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Attachment N, 3 [/ s
"Jﬂ'!l'_w_-t, ) SN
ST THIE

Jiy20,2008 - ¢ JUL 2 4 Eﬂﬂﬁ
. : _ HEALTH DEPARTMENT
See attached malling list ' .
~ Dear Siror Madarm, _
The Reglonal” Re: Update on the Status of the Petition for Extension of Municipal
. Menleipalty ' /ater to Range Road, Lakeridge Road, Ontoro Boulevard and
: - Dawncrest Road, Town of Ajax : -
_ Warks Department g o - =

" wsrossLwo e JFirst, please It mi apelogize for not getting back to everyone sooner ]
'mggzll_m . with-an update on the status of a petition for extension of municipal water -

Caura senvice 1o Range Road, Lakeridge Road, Ontoro Boulevard and
o BS-GEE-TTIT Dawncrest Road, b =Tl
. Fooc B05-86B-2051 : N

.- E=mai

worissmgion dutanonca | The Region of Durham Works Department recsived the petition in July

- . - 2005 from residents of twenty-fhree (23) homes. Staff subsequently
-“_“fmm'.:'"mm_“ generated a preliminary design and budget cost estimate for the works. -
o o - MBA - The estimated cost of construction, including the provision of hydrants to
Fommdonm stWeks - providé fire protection is $815,000. . : ' '

- I did not discuss thé.beﬁﬁur;.whh the Ajax politicians as there were
outstanding planning issues that needed to be resoivad, PR

Thepropertiss are all located outtside of the existing urban area of the
- Town of Ajax and there are provincial and regional planning policies
which must be considered prior to the approval of-extension of water

| menvices. -

The Provincial Greenbelt Plan has designated the area “protacted

- countryside™ and the homes are.not identified as a “settlemant area”
within the Gréenbelt Plan: The Greenbelt Plan also indicates that the
extension of services outside of a settlement area shall anly be permitted -
in the case of a health issue. Thi province doés not envision any .
amendment o the Greenbelt Plan before the Plan's ten (10) year reviaw
by the provincs. B R W
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Attachment No. 3
L MNAANAT
2 B
Thn pmp&s&r.i ﬁarw:e: wnuld alaﬂ nut t:nnﬂ:-rrrl o the F!:—*gmnal Dﬂ'mal P]an
: {HDF“ The lands are dasigrated "Major Open Space” In Durharm's Official
Plan and are lacated outside the Ajax Urban Area. The'ROP genarally provides -
that rural reas will be pnu‘ajﬁly serviced and that the mdansion of ser-..rrc:e,amli
only be pemitted where mhgaﬂng ‘solulions to health i issues cannot be found,

If the absence of a health ksue; the pfnpm-ad muql{:lpa] water EEWIG& B
connection dﬂﬂh not meet 1ﬁe mtent af’ the ROP. .

) 'Fhe. Regmnﬂf Durham I-Ira.;:lth Daparhﬂent FE'I.I'IE’I.'.I'E-'I:: s0Me rr.ésu]ts at pmwnus

water quality anahrsm of the wells of some of the properties in the area, Thiese

reéulls did not mdu::ate the water: supply was a health risk. The hEtnnr lests

. indicatad tﬁvlt Ihie weiter-had some quality paramaters thet are nr_ﬁ:srdr of the

: health-relatad objectivas far potable watet, bt these could be rectified using -

. oneite reatments systems. There v.i*aﬁ n{n t-.wtlenlze nfan-_.,r sagmfu;anr_
_=b&ctem:lugrc:a[mntarrm13m L

' Eﬂ:ﬂﬁ of the Works and the Maalth Dﬂpaftmen’rs TE-'EE".I"Iﬁ}-' met With 1‘-.‘!: Healy (as
spokesperson for the: petmnmnq group) to distuss the status of the petition and S
provided Mr. Healy with a number of bacieriological water sampling kits to - '
distribute inthe community.” The results of thase wiater samples will identify

-bacterial _mtamlnahnn [Total Colifom andior E. coli)'in the private wellsiwater -

) &ﬂ,[pph&b in the area.-We encourage each of you 1o ha'..re your well water tested -
and the Public Health Esb will advise both the parson submitting the sample .

- and the local health departent of tha resql'ts ‘Mo rasuhs. 'u.nll be raleased 1-.|1-||::h'

- Hienmy any s-pe:::iﬂ: [:rmpﬁl‘t'f or cmrraer

In the absence of ani 'i:lqrrh‘ﬁ&d malth ET munm.pal water can: mat be '
f:xtendnd tn thn amzr‘in the heart.arm B

-Therafﬂre I suggest theat w&awa:rt ﬂ'u& fesults of H'lf: weLI testing TCI deterrnlrm o
" whathar or not & bacterological health issue may exist’ If such a possibility is
" indicated, the Region will do some additional investigation to verify the health
“risk. The Health Defdrtment also provides advice and sugges‘hnnafupuuns tn
" pwners of private drinking water suppilies on adverse sample results {s.g. R
' presence of Total Coliform andior E. coli). TI'lls could include disinfection nffne
- well and information on well integrity i information. If the Health. Depariment .
" detarmines that &-fisk is present that is best comested by extension of mmu::apal

T wiater we will put Tnn-.raJﬂ ﬂ1v.=_= nec:;as-sary ﬁ.lru:[mg far mnmderahnn in hudge_-t
- dalfbera&:.ns Lo, .
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s

- We wil update yuu as rn-::m mfonnahun becomes available. In tha meanhma
please don't hesrta.'ta o give me a call ursarﬂ me an ml

B ."raurslmlg.r, .

G B EAT T
-E!crmmtssn‘lerﬂfﬂbrks R T L ) _

e RﬂgerAndemnn Féagwnalﬁhar Loonl
T . Mayor Steve Parrish, Mayor, Town of Ajax. .
: Gmnuhrcﬂameﬂmemanju :
*" Councillor Pat Brown, Town of Ajax
. ~Mex Georgieff, Commissioner of Planning . B
+ . Dr. Robert Kyle, Commissioner of Madical Dﬂinar:rfl-lmlth_ :
: »Keﬁ@nnmn—.ﬂh‘ﬁdnﬂinwmamal Haallh o
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RES.#243/11 CORRESPONDENCE

D. A Inter-office memorandum dated March 8, 2011 from Robert
Walters, Manager, Community Planning, Halton Region, in regard
to Source Water Protection for Small and Large Septic Systems.

E. A letter dated April 12, 2011 from Clarence Haverson, Director,
Environmental Management Branch, Ministry of Agriculture, Food
and Rural Affairs in regard to OMAFRA Technical Support for local
Source Protection Committees during the preparation of Draft
Source Protection Policies

Moved by: David Kentner
Seconded by: Peter Orphanos

THAT the above-noted correspondence D and E be referred to the Source Protection

Planning Working Group for consideration.
CARRIED

1516



CORRESPONDENCE D

Halton

Legislative & Planniﬁg Services Department
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Planming Services

A T e, T

TOx David Simpaor, hManager Water Planning, Water Planning Services
FROM: Robert Walters, Manager, Community Planning

DATE: March 8, 2011

HRE: Source Water Protection for Small and Large Septic Systems

Thee balow is Regional Planning staffs position regarding policy oplions for addrassing significant threats
to municipal wells posed by both small and karge septic systems in the rural asea. Thes position is being
prasenied for input to the Hamilton-Hafton Source Water Protection Committes. Any policias
recommended by the Cormmittes show'd be presented 10 Regonal Councl for conskderation,

Small Seplic Svalems

A pollcy related to the extension of munleipal services In the rural afea to address small ssptic systam
threats is nod somathing the Region has supported and it was removed as an oplion duning the Working
Group meetings, Mo policy should be deafted thal would dllow the extension af urban services lo address
small septic systems i the nural area,

Thee follwing summanzes the approach that Regional planning staff wish to sea taken in the
development of the policy/policies retated to Large Septic Syslems:

=  That the MOE, In the lsauanee of new, of In the raview of exlsting Cartificates of Approval, includes
measures o ensure thal the sclivily ceases (o e a ﬁgl‘ﬂ'ﬂ:ﬂl‘ﬂ arinking waler threat, such as
mandatory inspections or upgrades to systems 1o current standards, if necessary.

#  ‘Whaere it has been identified that there is a signficant drinking water threat to the municipal drinking
water supply due o a fallure of a large scabe septic system and where all other miigation measises
have bean explored {including replacemant of syatem andfor installation of advanced prvate
treatment By} and found wisuitable, and where permithed by Pravincal Plan and Policy and
Ragional Policy, that the municipality responsible for water and wastawater may consider a
connection (o murscipal wasie waber serices for exdsting uses in lhe fural anea,

RiWinw
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CORRESPONDENCE E

Ministry of Agriculiune, Ministéra de I’ Agriculture. &
Food and Rural Affsirs de I"Alimentation et des
Alairas rurales

> .
Ontario

1 Stone ol e

Laadph, Omceea MG 4Y 2 Giwshprh SJrmariol HG A% 2
Tmic 1512 AZF 45375 T 1R18) B2G-d8T6
Fax: (619 B2E6-3359 Thks.: (519§ BEG.22B9

Environmental Management Branch

Ciate Apnd 12, 2011
To: Source Protaction Committee Chairs
Fram: Clarance Haverson

Dharector, Erviranmsantal Managerreni Branzh

Subjact  OMAFRA Technical Supporl for [ocal Source Protectan Committeas during (he
Fraparation of Draft Source Protection Policies

| am witing 1o you to maka you aware of technical support that is available at OMAFRA fo
assist you and vour Source Protection Committees (SPCs) during the preparation of Source
Prodaction Plar (SPP) poicies, and will also be available during the: subseguant implementation
of thase polcies, As an issuing mirdstry, OMAFRA has a ~esponsibildy o provide technical
SUPROT conceming prescrbed mnstruments, incuding Mon-Agricullral Source Matedals Plans,
Mutriant Managemaent Plang, and Nutrient Management Strategies. OMAFRA also offers
techinical suppor for & number of bast managemeant practicas that may akso be helpful durnng
the devalopmeanl and implamantation of 3PP palcias.

Technical supporl will ba provided during the preparation of draft SPP policies, and durng
foemal pre-consultation on these pohicies. Detailed infonmation concerming the types of kechnical
support that are availabla can be found at the foliowing website:

Pt Sy cormiadra . oo on.oa snglisfuagapsmde, iim|

Dwriryg the formal pre-consuliation pedod, diaft SPF policies will be submited o the Director,
Enviranmantal Managerment Branch. Technical support during fermal pre-consultation on draft
SPP palicies will be coordinated by Hugh Simpsan in the Environmental Management Branch,
These are the same contact persons hsted © he Source Protection Planning Bulletin -
Chearview of Bequiremants for Pre-Consultation with Stakeholders [dated March 25, 2001} that
has ean previously circulated to you by lan Srith, Dirgctar of the Source Protecton Programs
Branch, Ministry of the Envirenment

In order to provide you with cansistent adaca priar 1o the formal pre-consultaton process, the
first point of contact with OMAFRA during the preparation of draft SPP pokoies will be:
a) In Sautharn Ontano - the Envirenmental Maragement Branch Environmental Speciakst;
b} In Morthern Ontarie - Client Serices Branch (GS8) Agricultural Representative.

Lo
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The name of the OMAFRA s1aff mamber who has been assigned to provide techiecal support
for your SPC is identified in the attached table. Detailed technical questions will be forwarded to
an OMAFRA technical specialis! where necessary, who will provide a respange in a timely
manner

| encourage you to contact your OMAFRA lechnical support parsan as early in the SPP policy
devalapment process as possible, These staff will be able o provids you with infarmation
concerming OMAFRA legislation (o.g., Mutrient Management Act) and programs [e.g., bast
managemeant practices) regarding source walar pratection. |t is anticipated thal by algnmg your
fortheoming 3PP poficies clossly with OMAFRA legisiation and proagrams, the formal process for
raviwing drafl SPP policies during the upcoming pre-congultation sessions will be streambined,
Itis also anbipated that this will allow those who will be Implermenting the SPP policies 1o take
advantage of technical support and training offered by GMAFRA,

Please contact Hugh Simpsan (519-B26-3835 or hugh. simpson @ antano.ca) | yau require mone
infermation abaut this matter. Hugh continues to coordinats OMAFRA tachnical suppart for
local Source Prolection Planning eiforts,

C_ {-_d_.pr""-'?-.-:..:' /,74;2':-}--*%
Clarence Havarsan T

C.C. Ailzen Macheil
Brent Kennedy
Reana Hubers
lan Smith
Hugh Simpson
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Appendix A - OMAFRA Regional Source Water Protection Contacts

Region

\Grand River Source Protection Area
Ketfe Creek Source Protection Area
Long Point Region Source Protection Area

A uthority

Source Protection Areaor  |Source Protection Amas Lead Source Protection IOMAFRA Contact(s)
Region Wut hority
Ausable Bayfield Maitand lBusable Bayfield Source Protection Area s able-Bayfield Conservation  [lacqui Laporte
Valley Source Prolection Maitand Valley Source Profection Area, Authority
Region
Cataraqui Region Conservation |Cataragqui Region Source Profection Area \Cataraqui Region Conservafion  [Phyilis McMaster
Authorily Puthority
CTC Source Protecion Region [Central Lake Ontanio Source Protection Area [Toronto and Region Conservation |Pefer Doris

(Credit Valley Source Prolection Area Authaority

[Torondo And Region Source Profection Area
Essex Source Profecion Area [Essex Source Protection Ares Essex Source Profecon Area  [Stephen Redmond
Halton-Hamiton Souros Halton Region Source Protection Area Halton Region Consarvation Matthew Wilson
Profecon Region Hamillon Region Source Proleciion Area Awsthority
Lake Erie Source Protection  |Caffish Creek Source Profection Area \Grand River Consanvation IMatthew Wison

Lakehead Source Profection
Area

Lakehead Source Protecton Area

Lakehead Source Prolecon Area

Rudy Buitenhuis

Mattagami Source Protection  [Mattagami Source Profection Area Mattagami Source Prolection Area Daniel Tassd
Area

Mississipp-Rideau Source Missbssippi Valley Source Protecon Area Rideau Valley Conservation Pinyilis Mchaster
Protecion Region Rideau Valley Source Profection Area [Buthority

Miagara Peninsula Source Niagara Peninsula Source Frofection Arsa Miagara Peninsula Conservation  Matthew Wilson
Protecfion Area [uthonity
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Morth Bay-Mattawa Source

Morth Bay-Matiawa Source Protecion Area

Maorth Bay-Mattawa Source

[Piemedte Desnochers

Kawartha-Haliburion Sounce Protection Area
ILower Trent Source Protection Area

[Otonabes-Pelerborough Source Protection Area,

Profecion Area Profecton Area
Quinte Source Protecon Moira River Source Prolection Area Moira River Conservation Peter Doris
Region INapanee Region Source Profeciion Area A uthority

[Prince Edward Region Sounce Profection Area
Raisin-Soufh Nation Source  |Raisin Region Source Protection Area [Raisin Region Conservaiion [Pyilis McMaster
Profeciion Region [South Nafion Source Prodedlion Area Puthority
Saugeen, Grey Sauble, (Grey Sauble Source Protection Area [Saugeen Valley Conservation  (acqui Laporie
Northem Bruce Peninsula [Morthemn Bruge Peninsula Source Proledion Area Authority
Source Profecsion Region [Saugesn Valley Source Prolection Area
Saull Sie, Marie Source [Sault Ste, Marie Source Protection Area [Sault Sie. Marie Source Protection|David Trivers
Profecion Area Area
South Geongian Bay-Lake lLakes Simeoe and Couchiching Lake Simcoe Region [Andrew Barrie
Simcoe Source Protection [Black River Source Profection Area \Conservation Authority
Region Moftawasaga Valley Source Prolecon Area

[Sevem Sound Source Protection Area
Sudbury Sounce Proleciion [Sudbury Sounce Profection Area [Sudbury Source Profecion Area  |Piemetie Desrochers
Area
Thames-Sydenham and Region|Lower Thames Valley Source ProfecBion Area IUpper Thames River ConservaBion|Siephen Redmond
Sounce Proiecfion Region |54, Clair Region Source Profection Area Puthority

IUpper Thames River Source Profection Area
Trent Conservation Coalition  (Crowe Valley Source Prolection Area lLower Trent Region Consarvation |Peter Doris
Source Profeciion Region (Ganaraska Region Source Protection Area Authority
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SECTION | - ITEMS FOR COMMITTEE ACTION
RES.#244/11 Update of Source Protection Plan Working Group.

Follow-up Report to Planning Workshop #3, Proposed Revised
Workshop Schedule and Example of a Conceptual Framework for a
Source Protection Plan.

Moved by: Juli Abouchar
Seconded by: Heather Laidlaw

THAT the SPC approve the revised workshop schedule and format that would see SPC
members attending the workshops on April 26 and May 24;

THAT the SPC approves of allowing each SPC member the option to bring one staff
advisor to attend the June plan development retreat at the expense of the staff advisor or
their organization to provide advice off-line but not to directly participate in discussions
unless invited by the facilitator;

THAT the SPC authorizes the Source Protection Planning Working Group to (WG) report
back on suggested approaches and any changes in WG membership for water quantity
and Lake Ontario drinking water threat policy development;

THAT the SPC directs staff to develop proposals for optional policies for SPC
consideration where appropriate, recognizing the priority is to focus on significant threat
policies; and

THAT the SPC receives the analysis included in this report on an initial conceptual
framework for a Source Protection Plan as part of the background for their use in
assessing policy options at the upcoming workshops and retreat.

CARRIED

INTRODUCTION

This report provides a brief overview of planning workshop #3 that was held on March 29,
2011, plus a proposed change to the format of the remaining two workshops. Further, the
report seeks direction from the SPC for how they would like staff to address the following three
issues: 1) allowing for advisory staff of SPC members to attend at the June retreat; 2) the
reforming of the Source Protection Planning working group approach for water quantity and
Lake Ontario drinking water threat policy development; and 3) how and when the SPC would
like staff to address optional SPP policies. Lastly, the report also provides an initial conceptual
framework for discussion, based on the results of the first three workshops and various
guidance bulletins from the Ministry of Environment (MOE), for how a Source Protection Plan
(SPP) could be formulated.

Workshop #3 Follow-up

The third of five facilitated planning workshops to formulate Source Protection Plan
Groundwater Quality policy options was held March 29, 2011 at Black Creek Pioneer Village. A
total of 90 people were invited to attend the workshop from various stakeholder groups
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(participant list included as Attachment 1).

The third workshop dealt with fuel, dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPL), organic
solvents, salt and snow significant drinking water threats (SDWT), both existing and future. One
week prior to the workshop all invitees were advised by email that the workshop materials, as
prepared by the consultants and approved for distribution by CTC staff, were available for
download from the CTC Source Protection web portal. The materials included a Workshop
Agenda, Discussion Paper #3: Fuel, DNAPL, Organic Solvent, Salt and Snow, two MOE
bulletins pertaining to the threats, and a list of selected Source Protection-related policies from
the Durham Regional Official Plan, 2008. Members who did not attend the workshop will
receive copies of these materials at the April 19th SPC meeting to insert into the Planning
Workshop binders previously distributed to all workshop attendees and SPC members.

Similar to Discussion Papers #1 and #2, Discussion Paper #3 provides information including:

specific details for each of the Fuel, DNAPL, Organic Solvents, Salt and Snow SDWT;
definitions;

where and why it is a DWT;

the local scale of the threat;

existing relevant legislation, polices and programs; and

examples of potential policies to address the threat for both existing threats and
possible future threats.

Unlike the threats in Discussion Paper #1 and #2, prescribed instruments are generally not
applicable to fuel, DNAPL, organic solvents, salt and snow. However, the Clean Water Act,
2006 (CWA) Part IV polices regarding s.57 Prohibition, s.58 Risk Management Plans, and s.59
Restricted Land Uses are permitted to be used in addition to the remaining tools.

Workshop #3 followed the same format as Workshop #2 (see previous report to the SPC
Meeting #2/11 Iltem 7.2). As positive feedback was received from the changes made between
Workshop #1 and Workshop #2 no new changes to the format of Workshop #3 were
necessary and workshop evaluation sheets were not provided to participants. Workshop
Report #3 will be made available for review on the CTC web portal during the week of April 11,
with SPC members and all workshop invitees being advised by email. Upon the completion of
Workshop #3, all SDWT for WHPA groundwater quality have been covered and a menu of
policy options is being developed for consideration by the SPC.

Proposed Revised Workshop Schedule & Format

Based on discussions at the March 10, 2011 Small Group Policy Development Session it was
agreed that proceeding with Workshop #4 on April 26, 2011 as an “Implementation and
Monitoring” session as originally scheduled would be premature. With all of the significant
threats being covered at the first three workshops, a change in direction is proposed with the
SPC and the Steering Committee (SC) as the sole participants at Workshop #4 and #5 (draft
proposed schedule as Attachment 2). The intent behind this approach is to begin preparing
the SPC for the June policy retreat. Instead of discussing implementation and monitoring at
Workshop #4, the consultants will present the threats presentations from the previous policy
options workshops and walk through the completed policy options tables developed by
participants at the previous workshops. No new materials will be produced by the consultants
for this workshop. While some SPC members have been in attendance at some workshops
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and have seen some of the threats presentations, this format will ensure all SPC members are
at the same knowledge level.

Following Workshop #4, a Policy Options Compilation Report will be circulated to the SPP
Working Group (WG) and Steering Committee (SC) members to review prior to the scheduled
SPP WG/SC meeting on May 10, 2011 where they will determine if any gaps need to be
addressed prior to the June retreat. This will lead into the fifth and final workshop on May 24,
2011 with the SPC, SC and invited experts to provide additional information on gaps as
identified previously by SPC and SC members. Practitioners with experience on similar
initiatives (e.g. City of Waterloo; York Region re Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan) may
also be invited to share their experiences if the SPC believes this to be beneficial. Following
Workshop #5, the final Groundwater Quality Policy Options Report will be sent to all SPC
members in preparation for the June retreat.

SPC Member Advisory Staff Attendance at June Plan Development Retreat

Staff has received a request from an SPC member to bring a staff advisor to the June planning
development retreat. The direction of the SPC as a whole is sought as to whether additional
staff should attend. It is expected that any costs for accommodations and meals would be
borne by the advisory staff or their organization. Staff recommend that if the SPC chooses to
permit staff attendance that it is limited to one advisor per member and that advisors would not
participate in the decision-making discussions. If agreed by participants at the table, advisors
might be asked to provide factual information in their area of expertise. CTC staff have not
enquired at the venue if there is space for additional attendees.

The purpose of the planning development retreat is for all SPC members to actively participate
in hands-on sessions to choose which policy options will be included in the draft source
protection plan to start pre-consultation. Attendance of each SPC member is mandatory at this
retreat. There is no substitution or proxy.

It is expected that the draft plan will undergo a series of revisions as a result of pre-consultation
with implementing bodies (required by regulation), consultation with directly affected
stakeholders, and formal public consultation (again required by regulation). It is envisaged that
the SPC members going into the June workshops should be familiar with the policy options that
have been developed through the workshops through their participation at revised workshops
#4 and #5 as outlined above. The challenge at the June meeting is to discuss and reach
consensus on the policy approaches that the CTC SPC feels are most appropriate in this
source protection region as a starting point for seeking the perspectives of others.

Reforming of Working Group Approach for Water Quantity and Lake Ontario Drinking
Water Threats Policy Development

Through the ongoing technical work on the updated Assessment Reports, staff has identified
significant drinking water threats to water quantity and to drinking water sources in Lake
Ontario. This information is being prepared and amended Assessment Reports will be
submitted to the Ministry of the Environment for approval in late June/early July. In order to
develop policies to address these threats, staff recommends that the Source Protection
Planning Working Group (WG) be directed to develop and report back to the SPC at
Meeting#4/11 to be held on May 17, 2011 on recommended approaches and any revisions to
the WG membership to develop policy options for these drinking water threats. It is preferable,
to the extent possible, that the full suite of source protection plan policies are available as early
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as possible for pre-consultation and broader stakeholder consideration.

Staff is not likely able to get the policy options prepared in time for consideration at the June
planning development retreat, but will make best efforts. Some time can be devoted on the
June agenda to discuss the work in progress and receive advice of the SPC members.

Optional Policies for an SPP

To date the three workshops have focused on formulating policy options for significant threats
in order to ensure this priority work was completed. Staff sees an opportunity to begin to look at
some of the optional policies that could be contained in an SPP. Through the 6-point plan
outlined below, some of these immediately available opportunities will be identified. Other
optional policies, such as policies for spill prevention along highways, climate change data
collection, transport pathways and others will require additional research commitment. Staff will
take direction from the SPC in this regard, but are recommending that an SPP should contain
as many of the optional policies as can be realistically formulated, while noting the priority is to
develop policies for significant threats.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR A SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN - 6 POINT PLAN

CTC staff has now had the benefit of preparing and attending three planning workshops (plus
attending several workshops of adjacent Source Protection Regions), discussion and
participation in several MOE workshops and Conservation Ontario teleconferences of the
Source Protection Plan Advisory Committee (SPPAC), plus gaining additional knowledge
through a number of MOE bulletins that have been released since the end of 2010. As a result,
staff would now like to begin putting forward ideas for SPC consideration for how an SPP could
be structured. By doing this now, in conjunction with the proposed workshop format changes,
staff believe this will ensure the June SPC planning development retreat will be as productive as
possible. SPC members will then all be at the same high level of knowledge of the policy
options and plan formats available, to assist them in making decisions and providing direction
to CTC staff for the continuing work.

This first conceptual framework for how an SPP could be formulated is based on a 6-point plan
that groups the threat together by the main policy tools. It takes advantage of perhaps the three
strongest tools available, from a legal effect and/or regulatory perspective, to deal with most of
the existing significant threats and future threats, but also includes the full range of softer
optional content tools to ensure the broadest approach possible in dealing with all threats. This
conceptual framework also considers and responds to the concerns heard from municipalities
about the implications to municipal budgets of new “downloaded” programs and takes
advantage of research programs that municipalities are currently considering carrying out to
verify the existence (or not) of the potential threats enumerated in the Assessment Reports.
Specific policy details and wording will not be included in this report, but will form a large
component of Workshop #4, as per the proposed workshop format changes discussed above.
Staff will endeavour to assess other possible SPP frameworks for subsequent SPC meetings or
workshops prior to the June retreat. The 6 point plan is outlined below:
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1) Prescribed Instruments

Under the CWA, an “instrument” is defined as any document of legal effect, including a permit,
licence, approval, authorization, direction or order issued or otherwise created under Ontario
legislation. There are seven prescribed instruments for use by SPCs as set out in the General
Regulation — Ontario Regulation 287/07 which include:

Certificates of Approval (sewage and waste);

Renewable Energy Approval;

Pesticide Permits;

Municipal Drinking Water Licence and Drinking Water Works Permit;
Aggregate Resources Act Instruments;

Nutrient Management Act Instruments; and

Permits to Take Water.

Provincial direction indicates the use of a prescribed instrument, where available, is expected to
be the first choice in managing threats to drinking water as many threats to drinking water
sources are already regulated through provincial instruments.

Implementers and Legal Effect

Depending on the type of policy (e.g., significant, moderate or low DWT) that an SPC includes
in an SPP, there are different legal effects on prescribed instruments. For existing instruments,
or instruments that are already issued at the time the SPP is approved, they must conform with
significant threat policies set out in the approved SPP. In this case, instruments already held by
persons undertaking activities identified as SDWT may need to be amended by the
person/body responsible for issuing those instruments. Any future decisions to issue, create or
amend an instrument that has been prescribed under O. Reg. 287/07 must conform with (i.e.,
comply with) any applicable significant threat polices in the SPP.

A prescribed instrument-type policy may also prohibit an existing activity in an area where it is a
significant threat, and the person or body responsible for issuing, amending or otherwise
creating the instrument would be required to revoke the instrument(s) in that area. If this is
chosen, the SPC should believe there is no other policy tool, or combination of tools, available
to effectively manage the risk from the activity. When that policy is applied to areas where a
threat would be significant if established in the future, the person or body responsible for
issuing or otherwise creating the prescribed instrument(s) related to the threat could not issue
any new instruments in that area, effectively prohibiting this threat from occurring.

Developing policies for moderate and low DWT are optional, but SPCs may choose to address
these activities. For moderate and low DWT the CWA stipulates that the decision to issue or
amend a prescribed instrument must “have regard” to other applicable policies.

All prescribed instruments are issued by the provincial government, with the exception of
Nutrient Management Plans (NMPs) which are created by the agricultural sector. As the
provincial government is the primary implementer of all but one of the prescribed instruments
available for use under O. Reg. 287/07, the costs are borne by the province and not by the
municipalities.

Prescribed Instruments Applicable to the Threats
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Prescribed instrument tools are available for consideration for 12 of the 19 prescribed drinking
water quality threats:

1. The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal site within the
meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection Act (EPA).
2. The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that collects, stores,

transmits, treats or disposes of sewage.
. The application of agricultural source material to land

4. The storage of agricultural source material

5. The management of agricultural source material (related to aquaculture only with no
related SDWT in CTC).

6. The application of non-agricultural source material to land.

7. The handling and storage of non-agricultural source material.

8. The application of commercial fertilizer to land.

10. The application of pesticide to land (very limited in CTC as the prescribed instrument
deals with aerial application).

15. The handling and storage of fuel.

18. The management of run-off that contains chemicals used in the de-icing of aircraft (not
applicable in CTC as there are no airports in WHPAs).

21. The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an outdoor confinement area or a
farm-animal yard.

Level of Detail in Policies

When using a prescribed instrument tool as the means of achieving the desired outcome of
managing a particular threat, the SPC has the option of including some policy detail about how
that activity should be managed, or outcomes that should be achieved, or may leave those
details to the public body responsible for implementing the policy. For a prescribed instrument
policy, the amount of detail in the policy may depend on how much information a policy
developer has about the sites at which a SDWT activity is taking place in a vulnerable area and
what conditions can be included in the prescribed instrument. The absence of such
information may make it difficult for policy developers to set the specific details of how to
manage the threat activity. The SPC is required to pre-consult with the implementing bodies on
their proposed policies using a prescribed instrument. This will provide an opportunity to
examine the practicality and possible effectiveness of the proposed policy. Also, the SPC has
the responsibility to set implementation and monitoring provisions for each policy. Through
these latter tools, the SPC can require the implementing body to provide ongoing information
through annual reports that can be used to assess whether, in future policy revisions, the policy
approach should be more or less prescriptive.

Where there is no prescribed instrument that can manage the activity in question or where there
is no prescribed instrument that can manage the activity at certain sites where it is a SDWT, it is
recommended that the policy developer fill those gaps with other tools as outlined below.
These tools below may also be considered if the SPC feels that the prescribed instrument does
not adequately address the drinking water threats, or if the tools below should be used in
conjunction with prescribed instruments (note there are some exceptions as to which tools can
be used in combination or for certain threats). The SPC may also consider using one policy
tool for existing threats and a different policy tool for future threats.

2) Clean Water Act, Part IV Tools
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The tools described in Part IV of the CWA include Section 57 Prohibition, Section 58 Risk
Management Plans (RMP), and Section 59 Restricted Land Uses. Part IV tools cannot be
applied to waste threats and/or sewage threats. Additionally, the province has advised that the
Part IV Prohibition tool (Section 57) should be used as a last resort for existing significant
threats, where the SPC believes that no other tool is sufficient to protect drinking water.

Implementers and Legal Effect

Section 47 CWA outlines that municipalities have responsibility for implementing Part IV tools,
which are intended to complement and work within the land use planning framework, for which
municipalities have statutory authority under the Planning Act. Part IV tools can only be used for
significant threat policies,(i.e. only in WHPA and IPZ), and have strong legal effect: Planning Act
decisions must conform to policies for significant threat activities; and persons carrying out
significant threat activities must comply with policies that use Part IV powers.

Section 58 of the CWA sets out a process for RMP with persons who are engaged in significant
drinking water threat activities and provides the authority to establish a RMP for that person if
negotiations do not succeed by a specified date. Risk management plans are negotiated
locally, on a site-by-site basis, may be used in combination with other policy tools, can apply to
existing and future significant threats, and may be an efficient means to manage multiple
threats on a single property. Section 58 policies may be either general (require a RMP to
manage threat X in area Y) or specific, such as requiring details on the minimum content of a
RMP or requiring documentation that certain standards have been met or particular risk
management measures have been included in a development.

The Section 59 Restricted Land Uses tool is recommended by the province as a
complementary tool to Sections 57 or 58 tools. It is intended to prevent future activities from
being established that would be a significant threat by acting as a “screening” tool for
municipalities when reviewing applications under the Planning Act to prevent the unintentional
approval of planning applications or building permits that would lead to the creation of SDWT.
An SPP policy for Section 59 would identify specific land uses associated with a prescribed
threat activity, which would then be implemented through the existing municipal development
review process. An applicant for a building permit or land use change (in a significant threat
area and proposing a significant threat activity) would be directed to the risk management
official (RMO), who would review a proposal and provide a notice prior to the application/permit
being processed by planning or building staff. The RMO would only provide this notice upon
determining that the activity is not a prohibited activity (under Section 57) or that a risk
management plan has been established or agreed to (under section 58). This Section 59 tool
can be used to address future significant threats. It can also address existing activities only if
the activity is changing or expanding.

Part IV Tools Applicable to the Threats

Part IV tools can be applied to almost any threat, except waste and sewage. However,
considering a principle that would see the province retain responsibility in areas where a
prescribed instrument is available, in order to minimize costs and workload to municipalities as
much as possible, Part IV tools under this conceptual framework are best applied to the ten
prescribed threats (>50% of all quality threats) numbered from 8 to 17. Generally, these threats
relate to the application, handling and storage of commercial fertilizer, pesticides and road salt,
the storage of snow, and the handling and storage of fuel, DNAPL, and organic solvents.
Additionally, this tool could also be used for threats # 3-7 (application, storage, handling of
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ASM & NASM) and threat #21 (use of land for livestock grazing, pasturing, etc.) for farms and
agricultural operations that are below the 300 nutrient unit threshold where a prescribed
instrument Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy would be required. At workshop #2,
representatives from the Ontario Farm Environmental Coalition suggested such an approach.

Administration of Part IV tools requires that municipalities will have to hire, train and maintain
risk management officials including inspectors for enforcement authority. However, the CWA
does contain provisions that allow for municipalities to recover costs by applying fees for
services provided. Additionally, the province advises that municipalities can enter into
agreements with each other to share costs, or a municipality or group of municipalities could
enter into an agreement with a board of health, planning board or source protection authority to
transfer the day-to-day operational tasks associated with implementation of this tool.

The Ministry of the Environment is developing a risk management catalogue which is intended
to provide guidance on effective strategies and tested practices that can reduce specific risks.
SPCs will have the option of specifying risk management measures from the catalogue in a
SPP or referencing it in general as direction to a Risk Management Official for developing a
suitable Risk Management Plan.

Currently, the Regional Municipality of York is actively taking steps to implement Part IV tools, in
particular the CWA Section 56 tool for Interim Risk Management Plans. This allows for the ability
to negotiate or impose RMP prior to the approval of an SPP. York staff have been meeting with
local municipality staff to discuss this and have recently secured approval from Regional
Council to develop a job description for a RMO and to hire a person to fulfill this role at the
regional level, while providing the service to the local municipalities.

3) Land Use Planning

Land use planning tools are not generally applicable for existing uses unless existing structures
are expanding (requiring a building permit) or permitted uses on the site are changing that
would require a Planning Act approval such as an official plan or zoning by-law amendment,
plan of subdivision, minor variance or site plan. Land use planning tools are best used for
managing or prohibiting future land uses. These policy tools are effective to prohibit land uses
that would entail significant threat activities in significant threat areas and for attaching
conditions (i.e. approval conditional on completion of a RMP or through site plan approval) for
all threat activities in all vulnerable areas. This can, however, be a blunt tool, as a broad range
of activities may fall under one land use category. If that category is prohibited, it may also
prohibit uses and activities that are not drinking water threats.

Tools Applicable to the Threats

Municipalities throughout Ontario currently have the existing ability under the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS) to address drinking water threats. The PPS has legislative authority under
section 3 of the Planning Act to provide policy direction for the entire province on matters of
provincial interest related to land use planning and development. Currently, section 2.2.1 (d)
directs planning authorities to protect, improve or restore the quality and quantity of water by
implementing necessary restrictions on development and site alteration to protect all municipal
drinking water supplies and designated vulnerable areas. More specifically to the CTC for lands
and municipal wells located on the Oak Ridges Moraine (ORM), the ORM Conservation Plan
also has policies which prohibit or restrict certain significant threat activities and associated
land uses from becoming established in WHPA and areas of high aquifer vulnerability.
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Implementers and Legal Effect

Land use planning tools are an existing municipal responsibility. As such, using this tool would
add relatively little cost or burden to municipalities to implement. Additionally, land use
planning tools have a strong legal effect under all the above-mentioned legislation. Planning
Act decisions must: conform to significant threat policies in a SPP under the CWA; be
consistent with the PPS; and conform to the ORMCP. The one concern expressed by municipal
staff is that planning decisions to conform with SPP threat policies can be appealed to the
Ontario Municipal Board and technical expertise could be required to defend the policies.

At the revised workshop format described above, SPC members will receive presentations by
municipal staff from municipalities that have experience in protecting municipal drinking water
supplies using these land use planning tools. This is expected to include York Region staff to
present a comparison of their new Official Plan WHPA policies - on vs off the ORM; and the
source water protection policies from the Region of Waterloo.

4) Education, Outreach & Incentives

Education, outreach and incentives may be used alone or in conjunction with other tools as
part of a staged policy approach. SPP polices that rely on these activities to reduce the risks
posed by some DWTs can be effective because they can trigger the voluntary adoption of risk
management measures. Education, outreach and incentive polices can also be used to
complement policies that rely on other approaches that are more regulatory in nature, such as
risk management plans or prescribed instruments. These programs can be targeted to specific
drinking water threats in specific areas or may be applied in a general manner throughout a
source protection area.

Implementers and Legal Effect

Education, outreach and incentive tools may be used to address significant, moderate and low
drinking water threats. When applying education, outreach and incentive policies to SDWT
activities and conditions, municipalities, local boards and source protection authorities “must
comply with” any obligation; for other bodies these are strategic actions, and there is no
obligation to comply with. For moderate and low threats education, outreach and incentive
tools would be considered as strategic actions with no obligation for any body to comply with
them.

These programs are implemented by municipalities, conservation authorities, other public
bodies, agencies, etc. Many of these bodies have existing programs that can be referenced in
an SPP and given direction to continue or expand as necessary.

5) Other Tools

These other tools include: Research, Stewardship, Best Management Practices, Pilot Programs
and Specific Actions (for transport pathways, climate change data collection, or spill
prevention/contingency plans and emergency response plans). They are primarily optional
policies and generally have the legal effect of Strategic Action, or have regard to the policy.

Making Use of Existing Stewardship or Monitoring Programs

Although staff recognizes the importance of maintaining a focus on mandatory policy
development for significant threats, there are a few instances where the development of
optional policies is warranted because it takes advantage of existing programs. Examples of
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this could include formulating policies to request the continuation of the provincial drinking
water stewardship program or the continuation or enhancement of other existing programs
such as monitoring programs undertaken by conservation authorities that include the collection
of climate change data.

Making Use of Proposed Research Programs of Other Agencies

Another example is a policy that could be formulated that recognizes and promotes a program
that York Region is currently developing to initiate the field verification of drinking water threats
enumerated in the Assessment Report. The first phase of the program is anticipated to begin in
the summer of 2011 and will target businesses that have been identified as potential significant
drinking water threats. A companion policy to develop a second phase to this program could,
for instance, field-verify houses enumerated as having fuel oil tanks (threat # 15 — handling and
storage of fuel) that are in subdivisions that have switched over to natural gas. These programs
could have the effect of reducing the total number of threats without imposing any of the tools
described above.

Best Management Practices

As identified in the Discussion Papers produced for each workshop, there exist a number of
best management practices or certification programs developed by industry or other
organizations that can be used as tools to protect drinking water sources. These include tools
such as Audubon certification for golf courses, programs and standards of the Technical
Standards and Safety Authority, Environmental Farm Plans, the Ontario Good Roads
Association for Road Salt Management Plans, the Responsible Care Program of the Chemistry
Industry Association of Canada and others. These programs are often undertaken on a
voluntary basis but can also be used in a regulatory tool environment as required
documentation in a Risk Management Plan to demonstrate compliance with industry best
practices.

During the prior three workshops held, other tools were also discussed, such as using by-laws
or other powers under the Municipal Act. Examples of the application of potential other tools
will be presented by the consultants at workshop #4 and/or #5.

6) Monitoring

In the context of SPPs, monitoring means keeping track of and reporting on the state of an
activity, condition, or issue following SPP approval, to determine whether SPP outcomes are
being achieved. It does not necessarily mean collecting data on environmental conditions,
which is a typical meaning of the term ‘monitoring’ used elsewhere. The monitoring information
is linked to the requirement on the source protection authority to file a public annual report with
the Minister of the Environment on implementation activities (see below).

Implementers and Legal Effect

The SPP must contain monitoring policies for monitoring activities or conditions that are or
would be significant; monitoring moderate and low threats where it is advisable to prevent the
threat (activity or condition) from becoming significant and; monitoring a drinking water issue
where advisable. The SPP may contain policies for monitoring moderate and low threats
elsewhere.

Section 45 of the CWA indicates that if a public body is designated in an SPP as being
responsible for the implementation of a policy governing monitoring, the public body shall
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conduct monitoring programs in accordance with the policy. Monitoring policies will be based
on all other policies developed and may be the last policies developed in the SPP.

Annual Progress Reports

Each Source Protection Authority (SPA) must prepare and submit an annual progress report to
the Director and the SPC. The contents of the report, as outlined in Section 46 of the CWA
must: describe the measures that have been taken to implement the SPP, including measures
to ensure that activities cease to be SDWT and measures taken to ensure that activities do not
become SDWT; describe results of any monitoring programs conducted and; describe the
extent to which SPP objectives are being achieved.

Thirty days prior to submitting the report to the Director, the report must be submitted to the
SPC for their review and comments to the SPA about the extent to which, in the opinion of the
SPC, the objectives set out in the SPP are being achieved by the measures described in the
report. If the comments of the SPC are provided prior to the report being submitted to the
Director, the comments shall be included in the report. The report will be made available to the
public after its submission to the Director. Additionally, the information gathered through the
annual progress report can be used to inform the updating of the review of the SPP.

Summary

This initial conceptual framework provides one possible framework for how a SPP could be
developed. The above 6-point plan outlines how all the tools may be used in combination to
achieve a comprehensive Source Protection Plan. It identifies that certain tools may be best
used to address specific threats, while other tools better address other threats. This framework
uses the three available regulatory tools with greatest legal effect (prescribed instruments, Part
IV tools, land use planning) as the primary means to address all quality-related threat activities
for existing and future SDWT. The framework also shows how the remaining tools can be used
to address the optional policies. This framework is based on guidance from the province to use
prescribed instruments, where available, as a first policy choice, which also helps to limit
implementation costs to municipalities. Lastly, this framework can also incorporate a monitoring
mechanism to evaluate the effectiveness of the SPP on an annual basis, with a view to
addressing any gaps or improving policies as necessary at the prescribed review period.

Report prepared by: David Burnett & Kathy Padgett
Emails: dburnett@trca.on.ca

For Information contact: David Burnett, extension 5361
Emails: dburnett@trca.on.ca

Date: April 08, 2011

Attachments: 2
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Attachment 1
Appendix 1

Workshop Invitees and Participants
CTC Groundwater Quality Policy Options

Workshop #3 - Fuel, DNAPLs, Organic Sclvents, Salt and Snow

March 29, 2011

Source Protection
Committee Members

Doug Brown

Wendy Burgess

Bob Bumnside

Michasl D'Andrea

Louise Foster

Michasl Garrett

Robert Goodings

Irv Harrell

Laura McDowsl

Peter Miazek

Lynne Moore

John Presta

Fred Ruf

Mark Schiller

Maring Schofisld

Howard Shapiro

John Westlakes

SPC Working Group
Members

Juli Abouchar

Andrea Bourrie

Jesgica Gingburg

Dave Kentner

Heather Laidlaw

Peter Orghancs

Susan Self

Steering Committee
Members

Laura Atkins-Paul ork ﬁegiu:un]

Rodney Bouchard (Peel Region)

Richard Clark {Credit Valley Conservation)

Chriz Darling {Central Lake Ontario Conzervation Authority)

Mark Head (Peel Region)

Ohi lzirein (Town of Caledon)

John Linhardt {Town of Halton Hills)

Greg Lymer {Durham Region)

Tammy Silverstone (York Region)

James Stiver (Town of Crangeville)

Municipal
Representatives

Sarah Cannon (Halton Region)

Gary Couszins (County of Wellington)

Mark Early (Town of Monao)

Chrizgtine Gervais (Townszhip of Amaranth)

Glenn Wellings (Amaranth)

Tony lacobelli (City of Vaughan)

Stephen Kitchen (Township of King)

John Mcintozh (Halton Region)

Andrew McMeely (Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville)
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Appendix 1

Robert Muir (Town of Markham)

Shelley Partridge (Halton Region)

Mancy Rutherford {Durham Region)

Frank Smedley (Town of Erin)

Margaret Smith (Halton Region)

Sally Stull {Town of Erin}

Richard Yandezande (Township of Uxbridge)

T"roje ct Managers
and StaffiConsultants

from Meighbouring
Source Protection

Regions

Dians Bloomfield {Halton-Hamilton SF'_R]

Ruth Victor (Halton-Hamiton SPR) - Adam Shipowick as sub

Don Goodyear (South Georgian Bay Lake Simcos SPR)

Karen Wianecki (South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPR)

Martin Keller {Lakes Erie SPR) - Emily Stahl as sub

Lorrie Minshall {Lake Erie SPR)

Meredith Carter {Trent Conzervation Coalition SPR)

Termi Cox (Trent Consarvation Coalition SPR)

Andrew Doiron (Trent Consevation Coalition SPR)

Jennifer Stephens (Trent Conservation Coalition SPR)

Resource People

Bernard Barreyre (Suncor)

Eric Brizstow (CPPI)

Steve Holysh (CAMC/YPDT)

Lee Howell (Shell Canada)

Steve Hoyle (TSSA)

Horm Huebel {Chem. Industry Az=ociation of Canada)

Steve McKinnon (Halton Region)

Peter Pecchia (Impenal Oil)

Gary Todd (MTO)

Jack Tupling {Town of Crangsville)

Louis Zidar (Town of Caledon)

CTC Staff

David Bumett

Andrea Dube-Goas

Don Ford

Rick Gerber

Kerry Mulchansingh - Lisa Brusse az sub

Kathy Padgett

Megan Price

Gayle Soo Chan

Beverley Thorpe

Sylvia Waters

Consultants and
MNote-takers

Suzanne Barrett

Joanna Kidd

Tony Usher

Ariana Cancell

Alissa Golden
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Attachment 2

Appendix 2

Initial Ideas for Lead-Up to June SPP Retreat

April 19™
(SPC Megeting)

David Burnett to present overview of SPPF example conceptual framework to
SPC.
® presentation to include: overview of SPP tools, MOE guidance
and plan leading up to June workshop.

April 26™
(Workshop #4)

SPP consultants Suzanne Barrett and Joanna Kidd to facilitate a workshop to
present threats presentations from previous policy options workshops and
completed policy options tables to SPC members.
® |nformation will be presented at meeting; will not be sent out in
advance as it is important for information to be viewed in
context.

May 3™

Send out Policy Options Compilation Report to SPP 5C and WG — review
information to determine if it is satisfactory for June retreat - What else is
needed? Are there any gaps?

May 10"
(WG,/SC mtg.)

Hold a SPP WG/SC meeting to identify any gaps and discuss format for
workshop on May 24" where additional experts will be brought on to address
gaps (i.e., sewage and waste) and invite practitioners with experience on
similar initiatives (City of Waterloo and York Region for Oak Ridges Moraine
and RMO).

May 24™
(Workshop #5)

Full-day workshop with experts to provide additional information on gaps as
identified at previous meetings,/'workshops and potentially includes
practitioners from other jurisdictions to provide overview of local programs,
including lessons learned.
= Region of Waterloo, Water Resource Protection Strategy: first
municipality in Ontario to address groundwater protection with a
rigorous and systematic approach.
= York Region, Oak Ridges Moraine: many of CTC wellheads are in
the ORM area.
=  York Region: moving forward on Part IV Tools (RMO) and field
verification of threats.

June g™

send final CTC Source Protection Plan Groundwater Quality Policy Options
Report to all SPC members to prepare for June 20-22 workshop.

June 20722
(Retreat)

CTC SPC Working Session on Policy at Hockley Valley Resort from June 20" at
4pm to June 22" at 4pm.
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PRESENTATION

Policy Development — Next Steps
-

April 26: Workshop #4

* (Consultants present threats presentations and completed policy
options tables to SPC

May 10: Working Group/Steering Committee Meeting
* Review draft Groundwater Quality Policy Options Report
» Identify gaps and determine format for Workshop #5

May 24: Workshop #5
» Experts provide additional information on gaps; presentations by
practitioners from other jurisdictions

June 6: Final SPP Groundwater Quality Policy Options Report

June 20-22: CTC Policy Development Retreat
» Direction to staff to prepare draft SPP for “pre-consultation”
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+ |f significant conditions s————= [f moderate, low conditions =——

- Planning Act
decisions — Mandatory Optional
must conform \\\ Policies Policies Planning Act _ |
Prescribed ~decisions — must
b~ insfruments = —;T Significant * Moderate and low threats policies - | have regard
must conform P - | threat policies - activities I'. \
L+ Remaining tools: I activities « Threat policies-conditions | F’(ﬂﬁ“ben':s
. gt e -
= Municipality, = Policies goveming: ]| musthave
local board, || = Monitoring _ \ regard
source protection | policies * Incentive programs and |
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obligation | moderats | low of reference Strategic action
- i —_— | - . -
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significant threat policy directed at a municipality,
local board or source protection authorty.

| DRINKING WATER
SOURCE PROTECTION

ACT FOR CLEAN WATER \_

Conceptual Frameworks for a
Source Protection Plan

*Threat by Threat basis
*Threat Policies by Land Use
«Policies by Vulnerable Area
-Policy Tool basis
«Combinations & bundling
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SPP Conceptual Framework

Prescribed Instruments Part IV Tools
Threat Type | -Significant, Moderate, Low -Significant
Legal Effect | -Significant: “conform with” -Significant: “conform with”
-Moderate/Low: “have regard”

Implementer | -Province, in most cases -Municipality

Location and | -WHPA, IPZ, HVA, SGRA -WHPA, IPZ

Use

Existing / -Existing and Future -Existing and Future

Future -5.57 and .59 typically for future
Proposed -1,2,3,456,7.8,10,15,1821 -8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17
Activities -
Applicable -Not applicable to waste/sewage

r =
DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION _ )j‘_:
SPP Conceptual Framework
Land Use Planning Manitoring
Threat Type | -Significant, Moderate, Low | -Significant, Moderate, Low
Legal Effect | -Significant: “conform with” -Significant, Moderate, Low: all
Moderate/Low: “have regard” | Public bodies "must comply”
Implementer | -Municipality, planning boards | -Municipality, CA, SPA, other public
bodies, agencies, etc.

Location and | -WHPA, IPZ, HVA, SGRA -WHPA, IPZ, HVA, SGRA

Use

Existing / -Primarily Future -Existing and Future

Future

Activities -Broad land use categories -All policies related to activities
Applicable | associated with the activities

" DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION

\I

) |

}

N
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SPP Conceptual Framework

Incentives, Education and
Cutreach

Other Tools: Research,
Stewardship, BMPs, Pilot
Programs, Specify Actions

Threat Type | -Significant, Moderate, Low -Significant, Moderate, Low

Legal Effect | -Significant: *comply with* -Significant, Moderate, Low:
-Significant/Moderate/Low: “strategic action”
**strategic action**

Implementer | *Municipality, SPA, local boards* | -Municipality, CA, SPA, other
*other public bodies** public bodies, agencies, etc.

Location and | -WHPA, IPZ, HVA, SGRA -WHPA, IPZ, HVA, SGRA

Use -Targeted or general -Targeted or general

Existing / -Existing and Future -Existing and Future

Future

Activities -All -Adl

Applicable

" DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION

\I

) |

}

.

1539




RES.#245/11 Establish an Updated Assessment Report Working Group.

Establish an Updated Assessment Report Working Group to review and
approve an update to the Credit Valley Source Protection Area (CVSPA),
Toronto and Region Source Protection Area (TRSPA) and Central Lake
Ontario Source Protection Area (CLOSPA) Proposed Assessment

Reports.
Moved by: Heather Laidlaw
Seconded by: Mark Schiller

THAT the CTC Source Protection Committee (SPC) authorizes the formation of an
Updated Assessment Report Working Group (WG) composed of up to 9 CTC SPC
members representing the three committee groupings (municipal, economic sectors and
general interest) to review in detail the updates to the Proposed Assessment Reports:
CVSPA, TRSPA, CLOSPA and report to the CTC SPC at SPC Meeting #4/11, to be held on
May 17 2011;

THAT the WG be authorized to review and approve any final changes or revisions
following the May 17, 2011 SPC meeting and to direct staff to release the report for a 30
day public comment period;

THAT the WG be further authorized to review and direct staff to make any final revisions
to address any comments received and to send the Updated Assessment Reports to the
respective Source Protection Authority for submission to the Ministry of the Environment
for approval;

THAT the staff be directed to report back to the SPC on the work undertaken and to
provide members with electronic copies of the Updated Assessment Reports as
submitted to the Ministry;

THAT the members who wish to be considered as members or Chair of the WG advise
Chair Susan Self by April 29, 2011;

AND FURTHER THAT Chair Self appoints the WG members and advise the SPC as a
whole of the appointments.
CARRIED

BACKGROUND

The CTC SPC will be receiving for review and approval updates to the three Proposed
Assessment Reports originally submitted to the Province in 2010. In order to facilitate the
committee's review and approval within the timelines required, staff is recommending the
formation of one Working Group (WG) to carry out a detailed review of all three reports and
make recommendations to the SPC at Meeting #4/10 to be held on May 17th, 2011. Itis
proposed that the Chair and members of the WG will be appointed by Chair Self from those
SPC members who express an interest in taking on this assignment, maintaining a
representative balance on the WG to reflect the three committee groupings (municipal,
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economic sectors and general interest). At least one meeting of the WG will be held
approximately two weeks after receipt of the report to consider the report and to discuss the
recommendations to be made to the CTC SPC. Additional meetings may be called, if required,
within a short time frame. Meetings may be in person or via teleconference as determined by
the working group chair. Prospective WG members must be able to meet as required and to
review the material.

Updated Proposed Assessment Report Content

The updated Proposed Assessment Reports: CVSPA, TRSPA, CLOSPA will include the
information outlined in the Updated Assessment Report workplan received by RES. #224/11 at
SPC meeting #1/11 on January 25, 2011 (Attachment 1, 2, 3). In addition, the Updated
Proposed Assessment Report: CLOSPA will address comments received from the Province on
March 3, 2011 (Item 4.2). Comments have not yet been received from the Province for the
TRSPA and CVSPA Proposed Assessment Reports.

RATIONALE

The turn-around time for review and approval of the updated Proposed Assessment Reports:
CVSPA, TRSPA, CLOSPA, by the CTC SPC, prior to distribution to the public is extremely tight.
It is possible that final drafts of the updated Assessment Reports may not be completed before
the May CTC SPC meeting, as all the information required to update the reports is not yet
received. Staff recommends that the SPC establish a WG who is authorized to review and
accept the updates to the Proposed Assessment Reports: CVSPA, TRSPA, CLOSPA on behalf
of the SPC. Having the WG authorized to review and accept the final text is critical to meeting
the timelines. All members of the CTC SPC ,who wish to do so, will have an opportunity to see
the proposed changes and comment via email. All comments submitted within the requested
reply period will be reviewed and discussed by the WG as they approve the reports.

At the CTC SPC Meeting #4/11 staff will provide a short presentation on the conclusions of the
report and the changes requested by the WG.

Report prepared by: Andréa Dubé-Goss, extension 5633
Emails: adube-goss@trca.on.ca

For Information contact: Beverley Thorpe , extension 5577
Emails: bthorpe@trca.on.ca

Date: March 29, 2011
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Attachment 1

Ministry of Miniztére de

the Environmant I'Environnemeant

Source Protection Programs Direction des programmes de protection . }

Branch des sources .

14™ Floar 14" étage Ontarlo
40 St Clair Ave. West 40, avenue St. Clair Ques!

Toronto ON WM&V M2 Torento (Ontaric) WM&V 1M2

Leg: ENV1174IT-2010-283
December 20, 2010

Ms. Susan Self & Ms. Beverley Thorpe

Chair, CTC Source Protection Region

c/o Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
5 Shoreham Drive

Downsview, ON M3N 154

Re: Toronto and Region Source Protection Area Updated Workplan
Dear Susan and Beverley:

Thank you for the submission of your Updated Assessment Report (UAR))
workplan received by the ministry on November 2, 2010 for the CTC Source
Protection Region. A separate response letter will be provided for each of the
three source protection areas within the CTC Source Protection Region. This
response letter relates to the Toronto and Region Source Protection Authority
(SPA).

The proposed Toronto and Region Assessment Report (AR) is due to the
ministry on December 22, 2010.

This letter confirms the receipt of your UAR workplan and provides additional
information relating to the project tasks identified in your workplan and the
consultation requirements of the new/updated AR information.

As a reminder there are two ways in which an UAR can be completed:
1) through an UAR. under section 19 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006
following Director approval of an AR; or
2) through an amended proposed AR under section 17(2) (b) of the CWA,
20086, by which the Director provides directions to include the new/updated
information in an amended proposed AR.

The Director's decision on the submitted Toronto and Region proposed AR will

determine which route the newfupdated information will be incorporated into the
ol
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AR (i.e. either through the UAR under section 19, CWA or an amended proposed
AR under section 17(2)(b), CWA). The decision letter | provide on the review of
the submitted proposed AR will indicate this.

Generally speaking, if your proposed AR is approved, then it is likely that your
newf/updated work will be completed through section 19, CWA as an UAR. If
your AR is returned for amendments as a result of the review of the submitted
proposed AR, | may also advise you to incorporate the new/updated tasks and
resubmit the AR as an amended proposed AR since other amendments are
required. Please note that despite the general statement included above, at any
point, the ministry may decide that one route over the other should be taken in
the interest of resource efficiencies and timing.

The workplan submitted for the Toronto and Region Source Protection Area UAR
has identified the following list of project tasks proposed to be completed. These
tasks have been categorized under the following headings — updated tasks and
amended tasks, which are defined below.

Updated Tasks — new tasks not yet completed or consulted upon:

= Tier 3 for York (Whitchurch-Stouffville-Uxville); and
» Lake Ontario Collaborative (LOC) Phase 2 and 3.

Amended Tasks — tasks partially or wholly contained in the proposed AR
where the proposal is to change or update this information:

* Assessment of transport pathways.

All of the above updated/amended tasks are within scope of the AR and may
proceed to be included in the UAR/amended proposed AR for this round of
planning. This letter is not acknowledging or approving methodologies or
approaches that may have been presented in the UAR workplan submitted to the
ministry. All project tasks identified in the UAR workplan must be completed
following methodologies or approaches that are consistent with the technical
rules unless an alternative method or approach approval has been granted.

Project tasks associated with the verification of Significant Drinking Water
Threats (SDWTs) were not explicitly identified in your UAR workplan. However,
in the event that you are considering work associated with re-evaluating/verifying
the number of SDWTs, | want to remind you that conducting site visits to carry
out such tasks is out of scope for the UAR/amended proposed AR as this
information will/lcan be verified when the plans are being developed. Conducting
site visits at this time for the completion of the UAR/amended proposed AR is not
3
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considered to be an efficient use of resources and it is advised that any planned
work associated with site visits to verify threats does not occur at this time. Itis
understood that the SPCs have consulted with affected parties when significant
threats were identified during the AR development and if additional information
has been gathered as a result of this consultation, this new information can be
incorporated into an AR if the report is already being amended or updated.

The actual number of SDWTs in the AR is a continuously changing number and
in the interest of an efficient use of resources the threat enumeration in the AR
can be observed as a benchmark for SPCs to know their approximate workload
in policy development. Additionally the policies in the plan will most likely be
developed on an area basis (i.e., WHPA A, etc.) rather than individual
parcels/properties. Therefore, to have an exact number of existing SDWTs
enumerated in the AR does not accurately reflect the number of policies in the
plan that will be written or required.

Ontario Regulation (O.Reg.) 287/07 section 19 requires that when the SPC
begins preparing the source protection plan for a source protection area, the
committee shall give notice to various stakeholders, including those engaged in
activities that are SDWTs. Furthermore, sections 35 to 39 of O.Reg. 287/07
require that discussions with persons impacted by draft policies, including those
undertaking activities identified as SDWTs, occur during the source protection
plan policy development process before the draft plan is published for initial
public comment. This could provide the SPCs the opportunity to gather additional
information about the details of the presence or absence of these SDWTs. Since
this work is associated with the policy development process it is not a priority to
be completed or updated for the AR at this time. If SPC/SPA comes across
additional SDWTs as they are completing their existing AR work, this information
can be included in the AR; however additional consultation will be required with
those new landowners who have been identified as undertaking a SDWT. If this
particular task applies to your SPC/SPA and will impact your timelines to submit
your UAR/amended proposed AR, notify your Liaison Officer in order to
determine how this may be included in the AR or in the next round of planning.

The tasks that are listed as updated/amended above are within the scope of the
UAR/amended proposed AR and are eligible expenditures under your transfer
payment allocation. As part of the annual business plan review, the ministry will
be assessing the work plans and requests for funds to undertake this work
against the funds available. Please note that the direction in this letter does not
consider the availability of program funds to complete the tasks rather whether
the tasks are within scope.

1544



Ms. Susan Self & Ms. Beverley Thorpe
Page 4

The province also reserves the right to verify and to recover transfer payment
funds if it is determined that program funds were not used, or will not be used, for
the intended purposes.

As a reminder, the consultation requirements are outlined in section 18 under O.
Reg. 287/07, and must be completed for the updated tasks. For the amended
tasks, the SPC/SPA must determine the appropriate extent of consultation
required (i.e., letters to stakeholders, posting AR to internet, newspaper notices
and/or public meetings) based on the changes that they impose on the AR.

Based on the UAR workplan submitted, the technical work is to be completed by
April 2011 for the Toronto and Region SPA. It is presumed that there will be a
30-day consultation period in May 2011. The UAR workplan has identified a June
2011 submission to the ministry, which appears reasonable. My decision letter
will state the actual submission date and additional directions regarding the
submission format of the work associated with the UAR/amended proposed AR.
Your Liaison Officer may be in contact with you prior to the receipt of my decision
letter to discuss any necessary details, (including the submission date) pertaining
to the above.

| recommend at this time that the updated/amended tasks contained in the
submitted UAR workplan and identified as eligible proceed according to the
timelines presented. If additional tasks arise that the SPC/SPA wants to include
as new/updated information and/or if there are delays that will occur that will
result in deviations from the timelines in the workplan submitted, please notify
your Liaison Officer immediately. If the delays are significant, it is important for
the SPC/SPA to know that the updated tasks may not be accepted by the
ministry for review for this round of source protection planning, and that the
amended AR may have to be submitted without all of the new work in order to
get approval in support of the Plan. Extensions to UAR/amended proposed AR
submissions will not generally be considered due to the extremely tight timelines
that exist between now and the due date of the source protection plans by
August 20, 2012.

| appreciate the amount of hard work the CTC Source Protection Region SPC
and Toronto and Region SPA have done for their ARs and | anticipate that this
high level of effort will continue in order to complete the UAR work for the
Toronto and Region SPA and source protection plans by August 20, 2012,

| assure you that the ministry will continue to support Source Protection

Committees and Authorities in achieving their compliance dates, whenever
possible. |look forward to receiving your UAR/amended proposed AR.
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Sincerely,

la ith, ctor
Source Protection Programs Branch
Ministry of the Environment

c Gerri Lynn O'Connor, Chair, Board of Directors, Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority
Brian Denney, Chief Administrative Officer, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority
Charely Worte, Conservation Ontario
Mike Garraway, Ministry of Natural Resources
Charlene Vantyghem, Ministry of Natural Resources
Keith Willson, Manager, Source Protection Approvals, MOE
Katie Fairman, Supervisor, Source Protection Implementation, MOE
John Westlake, Liaison Officer, Source Protection implementation, MOE
Heather Malcolmson, Manager, Source Protection Planning, MOE
Melanie Ward, Compliance Team Lead, Source Protection Approvals, MOE
Andrea Pearlstone, Program Analyst, Source Protection Approvals, MOE
Tu Van Duong, Partnership and Program Coordinator, Source Protection
Planning, MOE
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Attachment 2

Ministry of Ministére de

the Envirenmaent I'Environnement

Source Protection Programs Direction des programmes de protection }

Branch des sources .

14 oo Pk ntario
40 St Clair Ave, Wes! 440, avenue 5t. Clair Ouest

Toronto ON - M4V 1M2 Toronto (Ontaro) M4V 1M2

Log: ENV1174IT-2010-285
December 20, 2010

Ms. Susan Self & Ms. Beverley Thorpe

Chair, CTC Source Protection Region

c/o Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
5 Shoreham Drive

Downsview, ON M3N 1S4

Re: Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area Updated Workplan
Dear Susan and Beverley:

Thank you for the submission of your Updated Assessment Report (UAR)
workplan received by the ministry on November 2, 2010 for the CTC Source
Protection Region. A separate response letter will be provided for each of the
three source protection areas within the CTC Source Protection Region. This
response letter relates to the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Authority
(SPA).

The proposed Central Lake Ontario Assessment Report (AR) was received by
the ministry on August 13, 2010 and is currently under Director review for a
decision.

This letter confirms the receipt of your UAR workplan and provides additional
information relating to the project tasks identified in your workplan and the
consultation requirements of the new/updated AR information.

As a reminder there are two ways in which an UAR can be completed:
1) through an UAR under section 19 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006
following Director approval of an AR; or
2) through an amended proposed AR under section 17(2) (b) of the CWA,
20086, by which the Director provides directions to include the new/updated
information in an amended proposed AR.

The Director's decision on the approval of the submitted Central Lake Ontario
' .2
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proposed AR will determine which route the new/updated information will be
incorporated into the AR (i.e. either through the UAR under section 19, CWA or
an amended proposed AR under section 17(2)(b), CWA). The decision letter |
review of the submitted proposed AR will indicate this.

Generally speaking, if your proposed AR is approved, then it is likely that your
new/updated work will be completed through section 19, CWA as an UAR. If
your AR is returned for amendments as a result of the review of the submitted
proposed AR, | may also advise you to incorporate the new/updated tasks and
resubmit the AR as an amended proposed AR since other amendments are
required. Please note that despite the general statement included above, at any
point, the ministry may decide that one route over the other should be taken in
the interest of resource efficiencies and timing.

The workplan submitted for the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area
UAR has identified the following list of project tasks proposed to be completed.
These tasks have been categorized under the following headings — updated
tasks and amended tasks, which are defined below.

Updated Tasks — new tasks not yet completed or consulted upon:
» Lake Ontario Collaborative (LOC) Phase 2 and 3.

Amended Tasks — tasks partially or wholly contained in the proposed AR
where the proposal is to change or update this information:

» Assessment of transport pathways.

All of the above updated/amended tasks are within scope of the AR and may
proceed to be included in the UAR/amended proposed AR for this round of
planning. This letter is not acknowledging or approving methodologies or
approaches that may have been presented in the UAR workplan submitted to the
ministry. All project tasks identified in the UAR workplan must be completed
following methodologies or approaches that are consistent with the technical
rules unless an alternative method or approach approval has been granted.

Project tasks associated with the verification of significant drinking water threats
(SDWTs) were not explicitly identified in your UAR workplan. However, in the
event that you are considering work associated with re-evaluating/verifying the
number of SDWTs, | want to remind you that conducting site visits to carry out
such tasks is out of scope for the UAR/amended proposed AR as this information
will/can be verified when the plans are being developed. Conducting site visits at
this time for the completion of the UAR/amended proposed AR is not considered
3
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to be an efficient use of resources and it is advised that any planned work
associated with site visits to verify threats does not occur at this time. Itis
understood that the SPCs have consulted with affected parties when significant
threats were identified during the AR development and if additional information
has been gathered as a result of this consultation, this new information can be
incorporated into an AR if the report is already being amended or updated.

The actual number of SDWTs in the AR is a continuously changing number and
in the interest of an efficient use of resources the threat enumeration in the AR
can be observed as a benchmark for SPCs to know their approximate workload
in policy development. Additionally the policies in the plan will most likely be
developed on an area basis (i.e., WHPA A, etc.) rather than individual
parcels/properties. Therefore, to have an exact number of existing SDWTs
enumerated in the AR does not accurately reflect the number of policies in the
plan that will be written or required.

Ontario Regulation (O.Reg.) 287/07 section 19 requires that when the SPC
begins preparing the source protection plan for a source protection area, the
committee shall give notice to various stakeholders, including those engaged in
activities that are SDWTs. Furthermore, sections 35 to 39 of O.Reg. 287/07
require that discussions with persons impacted by draft policies, including those
undertaking activities identified as SDWTs, occur during the source protection
plan policy development process before the draft plan is published for initial
public comment. This could provide the SPCs the opportunity to gather additional
information about the details of the presence or absence of these SDWTs. Since
this work is associated with the policy development process it is not a priority to
be completed or updated for the AR at this time. If SPC/SPA comes across
additional SDWTs as they are completing their existing AR work, this information
can be included in the AR; however additional consultation will be required with
those new landowners who have been identified as undertaking a SDWT. If this
particular task applies to your SPC/SPA and will impact your timelines to submit
your UAR/amended proposed AR, notify your Liaison Officer in order to
determine how this may be included in the AR or in the next round of planning.

The tasks that are listed as updated/famended above are within the scope of the
UAR/amended proposed AR and are eligible expenditures under your transfer
payment allocation. As part of the annual business plan review, the ministry will
be assessing the work plans and requests for funds to undertake this work
against the funds available. Please note that the direction in this letter does not
consider the availability of program funds to complete the tasks rather whether
the tasks are within scope. The province also reserves the right to verify and to
recover transfer payment funds if it is determined that program funds were not
.4
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used, or will not be used, for the intended purposes.

As a reminder, the consultation requirements are outlined in section 18 under O.
Reg. 287/07, and must be completed for the updated tasks. For the amended
tasks, the SPC/SPA must determine the appropriate extent of consultation
required (i.e., letters to stakeholders, posting AR to internet, newspaper notices
and/or public meetings) based on the changes that they impose on the AR.

Based on the UAR workplan submitted, the technical work will be completed by
April 2011 for the Central Lake Ontario SPA. It is presumed that there will be a
J0-day consultation period in May 2011. The UAR workplan has identified a June
2011 submission to the ministry. My decision letter will state the actual
submission date and the additional directions regarding the submission format of
the work associated with the UAR/amended proposed AR. Your Liaison Officer
may be in contact with you prior to the receipt of my decision letter to discuss any
necessary details, (including the submission date) pertaining to the above.

| recommend at this time that the updated/amended tasks contained in the
submitted UAR workplan and identified as eligible proceed according to the
timelines presented. If additional tasks arise that the SPC/SPA wants to include
as new/updated information and/or if there are delays that will occur that will
result in deviations from the timelines in the workplan submitted, please notify
your Liaison Officer immediately. If the delays are significant, it is important for
the SPC/SPA to know that the updated tasks may not be accepted by the
ministry for review for this round of source protection planning, and that the
amended AR may have to be submitted without all of the new work in order to
get approval in support of the Plan. Extensions to UAR/amended proposed AR
submissions will not generally be considered due to the extremely tight timelines
that exist between now and the due date of the source protection plans by
August 20, 2012,

| appreciate the amount of hard work the CTC Source Protection Region SPC
and Central Lake Ontario SPA have done for their ARs and | anticipate that this
high level of effort will continue in order to complete the UAR work for the Central
Lake Ontario SPA and source protection plans by August 20, 2012.

| assure you that the ministry will continue to support Source Protection

Committees and Authorities in achieving their compliance dates, whenever
possible. | look forward to receiving your UAR/amended proposed AR.
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Sincerely,

Source Protection Programs Branch
Ministry of the Environment

c: Gerri Lynn O'Connor, Chair, Board of Directors, Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority
Brian Denney, Chief Administrative Officer, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority
Rick Johnson, Chair, Board Directors, Central Lake Ontario Conservation
Authority
Russell Powell, Chief Administrative Officer, Central Lake Ontario Conservation
Authority
Charely Worte, Conservation Ontario
Mike Garraway, Ministry of Natural Resources
Charlene Vantyghem, Ministry of Natural Resources
Keith Willson, Manager, Source Protection Approvals, MOE
Katie Fairman, Supervisor, Source Protection Implementation, MOE
John Westlake, Liaison Officer, Source Protection Implementation, MOE
Heather Malcolmson, Manager, Source Protection Planning, MOE
Melanie Ward, Compliance Team Lead, Source Protection Approvals, MOE
Andrea Pearlstone, Program Analyst, Source Protection Approvals, MOE
Tu Van Duong, Partnership and Program Coordinator, Source Protection
Planning, MOE
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Attachment 3
Ministry of Minlstére de

the Environmeant I"Envirannamant ' m .

Source Protection Programs Direction des programmes de probection

Branch des sources -

14" Floor 14" étage nta rlo
40 5t Clair Ave, West 40, avenue St Clair Ouest

Toronte ON M4V 1M2 Toronto (Ontario) M4V 1M2Z

Log: ENV1174IT-2010-284
December 20, 2010

Ms. Susan Self & Ms. Beverley Thorpe

Chair, CTC Source Protection Region

c/o Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
5 Shoreham Drive

Downsview, ON M3N 154

Re: Credit Valley Source Protection Area Updated Workplan

Dear Susan and Beverley:

Thank you for the submission of your Updated Assessment Report (UAR)
workplan received by the ministry on November 2, 2010 for the CTC Source
Protection Region. A separate response letter will be provided for each of the
three source protection areas within the CTC Source Protection Region. This
response letter relates to the Credit Valley Source Protection Authority (SPA).

The proposed Credit Valley Assessment Report (AR) is due to the ministry on
December 22, 2010.

This letter confirms the receipt of your UAR workplan and provides additional
information relating to the project tasks identified in your workplan and the
consultation requirements of the new/updated AR information.

As a reminder there are two ways in which an UAR can be completed:
1) through an UAR under section 19 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006
following Director approval of an AR; or
2) through an amended proposed AR under section 17(2) (b) of the CWA,
2008, by which the Director provides directions to include the new/updated
information in an amended proposed AR.

The Director's decision on the submitted Credit Valley proposed AR. will

determine which route the new/updated information will be incorporated into the
2
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AR (i.e. either through the UAR under section 19, CWA or an amended proposed
AR under section 17(2)(b), CWA). The decision letter | provide on the review of
the submitted proposed AR will indicate this.

Generally speaking, if your proposed AR is approved, then it is likely that your
new/updated work will be completed through section 19, CWA as an UAR. If
your AR is returned for amendments as a result of the review of the submitted
proposed AR, | may also advise you to incorporate the new/updated tasks and
resubmit the AR as an amended proposed AR since other amendments are
required. Please note that despite the general statement included above, at any
point, the ministry may decide that one route over the other should be taken in
the interest of resource efficiencies and timing.

The workplan submitted for the Credit Valley Source Protection Area UAR has
identified the following list of project tasks proposed to be completed. These
tasks have been categorized under the following headings — updated tasks and
amended tasks, which are defined below.

Updated Tasks — new tasks not yet completed or consulted upon:

= Tier 3 for Orangeville (Amaranth-Orangeville-Mong) and Halton Hills
(Acton-Georgetown); and
# Lake Ontario Collaborative (LOC) Phase 2 and 3.

Amended Tasks — tasks partially or wholly contained in the proposed AR
where the proposal is to change or update this information:

» Assessment of transport pathways.

All of the above updated/amended tasks are within scope of the AR and may
proceed to be included in the UAR/amended proposed AR for this round of
planning. This letter is not acknowledging or approving methodologies or
approaches that may have been presented in the UAR workplan submitted to the
ministry of tasks. All project tasks identified in the UAR workplan must be
completed following methodologies or approaches that are consistent with the
technical rules unless an alternative method or approach approval has been
granted.

Project tasks associated with the verification of significant drinking water threats
(SDWTs) were not explicitly identified in your UAR workplan. However, in the
event that you are considering work associated with re-evaluating/verifying the
number of SDWTs, | want to remind you that conducting site visits to carry out
such tasks is out of scope for the UAR/amended proposed AR as this information
3
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will/can be verified when the plans are being developed. Conducting site visits at
this time for the completion of the UAR/amended proposed AR is not considered
to be an efficient use of resources and it is advised that any planned work
associated with site visits to verify threats does not occur at this time. It is
understood that the SPCs have consulted with affected parties when significant
threats were identified during the AR development and if additional information
has been gathered as a result of this consultation, this new information can be
incorporated into an AR if the report is already being amended or updated.

The actual number of SDWTs in the AR is a continuously changing number and
in the interest of an efficient use of resources the threat enumeration in the AR
can be observed as a benchmark for SPCs to know their approximate workload
in policy development. Additionally the policies in the plan will most likely be
developed on an area basis (i.e., WHPA A, etc.) rather than individual
parcels/properties. Therefore, to have an exact number of existing SDWTs
enumerated in the AR does not accurately reflect the number of policies in the
plan that will be written or required.

Ontario Regulation (O.Reg.) 287/07 section 19 requires that when the SPC
begins preparing the source protection plan for a source protection area, the
committee shall give notice to various stakeholders, including those engaged in
activities that are SDWTs. Furthermore, sections 35 to 39 of O.Reg. 287/07
require that discussions with persons impacted by draft policies, including those
undertaking activities identified as SDWTs, occur during the source protection
plan policy development process before the draft plan is published for initial
public comment. This could provide the SPCs the opportunity to gather additional
information about the details of the presence or absence of these SDWTs. Since
this work is associated with the policy development process it is not a priority to
be completed or updated for the AR at this time. [f SPC/SPA comes across
additional SDWTs as they are completing their existing AR work, this information
can be included in the AR; however additional consultation will be required with
those new landowners who have been identified as undertaking a SDWT. If this
particular task applies to your SPC/SPA and will impact your timelines to submit
your UAR/amended proposed AR, notify your Liaison Officer in order to
determine how this may be included in the AR or in the next round of planning.

The tasks that are listed as updated/amended above are within the scope of the
UAR/amended proposed AR and are eligible expenditures under your transfer
payment allocation. As part of the annual business plan review, the ministry will
be assessing the work plans and requests for funds to undertake this work
against the funds available. Please note that the direction in this letter does not
o
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consider the availability of program funds to complete the tasks rather whether
the tasks are within scope.

The province also reserves the right to verify and to recover transfer payment
funds if it is determined that program funds were not used, or will not be used, for
the intended purposes.

As a reminder, the consultation requirements are outlined in section 18 under O.
Reg. 287/07, and must be completed for the updated tasks. For the amended
tasks, the SPC/SPA must determine the appropriate extent of consultation
required (i.e., letters to stakeholders, posting AR to internet, newspaper notices
and/or public meetings) based on the changes that they impose on the AR.

Based on the UAR workplan submitted, the technical work is to be completed by
April 2011 for the Credit Valley SPA. It is presumed that there will be a 30-day
consultation period in May 2011. The UAR workplan has identified a June 2011
submission to the ministry, which appears reasonable. My decision letter will
state the actual submission date and the additional directions regarding the
submission format of the work associated with the UAR/amended proposed AR.
Your Liaison Officer may be in contact with you prior to the receipt of my decision
letter to discuss any necessary details, (including the submission date) pertaining
to the above.

| recommend at this time that the updated/amended tasks contained in the
submitted UAR workplan proceed according to the timelines presented. If
additional tasks arise that the SPC/SPA wants to include as new/updated
information and/or if there are delays that will occur that will result in deviations
from the timelines in the workplan submitted, please notify your Liaison Officer
immediately. If the delays are significant, it is important for the SPC/SPA to know
that the updated tasks may not be accepted by the ministry for review for this
round of source protection planning, and that the amended AR may have to be
submitted without all of the new work in order to get approval in support of the
Plan. Extensions to UAR/amended proposed AR submissions will not generally
be considered due to the extremely tight timelines that exist between now and
the due date of the source protection plans by August 20, 2012.

| appreciate the amount of hard work the CTC Source Protection Region SPC
and Credit Valley SPA have done for their ARs and | anticipate that this high
level of effort will continue in order to complete the UAR work for the Credit
Valley SPA and source protection plans by August 20, 2012.

| assure you that the ministry will continue to support Source Protection
Committees and Authorities in achieving their compliance dates, whenever

1555



Ms. Susan Self & Ms. Beverley Thorpe
Page 5

possible. | look forward to receiving your UAR/amended proposed AR.

Sincerely,

SmitH, Director

Source Protection Programs Branch
Ministry of the Environment

[+

Gerri Lynn O'Connor, Chair, Board of Directors, Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority

Brian Denney, Chief Administrative Officer, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority

Pat Mullin, Chair, Board Directors, Credit Valley Conservation Authority

Rae Horst, General Manager/ Secretary Treasurer, Credit Valley Conservation
Authority

Charely Worte, Conservation Ontario

Mike Garraway, Ministry of Natural Resources

Charlene Vantyghem, Ministry of Natural Resources

Keith Willson, Manager, Source Protection Approvals, MOE

Katie Fairman, Supervisor, Source Protection Implementation, MOE

John Westlake, Liaison Officer, Source Protection Implementation, MOE
Heather Malcolmson, Manager, Source Protection Planning, MOE

Melanie Ward, Compliance Team Lead, Source Protection Approvals, MOE
Andrea Pearlstone, Program Analyst, Source Protection Approvals, MOE

Tu Van Duong, Partnership and Program Coordinator, Source Protection
Planning, MOE
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RES.#246/11 Update to Groundwater Vulnerability areas outside of the WHPAs for
the CTC SWP Region.

Ad Hoc Technical Working Group recommendations on the adjustments
in groundwater vulnerability scores where man-made pathways could
circumvent the natural environment’s protective layers.

Moved by: Michael Garrett
Seconded by: Fred Ruf

THAT the CTC SPC accepts the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Technical Working Group
(WG) as follows:

THAT the aquifer vulnerability scores in areas outside of the Well Head Protection Areas
(WHPAs) be increased one level to account for pathways resulting from pits and quarries
and the Highly Vulnerable Aquifer (HVA) delineation be revised accordingly;

THAT no adjustment be made to the aquifer vulnerability scores within or outside the
WHPAs to account for the presence of clusters of wells as the available data is not
adequate to inform a decision;

THAT the updated Assessment Reports for each of the CTC Source Protection Areas
identify this data gap;

THAT the CTC SPC consider including strategic action policy recommendations in the
Source Protection Plan to recommend that additional data and information be collected
on potential pathways and used to review and if necessary revise vulnerability scores in
future updates of the CTC Source Protection Plan;

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to update the Assessment Reports for each of the
CTC Source Protection Areas to include the new groundwater vulnerability as well as
dependent products (managed land and impervious surfaces analyses).

CARRIED

BACKGROUND

At CTC SPC Meetings #4/10, (CLOSPA), #8/10 (TRSPA and CVSPA), staff reports were
received by Resolutions #166/10, #218/10 and #219/10 respectively, approving the Proposed
Assessment Reports (ARs), which have been submitted to the Ministry of the Environment for
approval. Each of these reports identified that additional work was underway to assess where
the groundwater vulnerability levels should be adjusted due to the presence of man-made
transport pathways.

Transport pathways, are constructed features that could permit more rapid movement of
contaminants and increase the intrinsic vulnerability of aquifers as compared to the vulnerability
calculated based only on the geological characteristics (Attachment 1).

The analysis of transport pathways described in the submitted ARs was not done consistently
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for WHPAs and HVAs. In WHPAs, the presence of pits and quarries and municipal pipelines
were assessed to determine if the vulnerability should be bumped up by one level. The results
of this analysis was used in assessing threats and included in the ARs. In some WHPAs the
presence of wells was used to increase vulnerability levels, where in other municipalities,
different approaches were used. To insure consistency in the submitted ARs, this data was not
used to increase vulnerability scores due to the presence of wells. The vulnerability
assessment for HVAs was not adjusted for any transport pathways as the data required was not
available to staff in time for review. The ARs indicated that further analyses of the available data
was being conducted and would be reported in the updated ARs.

On April 4, 2011 the Ad Hoc Technical Working received a briefing and recommendations from
staff on the results of the technical work done to assess where groundwater vulnerability levels
should be increased. This analysis considered all areas, both within WHPAs and outside where
areas could become HVAs.

Staff recommended that no changes should be made to vulnerability levels within WHPAs as
pits and quarries were already considered. Staff recommended increasing the vulnerability by
one level (low to moderate or moderate to high) in areas outside WHPAs where there are pits
and quarries. If the resulting vulnerability is high, the area would be delineated as an HVA.

Staff recommended that no change should be made to vulnerability levels within or outside
WHPASs, based on presence of other wells, due to the high level of uncertainty associated with
the data to assess the location and characteristics of such wells. Further data collection is
required before a meaningful analysis is possible.

Staff was not able to assess other transport pathways outside WHPAs, such as pipelines, due
to time and data limitations.These transport pathways were already considered within WHPAs.

Technical Analyses

Staff gathered and reviewed data and conducted a desktop analysis consistent with the
Technical Rules. Data collection or confirmatory site visits were not within the scope of the
work. Available datasets were reviewed to determine whether the potential pathway could
intersect the water table and represent a conduit for contamination of the aquifer. Copies of the
technical report are being distributed to SPC members and the report will be included as an
appendix in the updated AR.

Municipal technical staff was provided with copies of the proposed technical analysis
(Attachment 2) and decision-making approach for their review and comment. The approach
was revised based on the input received.

Considerable staff time and effort was expended to review the available data and improve the
quality of the datasets (e.g. to remove duplicates and to correct obvious errors by going back
to original sources). However, staff concluded that with the exception of pits and quarries
associated with the HVAs, the uncertainty with the data available was either too high to justify
the adjustment (well/borehole data) or the work required to make the determination was out of
scope (ground truthing and complex GIS analyses).

The analyses for pits and quarries resulted in a 0.35% increase in area which is delineated as
HVA across the CTC (Attachment 3). If the well/borehole analysis based on the uncertain data
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had been used along with data for the pits and quarries, the area delineated as an HVA would
have increased by 1.5% across the CTC.

RATIONALE
Staff assessed the information on vertical (wells/boreholes) transport pathways in areas inside
and outside the WHPAs and concluded that vulnerability should not be adjusted, given:
e the uncertainty associated with the vertical pathway data (wells/boreholes),
e the changes would have resulted in a small % change in vulnerability (greatest
change in TRSPA and CVSPA WHPAs was 4.5% and 2.3% respectively), and
e the vulnerability analyses have conservatism already built into the vulnerability
analyses.

Staff was unable to get sufficient data to assess horizontal transport pathways (sewer and water
pipes) outside the WHPAs. These transport pathways have already been considered in WHPAs
in the submitted ARs.

Data on pits and quarries outside WHPAs was available and the vulnerability has been
increased by one level for the entire quarry property. These transport pathways have already
been considered within WHPAs in the submitted ARs.

NEXT STEPS

Staff will include the revised maps showing the HVA in the updated ARs along with providing a
description of the approach, findings and rationale. The Technical Report on this work will be
included as an appendix to the AR. The data gaps and uncertainty will be discussed. Staff will
undertake the necessary revisions to managed lands and impervious surfaces calculations for
the newly delineated HVA areas and include the required text, maps and other information in
the AR.

The SPC will be asked to consider as part of the source protection plan development whether
to include any strategic action policies to address these as well as other data gaps.

Report prepared by: Gayle SooChan

Emails: gsoochan@cloca.com

For Information contact: Beverley Thorpe, extension 5577

Emails: bthorpe@trca.on.ca

Date: April 19, 2011

Attachments: 3 (Attachment 2 - Transport Pathways Technical Report &
Attachment 3 - Maps available at meeting)
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Attachment 1

Example of a transport pathway — abandoned well

Old abandoned well Nearby well in use
Surface
contamination
+ -
Corroded casing
i Contaminated
i aquifer
Better quality aquifier -
Copyright (C) 2000 Dt
Alberta Agriculture Food and Rural Development |31
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RES.#247/11 Updated delineations for IPZ-1 and IPZ-2, and draft spill scenario
simulations affecting Lake Ontario municipal drinking water intakes
in CTC.

Ad Hoc Technical Working Group recommendation for the acceptance of
updates to IPZ-1 and 2 delineations for Lake Ontario Source municipal
drinking water systems in CTC, and acceptance of draft spill scenario
simulations that result in identification of significant drinking water threats
for Great Lakes municipal drinking water intakes in CTC.

Moved by: Lynne Moore
Seconded by: Peter Orphanos

THAT the CTC Source Protection Committee (SPC) accepts the recommendations of the
Ad Hoc Technical Working Group (WG), as follows:

THAT the SPC accepts in-principle the Lake Ontario Intake Protection Zones 1 and 2 for
the CTC Source Protection Region currently being updated to meet the revised technical
rules;

THAT the SPC accepts in-principle the draft results of the spill scenario simulations for 1)
petroleum pipeline rupture; 2) municipal wastewater treatment plant process malfunction
resulting in extended secondary by-pass; 3) gasoline (benzene) release from a large bulk
petroleum storage facility; and 4) release of tritium from OPG Pickering that result in the
identification of significant threats for CTC municipal drinking water intakes in Lake
Ontario;

THAT staff are directed to seek the approval of the Director, Ministry of the Environment
to add the nuclear generating stations and oil product pipelines as local threats and any
other necessary actions regarding establishing the above scenarios as significant
drinking water threats for the purpose of developing source protection plans;

AND FURTHER THAT staff are directed to take the necessary actions to update the
assessment reports for the Central Lake Ontario, Toronto, and Region and Credit Valley
Source Protection Areas based on this work.

AMENDMENT #1

RES.#248/11

Moved by: Lynne Moore
Seconded by: Peter Orphanos

THAT paragraph three and four of the main motion be amended and read as follows:

WHEREAS THAT the draft results of the spill scenario simulations for 1) petroleum
pipeline rupture; 2)municipal wastewater treatment plant process malfunction resulting in
extended secondary by-pass; 3) gasoline (benzene) release from a large bulk storage
facility; and 4) release of tritium from OPG Pickering result in the identification of
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significant drinking water threats for CTC municipal drinking water intakes in Lake
Ontario;

THEREFORE LET IT BE RESOLVED THAT staff are directed to seek approval of the
Director, Ministry of the Environment to add the nuclear generating stations and oil
product pipelines as "unique" (local) threats and any other necessary actions regarding
establishing the above scenarios as significant drinking water threats for the purpose of
developing source protection plans;

AMENDMENT #1 WAS CARRIED
THE MAIN MOTION , AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED
THE RESULTANT MOTION READS AS FOLLOWS:

THAT the CTC Source Protection Committee (SPC) accepts the recommendations of the
Ad Hoc Technical Working Group (WG), as follows:

THAT the SPC accepts in-principle the Lake Ontario Intake Protection Zones 1 and 2 for
the CTC Source Protection Region currently being updated to meet the revised technical
rules;

WHEREAS THAT the draft results of the spill scenario simulations for 1) petroleum
pipeline rupture; 2)municipal wastewater treatment plant process malfunction resulting in
extended secondary by-pass; 3) gasoline (benzene) release from a large bulk storage
facility; and 4) release of tritium from OPG Pickering result in the identification of
significant drinking water threats for CTC municipal drinking water intakes in Lake
Ontario;

THEREFORE LET IT BE RESOLVED THAT staff are directed to seek approval of the
Director, Ministry of the Environment to add the nuclear generating stations and oil
product pipelines as "unique" (local) threats and any other necessary actions regarding
establishing the above scenarios as significant drinking water threats for the purpose of
developing source protection plans;

AND FURTHER THAT staff are directed to take the necessary actions to update the
assessment reports for the Central Lake Ontario, Toronto, and Region and Credit Valley
Source Protection Areas based on this work.

BACKGROUND

The SPC approved the previous Lake Ontario Intake Protection Zone (IPZ) 1 and 2 delineation
and directed staff to continue the IPZ 3 modeling at CTC SPC meeting #8/09 by RES. #136/09.
This version of the IPZ 1 and 2 delineation was included in the three Proposed Assessment
Reports submitted in 2010. Revisions to these delineations are required to meet the current
technical rules. The revised IPZ 1 and 2 delineations and the IPZ 3 modeling scenarios will be
included in the updated Assessment Reports for the three Source Protection Areas.

The WG received a briefing on the work in progress from Rodney Bouchard, Project Manager
from the Region of Peel for this study on April 4, 2011. SPC WG members in attendance were
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Mike Garrett (Chair), Peter Miasek, Lynne Moore, Fred Ruf, Susan Self, Michael D’Andrea, and
Howard Shapiro. Project Managers from the other LOC SPRs were invited to attend. Based on
the work to date, staff is seeking direction to proceed to begin to draft the necessary text to
update the Assessment Reports (ARs) for CLOSPA, TRSPA and CVSPA to revise the IPZ1 and
IPZ 2 maps and the results of the IPZ3 modeling scenarios. It is essential to begin this work
now in order to meet the province’s timeline for submission of updated ARs.

Peer review will be undertaken shortly on the modeling used in the spill scenarios to assess the
appropriateness and validity of the model for this purpose. Peer reviewers’ recommendations
will be included in the updated ARs and discussed in the uncertainty analysis and data gaps
text as required. There is not time in this current round to undertake refinements to the model
or to run further scenarios.

Staff is also seeking SPC concurrence at this time that the results of the IPZ3 scenario modeling
described below represent significant drinking water threats. It is important to recognize that
spill scenarios are being done to assess potential problems and ensure that the proper risk
mitigation and/or spill response plans are in place. These scenarios do not identify actual
current issues at these intakes. Source water quality in Lake Ontario is very high. Since it is
the major source of drinking water in the province, it is prudent to consider the impacts of large
scale releases of contaminants to Lake Ontario to assess possible consequences in advance
and ensure that the proper preventive/response procedures are in place.

DESCRIPTION OF TECHNICAL WORK UNDERWAY AND MAJOR FINDINGS

Refinement and Update of IPZ-1 and IPZ- 2 Delineations for Lake Ontario Sourced
Municipal Drinking Water Intakes in CTC Source Protection Region

The Ministry of the Environment (MOE) provided source protection grant funding to the Region
of Peel, as the lead applicant on behalf of the Lake Ontario Collaborative (LOC) for Phase 1 of
the Lake Ontario intake study. Stantec Consulting (Stantec) and Environment Canada were
retained to complete the technical study components such as the delineation of Intake
Protection Zones 1 and 2 (IPZs 1 and 2) for all Lake Ontario sourced municipal drinking water
intakes. These IPZs 1 and 2 were based upon available MOE rules which at that time were
MOE Draft Guidance Module 4 — Surface Water Vulnerability Assessment.

IPZ1 and IPZ2 for each Lake Ontario municipal intake in the CTC source protection areas were
delineated and vulnerability scores assigned in accordance with this guidance. A final report
on this work was prepared by Stantec and provided for each of the associated CTC SPR
municipalities (Region of Durham, City of Toronto, Region of Peel) in January 2008. These IPZ
1 and 2 delineations were included in the appropriate CLOSPA, TRSPA, and CVSPA
Assessment Reports that were submitted to the MOE in August (CLOSPA) and December
(TRSPA and CVSPA) 2010.

Comments have been received from MOE, Conservation Authority and municipal technical staff
on the LOC municipal IPZs 1 and 2 as presented in the CLOSPA Assessment Report. Some of
these comments suggest that the IPZ 1 and 2 delineations for LOC intakes may not meet all the
requirements of the 2008 Assessment Report Technical Rules. As such, the LOC has retained
Stantec Consulting to review and revise the IPZ 1 and 2 delineations for Region of Durham, City
of Toronto and Region of Peel municipal intakes within CTC Source Protection Region to meet
the requirements of the Technical Rules.
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Stantec issued a request to the Region of Durham, City of Toronto and Region of Peel to obtain
additional data in regards to intake locations, storm sewer network mapping flows and outfall
location, and other pertinent data required to delineate the upland portions of IPZs. Requests
were also sent to CLOCA, TRCA and CVC to obtain updated information on tributary flows and
other pertinent data needed to refine the up-tributary portions of IPZs.

Stantec has completed revised IPZ 1 and 2 maps for municipal Lake Ontario intakes within the
CTC for most areas. The IPZ delineations maps for the City of Toronto are currently being
further refined based on additional municipal data still being received. Upon completion, these
IPZ 1 and 2 delineations for CTC Lake Ontario municipal intakes will be in full compliance with
the rules and included within the updated Assessment Reports for CLOSPA, TRSPA and
CVSPA. The report and revised maps should be delivered in April to CTC staff.

Spill Scenario Modeling for Identification of Significant Drinking Water Threats

In November 2008 (and amended November 2009), the MOE released the Technical Rules
under Clean Water Act, 2006 for the preparation of Assessment Reports, which superseded the
MOE source protection Guidance Modules. A major changes introduced with the Technical
Rules is provision for the use of event based modeling for the identification of significant threats
to Great Lakes WTP intakes (Attachment 1). This change was in recognition that the
vulnerability scoring methodology identified in the Guidance Modules and embedded in
Regulation did not allow the identification of significant drinking water threats in intakes located
in the Great lakes (Type A intake), and that this could underestimate threats to drinking water
from things such as large spills or storm events.

The technical rules stipulate that event based modeling can only be used to identify whether
existing facilities, such as bulk petroleum storage facilities, wastewater treatment plants
(WWTP), and industrial chemical facilities, are significant threats to nearby WTP intakes. Event
based scenario modeling can simulate events to include worst case weather events up to the
100-year storm (wind or precipitation) to drive the hydrodynamic model. If spill scenario
modeling results indicate that a spill/release from a existing facility has the potential to impact a
WTP (basically reach an intake) at a level that impairs the water as a source of drinking water,
then that facility is identified as a significant drinking water threat to that WTP. There is no
consideration of time of travel in the event based modeling methodology.

In 2009, the LOC initiated event based modeling for the purpose of identifying significant
drinking water threats to the LOC municipal partners’ Lake Ontario sourced WTPs. A list of
proposed spill scenario simulations for existing facilities was developed in consultation with
municipal partners, Source Protection Committee chairs and project managers, and MOE. The
following criteria were used to develop the list preliminary spill scenarios for industrial,
commercial and municipal facilities:

e |dentifying the location and possible materials released under normal operation and spill
scenarios;

e Using established lake models, predict under what conditions contaminants could reach
drinking water intakes;

e Predict the concentration of key parameters and assess risks using MOE technical
rules; and

e Evaluate historical raw water analyses at drinking water plants to assess whether there
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are observed elevations of parameters that may be linked to storm events or past spill or
weather conditions.

Based on above criteria and discussions with municipal and SPC partners, the following
preliminary list of scenarios was developed:

e Simulate a discharge of tritium from the Pickering site, emulating the release volumes
and activity associated with the 1992 and 1996 spills;

e Simulate a release of petroleum product from a facility/site in Hamilton Harbour to
evaluate potential impacts to the Hamilton and Niagara Region WTPs;

e Simulate a sewage by-pass at each Lake Ontario WWTP (individually) to evaluate the
potential effects to nearby WTPs;

e Simulate a combined sewer overflow (CSO) release in the City of Toronto to evaluate
the potential effects to the Toronto WTPs;

e Simulate a release of gasoline from a bulk petroleum fuel storage facility in the
Mississauga-Oakville area to evaluate potential effects to the Peel Region and Halton
Region WTPs;

e Simulate a petroleum/chemical spill from a shipping vessel; and

e Simulate a spill of gasoline/refined product from large pipelines located under major
tributaries to Lake Ontario (e.g. Credit River, Humber River, etc.).

All spill scenario modeling was done using MIKE 3D by a hydrodynamic modeling consultant.
This model was selected after comparing the results for other models which had been used
and determining that the results were consistent with this model which the City of Toronto had
spent considerable effort in calibrating for this area. The use of the model for the purposes of
the spill scenario modelling is being peer reviewed. The peer review comments will be
included in the updated Assessment Report discussions.

An evidence based approach has been used by LOC to undertake these spill scenarios. When
possible, the details of actual past events, such as a pipeline spill near a waterbody, have been
used to inform the spill scenarios being undertaken. Further, actual facility data (e.g bulk
petroleum facility tank volume and contents) is being incorporated into each scenario to
provide credibility.

The following provides examples of the use of past events and/facility data to develop each
scenario:

Pipeline rupture spill scenario criteria

A spill scenario was simulated for a product pipeline that crosses underneath each of the major
tributaries that discharge to Lake Ontario. The scenarios are based on the Enbridge pipeline
spill that occurred near Kalamazoo, Michigan in summer of 2010. Available information for this
spill indicates that approximately 19,500 barrels of oil (approx. 3,028,329 litres) was released
into a creek which ultimately made its way into Lake Morrow and as far as the Kalamazoo River
- a main tributary of Lake Michigan. Enbridge stated that the rupture was found near Marshall,
Michigan in the Lakehead System’s Line 6B which consists of a 30 inch, 30,000,000 litres/day
line carrying synthetic, heavy and medium crude oil from Griffith, Indiana to Sarnia, Ontario.
The direct spill occurred from a ruptured seam approximately five feet in length on a pipeline
that was put into service in the late 1960s.
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Information obtained for pipelines in Ontario indicates that a 30-inch diameter petroleum
products pipeline that is used for shipping various finished products such as gasoline extends
east-west along the entire GTA and Lake Ontario north shore area. The pipeline flow was

based on the daily average flow rate of 450 m’ (cubic metres), or 0.125 ma/s (cubic metres per
second). Regular gasoline, 87 Octane, has between 0.5 and 1% benzene, added to increase

the octane number. Assuming a 1% concentration, then 0.00125 m’/s of pure benzene would
be spilled during a pipe rupture. The pipeline flow was assumed to mix with the river flow and
discharge at the mouth of the river. Benzene is fully miscible in water and it is assumed that the
benzene in the gasoline will fully mix in the river water. The temperature in the tributaries was
set constant at 20 °C, as was the gasoline temperature in the pipeline. Different model runs
were done. The lake temperature was predicted by the model, starting from 4 °C isothermal at
start up and developing the summer stratification. The pipeline break was modeled as a
six-hour event. The event dates were randomly chosen - usually about 36 hour apart. This
method provides a typical lake response, and does not rely upon selected directional events.

The draft results of each pipeline spill scenario indicate that the each spill would reach nearby
WTP intakes at concentrations that significantly exceed the ODWS for benzene of 0.005 mg/I.

Wastewater Treatment Plant Secondary By-Pass Scenario

WWTP scenarios are based on assessing a 4-month process breakdown in treatment plant that
results in secondary treatment by-pass for that duration in the summer months. This scenario is
loosely based on an event that occurred at one of Peel’s WWTPs a few years back as a result of
a large discharge of orange juice into the sanitary sewer that effectively shut down the
biological treatment process at Lakeview (now GE Booth) WWTP. The scenarios are also being
re-evaluated using a shorter process breakdown period -e.g. 60 days.

For each WWTP, actual flow data for the WWTP was used for the simulation. This data was
obtained from each municipality.

The draft results for these WWTP by-pass scenarios indicate that E. coli could be present at the
intake at levels that exceed the normal range of E. coli typically present at the intake under
normal conditions. These E. coli levels could persist for the entire duration of the by-pass
event. Predicted levels were often much higher than the normal levels measured in raw water
at the plant intakes. For example, at the Lakeview WTP in Peel, the levels of E.coli in raw water
typically range from 0 to approximately 100 colony forming units (cfu). The draft results of the
WWTP by-pass scenario for Peel’s GE Booth WWTP indicates that the E. coli levels at the
Lakeview WWTP could average 1600 cfu for the duration of the by-pass event.

It should be noted that the model includes a number of conservative assumptions. For
example it is assumed that E. coli would survive until they reach the intake. There are natural
processes that can reduce E. coli levels in the surface waters, such as time and water
temperature. It should also be noted that E. coli is an indicator pathogen from sewage and
other pathogens may also be present.

Bulk Petroleum Storage Facility Gasoline Spill Scenario

A spill scenario was simulated for the Petro Canada Oakville Bulk Storage Facility (former
refinery) located near the lakefront in Oakville, Ontario. A recent site plan (2010) for the site
was obtained and it indicated that the largest gasoline storage tank at the facility was 26 million
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litres in volume. The site plan also indicates that transport pathways, natural and artificial,
connected the facility to Lake Ontario.

The gasoline spill scenario was based on the complete failure of the tank and subsequent
release of the 26 million litres of gasoline into the transport pathways which discharge to Lake
Ontario over a 1 hour period. Regular gasoline, 87 Octane, has between 0.5 and 1% benzene,
added to increase the octane number. Assuming a 1% concentration, then 260,000 kg of pure
benzene would be spilled during the tank release. Benzene is fully miscible in water and it is
assumed that the benzene in the gasoline will fully mix in the river water. The scenario looked
at an easterly wind and current event and also a westerly wind and current event that approach
the 2-year return period.

The draft results of this spill scenario indicates that nearby Lake Ontario municipal intakes in
Halton (e.g. Burloak WTP) and Peel (Lorne Park WTP and Lakeview WTP) would be affected by
this spill at levels that exceed to drinking water standard for benzene.

OPG Pickering Tritium Spill Scenario
The tritium spill release scenario is based on an actual tritium release event that occurred in the
summer of 1992. On August 2, 1992, a heat exchanger at Pickering Reactor #1 was damaged
which resulted in a spill of approximately 2,900 litres of radioactive heavy water into Lake
Ontario. The spill began at about 1:30am and lasted for approximately six hours. The spill is
estimated to have released approximately 2,300 trillion becquerels of tritium into Lake Ontario.
Ontario Hydro Nuclear (OHN) measured tritium levels at the water intakes and shoreline
locations along the north shore for several weeks after the event. These observations and were
reported in Report NA44-REP-03483.2-0021-R00, 1994, OHN. Initially the tritium plume moved
eastward impacting the Ajax intake and then the winds shifted and the plume reversed course
and then traveled west in one single movement and tritium was measured at all intakes as far
as Hamilton.

The actual tritium data measured at the intakes during the 1992 event were used to calibrate
the model that was developed for the spill scenario modeling events by comparing the model
predictions with the actual observed data. This calibration was the basis for the other model
scenarios as well as the tritium one. For the tritium spill scenario, the actual event was recreated
in the model and the model results were within acceptable limits for calibration purposes. The
model was also run to simulate easterly current conditions to evaluate what effects the tritium
spill would have on municipal intakes east of the spill.

The draft results of the tritium spill scenarios indicates that during the easterly event scenario,
the tritium plume would impact two intakes (Whitby and Oshawa) at levels exceeding the
existing drinking water standard of 7,000 Bq/L.

NEXT STEPS

Staff and consultants will work with the City of Toronto to complete the IPZ 1 and 2 delineations
and will finalize the report. The IPZ 1 and 2 delineations and the spills scenario modeling will
be examined through a Peer Review process and the final report will be brought to the CTC
SPC for their acceptance.

Beverley Thorpe will request MOE approval to add the nuclear generating station and the
oil/gas pipeline as local threats on the basis of the modeling impact scenarios and seek
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assurance that the above scenarios meet the MOE requirements as significant drinking water
threats for the purpose of developing source protection plans.

CTC staff will continue to work with other SPRs in the Lake Ontario Collaborative on source
protection planning tasks for the Lake Ontario sourced municipal drinking water supplies.

Report prepared by: Rodney Bouchard, 905-791-7800 extension 4894
Emails: rodney.bouchard@peelregion.ca

For Information contact: Rodney Bouchard, 905-791-7800 extension 4894
Emails: rodney.bouchard@peelregion.ca

Date: April 9, 2011

Attachments: 1
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Attachment 1
Excerpts from
Technical Rules: Assessment Report, Clean Water Act, 2006, November 16, 2009
Related to Delineation of IPZ3 and Identifying Significant Threats

Rule 68. If, in respect of a drinking water system described in rule 58, modeling or other
methods demonstrates that contaminants released during an extreme event may be
transported to a type A intake, an area known as IPZ-3 shall be delineated and shall be
composed of all of the following areas:

(1) Subject to rule 69, the area within each surface water body through which
contaminants released during an extreme event may be transported to the intake.

(2) A setback on the land that abuts the portion of the surface water body that has been
delineated in accordance with subrule (1), and this setback shall be the greater of,

(a) the area of land that drains into the surface water body measured from the
high water mark and the area must not exceed 120 metres, and

(b) if a Conservation Authority Regulation Limit is in effect in the IPZ-3, the area
of land that is within the Conservation Authority Regulation Limit.

Rule 69. The area delineated in accordance with subrule 68(1) shall not exceed the area within
each surface water body that may contribute water to the intake during or as a result of an
extreme event.

Rule119. In addition to activities prescribed to be drinking water threats in paragraphs 1
through 18 and paragraph 21 of subsection 1.1(1) of O. Reg. 287/07 (General), an activity shall
be listed as a drinking water threat for a vulnerable area if,

(1) the activity has been identified by the source protection committee as an activity that
may be a drinking water threat; and

(2) information provided by the Director indicates that,
(a) the chemical hazard rating of the activity is greater than 4; or
(b) the pathogen hazard rating of the activity is greater than 4.

Rule 120. The chemical hazard rating of an activity that is not prescribed to be a drinking water
threat under O. Reg. 287/07 (General) shall be a rating that in the opinion of the Director reflects
the hazard presented by the chemical parameter associated with the activity, if any, considering
the following factors:

1) Toxicity of the parameter.

2) Environmental fate of the parameter.

3) Quantity of the parameter.

4) Method of release of the parameter to the natural environment.

5) Type of vulnerable area in which the activity is or would be located

(
(
(
(
(
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Rule 130. An activity listed as a drinking water threat in accordance with rule 118 or 119 is or
would be a significant drinking water threat in a surface water intake protection zone associated
with a surface water intake to which rule 68 applies at the location where the activity is or would
be engaged in, if modeling, or another method used in accordance with rule 15.1,
demonstrates that a release of a chemical parameter or pathogen from the activity or the
proposed activity would be transported through the surface water intake protection zone to the
intake and result in the deterioration of the water for use as a source of drinking water for the
intake.
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SECTION IV - ITEMS FOR COMMITTEE INFORMATION

RES.#249/11 Update on Communications Activities. Update on CTC SPR
communications activities including information on the consultation for
the updated assessment reports.

Moved by: Mark Schiller
Seconded by: Heather Laidlaw

THAT the CTC Source Protection Committee (SPC) receives this report for information.
CARRIED

BACKGROUND

Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship — Early Response

At SPC meeting #7/10, Resolution #212/10, The SPC directed staff to apply for early response
funding based on the following areas, in order of priority:

e Activities that contribute to increasing chloride, nitrates and sodium concentrations in
“Issue Contributing Areas”
e Wells that have been ranked as having a high vulnerability to surface activities

At SPC meeting #2/11, Resolution #238/11 staff was further directed to rank the vulnerability of
wells, report back and allocate funding based on ranking.

Consultation on the Updated Assessment Reports

At SPC meeting #1/11, the SPC endorsed by Resolution #225/11 the preliminary consultation
strategy for the updated Credit Valley, Toronto and Region and Central Lake Ontario Source
Protection Areas’ Assessment Reports. It was decided that the consultation should directly infor
m landowners affected by the changes to the assessment report, but not be a broad
communication. This is to ensure that communications regarding changes to the assessment
report does not conflict with our notices of commencement of source protection planning. It
was agreed that the primary messages to the broader public moving forward should be around
the upcoming source protection plans, and that publicizing the updated assessment reports
could shift attention from the source protection plans and may be confusing. The consultation
requirements for amended or updated assessment reports are much less demanding than for
the initial round of consultation on assessment reports.

UPDATE

Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship — Early Response

Following the committee’s direction, staff met to consider the comparative vulnerability of each
well system in the CTC with respect to the outlined priorities. The first priority is activities in
Issue Contributing Areas which contribute to increasing trends in chloride, sodium and nitrate
in the groundwater. The wells in Orangeville, Acton and Georgetown have been identified for
sodium and chloride issues, and one well field in Acton has been identified for nitrate issues.
Thus these systems have been prioritized as the first target for stewardship dollars. The second
priority is wells having a high vulnerability to surface activities. Staff have determined that
Stouffville Wells #5,6 and Caledon East Well #2 are GUDI wells, in addition to which they have
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been identified as vulnerable due to their relative shallowness (with Stouffville #5 being the
most vulnerable at a depth of 15m).

The Early Response Program will launch at the beginning of May with mailouts to potentially
eligible owners in the Issue Contributing Areas targeted as a first priority. The CTC website will
updated to include application guidelines and information. Applications will be reviewed by a
technical review committee consisting of Beverley Thorpe, Don Ford and Kerry Mulchansingh.
The technical review committee will meet in June, September and October to review
applications. Although applications will be accepted from all prioritized areas, stewardship will
actively target landowners in the Issue Contributing Areas at the launch of the program. At the
September meeting, the technical review committee will evaluate all applications received and
decide if the second priority areas should be actively targeted. Should it be deemed necessary,
staff will begin outreach to landowners in the vulnerable areas around the priority wells in the
Stouffville and Caledon East systems.

Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship - Early Actions

Staff is currently working on the amendment of the contract for remaining funds for Early
Actions with the Ministry of the Environment. This amendment will allow staff to be able to
disperse the remaining funds under the Early Actions rules.

Communications and Outreach Working Group

On March 25, 2011, the Communications and Outreach Working Group had their quarterly
meeting. The meeting included a communications update, review of new printed material and
preliminary discussion of pre-consultation strategies. The newsletter and brochure text are
included for the Committee’s information in this report as Attachment 1 & Attachment 2. The
Newsletter will be sent to municipalities and interested stakeholders in the coming weeks. The
SPP Brochure will undergo design and printing and will be made available for upcoming
communications and outreach activities.

The meeting notes are included below for SPC information:

Detail Follow Up

Introductions - Purpose of No Follow up required
meeting & desired outcomes

Communications Update

Status of Source Protection Status of Source Protection Plan Notification
Plan Notification Notifications to be sent second week in April
French Language Services French Language Services

Translator has begun work on translation of
required material, beginning with website
E-learning Module E-learning Module

This project has been shelved. These were
designed to support the consultation on the
Assessment Report, which has been completed. It
is felt staff resources are better employed
elsewhere. If there is a need in future, the idea
can be revisited.

Upcoming Fairs/Festivals Upcoming Fairs/Festivals
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On April 30th, SWP will have a booth at Georgetown’s
environmental days

Staff has been instructed to determine other
fairs/festivals that might be attended, especially in
areas which are more affected by Source Water

Protection
Newsletter/Brochure Review The Communications and Outreach Working Group
Feedback on issue 1 of “Water (COWG) provided feedback on these documents. They
Talk” are attached for information.
Feedback on Proposed text of
SPP explanatory brochure
Pre-Consultation on Source The COWG had a discussion about potential ways for the
Protection Plan public and affected stakeholders to be involved in the
Approaches and Desired development of the source protection plan. It was decided
Outcomes - discussion that tailoring an outreach strategy would best be done

after policies have been drafted. It was agreed that some
form of consultation/engagement should take place with
potentially affected persons before the formal
consultation of 2012. Potential ideas include workshops,
focus groups or public meetings targeting particularly
affected sectors.

Future COWG meetings The COWG will meet again after the SPP workshop in
June. Date TBD.

Updated Assessment Report Consultation

Each of the three Assessment Reports will undergo updates this spring, for submission to the
Ministry of the Environment early this summer. Consultation is required with people who are
affected by changes to the reports. This includes residents affected by the delineation of the
WHPA Q1 around the Orangeville system, and municipalities and facilities along Lake Ontario
which may be identified as potential significant threats.

A summary of the changes to the reports will be available online for a 30 day comment period
and available at Conservation Authority offices. In addition, notification will be sent to all those
on the electronic contact list that changes to the report are available for inspection and
comment. Clerks of municipalities affected by the changes in the reports will also be notified by
letter.

Residents affected by the delineation of the WHPA Q1 around the Orangeville system will
receive a letter in the mail outlining the implications of living in the newly-delineated WHPA Q1.
Residents will be encouraged to contact Source Water Protection staff for further information.
Facilities and/or activities which have the potential to be significant threats to Lake Ontario
Drinking Water sources will also receive notification from the Committee.

Municipal Council Briefings

Since the last SPC meeting there are have been a number of deputations and presentations to

council.

e On March 8m, CTC SPC Chair Susan Self presented an update on Source Water Protection
to the Town of Halton Hills council which was attended by SPC member David Kentner and
Halton-Hamilton Source Protection Region Project Manager Diane Bloomfield.

e On March 22, SPC Member Mark Schiller, along with CTC SPC Chair Susan Self and CTC
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Project Manager Beverley Thorpe presented an update on Source Water Protection to the
council at the Town of Caledon.

e On March 28" CTC SPC Chair Susan Self and CTC Project Manager Beverley Thorpe
presented to the Township of Uxbridge Council. South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe (SGBLS)
Chair Lynn Dollin and SGBLS Project Manager Don Goodyear were also in attendance as
Uxbridge has systems in both Source Protection Regions, along with SPC member John
Presta.

Lake Ontario Evenings
Lake Ontario Evenings is a public event co-sponsored by the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) at
TRCA and Source Water Protection. It aims to increase knowledge of Lake Ontario Issues to the

public. On April 6 the “Lake Ontario Evenings: Landscape Edition” was held at the Gladstone
Hotel in Toronto. Approximately 100 people attended. The next Lake Ontario Evenings will be
hosted by Source Water Protection and will happen in June, to coincide with the consultation
on the Updated Assessment Reports. Tentative topics include results from the Lake Ontario
Collaborative on possible drinking water threats, risk management and spill response in Lake
Ontario Intakes.

NEXT STEPS

Staff will begin to prepare for the consultation for the updated assessment reports, including
landowner natification letters and any printed material that will be required. At the next SPC
meeting, staff will present the proposed letter and further details on the consultation for the
updated assessment reports.

Report prepared by: Megan Price, extension 5568
Emails: mprice@trca.on.ca

For Information contact: Megan Price, extension 5568
Emails: mprice@trca.on.ca

Date: April 8, 2011

Attachments: 2
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Attachment 1

Water
Talk

E;}Ontario

About Drinking Water Source Protection

Safe and abundant municipal drinking wates,
is something we all want. Source Water Protec-
tion is about keeping it safe. It's about protect-
ing our lakes, rivers and underground agui-
fers, our sources of municipal drinking water,
from being contaminated or depleted.

As g result of the Walkerton tragedy in May
2000 where seven people died and thousands
became sick from drinking contaminated
water, Justice Dennis O'Connor recommended
local groups of stakeholders undertake the
work to protect sources of drinking water on a
watershed basis.

The province responded with the Clean Water
Act, 2006 which enshrined Drinking Water
Source Protection in law. Nineteen Source Pro-
tection Regions were created in Ontario, each
with its own local Source Protection Commit-
tee. This group of stakeholders has been
charged with the task of mapping out drinking
water sources, identifving threats to those
sources and then developing policies to reduce,
eliminate or manage the threats found.

Deliverables

The Source Protection Committee is charged
with developing three key pieces of documen-
tation:

1. Terms of Reference - approved

2. Assessment Report - submitted

3. Source Protection Plan — about to begin

The development of the Source Protection
Plan, will look at threats on the landscape and
develop policies to prevent, reduce or manage
them (both existing threats and future
threats).

Sowroe profection

DRINKING WATER
SOURCE PROTECTION

ACT OR CLEAM WATER

CTC Source Protection Newsletter
Spring 2011

T4 W o

ihmitied to Province
After extensive consultation
in the fall of 2010, the

Source Protection Committee

annroved the

1
AALAUALLIIZLANS RAnTE T EAJA L oF ¥ ks Lir

Proposed Assessment
Reports for submission to the
Province in December 2010.

mmanimoneslw

Updated Assessment Reporis

The Assessment Reports are still undergo-
ing changes. Additional information and
the completion of additional scientific
studies on surface water intakes in Lake
Ontario will mean another draft will be
published and submitted to the province
in June 2011. Along with this draft will be
another opportunity for public input in
May. Waich vour local papers for the
notice. We'll also be posting the updated
Assessment Reports online, so keep check-
ing our website at cteswp.ea. You can also
sign up to receive notices and news
through the website.

The Source Protection Committee (SPC)

The Source Protection
Committee meets regu-
larly All meetings are
open to the public and
all minntes and agendas
can be found on our
website.

The multi-barrier approach to protect-
ing drinking water

S bl e

Dhistribution Operater Training

Treatmen! Safe drinking eoter
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Source Protection Plan Notification

The process of developing the Source Protec-
tion Plan will begin this spring. Letters were
sent to residents across the watershed living
in areas near municipal wells that have been
deemed “highly vulnerable” to advise them
of this, and to invite their participation in
the soruce protection planning process.

Policy Options Workshops

Your municipality has been invited to par-
ticipate in policy option development work-
shops that the CTC Committee is hosting.
These workshops will culminate in a policy
options paper that the CTC Source Protec-
tion Committee will use to write the Source
Protection Plans in the Summer of 2011.

Source Protection Planning

Over the course of the summer and fall, poli-
cies will be drafted and reviewed with our
municipal and other legislative stakehold-
ers. Formal public consultation will take
place starting in 2012.

All source protection plans are required to
contain policies which address both existing
and future significant threat activities. Mu-
nicipalities are reguired to conform their
official plans to these significant threat poli-
cies. The policy tool options are:

Prescribed instruments (provincial
approvals such as certificates of
approval);

Requiring risk management plans
(negotiated with property owners);
Land use planning (ie restricted land
use);

Prohibition of activities;

Education and outreach; or
Combination of the above tools

Early Response — The Next Phase of the
Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship
Program

This latest phase of the DMinistry of
Environment’s program will focus on helping
landowmners with the cost of projects that will
mitigate potential significant drinking water
threats. There will be an application process.
Funding has been prioritized to address
Issues in the Credit Valley Source Protection
area. More information is available at
cteswp.ca/Stewardship/funding.

Meet-a-Member
Susan Self, Chair

Susan Self spent 17 years

with IBM Canada Lid.,

both in Ontario and Mani-

toba. She held manage-

ment positions for 7 years.

She left in 1987, worked

briefly for the Uxbridge

Cottage Hospital Founda-

tion, before entering mu-

nicipal politics in 1988.

She spent 3 years as a

Ward Councillor followed

by 15 years as a Durham Regional Councillor —
including 6 as Deputy Mayor for Uxbridge. She
served for 15 years on the Board of Directors of
the Central Lake Omntario and Lake Simcoe
Region Conservation Authorities, including
Chair of LSRCA during 1997 and 1998.

Source Protection Contacts

Susan Self
Chair, CTC Source Protection Committee
Beverley Thorpe

Program Manager, CTC Source Protection Region

Megan Price

Communications Supervisor, CTC Source Protection Region

5 - PRINKING WATER

—~i~t— | SOURCE PROTECTION

”_?*'b_ !:_P_:_*' ACT FOR CLEAM WATELR

. CTC Source Protection Region
ctcswp.ca

sourcewater@trca.on.ca
or
416-661-6600 x 5568
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Attachment 2 - SPP Brochure (mockup will be available at SPC meeting)

The water tragedy at Walkerton in 2000 showed the importance of protecting the sources of
municipal drinking water. Seven people died and thousands became ill when bacteria polluted
a municipal well.

In 2006, Ontario government passed the Clean Water Act to protect the groundwater, rivers and
lakes that are sources of municipal water.

Under the Act, Source Protection Plans are being developed to provide an additional layer of
protection to municipal water supplies.

Understanding the science: Assessment Reports
An important first step is learning where the water comes from, how vulnerable it is to
contamination and what kind of contaminants are in source water areas.

That work is now largely complete. The results are in the Assessment Reports for each Source
Protection Area in the CTC Source Protection Region. Those reports are available at
www.ctcswp.ca under “technical work”.

Human activities in vulnerable areas that have the potential to pose the biggest risk to the water
sources are called significant threats. The Assessment Reports list the number and type of
these threats that may exist.

Just because an activity is a significant threat does not mean that it is currently harming water
sources. It has the potential to cause harm if something should go wrong, such as an
accidental spill or leak. The purpose of the Source Protection Plan is to reduce the risk posed
by threats. The Plan must be address “significant” threats and may also address “moderate”
and “low” threats.

Taking action: Source Protection Plans
The next step is to decide what to do about threats.

The Drinking Water Source Protection Plans will contain the policies and programs needed to
do this. The plans will be complete by August 2012.

There are many tools available to address threats. A process is underway to decide the
combination of tools that will work best for the communities, residents and property owners of
the CTC Region.

This is a collaborative effort guided by the CTC Source Protection Committee and involving
municipal officials and other experts. Residents and landowners will have several opportunities
to be involved through a public consultation process taking place through 2011 and early 2012.
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How do we identify the threats to our drinking water?

Step 1: Identify and map vulnerable areas

The word vulnerability describes how easily a well or intake can become polluted with a
dangerous material. Researchers have studied each municipal well and intake in the three
Source Protection Areas of the CTC Region to determine how vulnerable they are. There are 15
Lake Ontario intakes, and 64 wells.

The studies produced maps showing the vulnerable areas.

e For wells, the vulnerable areas are called Well Head Protection Areas (WHPA).
e Forriver and lake intakes, the vulnerable areas are called Intake Protection Zones (IPZ).

The studies showed how quickly a contaminant could make its way through the ground to the
well or downstream to the intake.

Vulnerability scores, on a scale of 1-10, were assigned to the areas around the wells and
intakes. The higher the score, the more vulnerable the water source is to contamination.

Step 2: Determine where threats may exist
The Clean Water Act lists the human activities that pose a risk to drinking water. (See chart)

The seriousness of a threat depends on a number of things: how much is stored or used, how it
is stored or moved, its location near the well or intake, how it behaves in the environment and
other factors.

The Ministry of the Environment has examined the combination of factors and created hazard
scores for each of the activities. The scores are on a scale of 1-10. The higher the score, the
higher the risk.

Step 3: Calculate threat levels.
The Source Protection Plan must address significant threats. To determine which threats are
significant, the Ministry of the Environment has developed this formula:

Multiply the vulnerability score (out of 10) times the hazard score (out of 10). The result will be a
score out of 100.

Based on the results, threats are in one of three categories:
Significant threat 80to 100

Moderate threat 60 to 79
Low threat 41 to 59
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Prescribed Drinking Water Threats
The Clean Water Act lists 21 activities that could threaten municipal drinking water supplies:

e The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal site within the

meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection Act.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that collects, stores,

transmits, treats or disposes of sewage.

The application of agricultural source material to land.

The storage of agricultural source material.

The management of agricultural source material.

The application of non-agricultural source material to land.

The handling and storage of non-agricultural source material.

The application of commercial fertilizer to land.

The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer.

The application of pesticide to land.

The handling and storage of pesticide.

The application of road salt.

The handling and storage of road salt.

The storage of snow.

The handling and storage of fuel.

The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid.

The handling and storage of an organic solvent.

The management of runoff that contains chemicals used in the de-icing of aircraft.

An activity that takes water from an aquifer or a surface water body without returning the

water taken to the same aquifer or surface water body.

An activity that reduces the recharge of an aquifer.

e The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an outdoor confinement area or a
farm-animal yard.

The presence of an activity on this list does not mean that it is always a significant threat. To be
a significant threat it must be in a highly vulnerable area and have a high hazard score. The
hazard score is based on the closeness to the water source, amount of material involved,
storage method and other factors.

The Source Protection Toolbox
The goal of a Source Protection Plan is to manage or eliminate existing activities that are, or
could become, significant threats.

Property owners, where possible, may be able to manage significant threats to reduce the risk
and allow the activity to continue.

The Clean Water Act provides several tools to accomplish the goal. The Source Protection
Committee will decide which combination of tools will work best in local circumstances. The
Source Protection Committee will write policies with effectiveness, implementability and cost in
mind.
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Land use planning policies

Municipalities use zoning bylaws and official plans to direct new development to appropriate
areas. These planning documents could be changed to prohibit new development in highly
vulnerable areas that would create new significant threats. For example, a municipality might
ban new waste disposal sites near municipal wells, or chemical storage facilities just upstream
from a river intake.

Prescribed instruments
A “prescribed instrument” is a permit or other legal document issued by the provincial
government allowing an activity to take place.

Some examples include:

e permits under the Pesticides Act

e licences under the Aggregate Resources Act

e Nutrient Management Plans under the Nutrient Management Act

e certificates of approval for sewage systems under the Ontario Water Resources Act

These instruments usually contain terms to protect human health or the environment. A Source
Protection Plan could require additional terms for permits and licences issued in highly
vulnerable areas.

Risk management plans

Protective or safety measures can reduce the risk posed by a significant threat. For example, a
business or farm that stores chemicals or fuel could develop a spill response program or install
stronger storage containers.

Measures such as these could be included in a risk management plan negotiated by the
landowner and a designated Risk Management Official from the municipality or other agency.
The agreement would affect the current owner, as well as future owners, as long as the activity
continues.

Prohibition

A Source Protection Plan could prohibit certain activities in vulnerable areas to prevent new
significant threats from developing. For existing significant threats, this tool would only be used
where other tools can’t do the job of reducing the risk.

Restricted land uses

Restrictions could be placed on land in vulnerable areas to limit the establishment or expansion
of activities that could create a significant threat in the future. The restrictions would help
municipalities decide what types of development to allow and which could not take place.

Incentive programs
Financial incentives could be offered to landowners to address significant threats on their

property.
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Education and outreach
Educational programs could show landowners how to manage a significant threat on their

property.

Other approaches

Some other possible tools that could be included in a source protection plan include
stewardship programs, promotion of best management practices; pilot programs to investigate
new approaches to protecting water, and research initiatives.

How will Source Protection Plans be developed?

The CTC Source Protection Region includes three Source Protection Areas that drain into Lake
Ontario: Credit Valley, Toronto and Region and Central Lake Ontario. The borders of the Source
Protection Areas are the same as the Conservation Authorities by the same name.

The CTC Source Protection Committee is leading the development of Source Protection Plans
for these three Source Protection Areas.

Over the past four years, experts carefully studied municipal water sources and identified
potential threats. Now, Source Protection Plans are being prepared to say what needs to be
done to manage or eliminate significant threats.

The Clean Water Act gives the committee a variety of tools it can include in Source Protection
Plans. The committee has the flexibility to pick the tools that will work best in the communities
in the CTC Region.

Committee members are working with conservation authority staff, municipal staff and other
experts to examine the various tools and policy options. The results will be outlined in a series
of discussion papers.

In the spring and summer of 2011, the Source Protection Committee will study the discussion
papers. By the end of 2011, the Source Protection Committee will recommend the combination
of tools and options they think will work best for their water sources.

Bodies which the Source Protection Committee has designated to implement the Source
Protection Plans (municipalities, the province, or others) will be consulted in late 2011 before
the draft plan becomes public. In 2012 a several month period of public consultation will then
take place.

In August 2012, the committee will submit the plans to the Ministry of the Environment. After the
ministry approves the plans, various agencies will implement them, including municipal
governments, provincial ministries and conservation authorities.

How can property owners and residents be involved?

All residents of the watersheds in the CTC Source Protection Region have a stake in protecting
our water supplies.

That is why the process to develop source protection plans is open and public.
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People who own land or run businesses near wells and intakes have an additional interest in
the process because the plans could affect their properties.

People can learn more about source protection planning, how it will affect them and how they
can comment at a series of public meetings over the next year. Notices will be mailed to owners
of land where significant threats may exist.

Go to the website at ctcswp.ca and sign up for our e-mail subscriber list and we’ll send you
information about when public workshops and meetings are taking place that may affect your
drinking water.

Who is the CTC Source Protection Committee?
The committee is an independent group made up of representatives of farmers, businesses,
municipalities and residents.

Source Protection Committees have been established in watersheds across Ontario to lead
development of Source Protection Plans. There are 19 Source Protection Regions in Ontario.

The Assessment Reports for the three Source Protection Areas identified 1,656 potential
significant threats to municipal groundwater systems.

Credit Valley 1,162
Toronto and Region 494
Central Lake Ontario o*

* there are no groundwater systems in Central Lake Ontario
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RES.#250/11

Schedule of Source Protection Committee - April to December 2011.

Proposed schedule and tentative topics for Source Protection Committee
meetings April to December 2011.

THAT SPC members approve the proposed meeting schedule for the period of April to

December 2011.

Moved by:
Seconded by:

BACKGROUND

Peter Orphanos
Juli Abouchar

CARRIED

Under the Clean Water Act, 2006 the CTC Source Protection Committee (SPC) was established
December, 2007. The frequency of meetings of the SPC continues to be at the determination of
the SPC. Every six months the SPC is required to post its meeting schedule for the upcoming
period on its internet site.

PROPOSED MEETING SCHEDULE AND TENTATIVE TOPICS
The following schedule is proposed to link with milestone dates for source protection planning
tasks and the review of technical material leading to draft Source Protection Plans. In addition
to the formal meeting schedule, the CTC SPC will hold an internal workshop to be held at
Hockley Valley Resort from June 20 through June 22 to choose a draft set of policies based
on the source protection planning option paper as basis for stakeholder discussions.

2011 CTC SPC
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Meeting Type Meeting Dates Time Location Tentative Topic
SPP Policy Options April 26, 2011 8:30-4:00 BCPV SPP Policy Options
Workshop #4
CTC SPC #4/11 May 17, 2011 10:00-3:00 BCPV CTC SPC #4/11 Meeting
Meeting
SPP Policy Options May 24, 2011 8:30-4:00 BCPV SPP Policy Options
Workshop#5
CTC SPC Policy June 20 through Check in Hockley To choose a draft set of policies
Workshop Retreat June 22, 2011 4:00 Valley based on the source protection
June 20 Resort planning option paper as basis for
stakeholder discussions.
check out
June 22
12:00
CTC SPC #5/11 June 28, 2011 10:00-3:00 BCPV TBD
Meeting
CTC SPC #6/11 Aug. 23, 2011 10:00-3:00 BCPV Approve draft source protection plan
Meeting to pre-consult with implementing
bodies.
CTC SPC #7/11 Sept. 20, 2011 10:00-3:00 BCPV TBD
Meeting
CTC SPC #8/11 Oct. 25, 2011 10:00-3:00 TBD




. BCPV
Meeting
CTC _SPC #9/11 Nov. 29, 2011 10:00-3:00 BCPV TBD
Meeting

NEXT STEPS

The meeting schedule as approved will be posted on the CTC SPC web page
(www.ctcswp.ca).

Report prepared by: Sylvia Waters, 416-661-6600 extension 5936
Emails: swaters@trca.on.ca
For Information contact: Sylvia Waters, 416-661-6600 extension 5936

Emails: swaters@trca.on.ca
Date: October 19, 2011

11. NEW BUSINESS
TERMINATION

ON MOTION, the meeting terminated at 3:00., on April 19, 2011.
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