e A —————

EP OUT

—— T EETEE—

&
i

\

iy i
i

I

I Vi ..__J-L_:ﬂ

v

e B
|j:il;1fi i
n

i

HE O S W .
il

HEEsmE .
L B B B B N
JR A S W
e O

o 5 F= 0

Town of Caledon

Coleraine Drive and King Street West
Stormwater Outfall Erosion Control Project
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE
October 30", 2019
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The Town of Caledon has initiated this study to address stream erosion and sedimentation
STUDY PURPOSE concerns downstream of Coleraine Drive on the south side of King Street West.

STUDY BACKGROUND

« The Town of Caledon completed a Stormwater Management
Master Plan in 2016.

e The erosion Inventory completed as part of Stormwater
Management Master Plan focused on receiving watercourses
downstream of the stormwater management facilities.

 This study site was identified as the one high priority erosion
site where stream rehabilitation was recommended.

e The current study will be undertaken as a Municipal Class
Schedule ‘B’ Environmental Assessment.

 The Intent Is to develop, evaluate, and recommend alternatives
for reducing the risks from stream erosion in this area.

PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE PURPOSE

CONSULTATION

e This Public Information Meeting will provide you with information on existing conditions and constraints.

Feedback

 The study follows the Municipal Class Schedule ‘B’ Environmental Assessment process which provides
an opportunity for the public to offer comments and feedback to the study, and to discuss related |
concerns with the study team.

FEEDBACK: The public is encouraged to provide input at this Public Information Centre (PIC).

Please provide feedback on:  « The results of the existing conditions study
\ * The alternative solutions and evaluation criteria
2 e The recommended solution
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Many projects related to municipal systems are

MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL similar In nature, are carried out routinely, and

ASSESSMENT PROCESS have predictable environmental effects that can
largely be mitigated.

Based on Municipal Class Environmental Assessment requirements In Ontario, the
Coleraine Drive and King Street West Stormwater Outfall Erosion Control Project has been
classified as a Schedule B project following phases 1 and 2 of the planning and design
process. Schedule B projects have the potential for some adverse environmental effects
and generally include improvements and minor expansions to existing facilities.

The flow chart below Illustrates the key steps to be completed as part of phases 1 and 2 of
the Municipal Class EA process under Schedule B.

Phase 1 — |dentify Problems

L_ ' Identify Problem or Opportunity

l_ Document Existing Conditions

ldentify Impact of Alternative Solutions

Feedback

Evaluation of Alternative Solutions

' ldentify Recommended Solution

WwWe Ave Here ~ | consult Public and Review Agencies

Notice of Completion 30 Day EA Review Period

Detailed Design, Approvals, and Implementation
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EXISTING CONDITIONS Stream Erosion

Stormwater Management Facility Pond 9: Upstream of 1 | Stormwater Management Facility Pond 10: Downstream
study area, west of Coleraine Drive of study area, south of King Street West

Stormwater Outfall from Pond 9: Perched concrete ’ Watercourse Inlet to Pond 10 Downstream: Sediment
apron for outfall at upstream limit of study area. from upstream channel delivered to pond downstream
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Watercourse Downstream of Outfall: Bank erosion and Failure of Valley Slope Toe: Bank erosion along valley wall | Entrenched Stream Channel: Stream has historically | Scour Around Large Woody Debris: Excessive erosion
undermined trees in stream channel. , causingdocal slope failures, including fallen trees incised, with continued bank erosion and sedimentation increases input of woody material to the watercourse




EXISTING CONDITIONS

The long-term stable slope hazards for the Coleraine erosion site
have been assessed based on geotechnical guidelines published
by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (2002).

® Ontario Long-Term Stable Slope Hazard Provincial Guidelines

Technical Guide

River & Stream Systems: _ .
Erosion Hazard Limit
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Map of Long-Term Stable Slope Hazard
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Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
Water Resources Section
300 Water Street, 5" Floor, South Tower, P.O. Box 7000
Peterborough, Ontario K9J 8M5

Watercourse

v

South Valley Wall: Steep forested slope adjacent to * Failure of Valley Slope Toe: Bank erosion along valley.wall
watercourse ,, causinglocal slope failures, including fallen trees
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REFERENCE : Title: ' URE:

o s e T Terraprobe LONG TERM POTENTIAL EROSION AND e
Drawings received via email August 25, 2017 & T . e STABILITY RISK LIMIT 4
from Aquafor Beech Limited. T (005 7055850 Lo (o1E) 706,025 File No. ARG

Cross-sections of Long-Term Stable Slope Hazard
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

TREE INVENTORY

Detailed Tree Inventory
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An Inventory of trees within the study area 7
v &
Species Botanical ;J_-:% \
- v (L
Tag #| Species Common Name Name DBH (cm) Condition |/4"!f\
- ' 431 |Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides 3 Dead P f':-l'.‘_‘
432 |Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides 16 Fair-Poor lq&"‘? J
WaS ‘ O I I I e e I I l I | 433 |Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 19 Fair-Good h* ‘..‘
u i L 434 |Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides 15 Poor 1‘_ “’ - 4
%’ 435 |Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides 20,16 Fair L 9’
S| 436 [Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides 13 Fair-Good 4 0
D 437 |Trembling Aspen Papulus tremuloides 20 Fair 5
577 438 |Sugar Maple Acersaccharum 12.5 Good
S ® C N S ® B t = I N 4 439 |Trembling Aspen Populus tremuioides 11.5 Poor
peCIES om mon ame peCIES 0 a nlca ame 440 |Common Apple Mualus spp. 20,17,14 Fair-Good
441 |Basswood Tifia americana 16,10 Good
. 578 442 |Supgar Maple Acersaccharum a0 Fair
Acer negundo Manitoba Maple ' 1 Lconmon Aoss ks o0 o
P, 574 ; %c“ 444 |Blue Beech Corpinus coroliniona 14 Fair
° ;L G573 .. q/b 45 [White Ash Froxinus amencang 13 Fair-Good
Ace r n Igru m B I a C k M a p | e / Ling ) 575 446 |Blue Beech Carpinus caroliniana 14,9 Fair-Good
; / 47 [Blue Beech Carpinus caraliniana 21 Fair-Good
75 | 448 |Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 2 Fair
Lt
Ace r sacc h arum S u ga r M a p | e 9.5 571 449 |Blue Beech Carpinus caraliniana ) Fair-Good
| N (e 450 [Blue Beech Carpinus caroliniana 18 Fair y -y
451 |Blue Beech Carpinus caraliniana 25 Fair Vo
Carpinus caroliniana Blue Beech AL
p 453 [White Elm Ulmus americana 26 Good L ";:? ;
454 |Basswood Tilia americana 14,10 Good * 'g‘
C t t t D tt d H t h i 570 455 |White Elm Uimus americana 12 Fair-Good -‘\J I3
ra a egu s p u n c a a O e a W O r n 456 |Blue Beech Carpinus caroliniona 13.5,8 Fair == h i
‘ 457 |Basswood Tilia americana 51 Good
) 7,4“'1 b 458 |Red Ash Fraxinus pennsyiva nid 53 Poor
Crata egus Spp. H aWthO rn Sp . / 441 949 459 |Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 21,13 21-F, 13-D
54{ 460 |ManitobaMaple Acernegundo 28 Fair
24 . 7
H H 1 e 587 L ] 461 [Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 28 Fair
Fagus grandifolia American Beech - S S fe3 9e2 e 245 | oamohaate—Jacsrnsundo —
| - L - __d,r;_,@&._i)—*-' T ook % 563 545 : 569 ; . 2435 463 |Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 1 Good
. - . / = B v T o 7 442 2475 y 464 |Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 21 Fair-Good
_ e gl 562 / &
e bo 2395 4 465 [Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 59 Fair-Good
e P S ey 561 451
R e = . % 9 Bt 9 553 580 450 443 466 |Sugar Maple Acersaccharum 30 Fair-Good
A~ A R - L = a0k 067 i i . 452 448 444 467 |Dotted Hawthorn Crataegus punctatq (16,12} Fair-Good
F raxinus p enn sylva nica R e d A S h - o NTO NTS v B 445 268 |Basswood Tika americana m Good
P ,-// G 24 5 447 469 |White Ash Fraxinus americana 26 Poor
’//" s = 855 o 9(%3* NT6 556. ! 454 e )2 470 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiona 15 Good
CO m m O n A p p I e S AT 964 962 I' TTTasT 455 448 471 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 10,9,11,6 Fair-Good
//’/ ’,,-/ 558 42 |White Elm Ulmus americana 26 Poor
‘ //// e o 863 _— 554 ;@* 453 457 473 |Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 11 Good
Ostrya virginiana Hop Hornbeam - R £ b T
y g p I /,// ’ __,_/_,- NT10 :_f‘ _ Q\\,‘“‘}J 475 |Basswood Tilia americana 37,28,42 Fair-Good
- i 966 g (\Y o 242 476 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 15 Good
P I d It - d E t C tt d o 47 477 |White Elm Ulmus amercana 22 Poor
o p u u S e O I e s a S e r n O O n WO O _,.-"/ 478 |Sugar Maple Acersaccharum 11.5 Good
_/"J \—3% 479 [Sugar Maple Acersaccharum 25 Good
= ;
I I o I 0 e S 480 |White Ash Fraxinus amencana 18 Good
PO p u u S t re m u O I e S Tre l I l I n g AS p e n 481 [Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 10.5,8 Good
& + 482 |Hop Hornheam Ostrya virginiana 13 Fair-Good
° e . i 483 |Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 13 Good
Salix discolor Pussy Willow i Hop Hormbear—Josiyeviginins TR—
485 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 13 Good
. ege . 486 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiona 12 Good
Salix fragilis Crack Willow 551 [whie ih——Jrradous ameiomne |55 Far | [ o o Cocins anerot T T pon
552 |White Elm Ulmus americana 14 Good 488 _|Basswood Tifa Ly A Fair_Good
epe o 553 |Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 31 Fair 489 IHop Hornbeam oty w.rg{m.ana - Good
- " " op Hornbeam strya virginiana R 00
I Ia a merlca na aSSWOO 554 |White Ash Fraxinus americana 14.5 Good .50 Hop Hornb it 1 Go0d
- - - 491 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 12 Good
. . 555 |White Elm Ulmus americana 15 Good 492 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 12,11 Good
Ulmus americana White Elm AT oot | [ et e e |5
533 557 |White Ash Fraxinus americana 19 Fair-Good 494 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 12 Good
;‘:‘ 558 |Crack Willow Salix fragilis 24 Good 495 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 13.5 Good
:ﬂQ _ﬁ-‘g-"?‘#% k.\‘ 559 [White Elm LA amerieans 14.5 Pas 496 |Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 12.5 Fair-Good
e 5 560 |White Elm Ulmus americana 115 Good 497 |Sugar Maple Acersaccharum a9 Fair-Good
J t-f‘- - - - - - 198 [white Ash Fraxinus gmercana 36 Dead
| 4 e 561 |wWh !te Ash Fraxinus amtem:ana 21 Fair-Good 799 |Hop Hornbeam Dstrya virginiana 12 Fair-Good
| e v_vw’ 562 |White Elm Ulmus americana 14,14 Good 500 |Sugar Maple Acersoccharum 17 Poor
' ; = ;/é 4By 488 dg7 563 |White Elm Ulmus americana 15 Dead 501 |Basswood Tilio americana 5 Fair
rﬂﬂg“?( 7 7;,'. 490 564 |White Elm Ulmus americana 17,15 Dead 502 |Hop Hornbeam Oshiya virginiana 16.5 Fair-Good
2 Wb 5 ‘r\/»" =/ ‘/f o 492 565 |White Elm Ulmus americana 15.5 Fair-Good 503 [American Beech Fagus grandifolia [17,29],39 Fair
| & g a
\ o A ;»_-;". i ‘% 566 |Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 14.5 Fair-Good 508, SugarMap:e Acersacc:arum il _GOOd =
e il 3 3 = 505 |8 M A 22,20 Fair-G
- 531/ y “"‘q\,‘ o f 567 |White Ash Fraxinus americana 13.5 Good uga_r S e a'_r =
o Lo 486 494 — - - 506 [Manitoba Maple Acernegundo 14 Fair-Poor
= 5 495 - I 568 |Basswood Tifia americana 18 Fair-Good 507 |Basswood Tiiia americana 1175 Fair-Good
w3 7 ’)51'5 569 |Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 40 Good 508 |Basswood Tilia americana 14 Fair-Poor
&= o 570 |Black Maple Acer nigrum 55 Good 509 [Basswood Tilia americana 14 Good
oy 2}
520 & C,Lg r\uj ,)g)‘i}, 571 |Black Maple Acer nigrum 49,32 Goad 510 |Basswood Tilia americana 16.5 Fair
c‘»?‘,‘@c & = 572 |Basswood Tifig americana 17 Fair-Good 511 [White Ash Fraxinus americana ) Dead
o 573 |Rasswood R BN 11 Good 512 [white Ash Fraxinus amerncana 3 Dead
e 2 p 513 |White Ash Fraxi i 16 P
i 574 |Basswood Tifia americana 16 Fair-Good e A foxmus omeftana o
g | — = - 514 |Sugar Maple Acersaccharum 24 Good
! i 497_ 500 575 |Basswood Tilia americana 12,14 Fair 515 |Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 51 Dead
] ?;32 499 576 |Dotted Hawthorn Crataegus punctata 11,87 Good 516 |white Elm Uirus amer e na - Dead
- ‘5}\ o | 498 577 |Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 18.5 Goad 517 |Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 46 Dead
24 578 |Black Maple Acer nigrum 13,10 Fair-Good 518 |Common Apple Malus spp. 26,16 Dead
5 579 |Crack Willow Salix fragilis (16,25),(30,15),20 Good 519 |White Ash Froxinus americano | 26,26,19,28 Poor
h I
= 502 NT1 |Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 19 Fair 5207 |Carman Apple Malisspp 151510 LECDT
NT2 |Hawth S Crat 13.10 Dead 521 |White Elm Ulmus amerkana 30,19 Dead
504 G - Ol RoP; fatiegLs s’?’o' o L 522 |Common Apple Malus spp. 13 Good
C%\ NT3 [White EIm Ukmus americana 16 Dead 523 |Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 58 Dead
’ ?5\ NT4 |White Elm Ulmus americana 14 Dead 524 [ManitobaMaple Acernegundo 20 Fair-Good
NT5 |White Elm Ulmus americana 12 Dead 525 [Manitoba Maple Acernegundo 19 Fair -
NT6 |White Elm Ulmus americang 12.5 Dead 526 |Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 32 Dead
7 NT7 |wWhite Elm Ulmus americana 11 Dead 527 |Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 31 Dead
4 NT8 |White Elm Ulmus americana 19 Dead 538 |White Ash Erixinlis dmeépcana ie} Good
S 7 NT9 |[White Elm Ulmus americana [13,13] Dead 529 [Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 48 Fair
s / - 2 - 530 |Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 43 Dead - -
g NT10|White Elm Umus americana 19 Dead
\\_ - 531 |Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 42 Fair-Poor
1\.\ 951 Cont‘lmon Pear Pyrus commfm.'s 18,1694 Good 532 |Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 47 Fair-Poor
B 952 |White Elm Ulmus americana 17 Good 533 |Pussy Willow Saiivdiseaiar 17,12 Fair
3 o : 953 |White Ash Franinus americana 14 Fair-Poor 534 |Common Apple Malus spp. 15,10,9,11 Fair-Good - -
: S R 954 |Manitoba Maple Acer negundo 14,13,16 Good 535 |Common Apple Malus spp. (18,12),13.5 Fair-Good
o = 955 |White Elm Ulmus americana 24 Good 536 |Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 2 Fair-Good I I I l a‘ ‘ a n I a e
N \ 956 |White Elm Ulmus americana 19 Good 537 |Basswood ; Tiiia ”mef:'m"" £ Fa!r'G“:
9 957 |Common Pear Pyrus communis 16,18 Good 238 Dugarbiap e Qiersgocinm = Fa!r'Goo
\__ i | i - - 3 539 |Common Apple Mualus spp. 23 Fair-Good -
o \'\ 958 |White Elm Wimus americana 14 Fa!r-Goo 540 |Sugar Maple Acersaccharum 18 Fair-Good
% B 959 |Common Apple Malus spp. [13,13,12] Fair-Goed 541 [Sugar Maple Acersaccharum 11.5 Good a I I I a e r I l I rO O S
1 \\ 960 |Common Pear Pyrus communis 25 Good 542 |Sugar Maple Acersdccharum 15 Fair-Good
s 3 S 961 |Common Apple Malus spp. 18 Good 543 |White Elm Ulmus americana 26 Fair
s =, 962 |White Elm Ulmus americana 13 Fair-Good 544 |White Elm Ulmus americana 17.5 Poor n
Tree I nve nto ry: 9 963 |Common Apple Malus spo. 17 Faiktieod 545 [White Ash Fruxinus amercaha 13 Good
B < 964 |Common Pear Pyris cormraials 17 p—— 546 |White Elm Uimus americana 18 Fair-Good
S N 547 [White Elm Ulmus americana 21 Good u
W a t e rc O u rS e - \\\ 965 |Commeon Apple Malus spp. [18,10] Good 548 |White Elm Uimus americana 17 Dead
o \\ \-.\ 966 |Common Apple Malus spp. 13,11 Good 549 |Basswood Tilio americana 11 Fair
& o White Elm Ulmus americang 17,19 White Ash Fruxinus americana 24.5 Poor

SPECIES AT RISK

Consultation has been Initiated with Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources*. Potential species at risk Include
Blanding’s turtle (threatened), butternut trees (endangered)
and various species of endangered bats. No species at risk
have been found within, or adjacent to, the study area.

*Note: ESA now managed under Ministry of Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP)

Blanding’s Turtle

FISHERIES and AQUATIC HABITAT
the

March 315t
allowed from April 15t to June 30,

The fisheries designation
watercourse Is warm water, with a
construction window of July 1St to

for

No In-water works are

Creek chub



Alternative Solutions
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ALTERNATIVE 1 — DO NOTHING

Required for consideration under the EA process, this alternative involves leaving the site as it is and
allowing erosion processes to continue within the watercourse corridor.

Works may still have to be

undertaken in the future If erosion risks continue to worsen. The risks from continued erosion also include
the Impacts of excess sedimentation on downstream stormwater management ponds and aquatic habitats.

ALTERNATIVE 2 — REALIGN CHANNEL AND PROTECT TOE

Realign the channel northwards away from contact with the toe of the south
valley wall allowing for continued migration with lower erosion rates. Install
a vegetated rock buttress to protect the south slope toe from future erosion.

ALTERNATIVE 3 — PROTECT IN PLACE

Construct an armourstone wall at the valley toe to protect against future
bank erosion with stone grade control structures to prevent erosion within
the channel. Some minor channel realignment may still be required.

Realigned Channel

EESS

*******

240 Tie into Existing

Proposed Vegetated Buttress (—
as per Detail 1 , This Sheet §r | |

@ > 4 Tie into Existing N \ gl ” ‘

Existing Headwall { ; . o : > R
: to be Retained ‘ ' "\ e -
N m

s ET. - TYPI
f‘_u"&"] ......

w0\ N\ T
Tie into Existing ! ﬂmﬁw

. A Row "‘ M[ \“ A
\ Ry = ”\ 1[lJ m
T
|‘|,||!\ I
I

T o 38m30m
Proposed Rib Structure as per o s A
S Detail 2, This Sheet " fdnano
s 2
ﬁzig"‘zz Proposed Armourstone wall as G e me— aaomn

‘%mm per Detail 1, This Sheet

Proposed Localized Channel Works

815 _
\
R i |
@ 513

mtxisting Headwall 4 . > | ¥ - 17 |-
- to be Retained A : W a0 — b
y i_'\, o J
‘ ' \ =

ALTERNATIVE 4 - REMOVAL OF RISK

Allow erosion to continue by removing, If possible, the risks from future erosion within the channel and valley corridor.

This alternative may include some combination of:

 Removal of public infrastructure from the channel and valley corridor that is at risk within the erosion and flooding hazards zones;
« Removal of private property and structures from the erosion and flooding hazard zones (and for securement of natural features) through land acquisition; and

7 « Removal or mitigation of risks to downstream reaches as per the above list.

-
O
-—
(O
sa
-
7))
-
O
&




Evaluation of Alternatives

Evaluation Criteria

Description

Physical and Ecological Environment Factors

Addresses stream erosion risks

Greater effectiveness to address erosion risks to
public and/or private lands for longer time scores
higher

Addresses stream flooding risks

Greater effectiveness to address flooding risks to
public and/or private lands for longer time scores
higher

Enhances or maintains aquatic/terrestrial
habitat

Greater potential to enhance or maintain existing
aquatic and terrestrial habitat scores higher

Avoids environmental and habitat
disturbance

Greater potential to avoid environmental disruption and
habitat disturbance scores higher

Social and Cultural Environment Factors

Public acceptance

Expectation of greater public acceptance scores higher
based on environmental, social, and economic values

Maintains public recreational resources

Greater potential to maintain public recreational
resources scores higher, including trails and park
spaces

Minimizes community disruption

Less disruption of the surrounding community and
residents scores higher

Enhances or maintains public health and
safety

Greater protection of public health and safety for a
longer time scores higher

Economic Environment Factors

Capital construction costs

Lower construction cost relative to other alternatives
scores higher

Operation and maintenance costs

Lower operations and maintenance costs relative to
other alternatives scores higher

Life cycle costs

Lower life cycle costs relative to the other alternatives
scores higher, assuming 50 year planning horizon

Infrastructure protection

Greater protection of existing infrastructure for a longer
time scores higher

Technical and Engineering Factors

Ease of implementation (or project
complexity)

Greater ease of implementation scores higher
(or lower project complexity scores higher)

Technical feasibility (or solution viability)

Greater technical feasibility scores higher
(or greater solution viability scores higher)

Agency acceptance

Expectation of greater acceptance by regulatory
authorities scores higher, with focus on environmental
policies

Town acceptance

Greater compliance with Town plans, policies, and
bylaw requirements scores higher, with focus on public
service

Negative Impact

Positive Impact

Evaluation Criteria

Addresses Stream Erosion Risks

Alternative 1
Do Nothing

Alternative 2
Realign
Channel and
Protect Toe

Alternative 3
Protect In
Place

Alternative 4
Removal of
Risk

Addresses Stream Flooding Risks

Enhances or Maintains Aquatic and Terrestrial
Habitat

Avoids Environmental Disruption and Habitat
Disturbance

Public Acceptance

Maintains Public Recreational Resources

Minimizes Community Disruption

Enhances or Maintains Public Health & Safety

Capital Construction Costs

Operation and Maintenance Costs

Life Cycle Costs

Infrastructure Protection

Ease of Implementation (Project Complexity)

Technical Feasibility (Viable Solution)

Agency Acceptance (Environmental Priorities)

Town Acceptance (Public Priorities)

5 = Alternative ranks high compared to other alternatives

1 = Alternative ranks low compared to other alternatives

Aquaftor Beqcn @

As a part of the EA process, each alternative must be evaluated based on a set of physical,
natural, social, cultural, economic environments, as well as technical and engineering
considerations. For each criteria item, a score was applied ranging from 1 to 5.

Feedback
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Recommended Alternative

Preliminary Functional Design

Aquafor Beech

Limited

Alternative 3 — Protect In Place Is recommended based on the long-term stable slope
hazard from the geotechnical report and due to the negative impacts of continued

sedimentation to downstream stormwater management ponds and watercourses.

DETAIL 1 - TYPICAL ARMOURSTONE WALL

Proposed Bank Restoration

and Grading —

Detail 4, This Sheet

Height of Wall Varies as per

Sheet3&4

Proposed 0.85mx1.2mx2.0m
Armourstene (See Profile for
Height of Armourstane Wall)

Proposed 0.85mx1.5mx1.2m
Armourstone (See Profile for
Height of Armourstone Wall)

33
—

[

Proﬁosed Vegetated Buttress
as per Detail 2, Sheet 6

5

NATIVE

Terrafix 360R Geotextile
or Approved Equivalent

Chimney Drain (Mix Riprap
Stone Size 100-200mm
and 19mm Clearstone 50%
each by Volume)

300mm Leveling Course of
—— 19 mm Clearstone as per
OPSS.MUNI 1004

NT.S

Proposed Bat Box as
per Detail 10, Sheet 7 |

as per De

\\_Proposed Armourstone Wall
as per Detail 1, Sheet 6

2628

A 5

X
\

L

ail 3, Sheet 6
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N ,_\/:)

0 S|

2. 15

23g.5

2425

Roundstone on Bank at

.~ Tie-in as per Table 1,
-~ _Sheet6

2

Tie into Existing

2435

GENERAL

NOTES

These drawings were prepared by Aquafor Beech Ltd. for the account of The Corporation
of theTown of Caledon.The material contained herein reflects the best judgement of
Aquafor Beech Ltd. in light of the information available to it at the time of preparation. Any use
which a third party makes of these drawings, or any reliance on or decision to be made on it,
are the responsibility of such third parties. Aquafor Beech Ltd. accepts no responsibility for
damages, if any, suffered by any third party as a result of decisions made or actions based on
these drawings. Third party use of these drawings without the writlen consent of Aquafor
Beech Ltd. is strictly prohibited.The intended use of these drawings is strictly limited to the
purpose as listed within the "issued for" and "revision" title block of these drawings. Aquafor
Beech Ltd. accepts no responsibility for damages, if any, suffered as a result of the use of

these drawings outside the intended use and aforementioned limitations.
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NEXT STEPS

CONSULT WITH STAKEHOLDERS AND REGULATORY REVIEW AGENCIES

e Region of Peel

e Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)

e Ontario Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP)
e Canada Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO)

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT NOTICE OF COMPLETION

e Public Notice of Completion to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
e Project File available for 30 day public review period

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

e Detailed design and tender documents
e Approvals from regulatory agencies
e Contract tendering and construction
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