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Significant portions of the Howard/Bouffard Planning Area are flooded during the 1-in-100 year, 24-hour
rainfall event. The Essex Region Conservation Authority has indicated issuance of permits for development
would be difficult until the flooding issues are addressed. This study has evaluated alternative solutions
to address the existing flooding issues and support future development in this key growth area. 2
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Class Environmental Assessment Process Losl =

PHASE 1: PHASE 2:

: PHASE 5:
Problem/ Alternative :
Opportunity Solutions IjeliEnaniEior
o |dentify problems/ o [dentify alternative » Design and
opportunities to be solutions to address the Jufelgf?%lg construction phase
addressed in the problem/opportunity ’ » Project must address
planning and design *Review existing recommendations and
process conditions PIC #2 commitments made in
«Prepare a “Problem «Consult with review 200, the environmental
and Opportunity agencies and the public assessment
Statement” *Prepare report documentation
documenting the study

This study followed Master Plan approach #2 under the Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment (EA; 2023), which includes Phases 1 and 2 of the process.




Consultation Summary

PIC #1

June 26, 2019

PIC #2
December 12, 2019

ASlzt puTon

PIC #3
March 1, 2023

e Qutlined project need and
justification

» Presented the alternatives being
considered and the initial
preferred solution

What we heard:

» Concerns about downstream
flooding, property impacts,
timing for development, funding
mechanisms, and the evaluation
of alternative solutions

» Changes to the preferred
solution were suggested

» Presented a revised preferred
solution that would
accommodate planned
development throughout the
Study Area

What we heard:

» Comments about property
Impacts, funding mechanisms,
involvement of impacted
landowners, and the flood
extent mapping

» Developers indicated they want
more control over the scope,
schedule, and cost of works
required for the development of
their respective lands

* Presented a revised solution that
incorporated the findings from
the Turkey Creek Watershed
Study and addressed feedback
received through PIC #2

What we heard:

* |nquiries about property
Impacts, the development
schedule, and details of the
preferred solution

» Suggestions to consider
additional alternatives, and for
further refinement of the
preferred solution to reduce
Impacts to private property and
natural environment

Following PIC #3, the preferred solution was further refined. Mitigation measures and commitments

for future work have been developed to address anticipated impacts.
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Alternative Solution Description

: : Maintain status quo — no drainage
*
Alternative 1 Do eing solution to address spillover

Consolidate Stormwater to Update of previous preferred solution

Alternative 2 Regional Facility (as presented at PIC #2)

Local Stormwater Management Builds on the solution presented in a
Ponds previous study (2017 EA Addendum)

Alternative 3

A comparative evaluation of the three alternative solutions was completed to identify the level
of preference for each solution in comparison to the others. The criteria used in the evaluation
were grouped under the following categories:

 Natural Environment » Engineering
 Socio-Economic Environment » Cost
 Cultural Heritage  Timing of Implementation.

*Alternative 1 does not address the problem/opportunity; however, it must be considered as part of
the Class EA process. 5
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Alternative 2 — Regional Facility
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Alternative 3 — Local SWM Ponds
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Category Preferred Solution Determined by Evaluation
Natural Environment Alternative 1 — Do Nothing

Socio-Economic

: Alternative 3 — Local SWM Ponds
Environment

Cultural Heritage Alternative 1 — Do Nothing
Engineering Alternative 3 — Local SWM Ponds

Cost Alternative 1 — Do Nothing

Timing of
Implementation

Alternative 3 — Local SWM Ponds

Based on the evaluation of alternatives, it was determined that
Alternative 3 — Local SWM Ponds is the preferred solution.
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Preferred Solution: Local SWM Ponds Losl =

Alternative 1 (Do Nothing) is least preferred as it does not address the existing flooding issues
and development would not be permitted to proceed within the flood inundation area.

When compared to Alternative 2 (Regional Solution), the following key advantages of
Alternative 3 (Local SWM Ponds) were identified:

» Lesser anticipated impact on both terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems

» Greater potential for positive impacts to aquatic ecosystems through creation of new open channel
with direct connection to existing fish habitat

» Reduced amount of private property to be acquired

 Less, smaller enclosures and channels

» Does not require a regional pond and pump station

« Construction and engineering costs are estimated to be $36 million lower
» Lower operation and maintenance costs

» Less time to implement

 Gives developers more control over SWM solutions for developed lands.




Preferred Solution (Refined Following PIC #3)
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Preferred Solution — Typical Cross Section Losl =
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Project Financing
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PROJECT FINANCING

' aandhea
Q FINAL )
SOLUTION
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'FUNDING i (Less Grant
 MECHANISM Dependence/Contributions)

[EDZIIIITL == —) NET COST
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« 12 Months ‘
‘ + Options Include
Development Charges ‘
‘ and Dralnage Act

BENEFIT TO BENEFIT
EXISTING TO NEW
RESIDENTS DEVELOPERS

¢ Tax Dollars
¢ Storm Utility Charge

s Front End Financing
¢ Development Charge
e Landowner Agreement

HOWARD/BOUFFARD
PLANNING AREA

Master Drainage Study

* The Drainage Act is
currently the preferred
mechanism to
formalize the
implementation of the
project including
refining the design,
project costs and
confirming the
assessments to the
contributing lands.
The Drainage Act
provides a mechanism
to ensure that
upstream lands
contribute to the
project cost.

The anticipated cost for engineering and construction of the proposed work is $18 million
(2023 dollars). This cost excludes property acquisition and applicable taxes.
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Anticipated Project Timeline dosly =
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Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
2023 | 2024 | 2024 | 2024 | 2024 | 2025 | 2025 | 2025 | 2025

1. Final Master Drainage : : o
Study X X Master Drainage Study Report public review:

(Public Process) January 10 to February 9, 2024

2. Financing Solutions
* Drainage Act

* Agreements X X X X

 Development Charges
(Public Process)

3. Preliminary
Development Plans X X X X

4. Agency Approvals

X X
5. Tender and
Construction X X
6. Development Design
and Construction X X X

Notes:
» All works beyond Final Master Drainage Study require Council approval
* Preliminary schedule shown is based on no objections throughout the various public processes
* Development Approval to begin in 2025

» Tender and Construction extends beyond Q4 2025. 13
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