Plannmg and Development
Serv:ces Department

- December 5,2008

.To-Anne Butler
* Vice President Electric Resources
" Ontario Power Authority -
' 120 Adelaide Street West
. Suite 1600
Toronto, On. MSH 1Tt

- Agatha Garela—Wn ght : :
Director of Environmental Assessments and Approvals Branch
Ministry of the Environment
~ 2 8t. Clair West, 14™ Floor -
- Toronto, On. M4V1L5

| Dear Ms _Butler ahd Ms Gareia—Wright'

Re: quronmental Rev1ew Reports Envrronmental Assessments submitted in
' response to the RFP from the Ontario Power Authority for a proposed
350MWwW Peakmg Plant for Northern York Region and Southern Suncoe
County
Proponents Northland Power, Prxst]ne Power, Slthe Global

' Th1s letter provxdes comments from York Region staffin response to the Environmental Rev1ew
Reports (ERR) completed by Northland Power, Pristine Power and Sithe Global for each of their
Environmental Screening Process Assessments submitted in response to the RFP by the Ontario
Power Authority for a 350MW peaking plant. Comments are provided on the OPA process in

- general, and for mdmdual proJ ects for speclﬁc sites. Our eomments deal thh the followmg :
three areas: > . : -

‘s conformity to the infrastructure requiremerits of Pohey 4.2,1.2 of the Greenbelt Plan o
~ provided by Regional Planning staff;
* impacts on groundwater prov:ded 'by the Regmnal Envxronmental Serwces Department
 and, -
. Impacts on human health and the env1ronment obtalned from a Peer Rewew of the
' proponents Human Heaith and Env:ronmental RJsk Assessments

. On November T2008 the Ontano Power Authonty released the names of the proponents and
submissions received in response to their RFP. Five of the six proposals are located within York
Region. Proponents in York Region have completed an Environmental Review Report (ERR)

- for each of their s1te(s) and filed the related Nouce of Completmn Each Enmromnental Review

i The Reglonal Mumc:pahty of York 17250 Yonge Street, Newrnarket. Ontarlo LSY 67..1
o Tel 905 895-1231 1-877-464-9675 Fax: 905 895«3482
: : lnternet www. vork ca . . .



December 5, 2008 - - ‘ 2

30- day hmeframe ends during the ﬁrst week in December 2008. Tt is noted that Northland

- Power has advised that they are agreeable to an extension of the commentmg timeframe to
January 2, 2009

On November 20 2008 Reg10nal Councﬁ adopted Clause 4 of Report No. 10 of the Plamnng
and Economic Development Committee, which recommended among other things, that “the

. Ontario Power Authority extend the commennng period for the Environmental Screening
Process Assessments until after OPA has made a decision on the preferred site whlch 1§ expected
in early J anuary 20097 (see copy of report attached)

' Reglonal staff rextera_te this request and again recommend that the commenting timeframe be-
extended till after OPA makes its decision. This epables staff to focus a review on the selected
site and not have all proponents undertake additional work 1f their site is not Selected o

Smce the time of Regwnal Councﬂ’s resoluﬁon, Reglonal staff have completed a review of the
ERR and engaged a consultant to peer review the Human Health and Environmental Risk
Assessment : :

- Comments in respect to the Greenbelt Plan
‘The proponents for the 4 sites located within the Greenbelt Plan area have prov1ded an
" assessment of how each proposal addresses process of the Greenbelt Plan. Attachment No. 2 to
this letter provides Regional Planning comments on the Environmental Review Reports for each
site in terms of the policies set out in Section 4. 2.1.2 of the Greenbelt Plan. Section 4:2.1.2 of
the Greenbelt Plan provides a series of policies, criteria, and technical parameters Whlch the :
proponents are required to meet. Section 4.2.1.2 requires infrastructure to:
e be desighed and constructed to minimize, wherever possible, the amount of the
~ . Greenbelt, and particularly the Natural Hentage System; , '
* minimize, wherever posmble the negattve unpaets and dlsturbance of the existing
" landscape; _
e avoid key natural heritage features or key hydrologlc features
where reasonable, maintain or improve connectivity; and, :
where practicable, support and remforce the rural and ex1st1ng character of the Protected
' Countrys1de ‘ -

As policy 4.2.1.2 deals pnmanly w1th mmumzmg negatlve Impacts o the Greenbelt landscape
and minimizing ecological and hydrogeological impacts, the comments from the Lake Simcoe .
Region Conservation Authority are instrumental in determining if Sectlon 4.2.1.2 hasbeen. _
addressed Comumnents from the Lake Snncoe Conservauon Authonty are appended to this letter.

“From a Reglonal Plannmg perspectlve the pmponents must ﬁJlly mdlcate how the1r proposal
addresses Section 4.2.1.2. Regional Planning staff recommend that the proponent chosen by the -
Ontario Power Authority provide the additional information to address Section 4.2.1.2 to.the
.satisfaction of York Reglon and the Lake S1mcoe Conservatlon Authonty pnor to award of the
power contract
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Groundwater '
Regional Environmental Services staff have reviewed the EA documents for each site and
“verified the site location in respect to wellhead protection areas and significant recharge areas, as .
per the Clean Water Act. Staff have also verified the location of private wells and potentlal
~ interference. - Environmental Services staff have indicated that none of the sites generate issues
~from a Regional water resources perspective. The Sithe Global site is located in a significant
" recharge area; however it is located in a municipal water service area and the proponent has
. prowded a sp1ll response plan. :

Human Health and Envu-onmental Risk

York Regional Council requested that each proponent provide a Human Health and
Environmental Risk Assessment for each site. Regional staff have éngaged the firm of J acques
“Whitford, Environmental Engineers and Scientific Management Consultants, to peer review the
Human Health and Environmental Risk Assessments submitted by the proponents in conjunctlon
with their ERR’s. The firm of J acques Whitford has advised that although methodology and

- approach varied amongst the three different consultants, all arrived at the same conclusion that

the construction and operation of natural gas-fired electrical generating facilities would not pose

~ anundue risk to ejther human or ecological receptors. These findings are supported by their peer
review, While the peer reviewers agreed with the overall conclusion in the Human Health.and
Environmental Risk Assessment conducted by each of the consultants, they de note specrﬁc
areas in each report that require clarification or potential nnprovement

Conclusions from J acques Whitford for each specific site are noted beIow A copy of the J acques
g Wh1tford peer review is attached to this letter.

' Northland Power — 1170 Miller Road, ng Township Site, Northland Power — 181 56 Dufferin
treet, ng Township Site, and Northland Power — 1160 Holborn Road, East Gmlhmbugg Site

 Staff ﬁ'om Jacques Whltford have adv1sed that the assessment of the Northland Power air
modeling, risk assessment and supporting information concludes that measurable adverse effects
on human health or agricultural crops are not expected. Desplte noted differences in scientific
opinions and approaches identified within the reports, the reviewers concluded that overall the
conclusmns dre supported by the assessment performed

S 1t1ror(:ilo‘bal"_48 Siuse—Roatt Eastﬁmﬂnnbm

' Staff from .Tacques Whltford have adwsed that the air modellmg, rlsk assessrnent report and
* ‘supporting documentation of the Sithe Sluse Road Peaking Station concludes that emissions
" from the proposed facility will not result in a health risk to human or ecological receptors.
' Although there are several comments for clarification or potential improvement, the peer review
concluded that the assessment adequately supports the conclusion that the project W111 not result
in measurable undue risks to health or the envu'onment

| Prlstme Power — 18781 Dufferin Street, King Townslup S1te :

| Staff from J acques W]:utford have advised that the assessment of the York Energy Centre LP air
_modellmg, nsk assessment and supportmg documentahon concludes that measurable adverse.
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effects on human health and ecological receptors are not expected. A number of areas for
potential- improvement were noted by the reviewers; however, the conclusions of no elevated risk
are supported by the assessment. - Tt is agreed that the reported potential elevated health risks
associated with exposure to NO,, SO, and PM;q most likely correspond to extreme air quality

~ events, would occur only on a very infrequent basis, ‘and the proposed facility would not be
expected to measurably impact air quality related to such extreme events,

‘With respect to the Human Health and Environmental Risk Assessment, and based on the peer
review and discussion with the peer reviewer, the Public Health Branch staff recommend. that,

- once the Ontario Power Authority has selected a submission/site, the proponent be requested to:
1) address the arcas identified by the peer reviewer as needing clarification, and; 2) include an
analysis of any frequency of exceedances of health based standards by air contaminants. - MOE -

- staff should review and assess this information throngh the Provincial EA process to ensure the

~ proposed facility meets the highest standards set by the MOE. ' S

The proponent should ensure that the issues i&entiﬁed by Public Health staff and those identified
in the Greenbelt section of this letter, are addressed, and if for any reason they are not, then this
letter is a formal request to elevate their Environmental Assessment to an Individual . -

Environmental Assessment in accordance with section 16 of the Environmental Assessment Act.
If you require clarification or further information please contact Paul Belton, Manager of -
Development Review (905 83 0-4444 ext. 1507) or Heather Konefat, Director of Community
Planning (905 830-4444 ext. 1502). - | - ‘

Sincerely,

Bryan Tuckey MCLP RBE

- Commissioner of Planning and Development Services

rb

Aftachments ~  Planning Report
: '~ Greenbelt Policy 4.2.1.2 :
- Conservation Authority Comments
Peer Review - :
Copy to: Jim Maulvale, Northland Power
- Julia Ciccaglione, Pristine Power
" Mario Buszynski, Dillon Consulting
Shailesh Monteiro, Sithe Global

\Works\W05 - Utilities OPA 2008\EA comments to MOE & OPA doc



Attachment No. ] |

Mmute No 169 as. recorded in the Minuies of the meetmg of the Council of The
Reglonai Municipality of York held on November 20, 2008. '
DEPU'I’_ATIONS -

. Council then heard the following dep'litatiqns:- -

169  Proposed Sites for Private Electric Power Generation , _
-~ (Clause No. 4 of Planning and Economic Development Committee Report No. 1()

" Susan Walmer, STORM Coalitioﬁ, MegaWﬁat‘P Citizens’ Collective
) Harvey Tenenbaum, Harten Consultmg Group on behalf of Accu—Metncs

Brad Rogers Stantec, accompamed by Dr. Douglas Bryant, and Sam Mantenuto on
behalf of Northland Power Inc., and . :

_J m M_as_m, Re:_51dent, Bradford.
It was moved by Mayor Morris, seconded by Mayor Emmerson that Council reccive the
deputations and refer them to consideration of Clause 4 of Plannmg and Economic

Development Committee Report No. 10.
_ ‘Carried

7604350 P03 Nov 20/08 -



Clause No 4 in Fleport No 10 of the F’Ianmng and Economzc Development Commlltee
was adopted without amendment, by. the Councnl of The Reglonal Mumcrpahly of York
S at rts meetmg on November 20 2008.. . : _

PROPOSED SITES FOR PR[VATE ELECTFHC POWER GENEF!ATION

o -The P!anmng and Economrc De\relopment Comrmttee recommends the fo!!owmg

1 The deputatron by Don Srnclalr, General Manger Development and
. . Legal Services, Town of East Gwillimbury, November 4, 2008,

" 'regarding Ontario Power Author:ty procurement for Northem York
o Reglon, be recewed S .

.2, The followmg commumcat[ons be recewed and referred to statf

(a) A Garcra—erght Dlrector, Enwronmental Assessment and
o Approvals Branch, Mmlstry of the Envirenment, October 9, 2008
N regardmg the electncrty generatmg pro;ect for the Northern York

Heglon area ' . S :

"_'(b) _ B Pamzza Direcior of Corporate Servrces!T own Clerk Town of .
S Aurora, October 16, 2008, regarding Information Report on
Proposed Sites for Prwate Electnc Power Generatron

i __(o); " M. Francls, Deputy Clerk Town of Bradford West Gwzllr_mbury, '
. . October 22, 2008, regarding ' ‘Natural Gas Frred Power L
_Generatmg Facrllty, and L o -

3. The recommendatrons contalned m the followmg report dated
- October 1, 2008, from the Commissioner of Planning and .
o Development Services be adopted subject fo recommendatton 1
o 'bemg amended to read as follows ' : SRR ‘

1 All proponents respondmg to Ontarro Power Authorrty s HFP fora L
- %350 MW peaking plant” must conduct a human health and
“environmental risk assessment for each site, in accordance with

- .accepted practices in the professional field of risk assessment, to .

- be provided for public réview and comment, as part ofthe . . ‘
' EEn\rlronmental Assessment process; as recommended by the -
Medlcal Offlcer of Health : :
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"Planning’ and Eeonomrc Development Commrttee

. ,RECOMMENDATIONS

Tt is recommended that

CAll proponents respondmg to Ontarlo Power Authonty § RFP for a “3 50 MW

- peaking plant” conduct a human health and environmenta) risk assessment, in

accordance with accepted practices in the professional field of risk assessment; to
- be provided for public review and comment, as part of the Environmenta] _

o Assessment process as recommended by the Medlcal Ofﬁ cer of Health

. The Ontano Power Authonty extend the commentmg period for the Envrronmental
Assessments to after it has made its decision on the preferred site wlnch is expected

" inearly I anuary 2{}09

- Staff report back to Comn:uttee on the stafus of any comments pr ovrded to the

Ministry of the Enwronment on the Envuonmental Assessments for the proposed

peakmg plant,

The Reg1ona1 CI erk forward a oopy of thrs report to the local area mun1c1paht1es
.Ontario Power Authority, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housmg, Minister of
- Energy, Minister of the Environment, Northland Power Pnstme Power Inc, and
' 'Sxthe Global Canadlan Power S

"sPUsPOSE'

' _.Thls report

Prowdes a response back fo Commlttee and Councrl on the potent:lal enwronrnental
“and health i issue rais ed at the September 3, 2008 Planmng Committée, and the issue of
exporting of power to United States, rarsed by the Committee at the same meetmg
Summarizes the other issues identified by the deputants at the September 3, 2008

' 'Regronal Planmng Comlmttee meetmg

e Updafes thie number of proponents & sites submittted i respO‘nse to'Oot'aﬁo‘Power. e g
" Authority’s RFP, as of October 1, 2008, identifies applications submitted to amend .

the York Region Offictal Plan to famhtate the approval of a 350 MW peakmg plant, -

- and hi ghlights applicable Prown(;lal and Regronal pohcres tbat may need to be :

addressed by the proponents

- Prov1des an overview of the Env1ronmenta1 Ass essment process for the proposed
peakmg plant ' SR - L

o De_scrrbe_s _O;rtan_o Power -Autlrority’ 5 evaluatiori'p_roeess to select a preferred sife.
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3. . BACKGROUND =

- The initial information report prepared by Planning staffon the proposed 350MW. -
‘peaking plant recommended staff report back with a further report on the status of the -

. applications received from the proponents. At the September 3, 2008 Planning .~
- Committee meeting, this recommendation was modified by adding the following: - - -

c“end that: - o . - U L
i. The report also address the issue of exporting power to the United -
. States;and, = - O e e e
~ ii. The Medical Officer of Health be requested to report on 'the health .
‘ ‘and environmental risks relating to air emissions from electric power
0 cgemenation.” T LT T

. These two spéciﬁé issues are dealt with in the ahai\ysis_'_s‘éétio.n of this r-epo.;-t along wi_th - ‘
. ot_he,: issues idé:nt_i'ﬁed' by deputants which are -nOt'-ad. below. . Lo e
. Issués presented by Deputants at the September 3, 2008 Planning
- Committee S T T

. Af the September 3, 2008 Planning Committee there were 5 cieputaﬁons by members of
- the public. Some of the issues presented by the public include the following: -
Whether the peaking plant is the most cost effective sohition. R
 Are other altemative forms of electric power moré suitable to serve York Region?
- Upgrading the transmissions lines and having them buried. - -+ . . . - -
. Satisfying the Provincial Plan policies and Lake Simcoe Act. o
Is it appropriate for more senior levels of government to override decisions of lower.

¢ 8 0 0.

 Jevels of government? T
.. Should the OPA wbrking group of 2005 be reactivated to assess all options to the
. proposed peaking plant?” . oo o 0 U

Current s.t'atds.of-respbnses to the Ontario Power Author:ty:s[i{flf_mc!udes __ L

~ As of October 1, 2008 there are a total of eight sites being proposed in response to
~ Ontario Power Authority’s (OPA) RFP; compared to the seven identified in the * :
" September 3, 2008 report presérited to Regional Planning Committee. Since September
- .3,2008, Pristine Power has advised that they are proposing a new site in the Township of
- King and their initial site in the Town of Georgina is now considered a secondary priority

* for them. The known sites are shown on difachment 1 and briefly déscribed in =~ -+
Atf@;cknien{;\fo;z;.' S e T
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As of Qctober 1 2008 the Reglonal Plamnng Department has recelved three apphoatlons _
~ for amendment to the Regional Official Plan to facilitate the approval and construotlon of
. 'the peakm g plant All of the appheatlons are from North!and Power .

' OPA’s Evatuat:on Process w:ll take p!aoe in November and December of
2008 and a preferred s1te IS expected in Jan uary 2009

' _Ontano Power Authonty $ RFP mdlcates that all proposals 111ust be submltted by Octob er
30, 2008 after which the OPA will begin its evaluation of the propo sals, A dectsxon is .
E ant1c1pated by the end of Deeemb er 2008 or early J anuary 2009 o -

- Evaluatlon is; conducted by OPA in four thstmct stages as foIlows
s ' Stage. 1 - Proposal Completeness Reqmrements
= Stage 2 — Mandatory Reqmrements . : -
e Stage3—Rated Criteria -~ proponents are awarded up to a total of 100 pomts based on
" their responses to rated criteria that include among other things: Environmental =
_ Assessment Mumcxpal and Regional Approvals, Community Outreach, .
' . Stage 4~ Economic Bid Evaluation and Selection — each proponent will have 1ts
© . evaluated-cost discounted by a factor that is proportional to the total points received
. in Stage 3.. The proponent with the lowest adjusted evaluated cost will be selected .
. and requlred to enter-into a confract thh OPA for the development oonstruchon and
- operatwn of the facﬂtty ' ' S Lo

4, ANALYS]S AND OPTIONS
' The decxsmn to move forward Wlth a peakmg plant to prowde addltlonal eIectnc power
" supply to York Region and southern Simcoe County rests with the Ontario Power
~ Authority (OPA) and the Ontarjo Energy Board, The Ontano Power Authonty hasg
‘established submission requirements, an evaluatlon pracess, and a decision timelineto-
" assess proposals submitted in response to their RFP. York Region supports the provision

. -of additional electric power to serve both existing re51dents and busmesses and the .
___expected ﬁJture growth WIthIn York Regwn _' o . '

- -

| Responses to the two SpeCIﬁG 1ssues ralsed by Planmng Commlttee are prowded below -

| 'The Reglonal l‘u‘ledical Offtcer of Hea!th has prowded a report _
‘recommending the proponents: undertake a human health and -
: en\nronmentai rlsk assessment o

B The response from the Reg10na1 Medtcal Ofﬁcer of Health to the request from the '
- September 3, 2008 Planning Committee is set out in Attachment No. 3. The Medical
- Officer of Health has provided comlnents in respect to the emissions from peaking plants,
and a recommendatton for the proponent fo carry out a human health and environmental .
- rlsk assessment The human health and envxronmental r1sk assessment would .
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appropriately form part of the proponent’s submission in connection withthe .
.Environmental Assessment process. _ . S

‘Ontario Power Authority has indicated that exporting power to the United ~ -
States generally occurs only when there is fow demand locally ' '
In respéct t_d the iSsﬁe raised at .Plaﬁﬁiﬁg_comit.tcé régar(‘ij‘ﬁg' the eprrﬁhg 6f ];édﬁfcr to |

.. the United States, Regional staff are not qualified in this area o provide a responseand
- have therefore contacted staff from the Ontarjo Power Authority who have indicated that:

- “Ontatio exports power to the U.S. and other neighbouring jurisdictions only
. when Ontario electricity needs are met and surplus power is available — uspally.
- during periods of lower demand. The proposed plant in northern York Region
. -is needed to meet demand during peak periods — during these times, exports are:
not likely to occur because all resources are required to meet Ontario demands. -
In fact, it is usually during peak periods when Ontarid has to import power to .
. meet néeds, often from coal-fired. resources in the United States. - -7 " - -

* Northein York Region has experienced robust growth in the past few years and .
. -this hasresulted in the area’s demand exceeding the capability of the electrical

. infrastructure serving the area. The addition of gas-fired genération in northem
York Region is needed to address two Regional needs: inadequate capacity of
the transmission line from Vaughan and a lack of supply diversity (reliance on

:a sole transmission line in this- area'to sérve a large load). A major supply
reinforcement — either transmission or generation — is'required in northem -
York Region 1o address these needs. Changing’ export paftemns on' the system )
will ‘not address .northem York Region’s -needs. A local solution is stil]
The OPA’s Tntegrated Power System Plan evaluates the need for additional
resources on a system-wide basis, and has -determined that new supply is

- required to mest reliability requirements and ‘replace coal with cleaner sources _
in the earliest practical timeframs. The OPA. plans to meet Ontario’s ,

‘ . If@g_llixglll@llts_fQ];thG_.@lB.Xt_zOfyears,..G.i.u.eri_-tha_t._there_i.s_.a_ﬁced__fﬁr__a_.lﬁ.ajgr.._,_ T

- supply reinforcement in northern' York Regioni and that there is a need for
* additional system resources, placing generation in northern York Region ean
cffectively address both system and local needs. This can “defer or, avoid.
. transmission reinforcements that would otherwise be required to solve northem - -
~ YorkRegion local reliability needs.” .~ . oL
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] Dlscussmn on other lssues ra:sed by deputants at the September Ptann:ng-
Commlttee : : : _ : _ :

Other 1ssues raised by deputants mcludmg cost, alternate teohnolo gies or fOlTIlS of

. electriéity, and burying transm1551ons lines are part of the process and responsibiliiesof - :

. the Ontario Power Authority or the Ontario. Energy Board and 'they will be assessing - .
... them. Regional staff do not have the expertlse in these areas 1o provzde expert | techmcal '
- reslaonses - . _ o .

' In respect to the issiie of whether-a more sentor level of government can override

“decisions of lower levels of govemment, the Ontario Power Aathority has’ established a
process that takes into consideration municipal comments; however, OPA has the ablllty '

to make a decaston that devzates ﬁ‘om a mumclpal recommendahon . :

. In respect to the issue of reactlvatmg the OPA 2005 Workmg Group, the Mayor of
;. Georgina provided an invitation to Mayors of the other mumc1pa11t1es and informal
s -dtsoussmns have taken place " : ‘

Proponents are reqwred to demonstrate that the apphcation conforms io
Provmc1al and Reglonal plannmg pollcy : C .
Arfachment No 4 to this report prov1des a general companson of the etght SLtes intems

- of the applicable Provincial and Regional desi gnations and key p011c1es that the, -

- proponent may be required to address. Six of the eight sites are located within the ~ -

- Provincial Greeribelt. Regional Official Plan Amendment applications have been - -
received for only 3 sites and information for the other 51tes has been obtained from’ -
notices of public fneetings in connection with the related Environmental Assessment

- process. As Regional staff have no formal submissions for 5 of the sites, and fio formal.

* response from the Province regarding comphance to the Greenbelt Plan, the information

- provided in Attachment No. 3 should be con51dered asa general gutde that may chan‘ge i '.

' new 1nformat10n is recelved

- As noted in staff’s Imtzal report oniy 18 of the 100 pomts awarded by the Ontano Power' '

e Authority foraproponient’s response to-their rated criteria-are allotted to the Municipal -+ - - _

-_ _'and Regional Approvals category. The Environmental Assessment, and Commumty
" Outreach are two other rated criteria that have a large percentage of pomts awarded by
o 1he OPA in response to subnussrons : : : - -
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. The En\nronmental Assessment Process

o Regmnal Councrl hag recommended that lhe Mmlstry of the Envuomnent énsirez proper :
~ environmental assessment(s) is carried out that meets the highest standards set by the

"Mmrstry of the Enwronment for such fa0111t1es, and takes info conmderaﬁon, among other o

U things: - o ~

® Envn'onmental soclal and economlc 1mpacts ou ex1st1r1 g and future 1csxdent1al
communities.”

. Detailed analysis in respect to the Provmcml Greenbelt Plan and Oak R1dges Morame '
Plan, ifapplicable. -

. Visual impact, mclurhrrg an assessment of the potentJaI econom1c 1mpact on affected o .

' homeowners R

. The Mlmstry of the Enwronment’s Guide to Enwronmental Assessment
- - Requirements for Electricity Projects may a!low proponents to follow a
Category B process ‘ : _ :

o The Mmlstry of the Ermronment 3 “Gmde to Envxronmental Assessment Requxrements '
- for Electricity Projects” provides an overview of the EA requirements for electricity -
 projects in conjunctron with Ontario Regulation 116!01 In accordance with this gmde
"+ - and the regulation, a new electricity project utlhzmg natural gas and producing Iess than
+ ' 5MW could procede as a Category A project, and projects producing greater than SMW
: ‘could proceed as a Category B project, Category B proj jects are projects which have .
~ potential environmental effects that can likely be mitigated. Proponents of these projects
are able to complete the Enwronmental Screerung Process instead of completing an
- Individual or “fuli” EA, subject to requests at the end of the project to elevate the project
- to a higher category or to an Individual EA. The Environmental Scréening Process sets

" out public and agency consultation opportunities, and opportunities to review any of the R

_ reports and request that the pI'O_] ect be elevatecl to a h1 gher category or to an Indmdual

: As part of the Env1ronmenta1 Screenmg Process proponents are responsrble for
. identifying any potential negative environmental effects and developing miti gatron and
- impact management. Negative environmental effects may inclide, but.are not limited to,
- the harmful alteration, disruption, destruction, or loss of natural features,’ flora or fauna ;
. .and their hab1tat, ecolo gical fonctlons natural resomces air or wster quahty, snd mrltural
- or her1tage resources. o = : '
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: ;Next steps

'_Next steps mclude the oomplehon of the Enwromnentat Assessment process that metudes
receiving comments from the public and agencies and having the Ministry of the .~
' Enwronment prov1de a response to any requests to elevate the EA to the next category or
to an Individual EA. As thie Environmental Assessment process allows the proponentsto
pmceed using a Category B; comments from the Region will be required for each EA that
- is being carried out to ensure Regmnal Councﬂ S request that the hi ghest standards for ,
' such facrhties are ;mplemented : N

To reduce the amount of staff t1me requ1red to revlew all of the Envn'onmental Study
. Reports when eventually only one site will be chosen by the Ontario Power Authority,
the Ontario Power Authority should extend the commenting tlmeﬁame to after ithas -
‘made a decision and selected the preferred site which is expected in January 2009. This
will enable staff to direct their review to the one. preferred 51te and not all of the other
_ s1tes for whreh EA’s are bemg ﬁled : e

L The pealong plant proj ect mvolves unxque and sPecxahzed techmcal consxderatlon that is .
beyond the expertise of Regional staff. Regional staff will monitor the Enivironmental

- Study Reports during the 30 day commentmg timeframe to ensure any issues will be
“identified and appropriately addressed by the MOE and/or the proporent. Following
established practise, staff will comment on the EA’s, where appropriate, and confirm our: .
comments to Committee and Council in a future report as soon as possible. - Comments .
" forwarded t6 the MOE are hkely to be cursory in detail if the commenting’ timeframeis -

. not extended to after the OPA makes its decision and due to the short 30 day penod '

' avallable to revrew the documents B . _ '

Northland Power has mdlcated it expeets to ﬂle Env1romnenta1 Study Rep orts (ESR) for‘
S its four sites on October 30, 2003 and Sithe GIobaI has also mdlcated 1t expects to file jts .
ESR by the end of October 2008 S : :

A foxmal deorsron on the preferred site ﬁorn the Ontano Power Authority is expected m o

. January 2009 and, subsequent fo this decision, it may be necessary to processan.. . N

 ameitdment to the Regional Official Plan and also amendments to the local Official Plan -

- 2nd the Zoning By-law(s). If applicable, statutory Public Meetings will be held and

decxswn reporis-on the ROPA and LOPA will be presented to Regional Committee and .

.+, Council. Noted below are est1mates of key dates in the Enwronmental Assessment
o Planmng and OPA process | - S
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_ Planmng and Eoonorrnc Development Comnnttee ‘ N

- Initiation of Envrronrnental Assessment by prOponents Public

_August to October 2008

- _Information Centres held. .
B .Frhng of Envrronmental Study Report (ESR) by proponents ] October 30 2008 for the
- | 4 Northland sites. - -~ . -
- . | Filing dates for the other -
- 1 BSR’s are not known but
will be affer, October 30
: ' ' 2008. o
.. .Proposal Submrssron Deadlme by OPA 3 - October 30, 2008-
' 30 Day Revrew Penod of ESR by public and agene1es - . | November/December
R , s {2008 dependmg on ﬁhng‘
Evaluatlon of submrssrons by Ontarro Power Authonty - NovemberlDecember
- - 2008
' Decrsmn on preferred site by Ontarro Power Authorrty | January 2009

“ Review of apphcatron to amend Regronal Ofﬁmal Plan 1f
required ' .

[ Tamuary - March 2009

- Statutory Pubhc Meetrng for Regional Off" oral Plan - Mareh 2009 :
Amendment, if required = .- - e 3
Decision report on ROPA and LOPA to Regzonal Plannmg May 2009
. _Committee and Council, if requrred ' ' ' :
- Decision by MOE on any requests to elevate the o 30 to 45 days from the
- Environmental Assessment(s) to a higher categiory | end of the 30 day - -
: LT T e commenting period, .-

: FINANC!AL IMPLICATIONS

- There are no ﬁnancral rmphcatlons assocrated wrth thrs rep ort

" Oncea preferred site and proponent has been seleeted b y the Ontano Power Authonty, .
_and if it i$ determined that & Regiorial Official Plan amendment is required, the proponent-.

- LOCAL MUN!C!PAL iMPACT i

© . willbe required to provide fees for the cost to 1evrew the baokg1 ound studzes submrtted in
o ih_support of the Reglonal Off cral Plan amendment T : -

B Northl and Power has also sublmtted app]rcatlons to amend the Offi cral Plans of the
'_a{fected local mumcrpahtres Regional staff will be consulting with loca) planning siaff
- 'on the processrng of both the lo cal and Regronal Ofﬁmal Plan amendment apphcat[ons
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' Plan.mng and Eeonmmc Development Commlttee
- CONCLUSION

: 'As of October 1, 2008 proponents have 1n1t1ated 8 poten’ual 51tes W1th1n Y01k Reglon for
" the pmposed peaking plant. Applications for an amendment to the Regional Official Plan .
. have been submitted for 3 sites.” Ceitain proponents have also verbally indicated that it is .
. their opinion that the proposed peaking plant facility is'a pemutted use and does not
' requlre an, amendment to the Reglonal Off 0131 Plan , : ca

c All proposals are Sllbj ect to the Env1ronmenta1 Assessment plocess Prevxous Reglonal
" Council positions for electricity projects have recommended that the Ministry of the
'Enwronment ensure a proper environmental as sessment(s) is_camried out that meets the . oo
highest standards set by the Mlmstry of the Enmronment for such fac111t1es and takes 1nto -
" consideration, among other things: : . . , o
L. Env1ronmental social and econorrnc zrnpacts on ex1stmg and ﬁlture reszdennai

cornmumtxes

. Detailed analyms in respect to, the Provmcml Greenbelt Plan and Oak Rldges Moraine. C

Plan, if applicable. - =

e Visual impact, including an assessment of the potent131 econonuc 1mpact on -

affected homeowners

. Regtonal staff w1ll monitor the Enwromnental Study Reports and 1f necessary provxde

comuments to the MOE during the 30 day commenting timeframe to ensure any issues w111 _ |

' be 1dent1ﬁed and appropnate]y addressed by the MOE and/or the proponent

In keepmgwlth the reeommendaﬁon of the Regmn 5 Med1cal Ofﬁcer of Health the

- proponent shall complete a human health and environmental risk assessment, in -
- " accordance with accepted practices in fhe professmnal ﬁeld of nsk assessrnent that is
- prov1ded for public review and comment : :

, For more mformatmn on thls report please contact Paul Belton Manager of-

Development Rewew Ext. 150’1T or Heather Konefat Dxreetor of Commumty Planmng at
extensxon 1507 = , S

' The'Senior;;Manageftlent Gr'oup has reviewed this rep01_‘t._ ‘
" (The Jour attachments rej"erred to in this elquse are attached to this report,)

Ui rnnnns PO Moy, 508
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Table 1

Proposed Sites for Ontario Power Authbnty s "Peakmg Plant”

Mumc:pahty

"Proponent . Location and Size of Site '
1. King = - | Northland - | 1170 Miller Side road, east of Dufferin St. | _
- Townsh1p - | Power North of Hwy 9, adjacent to Holland Junction,
L ~ 1. "] Transformer Station, (11. 7 ha) - B co
2. ng Northlapd - | 18156 Duiferin St., sonth of Miller Sxderoad
. Township | Power - | northof Hwy 9. (100 ha) 5
3.-  East | Sithe Global 48 Sluse Rd_ in Holland Landing, (11.1- ha)
- Gwillimbuy | Canadian- S LT
L ) Power . :
~ 4. - East - - | Northland 1160 Holbom R.d east snie of Leslle Street
. Gwillimbury | Power | (10.6ha)
5. “Aurora | Northland | Northside of Bloommgton Road west of
: . | Power ‘| Leslie Street, (15.86 ha) e :
6. . Georgna | Pristine Power | South side of Glenwoods, Avenue west s1de of
oo 7|7 | McCowan Road, (80.1 ha)’
7. 7 King - Pristing Power | East side of Dufferin Street, north of Mﬂler
- Township : Sideroad (15.3 ha)
8. Aurora - Conﬁﬂentlal not prowded at ﬁ:us tlme
Foomotes: '

1. This tab!e réwses the property mzes noted in the September 3 2007 Planmng Comrmttec report




U P Community and Health Services Department
B - 7 . PublicHealth Branch

- MEMORANDUM .. . = .
' TO:-‘. o ‘Bryan Tuqkt’;)’; Cdmirlissioﬁér; Plamiﬁg and De'vé]op'men't g ervi ces
'FROM: - Dr. Karim Kurji, Medical Officer of Health .-

j DATEZ T __:October 3:2008 -

" RE: - Public Health Impacts of Emissions from Natural Gas Fired Peaker Piant  *

" Iam writing in reépdnéé to 2 recommendation approved by York Region Council on S eptember 18,

2008 that the “Medical Officer of Health be requested to report on the health and environmental risks - -

' relating to air emissions from electric power generation’, regarding the proposed sites for private. -
electric poser generation in York Regjon. o I

. “According to Natural Resources Canada, natural gas bumns more cleanly than either coal, gasoline or
diesel fuel. The Energy Information Administration under the United States Department of Energy
 states that natural gas, when bumed, emits lower quantitiés of greenhouse gases and criteria
- pollutants per unit of energy produced than do other fossil fuels. -~ . .

~ Environment Canada indicates that where natural gas is of particular concemn is in its contribution to -

.climate change, citing that methane, carbon dioxide and.water vapour are all important-greeshouse- - -

N gases. The pollutants emitted by natural gas peaker plants are the same pollutants that would occur

from burning of any natural gas such as home heating, which Environment Canada lists as primarily. L

. nitrogen oxides, which play a key role in the formation of smog. In addition, particulate matter, L
sulphur oxides and reactive hydrocarbens are also produced from the buming of natural gas,but in

very small amounts compared to the combustion of ofher fossil fuels.
) _ Alt_h:oug_l-; there is limited _rescarci_i.which examines 'th_é heﬁ_ltﬁ éffects .Qf_ ﬁ_ving _h_cat, a _natura'l. .gz_ls ._ o
power plant, local assessment from nearby natural gas gower plants in both Peel and Halton Regions
“can be examined for comparison. Both Regions’ plants are combined cycle plants, as opposed to the

. proposed single cycle plant for York Region. According to the overall summary of Halton Region’s -~ +° *

- Human Health and Ecological Effects Assessment for the Halton Hills Generating Station, there .
‘would be ho measurable adverse effects; from short- or long-term exposure, onhumang asaresult of
- air emissions from the generaling station. = . e SR S

-



' Gctober3.2008 . . S
Public Health Impacts of Elmt;sxons ’ - C
ﬁom Natural Gas F:red Pcaker Plant

TItis 1mportant to note that assessmg the pubhc health 1n1pactsof air emissions f‘rom any source
requires facxhty—specxﬁc detailed information about the technology being proposed, the -

" contaminants of concern and. the location of the source of air emissions. For example, whenthe -

" design team assessed the. humén health- and ecological effects assessments for the proposed Halton
. Hills Generating Station, they also found carbon monox1de and polycychc aromanc hydrocarbons as’
: _contammants of concern. : S :

Smce the Ontano Power Authority is in the proCess of rev1ew1ng the mdustry subm1ss1ons for the
proposed single cycle natural gas plant for Northern York Reglon “specifics on the plant (e
technology and contaminants of coucem) and location have not been finalized. As the peaker plant -
technology and location are the most important factors affecting the- {evel of health impacts, it will

. -be pertinent to determine impacts after a site has been chosen and details prov1ded Therefore, a
. human health and environmiental risk assessment, similar to the study that was conducted in. Halton
Reglon would provide farther information about public health and environmental impactsof -

' emissions from the proposed natural gas plant. This assessment should include health 1rnpacts on'the

days when general poor air quality is expenenced (e:g. smog dlert days) as these are potentlally the
a days when the plant w1ll be operatmg and when a1r quahty may already be poor. . .

' To com:lude itis recomrnended that the proponent for the Natural Gas Fued Peaker Plant in York
_ Region conduct a human health and environmenta] risk assessment, in accordance Wwith accepted
pracuces 1n the professmnal ﬁeld of. nsk assessment that 1s pmwded for pubhc rewew and comment

" Please do not hesitél.c to call ine if you have any questions. R

- Copy to: -_Joqzin'Simmoﬁ_s, Colrunissio:ler, Community and Health Services ..

" 700047 PO7 Nov 5/08
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Tel: 905 -895-1281

1-860-465-0437
Fas 905-853-5881

E-Mail: info@llsren.on.ca

Web:  www.lsredom.ea

120 Bayview Parkway
Box 282
Mewmarket, Ontaric

L3Y 4X1 -

Watershed

for Life

November 18, 2008

Sent by Facsimile 1-905-474-9889

o o IMS No.: PEAA269C2
Mr. David P. Wesenger, BES
Stantec Consulting Lid.

361 Southgate Drive

Guelph, ON N1G 3M5

Dear Mr. Wesenger:

" Re: 1611 Holborn Road, Town of East Gwillimbury

Proposed Natural-Gas-Fired Simple Cycle Peaking Facility
- Part Lot 25, Concession 3 . _ _
Township of East Gwillimbury, Regional Municipality of York

The Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) has reviewed the subject study in
accordance with the Greenbelt Plan 2005, provincial policy, the LSRCA’s Watershed -
Development Policies and Ontario Regulation 179/06 under the Conservation Authorities Act.
This property is one of four sites proposed by Northiand Power for a potential peak power
generation facility. These comments are provided in response (o the Environmental Assessment
Notice of Public Information Sesston received on Septernber 19, 2008. We have not received
any formal circulation of Official Plan Amendment or Zoning Bylaw Amendment from the '
Townaship to date. ' ' - '

The subject property is 16 hectares in size: Itis partiaily regulated by the LSRCA for apparent

valleyland, watercourse and erosion hazard. It appears that oaly the southwest corner of the

~ propertly is within the regulated area. A'permitunder Ontario Regulation 179/06 will be required

for any site gradiande_:velopment proposed within the regulated areas of the property. We note
that development is not (currently) proposed within ariy of the natural hazards on the site.

The property is located within the Protected Countryside designation of the Greenbelt Plan area

. Withiﬁ‘th‘eNatﬁral'Hcritage"Systemr---As_--_s'uoh; the-policies-of the Plan relating to-the Natural. . ..
Heritage System apply. The subject property is not jocated within the Natural Heritage System

for the Lake Simcoe Watershed - July 2007.

The subject property contains three unevaluated marshes, Determination must be rhade as o,
whether or not these wetlands meet the requitements of a key natural heritage/key hydrologic
feature in accordance with the draft Technical Definitions and Criteria for Key Natural Heritage
Reatures in the Natural Heritage System of the Protected Countryside Area of the Greenbelt Plan |
(2005), recently released on the Environmental Bill Registry. Should it be determined that there

are wetlands that meet the criteria, Section 4.2 of the Greenbelt Plan will apply.

Breeding bird surveys. have not becn undertaken at this time. Surveys will be required to
" determine the impact on the breeding bird community. ' o : '

Page 1 of 2



November 18, 2008

" IMS No.: PEAA269C2

Mr. David P. Wesenger, BES
Stantec Consulting Ltd.
Page 20f2

: Mi.tigation for the impacts of noise and lighting is required, which for example could include

coniferous plantings around the building, focused lighting and sound dampening techniques.
Noxse impacts should be quanuﬁed as far as existing sound and ploposed sound {(in decxbels)

' Given that the subjcct property is within the Natural IIarztage System of ihe Greenbelt, a

restoration plan for the remainder of the property to enhance existing natural heritage features

is 1eco_mmended

If _this site is selected, the following additionéi work shall-be required:

. ‘Breeding bird surveys

- - Assessment of weilands under the Gl eenbelt Techmcdl Paper
. Noise quantification and mitigation

* - Restoration plan

We would require that stormwater management, sediment and erosion control be addlesscd
through the rnumclpahty s site pIan process. We have not conducted areview of these studles _
to date. '

Pleasc call me if you have any quesuons In 01d01 0o} famhtaie our procesqmg of this file, piease

' veferencc the above-noted file numbels in futurc correspondence

Yours truiy, X

Sy - |
P \ki—{--" T A P
SN ACOLET

""" Tackie Burkart '

Senior Planner
IB/ph

¢.  Paul Belion - Regional Municipality of York, 905-895-3482 - Fax -
- Carolyn Kellington, Twp. of Bast Gwillimbury, 905-478-2808 - Fax
Shawn Cronkwright, Ontatio Power Authority, 1-416-967-1947 - Fax
: Mike Walters, Director, Watershed Management,
Lake Simcoe Reglon Conscrvauon Authonty

\\I‘Iawkcsio.nc\shamd\.i ackicVAAEAsNorihlandPowerHolbomR oad. wpd |
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Tek - 905 -895-1281
1-800-465-0437
" Baxr 905-853-5881

B-Maik infof@lercaon.ca
Web:  www lsrea.onea

128 Bayvicw Lurkway
Box 282 B
MNewmarket, Ontario

L3Y 4X1

Sent by Facsimile 1-403-444-6784

November 20, 2008 - - - o
' ' : IMS No.: PEAA262C3
Ms. Julia Ciccaglione, B.A Econ., B.S¢., M.Sc. e _- ’
VP, Sustainable Development and Environment

Pristine Power Inc. S
Suite 22506, First Canadian Centre
350-7" Avenue SW

Calgary, Alberta T2P 3N9

‘Dear Ms. Ciccaglione:

" Re: York Energy Centre’s Environmental Review Report

A
Wa tershéd

For Lff‘e

Proposed Pristine Power Generation Facility
18675 Dufferin Street _ .
Township of King, Regional Municipality of York

The Lake Simcoe Region' Conservation Authority (LSRCA) has reviewed the Enviroﬁmental
Review Report in accordance with the Greenbelt Plan, provincial policy, Ontario Regulation -
179/06 undef the Conservation Authorities Act and the LSRCA’s ‘Watershed Development

- Policies. The study is being carried out in support of a 350megawat natural gas-fired generation

station to supply"electrical power to northern York Region during peak power demand. We
understand that the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) will award one site to a power company for
peak power generating in the northern part York Region. . ' : :

“The study area is partially within the regulation limits of the LSRCA. The regulation

components consist of watercourses and their associated meanderbelts and floodplain, and lands
adjacerit to the Ansnorveldt Wetland Complex which, has been identified as a provincially
significant wettand (PSW). Any development within the regulated portions of the property will

require a permit under Ontario Regulation 179/06. ' -

___The propetty is located within the Protected Cohnlrjside designatioﬁ of the Greenb.elt Pian. The

access road into the property is located within the Natural Heritage System of the Plan. ~ As

" such, Section 4.2 of the Greenbelt Plan applies. The subjéct property is also partially located

within the Natural Heritage System for the Lake Simcoe Watershed - July 2007 (here-in NHS).

- Policies _un_der the Greenbelt P_lan wou_ld meet the recommendations of the _NI-IS.

_Safe access to the site must be demonstrated in order for any 'deveiopm_c'nt to oceur on this

property. A topographic survey, prepared by an Ontario Land Surveyor (OLS} will be required
to precisely delineate the floodplain on this property and depths of flooding that can be expected
under the Regional storm event, ' . SR -

Page ) of 2



November 20, 2008

IMS No.: PEAA262C3 '
Ms. Julia Ciccaglione, B.A.Econ., B.Sc., M.Sc.
VP, Sustainable Development and Environment
Pristine Power Inc. .

Page 2 of 2

Development should ideally be located outside of the 120 melre adjacent lands to the PSW as
well as outside of the PSW itself. A recent wetland staking exercise of the Ansnorveldt Wetland,
by the Ministry of Natural Resources, included the forested lands to the immediate south of this
property in the wetland boundary. The propesed development is ‘within 120 metres of the PSW.
Accordingly, a natural heritage evaluation, a hydrological evaluation and an Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) are required to determine an appropriate setback and mitigation requirements
for the protection of the wetland. The EIS must be scoped with staff of the LSRCA prior to its
undertaking. - We recognize that a crossing of the watercourse within the wetland near Dufferin
Street will be required. It is our understanding that a spanned crossing is proposed. Any
mitigation/compensation requirements for pratection of the natural features will be addressed
throvgh the site plan and permiit processes. It appears that all development (with the exception of
works associated with the crossing) is to be located outside of the minimum 30 metre buffer to
the watercourses. B '

Stormwater management has not been reviewed for this site. We will conduct that review should
this property be selected by OPA.  We note that the stormwater management pond is proposed
within 120 metres of the PSW. The EIS must demonstrate that there will be no alteration to the
hydrology (ground and suiface water) of the wetland. Sediment and erosion controls will be
required during construction and until the site has been stabilised. '

If this site is chosen by the OPA, noise quantification and a miti galion plan for noise and lighting o

will be required. Detailed Noise impacts should be quantified as far as existing {background)
sound (in decibels) and proposed sounds (in decibels). A tree removal and protection plan will -
be requited for any tree removal in the Right-of-Way (ROW) and areas adjacent to or within the
- PSW. Compensation, restoration and enhancement plantings for grassland and shrubland habitat
in the ROW as well as within the wetland and swm pond areas will be required at the detailed
design stage. ‘ o [ . - '

I trust that this is satisfactory but should you have any questions or comments with regard to the
- above, please confact me at 905-895-1281 (ext. 286). Please reference the above file number in
i o fURIRE-COPEESPORACROE, ——- . ' :

Yo_};l_'s) truly,

VIR PO Y
anb fopg ¥ oo
- -Jackie Burkatt

. Senior Planner

{

JB/ph - e I _
" c. . . Mario Buszynski, Dillon Consulting Limited, 1-416-229-4692 - Fax
S Shawn Cronkwright, Ontario Power Authority, 1-416-967-1947 - Fax
Paul Belton, Regional Municipality of York, 905-895-3482 - Fax
Sarah Armstrong, Township of King, 1-905-833-2300 - Fax
Mike Walters, Dircctor, Wafershed Management, _
: ~ Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority

SMACKIEBAAEAS\ONTARIOPOWER AU'FI-IORH‘Y\PRISTIN EPOWER#Z.DOC
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Sent by Facsimile 1-905-895-3482

-

Tek oos-mos.agr  October 23;2003 - o ~ File No.: D05.64

1-800-463-0437 - o ' o " IMS Ne,: POFC514C2
Fyuc; o 905-853-5861 M., Paui Belton, M.CIP. . :

E-Maik infofillsrei.omnca " . .
Web:  powilsres.onen N Ma__uagﬂl‘ Of D_evelopme,nt_Rev 1ew

120 Bayview Paskway Regional Municipality of York

Box 262 - 17250 Yonge Strcet |
Newmarket, Ontario - Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z]
L3Y 4X1 : :

Dear Mr. Belton:

~ Re:  Official Plan Amendment Application D05.64
~ To Facilitate a Peaking Plant (Miller/Crang Site)
1170 Miller’s Sideroad, Part Lot 6, Concession 2
Township of King.’ Regional Municipality of York

The Lake Simcoe _Region’ (,onsewanon Authonty (LSRCA) has 1cv1ewcd thc ploposed
amendment to York Region’s Official Plan in accordance with the Greenbelt Plan 2005,

provincial policy and Ontaric Regulation 179/06 under the Conservation Authorities Act. The
proposed armnendment would re-designaté the subject lands from “Agricultural Policy Area” and
“Rural Policy Area” to “Rural Policy Area - Special Exception” and establish in Section 5.9 of
the Official Plan, policies regarding a non-renewable clectricity generation {peaking) land use
in addition to the existing designations. This would permit the use of these lands for a private
power simple cycle “peaker” power generation facility on approximately 1.21 hectares ofa 11,7

~ hectare parcel of land. This property is one of four sites ploposed by Northl and Power f01 a -
pou:nual pealc power generation iamhty :

Regulation 179/06 will be required for any site grading/development proposed within the
regulated areas, We note that development is not proposed within any natural hazards.

A . The property is located within the Protected Couniryside designation of the Greenbelt Plan arca

- but outside of the Natural Heritage System. As such, the policies of the Plan relating to the

. Natural Heritage System do not apply. The subject property is not located within the Natural

Wat Cr. shed Heritage System for the Lake Simcoe Water shed - July 2007. Acco:dmgly, he LSRCA would
: ' “have no objection to the pr Oposcd amendment

for Life

. Pagelof2

* The site is partlaliy re;,ulated by lhe LSRCA f01 appaxeni valleyland A pemm t under Ontar lo_.......:.... L
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October 28, 2008
File No.; D05.64

- IMS No.: POFCS14C2
Mz, Paul Belton, M.C.LP.
Manager of Development Review
Regional Municipality of York
Page2o0f2

If this amendment is approved, noise quantification and a mitigation plan for noise and lighting
will berequired. This could include coniferous plantings around the buildings, focused lighting
and sound dampening techniques. Noise impacts. should be quantified as far as existing
(background) sound (in decibels) and proposed sounds (in decibels). '

We note that ‘ Appendix A - Bird Spccicé Likely or Confirmed to be Breeding in the Area of the
Proposed Facility’ does not appear to be correct for this property. The applicant should confirm
this. ' ' - L

© Please provide us with your decision on this file, Please call me if you have any questions. In
order to facilitate our processing of this file, please reference the above-noted file numbers-in
future correspondence. ' ' o

' “Yours 'truly,

.

¢l faed

'.f;c-lckiell?’urkért '
. Senior Planner

. ) JB/ph i

e Sarah Armstrong, Township of King, 1-905-833-2300 - Fax B
Brad Rogers, Stantec Consulting Limited, 1-905-474-9889 - Fax

WHnwkeston\siarediack e AAPLANNINGIOPA n A\Kilig\N orthlandPowerMillerCrang Y orkDE.wpd
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- Sent by Facsimile 1-905-833-2300-

October 28, 2008 " FileNos.: OP-08-02, Z-08-09
o . IMS Nos.: POFCS11C3,PZOC1070

ek 005 -gosazst M. Sarah Armstrong, BES
1-800-465-6437 Township of King
Fax: 905-853-5881

E-Muil: info@lreonca L i20ning Department
Wely: - wwl\\v.lsrc'n.nn.ca 20?5 ](lng Road _ _'
i20 Bayview Packway _. I<1I'lg Cil}’ ? ON L?B IAI
Box 282 : ) -
Newmarket, Onll_ario . Dear Ms. Armstrong: .
L3Y 4X1 o _ _
- Re:  Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendment Applications
To Facilitate a Peaking Plant (Pitway Site), OP-08-02& Z-08-09
18156 Dufferin Street, Part Lots 5 and 6, Concession 3 Old Survey

Township of King, Regional Mumcx_p_htv of York

The Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) has reviewed the proposed
amendments 1o the Township of King Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw in accordance with the
Greenbelt Plan 2005, provincial policy, and Ontario Regulation 179/06 under the Conservation
Authorities Act. The proposed amendments would re-designate and re-zone the subject lands
from “Gravel Pir” and “Industrial Extractive (M3)” respectively, to permit the use of ihese lands
for a natural gas-fired power generation facility. It is unclear from the application if the entire
site is subject to the amendment or just the eastern portion where the facility is proposed. This
should be clarified. This propetty is one of four sites proposed by Northland Powel for a
- potential peak power gener atton fi aczhty

The property 1s located within an area partially regulated by the LSRCA. The regulation
components consist of watercourses, meanderbelt, floodplain, apparent valleyland and wetland. 5
A permit under Ontario Regulation’ 179!06 wall bc requned f01 any site e gt admg/dcveIOpment
'ploposed within the'regulated areas;” fa o

With respecl to the natural hazards on the property we note that the facility is proposed within

- thefloodplain. The LSRCA would not support siting the proposed facility within the floodplain,

A Should Northland Power pursue the proposed facility in this location, a topographic survey,
' - prepared by an Ontario Land Surveyor (OLS) would be required to determine the exact extent -
S of the floodplain on the property. It appears that there are areas that are cutside of the floodplain, -
Watershed  and in accordance with provincial policy and the LSRCA’s Watershed Development Policies,
: -~ development shounld be moved to a non-flood-proné area of the property. Consideration in.this
for LI fo - regard should also be given to any future expansions of the facility, We note that all
development is proposed outside of the erosion hazards (meanderbelt) and appears io be Jocated

outside of the wetland {* subject to verification in thc field, by the Ministry of Natural Resou: ces

(MNR)}. -

Page 1..0f 4
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October 28, 2008

File Nos.: OP-08-02, Z-08-09

IMS Nos.: POFCS511C3, PZOC1070

Ms. Sarah Armstrong, BES
~Township of King

Page 2 of 4.

The property is located within the Protected Countryside designation of the Greenbelt and is part
of the Greenbelt Natural Heritage System. The Ansnorveldt Wetland, which has been identified
as a provincially significant wetland (PSW), and the 120 metre adjacent lands covers part of the
site. The property has also been identified as supporting Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 features

of the Natural Heritage System for the Lake Simcoe Watershed - July 2007 (here in referred to -
as NHS). It is also identified as an area of significant woodlands in the York Region Official
Plan, We note that the property is the site of an old gravel pit that has been rehabilitated and that
the licence under the Aggregate Resources Act was surrendered in April 2007.

" The following comments are provided with respect to the natural heritage features and values
of the property and our review under the Greenbelt Plan 2005 and the PPS,

1.

The subj ect property is within the Greenbelt’s Natural Heritage System. In accordance

~ with Section 3.2.2 3.d) of the Greenbelt Plan best efforts should be applied to minimize

the disturbed areas to 25%, and impervious surfaces to 10% of the total develo;aa_ble area
of the site. While the entire area of the site is 100 hectares, the total developable area
should be calculated as the total area of the property minus all key natural heritage
features (KNHF) and key hydrological features (KHF) and their minimum vegetation

protection zones. . o . .

_ Partof the Ansnorveldt PSW exists on the subject property. The boundaries of the PSW

must be staked and surveyed in the field with the MNR* to determine the exact limitsof
the wetland. ' ' : :

Section 5.0 Opportunity/Constraints indicates that there would be some encroachment,

during construction, into the 30m buffes to the PSW. Section 7.1.3 Other Direct Effects

- notes there may be a need to establish a lay down area within the 30m buffer and this

~ area would be fully restored upon completion of construction. We are generally not in

favour of any encroachment into the buffer. Further discussion and detail would be
required. ' ' - ' '

Section 7.2.1 Changes to Ground Water Quantity and Quality notes that a water budget

‘has not been completed at this time. A water budget and analysis is required to
~ demonstrate that the proposed development will not have any affect on the hydrology

(both ground water and surface water) of the PSW and any other KNHF or KHF . Any
negative impacts to these features would not be supported by the LSRCA.,
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October 28, 2008 -
File Nos.: OP-08-02, Z-08-09

- IMS Nos.: POFCS511C3, PZOC1070
Ms. Sargh Armstrong, BES
Township of King’
Page 3 of 4

5 The subject property contains Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 features of the NHS. It
' appears that the pr opo sed dovolopment footpunt would not enmoach inte any of these
features.

The following comments are prowded with 1cspcot to the:Environmental [mpact Study
und ertaken by Stantcc Consullmg Limited (June 2008) in support of the proposed site:

. 6. . Scasonal vegetation surveys have niot been undertaken and are required as parlof 1he EIS.
The locations of any rare, threatened or endangered SpCClCS must be identified in the
mapping and addressed in the 1mpacts analysis.

7. - Breeding amphlblan and bird surveys havc not been undertaken. These surveys are

" required. Analysis of existing conditions and the impacts resulting from the proposed
development must be provided. Complete lists of all species observed with their

provmc;al status are required. : '

8. Given the wetlands and woodlands on the proporty, salamander surveys are wartanted.
9. The proposed development area {5 currently a moadow Analysis of the impact of the

proposed development on the meadow function (e. g breeding bnds {lora, foraging for
raptors, amphibians, efc.) is required. '

Lo 10 - '-The--woodlands-must._be examined for meeting the criteria of significant woodlands -

according to the Greenbelt Plan technical paper as these woodlands are subject to the .
- requirements of the Greenbelt Plan. Other woodlands should then be assessed for
confi mmrly with York Reglon ] glgn:ﬁcant Woodlands.

11.  Mitigation for the 1mpacts of noise and lighting is quuncd which for example could
include coniferous plantmgs around the building, focused lighting and sound dampening
techniques. Noise impacts should be quantified as far as exisling (background) sound

. (in decibels) and p1oposed sound (in decibels).

Based on all of the above the LSRCA lespectfu ly Lequests that the Townshlp defer any dccxsmn

on these proposed amendments until we have reviewed a topographic survey for the property.

Should the survey indicate that the proposed site for the facility is not within the floodplain, we
- would require that items 1, 2, 3 and 4 be addressed as well as completion of the EIS.



AUf & aUVY

B L ep———

October 28, 2008

Tile Nos.: OP-08-02, Z-08-09
IMS Nos.: POFCS11C3, PZOC1070
Ms. Sarah Armsirong, BES .

Township of King
Page 4of 4"

~ The followmg additional work will be requned as part of the EIS;

Additional vcgctatlon surveys May - August

" Description of soils is required for the ELC

Breeding bird surveys (2 visits minimum)
Breeding amphlblan surveys (3 visits minimum)
Salamander surveys (dip netting of vernal pools and log rolling)

Staking and surveying of key natural heritage features with the MNR (for the

PSW) and LSRCA (ali other key natural heritage and key hydrologwai

{features)

Figure depicting staked limits of featules with minimum vegetatlon

~ protection zone and proposed development footprint

© Water budget
Noise guantification and impacts analyms and mili gatlon

Any other requirements {(i.e. stormwater managcmcnt, erosien and sedl_mcnt control, re-
‘vegetation etc.) would be addressed through detailed review at the site plan stage.

I trust that thisis satisfactory. Please call me if you have any questions. In order to facilitate our-
- processing of this file, please reference the above-noted file numbers in future correspondence.

Yowswuly, .

B :
!

~Jackie Burkart
Senior Planner

CIBfph

¢.  Paul Belton - Regional Municipality of York - 905-895-3482 - Fax
' Brad Rogers, Stantec Consulting Lim_ited, 1-905-474-9889 - Fax
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REPORT - Peér Review of Human Health Risk Assessment of Natural Gas Generating Facility

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Jacques Whitford Limited (Jacques Whitford) was retained by the Regional Municipality of York to
conduct a peer review of human health and environmental risk studies undertaken by three consultants
for five proposed natural gas-fired electrical generating facilities submitted by Northland Power, Sithe
Global, and Pristine Power in response to the RFP from the Ontario Power Authority. '

The primary objective of the peer review was to provide detailed comment on approach . and
methodology used in the conduct of the risk assessment and to evaluate whether or not the
conclusions reached were based on sound and accepted scientific practice in Ontario. The secondary
objective of the peer review of the human health and environmental risk analyses was to assess the
completeness of the reports, including whether the assessments have considered all appropriate and
potentially significant contaminants, emissions, exposure pathways and receptors (potentially exposed
people or ecological resources). The review considered whether exposure limits applicable in Ontario

“and those used by Health Canada and other infernational agencies (e.g., World Health Organization .

[WHO]) have been appropriately used to benchmark acceptable exposure levels {e.g. air standards) or
risk estimates, : :

.The peer review also considered whether evidence supports that emissions will be below provincial
criteria (current and proposed) and federal maximum acceptable levels, whether appropriate current
and proposed, provincial and federal air quality standards, or other international health-based
standards have been considered for all relevant media, whether methodologies incorporate current
literature and published methodologies that estimate health impacts associated with naturat gas-fired
electricity generation (e.g., RWDI 2005), as well as health impacts of various pollutants associated with
. emissions from natural gas-fired electricity generation {e.g., CARB 2008). :

The assessment of the Northland Power Inc. air modeling, risk assessment and supporting information
concludes that measurable adverse effects on human health or agricuttural crops are not expected.
Despite some differences in scientific opinions and approaches identified within the reports, the
reviewers concluded that overall the conclusions are supported by the assessment performed.

The assessment of the York Energy Centre LP air modelling, risk assessment and supporting
documentation concludes that measurable adverse effects on human health and ecological receptors
are not expected. A number of areas for potential improvement were noted by the reviewers: however,
the conclusions of no undue elevated risk to human or ecological health are supported by the
assessment. [t is agreed that the reported potential elevated heaith risks associated with exposure to
NO,, 80, and PMs; most likely correspond to extreme air quality events, would occur only on a very
infrequent basis, and the proposed facility would not be expected to measurably impact air quality
related to such extreme events, ' e :

The air modelling, risk assessment report and supporting documentation of the Sithe Siuse Road
Peaking Station concludes that emissions from the proposed facility will not result in a health risk to
human or ecological receptors. Although there are several peer review comments for dlarification or
potential improvement to the report were noted, and the peer review concluded that the assessment
adequately supports the conclusion that the project will not result in measurable undue risks to health
or the envircnment, '

Although the methodology and approach varied amongst the three different consultants, all arrived at
the same conclusion that the construction and operation of the proposed peaking natural gas-fired
electrical generating facilities near residences would not pose an undue risk to either human or
ecological receptors. These findings are supported by the peer review.
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10 INTRODUCTION

1.1  Background -

The Ontario Power Authority issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the construction and cperation
of gas-fired ‘peaking’ generation in the Northern York Region. Three proponents prepared
environmental impact assessment studies to support their proposatl for design, insiallation and
operatlon of the future facility. ' '

Jacques Whitford Limited (Jacques Whitford) was retained by the Regional Munlt;lpallty of York to
- conduct a peer review of human health and environmental risk studies undertaken by three consultants
that address the potential health risks associated with gas-fired generatlon stations that could be
loecated in York Region. :

1.2 Objectlve

This primary objective of the peer review was to provide detailed comments on the three consultants
reports and provide an assessment of the whether the risk assessments performed adequately support
" the conclusions reached.

The secondary objectives of the peer review of the human health and environmental risk studies were
to assess the completeness of the reports including whether the assessments have considered all
. appropriate and potentially significant contaminants, emissions, exposure pathways and receptors
~(potentially exposed people or ecological resources). The review considered whether exposure limits
applicable in Ontario and those used by Health Canada and other international agencies (e.g., World
'Health Organization [WHO]) have been appropriately used fo benchmark acceptab]e exposure levels
(e g. air standards) or risk estimates.

The peer review also tonsidered whether evidence supporis that emissions wiII- be below provincial
criteria (current and proposed) and federal maximum acceptable levels, whether appropriate current
and proposed, provincial and federal air quality standards, or other international health-based
standards have been considered for all relevant media, whether methodologies incorporate current
literature and published methodologies that estimate health impacts -associated with natural gas-fired
electricity generation (e.g. RWD! 2005) as well as health impacts of various pollutants associated with

EaTatatynt

“ghigsions from niatural gas-fired electricity” generation {a. g. CARB2008):

The consultant’s report to the Minisiry of Energy (RWDI 2005) was intended as a comparatwe analysis
that assessed the hypotheiical health costs of different types of power generation facilities in Ontario.
The study included inherent simplifications and assumptions that make it useful to only compare the
results between scenarios and not in an absolute sense. Therefore, it would not be appropriate to
benchmark or compare results of the human health risk assessment undertaken for the environmental
assessment process to the Ministry of Energy Report.

Although ground-level ozone (O;) is an important health parameter, none of the proposed facilities will
directly emit ozone to the atmosphere. Ozone may form downwind from the facilities (on the order of
several kilometres) under certain atmospheric conditions (hot, low wind days) due to the emissions of
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hitrogen oxides (NOx) and photo-chemically reactive volatile organic compounds (VOC). - As a result,
effects on ground-fevel ozone were not evaluated as a direct requirement of this peer review.

1.3 Scope of Work

A scope of work for this project ihc!udes a review of the Human Health and Environmental Risk studies
and the Environmental Air Dispersion Data for five proposed natural gas-fired electrical generating

~ facilities submitted by Northland Power, Sithe Global, and Pristine Power in response to the RFP from
the Ontario Power Authority. - '

The reviewed studies are as follows:

* A Review of Environmental Air Dispersion Data fof Four Proposed Natural-Gas Fired Electrical
Generating Facilities, Intrinsik, October, 2008, for Northland Power Inc.:

»  York Energy _Cenfre, Screening Level Risk Assessment, Dillon Consulting Limited (2008a); and,

* Appendix G, Risk Assessment in Sluse Road Peaking Station Environmental Review'Report,
Town of East Gwillimbury, Ontario, November, 2008, Goider Associates for Sithe Global.

Further details pertinent to each of the above risk assessment reports.are contained in the

respective environmental review reports including three Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) reports
on which the Intrinsik assessment is based: - _

= Northland Power Inc. — Proposed East Gwillimbury Peaking Generation Station, October, 2008;

* Northland Power Inc. — Proposed King township {(Pitway Site) Peaking Generation Station,
. October, 2008; and ' '

- * Northland Power Inc. — Proposed K'i'ng Township (Miller Site) Peaking Generation Station,
October, 2008. : '

The detailed review comments on these assessments are presented in the sections that follow.

1.4 Reviewers

The review was conducted by senior Jacques Whitford ‘staff, specializing in air emissions from natural
- gas-fired generating stations, air modelling, human health risk assessment and ecological risk

. assessment including crops (Table 1).

Table 1 Jacques Whitford Senior Reviewers

Ceclle Willert, P.Eng. Human heh ssesso
Dr. Tereza Dan : Ecological risk assessor
Ben Coulson, P.Eng. Air quality specialist
4 Dr. Christopher Ollson ' : ' Human Toxicology and Risk Assessment

PROJECT 1046528 November 28, 2008 2




2.0 NORTHLAND POWER INC

The Northland Power Inc. report by Intrinsik (2008) titled, “A Review of Environmental Air Dispersion
Data for Four Proposed Natural-Gas Fired Electrical Generating Facilities™ is presented as Appendix F
to each of the Stantec Consulting Litd. Environmental Assessment reports for the three Northland
Power Inc. sites, namely East Gwillimbury (Stantec 2008g), King Township Pitway Site (Stantec 2008b)
and King Township Miller Site (Stantec 2008c). Further supporting information for each site is included
in Appendix E of each of the three Environmental Assessment reporis which details the air quality
assessment underiaken by Envirometrex Corporation for each site {Envirometrex 2008a, b, ). . '

The reviewers understand that a fourth site in Aurora evaluated in the Intrinsik (2008) report is no
longer under consideration. Information specific to the Aurora site was thus not considered further by
the peer reviewers. : :

Specific comments on the Northland Power Inc. risk assessment and supporting information are
outlined below. The assessment concludes that measurable adverse effects on human health or
agricultural crops are not expected. Despite some differences in scientific opinions and approaches
outlined in the sections that follow, the reviewers concluded that the conclusions reached in the report
are supported by the assessment performed.

2.1 Air Quality Assessment

The air quality assessments prepared by Envirometrex for Northland Power's three sites under
consideration all foliow a similar format and methodology, with only the internal site configuration
~ generally affecting the offsite results. In general, the assessments appear {o follow an acceptable
approach based on the available information reviewed. However, as these assessments are being
conducted under Ontario regulations, and to demonstrate compliance under Ontario Regulation 419/05
(O.Reg. 419), it would have been preferable if the reports followed the Ontario Ministry of the
Environment’s (MOE) guidance contained in their publication “Procedure for Preparing an Emission
Summary and Dispersion Modelling (ESDM) Report” (MOE, 2005). This guidance format outlines a
standardised presentation and level of detail to include in reports that demonstrate compliance against
O.Reg. 419 that would have facilitated these technical reviews. Additional drawings including site
plans, process flow diagrams, and elevation views as required by the ESDM guide would have further
facilitated the peer review.’ :

The peer review foclissed O siX miaim areas that should be included in-an-air-quality assessment of this—-—-——--- -

type: facility design, baseline conditions, facility emissions, dispersion modelling, _com'pliance
assessment, and cumulative effects. ' . e

The Environmetrex assessments discuss the criteria that have been used to evaluate the projects’ air
quality contributions. These include MOE standards and ambient air quality criteria (AAQC), and
federal ambient air criteria. The MOE AAQC are referenced to Ontario Regulation 337, however this
regulation was retired in August 2008. However, these criteria are still published by the MOE in a
guidance document (MOE, 2008a). The assessments reference the Canadian Council of Ministers of

the Environment (CCME) Canada-wide Standard (CWS) for respirable particulate (PM,s) of 30 ug/m®,
which is a target set to evaluate an airshed’s acceptability, and not particularly as a local ambien_t air
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quality indicator. In this light, the MOE suggests that the contribution of primary PM, 5 to ambient levels

should be iess than apprdximately 25 ug/m® for an individual facility to ensure that the CWS can be

achieved (MOE, 2008a). The assessments also notably omit the 30-minute carbon monoxide (CO}
- standard of 6,000 ug/m® contained in O.Reg. 419 and only evaluate CO against the retired AAQCs.

Each of the three proposed Northland Power projects reviewed were of similar design. They inciuded
two 200 MW Siemens 5000F combustion turbines using Dry Low NOx {DLN) technology to generate
electricity. A 300 hp diesel-fired emergency fire pump is also included in the plant design. The fire
pump is dismissed early in each report as having minor emissions and is not evaluated further. Diesel
- fire pumps are expected to be tested on a regular basis (e.g., once per month for one hour) and
emissions from such sources can create short-term levels of some contaminants, such as nitrogen
oxides, that are very close to the prescribed MOE limits. As such, it would be prudent to include this
source in the air quality assessments to ensure compliance with MOE limits can be achieved.

The procedures used to evaluate the emissions from the combustion turbines appear appropriate.
Data quality ratings as required by the ESDM guide were not provided; hence an estimate of the
uncertainty in the emissions data cannot be determined. A higher natural gas sulphur content than the
value used to determine turbine sulphur dioxide (SO;) emissions has been known to occur in Ontario in
some cases (although SO, emissions appear to be arbitrarily increased as a conservatism after the fact
. in the assessments). However, SO; levels are siill expected to be small such that predicted
concentrations will still comply with applicable limits. B,

The Environmetrex assessments appropriately considered all particulate matter emitted from the facility
1o be less than 2.5 microns in diameter (i.e., PM,s). Combustion turbirie particulate is typically less
than 1 micron. Particulate matter emissions were based on in-stack concentration levels from the
manufacturer. A common issue with turbine manufacturer data is the reporting of only filterable
~ particulate matter and not total particulate matter, which includes the condensable fraction. The
filterable and condensable fractions are typically about equal. The air quality assessments do not
appear to explicitty make this clarification; hence particulate emissions could be under-estimated by a
factor of 2. However, based on the Pristine Power data, it is likely that the given values are for total
particulate emissions. '

Emissions from combustion turbines vary during start-up and shut-down compared to steady-state
conditions, with CO emissions often being much higher. The Environmetrex air quality assessments do
address this variability and do appear to follow the correct emission trends for NOy, CO, and PM.
However, the exact methodology could not be verified as insufficient supporting information was
provided in the report. : '

The turbine emissions are compared to the MOE Guideline A-5 fimits for combustion turbines (MOE,
1894) and the Environment Canada (EC) guidance "New Source Emission Guidelines for Thermal
Electricity Generation" (EC, 1999). This latter guidance does not appear fo apply, as it is specifically for
electricity units that are steam-driven. The S0;, limit for Guideline A-5 appears to have been incorrectly
calculated using the power output allowance for NOx rather than SO,. However, this correction would
result in a higher limit for SO, and thus would not affect the overall conclusions. . '

The dispersion modelling methodology appears o be generally appropriate, but does not always follow
the recommended MOE guidance. An MOE-approved model was used and.the model setup followed
standard practices outlined in the “Air Dispersion Modelling Guideline for Ontario” (MOE, 2005b}. These
practices included the use of building downwash algorithms, MOE-approved meteorological data,
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terrain data, and appropriate receptor density and spacing. In the case of the Miller site, an additional
receptor grid was placed on nearby elevated terrain which is a positive modelling approach. However,
overall the receptor grid spacing used does not have the density required by the MOE guidance,
particularly close o the sources. This lack of receptor density may cause the maximum offsite point of
impingement concentration o be under-estimated, as the worst-case may fall between points in the
rece'ptor grid. Considering that the Sithe Sluse Road air quality assessment predicted much higher
ground-level concentrations for the same turbine class (about 1.5 to 2 times for 1-hour NOy), the
influence of these receptors may be important and should likely be addressed.

The source parameters used in the _modelling appear to be appropriate with the exception of stack exit
diameter which seems large for a facility of this size. A larger diameter will serve to decrease the stack
exit momentum resultlng in higher ground-level concentrations; hence it is not expected to be a
concern. '

The Environmetrex air quality assessments evaluate three emissions scenarios: continuous operation,

worst-case start-up/shutdown operation, and peaking operation. The approach as described appears

to be acceptable and should result in prediction of the worst-case offsite concentrations. However, it is
difficult to understand from the report which scenario values are actually reported as the worsi-case.

For some contaminants, start-up/shutdown operation would produce the worst-case results.

Clarification of the results would be useful as it is difficult to otherwise comment on the predicted

concentrations and their apparent validity.

The 8-hour CO concentrations appear to be scaled from the 1-hour CO results using a factor of 0.56.
The use of this factor and where it derives from is not described hence no comment can be made on its
appropriateness. Half-hour CO concentrations should also be assessed agamst the O.Reg. 419 limit
(omitted as described above).

- A comparison is made between the predicted incremental concentrations and the existing ambient
levels.” However, a formal cumulative effects assessment is not conducted with the report indicating
that MOE requirements only necessitate the evaluation of incremental concentrations. Although not

- usual, this interpretation.is not strictly correct as the MOE has the ability to require the assessment of

ambient levels along with facility incremental concentrations. In some instances of more controversial

projects, the MOE has been moving more regularly to this approach. However, given. the predicted
concentrations, such an assessment is uniikely to add much value for most contaminants, with the
possible exception of short-term NOy and PM,; levels. :

Plume visibility and the associated potential foggihg and icing issues are discussed but are dismissed
as being of no concern due to the thermal buoyancy of the plume and high exit velocity. While the

reviewers generally agree that these issues are unlikely to be significant, further discussion and
explanation would be helpful considering the peaking facility is designed for regular start-ups and shut--
downs when thermal buoyancy and exit velocity may not be as beneficial.

Generally, the methodology used, emissions, and predicted concentration levels seem fo give valld
results, subject to the issues noted above. : :

i
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2.2 Human Health Risk Assessment

The Northland Power Inc. report contains a review of potential health risks which is gualitative in nature
or what might be considered a screening level assessment. Such assessments typically are based on
conservative assumptions designed not to underestimate risks,

The basic steps that shou_[d be involved in the conduct' of any risk assessmeht, whether in a detailed or

impingement concentrations are provided for PAHs as a group; however, except for naphthalene, no
further discussion or analysis of potential health risks associated with PAHs is provided. That being
said the reviewers acknowledge that the dominant pathway of exposure and potentiai risk to human
health from these types of facilities is through direct inhalation of chemicals and that all other exposure
pathways would unlikely result in a potential undue risk to health. :

The Intrinsik (2008) review identifies poitutants for evaluation of human heailth as'nitrogen oxides (NO,,
conservatively assumed to be in the form of nitrogen dioxide, NQ,), particulate matter (specifically.
PM.s) and carbon monoxide (CO). ' '

Background concentrations in the Intrinsik (2008) report are based on the 90" percentile of
concentrations from 2002 to 2004 at the MOE Newmarket monitoring station. Although the percentile is
low compared to that used in the Sithe Global report (Golders 2008), a discussion is also provided of
99" percentiles and the data are thus considered by the reviewers to be adequately supported.

Much of the discussion of CO, VOCs, particulate, and NO, found in Chapter 2 of the Intrinsik (2008)
report has been adapted from Section 3.1 of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (US
EPA 2000) AP 42 guidance on emission factors from stationary gas turbines, with some parts of the
text repeating the US EPA document verbatim, with little discussion specific to the intended facilities.
The US EPA reference provides emission rates for PAHs which appear to have been taken into
account in the projected PAH point of impingement concentrations estimated by Intrinsik {2008), even
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- though the PAHs are not evaluated further. If the PAH point of impingement concentrations were
compared to the MOE air quality standard for benzo(a)pyrene (considered conservative since
benzo(a)pyrene is one of the most potent PAHs with respect to carcinogenicity), the maximum
projected benzo(a)pyrene concentrations can be seen to be less than the applicable standards. The
deficiency is thus considered to be fairly minor, although secondary exposure pathways have also not
been taken into account.

The assumption that all of the NO, compounds are in the form of NO, is stated to be conservative, and
this assumption is considered by the reviewers to be appropriate for a screening level assessment. The
Intrinsik (2008) review did not consider the WHO health based guidelines for NO, {200 pg/m® for 1 hour
NO, cbncentrations) or the WHO (2005) review of these guidelines. The lower WHO guidelines
supported by the 2005 update are well above the base load point of impingement concentrations for all
three sites and omission of these guidelines from consideration is thus not considered a significant
deficiency. 1t should be noted that the reviewers do not necessarily endorse the use of the WHO
guidelines for criteria air contaminants in Ontario, but have been asked to comment on other jurisdiction
standards. '

The Intrinsik (2008) and Envirometrex (2008a, b, c) reports site the Ontario standards for carbon -
monoxide based on multiple sources. The single source standard of 6,000 Hg/m® should have been
compared to incremental point of impingement concentrations. Since estimated base load point of
iImpingement concentrations are between two and three orders of magnitude less than this standard,
the conclusions of their report are not affected.

For particulate matter in air, only PM, is considered by Intrinsik (2008). The larger size fraction PMy,
was evaiuated by Envirometrex (2008a, b, c). This size fraction is considered representative of all dust
that reaches the lungs during inhalation while the PM, s fraction contains the dust particles of a size
most likely to reach the alveoli {tiny air sacs in the lungs). Although PM. s has a greater propensity for
health impaicts, PMy, concentrations are by definition the same as or higher than PM; s concentrations
in emissions, since the smaller size fraction is contained within the larger PMy, fraction, and thus PMq
is generally' evaluated in addition to PM.s. Earlier studies (e.g. RWDI 2005) evaluated PM,, and
Envirometrex (20083, b, c) also evaluated PMag in terms of air emissions for the three sites. Table 18 in
each of the Envirometrex reports indicates that worst case PM,, and PM,s concentrations are
indistinguishable. The evaluation of only PM; s was thus concluded to be justified for this assessment.

The potential for health effects associated with PM. s was evaluated by Intrinsik (2008) based on CCME
(2000) target of 30 pg/m® by 2010. A more recent study by the California Environmental Protection
Agency’s Air Resources Board (CARB 2008) develops a relationship of 10% increase in health impacts -

comDare_d_tcLa_‘LO_u.gfmS_increase..in...long-.term,-F-’Mz;s--air—eeneen-t-rations.—'Fhis-is-hig-her-th'anJrh'arreportgd—"'""“ T

in the Intrinsik (2008) assessment as a 4 to 7% increase in mortality. Envirometrex reports subchronic
(24-hour) maximum PM, 5 concentrations ranging from 0.50 to 0.75 pg/m® for the three sites. Based on
the CARB (2008) dose-response model, an increase of up to 0.75% in potential health effects .
associated with PM.s would be expected for individuals with long term exposures at the point of
impingement. RWDI (2005) provides baseline data on health impacts in Ontario associated with 2005
power generation. Based on a 0.75% increase in these base rates, approximately 1 in 5,000 people
with long term exposures at the point of impingement for the maximum location (Pitway site) might be
expected to experience minor illness while about 1 in 1.6 million people at this exposure might visit an
emergency room. There are several highly conservative assumptions in these estimates that would be
expected to significantly overstate the potential actual risks to individuals residing or working in the
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vicinity of the plant. Intrinsik’s conclusion of “no meaSuréble health effects in humans living in the
surrounding communities” is thus considered by the reviewers to be Supported by the analysis and the
most recent literature., o '

impingement concentrations for the HAPs, Point of Impingement concentrations are the appropriate
concentrations with which to evaluate potential health risks to these compounds. The basis for their
exclusion is therefore not justified. : '

The remaining VOCs that have not been addressed in either the Instrinsik or Envirbmetrex reports are
1.3-butadiene and benzene. The estimated 24-hour maximum concentrations are reported by
Envirometrex to be <0.00004 to <0.00006 pg/m® for 1,3-butadiene ahd 0.001 to 0.002 ug/m® for

benzene. Although these concentrations are not considered representative of potential long term

Sulphur compounds including sulphur dioxide are discussed in Section 2.0 of the Intrinsik (2008) report
in terms of air emissions, Potential emissions are quantified in this section and a conclusion is provided
that, “this emission rate results in trace emissions of SO, that have negligible effect on either health or
vegetation.” The basis for this conclusion is not provided in the Intrinsik (2008) report. The supporting
air quality assessments (Envirometrex 2008a, b, ¢) provide estimates of 24-hour maximum incremental
- ambient air concentrations of SO, for each of the three proposed sites ranging from 0.08 to 0.11 pg/m®,
The current worst case background concentrations are reported as 46 ug/m®. The World Health
Organization (WHO 2008} recently Updated their health based air quality guideline for S0, to 20 ug/m®,
interim targets of 50 and 125 pg/m® were also recommended in the WHO review. Since the estimated
incremental concentrations are orders of magnitude below both the WHO guideline and the current
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The Intrinsik (2008) report did not include an ecological risk assessment. Rather the report was focused
on the agricultural effects of oxides of nitrogen. A description of the study area and the evaluation of
other types of possible receptors that appear fo present (such forested ecosystems) should have been
provided. A screening of the potentia chemicals of concern that may pose risk to ecological receptors
was not included in the report, nor was a selection of the specific receptors that might be present within
the local study area included. Furthermore, no other pathways of exposure were assessed, and g
rationale was not provided for why these were excluded. No discussion of uncertainties wag found in
the report, and the reviewers thus again were required to fill in some of the 9aps in order to provide an
interpretation of the findings. : x

on vegetation is supported, but should be presented in a specific screening for ecological receptors
against the AAQC and WHO standards, :

this assumption is considered by the reviewers to be appropriate for 4 screening level assessment. The
Intrinsik (2008) review did not consider the WHO (2000b) vegetation based guidelines for NO,
(200 pg/m?® for 24 hour or annual 30 pg/m® NO, concentrations). The WHO guidelines are well above
the base load point of impingement concentrations for all three sites and omission of these guidelines

from consideration is thus not considered a significant deficiency.
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For the air quality assessment, the methodology used, emissions, and predicted concentration levels .
seem to generally give valid results, subject to the issues noted in this review. The reviewers concluded
that the information provided in the Screening review, combined with that presented in the supporting
documentation was adequate 1o conclude that measurable effects to human heatth or agricultural crops
are not expected for any of the proposed Northland Power Inc. sites, No conclusions could be drawn

regarding.other potential ecological receptors.
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3.0 YORK ENERGY CENTRE |

The York Energy Centre LP is owned by Pristine Power Inc. and Harbert Power LLC, as a limited
partnership. “York Energy Centre._ Screening Level Risk Assessment” undertaken by Dillon Consulting

Further supporting information documenting the air quality assessment is included in the report “York
Energy Centre, Air Quality Assessment”, also undertaken by Dillon (2008b) as part of the
environmental assessment. The site evaluated in the York Energy Centre reports is located at 18781
Dufferin Street in King Township. ' '

- Specific comments on the York Energy Centre LP risk assessment and supporting information are
~outlined below. The assessment concludes that inhalation effects may occur due to high short-term

extreme avents.

3.1 Air Quafity-Assessmént

The Dilion air quality assessment of the proposed Pristine Power/Harbert York Energy Centre (YEC)
generally follows evaluation and modelling practices mandated by the Ontario Ministry of the
- Environment (MOE). Similar to the other proposed projects, the technical report does not strictly foliow
the level of detail required by the MOE in their ESDM guide as would be desirable for a modelling
assessment that is compared to MOE compliance limits under Ontario Reguilation 419/05 (O.Reg. 419).

The peef review focussed on six main areas that should be included in an air quality assessment of this
type: facility design; baseline conditions, facility emissions, dispersion modelling, compliance
assessment, and cumulative effects, _ : '

The Dillon assessment also discusses the criteria that have been used to evaluate the projects’ air
quality contributions. These include MOE standards and ambient air quality criteria (AAQC), and
federal ambient air criteria including reference to the Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment

(CCME) Qan_ada;wide;Standard—(—GWS)—fer—respirable"particuiatE“'(sz_sj OF 30 ug/m®. As noted above,

this target is set to evaluate an airshed’s acceptability, and not particutarly as a local ambient air quality
indicator. The MOE suggestion to compare primary PM,s and ambient levels to a target of
approximately 25 ug/m® for an individual facility would be more appropriate to ensure that the CWS can
be achieved (MOE, 2008a). The assessment also hotably omits the 30-minute carbon monoxide (CO)
standard of 6,000 ug/m® contained in O.Reg. 419 and only evaluates CO against the MOE AAQCs.

* The proposed YEC includes the use of two 200 MW Siemens 5000F combustion turbines using Ultra
Low NOx (ULN}) technology to generate electricity. A 100 hp diesel-fired emergency fire pump and 800
ekW back-up diesel generator is also.included in the plant design. The fire pump and diesel generator
are not evaluated as part of the air quality assessment. Both of these sources are expected to be
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tested on a regular basis (8.9., once per month for one hour) and emissions from such sources can
create short-term levels of some contaminants, such as nitrogen oxides, that are very close to the
prescribed MOE limits.  As such, it would be prudent to include this source in the air quality
assessments to ensure compliance with MOE limits can be achieved. ' :

The procedures used to evaluate the emissions from the cbmbuétion turbines_appear appropriate.
Data quality ratings as required by the ESDM guide were not provided; hence an estimate of the

The Dillon assessment appropriately considered al| particulate matter to be less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (i.e., PM,s). Combustion turbine particulate is typically less than 1 micron. Particulate matter

Emissions from combustion turbines vary during start-up and shut-down compared {o steady-state
conditions, with CO emissions often being much higher. The Dilion air quality assessment does
address this variability and does appear to follow the correct emission trends for NOy, CO, and PM.,
However, it was unclear how these values were used in the modefling assessment, which assumes the

- turbines operate continuously 24-hours per day and 365 days per year. It does dppear that worst-case

emissions (from start-up, shutdown and steady state) for each contaminant were used in the
assessment, but this should be confirmed to ensure the analysis is appropriately conservative (e.g.,

- 8ome higher emission rates, for CO, were reported than modelied).

The turbine emissions are not compared to the required MOE Guideline A-5 limits for combustion
turbines (MOE, 1994). This information is important to ensure the facility will comply with the required
limits. Based on the information contained in the other submissions, it is expected that this same

.turbine technology (i.e., Siemens S000F) will be able to meet the necessary A-5 fimits.

The dispersion modelling methodoldgy appears to be generaliy appropriate. An MOE-approved model
was used and the model setup followed standard practices outlined in the “Air Dispersion Modelling
Guideline for Ontario” (MOE, 2005b). These practices included the use of building downwash

algorithms, MOE-approved meteorological d.ata,_terrain_data,—-and—-appropri-ate—receptor'den‘sity"éhﬁ'“"""“'"""""" o

- spacing. The receptor grid spacing used in the assessment appears to be of a higher density than that

required by the MOE guidance, particularly close to the sources.. This approach is a positive modelling
feature that will enable capture of the worst-case concentrations, '

The source parameters used in the modelling appear fo be appropriate based on the drawings and
figures provided. It is notable that the parameters differ somewhat from the values reported in the
Environmetrex reports for Northland Power, particularly for geometries {e.9., stack height and
diameter). Considering that these are packaged turbines, it would be expected that design parameters

would be somewhat consistent.
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Half-hour CO concentrations could have also been assessed against the O.Req. 419 limit, hdwever as
they were omitted as described abave, this is not possibie. -

A comparison is made between the predicted incremental concentrations and the existing ambient
levels. However_ a formal cumulative effects assessment is not conducted with the report indicating that
MOE requirements only necessitate the evaluation of incremental concentrations. Although not usual,
this interpretation is not strictly correct as the MOE has the ability to require the assessment of ambient
- levels along with facility incremental concentrations. In some instances of more controversial projects,
the - MOE has been moving more regularly to this approach. - However, given the predicted
concentrations, such an assessment is unlikely to add much value for most contaminants, with the -
possible exception of short-term NOy and PM,s levels. The reviewers nhoted that for PM.;, the ogth
percentile is referred to in the text as the backgroun_d concentration, however the tahle (i.e., Table 6.1)
‘appsars to report the 90" percentile. Considering the CWS is based on a 98" percentile value, a
- - higher concentration may be more appropriate for comparison purposes.

| reviewers generally agree that these issues are unlikely to be significant, further discussion and-
explanation would be helpful considering the peaking facility is designed for regular start-ups and shut-
downs when thermal buoyancy and exit velocity may not be as beneficial, :

Generally, the methodology used, emissions, and predicted -.concenfration levels seem to give valid
results, subject to the issues noted above, : : :

3.2  Human Health Risk Assessment

The Diflon (2008a) human health risk assessment documents the appropriate steps in ‘the risk
assessment process. _ : '

available for only two locations, the lower of the two values was selected. Both methods provide non-
Conservative estimates of background concentrations. For NO, and SO; the average is less than the

The Dillon (2008a) report does not indicate what statistic has been selected for each background.
concentration as shown in Tables 2-5 through 2-8. Comparing detailed data provided in the Sithe
Gilobal report {Golders 2008a) to that of Dillon (2008a), the background concentrations reported by
Dillon can be seen o be a fairly extreme statistic. Reviewing further detail on these provided in the air
quality assessment' (Tabte 3.2, Dilion 2008b) did not provide any insight into what the tabulated values
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times for short periods over the three year monitoring -period and could potentially result in a
conservative assessment of _backgrqt_md or baseline risk. ' '

The risk asSessment report appears to inter-mix PM.s and PMyo data without explanation or a
discussion of why one was evaluated rather than the other. Since the air quatfity report (Dilion 2008b)
analyzes PM,s and since PM.;s is- known to be a greater concern for health effects than equal
Concentrations of PMy,, further discussion or rationale for not evaluating PM,s further would be
appropriate. _

Table 2-8 (Dillon '20083) is reported as containing background concentrations for PM, ¢, Tables 2-1, 2-2
and 2-4 report the selected values from Table 2-8 ag being background concentrations of PM,,, The
text of the report discusses PM,5 on Page ii of the executive summary as being a potential human
health concern. Section 2.2.1 (page 10} identifies only PMy; as being evaluated in the assessment.
PMyq is also discussed elsewhere throughout the risk assessment report. Based on the content of the
report, page ii was concluded by the reviewers to be g typographic error. The risk assessment report
- does not contain sufficient further information to ascertain whether background concentrations used are
actually PMy, or PMzs. Since no match could be found to background toncentrations tabulated in the _
air quality assessment (Dillon 2008b), the reviewers could not ascertain whether PMy, or PM, 5 values

data should have again led to a more conservative approach. The statistic used js not ddcumented, nor |
is the averaging period. Based on review of Table 2-16 these concentrations were concluded to likely

be maximum annual averages; however, without further information on the sampling frequency and.. . .. __

duration, the interpretation and_impacton-theassessment”are’umiear. The VOC a_nd' PAH background

concentrations are noted to be orders of magnitude above the incremental concentrations and all are
- below applicable ambient air standards, so the lack of clarity was concluded io not pose a significant
uncertainty, :

For carcinogenic PAHs,'benzo(a)pyrene has been evaluated as g Surrogate for total PAHs. Due to the
relative toxicity of various. carcinogenic PAHSs, this 'approa_ch is considered by the reviewers to be

uces siatistical bias into the evaluation. Since benzo(a)pyrene is a
ntal rather than total €xposures are generally assessed for health risks
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Ontario with the MOE suggest that they may no longer accept the use of “typical background” levels in
indoor air. Regardless the greatest potentijal risk from exposure to benzene is on an annual basis and
~ predicted values in air were below the concentration that would Pose a 1-in-1,000,000 cancer risk in the
exposed population, Therefore, this does not affect the overall conclusions of the assessment. Valyes
provided in Table 3.9 are generally considered more appropriate and are used in the more detailed

Table 3-1 gives g risk specific concentration’ (corresponding to a one in one million risk) for benzene of
0.455 pg/im?® from the US EPA integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database. The actual value
provided in the IRIS database is 3 fange of 0.13 to 0.45 pg/m®. The midpoint or lower end of the range
are considered appropriate for use in this type of assessment rather than the selected value. Given that -
predictad concentrations in the ajr quality assessment were also less than 0.13 ug/m?® it does not -
materially impact the conclusions of the assessment. h :

Table 3-1 also lisis an occupational e_)_,cpno.suremtime---weighte_d—avera'ge or SO,. Occupational exposure
imits are Aot considered appropriate for evaluation of environmental exposures, Regard_less, S0, has
not actually been evaluated in the assessment so the tabulated value does not affect the conclusions,
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of magnitude higher than the reported value (Table 3-7) of 2.9 x 10°, Combined with the lower
assumed soil ingestion rates, direct exposures to soil appear to have been underestimated by a factor
of 40, As can be seen in Table 3-19, estimated risks are very small and the inconsistencies and lower
soil ingestion rates thys do not impact the conclusion of the assessment that an unacceptable_ risk fo
human heaith is not expected. Similarly, the non-cancer hazard indices estimated for naphthalene are
orders of magnitude below the comparative benchmark of 0.2 and the issues with the soil ingestion rate
and estimation of soil concentrations do not affect the conclusions. -

The results of the peer reviéw that the methodology and approach were appropriate in reaching the
conclusion that no measurable impact to human health is expected for the proposed facility. [f anything

The ecological risk assessment focused on the potential for primary and secondary combustion
products to be deposited onto sail, sediment and surface water and thus potentially affecting the media
quality and resulting in concentrations that might be defeterious to indigenous wildlife. The proposed
. site for the York Energy Center and the surrounding area are considered o contain “potentially
sensitive” habitat such as g natural stream that traverses the property and the fact the site is adjacent

to the Holland Marsh and a nature reserve,

emissions for 1-hour and 24-hours are identified to be above the AAQC in the case of the background
concentrations, NO, was not evaluated further. Given the presence of potentially sensitive habitats and
that large parts of the lang adjacent to the site are primarity agricuitural; the effect of NO, on vegetation
should have been considered and evaluated. The exclusion of NO, evaluation was concluded to be a
potentially significant deficiency. Further discussion of SO, emissions and screening with respect to the
effect on vegetationfagricultural ecosystem should be considerad . -

The expostre point concentrations for PAHs associated with the stack emissions appear to be marginal
when compared to the background concentrations: in ail environmental media. '

In the exposure pathway evaluation the inhatation pathway has been considered incompilete (Figure 4-

1); however inhalation of dusts originating from the surface solil is being considered with the incidentat
ingestion of soil. Given the fact that the identified chemicals of concern consist mainly in gaseous air
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chemicals evaluated it would be difficult to find useful population based ecdiogically relevant toxicity
reference values Specific to the inhalation pathway. : ' _

The ecological hazard assessment included g section on the discussion of the Toxicity Benchmarks. In
the selection of the avian ang mammalian toxicity benchmarks it is reported that in the case of
benzo(a)pyrene the reported Lowest Observed Effects Level (LOEL) was chosen to represent the
benchmark endpoint, atthough the No Observed Effects Level (NOEL) was also available. Adequate
referencing should be provided for this statement; as well as for g)j the toxicity benchmarks provided in
Tables 4-3 to Table 4-4. : ' =

In the interpretation of the ecological risk no Hazard Quotients (HQs) greater than 1 were reported.
Given the -conservative assumpfions included in the eévaluation such as the use of the maximum
exposure point concentrations; the pairing of the maximum ingestion rates with the smaliest body
weight (in the case of birds and mammails), and the assumption that mobile receptors spend 100 % of
their time within the site, the findings that no risk from PAHs is to be expected to occur to terrestrig|
feceptors appears to be an adequate conclusion. In the case of the aquatic environment the highest
value calculated of HQ=1 was found for sediment borne wildlife. The conclusion that PAH emissions
deposited to soil, sediment and surface wil| not be of concern to ecological health are supported by the
assessment, ' -
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4.0 SLUSE ROAD PEAKING STATION

The Sithe Global report by Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder 2008a) titled, “Human Health Risk
~ Assessment and Ecological Risk Assessment” is presented as Appendix G to the Golder (2008h)
environmental assessment report titled, Sithe Global Siuse Road Peaking Station Environmental
Review Report (Golder 2008b). Further supporting information for the Siuse Road site is included in
Appendix F and title “Air Methods” {Golder 2008c). :

4.1 Air Quality Assessment

The Golder air quality assessment for the proposed Sithe Sluse Road Peaking Station is contained in
the main Environmental Review Report (ERR} with supplemental in'formation in Appendix F. The peer
review of this assessment focussed on six main areas that should be included in an air quality
assessment of this type: facility design, baseline conditions, facility emissions, dispersion modelling,

compliance assessment, and cumulative effects,

‘Generally, the Golder assessment follows evaluation and medelling practices mandated by the Ontario
Ministry of the Environment (MOE). Similar to the other Proposed projects, it does not strictly follow the
level of detail required by the MOE in their ESDM guide as would be desirable for a modelling
assessment that is compared to MOE compliance limits under Ontario Regtiation 419/05 (O.Reg. 410).

For instance, no estimation Is provided for the data quality of the emission estimates,

The Golder assessment also discusses the criteria that have been used to evaluate the projects’ air

quafity contributions. These include MOE standards and ambient air Quality criteria (AAQC), and

federal ambient air criteria including reference to the Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment
- (CCME) Canada-wide Standard (CWS) for respirable particulate (PM_5) of 30 ug/m®. As noted above,
this target is set to evaluate an airshed's acceptabifity, and not particularly as a local ambient air quality
indicator. The MOE suggestion to compare primary PM,s and ambient levels to a target of

standard of 6,000 ug/m® contained in O.Reg. 419 and only evaluates CO against the MOE AAQCs.

The proposed facility would use two 200 MW F-class combustion turbines (Siemens 5000F or GE
PG7241FA) using Dry Low NOx (DLN) technology to generate electricity. Additional auxiliary ajr
emission sources did not appear to be included in the assessment, which focussed solely on the

predicted impacts from the combustion turbines. Emissions from auxiliary sources such as diesel fire -

Pumps and generators can create short-term levels of some contaminants, such as nitrbgen oxides,
that are very close to the prescribed MOE limits. . It would be prudent to include such sources in the air
quality assessments to ensure compliance with MOE limits can be achieved.
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. Emissions from combustion turbines vary- during start-up and s_hut-doWn-compared to steady-state
- conditions, with CO emissions often being much higher. The Golder air quality assessment does

address this variability and doeg appear to follow the correct emission trends for NOx, CO, and Piu.
Modelling results are provided for each cohceivable start-up and shutdown scenario which is positive.
The units of the entissions quoted in Tables 5.1-21 ang Table F-24 are not provided, but appear to be
in g/s. The units should be confirmed, . .

is not clear from the report why non-default options would be used; however the options selected do not
appear to be of concern. The use of building downwash algorithms, terrain data, and appropriate

refers to data from meteorological station 6158733, which is Toronto Pearson Airport. However, this
appendix also makes comparisons to monthly wind norms (Tables F-15 and F-18) for Toronto Airport

8o it is unclear why they do not match ¢ exactly. —In-generat—muchof tis meteorological assessment

figures provided.

Half-hour CO concentrations, should also be assessed against the O.Reg. 419 fimit as they were
omitted as described at:»oveT ' :

A formal Cumulative effects aséessment is included in the assessment.  The exact protocol used to
combine the ambient air quality levels with the predicted facility concentrations is not detailed, byt
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appears to pair hourly Concentrations in time., More details on the methodology of this assessmant
would be useful to énsure it was conducted appropriately,

as béing of no concern due to the plume exhaust conditions (buoyancy and exit velocity). While the
reviewers generally agree that these issues are untikely to be significant, further discussion and
explanation would be helpful considering the peaking facility is designed for regular start-ups and shut-

Generally, the methodology used, emissions, and predicted concentration levels seem to give valid

results, subject to the issues noted above. _
4.2 Human Heaith Risk Assessment ' :

For particutate ma'tter in air, only PM; 5 is considered by Golder {2008a). PM,, Was evaluated in the ajr
quality section (Golder 2008c¢) as having the same emission rates and thus the same ambient ajr

Tables -1 through G-12 include “scre_ening_standardsl-that-arer’aiso summarized in Table G-13. One
hour-values ars Teported in Table G-13 to be converte from 24 hour values. Insufficient discussion is
provided regarding the appropriateness of this conversion in terms of mode of action of acute vVersus

sub-chronic effects or justification as to whether the conversions are appropriate to the chemicals or

this use.
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ected 24-hour screening value of 30 Ha/im® for benzene is based on a sub-chronic non-cancer
with

corresponding adverse effect of decreased lymphocyte count is not directly applicable to a 24 hour
expesure period in this Manner. The value has also been inappropriately converted to a 1 hour
concentration. However, it is acknowledged by the reviewers that appropriate ajr quality objectives for

~ benzene In Ontario continues fo be a matter of debate and has vet to be resolved by the MOE. The

benzene air quality criteria are currently under consideration by the MOE under O.Reg. 419/05.

Ina similar matter, g chronic non-cancer toxicity value for 1,3-butadiene based on ovarian atrophy has
been cited as a 24-hour standard and also converted to 4 1-hour standard. Use of this chronic toxicity
value to screen acute exposures is considered ihappropriate. It should also be noted thaf the US EPA
considers 1,3-butadiene carcinogenic with a rigk based annual air standard of 0,03 pg/m® equivalent to

For carbon monbxide, the single source 1-hour standard of 6,000 pg/m® should be used rather than the
multiple source standards for 1 and 8 hours that are applicable to the entire air shed and are intended
to-account primarily for automobile emissions, not facility emissions. The 24-hour and annuaj average

_ values'that'appear to be derived from these are thus_also inappropriate.

For formaldehyde, the applicable half hour standard is 45 kg/m®, thus the 1-hour standard of 158 pg/m®
listed in Table G-13 is inappropriate. The annual value of 12 ug/m® that appears to be derived from the
24-hour value does not taken into account the chronic health effects associated with the carcinogenicity
of formaidehyde. Table G-16 identifies formaldehyde as 5 known or probabie carcinogen but indicates
that it is not assessed for carcinogenicity. This is inappropriate as It should have been evaluated for

~ carcinogenic effects,

values are noie.d,_theassessmentpeﬁcmed I8 considered by the reviewers to be adequate to s_dpport

the conclusion of no elevated health risk.
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The ec'ofogical risk assessment described in Section 3 of the report followed & standard format that

included 3 Problem Formulation, - Exposure Assessment, Hazard Assessment and Risk:
Characterization and Uncertainty assessment, ' _ :

not considered a significant deficiency.

references should be provided, -

Given that predicted air éoncentra_tions for start up, shut down and general operation of the station are
below the AAQSS, the conclusion that the emissions from the project will not Pose a risk to ecological

réceptors appears adequate. _

risks to health or the environment.
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3.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

Same conclusion that the construction and operation of natural gas-fired electrica] generating facilities
nearby residences would not pose an undue risk to eijther human or ecological receptors. These
findings are Supported by the peer review,

The following summarises the conclusions and recommendations from Our peer reviews of the three
proponent’s studies: ; : : _ _

Northland Power
o e——

& The overall assessments generally follow the fecommended approach and requirements of the
MOE modelling and assessment guidance; : -

* The assessment should be revised to consider a guidefine limit of 25 ug/m® for PM2.5 in
accordance with MOE recommendations (as included in their AAQC publication);

¢ The assessment should be revised to assess Y-hour CO ¢oncentrations against the O.Reg. 419
Schedule 3 limit: : : : .

* Emissions from the testing of the emergency diesel fire pump should be addressed in the
assessment on a short-term basis (i.e., 1-hour) to ensure predicted impacts are not under-
represented: C .

e Additional information should be provided on how start-up and shutdown emission scenarios
were derived and assessed in the modalling;

* The receptor spacing and density should be revised fo follow MOE fecommendations as
included in O.Reg. 419/05 to ensure the maximum offsite Concentrations are not under-
represented: ' '

* The factor used 1o convert 1-hour CO concentrations to 8-hour concentrations shouid be
defined and explained:; . )

¢ Arigorous screening fo identify poliutants that may have health impacts should have been
included and wouid have identified PAHs and VOCs as additional poliutants requiring further
evaluation for human health; :
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. Consideration should have been given to the screening of indirect human expostire pathways,
in particular PAHs;

* No basis is provided for the conclusion that frace emissions of SO, will have a negligible effect
on health; : '

* Conservative assumptions regarding the nature of particulate matter in ajr and the nature of NO,
Compounds emitted are appropriately conservative for the assessment of human health;

* The 'projected incremental PM2.5 emissions are sufficiently low to conclude that measurable
health effects are not expecied; - _ :

* An ecological risk assessment should have been included in the repbrt;

* The agricultural effects of NO, emissions are not éxpected to cause 3 concern;

e WHO s_tahdards for protection of agricultural and forested ecosystem should be included when
evaluating toxicity to vegetation from NGO, and S0, emissiqns. . _

York Energy Centre

* The overajl asseSsmen_t_s generally follow the fecommended approach ang requiﬁements of the

- ® The assessment should be revised to assess “-hour CO COncentrations against the O.Reg. 41 9
Schedule 3 firit: . o

* Proponent should 'cpnﬁrm that PM emission estimates from the turbines__in.clude_ﬁlterable—and"-“"-"—'-“—'—“"‘
- condensable par_ticulater(izertetal—particulaté); '

* Proponent should confirm how the worst-case emissions were derived for the assessment;

* Turbine emissiong should be compared to the MOE Guideline A-5 emission limits for
combustion turbines: o ' : : _

* Some additional analysis of the predicted_ cumulative effect_ {i.e., ambient plus facitity) shouid be
 included relative to the corresponding air quality criteria 1o ensure an appropriate assessment of _
risk; o :
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* Additional explanation regarding fogging and icing conditions should be provided for star’}‘-up
- and shutdown conditions when plume buoyancy and exit velocity may be reduced relative to
steady-state conditions; : '

assessment and may significantly overstate threshold health effects;

* The human heaith evaluation should haVe assessed risks associated with inhalation of PM2.5;

* PM2.5 and PM10 are confused in the fabulation of background ambient air data whether the
Correct data has heen used is unclear; '

* For evaluation of carcihogenic PAHs as benzo(a)pyrene is conservative and is considered
appropriate for the evaluation of human health; _ '

~*  Further discussion of SOx emissions and screening  with féspect to the effect on
vegetation/agricultural ecosystem should be included. :

* The conclusion that PAH emisqfnns_deposited*’to‘soii, sediment and surface wi)l not be of

concern to ecological heaith appears fo be adequate.

Sluse Road Peakin Station
=== 10ad reaking Station

* The overall assessments generally follow the recommended approach and requirements of the
‘MOE modeliing and assessment guidance: '

* The assessment should be revised to consider guideline fimit of 25 ug/m3 for PM2.5 in
accordance with MOE recommendations (as inclitded in their AAQC publication); '
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The assessment should be revised 1o assess “%-hour CO concentrations against the O.Reg. 419
Schedule 3 limit; '

Emissions from the testing of the eémergency diesel fire pump and diesel generator should be .
addressed in the assessment On a short-term basis (ie., 1-hour) to ensure predicted impacts
-are not under-represented: ' o

Proponent should confirm that PM emission estimates from the turbines include fitterable and
tondensable particulate (i.e., tota) Particulate); :

Proponent should confirm why non-default modelling options were used in dispersion modeliing
(contrary to MOE recommendations); : _ :

Background ambient air concentrations adopted for the evaluation - of human heatth are
considered appropriately répresentative for ihisg analysis; ' _

The ‘screening but of indirect eXposure pathways js considered by the reviewars to be
adequately Supported for this assessment; '

For carbon rhonoxide, the single source 1-hour standard of 6,000 ug/m® should have been used
for the evaluation of human heaith in this assessment; -

The projected incrementaIJEMZ—.s—-emissions*are‘“suﬂamenﬂy low fo conclude that Mmeasurable

health effects are not expected; .
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