report under section 6.0, it is in
compliance with the current industry best management practices and guidance, thus there are no
issues with this section. However, Indigenous Rights and Title will need to be addressed prior to
construction. It should also be noted that given the potential impacts to the environment all project
plans/drawings should be presented to the Indigenous communities. They should also be offered the
opportunity to have a qualified monitor from their communities or an expert specialist representing
their interests be present (routine and blind inspections) to make sure that all works are in
compliance of all environmental regulations and/or Indigenous rights and interests.
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3.7 Cumulative Effects Assessment
This section outlines an overview of Section 7 of the report. It primarily focuses on a Western Style
of land use planning with no input from an Indigenous lens or that from a Treaty Right Perspective.
ISSUE 10
When looking at various projects that could have a negative impact several proponent-lead,
municipal and governmental agencies were reviewed. However, there was not a review conducted
within the treaty. This will need to be completed as part of the WTFN settlement agreement.
As lands are settled within these rights based claims and returned back to the Indigenous
communities, the outcomes could drastically alter Western Land based planning initiatives, thus this
needs to be considered in the Effects Assessment.
ISSUE 11
There is no section included regarding what the Indigenous communities feel is a cumulative impact
to their territory. The question proponents should be asking in their evaluation process is: what are
the impacts to the spiritual and cultural (both from a biodiversity and Indigenous spirituality lens)
aspects of the land as processes of development continue to degrade the landscape.
ISSUE 12
How does this project meet or enhance the biodiversity objectives set forth by the Biodiversity Council
of Ontario?

3.8 Monitoring and Contingency Plans
Section 8 of the ER focuses on the impacts and contingency planning process based on broad highlevel probability from various project components or construction activities. This section did not
provide a detailed environmental protection plan (EPP). Once complete the EPP will need to be
reviewed by the Indigenous communities. Information from the EPP will need to be captured within
any and all site plans/drawings once finalized by the proponent.
ISSUE 13
It is unclear within the context of the report, if there is a magnitude of scale impact to the natural
environment. What is the reparation to the rights holders based on the impact to Inherent or Treaty
Rights if a small or large-scale impact does occur?

4.0 Past Grievances Regarding the Proponent and CLFN
The only grievance that CLFN brought forward during the review process was the inconsistency in
the Indigenous community contact list that is provided to the proponent by the provincial
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government for project notification/engagement. Ministries are not upholding the 2018 Williams
Treaties Settlement Agreement which allows other Indigenous based communities to create a
consultation process with proponents or governments within territories in which they have no legal
jurisdiction – they are not signatories to a treaty. This error creates unnecessary issues for the 7
Indigenous communities of the WTFN.

5.0 Conclusion, Evaluation and Recommendations
The following concerns were raised from the local municipal or regulatory stakeholders:
 The Regional Municipality of Durham expressed concerns with all three route options due to
existing and planned infrastructure in the areas.
 The Department of Engineering Services at the City of Pickering expressed concerns with AR
2, due to recent work performed on Rossland Road West. It stated a preference for the PPR
or AR 3.
 The TRCA stated that both the PPR and AR 2 cross several natural features that are of interest
to the TRCA. Although a specific route preference was not identified, TRCA raised the fewest
concerns in relation to AR 3.
 The MNRF stated that AR 2 is its least preferred route option, whereas it identified AR 3 as
the preferred route from a biophysical environment perspective.
It is in agreeance with the TRCA, from a biophysical environment perspective, that AR 3 is the most
preferred route as: it does not cross any watercourses, it crosses the least length of TRCA regulated
areas and Environmental Protection areas, and it has the fewest wetlands and woodlands in its study
area; however, AR 3 has an environmentally significant area within its study area (Boone Woods),
per TRCA data. A full mitigation plan will be required and reviewed by the WTFN prior to providing
consent to the project if this route is to be chosen. Also, enhancement of the natural features of the
area is strongly recommended to provide biophysical corridors for the migration and connectivity of
the landscape.
Comparatively, it is in agreeance that AR 2 is the least preferred route from a biophysical
environment perspective as it is identified as having the most sensitive biophysical features within
its study area, including potential for SAR and SAR habitat, and it is anticipated to have the greatest
environmental effects.
When reviewing this document local, and collective Indigenous knowledge or oral history was not
present, it is recommended that these studies are completed by Enbridge as part of their due
diligence assessments when working within Indigenous lands.
A final recommendation is to have Indigenous environmental monitors, from the communities,
provide routine and contractor blind inspections to make sure that work being done on Enbridge’s
behalf is in compliance with the environmental regulations set forth in the permit approvals phase.
Additional capacity may be required by Enbridge to facilitate this.
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Appendix A – Figures
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Figure 1: The 3 routes proposed by Enbridge

Figure 2: The TRCA environmental features mapping

Ajax Reinforcement Project

Responses to Comments from Curve Lake First Nation

Table 1: Responses to Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) Comments
Item

CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)

Section 2.3.2 Regulatory Permits and/or Approvals
1.

2.

NOTE: There is historical and current use of Lake Ontario
Tributaries by the WTFN Indigenous Community for
Navigation. Both past and present community members use
these waterways for navigation, harvesting activities, and
recreational purposes.
NOTE: Because of the proximity to significant tributaries,
(water bodies within 300 m) CLFN requests that a Stage 2
Assessment will be required.

Thank you for your shared knowledge regarding traditional historical and current use of Lake
Ontario tributaries. This information will be incorporated into the Environmental Report (ER).

The Stage 2 archaeological assessment field work was completed on November 24 and 25,
2020, and the accompanying draft report is being prepared. A representative of Curve Lake First
Nation participated on the first day of the field work. Once finalized, the draft Stage 2
archaeological assessment report will be shared with Curve Lake First Nation for review and
comment prior to submission to the Ministry of Heritage, Tourism, Sport and Culture Industries
(MHSTCI).

Section 3.1 Biophysical Environment
3.

ISSUE 1: Water is the most life sustaining gift on Mother
Earth and is the interconnection among all living beings.
Water sustains us, flows between us, within us, and
replenishes us. Water is the blood of Mother Earth and, as
such, cleanses not only herself, but all living things. Water
comes in many forms and all are needed for the health of
Mother Earth and for our health. The Michi Saagiig people
did not sign the rights to water away in the treaty making
process. Within the context of the treaties no settler could
harm, occupy, or destroy these resources. These treaty
rights were re-affirmed in the 2018 Williams Treaties
Settlement.
With this in mind, if any of the proposed routes are selected;
how will Enbridge be addressing the protection of water
throughout the life span of their project, addressing Michi
Saagiig governance of water through treaty, and the need to
collectively receive consent from community prior to Ministry
approval? What is the environmental inspection plan to
ensure that Enbridge is incompliance with the Michi Saagiig
rights and interests?

Enbridge understands and respects that the Michi Saagiig peoples are asserting a right to water.
We value Indigenous conceptions of water stewardship and management, and how this
knowledge can strengthen our environmental and mitigation planning.
Enbridge recognizes the asserted rights of the Michi Saagiig people and would like to continue to
work with Curve Lake First Nation to better understand best practices in water and water related
mitigation approaches. As always, we remain committed to working with communities to protect
the rights of Indigenous peoples.
The protection of water is considered in the construction practices, mitigations, and monitoring
details in the report.
The pipeline is expected to be installed using Enbridge standard construction practices. Typical
pipeline depth is between 0.9 m and 1.2 m, with watercourse crossing depths of approximately
2.5 m for coldwater watercourses. The pipeline will primarily be installed using open-cut trenching
techniques, though horizontal directional drilling (HDD) installation methods are proposed to
cross under the East Duffins Creek and the tributary of Urfe Creek and other sensitive features.
HDD involves digging entry and exit pits outside the sensitive feature (at distances typically
greater than 30 m from the sensitive feature) and using a drilling rod and drilling fluid to install the
pipeline under the sensitive feature. Once the pipeline is installed, the entry/exit pits are backfilled
and restored to pre-construction conditions. A figure depicting the HDD method is provided in
Figure 7 in the ER. Geotechnical investigations will be completed for the Ajax Reinforcement
1
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Responses to Comments from Curve Lake First Nation

Table 1: Responses to Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) Comments
Item

CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)
Project (the Project) to inform the design of the HDD and limit the potential for inadvertent
releases of drilling fluid during construction. Watercourse crossing methods will also be confirmed
during detailed design and permitting. This work can be shared with Curve Lake First Nation, as a
part of our ongoing consultation efforts.
Enbridge acknowledges that shallow groundwater conditions may be encountered along the
Preliminary Preferred Route (PPR), as noted in Section 2.2.3 of the ER. Static groundwater levels
reported in water well records in the study area of the PPR range from 1 m to 11 m and average
6 m in depth. The geotechnical investigation to be completed will provide additional information
about the hydrogeological conditions to determine the potential to encounter groundwater and
potential dewatering requirements. If construction dewatering will require groundwater takings
greater than 50,000 L/day, Enbridge will register under the Environmental Activity and Sector
Registry (if volumes are less than 400,000 L/day) or obtain a Permit to Take Water from the
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) (if volumes are greater than 400,000
L/day).
Enbridge will implement mitigation for the project (beyond project design), as described in Section
6.0 of the ER, to minimize impacts to watercourses and groundwater due to the construction of
the project along the PPR, and to minimize risks associated with the use of HDD under
watercourses and other natural features, including:
•

•
•
•
•

Groundwater should be redirected back to the ground surface when dewatering to
maintain infiltration and should be discharged in a flat vegetated area and into a filter
system a minimum of 30 m from the nearest watercourse, unless otherwise approved by
MECP and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA).
Monitor vulnerable receptors (e.g., watercourses or wells) in the vicinity of dewatering,
as required.
Abide by policies in the CTC Source Protection Plan to minimize risks to sources of
drinking water in a vulnerable aquifer area.
A private well survey will be conducted to assess domestic groundwater use near the
pipeline route and a private well monitoring program may be recommended for residents
who rely on groundwater supply for domestic use.
An assessment will be made to determine the risk of accidental release of drilling fluids
used during HDD activities and an appropriate mitigation plan must be prepared
together with the TRCA.
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Table 1: Responses to Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) Comments
Item

CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)
•
•
•
•

Avoid or reduce grading within the 30 m riparian buffer of watercourses, unless
otherwise approved by Environmental Inspector. Banks and riparian areas are to be
restored to their original condition if any disturbance occurs.
Avoid crossing on active floodplains or any other area that is inherently unstable and
may result in the erosion and scouring of the watercourse bed.
Develop and implement a site- specific erosion and sediment control (ESC) plan that
minimizes risk of sedimentation of the watercourse during all phases of the project.
Monitor the watercourse during construction for signs of erosion or sedimentation. Stop
work immediately and correct erosion and sedimentation issues as they arise.

If through detailed design it is identified that in-water work is required at watercourses, Enbridge
will implement mitigation measures as outlined in Section 6.0 of the ER in relation to in-water
works, including:
•
Plan activities to minimize the duration of in-water work
•
If any active in-stream diversion of water is required, the following will be implemented:
o Water being diverted will be returned directly to the same water body
o The water will contain no visible contaminants
o ESC measures will be installed and properly used
o The water taking and discharge flow rate will be controlled to ensure no
downstream or upstream effects related to quality or quantity of water
o Erosion and sediment control measures will be left in place until the site is fully
stabilized.
In consideration of project design and mitigation, and due to the temporary nature of construction
activities, Enbridge is not anticipating impacts to watercourses or groundwater as a result of the
project.
With regard to environmental inspection, Enbridge will conduct regular monitoring during
construction, including a regular monitoring patrol of the watercourse and the surrounding
landscape for early inadvertent detection of drilling fluid. Enbridge will also have an environmental
inspector on site, at a minimum, during construction in proximity to sensitive features, to monitor
the project for potential environmental concerns, provide guidance on environmental protection, if
required, and support overall successful construction completion. Enbridge will photographdocument all work areas and areas along the pipeline alignment prior to construction in order to
advise on restoration requirements once construction is complete to return disturbed areas to
equivalent to pre-construction conditions or better. Enbridge will also conduct 3-month and 15-
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Table 1: Responses to Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) Comments
Item

CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)
month post-construction monitoring (as required by the Ontario Energy Board) to ensure that
restoration objectives have been met and that there are no outstanding concerns.

3.1.2. Summary of ER Surface Water, Wetlands and Fish and Fish Habitat
4.

ISSUE 2-1: Golder did not provide an explanation of
scientific/western science protocol used to evaluate stream
characteristics. How were the stream measurements
completed? Was it with a metric unit of measurement or
visual estimation? The in-stream measurements appear to be
to the 0.5 of a meter not to the 0.1 of a meter. If it is based on
visual assessment, then the data is not accurate to the scale
of the active channel and should be measured again. It is
important to understand and characterize the hydrological
function, as well as fish habitat potential of these unnamed
watercourses. The method used should be calibrated and
commonly used by other practitioners and regulators. It is
recommended that the proponent uses the Ontario Stream
Assessment Protocol, focusing on Section3, Module 1-Fish
Community Sampling using single pass electrofishing;
Section 4 Module 2- Point-Transects Sampling for Channel
Structure, Substrate and Bank Conditions; Section 4 Module
10/11-Headwater Drainage Features. This information will
provide TRCA/MNRF instream characteristics, hydrological
function, and fish community information. In addition, provide
further biodiversity information of the territory.

The major watercourses within the study areas for each route option (i.e., East Duffins Creek and
Urfe Creek) were confirmed to provide fish habitat based on information from background
research, so fish community sampling was deemed unnecessary. Further, the unnamed
tributaries in the PPR study area are directly connected to East Duffins Creek or Urfe Creek,
which are known to contain a variety of coolwater and coldwater fish species (as listed in Section
2.2.4 of the ER). Existing fish community information was available for some of the unnamed
tributaries. In addition, a conservative approach was taken, and it was assumed that fish species
in the unnamed tributaries are the same as those in the creek. As such, these features were
identified as providing fish habitat.
Qualitative fish habitat assessments were conducted using Golder’s Technical Procedures 8.5-1
Fish Habitat Mapping System (unpublished file information) and the Ministry of Transportation
Fisheries Assessment Protocols to characterize the conditions at accessible watercourse
crossings in the study areas, including Urfe Creek, East Duffins Creek and their tributaries. These
protocols include a description of aquatic habitat (e.g., permanence, stage, confinement), habitat
mapping of key habitat features (e.g., riffles, pools, woody debris) and characteristics (e.g.,
wetted and bankfull width/depth, substrates types, cover, seepage areas), a description of
riparian and/or aquatic vegetation, identifying locations of any critical fish habitat areas or barriers
to fish movement and observations of any fish and aquatic species.
The TRCA typically requests proponents to complete headwater drainage features assessments
as part of the TRCA permitting process where impacts to small drainage features are anticipated.
Headwater drainage features assessments are generally performed when development is
proposed in or adjacent to small surface water features. The purpose of such an assessment is to
determine the key features and functions of each small drainage feature so that these can be
replicated post-development through stormwater management or protected as part of a proposed
development plan. The tributary of Urfe Creek crossing Church Street North (along the PPR) had
no discernible flow at the time of the survey in May 2020, and therefore does not meet the
definition of a headwater drainage feature. All other watercourse crossings are of major
watercourses. Furthermore, because the project is not anticipated to affect these features through
the use of the HDD pipe installation method and best management practices, and in
consideration that construction activities are temporary in nature, such detailed assessment is not
deemed warranted.
4
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Table 1: Responses to Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) Comments
Item

5.

CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

ISSUE 2-2: The potential impact to cold water habitats
should be further explained since these habitats are
increasing rare through the Great Lakes basin due to settler
land development practices and water takings. How is the
proponent ensuring they are going above and beyond to
minimize their impacts to the territory?

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)
Section 2.0 of the ER provides baseline conditions of the entire study areas for the route options,
including watercourses, where project disturbances are anticipated (i.e., areas within 125 metres
[m] on either side of each route option). No further baseline assessments are planned at this time.
Construction of the pipeline will occur within municipal road allowance to avoid and minimize
impacts to natural features. Preliminary design of the pipeline is currently being conducted and
proposes HDD under watercourses and minimal clearing in wooded areas (including river
valleys). HDD is an industry best practice as a crossing method in which there is no disturbance
to the bed and banks of a waterbody because the pipeline is installed beneath a sensitive feature
without in-water works (e.g., dam and pump) and without an open trench; thereby minimizing
surface disturbances such as clearing. Watercourse crossing methods will be confirmed during
detailed design and permitting.
HDD is accepted by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) as it avoids in-water work.
DFO states that “this method is preferable to open-cut and isolated crossings since the cable or
pipeline is drilled underneath the watercourse with very little disturbance to the bed or banks.”
(DFO, High Pressure Directional Drilling, 2007).
A description of HDD is provided in the response to item # 3.
Enbridge will implement mitigation for the project (beyond project design), as described in Section
6.0 of the ER, to minimize impacts to watercourses and fish and fish habitat due to the
construction of the project. Examples of general mitigation, including in relation to HDD, were
provided in the response to item # 3 in relation to watercourses, which also apply to fish and fish
habitat. In addition, no drawing of surface water is expected and there will be no discharge of
warmed water back into the cold/coolwater system.
If through detailed design it is identified that in-water work is required at watercourses, Enbridge
will implement mitigation measures as outlined in Section 6.0 of the ER in relation to in-water
works, including:
•
Complete the work between June 15 and September 30 as advised by the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF).
•
Plan activities to minimize the duration of in-water work
•
If isolation measures are required, conduct a fish salvage to relocate fish stranded by
the isolation measures back to the main watercourse channel.
•
If dewatering an isolation area, use appropriately screened water intakes to prevent
entrainment or impingement of fish.
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Table 1: Responses to Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) Comments
Item

CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)
•
•

6.

7.

ISSUE 2-3: Brook trout are down to 10% of their historical
population density within the tributaries of Lake Ontario. This
is a result of poor settler land use practices. In addition,
brook trout are a cultural keystone species for the Michi
Saagiig people and were once so abundant that it was not
uncommon to capture them when collecting water in a
bucket. Since brook trout are either present in, or historically,
within the boundaries of the Project what is the proponent
doing to ensure their survival and longevity - as this Project
will add to the stress of this culturally significant and
threatened species.
ISSUE 2-4: There is a need to address the Indigenous and
recreational fishery of the area. It is quite common that
members of the Michi Saagiig harvest a variety of fish from
the tributaries in the project area. Duffins Creek provides a
huge amount of angling dollars to the local economy and
impacts from the project could lead to the loss of an
Indigenous and recreational fishery. What is the long-term
monitoring plan to ensure the safety and biodiversity of the
sub-watershed?

Maintain fish passage through the use of bypass channels, or partial isolation of the
channel.
Comply with the fish and fish habitat protection provisions of the Fisheries Act by
incorporation of avoidance measures and DFO’s Measures to protect fish and fish
habitat (DFO 2020).

In consideration of project design and mitigation, Enbridge is not anticipating impacts to
watercourses and is not anticipating Harmful Alteration, Disruption or Destruction (HADD) of fish
and fish habitat as a result of the project.
Please see response to item # 5.

For monitoring efforts during and after construction in relation to watercourses and construction
areas, please see response to item # 3. Should the community have additional recommendations
on monitoring, Enbridge welcomes the opportunity to better understand Curve Lake First Nation’s
environmental priorities, suggestions and approaches.
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Table 1: Responses to Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) Comments
Item

CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)

8.

ISSUE 2-5: Wetlands are not to be harmed as part of the
treaty rights held by Michi Saagiig Peoples. The wetlands
within this Project area should be considered protected
through Indigenous Rights. These wetland complexes
regardless of size should be considered to have a high past
and present use.

Enbridge acknowledges Curve Lake First Nation’s concern with respect to the protection of
wetlands.
Enbridge can advise that for this Project, the final pipeline alignment along the PPR and pipeline
crossing methods will be confirmed during detailed design and permitting. Regardless of the final
pipeline alignment, construction of the pipeline will occur within municipal road allowance to avoid
and minimize impacts to sensitive features, including wetlands. Limits of the temporary
workspace will be clearly marked to avoid encroachment into adjacent sensitive features.
Enbridge does not anticipate the Project to impact wetlands. Enbridge will continue to engage
with Curve Lake First Nation regarding its interest in the protection of wetlands and to better
identify areas of sensitivity.
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Table 1: Responses to Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) Comments
Item

CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)

Section 3.1.3 Summary of ER Terrestrial Environment
9.

ISSUE 3: Although the sites ranged in forest composition
from highly disturbed residential vegetation to riparian forest
communities, the vegetation that has to be removed from site
should be removed with the appropriate ceremony to honor
the life of those trees. Also, opportunity must be given to
community members who wish to use the wood for cultural,
or heating purposes. Special attention should be made to the
removal and replacement of white cedar within the river
valleys. White cedar roots that occupy the water
column/water’s edge are a powerful healing medicine as well
important item for lashing for birch basket making and
canoe/snowshoe bindings, so it is imperative that these water
edges be protected and/or restored.

Construction of the pipeline will occur within municipal road allowance to avoid and minimize
impacts to natural features. Preliminary design indicates that tree removal will be minimal since
much of the installation will be completed within municipal road easements and by HDD.
Clearing will be minimized in sensitive areas such as woodlands, and limits of the temporary
workspace will be clearly marked to avoid encroachment into adjacent wooded areas and to
avoid unnecessary tree removals. If HDD is utilized, the entry and exit pits would be placed
outside sensitive areas to the extent possible, such as TRCA regulated areas, wetlands and
wooded areas.
Both the Town of Ajax and Durham Region have tree by-laws that regulate the destruction or
injury of trees, which Enbridge would follow to obtain the required permits, and determine tree
compensation and other requirements. Once further pipeline design has been completed, and if it
is determined tree removal is required, a tree inventory will be completed, and this information
can be shared with Curve Lake First Nation, if requested. The tree inventory would include the
number and type of tree species requiring removal, along with compensation requirements.
Members of Curve Lake First Nation are also welcome to attend these surveys or participate in
ceremony, if interested.
Areas disturbed during construction of the project will be cleaned up and restored to preconstruction conditions or better. We would be interested in discussing the restoration plan further
with the community.
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Table 1: Responses to Curve Lake First Nation (CLFN) Comments
Item

CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)

Section 3.3 Summary of Species at Risk and Wildlife Habitat ER
10.

ISSUE 4: Although the species listed in the desktop review
by the proponent, which are categorized as threatened or
endangered, will have their habitats protected under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), what is the proponent doing
to ensure that other species within the list which are afforded
no protection under Species At Risk Act (SARA) are
protected, thus maintaining the Indigenous biodiversity of
their proposed site works? Regardless of the legislation,
settler based activities have caused Indigenous biodiversity
decline, harming many culturally important species. A
restoration plan will be required to ensure the site is not
altered further by the Proponent and their Project actions. It
is suggested to look for an opportunity to create Indigenous
lead ecological enhancements areas which is stated in
Ontario’s biodiversity objectives. Without this kind of habitat
enhancement, the proponent could be observed as in breach
of the WTFN Settlement Agreement 2018.

General wildlife and wildlife habitat, fish and fish habitat, and vegetation mitigation measures are
documented in Section 6 of the ER and will be applied regardless of the designated status of
species.
Please see the response to Item #9 which pertains to the protection of vegetation habitat. We do
not anticipate the Project to have any impacts on wildlife habitat.
As the work will be conducted within the municipal road allowance, existing native biodiversity in
these areas is minimal due to high disturbance levels and regular maintenance activities.
Disturbed areas will be restored to pre-construction conditions or better using native and noninvasive plant species wherever possible to align with the objectives related to reducing threats to
biodiversity. Restoration of disturbed areas and use of HDD methods for crossings at natural
sensitive features (e.g., watercourses and woodlands) will also reduce fragmentation of natural
areas and contribute to biodiversity objectives related to enhancing resilience.
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CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)
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11.

ISSUE 5: What is the justification, and/or rationale of Golder
that there was no or little turtle habitat presence? This is
unclear, especially given that there are wetlands within the
watercourses. These areas can be used as migration
corridors by a number of aquatic species. Since the study
area has flowing and standing waterbodies (storm water
management ponds) within their delineation, then BMP’s
should be applied for turtles and amphibians regardless of a
single site visit throughout the site planning process. This
section of the report creates confusion and leads to
contradiction of the peer review team from the fisheries
section of the document.

Potential turtle habitat, including habitat for species at risk (SAR) turtles (i.e., Blanding’s turtle and
snapping turtle) was identified within the study areas for the PPR (i.e., East Duffins Creek),
alternative route 2 (stormwater pond and impoundment area) and alternative route 3 (stormwater
pond), as discussed in Section 2.2.6 of the ER. However, Blanding’s turtle was assessed to have
low potential to occur in the PPR study area based on habitat availability and occurrence records.
Mapped areas of wetland along East Duffins Creek and Urfe Creek within the study areas appear
to be characterized by swamp or vegetated marsh, which lack large areas of still or slow-moving
open water that is preferred by turtles. As such, although the watercourses may provide aquatic
habitat for some turtle species, the quality of habitat is considered to be limited based on
seasonal water depth and availability of basking and nesting sites.
Regardless, best management practices will be implemented during project construction to
minimize effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat, including reptiles and amphibians and their
habitats, as described in Section 6 of the ER, including:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Consider installation of exclusion fencing around work areas to prevent entry of wildlife.
Conduct daily sweeps of the work area and machinery for wildlife.
Conduct preconstruction planning that includes a review of the areas of potential habitat.
Suspend activity if active habitat is discovered that cannot be adequately avoided. Notify
the Environmental Inspector who will assess the discovery and either allow construction
to resume or notify the applicable government agency. If appropriate, a qualified
biologist may be called to develop an appropriate mitigation plan.
Before clearing any vegetation, including naturalized meadows, verify the presence of
any SAR prior to undertaking the activity.
In the event that a SAR is encountered in the construction area or inside a structure, and
does not move from the site and construction activities would result in harm to the
animal, all activities will stop and the MECP will be notified to discuss mitigation options.
Develop and implement a site- specific ESC plan that minimizes risk of sedimentation of
the watercourse during all phases of the Project.

Should Curve Lake First Nation have other proposed mitigation measures or best management
practices in this area of interest, Enbridge would welcome further feedback on the approach.
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CLFN Comments (December 4, 2020)

Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)

12.

ISSUE 6: Golder stated that there is moderate likelihood of
occurrence for Western Chorus Frog within the
wetland complexes but then stated there is no habitat without categorizing the wetland complexes. This needs to
be edited or clarified without deletion from the report.

Western chorus frog was assessed to have moderate potential to occur in all three study areas
based on the availability of potential suitable habitat and occurrence records in the vicinity of the
study areas. Discussion of species at risk in Section 2.2.7 of the ER was limited to those species
designated as threatened or endangered under the provincial Endangered Species Act which
receive protection within the study area. Western chorus frog is listed as threatened under the
federal Species at Risk Act and was therefore not discussed in Section 2.2.7.

13.

Nonetheless, as discussed in response to Item #11, best management practices will be
implemented during project construction to minimize effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat,
including reptiles and amphibians and their habitats and regardless of their status, as described in
Section 6 of the ER.
ISSUE 7 – Redside Dace
Standard water quality measurements were collected with a YSI as part of the fish habitat
What was the turbidity measured by Golder at the crossing of assessment, including water temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen and conductivity. Turbidity
Urfe Creek to justify that it was not signification habitat? Was measurements were not collected. Methods used in the fish habitat assessment are further
this visual estimation or instrumental measurement? Work
summarized in the response to item # 4.
within this area should have a net benefit to the species
recovery strategies regardless of the impurities at time of
Although redside dace has been historically recorded within Urfe Creek and the reaches of its
visit. Settlers have created a significant loss of biodiversity
tributaries, fish habitat characterized at the crossing of the unnamed tributary of Urfe Creek along
within the Michi Saagiig territory and restoration efforts by
the PPR does not represent ideal conditions for redside dace as the channel was choked with
proponents should be created and implemented as part of
vegetation and had shallow water with no discernable flow during the site visit.
the accommodation to work on and impact the territory. This
should reflect a positive outcome for the environment and fall As discussed in the response to item # 5, because the preliminary design proposes HDD for
in line with SAR recovery strategies.
crossings at watercourses, and mitigation measures will be implemented to minimize effects to
fish and fish habitat as a result of the project, no adverse impacts to fish or fish habitat, including
redside dace, are anticipated.
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Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)

Section 3.4 Summary of Environmentally Sensitive and Protected Areas
14.

15.

ISSUE 8: Both the proponent and the municipality need to
examine any activities within woodlots as a potential impact
to treaty rights. It is well documented in oral history, and in
treaty that the Michi Saagiig did not sign away rights to
woodlots. Consent should be granted by the rights holders.
Please note that there is no Indigenous Knowledge used in
the determination of “significant.”

ISSUE 9: Within the context of Indigenous Interest and Land
use in Section 2.3.5, it does not state that there has been an
attempt to use traditional land use activities knowledge within
the study area. Community members should be given the
right to speak about the use of the Great Lakes watershed
both from an oral/historical context as well as a present day
context. Many community members of the Michi Saagiig live
outside of their communities and still access parts of their
territories for traditional uses.

Preliminary design indicates that tree removal will be minimal since much of the installation will be
completed within municipal road easements and by HDD. Clearing will be minimized in sensitive
areas such as woodlands, and limits of the temporary workspace will be clearly marked to avoid
encroachment into adjacent wooded areas and to avoid unnecessary tree removals. If HDD is
utilized, the entry and exit pits would be placed outside sensitive areas to the extent possible,
such as wooded areas.
Both the Town of Ajax and Durham Region have tree by-laws that regulate the destruction or
injury of trees. Enbridge will comply with these by-laws and obtain any necessary permits, and
determine tree compensation and other requirements.
Enbridge is interested in better understanding the potential impact tree removal has on this
asserted right and welcomes the opportunity to discuss potential mitigation measures and/or
ceremonial protocols.
On July 22, 2020, Enbridge notified the community consultation staff that it was holding a virtual
open house during the project initiation phase. All community members were welcome to
participate in this activity between August 3, 2020 starting at 9:00 AM ET until August 17, 2020 at
5:00 PM ET.
Enbridge is committed to continuing to engage with the community to further build our
understanding of Curve Lake First Nation’s environmental priorities and potential impacts for the
project. Should there be an interest in providing additional information to community members, or
hosting a virtual event, we would welcome a discussion on a proposed path to ensure meaningful
engagement with the community.
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Proponent/Consultant Response (February 1, 2021)

Section 3.6 Summary of Evaluation of Potential Effects and Mitigation Measures
16.

Based on the information provided within the context of this
report under section 6.0, it is in compliance with the current
industry best management practices and guidance, thus
there are no issues with this section. However, Indigenous
Rights and Title will need to be addressed prior to
construction. It should also be noted that given the potential
impacts to the environment all project plans/drawings should
be presented to the Indigenous communities. They should
also be offered the opportunity to have a qualified monitor
from their communities or an expert specialist representing
their interests be present (routine and blind inspections) to
make sure that all works are in compliance of all
environmental regulations and/or Indigenous rights and
interests.

Enbridge engages Curve Lake First Nation in environmental planning and mitigation at the outset
of every proposed project in the Williams Treaty Territory. Enbridge is committed to continuing to
engage with the community to further build our understanding of Curve Lake First Nation’s
environmental priorities for the project.
In relation to potential project impacts on Curve Lake First Nation’s Aboriginal or Treaty Rights,
Enbridge continues to be interested in understanding how changes to the natural environment
could impact these rights. Enbridge is committed to further engaging with Curve Lake First Nation
regarding how the Project may impact its Aboriginal and Treaty rights, and if so, how those
impacts may be mitigated, as appropriate.
Additionally, Enbridge is committed to having a Curve Lake First Nation monitor safely participate
in pre-construction environmental studies (e.g., further archaeological assessments, field work, if
required, to support permitting). Further, Enbridge is interested in working with the Curve Lake
First Nation to better understand the specific areas of interest for monitoring as it relates to
project activities.

Section 3.7 Cumulative Effects Assessment
17.

ISSUE 10: When looking at various projects that could have
a negative impact several proponent-lead, municipal and
governmental agencies were reviewed. However, there was
not a review conducted within the treaty. This will need to
be completed as part of the WTFN settlement agreement.
As lands are settled within these rights based claims and
returned back to the Indigenous communities, the outcomes
could drastically alter Western Land based planning
initiatives, thus this needs to be considered in the Effects
Assessment.

Per the Ontario Energy Board’s Environmental Guidelines (2016), the cumulative effects
considered in Section 3.7 are based on the effects that may result from an interaction between
the effects of the proposed project (as identified in the ER) and the effects of other
developments already in place or planned within or near the study area. The effects of future
changes to the land-based planning are uncertain at this time; thus, is would not be feasible to
assess the cumulative effects with any certainty at this time. However, Enbridge would like to
further engage with Curve Lake First Nation regarding this issue to understand how Curve Lake
First Nation’s Aboriginal or treaty rights have been impacted by past cumulative impacts, how
the Project may further contribute to this impact and what may be done to avoid, offset or
minimize the impact.
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18.

ISSUE 11: There is no section included regarding what the
Indigenous communities feel is a cumulative impact to their
territory. The question proponents should be asking in their
evaluation process is: what are the impacts to the spiritual
and cultural (both from a biodiversity and Indigenous
spirituality lens) aspects of the land as processes of
development continue to degrade the landscape.

As mentioned above, Enbridge engages Curve Lake First Nation in environmental planning and
mitigation at the outset of every proposed project in the Williams Treaty Territory. Enbridge is
committed to continuing to engage with the community to further build our understanding of Curve
Lake First Nation’s environmental priorities for the projects we propose, and this includes
understanding the cumulative effects from this project.

19.

ISSUE 12: How does this project meet or enhance the
biodiversity objectives set forth by the Biodiversity Council of
Ontario?

As the work will be conducted within the municipal right-of-way, existing native biodiversity in
these areas is minimal due to high disturbance levels and regular maintenance activities.
Enbridge will photograph-document all work areas and areas along the pipeline alignment prior to
construction in order to advise on restoration requirements once construction has been
completed to return disturbed areas to equivalent to pre-construction conditions or better.
Disturbed areas will be restored to pre-construction conditions or better using native and noninvasive plant species wherever possible to align with the objectives related to reducing threats to
biodiversity. Restoration of disturbed areas and use of HDD methods for crossings at natural
sensitive features (e.g., watercourses and woodlands) will also reduce fragmentation of natural
areas and contribute to biodiversity objectives related to enhancing resilience.
Enbridge will also conduct post-construction monitoring to ensure restoration objectives have
been met and that there are no outstanding concerns. Enbridge is committed to continuing to
engage with the community to further build our understanding of Curve Lake First Nation’s
environmental (and monitoring) priorities for the project.

3.8 Monitoring and Contingency Plans
20.

NOTE: This section did not provide a detailed environmental
protection plan (EPP). Once complete the EPP will need to
be reviewed by the Indigenous communities. Information
from the EPP will need to be captured within any and all site
plans/drawings once finalized by the proponent.

Enbridge does not use standard Environmental Protection Plans (EPP) on all projects. Rather,
the project-specific ER, Enbridge’s Construction and Maintenance manual, and the conditions
outlined in environmental permits and approvals are the used by Enbridge to execute the project
in an environmentally responsible manner.
Further, Curve Lake First Nation monitors will be provided the opportunity to participate in preconstruction environmental studies (e.g., further archaeological assessments and field work if
required to support permitting). Enbridge also welcomes the opportunity to further build our
understanding of Curve Lake First Nation’s environmental priorities.
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21.

ISSUE 13: It is unclear within the context of the report, if
there is a magnitude of scale impact to the natural
environment. What is the reparation to the rights holders
based on the impact to Inherent or Treaty Rights if a small or
large-scale impact does occur?

In relation to potential project impacts on Aboriginal or Treaty Rights, Enbridge continues to be
interested in understanding how changes to the natural environment could impact these rights.
Enbridge is committed to continuing to engage with Curve Lake First Nation regarding potential
Project impacts on rights and how those impacts can be avoided or mitigated as appropriate.

5.0 Conclusion, Evaluation and Recommendations
22.

When reviewing this document local, and collective
Indigenous knowledge or oral history was not present, it is
recommended that these studies are completed by Enbridge
as part of their due diligence assessments when working
within Indigenous lands

Enbridge incorporated oral history provided by Curve Lake First Nation in the Archaeological
Assessment process as evidenced by Stage One Archaeological Assessment. We welcome any
additional knowledge the community would like to share, as part of the ongoing consultation
process or to incorporate into the impending Stage Two Archaeological Assessment.

23.

A final recommendation is to have Indigenous environmental
monitors, from the communities, provide routine and
contractor blind inspections to make sure that work being
done on Enbridge’s behalf is in compliance with the
environmental regulations set forth in the permit approvals
phase. Additional capacity may be required by Enbridge to
facilitate this.

Enbridge is interested in working with the Curve Lake First Nation to better understand the
specific areas of interest for monitoring as it relates to project activities and is committed to
accommodating safe participation of Curve Lake First Nation monitors during project activities.
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TOWN OF AJAX
65 Harwood Avenue South
Ajax ON L1S 2H9
www.ajax.ca

December 11, 2020
Sarah Kingdon-Benson
Advisor, Environment
Enbridge Gas Inc.
101 Honda Boulevard
Markham, Ontario
L6C 0M6
RE: Enbridge Gas Inc. Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Sent via Email to: ajaxreinforcement@golder.com

Dear Ms. Kingdon-Benson,
Further to the Town of Ajax letter dated November 16, 2020, we offer the following additional
comments.
The Preliminary Preferred Route in the Environmental Report extends along Church Street North
between Rossland Road West and Taunton Road West, and along Rossland Road West from Church
Sreet North to east of Harkins Drive. The Town is not in support of this route and recommends that
Alternate Route 3 in the Environmental Report be selected as the Preferred Route for the new high
pressure natural gas line.
Specifically, the Town recommends that the Preferred Route be on the east side of Ravenscroft Road
from Rossland Road West to Taunton Road West, for the following reasons:









Road construction and infrastructure works along Church Street North between Rossland Road
West and the Hydro Corridor is at substantial completion. Once issued, the maintenance warranty
period begins for a period of two years. Any disturbance along this segment of Church Street
North or to the bridge structure will void the 2 years warranty period.
There is a future reconstruction project for Church Street North from the Hydro Corridor to
Taunton Road West included in the Town’s Development Charges Study for the 2023-2027 time
frame. Having a high pressure natural gas line within the ROW will have significant financial and
constructability impacts that have not been accounted for in the Study.
Development applications for the east and west side of Church Street North, north of the Hydro
Corridor, are anticipated to be submitted in 2021 and will be impacted by the proposed new high
pressure gas line. There is also a proposed development on the south side of Rossland Road
West east of Harkins Drive.
As a part of the Town’s next phase of the Church Street North reconstruction, the design will also
include a future roundabout at the intersection of Church Street North and Hurst Drive that will
have financial and constructability impacts.
Rossland Road West between Church Street North and Westney Road North is scheduled to be
widened and reconstructed in 2021. Utility relocation will commence in early 2021 with road work
commencing subsequently. This will be a 2 year project. Based on construction timing for the
proposed gas line there could be potential conflicts in terms of construction and warranty.
…/2



The only current and future proposed development applications along Ravenscroft Road will be
for several residential towers on the west side of Ravenscroft Road south of Taunton Road West.

The alignment along east side of Ravenscroft Road will have less impact to development and
construction than the current Preliminary Preferred Route along Church Street North.
If you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact Stephen Ruddy (Planning &
Development Services) at Stephen.Ruddy@ajax.ca or 905.619.2529 ext 3256

Dave Meredith

Geoff Romanowski. MCIP, RPP, CPT
Director of Planning & Development Services
905-619-2529, ext. 3205
Geoff.Romanowski@ajax.ca

Dave Meredith
Director of Operations & Environmental Services
905-619-2529, ext. 4226
Dave.Meredith@ajax.ca

Copy: Colleen Goodchild, Manager, Policy Planning & Special Studies, Region of Durham
Michael Scott, Project Planner, Planning, Region of Durham
Aaron Christie, Project Manager, Engineering Planning and Studies, Region of Durham
Stephen Ruddy, Acting Manager of Engineering, Town of Ajax
Ranil Fernando, Manager of Infrastructure & Asset Management, Town of Ajax

January 29, 2020
CFN 63496
BY E-MAIL ONLY (Sarah.Kingdon-Beson@enbridge.com)
Ms. Sarah Kingdon-Benson
Environmental Advisor
Enbridge Gas Inc.
3rd Floor, 101 Honda Boulevard
Markham, ON
L6C 0M6
Dear Sarah Kingdon-Benson:
Re:

Response to Final Environmental Report (ER) - Enbridge Response Table
Proposed Ajax Reinforcement Project
Duffins Creek Watershed; City of Pickering, Town of Ajax, Regional Municipality of
Durham

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) staff received the ER Enbridge Gas Inc. Response
Table on December 18, 2020.
Thank you for providing TRCA with this response table for CFN 63496 - Enbridge Gas Inc. Ajax
Reinforcement. TRCA staff are aware that the preferred pipeline route has not changed from the October
6th Environmental Report. TRCA staff now understand that the proposed ‘station’ facilities will be
approximately 1.5 x 1.5 metres in area and will be located outside of all natural hazards. Please ensure
the precise location of these stations are included as part of the proposed pipelines detail design
submission for TRCA review. TRCA staff also understand that the proposed pipeline will be horizontal
directional drilled to cross sensitive natural features.
Please notify TRCA when Enbridge Gas Inc. submits for Leave to Construct with the OEB.
Please note, permits as required under the Conservation Authorities Act, 1990, will be required for work in
TRCA regulated areas and any outstanding items from this correspondence will need to be addressed at
that stage. Recommendations regarding environmental protections (i.e. erosion and sediment controls)
can be provided upon submission of detail design plans.

RESUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS
As noted in the ER, permits in accordance with the Conservation Authorities Act, 1990, are required from
TRCA prior to project construction.
Detailed design drawings, together with the appropriate reports and documents should be provided at the
pre-design stage. The TRCA Complete Submission Checklist for Infrastructure Projects is available on
our website
(https://trca.ca/app/uploads/2016/01/TRCA-PRE-CONSULTATION-CHECKLIST.pdf), and should be used
as a guide to your permit submission. The permit application form, together with additional submission
checklist and guidelines are also available on our website should be used as appropriate to inform the
development of your application. These can be found under the Planning and Permitting, Environmental
Assessment section of the TRCA website at:
http://www.trca.on.ca/planning-services-permits/environmental-assessment.dot#check.

T: 416.661.6600 | F: 416.661.6898 | info@trca.ca | 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 | ww.trca.ca

Please include a digital copy of all submitted material. Materials must be submitted in PDF format, with
drawings pre-scaled to print on 11”x17” pages. Materials may be submitted via e-mail (if less than 25
MB), or through file transfer protocol (FTP) sites (if posted for a minimum of two weeks).
REVIEW FEES
Please be advised that this application is not subject to an application review fee as per the TRCA and
Enbridge Gas Inc Service Agreement. Staff will charge all time worked on this project to the appropriate
CFN (63496), as noted in this letter.
Should you have any questions, please contact me at extension 5508 or at Nathan.jenkins@trca.ca.
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Nathan Jenkins, H.B.Sc (Env), M.Pl., RPP
Planner I, Infrastructure Planning and Permits
Development and Engineering Services
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Appendix J

Environmental Alignment Sheets

ENVIRONMENTAL NOTES AND RESOURCE CODES
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General Note(s)
A.
B.

The Ownership and Land Use / Zoning resource bands show resources crossed by the preferred route.
The following resource bands show resources located within approximately 15 m of Church Street North and Rossland Road West,
in the event that encroachment is required within these areas during construction:
 Wetland / Watercourse Crossing
 Vegetation
 Wildlife
 Historical or Heritage Resources
 Archaeological Resources
 Conservation Authority Regulated Area

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Maintain access / egress to driveways and trails.
Construction equipment must arrive on a work site clean, and be cleaned before leaving a work site in order to reduce the ris k of
transferring soils and introducing invasive plants. Refer to Section 27.3.2 of the 2020 EGI CMM.
Location of equipment cleaning stations to be confirmed by the Pipeline Inspector and/or the Environmental Inspector.
If in-water work is required, complete the work between June 15 and September 30, as advised by the MNRF.
Implement conditions in the authorization from DFO, if applicable.
Avoid vegetation removal during the migratory birds breeding season (April 1 to August 31).
If vegetation removal is required during this period, conduct nest surveys prior to removing vegetation. Refer to Section 6.0 of the ER.
Refer to Section 6.0 of the ER. Implement additional mitigation identified by the MECP for SAR, if applicable.
Refer to Section 6.0 of the ER. Implement conditions in the permit from the TRCA, if applicable.
Conduct tree removal in accordance with the Town of Ajax and Region of Durham by-laws, and any permits and conditions issued
under those by-laws, where applicable.
Complete seeding in accordance with Section 27.3.1 of the 2020 EGI CMM and in accordance with permit and landowner requirements.
Additional heritage studies are required prior to construction. Implement recommendations from MHSTCI.
Areas with archaeological potential require further archaeological studies prior to construction. Implement recommendations from MHSTCI.
Groundwater wells shown are located within 50 m of the pipeline route and recorded in the MECP Water Well Information System (2020).
Refer to Section 6.0 of the ER and Section 8.6.2 of the 2020 EGI CMM.
A water well monitoring program may be offered for domestic wells located in proximity of the pipeline route.
If encroachment into areas outside of the municipal right-of-way is required during construction, inform EGI before
proceeding with any work in these areas.
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Fisheries and Oceans Canada
EAS
Environmental Alignment Sheets
2020 EGI CMM
2020 Enbridge Gas Inc.
Construction and Maintenance Manual
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Environmental Report
MECP
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
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Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and
Culture Industries
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Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
SAR
Species at Risk
TRCA
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
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