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Peer Review: 
Dual-Use 
Stormwater 
Facilities Policy 
Paper
Steven Van Haren, P.Eng.  WSP

Land Development /  Water Resources
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Overview
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Innovation

Dual-Use Stormwater Facilities (DU/ SWMF) are intended to be installed below grade and allow for an 
above grade alternative use to better support the surrounding community.  This is proposed as an 
innovation to traditional SWM ponds.

3 What are they?

DU/ SWMF’s are large underground storage structures (usually made of concrete) that replace ‘wet 
ponds’ most often associated with subdivisions and should be explored in intensification areas.

2

Policy Paper

A group of private companies has submitted a “Dual-Use Stormwater Facilities Policy Paper” to the City of 
Vaughan for consideration to support various land development applications.  WSP was retained by the City of 
Vaughan to peer review this paper.

1

City of Vaughan

Existing ponds in Vaughan remain effective, but DU/ SWMF’s have some added benefits.  

5

3

4 Why?

Land prices are accelerating and are projected to remain at levels that make UGSWMF’s financially 
feasible for developers
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The I-Storm System by DeCast Ltd.
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The I-Storm System by DeCast Ltd.



6



7

G
o

 t
o

 s
lid

e
 m

a
s
te

r 
to

 u
p

d
a

te
 

th
is

fo
ot

er

Pros/Cons
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Summary
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Water Quality treatment is highly recommended to be installed off-line to large UGSWMF installations, 
via treatment train-based approaches at the surface for ease of operation/ maintenance.  Integrated 
water quality treatment inside an UGSWMF will have negative impacts.

2

Cost/Benefit Analysis

Costs are are anticipated to be variable between conventional and DUSWMF approaches

Cost: Variable depending design parameters and environmental context..

Social: Slight advantage to traditional SWMF

Environmental: Strong advantages for DU/ UGSWMF’s

Constructability: Med. strong advantage for traditional due to less materials and complexity

Operations: Strong advantage for DU/ UGSWMF’s due to simplicity of flow hydraulics.  Inspections are 
complicated with non-conventional SWMF’s.

1

10

Insects, Wildlife, related Human Concerns

Mosquito habitat is not generally associated with open water wet ponds or UGSWMF’s.  West Nile Virus vectors 
are not likely to be affected by DUSWMFs.  Removal of open water discourages geese, and other unintended 
uses of SWM ponds

3
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Odour Issues

UGSWMFs are susceptible to low Dissolved O2 concentrations, which allow for the generation of noxious 
odours, such as Hydrogen Sulfide.  UGSWMF’s should be configured to fully empty between storm events.

5 Operations & Maintenance

Maintenance of UGSWMF’s may be performed by the tank manufacturers until the City has sufficient 
training and resources to take over after an extended maintenance period and assumption by the City.

4

City of Vaughan

UGSWMF’s have good potential to conserve land, but are not a 1:1 replacement for wet ponds.  Additional 
training, effort and O&M adjustments will be necessary by City staff.

7

11

6 Out of Sight – Out of Mind

UGSWMF’s should require robust “as-built” drawings as confirmation of conditions in the future will not 
be convenient and require daylighting or other invasive inspections for activities in close proximity.  
WSP recommends a robust drawing & design reporting archival system and a SCADA system integration.
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wsp.com

http://www.linkedin.com/company/WSP
https://twitter.com/wsp
https://www.facebook.com/WSPglobal/
https://www.instagram.com/wspglobal/
https://www.youtube.com/c/WSPGlobal
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Cost sharing
What are cost sharing agreements

Why we ask for these agreements

Do we have any standards

What are our expectations resulting from these agreements

Authority to ask for such agreements

Benefits and Drawbacks related to Cost sharing agreements



What are cost sharing agreements?

• Legal agreements between landowners

• Put in place to ensure common infrastructure interests are 

dealt with

• Meant to permit the timely and efficient installation of 

infrastructure

• The City is not party to these agreements



Why we ask for these agreements

• Collaboration between landowners 

• Efficiency in the design and implementation of infrastructure

• Good Planning practice and alignment with mater planning 

processes

• Assurance works will be built and paid for by landowners 

wishing to develop 

• Coordination with external Stakeholders



Do we have standards and what are our 

expectations resulting from these 

agreements

• We have standard procedures in dealing with landowners that are  part 

of a block plan and those that are external to a block

• We look for acknowledgement letters from the landowner group trustee



Authority to ask for such agreements

• The authority to ask for these agreement originates with our 

official plan 

• Implemented though our secondary and block plan processes 

by way of development agreement conditions of approval



Benefits and drawbacks related to Cost 

sharing agreements

• We get assurances that infrastructure will be designed, built and 

funded by owners developing their lands

• Adherence to masterplans and standards

• Limited liability

• There is case law at the OLT in support of cost sharing, identifying it 

as the most efficient way to deal with development issues facing 

municipalities

• In a Tribunal decision from 1990 (Brampton (City) Official Plan 

Amendment No. 149 – [1990] O.M.B.D. No. 906) the Tribunal noted 

that a cost sharing regime is the most efficient way to deal with the 

problems facing municipalities, including:

1. Equalizing the burden or providing the number of public facilities and 

services required among landowners.

2. Avoid planning by ownership with a view to fairly distributing public 

uses.

3. Ensure infrastructure is available to implement a plan where and 

when required.



Benefits and drawbacks related 

to Cost sharing agreements

1. Ensure that beneficiaries of development pay their way.

2. Coordinate the multiplicity of interests involved. 

Moreover, the Ontario Divisional Court has affirmed that 

conditions of subdivision approval which require payment 

from a benefiting owner to a front-ending owner with 

respect to infrastructure of mutual benefit to be reasonable 

and justified pursuant to ss. 51(25) of the Planning Act. 
Eastpine Kennedy-Steeles Ltd. v. Markham (Corp. of the 

Town), 2004 CanLII 28228 (ON SCDC).







Questions.


	Cover Page
	WS Communication C1
	WS Communication C2

