












































































 
 AECOM 

300 – 300 Town Centre Boulevard 905 477 8400  tel 

Markham, ON, Canada   L3R 5Z6 905 477 1456  fax 

www.aecom.com 

 

August 26, 2011 Project No. 60118562 

Nisha Shirali 

Environmental Resource Planner and EA Coordinator 

Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning 

Ministry of the Environment 

Central Region 

Technical Support Section 

5775 Yonge Street, 8th Floor 

North York, ON  M2M 4J1 

 

 

Dear Ms. Shirali, 

Subject: MOE Comments on Draft Environmental Study Report 

 Dixie Road Improvements (Queen Street to 2 km North of Mayfield Road) 

 Municipal Class Environmental Assessment – Schedule C 

Thank you for your letter of June 24, 2011.  We appreciate the comments and feedback you have 

provided on the Draft Environmental Study Report.  The attached table provides responses to the 

comments raised in your letter. 

Should you have any additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

AECOM Canada Ltd. 

Brenda Jamieson, P.Eng. 

Associate Vice President, Transportation  

 

Encl. 

 

cc:  Hitesh Topiwala, Region of Peel 

 Travis Brown, AECOM 
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Item MOE Comments (June 24, 2011) Study Team Response 

Surface Water  

1. The proponent should consult with the Ministry of the 

Environment’s Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch 

for Certificate of Approval Requirements. The Ministry of the 

Environment should also be included in ‘Section H – Remaining 

Approvals’ of the Executive Summary. 

At the detailed design stage, the Region will consult with the 

Ministry of the Environment’s Environmental Assessment and 

Approvals Branch for Certificate of Approval Requirements. 

Reference to the Ministry of the Environment has been added to 

the Executive Summary, Section H of the ESR. 

2. The draft ESR proposes to use an existing on-line stormwater 

management (SWM) pond to treat runoff from 5.3 ha of increased 

impervious area. The report concludes that this pond will treat 

increased runoff quality and quantity. However, no information was 

provided regarding the level of treatment that this pond can provide 

and whether it will meet the Ministry of the Environment’s 

‘Enhanced Water Quality Protection’ Level 1 standards. The 

Regional Municipality of Peel (Region) should determine whether 

this pond has the capacity to receive and treat additional SWM 

runoff quality and quantity and whether the Ministry of the 

Environment’s ‘Enhanced Water Quality Protection’ Level 1 

standards can be achieved, especially considering the statement 

that it cannot be determined whether the pond was designed for 

this configuration of Dixie Road. The Region should also confirm 

whether there is a Certificate of Approval for this SWM pond, who 

the owner of the pond is, permission requirements for use of the 

pond and whether the pond is maintained. Alternative treatment 

measures should be proposed if this level of treatment cannot be 

achieved through use of the on-line SWM pond. 

The existing on-line stormwater management pond is under the 

jurisdiction of the City of Brampton.   The City is supportive of the 

Region using the pond for the Dixie Road improvements.   

The pond provides water quality, flood and erosion control for the 

entire 1400 ha drainage area to the pond, which includes Dixie 

Road.  The pond was designed to provide a normal level 

(Level 2) of water quality treatment.  The existing pond can easily 

accommodate the small additional pavement area associated 

with the proposed roadway improvements. 

At the detailed design stage, the Region will discuss the need for 

an agreement between the City and the Region to clarify 

responsibility and maintenance issues for the pond. 

 

3. Downstream of the online pond (2.4 ha), oil-grit separators are 

proposed for water quality treatment, as space is too limited to 

accommodate SWM ponds and/or vegetated swales. The Region 

should confirm how the Ministry of the Environment’s ‘Enhanced 

Water Quality Protection’ Level 1 standards will be achieved 

through the use of oil-grit separators. The Region should also 

consider the physical constraints for oil-grit separators (<2 ha) 

outlined in the Ministry’s SWM Planning and Design Manual (2003) 

and describe how adequate treatment will be provided if the 

impervious areas exceed the physical constraints of oil-grit 

separators. 

Oil-grit separators will be installed to treat water quality upstream 

of outfalls or connections.  The increased quantity produced by 

the expanded pavement will be negligible. 

At the detailed design stage, the oil-grit separators will be sized 

to provide Level 1 protection treatment. 
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Item MOE Comments (June 24, 2011) Study Team Response 

4. Permit to Take Water (PTTW) approvals, potential impacts and 

proposed mitigation measures from dewatering activities should be 

identified and described in Table 16 under ‘Impacts to Fisheries 

and Aquatic Habitat’ in the draft ESR. 

Permit to Take Water requirements have been identified and 

described in Table 16 of the Final ESR. 

5. 

 

The proponent should be advised that should a PTTW application 

be required, a report to be prepared in support of the water taking 

application should include details on the management of the 

discharge of the water, including targets for pollutant 

concentrations in the discharge water (typically total suspended 

solids); how these targets will be achieved; quantity controls; and 

monitoring requirements.  

A report will be prepared to support the water taking application 

at the detailed design stage. 

6. The proponent should refer to the MOE’s Guideline B-6 – 

Guidelines for Evaluating Construction Activities Impacting on 

Water Resources when developing erosion and sediment control 

plans. 

Agreed.  The erosion and sediment control plan will be prepared 

at the detailed design stage. 

Groundwater  

1. 

 

The proponent should assess whether the project may cause an 

increased risk of road salt impacts to water quality in nearby wells. 

Any work on affected or replacement wells should be done 

pursuant to Ontario Regulation 903, Wells, under the Ontario Water 

Resources Act. 

This project will not cause an increased risk of road salt impacts 

to water quality in nearby wells.  The majority of the study 

corridor is or will be serviced by watermains.   

The Region of Peel has a salt management plan in place to 

ensure responsible salt usage.  Furthermore, the Region is 

continually evaluating and employing techniques to minimize salt 

usage to maintain a safe bare pavement policy. 

Air Quality  

1. Dust mitigation measures should be discussed in the final ESR to 

address dust concerns at nearby sensitive receptors. It is 

recommended that non-chloride dust suppressants be used during 

construction. 

Dust mitigation measures will be discussed in the Final ESR. 

2. The final ESR should include a statement that construction 

equipment will be properly maintained to manage any potential air 

quality impacts. 

The Final ESR will include a statement regarding the 

maintenance of construction equipment. 

3. To minimize particulate off-site impacts, it is recommended that 

trees be planted in areas where sensitive receptors may be 

impacted by the undertaking. Tree species to be planted should 

At the detailed design stage, a tree inventory study will be 

conducted and a detailed restoration plan will be prepared. 
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Item MOE Comments (June 24, 2011) Study Team Response 

include coniferous species, as they are more effective barriers for 

particulates than deciduous species. 

4. The draft Air Quality Report (AQA) assessed air quality impacts at 

26 sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project area. A cursory 

review of the area indicated the presence of multiple sensitive 

receptors situated along Dixie Road that potentially can be 

impacted. The following list highlights some of the sensitive 

receptors in the study area, but not limited to: 

  1.  Bramalea Baptist Church; 

  2.  Precious Jewels Daycare Centre; 

  3.  Hanover Public School; 

  4.  Carpe Diem Foster Homes; 

  5.  St. Marguerite d'Youville Secondary School; and 

  6.  Springdale Medical Centre. 

Please clarify if the above-noted receptors were included in the 26 

receptors selected for the AQA. If not, please justify why these 

receptors were not included. A table listing the 26 receptors and a 

description for each receptor should be provided. 

Representative receptors were selected along the study corridor 

for the air quality assessment as illustrated on Figures 1 to 3.  

While the noted receptors were not specifically included, they are 

represented by the selected receptors.  The selected receptors 

were chosen to represent worst case impacts at sensitive 

locations surrounding the project area. 

5. In Section 2 of the AQA, please explain why there was no grid set 

from the road to assess the maximum impacts. 

The selected receptors represent worst case impacts at sensitive 

locations surrounding the project area.  This is noted in Section 2 

of the report. 

6. In Section 3, please add an explanation in Section 3 as to why 

there is a significant difference in percentage of heavy duty 

vehicles (HDV) for the southbound traffic when compared to the 

northbound traffic. 

A note will be added to Section 3 to explain the significant 

difference in the northbound and southbound heavy duty vehicle 

percentages. 

7. It is recommended that the proponent assess the selected Volatile 

Organic Compounds (VOCs) (benzene, 1,3 butadiene, acrolein, 

acetaldehyde and formaldehyde) impacts at the sensitive 

receptors. VOC impacts without conducting dispersion modeling 

can be assessed by using emission ratios assuming the same fleet 

distribution. 

NO2, particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) and CO were carried 

forward to represent all Chemical Compounds of Concern for the 

dispersion modelling since they have the highest emission rates 

relative to the criterion and thresholds which have been formally 

adopted.  

8. The acrolein air quality threshold criterion in Table 5.2 of the AQA 

should be changed to the 24-hour AAQC of 0.4 ug/m3 to be 

consistent with all other parameters. 

The acrolein threshold criterion in Table 5.2 will be changed to 

the 24-hour AAQC. 
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Item MOE Comments (June 24, 2011) Study Team Response 

9. Ambient air quality monitoring data obtained from the Ministry of 

the Environment’s Air Quality Index (AQI) Brampton (Station No. 

46089) and Toronto West (Station No. 35125) stations were used 

in the AQA. A reason should be provided in Section 6 and 7.4 of 

the AQA to explain why the average of the 90
th
 percentiles for each 

year (2003-2007) was selected for the background levels instead of 

the maximum 90th percentile. Typically, maximum background 

levels are based on the maximum 90th percentile and not the 

average 90th percentile. 

The average of the 90
th
 percentile values was selected as it 

better represents credible worst case conditions since the 

measured values are typically decreasing year after year. 

10. Meteorological data was obtained from Buffalo Airport and Toronto 

Pearson International Airport for the year of 2007. The AQA 

indicated that a three year meteorological (met) data set was used 

for the dispersion modeling assessment. It is not clear which years 

were assessed in the screening level analysis and this clarification 

should be added to Section 7.2. 

One year was used in the dispersion modelling assessment as 

part of the AQA.  This modelling year was the year 2007.  As part 

of an initial screening level analysis, dispersion modelling for the 

years 2003, 2005 and 2007 was performed (independently).  As 

the results of this screening level assessment demonstrated the 

year 2007 to result in somewhat elevated results over the three 

years, it was therefore adopted as worst-case for use with the 

dispersion modelling study of the AQA.  A note will be added to 

the report to clarify this. 

11. Typically, a 5-year met data set is used for the screening level 

analysis. An explanation as to why a 5-year met data set was not 

used should be provided. 

Screening level analysis was performed using the available met 

data (2003, 2005, and 2007). A similar approach was considered 

for another roadway assessment done at the time by RWDI (i.e., 

Kingston Road EA).  The screening level analysis using three 

years of met data indicated that year-to-year variations in met 

conditions and the associated effects on dispersion were 

relatively small. Additionally, since undertaking the Dixie Road 

EA, RWDI has completed screening level analysis for other 

roadways in the GTA (i.e., Highway 401 - Leslie to Warden) 

using five years of met data.  These analyses have also shown 

year-to-year variations to be relatively small.  

Therefore, it is our understanding that the current study based on 

three years of met data would sufficiently represent the local air 

quality condition at the study area. 
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Item MOE Comments (June 24, 2011) Study Team Response 

12. Please note that if the maximum 90th percentile (41 ug/m3) was 

selected as the background level for PM10 instead of the average, 

then the conclusions of this study would be different than those 

presented in Section 8.1 of the AQA. 

Noted. 

13. Please ensure that a comparison of existing conditions (base case 

scenario) with the future build (2031) scenario is included in the 

AQA. 

The air quality assessment was only undertaken for the future 

build (2031) scenario. 

14. Table A4 should include a description of the different scenarios 

used (48 scenarios) in this study. 

The scenarios varied on the basis of the ADT Category and the 

Heavy Duty Vehicle percentage as described in columns 3 and 7 

which are highlighted in blue. 

15. Dispersion modeling input and output files should be included in the 

AQA. 

The dispersion modeling input and output files will be provided to 

MOE under separate cover.  

 

 

 


