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MEETING OF THE SOURCE PROTECTION COMMITTEE #9/08
September 8, 2008

The Source Protection Committee Meeting  #9/08, was held in the South Theatre, Black 
Creek Pioneer Village, on Monday, September 8, 2008.  The Chair Susan Self, called the 
meeting to order at 10:12 a.m..

PRESENT
Juli Abouchar Member
Andrea Bourrie Member
Wendy Burgess Member
Michael D'Andrea Member
Neil Garbe Member
Jessica Ginsburg Member
Bob Goodings Member
Irv Harrell Member
Bob Hester Member
David Kenter Member
Heather Laidlaw Member
Lynne Moore Member
Peter Orphanos Member
John Presta Member
Fred Ruf Member
Mark Schiller Member
Susan Self Chair
Howard Shapiro Member
Kate Turner Liaison, Ministry of the Environment

PROXY
Bob Burnside Member
ABSENT
Jessica Annis Member
Brian Denney Liaison, Source Protection Authority
Michael Garrett Member
Peter Miasek Member
GUEST
Rae Horst Credit Valley Source Protection Authority
Irena Cooney Ministry of the Environment
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RES.#A65/08 - MINUTES

Moved by: David Kentner
Seconded by:  Mark Schiller

THAT the Minutes of Meeting #8/08, held on August 11, 2008, be approved. 
CARRIED

                                     ___________________________________________

CORRESPONDENCE

(a) Letter dated July 30, 2008 from Ian Smith, Director Source Protection Programs Branch, 
Invitation to comment on Source Protection Committees’ Terms of Reference

(b) Letter dated July 31, 2008 from Gary Cousins, MCIP Director, Notice regarding 
proposed work plans for Wellington County

(c) Letter dated August 5, 2008 from Keith Wilson, Source Protection Approvals, Response 
to Clean Water Act, Draft Regulations and Technical Rules Environmental Registry 
Number 010-3866

(d) Correspondence dated August 11, 2008 from Kate Turner, Ministry of Environment 
Liaison, Stewardship Program and Municipal Long Term Water Supply Strategy

(e) Public Notice dated August 12, 2008, from Trent Conservation Coalition Source 
Protection Authorities,  Regarding Proposed Terms of References

(f) Letter dated August 27, 2008 from Susan Self, Chair, CTC Source Protection 
Committee, Endorsement by CTC Source Protection Committee of EBR comments

RES.#A66/08 - CORRESONDENCE

Moved by: Neil Garbe
Seconded by: Peter Orphanos

THAT above-noted correspondence (a) - (f) be received.
CARRIED
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CORRESPONDENCE (A)

4905 Dufferin Street

Toronto, Ontario, M3H 5T4
July 30, 2008

Ian Smith
Director, Source Protection Programs Branch
Ministry of the Environment, Drinking Water Management Division
2 St. Clair Avenue West, 8th Floor
Toronto, Ontario, M4V IL5

Re: Invitations to comment on Source Protection Committees' proposed Terms of Reference tor 
the preparation of Assessment Reports and Source Protection Plans

Dear Mr Smith:

Environment Canada employees have recently been contacted by a number of Source 
Protection (SP) Committees, inviting them to review and comment on the draft Terms of Reference that 
will guide the preparation of Assessment Reports and Source Protection Plans.
Additional SP Committees may soon make similar requests, and I am writing to you, as well as
to the Chairs of all SP Committees, to suggest how we might advance our mutual objectives.

Environment Canada commends the work that SP Committees are undertaking to
identify, mitigate and prevent threats to drinking water quality. We value local and regional
efforts to protect drinking water quality, and recognize the environmental benefits that will result
from their work. I anticipate environmental benefits will likely include a positive impact on the
Great Lakes, noting that Ontario's Clean Water Act makes strong linkages to watershed-based
source protection planning and Great Lakes protection. Environment Canada encourages SP
Committees to consider not only the watersheds for which they are developing source protection plans, 
but also downstream impacts on the Great Lakes.

To help the SP Committees comply with the requirement for relevant Terms of
Reference to consider the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the Canada-Ontario
Agreement Respecting the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem, we suggest that they review the
objectives and priority actions being pursued under relevant Lakewide Management Plans and
Remedial Action Plans. Given the complementary nature of source water protection and Great
Lakes restoration and protection, we encourage SP Committees to consider the goals and
objectives of these Great Lakes initiatives when developing their own, and to align their work
accordingly.

Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) are comprehensive management plans that strive to 
restore and protect the waters in each of the Great Lakes. They involve multiple partners from federal, 
provincial and local governments, along with non-government and private sector stakeholders. 
Information and materials pertaining to the objectives and priority actions of the LaMPs can be found at 
www.binational.net, but in summary, these plans strive to:

- use existing science and monitoring programs to synthesize and assess the state of the 
ecosystem at the lakewide level;
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- identify lakewide environmental concerns that can best be addressed at a lakewide 
management scale, including emerging issues;

- identify science and monitoring information needs in order to inform data collection and 
ultimately make informed management decisions;

- develop lakewide vision, goals, objectives, and measurable indicators;
- identify and promote actions required by management agencies, including other  levels of 

government, to achieve the lakewide vision, goals and objectives;
- use an adaptive management approach and a long-term planning horizon;
- repot regularly on progress towards achieving lakewide vision, goals, objectives; and
- communicate with, engage and build consensus among the broader lake community so that 

they can contribute to implementation of the required actions.

Remedial Action Plan (RAPs) are comprehensive endeavours to restore and protect 
environmentally degraded areas ofthc Great Lakes - called Areas of Concern - that have
experienced significant environmental degradation and where beneficial uses of the ecosystem are 
impaired.  Information and materials pertaining to the objectives and priority actions of RAPs can be 
found at www.ec.gc.ca/raps-pas, but overall they involve all levels of government, industry, 
non-government organizations and individuals working to:

- identify environmental problems in specific geographic areas;
- determine sources and causes of the problems;
- establish community and stakeholder goals and objectives; and
- develop consensus on recommended actions, implementation plans and monitoring 

strategies.

Environment Canada remains committed to working with staff from Ontario, municipalities and 
conservation Authorities, Aboriginal communities and organizations, non-
government organizations, academic institutions and industrial, agricultural and other business sectors 
across Ontario in advancing Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans for the Great 
Lakes. We believe these are an effective means to develop a shared vision and common approach to 
environmental restoration, watershed planning, water resource management, and monitoring and 
restoring wildlife habitat - all of which provide direct and indirect support for source water protection.

I trust that you, and the Chairs of the SP Committees, would agree that we should take 
advantage of existing mechanisms. partnerships and plans to advance our mutual priorities and 
objectives.

Yours sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED ON BEHALF OF 

Michael Goffin
Director, Strategic Integration & Patnerships Division
Environment Canada

c.c. list below
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DISTRIBUTION

Larry Brown - Chair, Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley Source Protection Committee

John Williamson - Chair, Cataraqui Source Protection Committee

Susan Self - Chair, CTC Source Protection Comrnittee

Tom Fuerth - Chair, Essex Region Source Protection Committee

Nels Conroy - Chair, Greater Sudbury Source Protection Committee

Doug Cuthbert - Chair, Halton-Hamilton Source Protection Committee

Craig Ashbaugh - Chair, Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee

Bob Hartley - Chair, Lakehead Source Protection Committee

George Hughes - Chair, Mattagami Region Source Protection Committee

Janet Stavinga - Chair, Mississippi-Rideau Source Protection Committee

Mark Neufeld - Chair, Niagara Peninsula Source Protection Committee

Barbara Groves - Chair, North Bay-Mattawa Source Protection Committee

Max Christie - Chair, Quinte Region Source Protection Committee

Claude Cousineau - Chair, Raisin-South Nation Source Protection Committee

Mike Traynor - Chair, Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce Peninsula Source Protection
Committee

Subhash Verma - Chair, Sault Ste. Marie Region Source Protection Committee

Lynn Dollin - Chair, South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee

Robert Bedggood - Chair, Thames-Sydenham and Region Source Protection Committee

Jim Hunt - Chair, Trent Conservation Coalition Source Protection Committee
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CORRESPONDENCE (B)

COUNTY OF WELLINGTON

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
GARY A. COUSINS, M.C.I.P., DIRECTOR
TEL:  (519) 837-2600
FAX:  (519) 823-1694
10800-663-0750

ADMINISTRATION CENTRE
74 WOOLWICH STREET

GUELPH ONTARIO
N1H 3T9

COUNTY OF WELLINGTON

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
GARY A. COUSINS, M.C.I.P., DIRECTOR
TEL:  (519) 837-2600
FAX:  (519) 823-1694
10800-663-0750

ADMINISTRATION CENTRE
74 WOOLWICH STREET

GUELPH ONTARIO
N1H 3T9

July 31, 2008

TO: Lake Erie Source Water Protection Committee
CTC Source Water Protection Committee
Halton-HamiIton Source Water Protection Committee
Ausable Bayfield Maitland Valley Source Water Protection Committee
Saugeen, Grey, Northern Bruce Source Water Protection Committee

FROM: Gary Cousins, MCIP

SUBJECT: TERMS OF REFERENCE 

We are now receiving Terms of Reference for the 5 sourrce water areas affecting Wellington 
County and are generally supportive of the proposed work plans.

I would like to ensure that all committees are aware that the County of Wellington has:

1. Identified Well Head Protection Areas and Identified potential threats in a County wide 
study funded by M.O.E.E. This study was completed in 2006 by Golder and Associates 
and contained a model for future use.

2. Adopted an Official Plan Amendment in 2007 which identified all well head protection 
areas in Wellington County and which contained policies governing those areas.

It is my understanding that each Conservation Authority was given a copy of the study.  I would 
anticipate that this work would not have to be undertaken again and that the County study can be used to 
define welI head protection areas in Wellington. If you need additional Information on this study or the 
approved official plan policy please contact Mr. Aldo Salis of this office (extension 2100).

Sincerely

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY

Gary Cousines, MCIP
Director of Planning & Development

c.c. Aldo Salis
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CORRESPONDENCE (C)

Environmental ServicesEnvironmental ServicesEnvironmental Services

August 5, 2008

COPY
Keith Willson 
Manager, Source Protection Approvals
Ministry of the Environment
Drinking Water Management Division
Source Protection Programs Branch
2 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto Ontario M4V IL5

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Re: Response to Clean Water Act, Draft Regulations and Technical Rules
Environmental Registry Number 010-3866
Our File: P12 WP021

York Region staff is pleased to provide comments regarding draft Regulations and Technical Rules 
recently posted on the Environmental Bill of Registry (EBR) posting 010-3866 Technical Rules for the 
preparation of the Assessment Report. The comments provided are structured in
the following manner - process concerns, general comments, detlailed comments, and specific
responses to the questions posted in theEBR.

1.0 Process Comments on ERR Registry Number 010-3866

Further advanced training and consultation is required.
The Technical Rules posted do provide some clarity to the existing Guidance: Modules; however
the Guidance Modules are more clear as they lack the legalese dialogue. It is difficult to 'road
test' the Tcehnical Rules in a practical manner with a 45-day comment period.  Additional advanced 
training related to this EBR posting would enhance understanding, provide the MOE
with more valuable comments from stakeholders and ensure consistency across the Province,

Need to continue to ensure the 'Technical Rules' are flexible.
The use of Technical Rules is a new legislative tool. York Region staff is concerned thaI there 
may be a loss of flexibility resulting from the decision to move away from the Guidance
Modules format.  It is unclear what flexibility will exist where the technical rules cannot be
applied as prescribed and what the relief from approval process would be in such a situation.

The Regional Municipality of York, 17250 Yonge Street, Newmarket, Ontario L3Y 6Z1
Tel: 905-895-1200,  1-877-464-9675,  Fax: 905-830-6927

Internet: www.york.ca
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August 5, 2008 2
Response to Clean Water Act, Draft
Regulations and Technical Rules

Completing the Assessment Report within legislated timelines will be difficult
York Region staff understands the need for consistency across the Province. It becomes difficult
to maintain work momentum without timely delivery of new guidance and direction.  It remains unclear 
whether work on the Clean Water Act (2006) can procccd with draft Technical Rules or
whether the work remains on-hold until finalization is achieved. The Province needs to provide
overall direction with regard to existing work. In addition, there must be some recognition that legislated 
timelines may not be achieved.

2.0 General Comments on ERR Registry Number 010-3866

The overall organization of the Technical Rules should be revised.
Subject areas are not grouped to allow sufficient undertanding.  For example, the water budget 
items need to be grouped within one section.
Section titles and order are unclear and/or confusing.
Tables within the Technical Rules need to have unique identifiers. There are several examples 
were tables are labeled with the same reference identification e.g. Table 1 Technical Rule 34 and 
Table 1 Chemical Threats.
TabIes in the summary document should be given an identifier that is not similar to the Technical 
Rules e.g. Table 1 page 3 of Summary of Clean Water Act 2006 Technical
Rules: Assessment Report.

The technical terms need to be defined clearly and similar terms with different applications should 
be eliminated.

See detailed comments below for specific examples.

3.0 Detailed Comments on ERR Registry Number 010-3866

Part I.1- Definitions

Technical Rule 1 (1):
"cone of influence" - The theoretical extent of the cone of influence of a well/group of wells cannot be 
practically measured. This term is applied in Technical Rule 52 (2) in the context of
assessing the intersection or the cone of influence of one well on anolher. A threshold value of
drawdown or percent of available drawdown would be more practical in assessing the extent of a cone 
of depression of a well.

"reserved quantity or water " - This term is confusing relative to the similar terrms "Groundwater
Reserve" and "Surface Water Reserve" described in the Water Budget and Water Quantity Risk
Assessment Draft Guidance Module to describe the water that news to be set aside for purposes
other than those that are currently permitted.  Here the definition of a "reserved quantity of
water" seems to be more consistent with the definition for "water demand" used in the Water
Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment Draft Guidance Module.
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August 5, 2008 3
Response to Clean Water Act, Draft
Regulations and Technical Rules

Technical Rule 1 (3):
"QDEMAND" is not qualitatively defined. The previous definitation for QDEMAND in the Water
Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment Draft Guidance Module is Groundwater Consumptive 
Demand.

"QSUPPLY" is not qualitatively defined. The previous definition tor QSUPPLY in the Water
Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment Draft Guidance Module is Groundwater Supply.
The term Groundwater Supply is often used in the industry interchangeably with Groundwater
Demand, as water wells generally supply a quantity that is equal to demand. A term such as
"Available Groundwater" or alternative may be more appropriate and less confusing.

"QRESERVE" is not qualitalively defined. The previous definition for QRESERVE in the Water
Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment Draft Guidance Module is Groundwater Reserve.
This term is similar to the "reserved quantity of water" term described in Section (3), but is
meant to represent a different concept. Please see the previous comment on Technical Rule 1
(I ).

Technical Rule I (4):
"QDEMAND" is not qualitatively defined. Thc previous definition for QDEMAND in thc Water
Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment Draft Guidance Module is Surface Water
Consumptive Demand.

"QSUPPLY" is not qualitalively defined. The previous definition for QSUPPLY in the Water Budget and 
Water Quantity Risk Assessment Draft Guidance Module is Surface Water Supply.  The term Surface 
Water Supply is often used in the industry interchangeably with Surface Water Demand, as the surface 
water is generally supplying a quantity that is equal to demand. A term such as "Available surface Water" 
or alternative may be more appropriate and less confusing.

"QRESERVE" is not qualitatively defined. The previous definition for QRESERVE in the Water
Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment Draft Guidance Module is Surface Water Reserve.
This term is similar to the "reserved quantity of water" term described in Section (3), but is
meant to represent a different concept. Please see the previous comment on Technical Rule 1
(1 ).

Part I.4 - Uncertainty analysis

Technical Rule 13:
Part I.4 should include a rule that specifies quantitative measures to be used to categorize the
Ievel of uncertainty. "High" and "low" are very subjective terms.

Part III.3 - Contributing area water budget

Technical Rule 25 (4):
The phrasing, "within and downstream of the contributing area", in respect of groundwater,
does not clearly establish the area that needs to be considered for other groundwater uses. The
term "downstream" has not been defined and is therefore ambiguous. The area "within and
downstream of the contributing: area " does not necessarily account for all groundwater uses
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August 5, 2008 4
Response to Clean Water Act, Draft
Regulations and Technical Rules

relevant to the contributing area in question, For example, a groundwater taking outside of the
contributing area can (1) affect the shape of the contributing area, and (2) interfere with the
available quantity of water through the expansion of the cone of depression of the other groundwater 
user(s).

Technical Rule 25 (5):
The time frame for each of the "transient states" should be defined.

Technica1 Rules 29 and 33:
It is not clear when this rule would apply and why the thresholds for moderate stress would be
reduced to 8% and 23% in sections (1) and (2), respectively. It is our opinion that these thresholds are 
unnecessarily conservative.

Part llI.4 -Subwatershed stress level- Tier One WaterBudget

Technical Rule 27:
This Technical Rule refers to the scenarios in Table 1 (Watershed Stress Level Scenarios), which
are not well definded in the table and are difficult to differentiate in the current format.

Part IlI.6- Uncertainty analysis

Technical Rule 34:
Part III.6 should include a rule that specifies qualitative measuresto be used to categorize the
level of uncertainty. "High" and "low" are very subjective terms.

Part IV .1- Vulnerability Assessment and Delineation, Groundwater

Technical Rule 36:
It is suggested that "water table to aquifer advection time" and "water table to well advection
time" be added to the list of acceptable vulnerability assessment methods. The "water table to
well advection time" (WWAT) Assessment has been applied for all of the municipal wells in
York Region, and York Region staff has received correspondence from the Ministry indicating
that this method is satisfactory for assessing groundwater vulnerability. These additional two
methods are more conservative versions of the methods already listed in Technical Rule 36,
Sections (3) and (4).

PartV .3 - Delineation of wellhead protection areas, type 1 systems
Technical Rule 47 (5), (6):
It is uncIear how the requirernent to delineate WHPA-E and WHPA-F can be met in cases where:
(1) the well supply may be influenced by surface water in an area where the influencing surface
water body cannot be practically identified (e.g. in areas where nearby surface waters consists of
several and/or small bodies of water, such as kettle lakes), and
(2) the area within the surface water body that contributes water to the "virtual intake" cannot be
practically defined.
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August 5, 2008 5
Response to Clean Water Act, Draft
Regulations and Technical Rules

Based on the above comment, the rules surrounding WHPA-E and WHPA-F should specify that
the delineation of WHPA-E and WHPA-F only applies to wells that are under the influence of
flowing surface water bodies. In cases where wells are under the direct influence of surface water bodies 
that not flowing, such as smaller lakes, wetlands and ponds, it is our opinion that
the areas WHPA-A, WHPA-B, WHPA-C, and WHPA-D alone should adequately define the
wellhead protection area for the wells.

The rules for the delineation and assessment of WHPA-E and WHPA-F should also distinguish
between wells that have ben characterized as being supplied by "Groundwater Under the Direct
influence of Surface Water (GUDI)" versus "GUDl with Effective in Situ Filtration". The threats assessment 
within WHPA-E and WHPA-F should apply only to potential sources of
contamination other than pathogens, given that pathogens would be effectively filtered from the
water supply by the time they reached the well.

Furthermore, the requirement to delineate WHPA-E and WHPA-F does not consider cases where 
welIs have been conservatively characterized as GUDI with Effective In Situ Filtration, based on
indirect lines of evidence only. The rules should allow some flexibility for the Source Protection
Committee to decide, on a case-by-case basis, if the requirement to delineate areas WHPA-E and 
WHPA-F should be waived.

Part V.4 -Delineating of wellhead protection areas, type II and III systems

Technical Rule 52:
This role outlines the methodology for delineating area WHPA-AA for type II and III systems.
This rule is fundamentally saying that type II and Ill will be protected from potential threats within a much 
smaller area upgradient of the systems, than the type I systems.  Capture zone modeling should be 
used for type I, II and III systems, regardless of the quantity of water being removed from the wells. 
Simple capture zone models/equations are available that can be used with limited hydrogeologic 
information to estimate the extent of well capture zones. Unknown parameters can he estimated and an 
uncertainty analysis can be applied to delineate
conservative wellhead protection zones. Property boundaries are not adequate boundaries for the 
delineation of WHPA-AA areas. Furthermore, where a cluster of wells exist, shallow aquifer
wells should be assessed independently of deep aquifer wells. Vulnerability assessment for type II and Ill 
systems should be carried out with the same methodology as type I systems.

Part V .6 - WHPA-Q1 or WHPA-Q2

Technical Rules 55 and 56:
WHPA-Q1 is defined as "the area within which one or more consumptive activities affect or
would affect the ability of the well to take water at its allocated quantity of water". Theoretically, any 
consumptive activity at any localion can affect the ability of the well to take water at its allocated quantity 
of water if the consumptive activity is consuming a high enough quantity of water. Even consumptive 
uses outside of the contributing area to a well can affect the ability of the well to take water at its 
allocated quantity of water, because thc cone of influence of a consumptive water taking can interfere 
with the cone of influence of another well, independent of contributing area. This is really a cone of 
influence/drawdown assessment, not a
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Response to Clean Water Act, Draft
Regulations and Technical Rules

contributing area/capture zone analysis. The definition for WHPA-Q1 needs to be conceptually
modified to more accurately describe a water quantity related protection zone.

Part VI.8 Delineation of IPZ-Q1 and IPZ-Q2

Technical Rule 77:
There is a typographical error - "WHPA-Q1 and "WHPA-Q2" should read, "lPZ-Q1 and IPZ-
Q2".

Part VII - Vulnerability: Highly Vulnerable Aquifers, Significant Groundwater Recharge
Areas and Wellhead Protection Areas

Overall heading for Part VII should be entitled, "Vulnerability Scoring: Highly Vulnerable
Aquifers, Significant.....", for clarity purposes.

Part VII.1 - Delineation of IPZ-Q1 and IPZ-Q2
Technical Rule 78:
There is a typographical error - the term "aquifers" should be modified to its singular form,
"aquifer".

Part VIII- Vulnerability: Surface Water Intake Protection Zones
Overall heading for Part VIII should be entitled, "Vulnerability Scoring: Surface Water
Intake...", for clarity purposes.

Part VIII.2 - Area vulnerability factor
Technical Rules 88 and 89:
The vulnerability factors for IPZ-2, and thus IPZ-3, seem unreasonably high for applications of
IPZ-2 and IPZ-3 to GUDI wells.

Part VIII.3 - Area vulnerabillty factor
Technical Rule 93:
The three factors listed in this rule to consider when determining the source vulnerability factor
cannot be practically considered in the vulnerability scoring for WHPA-E and WHPA-F areas, as
there is no actual intake in the surface water bodies tor GUDI wells.

Part IX -Contributing Area Risk Level
Title of this section, "Contributing Area Risk Level", should clarify that the risk is a risk to water
quantity (e.g. "Contributing Area Risk Level- Water Quantity")
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Response to Clean Water Act, Draft
Regulations and Technical Rules

Part IX.2 - Exposure level, contributing area
Technical Rule 96 (2) (a):
Other water uses should not be limited to downgradient groundwater takings, as groundwater
taking in all areas surrounding a well can Influence the ability of an aquifer to meet the
allocated quantity of water for existing wells, if the takings are significant enough.

Part IX.S -Uncertainty analysis
Technical Rule 103:
Part IX.5 should include a rule that specifies quantitative measures to be used to categorize the 
level of uncertainty. "High" and "low" are very subjective terms.

Part Xl.1 -Describing drinking water issues
Technical Rule 108(1)(b), (2)(b):
A specific timefiame should be established for evaluating increasing trends, since, theoretically,
all increasing trends would eventually reach and exceed the standard (some sooner than others). As an 
example, the rule could specify that a drinking water issue should be defined as an issue if there is a 
trend of increasing concentrations of the parameter that would result in drinking water exceeding the 
standard set out for that parameter within a timeframe of 50 years.

Technical Rule 109:
Section (5) should be added to include the time by which the parameter would reach the drinking water 
standard, where Technical Rule 108 (a)(b) or (2)(b) applies.

Part X1.4 - Identifying area for significant, moderate and low drinking water threats -
activities

Technical Rule 125:
The use of Table 3 Modified Threat Rankings is unclear and requires further explanation and
training.

4.0 Selected EBR Questions/Roundtable Discussion Questions

Great Lakes and Other Surface Waters

Question/Input Point #2 (Roundtable #6):
The Ministry has proposed that a quantity of 150,000 litres or more of contaminant be used to determine 
areas where drinking water threats are or would be significant drinking water threats. Is this an 
appropriate threshold?  If not, what would an appropriate threshold be?

A threshold of 150,000 L is not an appropriate threshold for above ground chcmical storage
capacity. It would seem more reasonable to utilize the toxicity of the chemical to determine the
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quantity rather than a consistent quantity.  There is similar existing legislation like the 'Environment 
Emergency Plans' as defined in the Canadian Environmental Protection Act (1999), whereby the toxicity 
of the chemical determines the quantity for reporting.

Roundtable #2
Lake Simcoe and Lake St. Clair are currently classified type D. This would mean that the
IPZ-3 would include aII rivers and tributaries within the contributing watersheds.  Would any other 
approach be appropriate e.g. approach for delineating type A intakes?

A criteria-bascd approach, that considers the size/volume of the lake, would be more appropriate.  
Inland lakes with large surface ares, like Lake Simcoe. should be given the same classification as the 
Great Lakes, in terms of their IPZ-3. It seems unreasonable to include the entire contributing area.

Drinking Water Quality Threats

Question/Input Point #5 (Roundtable #7): What characteristics should a source protection
committee consider in determining whether a) a drinking water threat listed in Table 3 of the
Tables of Drinking Waler Threats, or b) a threat that is not prescribed and has a risk score of
75, is or would be a significant drinking water threat, including characteristics related to the
source waters and activities?

In principle, York Region staff support flexibility for localized cases whereby the significance
threshold could be lowered as is proposed under Technical Rule 125. York Region staff also
agree that there needs to be clearly defined conditions when it is reasonable to apply and would
encourage further dialogue with interested stakeholders.

At this time, it is suggested that the criteria for lowering the threshold include cumulative effects
whereby several chemical threats score greater than 75 but less than 80 is a vulnerable area.
However there may other situations not contemplated at this time that may arise when preparing
the Assessment Report.

Table 3 Modified Threat Rankings is confusing. It is unclear how to apply the ranking as there is
insufficient discussion regarding this Table.

Question/Input Point #6 (Roundtable #8):
Comment is invited on the accompanying Tables of Drinking Water threats and in particular,
submissions are invited on the identification of areas where drinking water threats are or would
be significant, mnoderate and low threats.

In several sections, there is a need to expand the explanation regarding the circumstance in which to 
apply the Threat score.  For example:

'low impervious area' does not provide sufficient explanation and may result in disputes with 
landowners or developers.
'25-250I quantity stored of carbon tetrachloride' may be jnterpreted as a pure solution, whereby the 
likely scenario is a mixture of chemical solution which contains a percentage of
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this chemical. It is unclear if one is expected to estimate quantity through Material Data Safety 
Sheets, where they exist.
Underground storage needs to be defined, given the small quantities of the chemicals considered. 
For example, it is unclear if the storage of chemicals in a basement is considered to be 
underground.

Where possible, the circumstances should be structured to use existing reported data and to reduce the 
task of locating critical users of a particular chemical. For example, National
Pollution Release Inventory (NPRl) and Environmental Emergency Plans under the Canadian
Environmental Protection Act (1999) are examples of reported chemical usage. There appears to
be no reference to this existing program or other business (NAlCS) codes to assist in grouping
like activities.

Water Budgets, Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas and Significant Water Quantity
Threats

Question/Input Point #9 (Roundtable #9):
Comment is requestee with regard to whether it is appropriate to consider all consumptive uses
and activities that reduce recharge as significant drinking water threats and leave discretion to
the source protection committee to develop policies to address them or whether only certain
activities should be so identified. If an alterative approach is suggested, how would the
distinction be made between those activities that were significant and those that were not?

In principle, York Region staff are supportive of the concept to allow flexibility within the
Technical Rules for the Source Protection Committee to lower the threshold for water quantity
issues. It is also agreed that specific circumstances should be defined. A suggestion would be
where the stress assessment is close to the significance threshold as defined in Part IX, 
Contributing Area Risk Level.

Roundtable #3:
If the point of entry of surface water into an aquifer for a GUDI well is not known, how should
the WHPA-E be delineated?

See above comments on Part V.3, Technical Rule 47 (5),(6).

Roundtable #4:
Where clusters of private wells draw from different aquifers, what should the approach be for delineating 
and scoring the WHPA-AAs?

See above comments on Part V.4, Technical Rule 52.

Roundtable #5:
Is the 2 year time of travel or property boundary the appropriate zone to delineate for WHPA-AA? If not, 
what criteria should be used to determine the appropriate zone?

See above comments on Part V.4, Technical Rule 52.
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August 5, 2008 10
Response to Clean Water Act, Draft
Regulations and Technical Rules

Climate Changc Adaptation

Question/Input Point #10 (Roundtable #11):
With regard to the rules, which specific rules (vulnerable area delineation, threats assessment,
issues evaluation, other) would be a high priority for amendment in this or future versions of the
rules so as to be responsive (adaptive) to climate change? How might these be amended and
what information should be available in support of the analysis that would be required under the
amended rule?

More work and Understanding is required on climate change in order to effectively prioritize
areas for climate change amendments to the rules. However, in general, rules related to water
budget and water quantity could potentially be affected by climate change and may need
amendment in future versions of the rules.

We thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Technical Rules for the
Assessment Report and look torward to working with the Province on a harmonized solution that
protects our drinking water sources.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY

Erin Mahoney, M.Eng.
Commissioner of Environmental Services

WK/TS

Copy to: Ms. Beverley Thorpe, Project Manager, CTC
Mr. Don Goodyear, Source Protection Manager, LSRCA
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CORRESONDENCE (D)
"Turner, Kate (ENE)"
<Kate.Turner@ontario.ca> 

08/11/2008 04:55 PM

To

cc
bcc
Subject

"Valerie Dubail" <VDubail@TRCA.on.ca>, 
<bevthorpe@sympatico.ca>, <susanself>

Stewardship program and municipal long term water 
supply strategy

Hi Susan, Bev, and Valerie,

Below is the response regarding the municipal long term water supply strategy that I
said I would send today. I also wanted to note that a memo has just been sent to all the.
General Managers of the CAs that the stewardship program is now in effect.
Information about the 2008/09 stewardship program is now available on our website (
www.ontario.ca/cleanwater). I hadn't been informed that the posting went up late Friday
afternoon - sorry for the misinformation in the meeting today. I would be grateful if you
could let the commitee know.

Thanks,

Kate

The appropriate tools for planning for future water supplies are the Planning Act, the
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and the Class Environmental Assessment (EA)
process. There is no legal authority in the Clean Water Act (CWA) to force
municipalities plan for their future water supply needs - municipalities already have the
power to do this under the Plamling Act and through the PPS. The Class EA process is
used to identify and locate future water supply and servicing needs. What the CWA
does provide are the tools to look at existing systems and systems that have been
identified through this existing planning process (planned systems). A "planned
system" is defined in O. Reg. 286/07 as "a drinking water system that is to be
established, or part of a drinking-water system that is to be established, if

a) approval to proceed with the establishment of the system or part has been
given under Part II of the Environmental Assessment Act.
b) the establishment of the system or part has been identified as the preferred
solution within a completed planning process conducted in accordance with an
approved class environmental assessment under Part II.1 of the Environmental
Assessment Act and no order has been issued under subsection 16(1) of that
Act, or
c) the system or part would serve a reserve as defined in the Indian Act (
Canada)."

Planned systems are taken into conslderation in part IX.2 (3 & 4) of the proposed
Technical Rules.

Finally, even if municipalities are not prepared to use their existing powers to identify
future ("planned") drinking water systems, the intent of the CWA to protect future water
supplies is still met through the protection of Highly Vulnerable Aquifers and Significant
Groundwater Recharge Areas (which could become future drinking water sources).
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CORRESPONDENCE (E)

August 12, 2008
PUBLIC NOTICE

Regarding Proposed Terms of References
Source Protection Planning

Trent Conservation Coalition Source Protection Region

The public is invited to comment on the Proposed Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Trent
Conservation Coalition Source Protection Region. The documents are work plans that will guide
the preparation of Assessment Reports and Source Protection Plans related to the protection of

water supplies for drinking water systems

Municipalities and the public are invited to review and comment on the Proposed Terms of Reference documents. 
There are a number of ways to access the documents:

Online - download the documents from www.trentsourceprotection.on.ca
Hard Copies - copies are available during office hours at the following Conservation Authority offices:

Crowe Valley Conservation Authority
Ganaraska Region Conservation Authority
Kawartha Conservation
Lower Trent Conservation
Otonabee Conservation

Background
The Source Protection Committee prepared the draft Proposed Terms of References and made them available on 
May 21

st

 for a 35 day comment period which ended June 25, 2008. Six public meetings were held during that time 
period. The Committee has now revised the documents and, as required by the Clean Water Act and its regulations. 
is re-circulating them for further review and comment.

The Terms of Reference is a work plan and estimated budget to complete two key documents:
Technical Assessment Report by early 2010; and
Source Protection Plan by 2012.

The scope of work, roles and responsibilities, and estimated costs are itemized in each Terms of Reference.

By October 20, 2008, the Source Protection Authorities will submit the Proposed Terms of References, along with all 
comments received during this round of consultation, to the Ontario Minister of the Environment for review and 
approval.

Submitting Comments
Please submit your written comments on the Proposed Terms of References no later than September 11, 2008 to:

Trent Conservation CoaIition Source Protection Authorities
c/o Glenda Rodgers. Project Manager, Source Protection Planning

Lower Trent Conservation � 714 Murray Street. Trenton, ON K8V 5P4
Fax 613-394-5226 � glendarodgers@ltc.on.ca

www.trentsourceprotection.on.ca

TRENT CONSERVATION COALITION SOURCE PROTECTION REGION
Crowe Valley, Ganaraska Region, Kawartha-Haliburton, Lower Trent & Otonabee-Peterborough Source Protection Areas
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CORRESPONDENCE (F)

CTC SOURCE PROTECTION COMMITTEE

CTC SOURCE
PROTECTION
REGION

CTC SOURCE PROTECTION COMMITTEE

CTC SOURCE
PROTECTION
REGION

August 27, 2008

Mr. Keith Willson,
Manager, Source Protection Approvals
Ministry of the Environment
Drinking Water Management Division
Source Protection Programs Branch
2 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto Ontario
M4V 1L5

Deal Mr. Willson:

Comments Re:
EBR Registry Numbers 010-3866 -Technical roles proposed to be made under the

Clean Waler Act, 2006 to establish requirements related to the preparation of an
assessment report; 010-3873 - Proposed Assessment Reports regulation made under

the Clean Water Act, 2006; and 010-3893- Proposed Definitions of Words and
Expressions Used in the Act regulation made under the Clean Water Act, 2006

At the CTC source protection committee meeting of July 8. 2008, the CTC source
protection committee authorized the submission or comments in response to the Ministry
of the Environment posting of the above proposals based on the review and
recommendations of our technical staff.  At the following CTC source protection
committee meeting of August 11, 2008, the CTC source protection committee reviewed
these comments and endorsed them by resolution A #64/08.

l wish to thank the Ministry for the opportunity to comment on these proposals , as well as the 
opportunity which a number of our source protection commiltee members and
technical staff took advantage of in participating in your Roundtables

Yours truly,
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY
Susan Self
Chair, CTC Source Protection Committee

Attachment

cc. Members CTC Source Protection Committee
CTC Technical Staff

5 Shoreham Drive, Downsview, ON  M3N 1S4 tel: (416) 661-6600 fax: (416) 661-6898 www.ctcswp.ca
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SECTION I - ITEMS FOR AUTHORITY ACTION

RES.#A67/08 - SPC APPROVAL PROCESS FOR TECHNICAL MODULES
The CTC SPC is being asked to review and approve technical studies as 
they are completed in order that staff can efficiently schedule and carry 
out the tasks to complete the required technical studies and compile 
them into the Assessment Report for each Source Protection Area.  
Agreement is required on the process to be followed in seeking and 
receiving this approval.

Moved by: David Kentner
Seconded by: John Presta

THAT SPC approves the proposed generic approval process to be followed (Attachment 
#1);

THAT the SPC confirms the specific steps to be undertaken in reviewing and approving 
the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area Tier 1 Water Budget;

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to undertake these approved steps and report 
back at the November SPC meeting to seek approval of the Central Lake Ontario Source 
Protection Area (CLOSPA) Tier 1 Water Budget.

AMENDMENT
RES.#A68/08

Moved by: Neil Garbe
Seconded by: Heather Laidlaw

THAT the first paragraph of the main motion be amended to read:

THAT SPC approves the proposed generic acceptance process to be followed, including 
a preliminary findings report after box 1, as amended in Attachment 1;

THAT the last paragraph of the main motion be amended to read:

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to undertake these approved steps and report 
back at the November SPC meeting to seek acceptance of the Central Lake Ontario 
Source Protection Area (CLOSPA) Tier 1 Water Budget.

THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED

THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED

THE RESULTANT MOTION READS AS FOLLOWS:
THAT SPC approves the proposed generic acceptance process to be followed, including 
a preliminary findings report after box 1, as amended in Attachment 1;
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THAT the SPC confirms the specific steps to be undertaken in reviewing and approving 
the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area Tier 1 Water Budget;

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to undertake these approved steps and report 
back at the November SPC meeting to seek acceptance of the Central Lake Ontario 
Source Protection Area (CLOSPA) Tier 1 Water Budget.

BACKGROUND 
At CTC SPC Meeting #8/08, held on August 11, 2008, a staff report was received by Resolution 
#A62/08 regarding the Tier 1 Water Budget for the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection 
Area.  In discussions following, staff was requested to provide options for the SPC approval 
process for technical studies.

Proposed CTC SPC Approval Process for Technical Modules
Purpose
Efficiently scheduling and completing this work requires that it is sequentially completed, and 
then compiled into the respective Assessment Report in order to comply with the provincial 
regulatory timelines (Assessment Report is due one year after approval of the Terms of 
Reference).   At the time the work is compiled it will require further review to ensure consistency 
with the provincial direction in effect at that point (provincial guidance is expected to be 
finalized in October 2008 with the release of the final Assessment Report regulation and 
Technical Rules).  Update of the data may also be required depending upon whether there is 
new information available.  Review and approval of the interim technical work by the SPC as the 
modules are completed will ensure that the SPC has the proactive opportunity to receive the 
information and begin to consider how it may affect their source protection plan policies or 
other matters.  An opportunity is also available to request staff to provide additional information 
deemed essential while there is time to respond rather than only when the Assessment Report 
is being compiled. 

Current Status
The Assessment Report required for each Source Protection Area is comprised of seven 
technical modules based on the current provincial direction.  Work is underway on many of 
these modules, some led by the technical staff of the conservation authorities within the CTC or 
their consultants, other modules are being led by municipal staff and consultants.    Some of 
the work has yet to be started.  All this work is being funded by the province under various 
agreements and payment approaches.

The CTC SPC has already received as foundation reports previously completed work – the 
interim watershed characterization and conceptual water budgets.  At present the Tier 1 Water 
Budgets for CLOSPA and Toronto and Region Source Protection Area, and the Tier 2 Water 
Budget for the Credit Valley Source Protection Area are under or close to the end of peer 
review.  These Tier 1 and 2 water budget reports are being proposed as the first reports for 
review and approval by the CTC SPC using the proposed approval process.
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SPC Role and Responsibilities
The role of the SPC is to oversee the preparation of the Assessment Report acting like a “Board 
of Directors” rather than as technical experts or peer reviewers.  This will involve a due 
diligence review to be assured that technical staff have undertaken the proper technical work.  
The use of external peer reviewers and technical staff from the conservation authority or 
municipality (depending upon which group has the lead for the technical work) to review the 
work before SPC approval is an important element in providing rigorous technical review.  
Provincial guidance and provincial staff are also key elements to this.  Finally, the Assessment 
Reports will be reviewed and approved by the Ministry of the Environment to ensure technically 
robust findings.

The SPC will use this science-based information in developing the source protection plans.  
Therefore familiarity with the findings of these technical studies and the implications of the 
findings is an important success factor for the SPC.  By reviewing and approving the technical 
studies as they are completed should help the SPC become more familiar with and able to 
more knowledgeably use the information in the next steps.

Proposed Approval Process
The flow chart (Attachment 1) sets out a generic process for review and approval of technical 
modules which will provide the basis for the Assessment Report for each source protection 
area.

As each report which has been peer reviewed is brought forward, it is proposed that staff will 
provide the SPC with a summary presentation highlighting the findings of the study and 
information that is important for the SPC to consider in developing the source protection plans 
and other related matters that the SPC may wish to share with municipalities, the province or 
conservation authorities in managing water beyond the narrow scope of protecting municipal 
drinking water supplies.

The SPC would need to determine if they will approve the report, request revisions or strike an 
Ad Hoc Working Group to undertake a more in-depth review and report back to the SPC with 
recommendations and/or an amended report for SPC approval (technical staff would be 
responsible for making the technical changes).  It is recommended that the Ad Hoc Working 
Group approach be used sparingly, only when there are important detailed technical matters at 
issue.  

CLOSPA Tier 1 Water Budget Report
Current Status
Staff had indicated in their report to the SPC (Res.#A62/08) that the revised Tier 1 report would 
be sent to the SPC for their review at the end of August, 2008.  Due to delays in receiving the 
revised report from the consultants this timing has slipped.  The report was received August 18

th

 
and is currently undergoing final edits through iterative discussions between staff and the 
consultants.  It is anticipated that the report will be sent to the peer reviewers and staff of the 
Ministry of Natural Resources the week of September 8, 2008 for their approval of the 
disposition of their comments.

Based on the proposed SPC approval process found in Attachment 1, the report will be sent to 
the CTC SPC for review and approval after the peer reviewers have signed-off their approval.
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RATIONALE
The proposed approval process for technical modules is intended to provide the CTC SPC with 
an early opportunity to become familiar with the technical matters and key findings and 
conclusions relevant to source protection planning.  It will provide staff with the opportunity to 
complete interim technical modules in an efficient and sequential manner so that the required 
work for preparation of the Assessment Report can be achieved within the time and other 
constraints on the process.  

Report prepared by: Beverley Thorpe, 416-661-6600 extension 5577
Emails: bthorpe@trca.on.ca
For Information contact: Beverley Thorpe, 416-661-6600 extension 5577
Emails: bthorpe@trca.on.ca
Date: September 4, 2008
Attachments: 1
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Attachment 1

                                   ___________________________________________
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RES.#A69/08 - UPDATE ON PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Moved by: Juli Abouchar
Seconded by: Lynne Moore

THAT the SPC receives this report and attachments.

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to report back at SPC Meeting #10/08, October 7, 
2008, with revised Proposed Terms of Reference for the approval of SPC which take into 
account the comments received at the public information forums or in writing and the 
advice of the Municipal Liaison Terms of Reference Working Group.

CARRIED
BACKGROUND
At CTC SPC meeting #8/08, held on August 11, 2008, the SPC, reviewed and offered comment 
on media materials developed to promote the SPC public information meetings.  During this 
period staff was directed to include broadcast media in their efforts.  To date media coverage 
has appeared in the Orangeville Banner, Orangeville Banner Online, Mississauga News Online, 
KX96.fm online and ckdo.ca (Attachment 1).  Interviews with CTC SPC Chair, Susan Self, have 
been coordinated with the Caledon Enterprise, Metroland – Durham Region and the Stouffville 
Sun.  This coverage is anticipated to run in the first week of September, prior to the public 
information meetings.  

The public information meetings will include an hour long presentation to be made by the CTC 
SPC Chair, a technical representative, a municipal representative and the CTC SPC Project 
Manager.  This presentation will offer high level information on the science of source protection, 
municipal water supplies and highlights from the Draft Terms of Reference.  

Attachment 2 from this report is a template slide deck for the first SPC public information 
meeting in Mississauga.  Each presentation will be divided into four sections: 

Section Presenter Slides
Introduction & CTC Source 
Protection Committee

CTC SPC Chair, Susan Self 1 - 11

Water 101: The Science of 
Source Protection

Technical Representative 12 - 17

The Municipal Water Supply Municipal Representative 18 - 24
CTC Draft Terms of Reference CTC SPC Project Manager, Beverley Thorpe 25 - 35

Attachment 3 in this report indicates speakers and open house contributors for each of the 
public information meetings.  Open house contirbutors will be provided with a table to set up a 
display for the purpose of sharing information materials with the public.  At CTC SPC meeting 
#8/08, held on August 11, 2008, the SPC by Resolution #A63/08 directed staff to offer SPC 
members the opportunity to display source water related materials at the open house portion of 
the public information meetings.  Two brochures have been approved by the CTC SPC Chair 
(Attachment 4 & Attachment 5) and will be displayed at the public information meetings.
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NEXT STEPS
Staff will provide an update on the public information meetings, comments received and media 
outcomes at SPC Meeting #10/08.  This update will include a tracking document of public 
comments and recommended changes to the Proposed Terms of Reference and any other 
follow up actions.

Staff will meet with the Municipal Liaison Terms of Reference Working Group during the week of 
Sept. 22, 2008 (tentatively Sept. 24, 2008 TBC) to discuss the comments received and staff 
recommended changes to the Proposed Terms of Reference.  The SPC will receive the revised 
Terms of Reference shortly after October 1, 2008 for review and approval at the October 8, 2008 
SPC meeting.

The Proposed Terms of Reference and a summary of the comments and actions taken to 
address these, must be submitted by the SPC to the respective Source Protection Authority no 
later than the October 20, 2008 deadline.  At the time of submission, the public and other 
parties will have a 30 day period to comment to the Source Protection Authority (SPA).  The 
SPA will not make changes to the TOR but will send the comments received plus any 
comments they wish to make to the Minister of the Environment by the December 20, 2008 
deadline.  The SPC will also receive a copy of this material from the SPA.

RATIONALE
Staff have prepared the presentation materials based on review of other public consultation 
meetings in adjacent source protection regions as well as ensuring that the specific matters 
relevant to the CTC Source Protection Region and the specific locale of the public meeting are 
reflected.  The Chair and municipal SPC members who are presenting have reviewed earlier 
drafts and their suggestions have been incorporated.

The number and location of public information forums as well as the agenda have been 
reviewed and approved by the SPC at previous meetings.

Report prepared by: Nicholas Schulz, extension 5392
Emails: nschulz@trca.on.ca
For Information contact: Beverley Thorpe, extension 5577
Emails: bthorpe@trca.on.ca
Date: August 27, 2008
Attachments: 5
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Attachment 1
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Outlet: Mississauga News Online
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2008
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Outlet: KX96
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2008
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Outlet: 107.7 CKDO
Thursday, August 21, 2008
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Attachment 3

Date and Location SPC Members 
Attending

Presented by Open House Participants

Sept.8 - Mississauga
Mississauga Living Arts 
Centre

Susan Self
Mark Schiller
Peter Orphanos
Heather Laidlaw
Bob Goodings

CTC SPC Chair
Susan Self

Technical Representative
Kerry Mulchansingh

Municipal Representative
Mark Schiller

CTC SPC Project Manager
Beverley Thorpe

Ontario Drinking Water 
Stewardship Program:
Alison Qua-Enoo, Conservation 
Planning Assistant, CVC

Additional materials provided 
by:
Lynne Moore – Caring for the 
Land
Wendy Burgess – Golf Course 
Water Use
CLOCA, TRCA & CVC

Sept. 10 – Whitby
Region of Durham 
Headquarters

Susan Self
John Presta
Irv Harrell
Lynne Moore
Bob Goodings
Bob Hester
Andrea Bourrie

CTC SPC Chair
Susan Self

Technical Representative
Gayle SooChan

Municipal Representative
John Presta

CTC SPC Project Manager
Beverley Thorpe

Ontario Drinking Water 
Stewardship Program:
Patricia Lowe, Director of 
Watershed Stewardship, 
CLOCA

WellWise
Brenda Ibey, Well Wise 
Resource Centre

Municipal Health Unit:
Mike Pittman, Senior Public 
Health Inspector, Durham 
Region

Additional materials provided 
by:
Lynne Moore – Caring for the 
Land
Wendy Burgess – Golf Course 
Water Use
CLOCA, TRCA & CVC
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Date and Location SPC Members 
Attending

Presented by Open House Participants

Sept. 11 – Stouffville
Latcham Hall

Susan Self
Jessica Ginsberg
Neil Garbe
Lynne Moore
Peter Miasek
Wendy Burgess
Andrea Bourrie
Heather Laidlaw

CTC SPC Chair
Susan Self

Technical Representative
Don Ford

Municipal Representative
Wendy Kemp

CTC SPC Project Manager
Beverley Thorpe

Ontario Drinking Water 
Stewardship Program:
Valeria Spezzano, Stewardship 
Assistant, Rural Clean Water 
Program, TRCA

Well Aware:
Laurel Shapton, Environmental 
Program Assistant, Windfall 
Centre

Municipality:
Wendy Kemp, Program 
Manager, Water Resources, 
York Region

Municipal Health Unit:
Bernard Mayer, Manager Safe 
Water Program, York Region

Additional materials provided 
by:
Lynne Moore – Caring for the 
Land
Wendy Burgess – Golf Course 
Water Use
CLOCA, TRCA & CVC

Sept. 15 – Toronto
Metro Hall, Room 
308/309

Susan Self
Howard Shapiro
Peter Miasek
Michael Garrett
Jessica Annis
Bob Goodings
Bob Hester

CTC SPC Chair
Susan Self

Technical Representative
Rick Gerber

Municipal Representative
Michael D’Andrea

CTC SPC Project Manager
Beverley Thorpe

Ontario Drinking Water 
Stewardship Program:
Joanne Jeffery, Manager, 
Watershed Stewardship and 
Outreach Education, TRCA

Municipal Health Unit:
Mahesh Patel, Acting Manager, 
Healthy Environments, Toronto 
Region

Additional materials provided 
by:
Lynne Moore – Caring for the 
Land
Wendy Burgess – Golf Course 
Water Use
CLOCA, TRCA & CVC
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Date and Location SPC Members 
Attending

Presented by Open House Participants

Sept. 16 – 
Georgetown
Gellert Community 
Centre

Michael Garrett
Peter Miasek
Lynne Moore
Dave Kentner
Bob Burnside
Susan Self
Heather Laidlaw
Andrea Bourrie 

CTC SPC Chair
Susan Self

Technical Representative
Kerry Mulchansingh

Municipal Representative
Frank Smedley

CTC SPC Project Manager
Beverley Thorpe

Ontario Drinking Water 
Stewardship Program:
Alison Qua-Enoo, Conservation 
Planning Assistant, CVC

Halton Region:
Sudhakar Kurli, Source 
Protection Coordinator, Halton 
Region

Additional materials provided 
by:
Lynne Moore – Caring for the 
Land
Wendy Burgess – Golf Course 
Water Use
CLOCA, TRCA & CVC

Sept. 17 – Orangeville
Monora Park

Susan Self
Michael Garrett
Lynne Moore
Bob Burnside
Dave Kentner
Wendy Burgess
Heather Laidlaw
Andrea Bourrie

CTC SPC Chair
Susan Self

Technical Representative
Rick Gerber

Municipal Representative
Bob Burnside

CTC SPC Project Manager
Beverley Thorpe

Ontario Drinking Water 
Stewardship Program:
Jamie Ferguson, Conservation 
Planning Assistant, CVC

Orangeville Public Works:
Doug Jones,  Managing 
Director, Environmental and 
Development Services, 
Orangeville 

Additional materials provided 
by:
Lynne Moore – Caring for the 
Land
Wendy Burgess – Golf Course 
Water Use
CLOCA, TRCA & CVC

Sept. 18 – Caledon
Brampton Fairgrounds

Susan Self
Michael Garrett
Mark Schiller
Fred Ruf
Lynne Moore
Andrea Bourrie
Heather Laidlaw

CTC SPC Chair
Susan Self

Technical Representative
Rick Gerber

Municipal Representative
Rodney Bouchard (TBC)

CTC SPC Project Manager
Beverley Thorpe

Ontario Drinking Water 
Stewardship Program:
Valeria Spezzano, Stewardship 
Assistant, Rural Clean Water 
Program, TRCA
Jamie Ferguson, Conservation 
Planning Assistant, CVC

Additional materials provided 
by:
Lynne Moore – Caring for the 
Land
Wendy Burgess – Golf Course 
Water Use
CLOCA, TRCA & CVC
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Attachment 5
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                                      _______________________________________________



419

TERMINATION

ON MOTION, the meeting terminated at 12:00 p.m., on Monday, September 8, 2008. 

Susan Self
Chair

/ks
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