Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
2.0

FIRST PUBLIC CONSULTATION COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT
SPP AND THE SPC RESPONSE

The tables below summarize the comments received during the first round of public consultation. Each
comment has a response describing how the CTC SPC considered the comment in revising policies. This
information is provided separately for revisions undertaken to prepare the Draft Proposed Source
Protection Plan and subsequently the Proposed Source Protection Plan. A coding system was used to
organize the comments received as shown in Table 1.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 ‐ May 1, 2012)
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Timeline
Draft
Policy ID
T‐1

ID Code
P1
Draft
Policy ID
T‐2
T‐3

Timelines for Policy Implementation
Prescribed Instruments (existing) shall be reviewed (and amended, as necessary) within 3 years of approval of the Source Protection Plan, or such other date as the Director determines.
Amended approvals shall be reviewed for compliance no later than 5 years of when the Prescribed Instrument was amended.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY T‐1
Comments
This second half of the policy is not consistent with the first half, and does not align with direction from MOE on policies that rely on their
instruments for implementation. Alternatively, PI policies could ask instrument owners to report on their own compliance every 5 years.

CTC Response
Policy revised.

Timelines for Policy Implementation
Prescribed Instruments (existing), where prohibited, shall not be renewed when the current Prescribed Instrument expires, or within 5 years upon approval of the Source Protection Plan.
Prescribed Instruments (future) shall comply immediately upon approval of the Source Protection Plan.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY T‐2, 3

ID Code

Comments

CTC Response

No comments.
Draft
Policy ID
T‐4

Timelines for Policy Implementation
Activities (existing) designated for the purpose of s.57 under the Clean Water Act as prohibited, shall comply 180 days after approval of the Source Protection Plan as per s. 57(2) under the
Clean Water Act, unless otherwise specified within the policy.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY T‐4

ID Code
GP‐76

Comments
Existing activities prohibited shall comply within 180 days after SPP approval. Are all prohibited
activities determined? Have all prohibited activities on each affected parcel of land been determined?
Have the affected landowners been notified in detail of their impending liability? There is a significant
natural justice principle at issue here.

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
The SPC chose prohibition of existing activities as the last resort. In cases where
existing activities are prohibited the SPC has provided a rationale for why prohibition is
seen as the only means of protecting drinking water. All potentially affected
landowners were sent notification that source protection plans may affect their
current or future activities and provided opportunity to comment.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 ‐ May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID
T‐5

ID Code

GP‐76

Timelines for Policy Implementation
Activities (future and expansion) designated for the purpose of s.57 under the Clean Water Act as prohibited, shall comply with the Source Protection Plan immediately upon approval of the
Source Protection Plan.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY T‐5
Comments
This is a dramatic taking of land use diversity from affected landowners without compensation in the name of the
general public good. In addition, the value of the affected land will be reduced and the tax assessment burden will
be shifted to other properties and tax classes. For farmers their biggest asset is land, and through land, the ability to
raise capital via mortgages to fund productivity improvements. If the uses of their lands are reduced then the
market for their lands are also reduced.

Draft
Policy ID
T‐6

ID Code
M2‐1

M4‐1

Concern noted.
The CTC is aware of the concern about impacts to individual landowners to
implement policies and is raising this matter in the Supplementary Letter
to the Minister.

Timelines for Policy Implementation
Activities (existing) designated for the purpose of s.58 under the Clean Water Act and require a risk management plan, shall be identified and confirmed within 1 year and
completed/implemented within 5 years upon approval of the Source Protection Plan.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY T‐6
Comments
The requirement in T‐6 that activities that are subject to s.58 risk management be identified and confirmed within 1 year and
completed/implemented within 5 years is awkward and unclear. Regional staff recommends that RMOs determine appropriate
timelines for the implementation of risk management measures specified in risk management plans. Specifying arbitrary timelines to
complete risk management measure will be unnecessarily onerous in many situations.
This policy states that risk management plans be ‘completed/implemented within 5 years’. It is unclear what ‘implemented’ means.
Does it include the establishment of all risk management measures?
Suggested improvement: Clarification should be provided on what ‘implemented’ means. We suggest RMP negotiated and in force
within 5 years.

Draft
Policy ID
T‐7

CTC Response

CTC Response
Policy revised to clarify wording.

Policy revised based on wording suggestion.

Timelines for Policy Implementation
Activities (future and expansion) designated for the purpose of s.58 under the Clean Water Act and require a risk management plan, shall comply with the Source Protection Plan immediately
upon approval of the Source Protection Plan.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 ‐ May 1, 2012)
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COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY T‐7
Comments

ID Code

CTC Response

No comments.
Draft
Policy ID
T‐8

ID Code
P1
M6‐1

Timelines for Policy Implementation
Official plans and zoning by‐laws shall be amended for conformity within 5 years of approval of the Source Protection Plan for activities designated for the purpose of s.59, restricted land use,
under the Clean Water Act.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY T‐8
Comments
In order for planning documents to reflect the intended s. 59 restricted land uses, any s. 59 policies should be included in list A. In addition, this
particular timeline policy is unnecessary, as policy T‐9 satisfies the requirement to set out timelines for ss. 40 and 42 of the CWA.
This should be deleted because the Planning Act cannot deal with activities, that is why we have the Clean Water Act. Also T‐9 does the job better.

Draft
Policy ID
T‐9

CTC Response
Agreed, policy removed.
Agreed, policy removed.

Timelines for Policy Implementation
Official plans and zoning by‐laws shall be amended for conformity with the Source Protection Plan within 5 years of approval of the Source Protection Plan.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 ‐ May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

GP‐76

Draft
Policy ID
T‐10

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY T‐9
Comments
Over the last ten years the Town of Caledon has had to amend its Official Plan and Zoning By‐law for the Green Belt Plan, the Places to
Grow Plan, the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and now SPP. Land use plans are in chaos with landowners finding it difficult to
determine the permitted uses of their lands. In addition, the Town has had to foot the bill for implementing provincial initiatives.
Energies and resources have been allocated to “conformity“, rather than needed economic development. Provincial funding must be
provided to municipal amending their Planning Act regulations into conformity with provincial initiatives.

CTC Response
Policy revised to provide flexibility for municipality to
update at the same time as other updates are
scheduled to remove unnecessary burden.

Timelines for Policy Implementation
Future and expanding activities shall comply with the Source Protection Plan immediately upon approval of the Source Protection Plan.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY T‐10

ID Code
M1‐2
Draft
Policy ID
T‐11
T‐12
T‐13
T‐14
T‐15
T‐16
T‐17
T‐18
T‐19
T‐20

Comments
Is the intent of T‐10 to apply the SPP Policies to a planning decision even if the OP has not been updated yet?

CTC Response
Yes, the policies apply once the SPP is approved. Update of the OP is a
separate administrative matter to come into compliance with SPP.

Timelines for Policy Implementation
All education and outreach efforts (programs, materials, etc.) shall be initiated within 2 years of approval of the Source Protection Plan.
All incentive initiatives shall be considered within 2 years of approval of the Source Protection Plan.
Contingent on funding, all new research shall be initiated within 2 years of approval of the Source Protection Plan.
A prioritized maintenance inspection program shall be in effect no later than January 2017.
Salt Management Plans (existing) shall be reviewed (and amended, as necessary) within 3 years of the approval of the Source Protection Plan.
Salt Management Plans (existing) shall be reviewed (and amended, as necessary) within 3 years of the approval of the Source Protection Plan.
The policy shall be considered/initiated within 2 years of approval of the Source Protection Plan.
The policy shall comply immediately upon approval of the Source Protection Plan.
The policy shall be considered/initiated within 3 years of approval of the Source Protection Plan.
The policy shall be considered/initiated within 1 year of approval of the Source Protection Plan.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M1‐1

M1‐2

General Comments on all DRAFT Timeline Policies T‐1 to T‐20
Comments
CTC Response
Suggest adding to Table of Timelines a column that list the policy numbers to which each monitoring
Tables for cross referencing purposes will be included in the Proposed SPP.
policy applies.
Police T‐1 to T‐20 establish timelines for various actions and deadlines for compliance with the
Revised ‘Timeline’ column indicates both the numerical date and the timeline code in
policies. It is seen unnecessary to represent timelines by codes in the column “when policy applies”. It the Proposed SPP for ease of use.
would be more user friendly to indicate either “immediate” upon SPP approval or the number of
‘years” from SPP approval date.

General
Draft
Policy ID

Implementation
Date

General Policies
All s.57 and s.58 policies shall be used in conjunction with s.59, restricted land use:

GEN‐1

ID Code
P1

In accordance with section 59(1) of the Clean Water Act, 2006, unless identified specifically within a policy, all land uses set out within the official plans for the
municipalities where this Source Protection Plan is in full force and effect are designated as land uses to which the restricted land uses provisions of the Clean Water Act
apply.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY GEN‐1 (Policy GEN‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
In addition to including this policy on List I, you may also put this policy on List A, and then the municipal planning documents (OP and
zoning) would map the significant vulnerable areas.
S. 59 policies must identify the area where the policy applies, therefore must refer to the activities and areas designated for s. 57 or s.
58.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Revision included in revised policy.
Policy has been revised.
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Draft
Policy ID

GEN‐2

ID Code
P1

Implementation
Date

General Policies
Existing threats, activities and uses are defined as:
a) a lawful activity that commenced or has been engaged in at some time in the past at a location in a vulnerable area before a source protection plan is approved and
takes effect;
b) a facility, structure or land use that legally existed in a vulnerable area on the day before or at any time within 5 years prior to the date the source protection plan came
into effect;
c) a replacement facility or structure of the same capacity, but improved to provide greater protection to sources of drinking water;
d) except where expressly prohibited, an expansion of an existing building or structure on the same lot provided there is no change in use and the expansion will bring the
building or structure into closer conformity with the SPP;
e) the conversion of an existing use to a similar use, provided it is demonstrated that the conversion will bring the new use into closer conformity with the SPP;
f) an newly created structure or facility to service a lawfully existing use or activity in their existing capacity, in order to bring the structure, facility or use up to current
standards and into closer conformity with the SPP;
g) the construction of a dwelling or other building on an existing lot of record (existing lot as of the date the SPP comes into effect) provided the use, erection and location
would have been permitted by the applicable zoning by‐law on the day prior to the date the SPP comes into effect.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY GEN‐2 (Moved to Definitions in Proposed SPP)
Comments
The SPP policies don’t need to be concerned with whether an activity is lawful or unlawful, that would be dealt with by mechanisms outside of the
CWA.
‐Policies Gen‐2 and Gen‐3 are definitions rather than policies. These definitions differ substantially from the ones used by the Trent Conservation
Coalition (TCC) SPC creating a fundamental policy inconsistency across two of the SPR in Durham Region and Clarington.

CTC Response
Reference to lawful has been
removed.
Policy has been revised for clarity.

‐Gen‐2 and Gen‐3 are very complex definition that will be extremely difficult to apply and are probable unworkable in practice. For example, Gen‐2 is
counter‐productive as it would allow a significant threat activity that had ceased to exist to be re‐established in a vulnerable area in future.
M1‐2
‐In Gen‐2 b) the timeframe “on the day before” is redundant if the policy contains “or any time within the 5 years prior”. This five‐year period should
not be included as it would allow a threat (facility/structure or land use) that had been removed during the five‐year period to be re‐established. The
inclusion of timeframes appears to be an attempt to provide transition mechanisms. One positive aspect is the recognition that significant threat
agricultural activities carried out on a farm in a highly vulnerable area may vary over time, in response to crop rotation or commodity prices.
‐Gen‐2 d) to 2f) include a phrase “coming into closer conformity with the SPP”. A use either conforms to the SPP or it does not.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

n/a
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ID Code

M2‐1

M4‐1

M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY GEN‐2 (Moved to Definitions in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐At present, neither the Province nor SPCs appear to be providing consistent direction on how municipalities and other implementing bodies are to
apply source protection policies to "in process" development proposals or to the definition of existing uses/activities that have lawfully commenced
prior to source protection plans coming into effect.
‐At this time, Regional staff cannot support the addition of definitions for existing and future uses as proposed in the CTC Source Protection Plan, and
recommends the Province consult with municipalities on the need for a regulation and/or consistent province‐wide policy governing transitional
matters on how the application of source protection policy to “in process” development proposals should be handled.
‐Provincial legislation requiring the preparation of provincial plans has typically included a regulation under the legislation to address transitional
matters along with existing use policies and definitions in the plans themselves.
‐The proposed definition in Gen‐2 and Gen‐3 mixes the policy for expansions with definitions for existing uses and future uses. Typically, definitions
for “existing uses, buildings and structures” and “existing lots of record” are provided separately from policy that would grant exceptions for
expansions/conversions or to enable the construction of a dwelling on an existing lot of record. Organizing definitions separately from existing use
policies that recognize permissions for existing uses to continue or that grant limited permissions for uses to expand would help avoid problems
interpreting and applying the policy.
‐The reference to “at some time in the past“, in Gen‐2 a) is very broad and would allow activities that have ceased to exist on a property to be
recognized as an existing activity. Also, Gen‐2 a) contradicts Gen‐2 b), which places time limits on when facilities, structures and land uses can be
recognized as existing. Under the Clean Water Act, an “activity” is defined to include land uses so one might interpret Gen‐2 a) as also recognizing
former land uses as existing.
‐Existing use policies may need to be developed specifically for agriculture in order to recognize normal farm practices and the practice of rotating
crops for market, soil conservation and farm operations purposes. In summary, as currently written, the policies in Gen‐2, Gen‐3 and Gen‐4 will be
difficult to interpret and apply.
‐Paragraph (a) of the definition for existing threats activities and uses is extremely broad only requiring the activity to have occurred at some time in
the past. Making what may be an 'existing activity/use’ likely a very easy threshold to meet and not necessarily connected to the concept of existing
use.
‐A good attempt is made to define existing and future threats. However, it is necessary to further clarify the meaning of 'legally existed' in relation to
land uses under existing threats. It also appears as 2b) and 3b) may contradict one another.
‐Suggested Improvement: Existing and future drinking water threats need to be defined in the context of the Planning Act to allow for transition
applications. Consider removing 3b as it just confuses things.
Does the existing definition need to reflect the transition policy?
Suggested Improvement: Replace "closer conformity with the SPP" with "conformity with the SPP"

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Comment noted and issue will be
included in our Supplementary Letter
to MOE.

Policy has been revised for clarity.

Policy has been revised for clarity.

Transitional applications have been
addressed in the revised plan.

Policy has been revised for clarity.
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ID Code
M4‐6

GP‐49

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY GEN‐2 (Moved to Definitions in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Under clause e) why only for similar uses. If the use is different and better addresses source water concerns should we prevent it.
GEN 2‐ (d), (e) and (f) –these speak to treating a new or expanded structure as an existing threat where it would “bring the building or structure into
closer conformity with the SPP”. This is vague and circular, since it is the Source Protection Plan (SPP) allowing the expansion or new build in the first
place. Rather, the language of (c) should be adopted: treat a new or expanded structure as an existing threat where it would be “improved to provide
greater protection to sources of drinking water, or improved to reduce overall loadings of contaminants to drinking water”. Other expansions or new
builds should be treated as future threats and subject to those more stringent policies.

Draft
Policy ID

GEN‐3

ID Code

M1‐2

CTC Response
Policy has been revised for clarity.
Revisions have been made for clarity
regarding expansions.

Implementation
Date

General Policies
Future threats, activities and uses are defined as:
a) a new activity at a location in a vulnerable area that commences after the source protection plan takes effect;
b) the expansion of a structure, facility or use for the purposes of intensifying a threat activity at a location in a vulnerable area;
c) a new structure or facility for a new land use that did not exist on the day before the SPP came into effect. For clarity, a future threat, activity or use does not include a
change to land ownership, or the rotation of agricultural lands among crops or fallow conditions, providing the lands remain zoned for agricultural uses. It would include
new agricultural activities on lands that had not previously been used or zoned for any agricultural purposes in the past 10 years within vulnerable areas.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY GEN‐3 (Moved to Definitions in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐Policies Gen‐2 and Gen‐3 are definitions rather than policies. They attempt to establish the difference between exiting threats and future threats,
activities and uses. These definitions differ substantially from the ones used by the Trent Conservation Coalition (TCC) SPC creating a fundamental policy
inconsistency across two of the SPR in Durham Region and Clarington.
‐Gen‐2 and Gen‐3 are very complex definition that will be extremely difficult to apply and are probable unworkable in practice. For example, Gen‐2 is
counter‐productive as it would allow a significant threat activity that had ceased to exist to be re‐established in a vulnerable area in future.
‐Gen‐3a should read “would commence” 3b) covers “the expansion of a structure or facility or use for the purposes of intensifying a threat activity at a
location in a vulnerable area”. It is not clear how “intensification” is to be defined or judged.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

n/a

CTC Response
Policy has been revised for clarity.
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ID Code

M2‐1

M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY GEN‐3 (Moved to Definitions in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐At this time, Regional staff cannot support the addition of definitions for existing and future uses as proposed in the CTC Source Protection Plan, and
recommends the Province consult with municipalities on the need for a regulation and/or consistent province‐wide policy governing transitional matters
on how the application of source protection policy to “in process” development proposals should be handled. Provincial legislation requiring the
preparation of provincial plans has typically included a regulation under the legislation to address transitional matters along with existing use policies
and definitions in the plans themselves.
‐The proposed definition in Gen‐2 and Gen‐3 mixes the policy for expansions with definitions for existing uses and future uses. Typically, definitions for
“existing uses, buildings and structures” and “existing lots of record” are provided separately from policy that would grant exceptions for
expansions/conversions or to enable the construction of a dwelling on an existing lot of record. Organizing definitions separately from existing use
policies that recognize permissions for existing uses to continue or that grant limited permissions for uses to expand would help avoid problems
interpreting and applying the policy.
‐In summary, as currently written, the policies in Gen‐2, Gen‐3 and Gen‐4 will be difficult to interpret and apply.
‐A good attempt is made to define existing and future threats. However, it is necessary to further clarify the meaning of 'legally existed' in relation to
land uses under existing threats. It also appears as 2b) and 3b) may contradict one another. Consider removing 3b) as it just confuses things.
‐Suggested Improvement: Existing and future drinking water threats need to be defined in the context of the Planning Act to allow for transition
applications.

Draft
Policy ID
GEN‐4

ID Code

M2‐1

CTC Response
Comment noted and will be
included in our Supplementary
Letter to MOE.

Policy has been revised for clarity.

Implementation
Date

General Policies
Transitional threats, activities and uses are defined as:
‐ any application for a new structure, facility or use of land that has been accepted as a complete application by an approval authority prior to the day the SPP comes into
effect, which shall be treated as an existing structure, facility or use and be subject to all applicable policies for existing uses, relevant to the particular threat activity.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY GEN‐4 (Moved to Definitions in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐At present, neither the Province nor SPCs appear to be providing consistent direction on how municipalities and other implementing bodies are to apply
source protection policies to "in process" development proposals or to the definition of existing uses/activities that have lawfully commenced prior to
source protection plans coming into effect.
‐At this time, Regional staff cannot support the addition of definitions for existing and future uses as proposed in the CTC Source Protection Plan, and
recommends the Province consult with municipalities on the need for a regulation and/or consistent province‐wide policy governing transitional matters

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

n/a

CTC Response

Comment noted and will be
included in our Supplementary
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ID Code

M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY GEN‐4 (Moved to Definitions in Proposed SPP)
Comments
on how the application of source protection policy to “in process” development proposals should be handled.
‐In summary, as currently written, the policies in Gen‐2, Gen‐3 and Gen‐4 will be difficult to interpret and apply.
Transition policy. Do we need an additional policy to address activities that require Environmental Assessments? (don't think the 'complete application'
threshold applies for EAs)
Transition policy needs to refer to an approval stage in the Planning Act, not just 'deemed complete’.
Suggested Improvement:
1) add policy to address projects that require an EA.
2) change words from 'accepted as complete application (by an approval authority' to 'approved'.

CTC Response
Letter to MOE.
Transition policy has been
revised.

Draft
Policy ID

General Policies

Implementation
Date

OTHER‐1

The Niagara Escarpment Commission is requested to initiate amendments to the Niagara Escarpment Plan, no later than in their next scheduled plan review cycle, to
incorporate from the Source Protection Plans the relevant policies, restrictions and conditions into appropriate sections of the NEP, in order to protect existing and future
drinking water sources in Source Protection Areas by ensuring activities cease to be or do not become significant drinking water threats.

As outlined in
policy

ID Code

P10

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY OTHER‐1 (Policy OTHER‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐The NEC was recently asked to review the “Notice of Drinking Water Threats Policies to be Implemented by the Niagara Escarpment
Commission” developed by the Hamilton‐Halton Source Protection Committer. A letter with NEC staff comments was provided to the Hamilton
Halton Source Protection Committee on Jan 2, 2012. The Commission reviewed these comments at their Jan 19, 2012 meeting and passed the
following resolution:
“That the commission accept the NEC staff recommendation with a minor change to Recommendation 2 to add the words “proceeding when
the policies have been approved. The Commission also directs that the letter be sent to other Source Protection Committees on the Escarpment
to provide direction on their future policies”
‐As indicated above, the NEC views the letter sent to the Hamilton‐Halton Source Protection Committee as a model to guide other committees
developing Source Protection Plans, Including the CTC Source Protection Committee. Therefore, I have attached this letter for your
consideration.
‐NEC staff also note that the statement on page 34 of CTC’s Draft Source Protection Plan aligns, in principle, with our comments provided to the
Hamilton‐Halton Source Protection Committee.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Support for CTC SPP policy noted. No
changes needed.
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ID Code
M1‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY OTHER‐1 (Policy OTHER‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
th
Given the direction in the March 27 Provincial budget, the Niagara Escarpment Act and plan may be revised to support a joint review of the
NEP, the Greenbelt Act and the Oak Ridges Moraine Act. This would be an opportunity for all of these acts to integrate source protection goals;
however it will be extremely challenging to select a single set of policies given the geographic extent of these provincial plans.

CTC Response
Comment noted.

Draft
Policy ID

General Policies

Implementation
Date

OTHER‐2

Where on‐going scientific/technical assessment work identifies issues or significant drinking water threats that are not addressed by policies in the most current version of
the Source Protection Plan, provincial ministries and/or municipal water providers are encouraged to take immediate action, as permitted, to ensure that the activity
ceases to be or does not become a significant drinking water threat and to also refer the matter to the Source Protection Committee for their assessment on the need to
develop and consult on potential new policies to update the Source Protection Plan.

As outlined in
policy

ID Code
P1

M2‐1

GP‐49

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY OTHER‐2 (Policy Removed from Proposed SPP)
Comments
This policy is not permissible content and must be removed. Threat policies included in plans must relate to threats identified in the AR. This
recommendation could be provided in a separate document as a supplement to the SPP when it is submitted to the Minister. In addition, edits
have been suggested specifically to the water quantity policies to allow them to be applied more broadly to any new water quantity threats
identified in an updated AR.
Regional staff recommends adding a new general policy to address how refinement of the vulnerable areas mapping and scoring can be made
without the need to necessarily amend municipal official plans, source protection plans and assessment reports as new information becomes
available. This new policy should apply to existing mapped vulnerable areas in cases where an individuality or municipality has undertaken
studies and the studies indicate it is appropriate to refine vulnerable area boundaries and/or vulnerability scoring.
Policy Other‐2 attempts to address this gap, but the concern needs to be emphasized by all stakeholders to the MOE.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Policy removed and matter will be included
in Supplementary Letter to Minister.

Matter will be included in Supplementary
Letter to Minister as it applies in all source
protection plans thus provincial direction is
required.
Removed and included in Supplementary
Letter to MOE.
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Waste
Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

WST‐1

Storage of
Hazardous or
Liquid Industrial
Waste Disposal
Sites;
Small Quantity
Hazardous
Waste Storage

ID Code

P1

M2‐1
M3‐1
M4‐1

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
For all existing facilities for the storage of Hazardous or Liquid Industrial Waste at a Disposal Site or
the storage of Small Quantity Hazardous Waste, where they are a significant drinking water threat,
the Ministry of Environment shall ensure that the Environmental Compliance Approval that
governs the activity includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:
1) the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat; and
2) compliance/verification is undertaken to demonstrate that any new or amended conditions of
approval are or have been implemented by the facility owner within 3 years of the date of the new
or amended approval.

WHPA ‐A/B
with VS of 10,
WHPA E with
a VS equal or
more than 9

T‐1

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐1 (Policy WST‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Note that the reference to existing/future throughout the document is inconsistent. It is recommended that this be done Policy revisions address consistency issue.
consistently to help with readability of the plan.
‐Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Storage. Can’t find reference to this in the table of Drinking Water Threats – referred to Threat description revised.
in O. Reg. 347 of EPA – Please clarify your description of the threat.
Policy GEN‐5 has been developed to address this.
‐Comment on 2) Instruments issued by MOE may only legally contain obligations on the instrument holder. It is
recommended that policies provide flexibility for the terms & conditions that should be considered for inclusion in PIs.
These terms and conditions will be collected and considered across the province to make effective use of limited
resources and time. Note that this comment applies to all MOE PI policies in the SPP.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
‐It is not clear where policy applies ‐ mapping provided is not clear and does not break down vulnerability scores.
‐Where policy applies has been incorporated into each policy.
‐Additional mapping should be provided which breaks down the vulnerability scores in the WHPA E etc. Without this it is
‐Mapping has been revised to include Vulnerability Scores in
difficult to determine where policy will apply. It is not reasonable to expect that regular reference be made to separate
WHPA‐E.
vulnerability mapping in another document.
Did not adopt verification inspections at 5 year intervals suggested in Draft SPP review ‐ Suggest 5 year verification inspec. Policy GEN‐5 has been developed to address this.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

WST‐2

ID Code
P1
P5

M2‐1

Threat
Description
Storage of
Hazardous or
Liquid
Industrial
Waste
Disposal Sites
Small
Quantity
Hazardous
Waste Storage

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

A

Land Use Planning
New facilities or expansions to existing facilities for the storage of Hazardous or Liquid Industrial
Waste at a Disposal Site or the storage of Small Quantity Hazardous Waste, may only be permitted in
the following circumstances:
1) expansions to existing facilities are prohibited in WHPA A;
2) expansions to existing facilities may be permitted outside of WHPA A only where appropriate
studies are included as part of a complete application and which demonstrate that the activity
ceases to be or does not become a significant drinking water threat; and
3) new facilities are prohibited in all locations where they would be a significant drinking water
threat.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐2 (Policy WST‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
This clause does not flow logically from the introductory part of the policy and will cause confusion for implementers. It should be a separate policy.
There are a number of policies directing municipalities to amend their OP to include policies as part of a complete application for development (e.g.
WST‐9, SAL‐1, SAL‐13). A municipality may require additional information or material to assess applications where its OP contains provisions for
such. Therefore, an OP amendment may be necessary for a municipality to implement this proposed policy to require certain studies as part of a
“complete application” in accordance with the Planning Act.
‐Regional staff supports the policy approach but recommends additional clarification and reorganization of the policy. Initially, the policy indicates
where new facilities and expansions may be permitted and then prohibits expansions in WHPA A and new facilities wherever they would be a
threat. The SPC could consider organizing the policy to list the prohibition first followed by the permitted exceptions where expansions would be
permitted, and the conditions under which they may be permitted.
‐The policy permitting expansions to existing facilities refers to “appropriate studies” to be included as part of a complete application. The policy
should name the studies so that municipalities can be more specific in their complete application requirements for applicants?

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

WHPA A

WHPA B with
VS of 10,WHPA
E with a VS
equal or more
than 9

CTC Response
Policy revised.
Comment noted, no revisions required.

Policy revision addresses clarity issue.

Reference to “appropriate studies” has
been removed from the policy.
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ID Code

M3‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐2 (Policy WST‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐Is there documentation that validates the scale of the risk associated with this threat since wst‐9 is taking a different approach to address other
waste threats
‐Policy is redundant Wst‐3 already covers/deals with the threat. Redundant policy will result in complications and extra efforts and costs for
municipalities. Town will have to amend planning documents and defend new regulations for activities that are all ready regulated by a higher
authority. It is best to use existing prescribed instruments to deal with threats.
‐To ensure consistency on address the establishment of waste disposal sites, as defined within the meaning of Part V of the EPA, this policy should
be removed and the threats referenced should be merged into policy Wst‐9.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

WST‐3

Storage of
Hazardous or
Liquid
Industrial
Waste
Disposal Sites;
Small
Quantity
Hazardous
Waste Storage

ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
New facilities or expansions to existing facilities for the storage of Hazardous or Liquid Industrial
Waste at a Disposal site or the storage of Small Quantity Hazardous Waste, may only be permitted in
the following circumstances:
1) expansions to existing facilities are prohibited in WHPA A and no Environmental Compliance
Approvals shall be issued;
2) expansions to existing facilities may be permitted outside of WHPA A only where the
Environmental Compliance Approval that governs the activity includes appropriate terms and
conditions, such as requirements for the use of contemporary technology and standards, such that
the activity never becomes a significant drinking water threat; and
3) new facilities are prohibited in all locations where they would be a significant drinking water threat.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐3 (Policy WST‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Regional staff supports the policy approach but recommends restructuring the policy. Please see comments in response to Wst‐2
‐Is there documentation that validates the scale of the risk associated with this threat since wst‐9 is taking a different approach
to address other waste threats
‐To ensure consistency on address the establishment of waste disposal sites, as defined within the meaning of Part V of the EPA,
this policy should be removed and the threats referenced should be merged into policy Wst‐10.

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
The threat classification was determined
by the province. A consistent approach
has been taken in revised policies.
Policies have been revised and combined
for clarity.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐1
T‐2

Mon‐11

WHPA ‐A

WHPA B with
VS of 10,
WHPA E with
a VS equal or
more than 9

CTC Response
Policies have been revised and combined for clarity.
The threat classification was determined by the province. A
consistent approach has been taken in revised policies.
Policies have been revised and combined for clarity.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M4‐1
Draft
Policy ID

WST‐4

ID Code
P1
M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐3 (Policy WST‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Wording is vague in criterion 2) ‐ Suggest wording "appropriate studies are included as part of a complete application and which
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the municipality (or planning authority) that the activity..."
Threat
Description
Storage of
Hazardous
Liquid
Industrial
Waste
Disposal Sites

Implementing Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

CTC Response
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.

Policy
Incentive
The Ministry of Environment should maintain stewardship funding for pollution prevention
programs to reduce the risks to drinking water quality associated with hazardous waste and
liquid industrial waste.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B
with VS of 10,
WHPA E with a
VS equal or
more than 9

T‐12

Mon‐17

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐4 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Recommend replacing “should maintain” with “consider maintaining” or “analyze the need for”
Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.
‐It is recommended that this policy, and any others requesting funding from the MOE/Province be revised to provide
more flexibility for implementation and provincial consistency. Note that this comment applies to all other non‐PI
policies requesting funding addressed to MOE throughout this Plan.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Wst‐4 to Wst‐8.
Comment noted. Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

WST‐5

Storage of
Hazardous or Liquid
Industrial Waste
Disposal Sites/ Small
Quantity Hazardous
Waste Storage

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

E

Policy
Incentive
Where funding is provided under the stewardship program by MOE for pollution prevention
programs, the municipality, in cooperation with the SPA, shall implement pollution prevention
reviews.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B
with VS of 10,
WHPA E with a
VS equal or
more than 9

T‐12

Mon‐2
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ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1
M4‐1
Draft
Policy ID

WST‐6

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐5 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Wst‐4 to Wst‐8.
Comment noted. Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.
Provide clarification on the term Pollution Prevention Review? Since the municipality is the implementing body
Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.
Municipality to implement pollution preventions reviews (in cooperation with the SPA) is unclear and does not specify what Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.
the expected outcomes are. There has not been sufficient time to understand the rationale or intent of this policy ‐ CLARIFY
Threat Description

Implemen
ting Body

Storage of Hazardous or
Liquid Industrial Waste
Disposal Sites

MOE

Small Quantity
Hazardous Waste Storage

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

WST‐7

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Education & Outreach
Where the storage of Hazardous or Liquid Industrial Waste at a Disposal Site or the storage of
Small Quantity Hazardous Waste is an existing significant drinking water threat, the Ministry
of Environment should develop and produce education and outreach materials for delivery by
local municipalities that provides information about proper storage, handling and disposal of
hazardous waste materials.

WHPA ‐A/B
with VS of 10,
WHPA E with a
VS equal or
more than 9

T‐11

Mon‐13

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐6 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.
It is recommended that this policy, and others requesting that the MOE/Province develop and produce E&O
materials and programs be modified so that they include flexibility for implementation. Note that this
comment applies to all other non‐PI policies addressed to MOE throughout this Plan.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Wst‐4 to Wst‐8.
Comment noted. Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.
Threat
Description
Small Quantity
Hazardous
Waste Storage

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Education & Outreach
Where the storage of Small Quantity Hazardous Waste is an existing significant drinking water
threat, the municipality is encouraged to continue programs to manage risks to drinking water
quality associated with hazardous waste such as offering more convenient waste disposal
services including additional hazardous waste drop‐off locations and/or expanding pick‐up
arrangements.

WHPA ‐A/B with
VS of 10, WHPA E
with a VS equal or
more than 9

T‐11

Mon‐3

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M1‐1
M2‐1
M4‐1
Draft
Policy ID

WST‐8

ID Code
P1
M2‐1

M3‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Wst ‐7 suggests municipalities should provide more convenient hazardous waste disposal services including additional
Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.
pickups and drop‐off locations. Municipal hazardous waste services are only for residential waste, not commercial or
industrial users. There are significant costs associated with expanding pickups or adding transfer stations.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Wst‐4 to Wst‐8.
Comment noted. Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.
Listed as E & O policy but reads like incentive policy‐ Modify Tool
Policy removed as it was not addressing a SDWT.
Threat
Description
Application of
Hauled
Sewage
(Untreated
Septage) to
Land

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

C

Policy
Prescribed Instrument
The Ministry of Environment shall not issue Environmental Compliance Approvals for new
sites or renew approvals at existing sites for the application of untreated septage to land
within vulnerable areas where this activity is, or would be, a significant drinking water
threat.

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B with VS
of 10, WHPA E with a
VS equal or more
than 8, and in entire
ICA

T‐3

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐8 (Policy WST‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Should be Application of Untreated Septage to Land
Threat description and policy revised.
‐Edits to this policy are recommended to align with direction from MOE provided in the January 26 Planners FAQ. Please
review guidance to ensure this and other PI policies align with the wording provided. Policies should address the activity
as opposed to the issuing Director.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Wst‐4 to Wst‐8.
Support for policy noted.
Policy has been revised to reflect this.
‐As of January 1, 2011, the MOE is not issuing new approvals for land application sites, though existing remain valid until
expiry, typically within five years. The MOE discourages this activity and is currently exploring options to potentially
banning this activity
‐This policy needs to be amended to align with existing Ontario regulations.
‐Consider E/O to promote existing programs

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

WST‐9

Storage, Treatment,
and Discharge of
Tailings/ Land
farming of Petroleum
Refining Waste/
Landfilling of
Hazardous Waste
Landfilling (including
storage) of Municipal
Waste/ Land filling
(including storage) of
Solid Non‐Hazardous
Industrial or
Commercial Waste
Liquid Industrial
Waste Injection into
a Well

ID Code
P1
P5

M1‐1
M2‐1

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Land Use Planning
Municipalities shall prohibit, within all vulnerable areas where such uses would be a
significant drinking water threat, new facilities for the storage, generation or
management of waste involving the following activities:

Municipality

A

1) Storage, Treatment, and Discharge of Tailings;
2) Land Farming of Petroleum Refining Waste;
3) Landfilling of Hazardous Waste;
4) Landfilling (including storage) of Municipal Waste;
5) Landfilling (including storage) of Solid Non‐Hazardous Industrial and Commercial
Waste;
6) Liquid Industrial Waste Injection into a Well

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

WHPA ‐A/B with VS
of 10, WHPA E with a
VS equal or more
than 9

WHPA –A,B and C
with a VS equal or
more than 8 WHPA E
with a VS equal or
more than 9
WHPA –A,B and C
with a VS equal or
more than 8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐9 (Policy WST‐5 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Please ensure that the threat subcategory names match with the official names
Revision made.
Wording includes “management” in addition to storage and generation and the prohibition of these new facilities for
Policy revised.
storage and generation of waste should be linked to the land uses and not the “activities” as the policy is currently
worded.
Wst‐9 Since all of these activities require an Environmental Compliance Approval, why is a land use policy prohibiting
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that land use planning are important
the use required? Denial of the ECA will prevent the use from occurring. This policy is an unnecessary duplication.
complementary tools. Proponents most often start by checking OP and
zoning when starting to search for locations for new activities.
Regional staff supports the policy approach but recommends the addition of “waste disposal sites” and “storage of PCB
Policy revised.
waste” to the list of prohibited facilities and uses.
Storage of PCB Waste is captured under GEN‐1 Restricted Land Uses.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M3‐1

M4‐1

Draft
Policy ID

WST‐10

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐9 (Policy WST‐5 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Policy is redundant due to the direction of Wst‐10. It is difficult for municipalities to regulate activities in planning
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that land use planning are important
documents.
complementary tools. Proponents most often start by checking OP and
‐Land use Planning policy wording should not capture specific activities, which would then need to be incorporated into zoning when starting to search for locations for new activities.
Official Plan. Define waste disposal sites.
Policy revised.
‐Existing prescribed instruments should be used to deal with these activities. Official Plans and Zoning By‐laws regulate
land use not activities. Town is also concerned that we will have to defend polices in OP and Zoning By‐law at OMB.
‐Policy should be reworded to reflect Halton‐Hamilton's T‐3‐C policy for consistency
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that land use planning are important
LUP cannot be used to prohibit activities, conditional zoning without legal authority ‐ Modify Wst‐2 policy to apply a
broader generic definition of waste disposal sites under part V of the EPA (instead of specific to Storage of Hazardous or complementary tools. Proponents most often start by checking OP and
liquid industrial waste disposal sites or small quantity hazardous waste disposal sites) and add point 3 in Wst‐9 "new
zoning when starting to search for locations for new activities.
facilities are prohibited in all locations where they would be a significant drinking water threat". If modification is
agreed, remove Wst‐9
Threat Description
Storage, Treatment, and
Discharge of Tailings/ Land
farming of Petroleum Refining
Waste/ Landfilling of
Hazardous Waste
Landfilling (including storage)
of Municipal Waste/ Land
filling (including storage) of
Solid Non‐Hazardous
Industrial or Commercial
Waste
Liquid Industrial Waste
Injection into a Well

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Prescribed Instrument
No new Environmental Compliance Approvals shall be issued for the
following activities within all vulnerable areas where such activities would be
a significant drinking water threat:

MOE

C

1) Storage, Treatment, and Discharge of Tailings;
2) Land Farming of Petroleum Refining Waste;
3) Landfilling of Hazardous Waste;
4) Landfilling (including storage) of Municipal Waste;
5) Landfilling (including storage) of Solid Non‐Hazardous Industrial and
Commercial Waste; and
6) Liquid Industrial Waste Injection into a Well.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐3

Mon‐11

WHPA ‐A/B with VS
of 10, WHPA E with a
VS equal or more
than 9
WHPA –A,B and C
with a VS equal or
more than 8 WHPA E
with a VS equal or
more than 9
WHPA –A,B and C
with a VS equal or
more than 8
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ID Code
P1
M2‐1

M4‐1

Draft
Policy ID

WST‐11

ID Code
P1
M2‐1

M3‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐10 (Policy WST‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Same comment as earlier – Please review guidance to ensure this and other MOE‐PI policies in this Plan align with the
Policies revised across all threats.
wording provided. Policies should address the activity as opposed to the issuing Director.
Regional staff supports the policy approach. Should the SPC also consider adding a prescribed instrument policy
Where possible a prescribed instrument policy is also used. Storage of
prohibiting new waste disposal sites and storage of PCB waste?
PCB waste does not have a Prescribed Instrument and is dealt with
only through Part IV tools.
Policy seems redundant and could be simplified ‐ Modify Wst‐3 to apply a broader definition of waste disposal sites
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that land use planning are important
under part V of the EPA (instead of specific to Storage of Hazardous or liquid industrial waste disposal sites or small
complementary tools to use of Prescribed Instrument policy tools.
quantity hazardous waste disposal sites), place point Wst‐10‐3 "new facilities are prohibited in all locations where they
Proponents most often start by checking OP and zoning when starting
would be a significant drinking water threat". If modification agreed, remove Wst‐10.
to search for locations for new activities.
Threat
Description
Storage of
PCB Waste

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect
G
I

Policy
Part IV, s. 57 and s. 59
Where the EPA does not require an approval, the new establishment, operation or maintenance of a
waste disposal site, including for the storage of PCB waste, is prohibited (future) and designated for
the purpose of s. 57 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, in locations where it would be a significant
drinking water threat.

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA –A,B
with VS of
10, WHPA E
with a VS of
10

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐5

Mon‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY WST‐11 (Policy WST‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Change name to: PCB Waste Storage. While the designation of activities for s. 57 is done correctly here, specific land
Revision made.
uses must be designated for s. 59. It is recommended that a separate clause refer to the general policy for s. 59 (Gen‐1),
for greater clarity and compliance with the legislation
Regional staff supports the proposed policy approach but recommends the addition of a complementary land use policy
Policy is captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses policy.
to prohibit new “waste disposal sites” and new facilities for the “storage of PCB waste”.
‐Has the SPC consider utilizing existing legislation instead of relying on the RMO to implement Part IV tools? Also, Part IV Storage of PCB Waste does not have a Prescribed Instrument and is
tools is not an available tool to deal with this threat under the Clean Water Act (S. 23/2 under O. Reg. 287/07)
therefore dealt with through Part IV tools.
‐The Ontario Ministry of the Environment (MOE), under Regulations 347 and 362 of the Environmental Protection Act,
has the responsibility for regulating, approving and monitoring PCB waste storage sites.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Sewage
Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐1

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M3‐1

Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐2

ID Code
P1
M2‐1

Threat
Description
Small Septic
Systems

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

E

A prioritized maintenance inspection program for small septic systems, in locations where they are
or would be a significant drinking water threat, shall be implemented by the municipality or
principal authority under the Ontario Building Code no later than January 2017. Inspection efforts
should be prioritized based on systems that pose the greatest risk to sources of drinking water, such
as the oldest systems or those in the areas of highest vulnerability.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐1 (Policy SWG‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Use a description based on the circumstances, e.g. “septic systems governed under the Building Code Act”.
Regional staff supports the policy approach.
There seems to be a discrepancy between the table and the plans. The plans indicate that sewage is a threat in the sodium and
chloride Issues Contributing Area whereas the table indicates that it is only the pathogen and nitrate ICAs that apply. This
could be a concern since this would increase the number of systems requiring inspection and therefore affect the cost to the
municipality as well as residents.
Threat
Description
Small Septic
Systems

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

E

Education/Outreach
The Ministry of Environment should develop and produce education and outreach materials for
local municipal delivery to landowners with small septic systems within significant threat areas
that explains the rationale for the maintenance inspection program and the benefits of regular
maintenance and properly functioning septic systems.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐2 (Policy SWG‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments

September 7, 2012

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐14

Mon‐2

CTC Response
Revision made for all threat descriptions regarding small septics.
Support for policy noted.
Where the policy applies has been revised for clarity, the revised
policy does not apply in Sodium and Chloride Issue Contributing
Areas.

Policy

Change Legal effect from E to K
Regional staff supports the policy approach

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA‐A/B with VS
of 10 or in entire
ICA (sodium,
chloride, nitrates
or pathogens)

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B with VS of
10 or in entire ICA
(sodium, chloride,
nitrates or pathogens)
in entire ICA

T‐11

Mon‐13

CTC Response
Revision made.
Support for policy noted.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐3

ID Code
P1

P5

M1‐1
M2‐1

Threat
Description

Small Septic
Systems

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

A

Land Use Planning
Existing Lot of Record, Expansions and Replacement of Existing Systems
The municipality or Principal Building Code Authority shall ensure that, in the areas where on‐site
sewage systems would be a significant drinking water threat, the lot size for any proposed
development that would include a small on‐site sewage system shall be based at a minimum on the
most current version of the Ministry of the Environment's Guidelines for Individual On‐site Sewage
Systems. The hydrogeological assessment to determine appropriate development density shall be
conducted by a professional licensed to carry out that work (P. Geo. or P. Eng. with training in
hydrogeology).

WHPA ‐A/B with VS
of 10 or in entire
ICA (sodium,
chloride, nitrates
or pathogens)

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐3 (Policy SWG‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
How would this be implemented? If the lot is existing, it is assumed that the size has already been defined. It is recommended
that this policy be clarified and combined with the second part of SWG‐5.
Minimum Lot Size for Small Septic Systems
‐Policies SWG‐3 and SWG‐5: It should be noted that the Building Code sets out minimum clearance and set back distances that
must be met when installing on‐site sewage systems. Reference to MOE guidelines do not form a part of the regulation or its
applicable law and could cause duplication or confusion with the Building Code.
‐Policies SWG‐3 and SWG‐5 also refer to a hydrogeological assessment to determine appropriate development density by a
licensed professional to take place. The SPC may wish to verify that the authority for requiring the work of a professional
engineer or professional geoscientist for these assessments exists under the CWA.
‐Municipalities can also require through amendments to land use planning tools that future lot sizes be sufficient to
accommodate the systems. Some municipalities may already have minimum lot sizing requirements in their OP and zoning by‐
laws for small septic systems.
SWG‐3, 4, 5 – Consider replacing these policies with the TCC’s S‐5 policy.
‐Regional staff does not support a land use policy to regulate small septic systems on existing lots of record. The installation of
small septic systems is governed by standards under the Building Code Act and will be subject to mandatory inspections in
vulnerable areas where they are a significant threat. Additional land use policy requiring studies and Planning Act approvals for

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.

Specific reference to guidelines removed and policy revised.

There is only one well in Durham inside CTC where this policy
applies to so consistency to TCC is a minor issue.
Policy revised.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M4‐1

M6‐1

GP‐79

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐3 (Policy SWG‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
existing lots is unnecessary. Further, the requirement in Swg‐3 that municipalities ensure that the lot size is sufficient is
awkward if the policy applies to existing lots of record as the lot already exists (e.g. owners would not be applying to change the
lot size).
‐Regional staff also requests that the SPC confirm that the MOE’s guideline is the appropriate tool for existing lot situations.
‐The reference to “Principal Building Code Authority” may not be appropriate in this context as policies in source protection
plans are not directly “applicable law” under the Building Code Act. The applicable law requirement would need to be achieved
through the requirement for s. 59 notices issued under the Clean Water Act that we understand is not available for sewage
threats.
‐This duplicates the Building Code as it requires part of complete package requires proponent to demonstrate compliance to
septic setbacks and design criteria; already stated in SWG‐5
‐If an existing septic on a small lot fails, how do they replace it? (Holding tanks prohibited in swg‐24, and building code
requirements for setbacks can't be met.
‐Remove policy as it duplicates SWG‐5
‐Revise policy to allow for emergency situations where no other alternative is possible.
What provincial guideline is being referred to B‐7 or D‐4? Neither clearly state a lot size and both are dated. The policy
requires a hydrog report in any event so the professional doing the report would in all likelihood be familiar with provincial
guidance.
Many of the policies use land use planning for existing threats (e.g. SWG‐2 SWG‐25). This tool can only be sued for future
threats. Land use planning is a tool that can only control actions that fall within the legal authority of the Planning Act and the
Condominium Act. Decisions under the Planning Act apply to new or future uses and do not apply to existing, established
activities. Policy should be revised to only include future activities.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

SWG‐4

Small Septic
Systems

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body
Municipality

CTC Response

Policy revised.
Separate policy for Holding Tanks has been removed. They are
now included and addressed with other Septic policies.

Specific reference to guidelines removed and policy revised.

Policy revised.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Other
Where municipal sanitary sewers and capacity are available, the municipality is encouraged to
pass by‐laws to require mandatory connections to the municipal system and removal of on‐site
sewage systems that are located in areas where they would be a significant drinking water threat.

WHPA ‐A/B with VS
of 10 or in entire ICA
(pathogens or
nitrates)

T‐18

Mon‐1

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
P5
M1‐1
M2‐1

M3‐1

Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐5

ID Code
P1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐4 (Policy SWG‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The ministry notes that the Building Code Act 1992 does not provide the authority to require landowners to
Policy revised.
decommission existing systems and connect to municipal services. The SPC may wish to verify that authority for this
policy exists under the CWA.
SWG‐3, 4, 5 – Consider replacing these policies with the TCC’s S‐5 policy.
There is only one well in Durham inside CTC where this policy applies to so
consistency to TCC is a minor issue.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
‐The municipality is required to consider the policy and report on what
‐What is the effect of a "Legally binding ‐ must comply with" policy that "encourages"?
actions have been taken.
‐The policy description only refers to future septic systems although the policy itself assumes the existence of a
‐Policy applies to existing and future septic systems.
septic system.
‐The municipality is expected to take this into account. That is why there is
‐The requirement to connect to municipal sewers should also take into account existing OP policies (such as
flexibility provided through use of “encourage” rather than “shall”
prohibition on connections outside urban area)
wording.
Threat
Description

Small Septic
Systems

Implementing
Body

Planning
Approval
Authority

Legal
Effect

Policy

A

Land Use Planning
The creation of a new lot requiring an on‐site sewage system is prohibited in WHPA A.
Outside of WHPA A, the creation of a new lot for any proposed development that would include a
small on‐site sewage system, in the areas where on‐site sewage systems would be a significant
drinking water threat, shall only be permitted where the municipality or Principal Building Code
Authority ensures that the lot size is, at a minimum, based on the most current version of the
Ministry of the Environment's Guidelines for Individual On‐site Sewage Systems. The
hydrogeological assessment to determine appropriate development density shall be conducted by
a professional licensed to carry out that work (P. Geo. or P. Eng. with training in hydrogeology).

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

WHPA–A
WHPA‐B with VS of
10 or in entire ICA
(sodium, chloride,
nitrates or
pathogens)

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐5 (Policy SWG‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
There are some logical inconsistencies with SWG‐5 and SWG‐3. Please clarify how these policies would be
Policies have been combined and revised for clarity.
implemented.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

P5

M1‐1

M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐5 (Policy SWG‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Policies SWG‐3 and SWG‐5: It should be noted that the Building Code sets out minimum clearance and set back
Specific reference to guidelines removed and policy revised.
distances that must be met when installing on‐site sewage systems. Reference to MOE guidelines do not form a part of
the regulation or its applicable law and could cause duplication or confusion with the Building Code.
‐Policies SWG‐3 and SWG‐5 also refer to a hydrogeological assessment to determine appropriate development density
by a licensed professional to take place. The SPC may wish to verify that the authority for requiring the work of a
professional engineer or professional geoscientist for these assessments exists under the CWA.
‐Municipalities can also require through amendments to land use planning tools that future lot sizes be sufficient to
accommodate the systems. Some municipalities may already have minimum lot sizing requirements in their OP and
zoning by‐laws for small septic systems.
SWG‐3, 4, 5 – Consider replacing these policies with the TCC’s S‐5 policy.
There is only one well in Durham inside CTC where this policy applies to
so consistency to TCC is a minor issue.
General support for the policy noted. Policy revised.
‐Regional staff supports the policy approach but suggests a more generic policy direction such as the one proposed for
the Halton and Hamilton Source Protection Areas (e.g. that future lot sizes be sufficient to accommodate the systems).
If a more generic policy option is not preferred, Regional staff requests that the policy be reworded for clarity as
follows:
‐The technical guidelines address more than just appropriate lot size.
‐Also, the reference to “Principal Building Code Authority” may not be appropriate in this context as policies in source
protection plans are not directly “applicable law” under the Building Code Act. The applicable law requirement would
need to be achieved through the requirement for s. 59 notices issued under the Clean Water Act that we understand is
not available for sewage threats.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

SWG‐6

Small Septic
Systems

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body
MOE

Legal
Effect
E

Policy
Incentive
The Ministry of Environment is requested to maintain funding for the Ontario Drinking Water
Stewardship Program to enable local delivery of programs to landowners with small septic
systems within significant threat areas in order to reduce the risk.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B with VS of
10 or in entire ICA
(pathogens or
nitrates)

T‐12

Mon‐13
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ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐6 (Policy GEN‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Legal effect is K not E
Revisions made.
Regional staff supports this policy.
Support for policy noted.
Encouraged to roll up Incentives similar to SGBLS ‐ REVISE
Similar policies have been combined in General policy section.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

SWG‐7

Small Septic
Systems

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M4‐1
Draft
Policy ID
SWG‐8

Implementing
Body
MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Incentive The Ministry of Environment is requested to continue its funding to municipalities and
conservation authorities under source water protection programs to allow for continuing
investigation of nitrate, sodium, chloride and pathogen issues, to determine whether small septic
systems in the in entire ICAs are a contributing source of the contaminant.

WHPA ‐A/B with VS of
10 or in entire ICA
(sodium, chloride,
nitrates or pathogens)

T‐12

Mon‐14

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐7 (Policy GEN‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Legal effect is K not E.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
WHPA A/B are listed in where it applies but policy clearly notes 'in the ICAs' ‐ Remove WHPA A/B reference in 'where this policy applies'
Threat
Description
Small Septic
Systems

Implementing
Body
Municipality

CTC Response
Revision made.
Support for policy noted.
Revision made.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Education/Outreach
The municipality, in cooperation with local health units and conservation authorities shall
provide education and outreach materials on the use of more efficient water softeners to reduce
the discharge of salt to the septic system.

WHPA ‐A/B with VS of
10 or in entire ICA
(sodium, chloride)

T‐11

Mon‐3

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐8 (Policy SWG‐7 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
M2‐1
M6‐1

Comments
Regional staff supports the policy approach
SWG‐8 Salt in septics – Seems very narrow and why involves Health Units?

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Support for policy noted.
Health Units are identified to help promote the importance of avoiding using softened water for drinking and food
preparation because of the high sodium and chloride present in softened water.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐9

ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1

Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐10

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M1‐1

Threat
Description

Large Septic
Systems

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

C

Policy
Prescribed Instrument
Existing Systems with CofA
Where a large septic system with approvals under section 53 of the Ontario Water Resources Act is
in place to service existing development in an area where this activity is or could be a significant
drinking water threat, the MOE shall ensure that the Environmental Compliance Approval that
governs the activity includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that existing large septic
systems cease to be a significant drinking water threat.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B with
VS of 10 or in
entire ICA
(sodium, chloride,
nitrates or
pathogens)

T‐1

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐9 (Policy SWG‐8 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Swg‐9 to Swg‐13
Policies have been combined and revised for clarity.
Include expansions and replacements under SWG‐9.
Policies have been combined and revised for clarity. A new definition of what constitutes an
existing activity and any expansion that is subject to that existing threat policy has been
added.
Threat
Description

Large Septic
Systems

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
No Environmental Compliance Approvals under section 53 of the Ontario Water Resources Act shall
be issued for new large septic systems with subsurface disposal of effluent in the following locations
where they would be a significant drinking water threat:
a) within WHPA A; or
b) Within any part of an Issue Contributing Area for salt, nitrate and/or pathogen threats.

WHPA ‐A with VS
of 10 or in entire
ICA (sodium,
chloride, nitrates
or pathogens)

T‐2

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐10 (Policy SWG‐8 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Recommend a description based on the circumstances, e.g. septic systems regulated by the OWRA
Revision made for all threat descriptions regarding large septics.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Swg‐9 to Swg‐13
Policies have been combined and revised for clarity.
SWG‐10 (a) – WHPA‐B is missing in the written clause but indicated in the “where policy applies” column.
Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text for clarity.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M3‐1

M4‐1

GP‐83

Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐10 (Policy SWG‐8 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The concern with this policy is that it applies to the ICA. In Halton Hills the ICA encompasses the entire area between Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text for clarity.
the urban areas of Acton and Georgetown.
Policy revised. A new definition of what constitutes an existing activity and
1. Prohibit large septic systems in WHPA A/B and manage through conditions of ECA in ICA.
any expansion that is subject to that existing threat policy has been added.
2. Manage expansions and replacements through conditions of ECA (see SWG‐9).
‐Missing a policy direction for significant threats in WHPA B where VS=10.
Policy revised.
‐Revise to state 'where significant threat' and remove specific references to WHPA‐A.
‐The SWG‐12 policy conditions should replace the policy SWG‐10. It should be recognized by those who develop the Policy revised to be same as for small septic system.
policy that there is a difference between a large septic and a large disposal bed with pre‐treatment. A large disposal
bed with pre‐treatment can result in significantly lower impacts to the groundwater system than a large septic bed
with no pre‐treatment.
‐SWG‐10 no certificate of Approvals will be issued under S.53 of the OWRA for new large septic systems with
subsurface disposal of effluent in the ICA for salt, nitrate and or pathogen threats.
‐The policy should be amended to allow site specific geological, hydrogeological, and engineering work to be done to
demonstrate that a change in land use activity can be accomplished without adversely affecting the security of a
municipal water supply system. The conditions in SWG‐12 provide a method for assessing the suitability of a site for
development.
Threat
Description

Large Septic
Systems

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Planning
Approval
Authority

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

A

Land Use Planning
New Large System LUP Prohibition
The Planning Approval Authority shall amend their planning documents to prohibit new development
dependent on large septic systems with subsurface disposal of effluent and requiring approvals under
Sec. 53 of the OWRA within the following areas where such a system would be a significant drinking
water threat:
a) within WHPA A; or
b) Within any part of an Issue Contributing Area for salt, nitrate and/or pathogen threats.

WHPA ‐A or in
entire ICA
(sodium,
chloride, nitrates
or pathogens) in
entire ICA

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐11 (Policy SWG‐9 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
P1
M1‐1
M2‐1
M3‐1

M4‐1
GP‐83
Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐12

ID Code
P1

Comments
It is unnecessary to refer to the approval authority or the planning documents.
Swg‐11 should apply to WHPA‐B and provide vulnerability score where the policy applies.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Swg‐9 to Swg‐13
The concern with this policy is that it applies to the ICA. In Halton Hills the ICA encompasses the
entire area between the urban areas of Acton and Georgetown. Since septic systems account for a
small percentage of the sodium and chloride (per assessment report) limit the scope of this policy
to WHPA A.
‐Missing a policy direction for significant threats in WHPA B where IVS =10.
‐Revise to state 'where significant threat' and remove specific references to WHPA A.
We believe this is a complete prohibition on development that the municipality may not be able to
fulfil the development objectives as set out in their Township of Amaranth OP.
Threat
Description

Large Septic
Systems

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

C

CTC Response
Policy revised.
Policy revised.
Policies have been revised and combined for clarity.
Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text for clarity.
The policy does not apply to Sodium and Chloride Issue Contributing Areas.

Policy revised.
Policy revised to no longer apply outside of WHPA‐A in an ICA for salt.

Policy
Prescribed Instrument
Expansions and Replacement of Large Septics
The Ministry of the Environment shall only issue approvals for expansions or replacement of existing
large septic systems under Sec. 53 of the OWRA in vulnerable areas where they are or would be
significant drinking water threats if:
1) the changes to the septic system improves efficiency but does not increase the loadings of
contaminants of concern into the source of drinking water;
2) the future risks to drinking water supply can be managed through improvements to the existing
system; and
3) Conditions will be in place that ensures municipal drinking water supplies are protected.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B with
VS of 10 or in
entire ICA
(sodium,
chloride,
nitrates or
pathogens) in
entire ICA

T‐3

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐12 (Policy SWG‐8 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
It is recommended that this policy be combined with SWG‐9.
Policies have been revised and combined for clarity.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1
GP‐83

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐12 (Policy SWG‐8 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Swg‐9 to Swg‐13
Support for policy noted.
Revised policy addresses these issues. A new definition of what
The wording of requirement a) seems unclear. Is it the intent that the quantity of sewage being treated by the septic
constitutes an existing activity and any expansion that is subject to that
system should not increase? Could expansions / replacements not be managed under ECA conditions and included
with existing systems? Remove policy with the inclusion of expansions and replacement of septic systems under Swg‐9 existing threat policy has been added.
Expansions to existing septic systems would be permitted if risks were managed
A new definition of what constitutes an existing activity and any
expansion that is subject to that existing threat policy has been added.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

SWG‐13

Large Septic
Systems

ID Code
M2‐1
M4‐1

Implementing
Body
MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other
The Ministry of Environment is requested to develop guidelines for managing threats from large
septic systems for distribution to developers, municipalities and other interested or affected
parties.

WHPA ‐A/B with VS of
10 or in entire ICA
(sodium, chloride,
nitrates or pathogens)

T‐17

Mon‐16

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐13 (Policy SWG‐10 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Swg‐9 to Swg‐13. Support for policy noted.
Policy is unclear ‐ do they mean 'best management' or 'design' – Clarify.
MOE raised no concern with respect to clarity, no changes made. The intent is for guidelines that
address how to protect municipal drinking water supplies from contamination by septic effluents.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐14

Threat
Description

Discharge of
Untreated
Stormwater
from a
Stormwater
Retention
Pond

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Prescribed Instrument
Existing and Expanding Storm Water Retention Ponds
For all existing and expansions to stormwater retention ponds that discharge stormwater into an
area where it is or would be a significant drinking water threat, the MOE shall ensure the
Environmental Compliance Approval that governs the facility and its discharge includes
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:

MOE

C

1) the activity ceases to be or does not become a significant drinking water threat, including but
not limited to ensuring that, where possible, no stormwater is discharged into a WHPA‐E and/or
infiltration ponds are lined to prevent infiltration of contaminants; and
2) compliance/verification is undertaken to demonstrate that any existing, new and/or amended
conditions of approval are or have been implemented by the facility owner within 3 years of the
date of the new or amended approval.

ID Code

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐14 (Policy SWG‐11 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
In this case, expansions are treated as existing, edits have been made to delete the “would be” language

P1

M2‐1

‐This policy requires further discussion by the SPC. Alternatives to re‐routing existing stormwater discharges may not be feasible or
necessary in all situations.
‐Add the words “from the pond” after “where possible, no stormwater is discharged…”
‐Clarify the use of “and/or “in the phrase “no stormwater is discharged into a WHPA E and/or infiltration ponds are lined to prevent
infiltration of contaminants…” The statement “and/or” is ambiguous and unclear.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B with VS
of 10 and/or
WHPA‐E with VS
equal or more than
8 or in entire ICA
(sodium, chloride,
nitrates or
pathogens) in entire
ICA

T‐1
T‐3

Mon‐11

CTC Response
A new definition of what constitutes an existing activity
and any expansion that is subject to that existing threat
policy has been added.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
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ID Code

M3‐1

M4‐1

I7
GP‐85

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐14 (Policy SWG‐11 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐Town Staff are very concerned with the stormwater policies as proposed. Under Section 1) How does the activity "cease to be or does
not become a significant threat"? It may not be possible to remove all contaminants including salt. What level of treatment quality is
trying to be achieved? It is not possible to avoid discharging into a WHPA E in Acton and Georgetown. It is not possible to pipe and
pump water to discharge in another area. Generally, transferring water from one drainage area to another is not permitted. Water
balance would not be maintained. Lining all ponds would also impact water balance. Consideration needs to be given to balancing
objectives of stormwater management, not just controlling specific contaminants.
‐A considerable level of research may need to be undertaken to determine which ponds fall into this category. Staff are concerned that
this policy is too opened ended and there is no limit to the level of retrofit that could be required. The Town does not have the
resources or budget to retrofit existing facilities. What is 'untreated stromwater" defined as? Does this policy apply in ICA?
‐Why doesn't this policy apply to uncontrolled ponds?
‐Consideration needs to be given to balancing objectives of stormwater management, not just controlling specific contaminants. Town
Staff recommend that the CTC adopt similar SWM polices to Halton‐Hamilton. Policy should be written to recommend that ponds and
discharge points be located outside of WHPA E where possible.
References to ‘untreated’ stormwater weaken the policy as all stormwater is treated. Suggest removing the words 'untreated'
‐Policies SWG‐14 to SWG‐17 deal with storm water treatment ponds. The policies deal with ponds with impermeable barriers. Another
problem with watersheds that contain a high proportion of urban development, such as the CTC area is that too little rainfall is allowed
to percolate into the ground.
‐Storm water retention ponds contain water from driveways and rooftops that should have been allowed to percolate into the ground.
Instead the water is directed to storm water retention ponds where some of the water percolates into the ground, some of the water
evaporates and some of the water is allowed to overspill the ponds and ultimately flow into Lake Ontario or some other lake. Again one
problem is that only part of the rainfall from urban areas percolates into the ground. Ponds with impermeable liners aggravate the
problem unless the over spills are conveyed to another area that allows the water to percolate into the ground. The policies of the SPP
should be designed to enable more contaminant water to percolate into the ground and thereby replenish the ground water.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
The CTC SPC carefully considered this and related
comments in determining the appropriate policy
revisions and to protect municipal drinking water
supplies. Where there are sodium and chloride Issues,
the major source is from application of road salt.
Measures to limit the amount of salt in storm water
(for example use of alternate deicing compounds) or re‐
routing the discharge from the pond maybe required.
End of pipe treatment is not a practical solution.
There are no ICAs for salt identified in the Halton‐
Hamilton assessment report and therefore there are no
comparable policies to address the type of threats
identified in the CTC.
Revision made.
The focus of this policy is on preventing and managing
the quality threats to municipal wells from sodium and
chloride. This is a separate problem that requires
specific risk management measures that may different
from a treatment train approach to stormwater
management which is intended to protect receiving
rivers and streams from direct storm water discharge or
to maintain groundwater quantity.
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Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐15

ID Code
P1
M2‐1

M3‐1

M4‐1

I7

Threat
Description
Discharge of
Untreated
Stormwater
from a
Stormwater
Retention
Pond

Implementin
g Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
New SWM
No Environmental Compliance Approvals shall be issued by the MOE for new stormwater
retention ponds where the discharge of stormwater from the pond, including from an
infiltration pond, would be into any area where it would be a significant drinking water
threat. New stormwater retention ponds (not including the discharge point) may be
approved within a vulnerable area, only if the MOE is of the opinion that design and
operation of the facility will prevent stormwater spilling or leaking from the pond within the
vulnerable area where it could be a significant drinking water threat.

WHPA ‐A/B with VS of
10 and/or WHPA‐E with
VS equal or more than 8
or in entire ICA (sodium,
chloride, nitrates or
pathogens) in entire ICA

T‐3

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐15 (Policy SWG‐11 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Same comment as before – please see preferred wording for MOE PI policies
Regional staff supports the policy approach, but questions the policy preventing all “spilling” of stormwater ponds. It is our understanding
that stormwater ponds are designed to spill over certain storm thresholds. Consider using and then defining the term “discharging”
instead.
Same comment as above. It is not possible to avoid discharging in WHPA‐E. What is 'untreated stromwater" defined as?
This policy is awkwardly worded and needs clarification. If the intent of this policy is ensure that conditions are imposed by the MOE to
minimize risk, the policy should be worded that way. This seems to be another "prohibit unless" policy.
‐References to 'untreated' stormwater weakens the policy as all stormwater is treated. Suggest removing the words 'untreated'.
Inconsistent use of defining the location where policy applies.
‐Remove the words into 'any area' so it reads 'where it would be a significant drinking water threat'
‐Policies SWG‐14 to SWG‐17 deal with storm water treatment ponds. The policies deal with ponds with impermeable barriers. Another
problem with watersheds that contain a high proportion of urban development, such as the CTC area is that too little rainfall is allowed to
percolate into the ground.
‐Storm water retention ponds contain water from driveways and rooftops that should have been allowed to percolate into the ground.
Instead the water is directed to storm water retention ponds where some of the water percolates into the ground, some of the water
evaporates and some of the water is allowed to overspill the ponds and ultimately flow into Lake Ontario or some other lake. Again one
problem is that only part of the rainfall from urban areas percolates into the ground. Ponds with impermeable liners aggravate the
problem unless the over spills are conveyed to another area that allows the water to percolate into the ground. The policies of the SPP
should be designed to enable more contaminant water to percolate into the ground and thereby replenish the ground water.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Revisions made.
Policy reworded to clarify intent.

Policy reworded to clarify intent.

Policy has been revised to address concerns.

The focus of this policy is on preventing and
managing the threat contaminant quality threats
such as from sodium and chloride and not on
promoting a treatment train approach to stormwater
management which is a water quantity concern.
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ID Code
GP‐49
GP‐85

Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐16

ID Code
P1
P5
M2‐1
M3‐1

M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐15 (Policy SWG‐11 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
This policy is inappropriate and it is recommended that it be changed to prohibit future ponds from being located in areas where their
discharge would present a significant threat. New development should not be encouraged for significant threat areas; rather population
growth should be directed towards areas that do not jeopardize the local water supply. It is difficult to guarantee over the long term that
these ponds will not erode and cause eventual contamination.
Threat
Description
Discharge of
Untreated
Stormwater
from a
Stormwater
Retention
Pond

Implementing
Body

Planning
Approval
Authority

Legal
Effect

A

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B with VS of 10
and/or WHPA‐E with VS
equal or more than 8 or
in entire ICA (sodium,
chloride, nitrates or
pathogens) in entire ICA

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

Policy
Land Use Planning
New or Expanded SWM LUP
Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to prohibit the expansion of existing
or the creation of new stormwater retention ponds from being located in areas where the
discharge of stormwater from the facility, including infiltration of stormwater, is located
in an area where it is or would be a significant drinking water threat.

CTC Response
Policy revised to prohibit both future ponds and
discharges in WHPA‐A and manage ponds and
discharge points elsewhere through site‐specific
approvals.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐16 (Policy SWG‐12 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
It is unnecessary to refer to the amendment of planning documents
Revision made.
Amendments to Ops and zoning by‐laws will be necessary.
Comment noted.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
Delete policy ‐ It is not reasonable to prohibit expansions and new ponds in such large areas of Acton and The policy has been revised to prohibit new facilities only in WHPA‐A and manage
Georgetown. Ponds are required even without new development. Stormwater exists and will continue to elsewhere. Without a safe, secure municipal drinking water supply, the existing and
new development in these areas may not be sustainable.
exist. Ponds need to be expanded and new ponds need to be built to improve water quality.
Land Use Planning is not an appropriate tool for this threat.
LUP tool to prohibit 'expansions' yet SWG‐14 allows expansions under the PI
A new definition of what constitutes an existing activity and any expansion that is
Remove the words 'expansions' from the LUP policy to be consistent with SWG‐14
subject to that existing threat policy has been added.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐17

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐18

Threat
Description
Discharge of
Untreated
Stormwater
from a
Stormwater
Retention
Pond

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

Policy
Research
The MOE is encouraged to conduct research to identify risks from infiltration ponds to into
groundwater used for drinking water and to review contemporary technology for the design
and operation of stormwater management facilities that can protect municipal drinking water
systems with a goal of updating SWM Planning and Design Guidelines and the Table of
Circumstances as appropriate.

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B with VS of
10 and/or WHPA‐E
with VS equal or more
than 8 or in entire ICA
(sodium, chloride,
nitrates or pathogens)
in entire ICA

T‐13

Mon‐15

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐17 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐ Recommend replacing with “consider” or “analyze the need to” to provide flexibility and an opportunity
for provincial consistency in implementing this policy – see comment on Wst‐6
‐ Recommendations for changes to the table of circumstances can be put forward as a recommendation
Policy removed and matter is being included in Supplementary Letter to the Minister.
for future source protection work as a supplement to the source protection plan.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
Threat
Description

Sanitary
Sewers and
Related
Pipes

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

C

Policy
Prescribed Instrument
Existing, Expansions or Replacement of Sanitary Sewers and Related Pipes.
For all existing, expansions or replacement of Sanitary Sewers and Related Pipes where they are or
would be a significant drinking water threat, the MOE shall ensure that the Environmental Compliance
Approval that governs the activity includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:
1) the activity ceases to be or does not become a significant drinking water threat;
2) conditions are included, such as but not limited to, requiring regular inspection by the facility owner
of the pipes for leaks; and
3) compliance/verification is undertaken to demonstrate that any new or amended conditions of
approval are or have been implemented by the infrastructure owner within 3 years of the date of the
new or amended approval.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B
with VS of
10 or in
entire ICA
(nitrates or
pathogens)

T‐1
T‐3

Mon‐11
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ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M3‐1

M4‐1

Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐19

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐18 (Policy SWG‐13 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
In this case, expansions and replacements would be considered existing, so it is not appropriate to include the “would
A new definition of what constitutes an existing activity and any
be” language. Please make similar revisions to any other policies that use this “would be” language
expansion that is subject to that existing threat policy has been added.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
The policy tool and intent is similar to HH SPP. Where the policy applies
This policy is not consistent with HH SPP. Since it is being implemented by the MOE, the policies should be consistent.
is specific to the CTC as there are no ICAs in Halton within the HH SPR.
As noted in previous draft, ECA for piping is issued at time of construction. It would be more effective to have
Revision made.
municipality apply higher standards of construction (e.g. similar to the design standards to support York I&I program)
however there has not been sufficient time to consult with local municipalities on this policy approach.
Consider policy that address a higher level of construction standard where would be a significant drinking water threat
Threat
Description

Sanitary
Sewers and
Related
Pipes

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
New Sanitary Sewers and Related Pipes
For new sanitary sewers and related pipes in an area where the activity is or would be a significant
drinking water threat, the MOE shall ensure that:
1) it has been demonstrated by the proponent through an approved Environmental Assessment that this
is the preferred alternative and the safety of the drinking water system has been considered and assured;
and
2) That any Environmental Compliance Approval that may be issued for the activity shall include
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that the activity never becomes a significant drinking water
threat.

WHPA A/B
with a VS of
10 or in entire
ICA (nitrates
or pathogens)
in entire ICA)

T‐3

Mon‐11

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M2‐1

M3‐1

M4‐1

GP‐49

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐19 (Policy SWG‐13 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Regional staff does not support the policy as currently worded. The policy is unclear if sanitary sewers constructed as a condition of a Policy revised to reflect intent of comment.
Planning Act approval would now require a formal EA process. Certain classes of sanitary sewers and their related pipes are pre‐
approved under the Municipal Class EA and may proceed without following EA procedures if constructed as a condition of approval
issued in accordance with the Planning Act. It is Regional staff’s opinion there is insufficient justification to remove the pre‐approval
option under EA and ability for proponents to integrate EA planning with the Planning Act process.
Regional staff requests that the policy be modified:
1) it has been demonstrated by the proponent through an approved Environmental Assessment or equivalent process that this is the
preferred alternative and the safety of the drinking water system has been considered and assured; and”.
Sewers constructed by private proponents are exempt from the Environmental Assessment Act.
The definition of Sanitary Sewers (>10 MLD) would make policy SWG‐19 acceptable, as the EA process through the Master Plan (MP)
generally accounts for "Trunk" sewers (~450mm); and is likely to have covered this size pipe for Halton Hills. We need some
confirmation that this is the definition Sanitary Sewers as Circumstance 1958 does not include a proviso regarding capacity
Opportunity to simplify as policies say the same thing Combine policies SWG‐19, 20
This policy approach is insufficient. It is recommended that the policy be changed to disallow future pipes from being located within
areas where they present a significant threat. The multitude of unanticipated problems associated with the construction within an
aquifer can pose threats to the quantity and even the quality of drinking water. The potential for these pipes and their connections
to leak over time also presents a concern.

September 7, 2012

Policy revised to say “Environmental Assessment or similar
planning process”

MOE has advised that we should not combine policies with
different Implementing Bodies.
The CTC SPC does not want to prohibit construction of
new sanitary sewers and pipes that would make it
impossible to connect to sewers and decommission
existing septic systems in vulnerable areas which pose a
greater threat to municipal drinking water.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐20

ID Code
P5
M1‐1

M2‐1

M4‐1

Threat
Description

Sanitary
Sewers and
Related
Pipes

Implementing
Body

Planning
Approval
Authority

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

A

Land Use Planning
New Sanitary Sewers and Related Pipes
Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to include policies to permit development
dependent on new sanitary sewers and related pipes, where this infrastructure must be located in areas
where it would be a significant drinking water threat, only if:
1) it has been demonstrated through an approved Environmental Assessment that this location for the
sanitary sewer and related pipes is the preferred alternative; and
2) The safety of the drinking water system has been assured.

WHPA A/B
with a VS of
10 or in entire
ICA (nitrates
or pathogens)
in entire ICA

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY‐SWG‐20 (Policy SWG‐14 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Amendments to Ops and zoning by‐laws will be necessary.
SWG‐20, 22, 23, 25 ‐ The inclusion of a Planning Act land use policy in addition to a prescribed instrument policy to prohibit or
restrict a threat activity governed by the provincial instrument is duplicative, unnecessary and serves to diffuse accountability and
should be deleted.
‐Regional staff does not support the policy as currently worded. The policy is unclear if sanitary sewers constructed as a condition
of a Planning Act approval would now require a formal EA process. Certain classes of sanitary sewers and their related pipes are
pre‐approved under the Municipal Class EA and may proceed without following EA procedures if constructed as a condition of
approval issued in accordance with the Planning Act. It is Regional staff’s opinion there is insufficient justification to remove the
pre‐approval option under EA and ability for proponents to integrate EA planning with the Planning Act process.
‐Regional staff requests that the policy be modified to enable the demonstration that alternatives have been considered through
either the EA Act or Planning Act:
1) it has been demonstrated by the proponent through an approved Environmental Assessment or equivalent process that this is
the preferred alternative and the safety of the drinking water system has been considered and assured; and”.
The definition of Sanitary Sewers (>10 MLD) may still be problematic for SWG‐20 as there may be a chance that a sewer within the
developed areas of Halton Hills could exceed this level, it would be very few if any, and could likely be routed outside of the VS‐10
Area.
‐The EA process is not an appropriate tool for private proponents.
Opportunity to simplify as policies say the same thing Combine policies SWEG‐19, 20 into one

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Comment noted.
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that land use planning are
important complementary tools. Proponents most often
start by checking OP and zoning when starting to research
locations for new development.
Policy revised to address comment.

MOE has advised that we should not combine policies with
different Implementing Bodies.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐21

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M4‐1
M3‐1
Draft
Policy ID

SWG‐22

Threat
Description

Storage of
Sewage

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
Existing Storage of Sewage
Where the storage of sewage (existing) is in an area where the activity is a significant drinking
water threat, the MOE shall ensure that the Environmental Compliance Approval that governs the
activity includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:
1) The activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat; and
2) compliance/verification is undertaken to demonstrate that any new or amended conditions of
approval are or have been implemented by the infrastructure owner within 3 years of the date of
the new or amended approval.

WHPA A, B and C
with a VS equal or
more than 8 WHPA‐
E with VS equal or
more than 9 or in
entire ICA (sodium,
chloride, nitrates or
pathogens)

T‐1

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐21, SWG‐22, SWG‐23 (Policy SWG‐15 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Please clarify your description of the threat.
Revision made to threat descriptions.
Regional staff supports the policy approach.
Support for policy noted.
Opportunity to simplify as policies say the same thing Combine policies SWG‐19, 20, 21 into one.
Policies have been revised and combined for clarity.
The policy applies in the ICA. In previous sewer policies (#19 & 20) the policy applies only in ICAs for Policy revision addresses clarity issue. Policy applies in ICA for pathogen, nitrate, sodium
pathogens. Is this the case here?
and chloride as this activity can be a significant source of any of these areas.
Threat
Description

Storage of
Sewage

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality
MOE

Legal
Effect

A
C

Policy
Prescribed Instrument and Land Use Planning
Expansion of Sewage Storage
Where expansions to existing lands or facilities for the storage of sewage are proposed in an area
where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat, the following actions shall be
taken:
1) Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to allow for an expansion to the existing
use only if it has been demonstrated through an approved Environmental Assessment that this is
the preferred alternative and the safety of the drinking water system has been assured; and
2) The MOE shall ensure that the Environmental Compliance Approval that governs the activity
includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that the activity ceases to be or never
becomes a significant drinking water threat.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A, B and C
with a VS equal or
more than 8 WHPA‐
E with VS equal or
more than 9 or in
entire ICA (sodium,
chloride, nitrates or
pathogens) in entire
ICA)

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1
Mon‐11
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COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐22 and SWG‐23 (Policy SWG‐15 and SWG‐16 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
Comments
CTC Response
P5
Amendments to Ops and zoning by‐laws will be necessary.
Comment noted.
Suggest combining this clause of the policy with the previous policy, SWG‐21, to provide
Policies have been revised and combined as appropriate.
P1
clarity for the implementers.
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that land use planning are important complementary tools. Proponents
SWG20, 22, 23, 25 ‐ The inclusion of a Planning Act land use policy in addition to a
most often start by checking OP and zoning when starting to research locations for new development.
prescribed instrument policy to prohibit or restrict a threat activity governed by the
M1‐1
provincial instrument is duplicative, unnecessary and serves to diffuse accountability and
should be deleted.
Regional staff recommends dividing this policy into separate prescribed instrument and
Policies have been revised and combined as appropriate.
M2‐1
land use planning policies similar to Swg‐19 and Swg‐20 and rewording policy Swg‐22.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
1. The policy applies in the ICA. In previous sewer policies (#19 & 20) the policy applies
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that land use planning are important complementary tools. Proponents
M3‐1
only in ICAs for pathogens. Is this the case here?
2. Is Land Use Planning the appropriate tool?
most often start by checking OP and zoning when starting to research locations for new development.
M4‐1
This policy is not clear with two implementing bodies, Separate policy to clarify duties
Revision made.
Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Prescribed Instrument and Land Use Planning
New Storage of Sewage
Where the use of land for the storage of sewage (future) would be a significant drinking water
threat, the following actions shall be taken:

SWG‐23

Storage of
Sewage

Municipality
MOE

A
C

1) The MOE shall not issue approvals for new facilities for the storage of sewage in areas where it
would be a significant drinking water threat; and
2) Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to prohibit the use of land and the
establishment of new facilities for the storage of sewage in areas where they would be a significant
drinking water threat.

ID Code

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A, B and C
with a VS equal or
more than 8 WHPA‐
E with VS equal or
more than 9 or in
entire ICA (sodium,
chloride, nitrates or
pathogens) in entire
ICA

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1
Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐23 (Policy SWG‐15 and SWG‐16 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
See comments for Draft Policies SWG‐21 and SWG‐22 above.
See response above

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

SWG‐24

Septic
System
Holding
Tanks

ID Code
P1

P5

Implementing
Body
Planning
Approval
Authority

Legal
Effect

A

Policy
Other
The municipality or Principal Building Code Authority shall only permit the use of septic system
holding tanks in areas where they would be significant drinking water threat in accordance with
the Ontario Building Code Act and only as a temporary measure while more appropriate on‐site
treatment is being constructed or in emergency situations such as to address the failure of an
existing septic system.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐24 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments

How would this be implemented by a municipality?
Policy requires that the municipality or principle Building Code Authority shall only permit the use of septic system holding tanks as
a temporary measure or during emergency situations such as to address the failure of an existing septic system. Please note that the
use and installation of holding tanks are regulated under the Building Code Act 1992 and Building Code. The Act states that a
building permit shall be issued if an applicant meets the technical requirements of the Code and other applicable law.
Municipal Ops and zoning by‐laws also include infrastructure policies and provisions for a servicing hierarchy including private water
and wastewater services and consultation with the applicable planning approval authority is required to see how this policy can be
implemented dependent on how holding tanks are treated in current OP.
Regional staff does not support this policy and recommends that it be replaced with a land use policy to prohibit new holding tanks
on new lots created by consent or plan of subdivision in vulnerable areas where this threat is a significant drinking water threat.
This policy is redundant as compliance with the Ontario Building Code Act is already a legal requirement.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B with VS
of 10 or in entire ICA
(sodium, chloride,
nitrates or
pathogens)

T‐18

Mon‐1

CTC Response
Policy removed and addressed with Septic System policies.
Policy removed and addressed with Septic System policies.

Policy removed and holding tanks covered under Septic
System policies.

M2‐1

M6‐1

The reference to “Principal Building Code Authority” is not appropriate in this context as policies in source protection plans are not
directly “applicable law” under the Building Code Act. The applicable law requirement would need to be achieved through the
requirement for s. 59 notices issued under the Clean Water Act that we understand is not available for sewage threats.
SWG‐24 ‐ Not clear this can be done under the Building Code. Councils do not issue permits nor are they allowed to direct the
building inspector in issuing permits or not.

September 7, 2012

Policy removed and addressed with Septic System policies.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

Implementi
ng Body

Legal
Effect

Combined Sewer
Discharge from a
Stormwater Outlet to
Surface Water
Industrial Effluent
Discharges
SWG‐25
Sewage Treatment
Bypass Discharge to
Surface Water

Municipality
MOE

A
C

Sewage Treatment
Effluent Discharge
(including lagoons)
Combined Sewer
Discharge from a
Stormwater Outlet to
Surface Water

SWG‐26

Industrial Effluent
Discharges
Sewage Treatment
Bypass Discharge to
Surface Water
Sewage Treatment
Effluent Discharge
(including lagoons)

September 7, 2012

Municipality
MOE

A
C

Policy
Prescribed Instrument and Land Use Planning
Expansion of Existing Other Sewage
Where expansions to existing lands or facilities for the discharge from Combined Sewers from a
Storm water Outlet, Industrial Effluent, Sewage Treatment Bypass or Sewage Treatment Effluent
are proposed in an area where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat, the
following actions shall be taken:
1) Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to allow for an expansion to the existing
use or facility only if it has been demonstrated through an approved Environmental Assessment
that this is the preferred alternative and the safety of the drinking water system has been
assured; and
2) The MOE shall ensure that the Environmental Compliance Approval that governs the activity
includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that the activity ceases to be or never
becomes a significant drinking water threat; and
3) Under no conditions will the expansion of a Combined Sewer Discharge from a Stormwater
Outlet be permitted.
Prescribed Instrument and Land Use Planning
New Other Sewage
Where the future use of land or facilities for the discharge from Combined Sewers from a Storm
water Outlet, Industrial Effluent, Sewage Treatment Bypass or Sewage Treatment Effluent would
be a significant drinking water threat, the following actions shall be taken to ensure the activity
never becomes a significant drinking water threat:
1) The MOE shall not issue Environmental Compliance Approvals for these new facilities or
activities in areas where they would be a significant drinking water threat; and
2) Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to prohibit the establishment of new
infrastructure uses or facilities for these activities, and any use of land for any purpose that
would be dependent on these facilities/activities, in all areas where they would be a significant
drinking water threat.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA ‐A/B
with VS of 10
and/or WHPA E
with a VS equal
or more than 8
or in entire ICA
(sodium,
chloride,
nitrates or
pathogens) in
entire ICA)

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1
Mon‐11

WHPA ‐A/B
with VS of 10
and/or WHPA E
with a VS equal
or more than 8
or in entire ICA
(sodium,
chloride,
nitrates or
pathogens) in
entire ICA

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1
Mon‐11
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ID Code
P1
P5
M1‐1

M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐25 and SWG‐26 (Policy SWG‐17 and SWG‐18 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
It is recommended that this be either a separate policy or that all sewage policies that impact MOE PI policies be
Policy has been revised and combined appropriately.
combined, and that the policies reflect the preferred wording as communicated in the Jan 26 Planners FAQ and
mentioned in previous comments
Amendments to OPs and zoning by‐laws will be necessary.
Comment noted.
SWG20, 22, 23, 25 ‐ The inclusion of a Planning Act land use policy in addition to a prescribed instrument policy to prohibit The CTC SPC is of the opinion that land use planning are important
complementary tools. Proponents most often start by checking OP
or restrict a threat activity governed by the provincial instrument is duplicative, unnecessary and serves to diffuse
and zoning when starting to research locations for new development.
accountability and should be deleted.
SWG‐25:
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
‐Regional staff questions the use of a land use planning policy for existing combined sewer discharges, industrial effluent
discharges and sewage discharges, and prefers that a prescribed instrument policy be used in place of a land use planning
policy. Regional staff questions whether expansions to existing industrial effluent discharges would trigger EA
requirements or the need for Planning Act approvals. This policy requires further discussion by the SPC and municipal
Policy has been revised and combined appropriately.
staff.
‐Regional staff recommends dividing this policy into separate prescribed instrument and land use planning policies similar
to Swg‐19 and Swg‐20
A new definition of what constitutes an existing activity and any
‐Regional staff also requests clarification of what is meant by “allow for an expansion to the existing use…only if it has
expansion that is subject to that existing threat policy has been
added.
been demonstrated…” Is the policy referring to the infrastructure use or the use of land that is being serviced by the
infrastructure?
SWG‐26: Regional staff supports the policy approach but recommends dividing the policy into separate prescribed
instrument and land use planning policies. The prohibition of land uses is redundant if the policy already prohibits the
new infrastructure. Regional staff recommends the deletion of redundant wording from the policy.

September 7, 2012

Policy has been revised and combined appropriately.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M3‐1

M4‐1

GP‐79

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SWG‐25 and SWG‐26 (Policy SWG‐17 and SWG‐18 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Required to write policies for all significant drinking water threats,
Remove policy ‐ Sewage treatment bypass discharge to surface water WHPA‐E with VS of 8 to 10 719 ‐ 783, 1948 719 ‐
whether they exist or not.
758 no reference found for WHPA‐E 8 to 10;
Policy SWG‐25 would be acceptable, as the EA process would be used for expansion of existing facilities, this will not likely
affect our WWTPs but may include a SPS (overflow) where it was located in a VS>8 (Pathogens). Since there are no
existing threats in CTC, is this policy necessary?
Policy SWG‐26 is problematic as it does not accept the EA process for "new" facilities which may impair our ability to
service areas requiring Sewage Treatment Bypass where it was located in a VS>8 (Pathogens).
1. The policy applies in the ICA. In previous sewer policies (#19 & 20) the policy applies only in ICAs for pathogens. Is this
the case here?
2. Is Land Use Planning the appropriate tool?

Confirm that the Sewage Treatment Bypass threat does not apply to sewage pumping stations and the provision of an
emergency overflow.
SWG‐25: This policy is not clear with two implementing bodies, Separate policy to clarify duties
Not clear who is responsible for 3) ‐ Clarify who is implementing or consider if s.57 is appropriate
SWG‐26: Wording 'in any area' is confusing and could be simplified as it relates to discharge ‐ Remove policy
Many of the policies use land use planning for existing threats (e.g. SWG‐2 SWG‐25). This tool can only be used for future
threats. Land use planning is a tool that can only control actions that fall within the legal authority of the Planning Act and
the Condominium Act. Decisions under the Planning Act apply to new or future uses and do not apply to existing,
established activities. Policy should be revised to only include future activities

September 7, 2012

Policy revision addresses clarity issue.

The CTC SPC is of the opinion that land use planning are important
complementary tools. Proponents most often start by checking OP
and zoning when starting to research locations for new development.
The definition of sewage activities are the same as under the Ontario
Water Resources Act.
Policy has been separated to clarify implementers.

Policy has been revised and separated for clarification.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Agricultural Source Material
Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Prescribed Instrument
Where the application of ASM is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, the following
actions shall be taken:
1) The application of ASM (existing, expansion and/or future) shall be prohibited in WHPA A.

ASM‐1

ID Code

P1

Application
of ASM

OMAFRA

C

2) Outside of WHPA A, where the application of ASM (existing, expanding and/or future) is in an
area where this activity is a significant drinking water threat, OMAFRA shall ensure that the Nutrient
Management Plan or Strategy that governs the activity includes appropriate terms and conditions
to ensure that:
a) the application of ASM ceases to be a significant drinking water threat; or b) the application of
ASM never becomes a significant drinking water threat.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐1
T‐2
T‐3

Mon‐11

WHPA A
WHPA B with VS
of 10 and WHPA‐E
with a VS equal or
more than 8 or in
ICA (nitrates/
pathogens)

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐1 (Policy ASM‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Revisions have been made to address MOE comments for all relevant policies.
The policy should address the activity as opposed to the
implementing body. Also, given the manner in which these
instruments are established there could be implementation
challenges with only and explicitly naming OMAFRA. This comment Expansions have been removed from the policies and are addressed through the definitions.
also applies to other OMAFRA PI policies in this SPP
Edits are recommended here to clarify the intent of the policy.
However, if expansions were intended to be included with future
occurrences of the activity, please revise as appropriate.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐1 (Policy ASM‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
CTC SPC has considered these comments in revising policies and is in general agreement with a couple of exceptions.
OMAFRA‘s review of Prescribed Instruments – OMAFRA supports
policies that are consistent with the requirements of the NMA.
In an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the CTC SPC is also proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a
vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in
OMAFRA wants SPP consistency with NMA –prohibit in WHPA‐A,
manage elsewhere, even where a SDWT
WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more.
OMAFRA is not supportive of the aspects of these policies where it
is recommended that the ministry shall not approve NMP and
Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being prohibited in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability
NMS for sites outside WHPA‐A. Standards are designed to address score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more.
threats to source water outside of this zone. OMAFRA supports
the use of RMPs to address application, handling and/ or storage
Separate policies require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue is more fully
of ASM where RMPs are equivalent to that required under the
researched to determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be managed to protect the municipal
NMA.
well.

P6

M1‐1
M2‐1

The ministry supports proposed policies for ICAs for municipal
wells that are consistent with those for vulnerable groundwater
areas. Specifically OMAFRA supports proposed policies for the
WHPA‐A zone that would:
o Prohibit land application of ASM, NASM and commercial
fertilizer, which is consistent with current requirements under
the NMA; and
OMAFRA supports proposed policies for all zones outside of
WHPA‐A that would manage agricultural activities using NMS and
agri‐environmental management practices. This is consistent with
risk management principles, and would permit land application or
storage of ASM, NASM and commercial fertilizer.
The policy statement and “where policy applies” are not consistent
Regional staff supports the policy approach but recommends
rewording the policy for clarity.

September 7, 2012

Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text for clarity.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
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ID Code

M3‐1

O1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐1 (Policy ASM‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Policy revision addresses clarity issue of where policy applies.
‐ASM‐1 1) ‐ It should be clarified that this policy does not apply to
the entire ICA.
‐The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising policies. In an ICA for nitrates or
pathogens, the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and
‐Outside of WHPA A, it is more appropriate to have OMAFRA
decide through their scientific review of a NMP/NMS how the ASM WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a vulnerability
application should be managed and rely on the direction of the
score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being prohibited in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B
Nutrient Management Act.
with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies require further
‐Halton Region supports normal farm practices and is not in
research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue is more fully researched to determine how and if
support of any policy that limits the ability of the agricultural use
any of the activities contributing to the issue can be managed to protect the municipal well.
to continue into the future.
‐The policy is not consistent with the direction of the Halton‐
Hamilton or Lake Erie proposed policies and the impacts to
landowners would be far greater than they need to be.
‐Agree with part (1) of policy.
‐Does not support prohibition outside WHPA‐A ‐ a more suitable
policy that balances environmental and human health protection
with agricultural production would require that manure stored in
these areas be subject to the same requirements as those outlined
in point (3). However, again, I have concerns with whether
OMAFRA will actually be able to eliminate the significant threat or
prevent it from ever becoming a significant threat given the
definitions on page 59.
‐OMAFRA is likely to recommend larger storages, different storage
designs, etc. but does this eliminate the threat? I don't think it
does, at least not when looking at how these significant threats
have been defined.

September 7, 2012

‐Since there are no ICAs for nitrate or pathogens in the Halton Region outside of the CTC, there are no comparable policies
in these other source protection regions that apply to Halton.
The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising policies. In an ICA for nitrates or pathogens,
the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with
a vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or
more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being prohibited in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a
vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies require further research into
the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue is more fully researched to determine how and if any of the
activities contributing to the issue can be managed to protect the municipal well.
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ID Code

I5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐1 (Policy ASM‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The CTC SPC received this comment as part of the agricultural delegation on May 1 and is in general agreement with a
‐Propose that for ASM application which is not covered by the
NMA – all ASM application plans should mimic a NMP that has
couple of exceptions.
been written based on the NMA, for all manures, for all rates and
all setbacks.
In an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the CTC SPC is also proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a
vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in
WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being prohibited in an ICA for nitrates
or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate
policies require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue is more fully researched
to determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be managed to protect the municipal well.
‐All accredited NMP or NMS should be accepted as RMPs. Note:
chemical fertilizer would not be covered under this plan. The NMP
like plan should be presented to a RMO or RMI and approval be
good for 5 years.

The CTC SPC considers that this should be the decision of the RMO.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

ASM‐2

Application
of ASM

RMO

G
I

Part IV, s. 57 and s. 59
The application of ASM (existing, expansion and/or future) is designated for the purpose of s.57
and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in WHPA A.

WHPA A

T‐4
T‐5

Mon‐8

H
I

Part IV, s. 58 and s. 59
The application of ASM (existing, expansion and/or future) is designated for the purpose of s. 58
and s.59 under the CWA, requiring risk management plans in all areas outside of WHPA A,
where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat.

WHPA B with a VS of
10 and WHPA‐E with a
VS equal or more than
8 or in entire ICA
(nitrates or
pathogens)

T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐8

ASM‐3

Application
of ASM

September 7, 2012

RMO
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ID Code
P6

P6
M2‐1

M3‐1

M6‐1

M7

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐2 and ASM‐3 (Policy ASM‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
OMAFRA is unable to provide records of approvals for NMPs where
This comment relates to the pre‐consultation version of the policies and is no longer relevant to the draft nor
farms are not phased in under the NMA, as the ministry does not have
proposed policies.
the authority to approve the plans if they are not already required.
ASM‐3 recommend wording be changed so that RMP would be required Policy consistent with this approach.
for farms not phased in under the NMA since policy ASM‐1 already
addresses farms phased in under the Act
Regional Staff support this policy approach
Support for policy noted.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue of where the policy applies.
It should be clarified that this policy does not apply to the entire ICA,
even if the ICA is for nitrates.
Risk Management Plans for the smaller farming operations is not
required as the farming community is already well aware of existing best
management practices through education & outreach materials from
OMAFRA and OFEC (Environmental Farm Plan Workbook ‐ Manure Use
and Management).
Agriculture – If I read the plan correctly a farmer in WHPA – 1 cannot use
ASM’s, NASM’s or commercial fertilizer to grow crops or control weeds
and cannot have livestock. What does a farmer do with his land in
WHPA‐1?

The SPC must develop a policy for significant drinking water threats which when implemented they consider adequate
to ensure that the threat ceases to be or does not pose a threat to the municipal water supply. The use of risk
management plans has been chosen as the most appropriate tool by the CTC SPC for such agricultural activities not
covered under the Nutrient Management Act.

We appear to be rendering a part of his land as unusable which I thought
was a form of expropriation.
A number of potential threats identified in the Draft SPP, represent a
significant change to the accepted farming practices (e.g. handling,
storage and distribution of ASMs, pesticides and commercial fertilizers).
The township would request that the SPP will not disadvantage the
farming community as a result of the new stringent regulations.

The CTC is aware of the concern about impacts to individual landowners to implement policies and is raising this
matter in the Supplementary letter to the Minister.
The SPC must develop a policy for significant drinking water threats which when implemented they consider adequate
to ensure that the threat ceases to be or does not pose a threat to the municipal water supply. None of these policies
will apply in the CTC portion of the Township of Adjala‐Tosorontio as there are no vulnerable areas where there are or
could be significant threats identified in the approved Assessment Report.

The CTC SPC policies are most protective in WHPA‐A based on the potential for activities close to the well to pose
significant threats. The Nutrient Management Act puts the same limitations on these activities in WHPA‐A.

The CTC is aware of the concern about impacts to individual landowners to implement policies and is raising this
matter in the Supplementary Letter to the Minister.

September 7, 2012
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ID Code

I5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐2 and ASM‐3 (Policy ASM‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Propose that for ASM application which is not covered by the NMA – all The CTC SPC received this comment as part of the agricultural delegation on May 1 and is in general agreement with a
ASM application plans should mimic a NMP that has been written based couple of exceptions.
on the NMA, for all manures, for all rates and all setbacks.
In an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the CTC SPC is also proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B
with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial
fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being prohibited in
an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8
or more. Separate policies require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue
is more fully researched to determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be managed to
protect the municipal well.
‐All accredited NMP or NMS should be accepted as RMPs. Note:
chemical fertilizer would not be covered under this plan. The NMP like
plan should be presented to a RMO or RMI and approval be good for 5
years.
Loss of ability to apply ASM would affect the whole farms nutrient
management and NMP and if yields are reduced income decrease and
the farm would not be viable

GP‐17

September 7, 2012

The CTC SPC considers that this should be the decision of the RMO.

The CTC SPC policies are most protective in WHPA‐A based on the potential for activities close to the well to pose
significant threats. The Nutrient Management Act puts the same limitations on these activities in this area.
In an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the CTC SPC is also proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B
with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial
fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being prohibited in
an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8
or more. Separate policies require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue
is more fully researched to determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be managed to
protect the municipal well.
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

Prescribed Instrument
1) The storage of ASM (existing, expanding and future) shall be prohibited in WHPA A

ASM‐4

Storage of
ASM

OMAFRA

C

2) The storage of ASM (expanding and future) in an Issue Contributing Area for nitrates
and/or pathogens, shall also be prohibited in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and in
WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score greater than 8;
3) Outside of the instances identified in (1) and (2), where the storage of ASM (existing,
expanding and/or future) is in an area where this activity is or would be a significant drinking
water threat, OMAFRA shall ensure that the Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy that
governs the activity includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:
a) the storage of ASM ceases to be a significant drinking water threat; or
b) the storage of ASM never becomes a significant drinking water threat

ID Code
P1

P6

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐1
T‐2
T‐3

Mon‐11

WHPA A in entire ICA
In an in entire ICA for
pathogens or nitrates,
policy applies in WHPA
B VS of 10 and/or WHPA
E VS equal to or greater
than 8
In an in entire ICA for
pathogens or nitrates,
policy applies in the
remainder of the in
entire ICA not included
above

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐4 (Policy ASM‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
How will this be implemented? Is this clear enough for an implementer?
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
Prohibition of existing ASM storage is no longer being proposed.
‐The ministry does not support prohibition of the existing storage of ASM. The ministry recommends
that these activities be managed through the use of RMPs as this would ensure that source water is
protected and economic hardship is avoided with respect to farmers who have made significant
investments in these facilities (ASM‐4 and LIV‐5)
‐OMAFRA will only implement policies that concern activities that are regulated under the NMA and
that prohibit activities in WHPA‐A. These activities include the application of ASM, future storage of
ASM, application and storage of NASM, application of commercial fertilizer, and the future use of land
as an outdoor confinement are for farms phased in under the NMA. The RMO should be identified as
the implementing authority for policies that prohibit activities on farms that are not phased in under
the NMA (ASM‐4, NASM‐1, NASM‐2, LIV‐5).

September 7, 2012

The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising
policies. Future storage of ASM, NASM is being prohibited in an ICA for nitrates or
pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability
score of 8 or more. The CTC SPC is of the opinion that where the farm is under the NMA
it is OMFRA’s responsibility to enforce these provisions rather than downloading more
to the municipality.
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ID Code
M2‐1

M3‐1

M4‐1

M5‐3
M5‐4

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐4 (Policy ASM‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Regional staff supports the policy approach, but recommends the SPC undertake further consultation
A new definition of what constitutes an existing activity and any expansion that is
with MOE, OMAFRA and the agriculture community to ensure that the policy approach, where it
subject to that existing threat policy has been added.
applies to all expansions to existing farms in WHPA B and E ICAs, is appropriate and necessary.
Outside of WHPA‐A, it is more appropriate to have OMAFRA decide through their scientific review of a The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising
NMP/NMS how the ASM storage should be managed and rely on the direction of the Nutrient
policies. In an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition of
Management Act. Halton Region supports normal farm practices and is not in support of any policy
ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a
vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E
that limits the ability of the agricultural use to continue into the future.
with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being
prohibited in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of
10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies require further
research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue is more fully
researched to determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be
managed to protect the municipal well.
The policy is not consistent with the direction of the Halton‐Hamilton proposed policies and the
impacts to landowners would be far greater than needed.
May just be a clarity issue, but the way this section reads is the future/expansion of storage of ASM
would be allowed under a PI in WHPA‐A as long as it’s not in an ICA. Suggested improvement ‐
consider if this is correct/clarify
It is imperative that any draft policies minimize impact on the agricultural community. It is noted that
there are still prohibitions beyond WHPA‐A in the draft policies relating to agricultural activities such as
application and storage of ASM, handling and storage of fuel and livestock grazing and pasturing.
Prohibitions extending into the ICA have not been adequately justified. Both municipalities would
prefer to work directly with the agricultural community to manage these issues rather than developing
prohibitive policies.

September 7, 2012

Since there are no ICAs for nitrate or pathogens in Halton Region outside of the CTC,
there are no comparable policies in these other SPRs that apply to Halton.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.

The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising
policies. Only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens (neither of these have been identified
in Amaranth or East Garafraxa), the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM
application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability
score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a
vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being prohibited
in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and
WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies require further
research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue is more fully
researched to determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be
managed to protect the municipal well.
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ID Code

O1

Draft
Policy ID

ASM‐5

ASM‐6

ID Code
P1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐4 (Policy ASM‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
I agree with point (1). I see an issue with point (2). For most WHPA's the regulated area is small and not The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising
policies. Only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition
encompassing of entire farms, however, in some WHPA's, the regulated area can be quite large (for
of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with
example, Acton's Davidson Well). Given this large extent it is quite possible that entire farms can fall
a vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E
within the regulated area. I feel that a more suitable policy that balances environmental and human
with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being
health protection with agricultural production would require that manure stored in these areas be
subject to the same requirements as those outlined in point (3). However, again, I have concerns with
prohibited in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of
10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies require further
whether OMAFRA will actually be able to eliminate the significant threat or prevent it from ever
research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue is more fully
becoming a significant threat given the definitions on page 59.
researched to determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be
managed to protect the municipal well.
Threat
Description

Storage of
ASM

Storage of
ASM

Implementing
Body

RMO

RMO

Legal
Effect

G
I

H
I

Policy

Where Policy Applies

Part IV, s. 57 and s. 59
For agricultural lands without a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy, the storage of
ASM is designated for the purpose of s. 57 and s.59 under the CWA and is therefore
prohibited: a) in WHPA‐A (existing , expanding and future); and
b) in an Issue Contributing Area for nitrates and/or pathogens (expanding and future), is
also prohibited in, WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10, and in WHPA‐E with a
vulnerability score greater than 8.
Part IV, s. 58 and s. 59
For agricultural lands without a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy, the storage of
ASM is designated for the purpose of s. 58 and s.59 under the CWA, requiring risk
management plans (existing, expanding and/or future) in all areas where the activity is
not prohibited, but is or would be a significant drinking water threat.

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐4
T‐5

Mon‐8

T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐8

WHPA A‐ in entire ICA
In an ICA for nitrates or
pathogens, policy applies in
WHPA B with a VS of 10
and/or WHPA‐E with a VS ≥8
WHPA B with a VS of 10
and/or WHPA‐E with a VS ≥8
OR Remainder of ICA
(nitrates or pathogens) not
included above

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐5 and ASM‐6 (Policy ASM‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Add “c) Policy Gen‐1: Restricted Land Uses” as it applies a reference to policy Gen‐1.
Reference to RLU has been revised in policies per advice from MOE staff.

September 7, 2012
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ID Code

P6

P6

M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐5 and ASM‐6 (Policy ASM‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising
We support the prohibition of the application, handling and storage of ASM in WHPA‐A and IPZ‐1 or
policies. Only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition
WHPA‐A equivalent portions of WHPA‐E, as this is consistent with current requirements under the
NMA. Although the NMA does not define or include such requirements for IPZ‐1 zones, the IPZ concept of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E
was not available when the NMA was developed, and prohibition in the IPZ‐1 is in the ministry’s opinion with a vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in
WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also
consistent with the intent of the NMA. Threats associated with most other agricultural activities can be
managed adequately with the use of appropriate standards and management practices. OMAFRA does
being prohibited in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability
score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies
not support prohibition of the application, handling and storage of ASM outside of WHPA‐A and IPZ‐1
require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the
zones, and recommends that the threats be managed using nutrient management standards and
management practices (policies ASM‐5)
issue is more fully researched to determine how and if any of the activities
contributing to the issue can be managed to protect the municipal well.
Agreed. This was the intent of the draft policy and is in the proposed policy.
It was noted that existing and future activities on farms that are phased in under the NMA would be
managed using prescribed instruments. The ministry requests that rational be provided to explain why
future activities on farms that are not phased in under the NMA cannot be managed with the use of
RMPs. The ministry supports the use of RMPs for farms not phased in because this approach would be
equivalent to management using prescribed instruments. We recommend that RMPs be based on
nutrient management standards and appropriate agri‐environmental management practices.
A new definition of what constitutes an existing activity and any expansion that is
Regional staff supports the policy approach, but recommends the SPC undertake further consultation
with MOE, OMAFRA and the agriculture community to ensure that the policy approach, where it applies subject to that existing threat policy has been added.
to all expansions to existing farms in WHPA B and E ICAs, is appropriate and necessary.

September 7, 2012
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ID Code

M3‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐5 and ASM‐6 (Policy ASM‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising
‐ASM‐5 a) ‐ It should be clarified that this policy does not apply to the entire ICA, even if the ICA is for
nitrates or pathogens. If the policy does intend to prohibit the application of ASMs throughout all ICAs, policies. Only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition
we would have an issue with this policy as it would essentially shut down a large portion of the
of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E
with a vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in
agricultural area north of Acton, which would have a huge impact on a number of landowners in that
WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is being
area.
‐ASM‐5 b) ‐ It is more appropriate to have the RMO decide through their scientific review how the ASM prohibited only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability
storage should be managed. Halton Region supports normal farm practices and is not in support of any score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies
require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the
policy that limits the ability of the agricultural use to continue into the future.
‐ASM‐6‐Halton Region supports normal farm practices and is not in support of any policy that limits the issue is more fully researched to determine how and if any of the activities
ability of the agricultural use to continue into the future.
contributing to the issue can be managed to protect the municipal well.
‐Risk management plans are not required as the farming community is already well aware of existing
best management practices through education & outreach materials from OMAFRA and OFEC
(Environmental Farm Plan Workbook ‐ On‐Farm Storage of Livestock Manure and Other Prescribed
Materials).
‐The policy is not consistent with the direction of the Halton‐Hamilton or Lake Erie proposed policies
and the impacts to landowners would be far greater than they need to be.

M4‐1

Wording is inconsistent with document. e.g., a) has the phrase "in all wellheads". This is not in other
sections and is unclear. Clarify or remove.

September 7, 2012

‐The SPC must develop a policy for significant drinking water threats which when
implemented they consider adequate to ensure that the threat ceases to be or does
not pose a threat to the municipal water supply. The use of risk management plans
has been chosen as the most appropriate tool by the CTC SPC for such agricultural
activities not covered under the Nutrient Management Act.
‐Since there are no ICAs for nitrate (or pathogens) in Halton Region outside of the CTC,
there are no comparable policies in these other source protection regions that apply
to Halton.
Language revised.
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ID Code

M5‐3
M5‐4

M7

O1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐5 and ASM‐6 (Policy ASM‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising
It is imperative that any draft policies minimize impact on the agricultural community. It is noted that
there are still prohibitions beyond WHPA‐A in the draft policies relating to agricultural activities such as policies. Only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens (neither of these have been identified
in Amaranth or East Garafraxa), the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM
application and storage of ASM, handling and storage of fuel and livestock grazing and pasturing.
Prohibitions extending into the ICA have not been adequately justified. Both municipalities would prefer application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a
vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E
to work directly with the agricultural community to manage these issues rather than developing
prohibitive policies.
with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is being
prohibited only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability
score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies
require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the
issue is more fully researched to determine how and if any of the activities
contributing to the issue can be managed to protect the municipal well.
A number of potential threats identified in the Draft SPP, represent a significant change to the accepted The SPC must develop a policy for significant drinking water threats which when
implemented they consider adequate to ensure that the threat ceases to be or does
farming practices (e.g. handling, storage and distribution of ASMs, pesticides and commercial
not pose a threat to the municipal water supply. None of these policies will apply in
fertilizers). The township would request that the SPP will not disadvantage the farming community as a
the CTC portion of the Township of Adjala‐Tosorontio as there are no vulnerable areas
result of the new stringent regulations.
where there are or could be significant threats identified in the approved Assessment
Report.
I agree with point (a). I see an issue with point (b). For most WHPA's the regulated area is small and not The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising
encompassing of entire farms, however, in some WHPA's, the regulated area can be quite large (for
policies. In an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition of
example, Acton's Davidson Well). Given this large extent it is quite possible that entire farms can fall
ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a
within the regulated area. This policy would effectively prohibit the use of the farm land for livestock
vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E
production, thereby decreasing agricultural production of an area and lower farm property values. I feel with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being
that a more suitable policy that balances environmental and human health protection with agricultural
prohibited only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability
production would require that manure stored in these areas be subject to the same requirements as
score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies
those outlined in ASM‐4 point 3. I feel as though if solid manure storages have walls and a roof the
require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the
threat to water quality is very low. Mixing of precipitation and manure is eliminated and therefore,
issue is more fully researched to determine how and if any of the activities
contributing to the issue can be managed to protect the municipal well.
leaching is not generated. Liquid manure can be contained in an earthen lagoon or in a concrete tank. I
feel as though a good policy for this would be to require concrete tanks for liquid manure and prohibit
earthen storages. In addition, possibly require that manure tanks be inspected annually, biannually, etc.
to ensure they are not leaking.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

I5

I8

Draft
Policy ID
ASM‐7

ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐5 and ASM‐6 (Policy ASM‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Proposes for ASM storage‐storage plans should mimic NMSD that have been based on NMA. Existing
The CTC SPC received this comment as part of the agricultural delegation on May 1
storage could be upgraded in a WHPA‐A or WHPA‐B with a risk score of 10 to meet present standards.
and is in general agreement. The revised policy allows existing storage to be
‐Future: prohibition in WHPA‐A
managed. Future storage of ASM, NASM is being prohibited in WHPA‐A and also in an
ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E
with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies require further research into
the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue is more fully researched
to determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be managed
to protect the municipal well.
There is now a prohibition to existing farm ASM storage or expansion of ASM storage in the WHPA‐A
The revised policy allows existing storage to be managed. Future storage of ASM,
which may add a huge cost to a farmer. Farmers should be able to manage the existing and if the
NASM is being prohibited in WHPA‐A and also in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in
expansion of the storage was more protective for the existing animals then it should be allowed. It does WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or
not allow a huge expansion of the herd which is fine. If a huge expansion of the herd was to take place
more. Separate policies require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary
then the responsible choice would be to locate the ASM storage outside the 100 metre radius. The way while the source of the issue is more fully researched to determine how and if any of
it is worded this policy ASM‐5 storage may not be allowed on the whole farm in an ICA which is an area
the activities contributing to the issue can be managed to protect the municipal well.
where there is already an issue with nitrates in the well. It would make more common sense to fix the
problem that exists instead of taking away the right of farmers to farm within a huge ICA.
Threat
Description
Application
of ASM OR
Storage of
ASM

Implementing
Body
MOE

Legal
Effect
K

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A‐B with a VS of 10
and/or WHPA‐E with a VS ≥8 or
in entire ICA (nitrates or
pathogens) in entire ICA

T‐12

Mon‐14

Policy
Incentive
Request the MOE to consider expanding the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship
Program and/or funding other relevant programs to implement Best Management
Practices for ASM application and storage in significant threat areas.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐7 (Policy GEN‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended.
Funding is going to be critical for the implementation of these new policies and landowners will need sources of funding. We recognize that
the legal effect of this policy does not require the MOE to take this action, but can we not "Request the MOE expand..." and remove the
word "consider"?

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Support for the policy noted.
The word ‘consider’ has been removed from this
policy and all other similar policies directed at
MOE.
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ID Code

GP‐79

Draft
Policy ID
ASM‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐7 (Policy GEN‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Incentives offered to future threats, such as in ASM‐7 would not accomplish the objectives of protecting municipal drinking water sources.
People who voluntarily adopt changes are far more committed than those who are forced to make a change which is why incentive
programs are important to be included within the SPP. Providing incentives to landowners for future threat activities would not accomplish
the objective of having a threat cease to be significant or never becoming significant. The policies that use incentives for future threats
should be revisited.
Threat
Description
Application of
ASM OR
Storage of
ASM

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

MOE

K

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A‐B with a VS of 10
and/or WHPA‐E with a VS ≥ 8 or
in entire ICA (nitrates or
pathogens)in entire ICA

T‐17

Mon‐12

Policy
Other
The MOE shall prioritize and conduct regular inspections of activities related to
the application, handling and storage of ASM where they are or would be a
significant drinking water threat.

CTC Response
Agreed. The incentive program is intended to
deal with existing not future threat activities.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐8 (Policy ASM‐5 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code

Comments
Why is this policy not legally binding?

M1‐1
M2‐1
M3‐1
Draft
Policy ID

ASM‐9

Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended.
It is more reasonable for the RMO to conduct inspections if they are required by the policy.
Threat
Description
Application
of ASM
OR
Storage of
ASM

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

E

CTC Response
Significant threat policies that are implemented a body other than a municipality, source
protection authority or local board, or a provincial ministry where a prescribed instrument is
being used cannot be legally binding due to the provisions of the Clean Water Act, 2006.
Support for the policy noted.
An additional policy has been added for municipal inspections of farms without a NMP.

Policy
Incentive
The Ministry of Environment is requested to continue its funding to municipalities and
conservation authorities under the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship or other similar
programs to allow for the continuation of local research into nitrogen and pathogen issues
to determine whether application and/or storage of ASM is a contributing source of the
contaminant in entire ICAs.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A‐B with a VS of
10 and/or WHPA‐E with
a VS ≥ 8 or in entire ICA
(nitrates or
pathogens)in entire ICA

T‐12

Mon‐14
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ID Code
M2‐1
M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐9 (Policy GEN‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended.
Support for the policy noted.
Policy noted as incentive ‐ reads like a research policy. Clarify implementation tool.
Tool revised to ‘Specify Action’.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

ASM‐10

Application
of ASM
Storage of
ASM

ID Code
P1

P6

M1‐1

Implementing
Body

Municipality

CTC Response

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Research
Where municipal groundwater monitoring shows increasing trends and/or exceeds Ontario Drinking
Water standards, the municipality shall investigate, and if necessary, amend risk management plans and
inform OMAFRA to amend Nutrient Management Plans and/or Strategies within the significant threat
areas to include any additional measures required to ensure the activities cease to be a significant
drinking water threat.

in entire ICA
for nitrates
or pathogens
only

T‐13

Mon‐5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐10 (Policy GEN‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Since this policy relates to issues, this may be revised to be a monitoring policy The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into Issues as recommended.
for a drinking water issue. Please see the Monitoring Policies Support
Document from June 2011 for sample policies.
For policies that discuss additional measures needed for prescribe instruments, The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into Issues as recommended.
the ministry recommends that the current wording be replaced with “the
municipality shall … request that the Issuing Director amend a NMP and / or
Strategy”. The Issuing Director may not delegate the authority to make
decisions under the NMA. The Issuing Director will consult with the
municipality and will determine the appropriate course of action with respect
to prescribed instruments (ASM‐10, NASM‐8, FER‐9 LIV‐8)
The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in revising policies. In an ICA for nitrates
In an ICA, where a threat activity occurring on a specific property is directly
related to an issue at a drinking water source, the activity should not be subject or pathogens (there are none identified in the portion of Durham within the CTC), the CTC SPC is proposing
prohibition of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a
to a review of a Provincial Instrument (PI) or RMP, but should be prohibited.
vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a vulnerability
score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also being prohibited only in an ICA for nitrates or
pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY ASM‐10 (Policy GEN‐4 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code

M2‐1

M3‐1

M6‐1

Comments

Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended.
It needs to be clarified as to what is meant by "investigation" when
groundwater monitoring shows increasing trends, so we can better evaluate
the cost implications to Halton Region. Furthermore, municipalities feel that
RMPs are not required.

This policy is found in a number of areas and suggests that municipalities
amend RMPs if groundwater conditions change. We understood that risk
management plans were to be negotiated with landowners not forced on them
and we would have assumed that a plan entered into in good faith by both
parties would not be unilaterally amended by one party. The plan should /may
have formed the basis for investment decisions that can be undermined by this
policy. The policy also says the municipality should tell the province to amend
a provincial approval which is not within our jurisdiction. At the end of the day
if you enter into an agreement both sides should honour it.

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Separate policies require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while the source of the issue is
more fully researched to determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be managed
to protect the municipal well.
Support for policy noted.
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into any Issues as recommended by MOE
staff. The scope and cost of any investigations should be determined on a case by case basis taking into
account the nature of the Issue, the existing threat activities and the geological setting of the well. Qualified
hydrogeological professionals will be able to provide advice and guidance on what is required to properly
assess and monitor the situation to determine the probable existing and potential future sources, pathways
and identify possible prevention/remediation measures.
The policy has been revised and reference to ‘amend’ has been removed.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Non‐Agricultural Source Material
Draft
Policy ID

NASM‐1

NASM‐2

NASM‐3

Threat
Description
Application
of NASM to
Land
Handling and
Storage of
NASM
Application
of NASM to
Land
Handling and
Storage of
NASM

Application
of NASM to
Land
Handling and
Storage of
NASM

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

OMAFRA
MOE

Legal
Effect

C

Policy
Prescribed Instrument
The application, handling and storage of NASM (existing) shall be prohibited in WHPA A, where it
is a significant drinking water threat.

Prescribed Instrument
The application, handling and storage of NASM (expansion, and/or future) shall be prohibited in all
areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat.
OMAFRA
MOE

MOE
OMAFRA

C

C

Prescribed Instrument
Outside of WHPA A, where the application, handling and storage of NASM (existing) is in an area
where this activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat, OMAFRA or MOE shall ensure
that the NASM Plan that governs the activity includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure
that:
a) the application, handling and storage of NASM ceases to be a significant drinking water threat;
or
b) the application, handling and storage of NASM never becomes a significant drinking water
threat.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A

T‐2

Mon‐11

WHPA A‐B with a
VS of 10 or WHPA‐
E with a VS equal
or more than 8
and in entire ICA
(nitrates or
pathogens)in
entire ICA

T‐3

Mon‐11

WHPA B with a VS
of 10 or WHPA‐E
with a VS equal or
more than 8 and
in entire ICA
(nitrates or
pathogens)in
entire ICA

T‐1

Mon‐11
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ID Code

P6 pre‐
consult
P6 first
public
consult

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY NASM‐1, NASM‐2 & NASM‐3 (Policy NASM‐1, NASM‐2, NASM‐3, NASM‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐OMAFRA supports policies that are consistent with the requirements of the NMA. OMAFRA also supports policies that
‐CTC SPC has carefully considered these comments in revising
recommend that the ministry not approve or renew new NASM Plans, NMP and NMS for sites in WHPA‐A, as they are
policies.
consistent with other policies, concerning prohibition of activities in this zone.
‐In addition to WHPA‐A, within an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the
‐OMAFRA is not supportive of the aspects of these policies where it is recommended that the ministry shall not approve
CTC SPC is also proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM application in
NASM Plans, NMP and NMS for sites outside WHPA‐A. NASM standards are designed to address threats to source water
outside of this zone. Where a NMP, NMS or NASM Plan does not exist, nutrient management standards threats (policies
WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a
vulnerability score of 8 or more and the application of commercial
ASM‐4 (mon) and NASM‐2 (mon). Please note that NASM Plans are required on all farms that store or apply NASM, with
fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future
the exception of those storing or applying CPI Materials. These materials are defined in Ontario Reg. 267/03. “CPI”, when
storage of ASM, NASM is also being prohibited in an ICA for nitrates
used in reference to NASM, means that its content of pathogen named in Column 1 of Table 1 or Table 2 of Schedule 6
does not exceed the level set out in Column 2 or 3 of Table 1 or Column 2 or 3 of Table 2; (“TPI”)
or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a vulnerability score of 10 and
WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more. Separate policies
‐The ministry supports proposed policies for ICAs for municipal wells that are consistent with those for vulnerable
require further research into the Issues. This is precautionary while
groundwater areas. Specifically OMAFRA supports proposed policies for the WHPA‐A zone that would:
the source of the issue is more fully researched to determine how
o Prohibit new storage facilities for ASM, NASM, commercial fertilizer, and new outdoor confinement areas and farm
and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be managed
animal yards, which is consistent with current requirements under the NMA;
to protect the municipal well.
o Prohibit land application of ASM, NASM and commercial fertilizer, which is consistent with current requirements
under the NMA; and
‐The CTC SPC is of the opinion that where the farm is under the
NMA it is OMFRA’s responsibility to enforce these provisions rather
‐OMAFRA supports proposed policies for all zones outside of WHPA‐A that would manage agricultural activities using NMS than downloading more to the municipality.
and agri‐environmental management practices. This is consistent with risk management principles, and would permit land
application or storage of ASM, NASM and commercial fertilizer.
‐Multiple policies identify OMAFRA as implementing body for section 57 prohibition policies. The ministry does not
support prohibition of agricultural activities outside of WHPA‐A and also does not support its involvement in
implementing policies that would prohibit activities in these areas. OMAFRA will only implement policies that concern
activities that are regulated under the NMA and that prohibit activities in WHPA‐A. These activities include the application
and storage of NASM. The RMO should be identified as the implementing authority for policies that prohibit activities on
farms that are not phased in under the NMA (policies ASM‐4, NASM‐1m, NASM‐2, LIV‐5).
‐The ministry requests that rationale be provided to explain why future NASM application and storage cannot be managed
using prescribed instruments in the same way that existing activities are managed (NASM‐2).

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

P10

M2‐1

M3‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY NASM‐1, NASM‐2 & NASM‐3 (Policy NASM‐1, NASM‐2, NASM‐3, NASM‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
NASM while storage is an issue in a WHPA‐A to prohibit existing there is unrealistic. In ICA we feel following the NMA for
The CTC SPC considered this matter carefully and decided not to
most or a RMP based on that should be fine including in a WHPA‐B.
prohibit existing storage of Category 1 NASM in WHPA‐A due to the
low potential for contaminants to be present that could affect the
well, while maintaining proposed prohibitions for Category 2 and 3.
Unlike ASMs which are often generated on the farm, NASMs are
imported. Locating the storage outside of vulnerable areas is
deemed appropriate to address the threat.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies NASM‐1 to NASM‐8.
Support for policy noted.
‐The policy has been revised to limit the area where prohibition
‐NASM‐1 ‐ It should be clarified that this policy does not apply to the entire ICA, even if the ICA is for nitrates or
applies.
pathogens. If the policy does intend to prohibit the existing application of NASMs throughout all ICAs, we would have an
issue with this policy as it would restrict the flexibility of NASM application in a large portion of the agricultural area north
‐In addition to WHPA‐A, within an ICA for nitrates or pathogens, the
of Acton.
CTC SPC is proposing prohibition of NASM application in WHPA‐B
‐NASM‐2 ‐ It is more appropriate to have OMAFRA and the MOE decide through their scientific review of a NASM
application how the NASM application and storage should be managed and rely on the direction of the existing legislation. with a vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability
score of 8 or more. Future storage of NASM is also prohibited in the
Halton Region supports normal farm practices and is not in support of any policy that limits the ability of the agricultural
same areas.
use to continue into the future.
‐The policy is not consistent with the direction of the Halton‐Hamilton proposed policies and the impacts to landowners
could be far greater than they need to be.

M4‐1

I5

I8

This policy treats all NASM uniformly which is inconsistent to SGBLS.
Suggested improvement: Apply ASM policies to category 1 NASM.
It is proposed that the application of NASM to land Category 1 NASM should be treated as an ASM. There should be no
application of Category 2 or 3 in a WHPA‐A or in a WHPA‐B.
The handling and storage of NASM: prohibition should be in effect for both WHPA‐A and WHPA‐B

Category 1 NASMs should be treated the same as ASM while Category 2 & 3 NASMs, due to the heavy metals and other
contaminants should be treated more carefully as the policies previously laid out for all NASMs.

September 7, 2012

‐Since there are no ICAs for nitrate (or pathogens) in Halton Region
outside of the CTC, there are no comparable policies in these other
source protection regions that apply to Halton.
Policy has been revised to address categories of NASM.
The CTC SPC received this comment as part of the agricultural
delegation on May 1 and is in general agreement. Proposed policies
differentiate amongst different categories of NASM and are more
protective for NASM which has more contaminants that could
affect water quality.
Revised policies are consistent with this.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

NASM‐4

ID Code
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

NASM‐5

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M3‐1
M4‐1

Threat
Description
Application
of NASM to
Land OR
Handling
and Storage
of NASM

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

Incentive
Request the Province to continue its funding to municipalities and conservation authorities
under the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship or other similar programs to allow for the
implementation of Best Management Practices for NASM handling, application and storage in
significant threat areas.

WHPA A‐B with a VS of
10 or WHPA‐E with a VS
equal or more than 8
and in entire ICA
(nitrates or
pathogens)in entire ICA

T‐12

Mon‐14

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY NASM‐4 (Policy GEN‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies NASM‐1 to NASM‐8.
Threat
Description
Application
of NASM
Handling
and Storage
of NASM

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

E

CTC Response
Support for policy noted.

Policy
Incentive
Municipalities are encouraged to consider providing incentive programs for landowners to
establish Best Management Practices that protect source water in significant threat areas.

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A‐B with a VS of
10 or WHPA‐E with a VS
equal or more than 8 and
in entire ICA (nitrates or
pathogens)in entire ICA

T‐12

Mon‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY NASM‐5 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Please clarify – is this intended specifically for the two threat activities or for all landowners?
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies NASM ‐1 to NASM‐8
Given the policy that is now included (NASM‐4) that directs the province to fund incentive programs, this policy directed at the municipalities should be removed.
In previous comment, requested this policy be removed. This policy establishes an unreasonable expectation that the municipality will provide an incentive for an
activity regulated by the province. As stated in our previous comments, please remove since it should be covered by MOE and OMAFRA.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Policy removed.
Policy removed.
Policy removed.
Policy removed.
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Draft
Policy ID

NASM‐6

ID Code
P6
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

NASM‐7

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M4‐1

Threat
Description
Application
of NASM to
Land or
Handling
and Storage
of NASM

Implementing Legal
Body
Effect

OMAFRA
MOE

Education/Outreach
OMAFRA and MOE are requested to provide to landowners and haulers that have a NASM
Plan or n Environmental Compliance Approval to haul, store or apply NASM, information
on the importance of protecting source water and the location of the nearby municipal
wells.

K

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY NASM‐6 (Policy NASM‐5 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
OMAFRA has educational info on NASM for brokers, farmers and applicators and MOE cover generators and carriers. We
recommend that the SPA provide educational info to landowners and Ministry can provide educational materials that may assist
with the implementation of policy NASM‐6.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies NASM‐1 to NASM‐8.
Threat
Description
Application
of NASM to
Land
Or Handling
and Storage
of NASM

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

E

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A‐B with a VS of 10
or WHPA‐E with a VS equal
or more than 8 and in
entire ICA (nitrates or
pathogens)in entire ICA

T‐11

Mon‐13

CTC Response
Comment noted. Information should be provided directly
to municipalities to deliver outreach.
Support for policy noted.

Policy
Incentive
The Ministry of Environment is requested to continue its funding to municipalities and conservation
authorities under the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship or other similar programs to allow for the
continuation of local research into nitrogen and pathogen issues to determine whether application
and/or storage of NASM is a contributing source of contaminant in entire ICAs.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY NASM‐7 (Policy GEN‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Legal affect should be K not E.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies NASM‐1 to NASM‐8.
Policy noted as incentive, however it reads like a research policy. Clarify tool.

September 7, 2012

Where Policy Applies

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

ICA for
nitrate or
pathogen
only

T‐12

Mon‐14

CTC Response
Revision made.
Support for policy noted.
Tool revised.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

NASM‐8

ID Code
P1

P6

M1‐1

M2‐1

Threat
Description
Application of
NASM to Land
Or Handling
and Storage of
NASM

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Research
Where municipal groundwater monitoring shows increasing trends and/or exceeds Ontario Drinking
Water standards, the municipality shall investigate, and if necessary, amend risk management plans
and inform OMAFRA and MOE to amend NASM Plans within the significant threat areas to include any
additional measures required to ensure the activities cease to be a significant drinking water threat.

in entire ICA
for nitrate or
pathogen
only

T‐13

Mon‐5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY NASM‐8 (Policy GEN‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Since this policy relates to issues, this may be revised to be a monitoring policy for a drinking water issue. Please
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into
see the Monitoring Policies Support Document from June 2011 for sample policies.
Issues as recommended.
For policies that discuss additional measures needed for prescribe instruments, the ministry recommends that the
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into
current wording be replaced with “the municipality shall … request that the Issuing Director amend a NMP and/or
Issues as recommended.
Strategy”. The Issuing Director may not delegate the authority to make decisions under the NMA. The Issuing
Director will consult with the municipality and will determine the appropriate course of action with respect to
prescribed instruments (ASM‐10, NASM‐8, FER‐9, LIV‐8)
‐In an ICA, where a threat activity occurring on a specific property is directly related to an issue at a drinking water
‐The CTC SPC has extensively considered these and related comments in
source, the activity should not be subject to a review of a Provincial Instrument (PI) or RMP, but should be
revising policies. In an ICA for nitrates or pathogens (there are none
prohibited; and
identified in the portion of Durham within the CTC), the CTC SPC is
proposing prohibition of ASM, NASM application in WHPA‐B with a
vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or
more and the application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a
vulnerability score of 8 or more. Future storage of ASM, NASM is also
being prohibited only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens in WHPA‐B with a
vulnerability score of 10 and WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or
more. Separate policies require further research into the Issues. This is
precautionary while the source of the issue is more fully researched to
determine how and if any of the activities contributing to the issue can be
managed to protect the municipal well.
‐RMO and RMP should be removed from this policy, they have no jurisdiction over NASMs
‐Agreed, policy revised.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies NASM‐1 to NASM‐8
Support for policy noted.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M3‐1

M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY NASM‐8 (Policy GEN‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
It needs to be clarified as to what is meant by "investigation" when groundwater monitoring shows increasing
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into
trends, so we can better evaluate the cost implications to Halton Region.
any Issues as recommended by MOE staff. The scope and cost of any
investigations should be determined on a case by case basis taking into
account the nature of the Issue, the existing threat activities and the
geological setting of the well. Qualified hydrogeological professionals will
be able to provide advice and guidance on what is required to properly
assess and monitor the situation to determine the probable existing and
potential future sources, pathways and identify possible
prevention/remediation measures.
Section notes RMPs may be amended, but s.58 is not used under the NASM policies. Clarify or correct.
Agreed, policy revised.

Livestock
Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

LIV‐1

Use of Land
as Livestock
Grazing or
Pasturing
Land

ID Code
P1

P6

Implementing
Body

OMAFRA

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
For farms with a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy where the use of land as livestock grazing or
pasturing land (existing, expanding and/or future) is in an area where this activity is or would be a
significant drinking water threat, OMAFRA shall ensure that the Nutrient Management Plan or
Strategy that governs the activity includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:
a) the use of land for livestock grazing or pasturing ceases to be a significant drinking water threat; or
b) the use of land for livestock grazing or pasturing never becomes a significant drinking water threat.

WHPA A‐B with a
VS of 10 or
WHPA‐E with a VS
≥8 and in entire
ICA (nitrates or
pathogens)

T‐1
T‐3

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐1 (Policy LIV‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
This instrument does not regulate the use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, only certain outdoor confinement
Policy revised to use Part IV tools.
areas, it is recommended that this policy be revised to use s. 58 Risk Management Plans.
‐OMAFRA supports policies that are consistent with the requirements of the NMA.
Policy revised to use Part IV tools.
‐ We support the use of RMPs to address outdoor confinement areas and farm animal yards where RMPs are equivalent to
that required under the NMA. The NMA does not have standards for livestock grazing and pasturing. For managing the risk
associated with these threats, OMAFRA recommends the development of RMPs that are based on appropriate agri‐

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

P6
M1‐1
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

LIV‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐1 (Policy LIV‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
environmental management practices. The ministry has information on management practices that may be useful for the
development of RMPs (policies FER‐5, FER‐6, FER‐7, FER‐13, PES‐1, PES‐2, PES‐3, PES‐4, LIV‐1, LEV‐2, LIV‐11, LIV‐12, FUEL‐3).
Refer to Jan.27‐12 comment explaining that the use of land for livestock grazing and pasturing is not regulated under the
Policy revised to use Part IV tools.
NMA (LIV‐1, LIV‐2)
Why no prohibition of grazing in WHPA?
Assume that this is in reference to WHPA‐A. Revised policy prohibits
grazing in WHPA‐A where there is a nitrate or pathogen Issue.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Liv‐1 to Liv‐4.
Support for policy noted.
Threat
Description
Use of Land
as Livestock
Grazing or
Pasturing
Land

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect
H
I

Policy
Part IV. s. 58 and s. 59
For farms without a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy, the use of land as livestock
grazing or pasturing land (existing, expanding, and/or future) is designated for the purpose
of s. 58 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in all areas
where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat.

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A‐B with a VS of 10
or WHPA‐E with a VS
equal or more than 8 and
in entire ICA (nitrates or
pathogens)

T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐2 (Policy LIV‐1 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
P1
P6
P10
M2‐1

M3‐1

M4‐1

Comments
See previous comments on policies that refer to s. 59.
Refer to Jan.27‐12 comment explaining that the use of land for livestock grazing and
pasturing is not regulated under the NMA (LIV‐1, LIV‐2).
Policies for livestock grazing need to be reworked as they are not part of the NMA.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Liv‐1 to Liv‐4.
For livestock grazing operations < 5 NU where soil depth is greater than 30 cm and the
livestock density < 1 NU/acre, no RMPs are required. The farming community is already
well aware of existing BMPs through education & outreach materials from OMAFRA (i.e.,
Streamside Grazing (2007 as amended) and OFEC (Environmental Farm Plan Workbook ‐
Stream, Ditch and Floodplain management).
S. 57 noted in the header, 58 in the body of the policy. Confirm no prohibition is being
suggested.

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Revision made.
Revision made.
Revision made.
Support for policy noted.
The SPC must develop a policy for significant drinking water threats which when implemented they
consider adequate to ensure that the threat ceases to be or does not pose a threat to the municipal
water supply. The use of risk management plans has been chosen as the most appropriate tool by
the CTC SPC for such agricultural activities not covered under the Nutrient Management Act.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M5‐3
M5‐4

I5.2

I8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐2 (Policy LIV‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
It is imperative that any draft policies minimize impact on the agricultural community. Both Under this policy the municipal RMO will negotiate a site specific RMP.
municipalities would prefer to work directly with the agricultural community to manage
Only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens (neither of these have been identified in Amaranth or East
these issues rather than developing prohibitive policies.
Garafraxa), the CTC SPC is proposing prohibition of livestock grazing in WHPA‐A in the revised policy.
‐The CTC SPC received this comment as part of the agricultural delegation on May 1 and is in general
Proposed policy for the use of land for grazing – grazing should be allowed at ½ animal
units per acre in both WHPA‐A and WHPA‐B. Recommend prohibition in WHPA‐A in an ICA agreement.
for nitrates.
‐The revised policy prohibits of livestock grazing in WHPA‐A in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens.
The CTC SPC considers that the RMO should determine the limit on the animal units allowed
considering the site specific conditions.
Policies treat livestock grazing/pasturing separately from outdoor confinement/farm‐animal yards
Livestock grazing and pasture land is thrown together with outdoor confinement area and
and are in general agreement with this comment.
a farm‐animal yard. These are two different extremes where animals should be able to
graze anywhere on the farm except a WHPA‐E as long as there are not many animals. The
standard is one nutrient per acre and this would not have an impact on a well including a
WHPA‐A.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

LIV‐3

Use of Land as Livestock
Grazing or Pasturing
Land, an Outdoor
Confinement Area or a
Farm‐Animal Yard

ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Incentive
Request the MOE to consider expanding the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship
Program and/or funding other relevant programs to implement Best
Management Practices for livestock grazing, pasturing, outdoor confinement
area or farm animal yard in significant threat areas.

WHPA A‐B with a VS of 10
or WHPA‐E with a VS
equal or more than 8 and
in entire ICA (nitrates or
pathogens)

T‐12

Mon‐17

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐3 (Policy GEN‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Liv‐1 to Liv‐4.
Funding is going to be critical for the implementation of these new policies and landowners will need sources of funding. We recognize that
the legal effect of this policy does not require the MOE to take this action, but can we not "Request the MOE expand..." and remove the word
"consider"?

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Support for policy noted.
The word ‘consider’ has been removed from this
policy and all other similar policies directed at
MOE.
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

LIV‐4

Use of Land as
Livestock Grazing or
Pasturing Land, an
Outdoor
Confinement Area or
a Farm‐Animal Yard

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

LIV‐5

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

Policy
Other
The MOE shall prioritize and conduct regular inspections of Nutrient Management
Strategies and Plans where the activities are or would be significant drinking water
threats.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐4 (Policy LIV‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an outdoor confinement area or a farm‐animal yard. O. Reg. 385/08, s. 3.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Liv‐1 to Liv‐4.
Threat
Description

Outdoor
Confinemen
t Area or a
Farm‐
Animal Yard

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE
OMAFRA

Legal
Effect

C

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A‐B with a VS
of 10 or WHPA‐E with
a VS equal or more
than 8 and in entire
ICA (nitrates or
pathogens)

T‐17

Mon‐12

CTC Response
Threat description column revised.
Support for policy noted.

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

Prescribed Instrument
For farms with a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy where the use of land for an outdoor
confinement area or farm‐animal yard is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat,
including in Issue Contributing Areas, the following actions shall be taken:
1) No use of land for an outdoor confinement area or farm‐animal yard (existing, expansion
and/or future) shall be permitted within WHPA A and in Issue Contributing Areas for nitrates
and/or pathogens in (expanding & future) WHPA B (with a VS of 10) and WHPA E (with a VS > 8).

WHPA A‐
and in an in entire ICA
(nitrates or
pathogens), the policy
applies in WHPA B
with a VS of 10 and/or
WHPA E with a VS in
entire ICA ≥8
If no in entire ICA,
policy applies in
WHPA B with a VS of
10 and/or WHPA‐E
with a VS ≥8 OR
Remainder of in entire
ICA (nitrates or
pathogens) not
included above

T‐1
T‐2
T‐3

Mon‐11

2) Where the use of land for an outdoor confinement area of farm‐animal yard (existing,
expansion and/or future) is in a area where the activity is, or would be, a significant drinking
water threat in the remainder of the WHPA, OMAFRA shall ensure that the Nutrient
Management Plan or Strategy that governs the use of land for an outdoor confinement area or
farm‐animal yard includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:
a) the use of land for an outdoor confinement area or farm‐animal yard ceases to be a significant
drinking water threat; or
b) the use of land for an outdoor confinement area or farm‐animal yard never becomes a
significant drinking water threat.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
P1

P6 pre‐
consult
P6 first
public
consul

M2‐1
M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐5 (Policy LIV‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Check that this instrument covers both of these activities, if not, revise as appropriate
‐ OMAFRA supports policies that are consistent with the requirements of the NMA.
‐OMAFRA supports policies concerning prohibition of outdoor confinement areas and farm animal yards in WHPA‐A, and we
recommend the use of nutrient management standards and appropriate management practices to manage the threat in WHPA‐B
and ICA (policies LIV‐6 (mon), LIV‐8 (mon), LIV‐10 (mon).
‐The ministry does not support prohibition of existing outdoor confinement areas in WHPA‐A. the NMA only addresses new and
expanding ASM storages and OCAs and some existing facilities may not be phased in. The Ministry recommends that these activities
be managed through the use of RMPs as this would ensure that source water is protected and economic hardship is avoided with
respect to farmers who have made significant investments in these facilities (policies ASM‐4 and LIV‐5)
‐Multiple policies identify OMAFRA as implementing body for section 57 prohibition policies. The ministry does not support
prohibition of agricultural activities outside of WHPA‐A and also does not support its involvement in implementing policies that
would prohibit activities in these areas. OMAFRA will only implement policies that concern activities that are regulated under the
NMA and that prohibit activities in WHPA‐A. these activities include the application of ASM, future storage of ASM, application and
storage of NASM, application of commercial fertilizer, and the future use of land as an outdoor confinement are for farms phased in
under the NMA. The RMO should be identified as the implementing authority for policies that prohibit activities on farms that are not
phased in under the NMA (policies ASM‐4, NASM‐1m NASM‐2, LIV‐5).
‐The ministry does not support prohibition of the use of land as an outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard outside of WHPA‐
A. We recommend that these activities be managed through the use of prescribed instruments or RMPs where applicable.
Regional staff supports the policy approach, but recommends the SPC undertake further consultation with MOE, OMAFRA and the
agriculture community to ensure that the policy approach, where it applies to all expansions to existing farms in WHPA‐B and ‐E ICAs,
is appropriate and necessary.
Policy language is not clear in the context of prescribed instrument, "the following actions shall be taken: 1) no use of land..." Clarify
that instead of actions, the requirements are to be incorporated into a NMP or strategy if that is the intent of the policy.
I agree with this policy as it pertains to OCA. However, I feel it is too restrictive for barnyards. I feel as though risks from barnyards
can be managed with the use of BMP's and should therefore be managed through a RMP in the WHPA B and E within ICA's. They
should still remain prohibited in WHPA‐A.

O1

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Policy revised.
The revised policies are in general agreement with these
comments. The revised policy prohibits future activities in
WHPA‐A, as well as in WHPA‐ B (VS=10) and WHPA‐E
(VS≥8) only in an ICA for nitrates or pathogens.
Separate policies require further research into the Issues.
This is precautionary while the source of the issue is more
fully researched to determine how and if any of the
activities contributing to the issue can be managed to
protect the municipal well.
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that where the farm is under
the NMA it is OMFRA’s responsibility to enforce these
provisions rather than downloading more to the
municipality.

Support for policy noted. CTC SPC undertook detailed
consultations with these parties in revising policy.
Policy revised.
The revised policy prohibits future activities in WHPA‐A, as
well as in WHPA‐ B (VS=10) and WHPA‐E (VS≥8) only in an
ICA for nitrates or pathogens.Separate policies require
further research into the Issues. This is precautionary
while the source of the issue is more fully researched to
determine how and if any of the activities contributing to
the issue can be managed to protect the municipal well.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Page 257 of 352

Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
Draft
Policy ID

Outdoor
Confinement
Area or a
Farm‐Animal
Yard

LIV‐6

ID Code

P1

P6
M1‐1
M2‐1
M3‐1

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect

G
H
I

Policy

Where Policy Applies

For farms without a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy, where the use of land for an
outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard is, or would be, a significant drinking water
threat, including in Issue Contributing Areas, the following actions shall be taken:
1) The use of land for an outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard (existing, expansion
and/or future) is designated for the purpose of s.57 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and
is therefore prohibited in WHPA A and in Issue Contributing Areas for nitrates and/or
pathogens (expanding & future) in WHPA B (with a VS of 10) and WHPA E (with a VS > 8).

WHPA A and in an entire
ICA (nitrates or
pathogens), the policy
applies in WHPA B with a
VS of 10 and/or WHPA E
with a VS ≥8 in entire ICA

2) The use of land for an outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard (existing, expansion
and/or future) is designated for the purpose of s.58 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act,
requiring risk management plans, in the remainder of the WHPA.

If no in entire ICA, policy
applies in WHPA B with a
VS of 10 and/or WHPA‐E
with a VS ≥8 OR
Remainder of in entire
ICA (nitrates or
pathogens) not
included above

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐6 (Policy LIV‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
For farms that do not require a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy, where the use of land for an outdoor confinement area or farm
animal yard is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, including in Issue Contributing Areas, the following actions shall be
taken:
Whenever s. 57 is used to prohibit existing activities, the explanatory document must include the reasons relied on by the SPC to form
the opinion that prohibition is required in order to adequately address the risk of an existing activity.
The ministry does not support prohibition of the use of land as an outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard outside of WHPA‐A.
We recommend that these activities be managed through the use of prescribed instruments or RMPs where applicable as mentioned in
previous letter (LIV‐6).
Missing heading, Part 4.
Regional staff supports the policy approach, but recommends the SPC undertake further consultation with MOE, OMAFRA and the
agriculture community to ensure that the policy approach, where it applies to all expansions to existing farms in WHPA‐B and ‐E ICAs, is
appropriate and necessary.
This policy requires OMAFRA and the MOE to prohibit existing, expanding and/or future outdoor confinement areas or farm‐animal yard
within WHPA A, ICAs for pathogens or nitrates, WHPA B with VS of 10 and/or WHPA E with VS equal to or greater than 8. For the lands

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐4
T‐5
T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐8

CTC Response
Revision made.

Policy has been revised to no longer prohibit existing.
See response above under LIV‐5.

Revision made.
Support for policy noted. CTC SPC undertook detailed
consultations with these parties in revising policy
Policy has been revised to no longer prohibit existing.
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ID Code

I5
O1

Draft
Policy ID

LIV‐7

ID Code
P6
M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐6 (Policy LIV‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
north of Acton, this presents a huge land area (over 800 acres) that is primarily in agricultural production. There is no justification for
extending the prohibition applicability beyond WHPA‐A since there is no increasing nitrate trend issue at Davidson well fields based on
prior 10 year historical trend which is actually decreasing. Furthermore, Davidson wells are non‐GUDI with effective in‐situ filtration,
have higher levels of disinfection (UV and chlorination), and have been enhanced with filtration treatment systems in place to deal with
any bacterial pathogen concern. Given the enhanced robust Davidson well groundwater treatment system and lack of evidence behind
increased nitrate trends, Halton Region does not support any prohibition beyond WHPA A (as per OMAFRA's position in the NMA) and
outlined in the Explanatory Notes.
Support prohibition in WHPA‐A in an ICA for nitrates.
I agree with this policy as it pertains to OCA. However, I feel it is too restrictive for barnyards. I feel as though risks from barnyards can
be managed with the use of BMP's and should therefore be managed through a RMP in the WHPA B and E within ICA's. They should still
remain prohibited in WHPA‐A.
Threat
Description
Use of Land as
Livestock Grazing
or Pasturing
Land, an Outdoor
Confinement
Area or a Farm‐
Animal Yard

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

Support for policy noted.
See response above under LIV‐5.

Policy
Incentive
The Ministry of Environment is requested to continue its funding to municipalities and
conservation authorities under the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship or other similar programs
to allow for the continuation of local research into nitrogen and pathogen issues to determine
whether the Use of Land as Livestock Grazing or Pasturing Land, an Outdoor Confinement Area or
a Farm‐Animal Yard is a contributing source of contaminant in entire ICAs.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐7 (Policy GEN‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
OMAFRA supports policies that are consistent with the requirements of the NMA.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Liv‐7 to Liv‐8.

September 7, 2012

CTC Response

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

in entire ICA
only (nitrates
or pathogens)

T‐12

Mon‐14

CTC Response
Support for policy noted.
Support for policy noted.
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

LIV‐8

Use of Land as
Livestock Grazing or
Pasturing Land, an
Outdoor
Confinement Area or
a Farm‐Animal Yard

ID Code
P1

P6

M2‐1

M3‐1

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

E

Policy
Research
Where municipal groundwater monitoring shows increasing trends and/or exceeds Ontario
Drinking Water standards, the municipality shall investigate, and if necessary, amend risk
management plans and inform OMAFRA to amend Nutrient Management Plans or Strategies
within the significant threat areas to include any additional measures required to ensure the
activities cease to be a significant drinking water threat.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

in entire ICA
only (nitrates
or pathogens)

T‐13

Mon‐5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LIV‐8 (Policy GEN‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Since this policy relates to issues, this may be revised to be a monitoring policy for a drinking water issue. The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into Issues as
Please see the Monitoring Policies Support Document from June 2011 for sample policies.
recommended.
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into Issues as
For policies that discuss additional measures needed for prescribe instruments, the ministry
recommends that the current wording be replaced with “the municipality shall … request that the Issuing recommended.
Director amend a NMP and / or Strategy”. The Issuing Director may not delegate the authority to make
decisions under the NMA. The Issuing Director will consult with the municipality and will determine the
appropriate course of action with respect to prescribed instruments (ASM‐10, NASM‐8, FER‐9, LIV‐8).
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Liv‐7 to Liv‐8.
Support for policy noted.
It needs to be clarified as to what is meant by "investigation" when groundwater monitoring shows
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into any Issues as
increasing trends, so we can better evaluate the cost implications to Halton Region.
recommended by MOE staff. The scope and cost of any investigations should be
determined on a case by case basis taking into account the nature of the Issue, the
existing threat activities and the geological setting of the well. Qualified
hydrogeological professionals will be able to provide advice and guidance on what is
required to properly assess and monitor the situation to determine the probable
existing and potential future sources, pathways and identify possible
prevention/remediation measures.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Fertilizer
Draft
Policy ID

FER‐1

ID Code
P6
M1‐1
M2‐1

M3‐1

Threat
Description

Application
of
Commercial
Fertilizer

Implementing
Body

OMAFRA

Legal
Effect

Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
For farms with a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy where the application of commercial fertilizer
is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, including in Issue Contributing Areas for nitrates, the
following actions shall be taken:
1) No application of commercial fertilizer (existing, expansion and/or future) shall be permitted within
WHPA A.
2) Where the application of commercial fertilizer (existing, expansion and/or future) is in an area where
this activity is, or would be a significant drinking water threat outside of WHPA A, OMAFRA shall ensure
that the Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy that governs the application of commercial fertilizer
includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:
a) the application of commercial fertilizer ceases to be a significant drinking water threat; or
b) the application of commercial fertilizer never becomes a significant drinking water threat.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐1
T‐2
T‐3

Mon‐11

WHPA A

WHPA B with
a VS of 10 and
WHPA E with
a VS >9 or in
entire ICA for
nitrate

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐1 (Policy FER‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
OMAFRA supports policies that are consistent with the requirements of the NMA. OMAFRA supports
CTC SPC has carefully considered these comments in revising policies which generally
policies concerning the prohibition of commercial fertilizer application, handling and storage in WHPA‐A. align with these recommendations. However the CTC SPC is of the opinion that where
We also support the use of RMPs to manage the risk associated with commercial fertilizer application,
the farm is under the NMA it is OMFRA’s responsibility to enforce these provisions
handling and storage in WHPA‐B and the remainder of the ICA (policies FER‐8, FER‐12, FER‐14).
rather than downloading more to the municipality.
Storage should be included in the threat description.
This policy applies to Application only; there is a separate policy for Handling/Storage.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Fer‐1 to Fer‐3.
Support for policy noted.
‐Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text for clarity.
‐ It should be clarified that this policy does not apply to the entire ICA, even if the ICA is for nitrates.
‐Outside of WHPA‐A, it is more appropriate to have OMAFRA decide through their scientific review of a
‐The revised policy has restricted the area where prohibition applies.
NMP/NMS how the fertilizer application should be managed and rely on the direction of the Nutrient
Management Act. Halton Region supports normal farm practices and is not in support of any policy that
limits the ability of the agricultural use to continue into the future. The farming community is already
well aware of existing best management practices through education & outreach materials from
OMAFRA and OFEC (Environmental Farm Plan Workbook ‐ Nutrient Management in Growing Crops).
‐The policy is not consistent with the direction of the Halton‐Hamilton or Lake Erie proposed policies and ‐Since there are no ICAs for nitrate in the Halton Region outside of the CTC, there are
no comparable policies in these other source protection regions that apply to Halton.
the impacts to landowners would be far greater than they need to be.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

I8

Draft
Policy ID

FER‐2

ID Code
P6 pre‐
consult

P10

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐1 (Policy FER‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Nutrient Management Act already prohibits fertilizer application in WHPA‐A. This
No chemical fertilizers are allowed in the 100 metre radius WHPA‐A while a farmer should be able to
policy extends the same requirement to all farms (and other commercial/institutional
manage the use. The farmer should be testing the soil and be able to use chemical fertilizers carefully to
use).
allow a use for the 10 acres. The only other option is that this land is purchased by the municipality and
then if they do purchase this piece of land the municipality cannot let it turn into a 10 acre weed field to
contaminate the rest of the farm. They must manage it properly.
Threat
Description

Application
of
Commercial
Fertilizer

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect

G
H
I

Policy
Part IV, s. 57, s. 58, s. 59
For non‐agricultural lands (excluding an individual for personal or family use) and farms without a
Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy, where the application of commercial fertilizer is, or would
be, a significant drinking water threat, including in Issue Contributing Areas for nitrates, the
following actions shall be taken:
1) The application of fertilizer (existing, expansion and/or future) is designated for the purpose of
s.57 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in WHPA A.
2) The application of fertilizer (existing, expansion and/or future) is designated for the purpose of
s.58 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in all areas where the
threat is, or would be, significant outside of WHPA A, except by an individual for personal or
family use.

Where Policy
Applies

WHPA A

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐4
T‐5
T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐8

WHPA B with a VS of
10 and WHPA E with
a VS >9 or in entire
ICA for nitrate

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐2 (Policy FER‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
CTC SPC has carefully considered these comments in revising policies which
OMAFRA supports policies concerning the prohibition of commercial fertilizer application, handling and storage in
generally align with these recommendations. However the CTC SPC is of the
WHPA‐A. We also support the use of RMPs to manage the risk associated with commercial fertilizer application,
opinion that where the farm is under the NMA it is OMFRA’s responsibility
handling and storage in WHPA‐B and the remainder of the ICA (policies FER‐8 (mon), FER‐12 (mon), FER‐14 (mon).
to enforce these provisions rather than downloading more to the
municipality.
The CTC considered this and related comments. It is likely that most
Commercial fertilizer should be applied within the WHPA‐A and B with score of 10 with soil testing and on
recommendations of certified crop advisor even in nitrate ICA. If you are going to sterilize this portion of land then residential use may not meet the circumstances in the provincial Table of
you also need to have the general public not put fertilizer on their lawns as their rates I’m sure when combined are Drinking Water threat to be a significant threat, outside of nitrate issue

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
ID Code

M1‐1
M2‐1
M3‐1
M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐2 (Policy FER‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
contributing area.
at rates far higher than agriculture puts on their crops. What is good for farmers should be adhered to by all. The
amount of food and income loss is substantial even in these small 100 metre circles.
The CTC is aware of the concern about impacts to individual landowners to
If we can’t plant and harvest we should be compensated for this loss.
implement policies and is raising this matter in the Supplementary Letter to
the Minister.
Define “except for personal or family use” doesn’t it depend on how much they are using and size of the property? The CTC SPC has considered this matter and revised the policy wording, but
Does a large garden or lawn cause an issue?
recognizes that the municipality will need to interpret this matter.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Fer‐1 to Fer‐3
Support for policy noted.
It should be clarified that this policy does not apply to the entire ICA, even if the ICA is for nitrates.
Where policy applies has been revised for clarity.
The exclusion language is not clear "excluding an individual for personal or family use". Consider language used in
The CTC SPC has considered this matter and revised the policy wording, but
SAL‐4
recognizes that the municipality will need to interpret this matter.
If I read the plan correctly a farmer in WHPA‐1 cannot use ASM’s, NASM’s or commercial fertilizer to grow crops or The CTC SPC policies are most protective in WHPA‐A based on the potential
control weeds and cannot have livestock. What does a farmer do with his land in WHPA‐1? We appear to be
for activities close to the well to pose significant threats. The Nutrient
rendering a part of his land as unusable which I thought was a form of expropriation.
Management Act puts the same limitations on these activities in WHPA‐A.

M6‐1

A number of potential threats identified in the Draft SPP, represent a significant change to the accepted farming
practices (e.g. commercial fertilizers). The township would request the SPP will not disadvantage the farming
community as a result of the new stringent regulations.
M7 pre‐
consult

I5

Application of commercial fertilizer to land – use should be allowed under the following conditions in a WHPA‐A:
1. Soil test will be taken every 3 years
2. Used only on the recommendations of a Certified Crop Advisor
3. Producer will follow a minimum 2 crop rotation
September 7, 2012

The CTC is aware of the concern about impacts to individual landowners to
implement policies and is raising this matter in the Supplementary letter to
the Minister.
The SPC must develop a policy for significant drinking water threats which
when implemented they consider adequate to ensure that the threat
ceases to be or does not pose a threat to the municipal water supply. None
of these policies will apply in the CTC portion of the Township of Adjala‐
Tosorontio as there are no vulnerable areas where there are or could be
significant threats identified in the approved Assessment Report.
The CTC is aware of the concern about impacts to individual landowners to
implement policies and is raising this matter in the Supplementary Letter to
the Minister.
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that the requirements of the Nutrient
Management Act should be the basis of the minimum requirements in the
source protection plan. The NMA prohibits using commercial fertilizer in
WHPA‐A.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Page 263 of 352
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ID Code

I7
GP‐77

Draft
Policy ID

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐2 (Policy FER‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
a) Exceptions – no crop rotation needed when pasture, hay sod or other long term crops are being grown.
4. with long term crops a written recommendation from the Certified Crop Advisor will be needed for pesticide or
fertilizer application
5. farmers will keep records of recommendations and application rates to present to the RMO
The CTC SPC has revised this policy to clarify. It is also likely that most
Excluded from this policy is the application of commercial fertilizer by “an individual for personal or family use”.
The concern is that there could be non‐agricultural lands that are nonetheless very sizable such as large estate
residential use may not meet the circumstances in the provincial Table of
properties where the loadings of fertilizers could be significant. Cumulative loadings of fertilizers could also be
Drinking Water threat to be a significant threat.
significant in a densely populated residential area if individual lot owners apply fertilizer regularly to their lawns.
Currently these scenarios are addressed in FER‐10 which is simply an education and outreach policy. A few
recommended improvements: a) impose a size restriction on the lots subject to this exclusion, and b) at a
minimum the FER‐2 and FER‐7 policies should apply to an individual for personal or family use in WHPA‐A ( in other
words the “personal or family use” exclusion should not apply within WHPA‐A).
Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Part IV, s. 57, s. 58, s. 59
For farms and non‐agricultural lands, where the handling and storage of commercial fertilizer is,
or would be, a significant drinking water threat, the following actions shall be taken:

FER‐3

Handling
and Storage
of
Commercial
Fertilizer

September 7, 2012

RMO

G
H
I

1) The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer (existing) is designated for the purpose of
s.58 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in all areas where the
threat is, or would be, significant. Such plans shall include conditions to require storage of
quantities over 2,500 kg to be within a covered structure
2) The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer (expansion and/or future) is designated for
the purpose of s.57 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in WHPA A;
and
3) The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer (expansion and/or future) is designated for
the purpose of s.58 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in all
areas where the threat would be significant outside of WHPA A. Such plans shall include
conditions to require storage of quantities over 2,500 kg to be within a covered structure.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy Applies
Outside of ICA
(nitrates), policy
applies in WHPA A‐B
with a VS of 10 and
WHPA E with a VS >9
in entire ICA
Outside of ICA
(nitrates), policy
applies in WHPA A
Outside of ICA
(nitrates), policy
applies in WHPA B
with a VS of 10 and
WHPA E with a VS >9

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐5
T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐7
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐3 (Policy FER‐3 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
P6 pre‐
consult

M1‐1
M2‐1

M3‐1

M7 pre‐
consult

Comments
‐OMAFRA supports policies that are consistent with the requirements of the NMA.
‐OMAFRA supports policies concerning the prohibition of commercial fertilizer application,
handling and storage in WHPA‐A. We also support the use of RMPs to manage the risk
associated with commercial fertilizer application, handling and storage in WHPA‐B and the
remainder of the ICA (policies FER‐8, FER‐12, FER‐14).
Consider combining FER‐3 & 4. Need to improve formatting in FER‐3 to break out the
subsections for better readability.
Regional staff supports the policy approach, but questions why it is not appropriate to require
covered storage for quantities less than 2,500 kg. Clarify where this policy applies. It currently
indicates “in ICAs for nitrates”. Fer‐4 provides a similar policy for fertilizer storage in ICAs.
FER‐3 2) ‐ It should be clarified that this policy does not apply to the entire ICA, even if the ICA
is for nitrates.
‐Outside of WHPA A, it is more appropriate to have OMAFRA decide through their scientific
review of a NMP/NMS how the fertilizer storage should be managed and rely on the direction
of the Nutrient Management Act. Halton Region supports normal farm practices and is not in
support of any policy that limits the ability of the agricultural use to continue into the future.
The farming community is already well aware of existing best management practices through
education & outreach materials from OMAFRA and OFEC (Environmental Farm Plan
Workbook ‐ Handling and Storage of Fertilizer).
‐The policy is not consistent with the direction of the Halton‐Hamilton or Lake Erie proposed
policies and the impacts to landowners would be far greater than they need to be.
A number of potential threats identified in the Draft SPP, represent a significant change to the
accepted farming practices (e.g. handling, storage and distribution of ASMs, pesticides and
commercial fertilizers). The township would request that the SPP will not disadvantage the
farming community as a result of the new stringent regulations.

CTC Response
‐CTC SPC has carefully considered these comments in revising policies.
‐In addition to WHPA‐A, within an ICA for nitrates, the CTC SPC is also proposing prohibition of
commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more.
‐The CTC SPC is of the opinion that where the farm is under the NMA it is OMFRA’s responsibility
to enforce these provisions rather than downloading more to the municipality.
Policies have been combined and revised for clarity.
‐The provincial Tables of Drinking Water Threats specify this amount as the minimum to be a
significant drinking water threat.
‐Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text for clarity.
‐Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text for clarity.
‐In addition to WHPA‐A, within an ICA for nitrates, the CTC SPC is also proposing prohibition of
application of commercial fertilizer in WHPA‐E with a vulnerability score of 8 or more.

‐The policy for WHPA‐A is consistent with the Nutrient Management Act. Since there are no ICAs
for nitrate in Halton Region outside of the CTC, there are no comparable policies in these other
source protection regions that apply to Halton.
The SPC must develop a policy for significant drinking water threats which when implemented
they consider adequate to ensure that the threat ceases to be or does not pose a threat to the
municipal water supply. None of these policies will apply in the CTC portion of the Township of
Adjala‐Tosorontio as there are no vulnerable areas where there are or could be significant
threats identified in the approved Assessment Report.
The CTC is aware of the concern about impacts to individual landowners to implement policies
and is raising this matter in the Supplementary Letter to the Minister.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐3 (Policy FER‐3 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code

I5

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Handling
and Storage
of
Commercial
Fertilizer

FER‐4

ID Code
P6 pre‐
consult
P6 first
public
consult
M1‐1

Comments
It is proposed that the handling and storage of commercial fertilizer – present: dry fertilizer
should be stored inside on an impervious floor with no drain. All liquid tanks would be
bunkered and bollard or double wall and bollard. All storage will mimic the EFP standards for
the storage and handling of chemical fertilizers. Storage will be allowed to be upgraded to
meet current standards. Future: prohibit in WHPA‐A. In WHPA‐B follow EFP standards.
Implementing
Body

RMO

CTC Response
The CTC SPC received this comment as part of the agricultural delegation on May 1 and the
proposed policies are generally aligned with these proposals. However the CTC policies do not
specify this level of detail the SPC was of the opinion this is best determined by the local RMO.

Legal
Effect

Policy

G
H
I

Part IV, s. 57, s. 58, s. 59
For farms and non‐agricultural lands, (excluding an individual for personal or family use) where the
handling and storage of commercial fertilizer is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat in
Issue Contributing Areas for nitrates, the following actions shall be taken:
1) The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer (existing, expansion and/or future) is designated
for the purpose of s.57 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in WHPA A.
2) The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer (existing, expansion and/or future) is designated
for the purpose of s.58 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in all
areas where the threat would be significant outside of WHPA A in Issue Contributing Areas. Such
plans shall include conditions to require storage of quantities over 2,500 kg to be within a covered
structure.

Where Policy
Applies
In entire ICA
(nitrates)only,
policy applies in
WHPA A
Policy applies in
remainder of in
entire ICA
(nitrates) not
included above

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐4
T‐5
T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐4 (Policy FER‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The use of prohibition and RMPs in certain zones – we support the use of RMPs to address application the application ‐Support for the policy noted.
of commercial fertilizer where RMPs are equivalent to that required under the NMA. We support RMPs that are
equivalent to NMA standards, as the standards were developed to address environmental risks associated with the
application and storage of nutrients (policies ASM‐2 (mon),FER‐2 (mon),FER‐4 (mon), LIV‐2(mon)).
‐Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
‐It is unclear whether or not policy FER‐4 applies to only the WHPA‐A or the entire ICA. Note the ministry does not
support prohibition of fertilizer storage if this policy applies to the entire ICA. The storage of fertilizer outside of
WHPA‐A can be managed using RMPs that are based on appropriate agri‐environmental management practices.
Consider combining FER‐3&4. Need to improve formatting in FER‐3 to break out the subsections for better readability. Policies have been combined and revised for clarity.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M2‐1

M3‐1

M4‐1

M7 pre‐
consult

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐4 (Policy FER‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Regional staff supports the policy approach, but questions why it is not appropriate to require covered storage for
‐Support for the policy noted.
quantities less than 2,500 kg.
‐The provincial Tables of Drinking Water Threats specify this amount as
the minimum to be a significant drinking water threat.
Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text for clarity.
It should be clarified that this policy does not apply to the entire ICA, even if the ICA is for nitrates. Halton Region
supports normal farm practices and is not in support of any policy that limits the ability of the agricultural use to
continue into the future. RMPs are not required as the farming community is already well aware of existing best
management practices through education & outreach materials from OMAFRA and OFEC (Environmental Farm Plan
Workbook ‐ Handling & Storage of Fertilizer). The policy is not consistent with the direction of the Halton‐Hamilton or
Lake Erie proposed policies and the impacts to landowners would be far greater than they need to be.
The exclusion language is not clear "excluding an individual for personal or family use". Consider language used in
The CTC SPC has considered this matter and revised the policy wording,
SAL‐4
but recognizes that the municipality will need to interpret this matter.
A number of potential threats identified in the Draft SPP, represent a significant change to the accepted farming
The SPC must develop a policy for significant drinking water threats which
practices (e.g. handling, storage and distribution of ASMs, pesticides and commercial fertilizers). The township would
when implemented they consider adequate to ensure that the threat
request that the SPP will not disadvantage the farming community as a result of the new stringent regulations.
ceases to be or does not pose a threat to the municipal water supply.
None of these policies will apply in the CTC portion of the Township of
Adjala‐Tosorontio as there are no vulnerable areas where there are or
could be significant threats identified in the approved Assessment
Report.
The CTC is aware of the concern about impacts to individual landowners
to implement policies and is raising this matter in the Supplementary
Letter to the Minister.

Draft
Policy ID
FER‐5

Threat
Description
Handling and
Storage of
Commercial
Fertilizer

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body
Municipality

Legal
Effect
A

Policy
Land Use Planning
The municipality shall amend their planning documents to prohibit the use of land or the expansion of
existing or construction of new structures or facilities for the storage of commercial fertilizer in
WHPA‐A.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document

ID Code
P1
P5
M1‐1
M2‐1
M3‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐5 (Policy GEN‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
It is unnecessary to refer to the amendment of planning documents
Policy removed and will be captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses policy.
Amendments to Ops and zoning by‐laws will be necessary.
Policy removed and will be captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses policy.
There may be no planning trigger for expanded or future storage of fertilizer if the product is placed in an Policy removed and will be captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses policy.
existing structure. The activity expands without any building permit or zone change.
Regional staff supports this policy approach.
Policy removed and will be captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses policy.
We would recommend that the RMO be responsible for the determination of whether or not a structure
Policy removed and will be captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses policy.
or facility should be prohibited, depending on if its circumstances align with a facility that should be
prohibited within a WHPA‐A. We have no objection to prohibiting, if that is what should be done, but it is
the tool that we object to.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

FER‐6

Application of
Commercial
Fertilize

ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1

Implementing
Body
MOE

Legal
Effect
K

Policy
Other
For farms with a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy where the application of commercial
fertilizer is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, the Ministry of Environment
should prioritize and conduct regular inspections of these farms.

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with a VS
of 10 and WHPA E
with a VS >9 or in
entire ICA for nitrate

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐17

Mon‐12

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐6 (Policy FER‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Fer‐6 to Fer‐11.
Support for policy noted.
It is more reasonable for the RMO to conduct inspections if they are required by the policy.
An additional policy has been added for municipal inspections for farms without a NMP.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

FER‐7

Application of
Commercial Fertilizer
OR
Handling and Storage
of Commercial
Fertilizer

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

E

Policy
Specify Action
For non‐agricultural lands (excluding an individual for personal or family use) and farms
without a Nutrient Management Plan or Strategy, where the application , handling and
storage of commercial fertilizer is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, the
municipality shall prioritize and conduct regular inspections of these farms and non‐
agricultural lands.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with
a VS of 10 and
WHPA E with a
VS >9 or n
entire ICA for
nitrate

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐17

Mon‐2
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COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐7 (Policy FER‐5 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1

M4‐1
M4‐6

Comments
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Fer‐6 to Fer‐11.
Clarification needs to be provided with respect to the expectations this policy has for the regular
inspections. If this is meant to be over and above the regular role of the RMO, Halton Region would
object, due to the additional resources required to implement this policy and because it is not
consistent with the policies proposed by Halton‐Hamilton.
The exclusion language is not clear "excluding an individual for personal or family use". Consider
language used in SAL‐4
The municipality is identified as the implementing body. It is not clear whether this refers to the City
of Vaughan or Region of York. Clarification is required.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

FER‐8

Application of
Commercial Fertilizer
OR
Handling and Storage
of Commercial Fertilizer

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M3‐1

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

CTC Response
Support for policy noted.
The intent of the policy is to ensure an inspection is carried out in accordance with the
potential for contamination (i.e. location and amount of fertilizer stored/applied). It is up
to the municipality to determine the specific details of what is done and when. Details of
what has been done and rationale would be provided in the annual monitoring report.
Replaced with “excluding incidental volumes for personal use”.
This is a matter to be determined between York Region and its lower tier municipalities.
As York Region has hired an RMO and is well advanced in preparing for implementing
source protection plans, they will be able to advise the City of Vaughan.

Policy
Incentive
The Ministry of Environment should consider expanding the Ontario Drinking Water
Stewardship Program and/or funding other relevant programs to implement BMPs for
the storage, handling and application of commercial fertilizer in significant threat areas.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐8 (Policy GEN‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Add reference to whether this applies to existing, future, or both.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Fer‐6 to Fer‐11.
Funding is going to be critical for the implementation of these new policies and landowners will need sources of funding. We recognize
that the legal effect of this policy does not require the MOE to take this action, but can we not "Request the MOE expand..." and remove
the word "consider"?

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with a
VS of 10 and
WHPA E with a
VS >9 or in entire
ICA for nitrate

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐12

Mon‐17

CTC Response
Revision made.
Support for policy noted.
The word ‘consider’ has been removed from this
policy and all other similar policies directed at MOE.
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
Draft
Policy ID

FER‐9

Threat Description
Application of
Commercial
Fertilizer
OR
Handling and
Storage of
Commercial
Fertilizer

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

E

Policy
Research
Where municipal groundwater monitoring shows increasing trends and/or exceeds of Ontario
Drinking Water standards, the municipality shall investigate, and if necessary, amend risk
management plans and inform OMAFRA to amend Nutrient Management Plans and/or
Strategies within the significant threat areas to include any additional measures required to
ensure the activities cease to be a significant drinking water threat.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

In entire ICA
for nitrate

T‐13

Mon‐5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐9 (Policy GEN‐4 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
P1

P6

M2‐1

Since this policy relates to issues, this may be revised to be a monitoring policy for a drinking
water issue. Please see the Monitoring Policies Support Document from June 2011 for sample
policies.
For policies that discuss additional measures needed for prescribe instruments, the ministry
recommends that the current wording be replaced with “the municipality shall … request
that the Issuing Director amend a NMP and / or Strategy”. The Issuing Director may not
delegate the authority to make decisions under the NMA. The Issuing Director will consult
with the municipality and determine the appropriate course of action with respect to
prescribed instruments (ASM‐10, NASM‐8, FER‐9 LIV‐8).
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Fer‐6 to Fer‐11
It needs to be clarified as to what is meant by "investigate" when groundwater monitoring
shows increasing trends, so we can better evaluate the cost implications to Halton Region.

M3‐1

M4‐1

Current policy requires municipalities to review/amend RMP if increasing trend noted. This
analysis could be a subjective. Municipal role should stop at informing of exceedence as PI
falls under OMAFRA role. Suggested improvement:

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into Issues as recommended.

The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into Issues as recommended.

Support for policy noted.
‐The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into any Issues as
recommended by MOE staff.
‐The scope and cost of any investigations should be determined on a case by case basis taking
into account the nature of the Issue, the existing threat activities and the geological setting of
the well. Qualified hydrogeological professionals will be able to provide advice and guidance on
what is required to properly assess and monitor the situation to determine the probable existing
and potential future sources, pathways and identify possible prevention/remediation measures.
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into any Issues as
recommended by MOE staff.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐9 (Policy GEN‐4 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code

CTC Response
1) amend policy to state trend analysis to be done in accordance with 'issues' identification
methods for the Assessment Report
2) should indicate trend in Nitrogen, Phosphorus, Potassium
3) add a PI policy to state the need for amendment in the event of increasing trend.

Draft
Policy ID

FER‐10

FER‐11

ID Code
P1
P6 pre‐
consult
M2‐1

Threat
Description
Application of
Commercial
Fertilizer
OR
Handling and
Storage of
Commercial
Fertilizer
Low/
moderate
threats
Application of
Commercial
Fertilizer
OR Handling and
Storage of
Commercial
Fertilizer

Implementing
Body

MOE

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

J

Policy
Education/Outreach
Where the application, handling and storage of commercial fertilizer is, or would be, a significant
drinking water threat, the Ministry of Environment should develop and produce education and
outreach programs for municipal delivery targeted towards:
1) An individual for personal or family use to promote timely fertilizer application and best
management practices in urban settings.
2) Farms and non‐agricultural lands to promote best management practices to safeguard water
supplies from drinking water threats.
Specify Action
Where the application, handling and storage of commercial fertilizer is, or would be, a low or
moderate drinking water threat, the Ministry of Environment is encouraged to develop and
produce education and outreach programs for municipal delivery targeted towards:
1) An individual for personal or family use to promote timely fertilizer application and best
management practices in urban settings.
2) Farms and non‐agricultural lands to promote best management practices to safeguard water
supplies from drinking water threats.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A‐B
with a VS of
10 and
WHPA E with
a VS >9 or in
entire ICA for
nitrate

T‐11

Mon‐13

WHPA A, B,
C, and D with
a VS .equal
or more than
6 and WHPA
E with a VS
equal or
more than
4.8

n/a

n/a

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐10 and FER‐11 (Policy FER‐6 and GEN‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Add reference to whether this applies to existing, future, or both.
OMAFRA supports policies that are consistent with the requirements of the NMA.

CTC Response
Revision made.
Support for policy noted.

Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Fer‐6 to Fer‐11.

Support for policy noted.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

I7
GP‐77

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FER‐10 and FER‐11 (Policy FER‐6 and GEN‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Excluded from this policy is the application of commercial fertilizer by “an individual for personal or family use”. The concern is that there
could be non‐agricultural lands that are nonetheless very sizable such as large estate properties where the loadings of fertilizers could be
significant. Cumulative loadings of fertilizers could also be significant in a densely populated residential area if individual lot owners apply
fertilizer regularly to their lawns. Currently these scenarios are addressed in FER‐10 which is simply an education and outreach policy. A
few recommended improvements:
a) impose a size restriction on the lots subject to this exclusion, and
b) at a minimum the FER‐2 and FER‐7 policies should apply to an individual for personal or family use in WHPA‐A ( in other words the
“personal or family use” exclusion should not apply within WHPA‐A).

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
The CTC SPC has revised this policy to clarify. It is
also likely that most residential use may not meet
the circumstances in the provincial Table of
Drinking Water threat to be a significant threat.
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Pesticide
Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

PES‐1

Application
of Pesticide
OR
Handling
and Storage
of Pesticide

PES‐2

Handling
and Storage
of Pesticides

ID Code
P6 pre‐
consult

P6

P10
M2‐1
M4‐1

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

RMO

H
I

RMO

H
I

Policy
Part IV, s. 58, s.59
The application (existing and future), handling and storage (existing) of pesticide is designated
for the purpose of s.58 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in
all areas where the threat is, or would be, significant. Risk management plans shall incorporate
appropriate agri‐environmental best management practices and standards to ensure the activity
ceases to be, or does not become, a significant drinking water threat.
Part IV, s. 57, s.59
The storage of pesticide (future) is designated for the purpose of s.57 and s.59 under the Clean
Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in all areas where the activity would be a significant
drinking water threat.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A‐B with a VS
of 10 or WHPA E
with a VS equal or
more than 8.1

T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐8

WHPA A‐B with a VS
of 10 or WHPA E
with a VS equal or
more than 9

T‐5

Mon‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY PES‐1 and PES‐2 (Policy PES‐1 and PES‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The NMA does not have standards for the application and storage of pesticides. For managing the risk
This comment is no longer relevant as it refers to the pre‐consultation version of the
associated with these threats, OMAFRA recommends the development of RMPs that are based on
policy which has been revised.
appropriate agri‐environmental management practices. The ministry has information on management
practices that may be useful for the development of RMPs.
Policies align with this position.
Draft policies regarding the storage of commercial fertilizers and pesticides propose the use of RMPs in
WHPA‐A. In general we suggest prohibition of these activities in WHPA‐A unless it can be shown that the
specific site conditions of the area allow for effective and practical management of the threats and this
rationale is explicitly included with the policies (PES‐1 FUEL‐4)
The ministry does not support prohibition of the storage of pesticides outside of WHPA‐A. we recommend
that these activities be managed through the use of prescribed instruments or RMPs where applicable as
mentioned in previous letter. (LIV‐6, PES‐2, FUEL‐5)
Spraying of pesticides should be to label including WHPA‐A and same in ICA.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Pes‐1 to Pes‐4.
Between the two, future handling of pesticides is not covered. Not sure if expansion needs to be
addressed. Suggest future handling be covered.

September 7, 2012

Policies align with this position.
Support for policy noted.
Policy revised; expansion addressed in definitions.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Page 273 of 352

Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
ID Code

M7 pre‐
consult

I5

I8

GP‐49

Draft
Policy ID

PES‐3

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY PES‐1 and PES‐2 (Policy PES‐1 and PES‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐The SPC must develop a policy for significant drinking water threats which when
A number of potential threats identified in the Draft SPP, represent a significant change to the accepted
implemented they consider adequate to ensure that the threat ceases to be or does
farming practices (e.g. handling, storage and distribution of ASMs, pesticides and commercial fertilizers).
not pose a threat to the municipal water supply. None of these policies will apply in
The township would request that the SPP will not disadvantage the farming community as a result of the
the CTC portion of the Township of Adjala‐Tosorontio as there are no vulnerable
new stringent regulations.
areas where there are or could be significant threats identified in the approved
Assessment Report.
‐The CTC is aware of the concern about impacts to individual landowners to
implement policies and is raising this matter in the Supplementary Letter to the
Minister.
Proposal regarding the application of pesticides to land – that the present certification for farmers and
The CTC SPC received this comment as part of the agricultural delegation on May 1
industry should be recognized as an instrument like tool that sets a high standard for pesticide
and the proposed policies are generally aligned with these proposals. However the
application, pesticides can be used in WHPA‐A or WHPA‐B following the label directions. Records of
CTC policies do not specify this level of detail and the SPC is of the opinion this is best
pesticide application should form part of the RMP. There will be no mixing or filling of sprayer in a WHPA‐ determined by the local RMO.
A.
The handling and storage of pesticides – all storage should mimic EFP standards for the storage and
handling of pesticides in both areas WHPA‐A and WHPA‐B. Future: prohibit in WHPA‐A and EFP standards
for WHPA‐B.
CTC to address this in Supplementary Letter to MOE.
Roundup needs to be removed from the list of the 10 pesticides that more stringent rules apply to. It is
one of the safest products available and farmers should be encouraged to use safer products instead of
some of the less safe products that were not included in the list.
The SPC considered this comment in developing policies and determined that the
It is recommend that the SPP should specify that the existing and future application handling and storage
risk from pesticide application could be managed with a site specific RMP and the
of pesticides is prohibited within WHPA‐A with a vulnerability score of 10, at a minimum. It is not
existing extensive regulatory requirements for operator certification and pesticide
sufficient to rely on existing standards manufacturer specifications or BMP as these may be eroded over
labelling. Future pesticide storage is prohibited in WHPA‐A.
time and may cease to serve their anticipated function.
Threat
Description
Application of
Pesticide
OR Handling
and Storage of
Pesticide

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

E

Research
Where municipal groundwater monitoring shows increasing trends and/or exceeds of Ontario
Drinking Water standards, the municipality shall investigate, and if necessary, amend risk
management plans within the significant threat areas to include any additional measures required
to ensure the activities cease to be a significant drinking water threat.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with
a VS of 10 or
WHPA E with a
VS equal or
more than 8.1

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐13

Mon‐5
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ID Code
P1
M2‐1

M3‐1

M4‐1

Draft
Policy ID

PES‐4

ID Code
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

PES‐5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY PES‐3 (Policy GEN‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Since this policy relates to issues, this may be revised to be a monitoring policy for a drinking water issue. The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into Issues as
Please see the Monitoring Policies Support Document from June 2011 for sample policies.
recommended.
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Pes‐1 to Pes‐4.
Support for policy noted.
Pes‐3 ‐ It needs to be clarified as to what is meant by "investigation" when groundwater monitoring
The scope and cost of any investigations should be determined on a case by case basis
shows increasing trends, so we can better evaluate the cost implications to Halton Region.
taking into account the nature of the Issue, the existing threat activities and the
geological setting of the well. Qualified hydrogeological professionals will be able to
provide advice and guidance on what is required to properly assess and monitor the
situation to determine the probable existing and potential future sources, pathways
and identify possible prevention/remediation measures.
Policy is unclear and does not specify parameters for trend. Amend policy to state trend analysis to be
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring research into any Issues as
recommended by MOE staff.
done in accordance with 'issues' identification methods for the Assessment Report and specify those
chemical parameters to be monitored.
Threat
Description
Application of
Pesticide
OR Handling
and Storage of
Pesticide

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

K

Education/Outreach
Where the application, handling and storage of pesticide is, or would be, a significant drinking
water threat, the Ministry of Environment should develop education, training and outreach
programs promoting integrated pest management and alternative pest control best management
practices, particularly for farms, golf courses and sports fields in significant threat areas.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY PES‐4 (Policy PES‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Regional staff supports the policy approaches recommended for policies Pes‐1 to Pes‐4.
Threat
Description
Application of
Pesticide
Handling and
Storage of
Pesticide

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

E

Policy
Incentive
Where the application, handling and storage of pesticide is, or would be, a significant drinking
water threat the municipality shall consider providing incentive programs for agricultural/rural
landowners to establish buffers of a suitable width on lands adjacent to surface water in
significant threat areas.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with a
VS of 10 or
WHPA E with a
VS equal or more
than 8.1

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐11

Mon‐13

CTC Response
Support for policy noted.
Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with
a VS of 10 or
WHPA E with a
VS equal or
more than 8.1

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐12

Mon‐4
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ID Code

M2‐1

The policy only lists “buffers” as a fundable incentive when other BMPs may be appropriate, for example, the Peel Rural Water Quality Program
provides cost share funding for buffer strip planting and the purchase of secure storage containers for farms storing pesticides.
Given the policy that is now included (Pes‐6) that directs the province to fund incentive programs, this policy directed at the municipalities
should be removed.
We had asked that this policy be removed in our comments on the previous version of the plan. Although the policy may be beneficial for
surface water sources, it is unclear how establishing buffers for lands next to surface water in 'significant threat areas' would help protect
groundwater sources. Also, the term 'significant threat areas' does not clearly indicate where to implement this policy. This policy establishes
an unreasonable expectation that the municipality will provide an incentive for establishment of buffers in cases where the benefits to
groundwater sources are not evident.

M3‐1

M4‐1

Draft
Policy ID

PES‐6

ID Code

P6

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY PES‐5 (Policy PES‐4 in Draft SPP)
Comments
Consider revising the policy to read as follows: “the municipality shall consider providing incentive programs to encourage best management
practices for agricultural/rural landowners to reduce the risks to groundwater associated with the application, handling and storage of
pesticides”

Threat
Description
Application of
Pesticide
Handling and
Storage of
Pesticide

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

E

Incentive
Where the application, handling and storage of pesticide is, or would be, a significant drinking water
threat the Ministry of Environment should continue the funding of the Ontario Drinking Water
Stewardship Program and OMAFRA is requested to provide funding through the Environmental
Farm Plan to provide incentives to landowners to implement Best Management Practices.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY PES‐6 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
OMAFRA is not able to direct financial support provided through the cost‐share programs associated with the Canada‐Ontario EFP
educational and risk assessment program. Both the EFP and the COFSP are funded through the Growing forward federal provincial
agricultural policy framework agreement supported by AAFC and OMAFRA. These programs support a wide range of environmental
practices including a number that relate to water quality and conservation. The current program is farmer driven and allows a farmer to
determine which environmental improvements or BMPs should be implemented in support of their EFP and individual business plan.
Regional staff supports this policy approach.

M2‐1
September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Policy has been revised, reference to buffers
removed.

Policy has been revised.
Policy has been revised to remove reference to
buffers and to include reference to where the
policy applies.

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with
a VS of 10 or
WHPA E with a
VS equal or
more than 8.1

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐12

Mon‐4

CTC Response
Policy has been removed.

Support for policy noted. Policy has since been
removed due to the reasons OMAFRA has stated in
their comments above.
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Road Salt
Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐1

ID Code
P1

P5

Threat
Description

Application
or Road Salt

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

A

Land Use Planning
Where the application of road salt would be a significant drinking water threat, including in
Issue Contributing Areas, the following action shall be taken:
1) The municipality shall amend their Official Plan to include policies to require salt impact
assessments as part of a complete application for development where the total impervious
surface area on the proposed parking lot is greater than or equal to 80% of the lot size. Such
assessments should include but not be limited to design of parking lots to minimize ponding
in parking areas (to avoid the need for repeated applications of salt).

WHPA A/B with a
VS of 10 and
WHPA E with a VS
equal or more
than 9 or in entire
ICA (sodium or
chloride)

T‐10
T‐11

Mon‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐1 (Policy SAL‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
What is the rationale for this requirement (total impervious surface area on the proposed parking lot is Reference to 80% size threshold has been removed. New policy references metres
greater than or equal to 80% of the lot size)? Explanatory document only speaks to the salt policies that squared and approximate parking spaces. The revised policy is based on the same
impact non‐residential uses.
requirements as that developed by the Region of Waterloo who is a leader in dealing
with salt problems in municipal drinking water wells.
Provides information, no change to policy requested.
There are a number of policies directing municipalities to amend their OP to include policies as part of
a complete application for development (e.g. SAL‐1, SAL‐13). Policies SAL‐1 and SAL‐13 provide for
requirements for salt impact assessment as part of a complete application as noted above. The policy
provides direction that such assessments should include but not be limited to the design of parking lots
to minimize ponding in parking areas (e.g. to avoid the need for repeated applications of salt).
In addition to complete application requirements, the Cttee. may wish to consider the use of the Site
Plan Control tool under section 41 of the Planning Act for a municipality to implement site design
requirements to reduce impacts of ponding through review of the layout, location and design of
parking areas as part of a development application. A municipality’s site plan control by‐law may need
to be amended to expand the scope of the use of site plan control within drinking water threat areas as
the site plan control by‐law generally identifies where it applies, the classes of development that are
subject to Site Plan Control and which are exempt.

September 7, 2012

The CTC SPC has chosen to give the municipality the flexibility to determine which
Planning Act tools are most appropriate in their circumstances. The use of Site Plan
Control is an option to implement this policy.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐1 (Policy SAL‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
See comment and response above.
Regional staff does not support a land use policy requiring salt impact assessments for new
development as there is insufficient demonstration of the benefits that can be achieved by
The policy has been revised to remove reference to 80% size threshold. The revised
implementing the requirement through planning tools. Sal‐1 is a new policy requirement that
municipalities have typically not required or implemented under the Planning Act. Before this policy
policy references metres squared and approximate parking spaces. This is based on
the same requirements as that developed by the Region of Waterloo who is a leader
can be accepted and properly implemented, there needs to be a greater understanding of what is
meant by a “salt impact assessment”, the criteria and/or components that are to be addressed in a salt in dealing with salt problems in municipal drinking water wells.
impact assessment, and the terms of reference for completing such studies.
Also, as currently worded, it is unclear if the policy would have any measurable benefit to groundwater
quality is it would only apply to sites almost entirely dedicated to surface parking.

M3‐1

M4‐1

M4‐1

It is suggested that the MOE develop a "Salt Assessment Program" or tool for each Municipality to use.
It is unclear what a salt impact assessment is. This implies there is a requirement for scientific technical
report which typically expertise is not at the municipal level. This would likely require an outside peer
review process that may be costly and may be unnecessary. If a salt impact assessment only indicates
assessment results without a further requirement for a developer to take action to mitigate/correct,
consider also requiring a plan or some other tool be prepared to manage the threat
Suggested Improvement: Suggest remove policy as it seems onerous or revise policy to state salt
mitigation measures report to identify those BMPs that will be created to minimize impacts in ICI areas.
Salt management plans are mentioned in a number of policies but not always consistent with the
reference to have the plan based on the ECCP (as in SAL‐16).
Suggested Improvement: Consider whether ECCP should be included in other policies dealing with salt
management plans.

September 7, 2012

Through the Assessment Report work, application of road salt on existing parking lots
was identified as a major source of contamination in wells with salt issues. There are
separate policies addressing salt application on public roads and handling and storage
of salt.
Comment noted.
Region of Waterloo is a leader in dealing with salt problems in municipal drinking
water wells and can provide advice. The Ontario Good Roads Association is developing
technical material to support municipalities in reducing and avoiding unnecessary salt
use.

Reference to ECCP has been removed from all policies to maintain consistency.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M4‐6

GP‐49

Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐1 (Policy SAL‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
This policy only applies to WHPA A/B (VS=10), such that it is a very small area in Vaughan (i.e. limited to Vaughan appears to support policy.
a 100 m radius around the Kleinburg wells). Hence, the need for salt impact assessments, if it applies
for particular applications, can be accommodated.
Notwithstanding the above, while Salt Impact Assessments by private land owners are being
recommended as part of the development application process, and a review of this can be done
through the development process, it is unclear as to who is left responsible for enforcing the provisions
of the development agreement (City of Vaughan staff or York Region’s RMO?). Clarification required.

Policy is flexible to allow for implementation at the upper or lower tier level at their
discretion.

As a general comment, minimizing ponding in parking lots is contrary to the goals of Storm Water
Management. Minimizing ponding would lead to greater flows in the storm sewer system during peak
storm events, contributing to surcharge and potential flooding.

In areas where salt is a concern, the parking lot design may need to be modified so
that storage of storm water can be accommodated outside of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic areas where salt needs to re‐applied because of melting/freezing of
water after the storm event.
Concern to be flagged for MOE Supplementary Letter regarding concerns about the
MOE thresholds.

MOE should re‐evaluate the circumstances in which salt application qualifies as a significant, moderate
or low threat. The MOE circumstances set an unreasonably high threshold that was very difficult to
achieve. As a result, few instances of salt application qualified as a threat anywhere in the CTC, even in
densely populated urban areas where it is expected that salt application would be high. It is doubtful
that MOE’s approach in fact captured the majority of instances in which salt application presents a risk
to drinking water
Threat
Description

Application
or Road Salt

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

Policy
Other
Where the application of road salt is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, including in
Issue Contributing Areas, the Ministry of Environment is should develop performance standards
and guidelines for the application of road salt.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A/B with a VS
of 10 and WHPA E
with a VS equal or
more than 9 or in
entire ICA (sodium
or chloride)

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐17

Mon‐16
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ID Code

P1

I2

Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐3

ID Code

I2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐2 (Policy SAL‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Revision suggestion considered by SPC; there was no support to include
Edits recommended to help with implementation:
the word ‘consider’ as the policy is already non‐binding.
Other
Where the application of road salt is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, including in Issue Contributing
Areas, the Ministry of Environment should consider developing performance standards and guidelines for the
application of road salt.
Municipalities have adopted the Environment Canada’s Code of Practice for the Environmental Management of
Comment noted. In vulnerable areas, additional measures may be
Road Salt and the Transportation Association of Canada’s (TAC) Synthesis of Best Practice for Road Salt
required to protect municipal drinking water sources.
Management.
Threat
Description
Application
of Road Salt

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

Policy
Other
Where the application of road salt is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat,
including in Issue Contributing Areas, the Ministry of Environment should develop a licensing
and accreditation program for Snow and Ice Contractors for the application of road salt.

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A/B with a VS of
10 and WHPA E with a
VS equal or more than
9 or in entire ICA
(sodium or chloride)

T‐17

Mon‐12

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐3 (Policy SAL‐5 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Municipalities typically require contractors providing service on municipal roads to undertake training that includes: ‐Comment noted.
the municipality’s level of service policy, salt management and application; plowing requirements and so on. For
‐The CTC SPC consulted with the Ministry of Transportation and others
contractors providing winter service on private property (parking lots) the Smart About Salt program was set up to
and determined that there is no existing provincially accredited program.
certify both the owner of the property and the contractor completing the work in the proper handling, storage and
‐The CTC SPC is aware of the Smart About Salt program but did not want
application of road salt.
to endorse any particular program unless there was provincial leadership
and oversight to ensure that protection of municipal drinking water
sources is properly addressed in the training and certification.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐4

ID Code
P1
M3‐1
M4‐1
M4‐1
M5‐2
GP‐49
Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐5

Threat
Description
Application
of Road
Salt (Private,
Unassumed
Roads and
Parking Lots)

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Part IV, s.58, s.59
For private lands (excluding individual use at a single family residence), the application of
road salt (existing, expansion, and/or future) is designated for the purpose of s.58 and s.59
under the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in all areas where the threat
is, or would be, significant, including in Issue Contributing areas with the goal of minimizing
salt usage, while maintaining public safety.

WHPA A‐B
with a VS of 10 or
WHPA E with a VS
≥ 9 or in
entire ICA
(sodium or chloride)

T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐4 (Policy SAL‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
See earlier comments on policies that reference s. 59 Part IV, s.58, s.59
Define the term “private" more thoroughly.
Policy should be revised so that RMO is the implementer; Part IV is the tool, so that an RMP is established by the owners of
private lands, unassumed roads and parking lots.
Is a municipal salt management plan applicable to private lands? Potential liability to the municipality by setting the 'safe'
balance of salt use on private property. Suggested Improvement: Remove policy, look to MOE for a guideline.
Is it intended that the municipality will be is required to develop or amend its Salt Management Plan when the threat the policy
addresses is the application of road salt? It appears the application of road salt on municipal roads is covered by policy SAL‐5.
SAL‐4 and SAL‐5 ‐ these policies say to “reduce salt usage”. These policies could be strengthened by recommending the addition
of “reduce or phase out the use of salt”.
Threat
Description
Application
of Road Salt
(Public
Roads)

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality

CTC Response
Policy revised.
Policy has been revised to address this.
Policy has been revised to use Part IV tools with the RMO as
implementer.
Policy has been revised to use Part IV tools with the RMO as
implementer.
Policy has been revised to use Part IV tools with the RMO as
implementer.
MOE has advised that we cannot include ‘phase‐out’ which is
considered prohibition in selecting Risk Management tool.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Specify Action
For public roads, where the application of road salt is, or would be, a significant drinking water
threat, including in Issue Contributing Areas, the following action shall be taken:
1) The application of road salt (existing, expansion and/or future) in all areas where the threat
is, or would be significant, the municipality shall develop or amend their salt management
plans to reduce salt usage through measures such as alternative de‐icer materials (with lower
sodium and chloride) and/or contemporary technology.

WHPA A/B with a VS of
10 and WHPA E with a
VS equal or more than
9 or in entire ICA
(sodium or chloride)

T‐15
T‐16

Mon‐2

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐5 (Policy SAL‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments

ID Code

P1

M3‐1

M4‐6

GP‐49

Please edit for clarity:
For public roads, where the application of road salt is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, including in Issue
Contributing Areas, the following action shall be taken:
1) the municipality shall develop or amend their salt management plans to reduce salt usage through measures such as
alternative de‐icier materials (with lower sodium and chloride) and/or contemporary technology.
Recommend that Ministry of Transportation provide application rates and update best practices for municipality to follow.
Recommend best practice approach first such as frequency of ploughing.
Request rewording to: “where the application, handling and storage of road salt is identified as a significant threat, and where
trends show increasing levels of sodium or chloride, the local municipality will ensure compliance with provisions of the Council‐
approved Salt Management Plan, including the monitoring of application rates of de‐icing materials and the deployment of
equipment/technology used solely by a municipality are done so in accordance with best practices and/or the Environment
Canada Code of Practice.”
SAL‐4 and SAL‐5 ‐ these policies say to “reduce salt usage”. These policies could be strengthened by recommending the addition
of “reduce or phase out the use of salt”.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

SAL‐6

Application of
Road Salt #13
Handling and
Storage of Road
Salt (Public
Roads)

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Ministry of
Transportation

CTC Response
Policy has been revised with suggestions in mind.

Policies to be implemented by MTO can be found in SAL‐6 in
Proposed SPP.
Policies have been revised to address this.

MOE has advised that we cannot include ‘phase‐out’ which is
considered prohibition in selecting Risk Management tool.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other
For public roads, where the application, handling and storage of road salt is, or would be,
a significant drinking water threat, including in Issue Contributing Areas, the Ministry of
Transportation shall consider the following:a) amend Salt Management Plans or develop
new ones to identify significant threat areas; andb) include Best Management Practices
to protect these areas through exploring the use of alternative de‐icers, road signage,
reduction of speed limits and mandatory use of snow tires.

WHPA A/B with a VS
of 10 and WHPA E
with a VS equal or
more than 9 or in
entire ICA (sodium or
chloride)

T‐17

Mon‐18

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
P1

P2

I2

Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐7

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐6 (Policy SAL‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Edits are recommended to address challenges with policy feasibility and provincial consistency:
a) review and amend Salt Management Plans where necessary or develop new ones to identify significant threat areas; and
b) include Best Management Practices to protect these areas through exploring the use of alternative de‐icers, road signage, reduction of speed
limits and mandatory use of snow tires.
SPC consideration and use of the following alternative wording is requested and recommended so that the ministry can move forward with you and
be in compliance. It is drawn from Halton‐Hamilton’s draft proposed SPP (T‐36‐S). The HH text stands out as preferred as it quite effectively reflects
achievable and significant best practices and approaches that the ministry has been promoting throughout the Pre‐consultation period.
OGRA cannot support the recommendation included in policy SAL‐6 that calls for road signage, reduction of speed limits and mandatory use of
snow tires. OGRA believes that these recommendations are outside the authority of the SPC and; there is no correlation between lower speed
limits, signage and /or mandatory snow tires and a reduction in the use of road salt.
Threat
Description

Handling
and Storage
of Road Salt

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect

G
I

Policy
Part IV, s.57, s.59
Where the handling and storage of road salt is, or would be, a significant drinking
water threat in Issue Contributing Areas, the following actions shall be taken:
1) The handling and storage of road salt (existing) is designated for the purpose of s.57
and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in WHPA A, WHPA B
(with a VS and WHPA E (with a VS equal to or more than 9) in Issue Contributing Areas.
2) The handling and storage of road salt (existing) is designated for the purpose of s.57
and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in the remainder of
WHPA B, C, D & E in Issue Contributing Areas, and shall be phased out over 5 years.

Policy redrafted to take into consideration
the preferred wording supported by MTO
in Halton‐Hamilton policy T‐36‐S.
Policy revised to remove reference to
signage, speed limit and snow tires.

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐4
T‐5

Mon‐8

In ICA only (sodium or
chloride) policy applies in
WHPA A/B with a VS of
10 and WHPA E with a VS
equal or more than 9
In ICA only (sodium or
chloride) policy applies in
remainder of ICA not
included above

3) The handling and storage of road salt (future) is designated for the purpose of s.57
and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in the whole of the
Issue Contributing Area.

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Policy redrafted to take into consideration
the preferred wording supported by MTO
in Halton‐Hamilton policy T‐36‐S.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

In entire ICA only
(sodium or chloride)
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ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M1‐1
M3‐1

M5‐2

Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐8A

ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1
M4‐6

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐7 (Policy SAL‐7 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Whenever s. 57 is used to prohibit the explanatory document must include the reasons relied on by the SPC to form the
opinion that prohibition is required in order to adequately address the risk of an existing activity.
Regional staff supports the policy approach, but recommends the SPC undertake further consultations with municipalities
owning existing facilities that will need to be phased out in accordance with the policy.
There is no policy for salt storage in a non‐ICA area
Recommend review of policy to include site containment rather than prohibition.
‐Is it expected that all salt handling and storage facilities, including covered facilities such as salt storage domes, etc. are to be
phased out within 5 years if they are within the ICA? It appears Orangeville’s existing salt dome is on the edge of the ICA for
well 6 and 11.
‐How does the ICA in the salt policies relate to the local area A that is used in the groundwater quantity threat policies?

Threat
Description
Handling and
Storage of
Road Salt

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Policy revised to no longer prohibit existing activities.
Policies have been revised and combined for clarity.
Policy revised to no longer prohibit existing activities.
Policy revised to no longer prohibit existing activities.
These are 2 separate vulnerable areas that overlap in some
locations. The maps included in the Proposed Source
Protection Plan show where these two areas intersect.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Specify Action
The handling and storage of road salt (existing), where it is a significant drinking water threat,
the municipality shall develop or amend their salt management plans to include conditions for
uncovered salt storage to be covered, so that the activity ceases to be a significant drinking
water threat

WHPA‐A/B
(VS=10) WHPA‐E
(VS equal to or
more than 9)

T‐15

Mon‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐8A (Policy SAL‐7 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
There appears to be a duplication of Sal – 8A/8B and Sal – 7. Please clarify.
RMO should be implementing body.
This policy only applies to WHPA A/B with a VS of 10, such that it is a very small area in the City of Vaughan.
While re‐locating or eliminating municipal salt storage facilities in these areas may be nice to do, there may be a significant
operational impact, as well as a significant financial impact to some municipalities that will fall under this plan. Purchasing lands
for a new site and constructing such a facility is not always within a municipalities’ financial ability to do.

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Policy revised to no longer prohibit existing activities.

CTC Response
Policies have been revised and combined for clarity.
Implementer and tool have been revised as requested.
Comment noted.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

SAL‐8B

Handling
and Storage
of Road Salt

Implementing
Body
RMO

Legal
Effect
H
I

Policy
Part IV, s.57, s.59
The handling and storage of road salt (future), where it would be a significant drinking water
threat, is designated for the purpose of s.57 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is
therefore prohibited.

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA‐A/B
(VS=10)
WHPA‐E (VS equal
to or more than 9)

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐5

Mon‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐8B (Policy SAL‐7 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M3‐1
Draft
Policy ID
SAL‐9

ID Code
P5
M3‐1
M4‐6

Comments
See previous comments on policies that refer to s. 59
There appears to be a duplication of Sal – 8A/8B and Sal – 7. Please clarify.
Recommend proper containment as a policy be explored.

Threat
Description
Handling and
Storage of
Road Salt

Implementing
Body
Municipality

CTC Response
Revision made.
Policies have been revised and combined for clarity.
The CTC SPC concluded that managing existing threat activities was needed given the infrastructure investment
but that new storage facilities should be located outside of these areas to better protect the wells.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitorin
g Policy

A

Land Use Planning
The municipality shall amend their planning documents to prohibit the storage of salt
from being located in areas where it would be a significant drinking water threat.

WHPA A/B with a VS of 10 and
WHPA E with a VS>9 or in
entire ICA (sodium or chloride)

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐9 (Policy GEN‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Amendments to Ops and zoning by‐laws will be necessary.
Policy removed and will be captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses policy.
Another tool such as a Part IV prohibition should be used. More appropriate for RMO to deal with this.
Policy removed and will be captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses policy.
This policy only applies to WHPA A/B with a VS of 10, such that it is a very small area in Vaughan.
Policy removed and will be captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses policy.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

SAL‐10

Application of Road
Salt OR Handling
and Storage of
Road Salt

ID Code
P1
GP‐49

Threat
Description

SAL‐11

Application
of Road Salt
OR
Handling
and Storage
of Road Salt

M4‐1

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Research
Where the application, handling and storage of road salt is, or would be, a
significant drinking water threat, the MOE should research and report on trends
in sodium and chloride in wells across the Province to identify emerging issues.

WHPA A/B with a VS of 10
and WHPA E with a VS equal
or more than 9 or in entire
ICA (sodium or chloride)

T‐13

Mon‐15

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐10 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Since this policy relates to issues, this may be revised to be a monitoring policy for a drinking water issue. Please see the
Monitoring Policies Support Document from June 2011 for sample policies.
Also, there is no equivalent SAL‐10 policy for low and moderate salt threats. It is recommended that a strategic action policy be
developed for low and moderate salt threats, mirroring this research recommendation for MOE.

Draft
Policy ID

ID Code

Implementing
Body

Implementing
Body

MOE

CTC Response
The policy has been replaced by a general policy requiring
research into Issues as recommended.
A new low/moderate threat policy (SAL‐14) has been added.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Education/Outreach
Where the application, handling and storage of road salt is, or would be, a significant drinking
water threat, the Ministry of Environment should develop and produce educational
information targeted to all sectors, and locally distributed by municipalities, to address the
importance of source protection planning and the impacts of road salt on drinking water
sources, with the key message being responsible salt storage and application, and the use of
contemporary technology.

WHPA A/B with a VS
of 10 and WHPA E
with a VS equal or
more than 9 or in
entire ICA (sodium or
chloride)

T‐11

Mon‐13

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐11 (Policy SAL‐8 and GEN‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
MOE noted as implementer ‐ notion of local delivery by municipalities in text of policy;
Policy revised and implementing body clarified.
Unclear if this is an error ‐ shouldn't this policy only apply in ICI areas? Clarify implementing body
In most cases the policy would only apply in an ICA for sodium or chloride based on the
circumstances in the provincial Table of Drinking Water Threats.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐12

ID Code
P1
M4‐6
GP‐49
Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐13

Threat
Description
Application of
Road Salt OR
Handling and
Storage of
Road Salt

Implementing
Body
Conservation
Authority

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Research
Where the application, handling and storage of road salt is, or would be, a significant drinking
water threat in Issue Contributing Areas, the responsible Conservation Authority, in partnership
with affected municipalities, shall conduct research on sodium and chloride threats, contingent on
funding.

In entire ICA
only (sodium
or chloride)

T‐13

Mon‐9

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

n/a

n/a

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐12 (Policy SAL‐9 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Since this policy relates to issues, this may be revised to be a monitoring policy for a drinking water issue. Please
Comment noted. Policy revised.
see the Monitoring Policies Support Document from June 2011 for sample policies.
Where funding and resources exist, Vaughan could partner with the responsible Conservation Authority to
Support noted.
monitor and report on sodium and chloride threats.
There is no equivalent SAL‐10 policy for low and moderate salt threats. It is recommended that a strategic action
SAL‐13 in Proposed SPP has been added.
policy be developed for low and moderate salt threats, mirroring this research recommendation for MOE.
Threat
Description
Low/
moderate
Application
or Road Salt

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

B

Land Use Planning
Where the application of road salt would be a low or moderate drinking water threat:
1) The municipality is encouraged to amend their Official Plan to include policies to require salt
impact assessments as part of a complete application for development. Related conditions of
approval can include, but are not limited to: requiring salt management plans; design of parking
lots to minimize ponding in parking areas (to avoid the need for repeated applications of salt), and
provisions to hire certified contractors (e.g. Smart About Salt program).

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A/B/C/D
with a VS equal
or more than 6
and WHPA E
with a VS equal
or more than
4.5
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document

ID Code

P5

M2‐1

M3‐1

M4‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐13 (Policy SAL‐10 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Provides information, no change to policy requested.
‐There are a number of policies directing municipalities to amend their OP to include policies as part of a
complete application for development (e.g. SAL‐1, SAL‐13). Policies SAL‐1 and SAL‐13 provide for requirements
for salt impact assessment as part of a complete application as noted above. The policy provides direction that
such assessments should include but not be limited to the design of parking lots to minimize ponding in parking
areas (e.g. to avoid the need for repeated applications of salt).
‐In addition to complete application requirements, the Cttee. may wish to consider the use of the Site Plan
Control tool under section 41 of the Planning Act for a municipality to implement site design requirements to
reduce impacts of ponding through review of the layout, location and design of parking areas as part of a
development application.
‐A municipality’s site plan control by‐law may need to be amended to expand the scope of the use of site plan
control within drinking water threat areas as the site plan control by‐law generally identifies where it applies,
the classes of development that are subject to Site Plan Control and which are exempt.
‐Regional staff does not support the broader application of land use planning and a requirement for salt impact
assessments to low and moderate threats. Regional staff has concerns with the application of a broader policy
beyond addressing significant threats as salt impact assessments are new and have not been tested and
implemented in Peel. Please see comments for Sal‐1. This policy requires further discussion by the SPC and
municipalities.
‐There also appears to be an inconsistency between Sal‐13 and Sal‐1. Sal‐1 limits the requirement for salt
management plans to parking lots greater than or equal to 80% of the lot size for significant threats whereas
Sal‐13 proposes a much broader requirement for salt management plans for low and moderate threats.
Recommend definition of such assessment and who is to develop one.
‐It is unclear what a salt impact assessment is. This implies there is a requirement for scientific technical report
which typically expertise is not at the municipal level. This would likely require an outside peer review process
that may be costly and may be unnecessary. If a salt impact assessment only indicates assessment results
without a further requirement for a developer to take action to mitigate/correct, consider also requiring a plan
or some other tool be prepared to manage the threat

The CTC SPC has chosen to give the municipality the flexibility to determine
which Planning Act tools are most appropriate in their circumstances. The
use of Site Plan Control is an option to implement this policy.

‐The policy has been revised and is based on the similar requirements to
those developed by the Region of Waterloo who is a leader in dealing with
salt problems in municipal drinking water wells.
‐Through the Assessment Report work, application of road salt on existing
parking lots was identified as a major source of contamination in wells with
salt issues. There are separate policies addressing salt application on public
roads and handling and storage of salt.
‐The policy has “have regard for” status.
See Region of Waterloo for examples.
See Region of Waterloo for examples.

‐Suggested Improvement: Suggest remove policy as it seems onerous or revise policy to state salt mitigation
measures report to identify those BMPs that will be created to minimize impacts in ICI areas
September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M4‐1

Draft
Policy ID
SAL‐14

ID Code
P1

Draft
Policy ID

SAL‐15

ID Code
P1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐13 (Policy SAL‐10 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Low & moderate policies should be removed due to their premature nature (as per previous comments to CTC
The SPC chose to keep and develop additional low/moderate policies for salt
in Dec/11)
threats because of the increasing awareness of the widespread nature of this
Suggested Improvement: Remove policy
threat and concern that the provincial threat assessment methodology may
under estimate the actual threats to municipal drinking water sources. This
policy has “have regard for” status.
Threat
Description
Low/
moderate
Application
or Road Salt

Implementing
Body
MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

J

Strategic Action
Where the application of road salt is, or would be, a low or moderate drinking water threat,
including in Issue Contributing Areas, the Ministry of Environment is encouraged to develop
performance standards and guidelines for the application of road salt.

WHPA A/B/C/D with a
VS equal or more than
6 and WHPA E with a
VS ≥4.5

n/a

n/a

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐14 (Policy SAL‐11 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Policy tool changed to Specify Action.
‐Recommend either identifying the tool as “specify action” or “other.”
‐Revision suggestion considered by SPC; there was no support to include the
‐Recommend changing to “to consider” or “to analyze the need for” ‐ See earlier comments on this type of
policy, e.g. SWG‐13.
word ‘consider’ as the policy is already non‐binding.
Threat
Description
Low/moderate
Application of
Road Salt
OR Handling
and Storage of
Road Salt

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

J

Strategic Action
Where the application, handling and storage of road salt is, or would be, a low or moderate
drinking water threat, the MOE is encouraged to develop and produce educational information
targeted to all sectors, and locally distributed by municipalities, to address the importance of
source protection planning and the impacts of road salt on drinking water sources, with the key
message being responsible salt storage and application and the use of contemporary technology.

WHPA A/B/C/D
with a VS equal
or more than 6
and WHPA E
with a VS ≥ 4.5

n/a

n/a

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐15 (Policy GEN‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Recommend either identifying the tool as “specify action” or “other.”
Removed and dealt with through GEN‐6 to address the distribution of materials to
Recommend changing to “to consider” or “to analyze the need for”.
moderate and low threat areas.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

SAL‐16

Low/moderate
Application of
Road Salt
OR
Handling and
Storage of Road
Salt

ID Code
M3‐1
M4‐1

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

J

Strategic Action
Where the application, handling and storage of road salt is identified as a low or moderate
threat, the municipality is encouraged to take the following actions:
1) To develop and implement a salt management plan based on the Environment Canada
Code of Practice, with the goal of minimizing salt usage.
2) To work with owners of Industrial, Commercial or Institutional (ICI) lands to develop and
implement a salt management plan based on the Environment Canada Code of Practice, with
the goal of minimizing salt usage.

WHPA A/B/C/D
with a VS equal or
more than 6 and
WHPA E with a VS
equal or more than
4.5

n/a

n/a

Municipality

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SAL‐16 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Recommend education and outreach program.
Policy GEN‐6 in Proposed SPP addresses Education and Outreach.
Low & moderate policies should be removed due to their premature nature (as per previous comments
Policy removed. The intent of part 1) of this policy is addressed in SAL‐10 and SAL‐
to CTC in Dec/11). Suggested Improvement: Remove policy.
12 in Proposed SPP.

Snow
Draft
Policy ID

SNO‐1

ID Code
P1
M1‐1

Threat
Description
Storage of
Snow

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect

Policy

H
I

The storage of snow (existing) is designated for the purpose of s.58 and s.59 of the Clean Water
Act, requiring risk management plans, in all areas where the threat is significant (including
within any part of an ICA for salt). The RMP will include appropriate terms and conditions to
ensure the storage of snow, and associated runoff, ceases to be a significant drinking water
threat. A RMP will not be required for snowbanks immediately adjacent to a traveled roadway.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SNO‐1 (Policy SNO‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Add headers for consistency. See previous comments on policies that refer to s. 59.
Snow storage should be prohibited in WHPA‐A

September 7, 2012

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with a VS
of 10 and/or WHPA
E with a VS ≥9 or in
entire ICA (sodium
or chloride)

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐6

Mon‐8

CTC Response
Revisions made.
Policy revised to reflect this direction.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID
SNO‐2

ID Code
M2‐1
M3‐1
Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description
Storage of
Snow

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

RMO

G
I

The storage of snow (future) where it would be a significant drinking water threat is
designated for the purpose of s. 57 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is
therefore prohibited, except in emergency situations where snow storage will be
permitted only outside of WHPA‐A.

WHPA A‐B with a VS of 10
and/or WHPA E with a VS
equal or more than 9 or in
entire ICA (sodium or chloride)

T‐5

Mon‐8

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SNO‐2 (Policy SNO‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Please clarify what qualifies as an “emergency situation”?
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
A definition is required.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to prohibit snow storage in areas where
it would be a significant drinking water threat.

SNO‐3

ID Code
P5
M3‐1

M4‐6

Storage of
Snow

Municipality

A

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with a VS
of 10 and/or WHPA
E with a VS equal or
more than 9 or in
entire ICA (sodium
or chloride)

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY SNO‐3 (Policy GEN‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Amendments to Ops and zoning by‐laws will be necessary.
Comment noted.
Similar to earlier comments: Another tool such as a Part IV prohibition should be used. More appropriate for RMO to
Policy removed and captured in the General s.59 Restricted Land Uses
deal with this.
policy.
This policy only applies to WHPA A/B with a VS of 10, such that it is a very small area in Vaughan.
Comment noted.
Although this does not impact the City of Vaughan’s operations, re‐locating or eliminating municipal snow storage
facilities in these areas may cause a significant operational impact, as well as a significant financial impact. Purchasing
lands for a new site and constructing such a facility is not always within a municipalities’ financial ability to do.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Fuel
Draft
Policy ID

FUEL‐1

ID Code

P7.1

P7.1
M1.2‐1
M3.2‐1
M4.2‐1

Threat
Description
Handling and
Storage of
Fuel (At
Aggregate
Extraction
Sites and
Municipal
Wellheads)

Implementing
Body

MOE
MNR

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
Where the handling and storage of fuel (existing) takes place at an aggregate extraction site or a
municipal wellhead in an area where the activity is a significant drinking water threat, the
following actions shall be taken:
1) the Ministry of Natural Resources shall review existing site plan approvals under the
Aggregate Resources Act for the purpose of ensuring that appropriate conditions are included in
the approval to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat; and
2) the Ministry of the Environment shall review existing drinking water licences under the Safe
Drinking Water Act for the purpose of ensuring that appropriate conditions are included in the
approval to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat.

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of 10

T‐1

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FUEL‐1 (Policy FUEL‐1 and FUEL‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐The wording of the title and draft policy is awkward and difficult to understand. Please consider replacing the
Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text for clarity.
words “municipal wellheads” with the appropriate technical areas, such as WHPA ‐1 ‐10 and IPZ ‐1 – 10.
‐Additionally, it is not clear if this policy is referring to instruments issued under the Aggregate Resources Act for
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
aggregate permitting/licensing, or for instruments related to fuel handling for which MNR has no authority to
amend (these are issued by TSSA). Also note that depending on the age of the licence, a spills plan may already be
in place.
‐In order for MNR to implement this policy the SPA must provide the MNR with a list of the aggregate extraction
Staff will look into providing this information.
sites affected by this policy or digital (GIS) mapping to indicate the areas where this draft policy applies.
Regulation 287/07 under the Clean Water Act requires annual reporting. I
Annual reporting to the SPA will be onerous. MNR would prefer to update, if necessary, all existing permits and
there are no new actions to report on, a short letter to that effect would
licences (with a condition) in the area affected by this policy and then provide a report to the SPA. MNR would
be sufficient.
subsequently only report to the SPA when new licences or permits are issued in the area affected by this policy.
Fuel ‐1 suggest moving 2) to the Fuel‐2 policy
Policies have been combined and revised for clarity.
Remove policy since inclusion of appropriate conditions within drinking water licenses are currently in place.
This policy addresses a significant threat and is therefore required.
These three policies seem to overlap ‐ all three deal with existing threats.
Policies have been combined and revised for clarity.
Suggested Improvement: Define policies more clearly in terms of existing vs. future as well as implementer roles
and threat descriptions.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Page 292 of 352

Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
Draft
Policy ID

FUEL‐2

ID Code
P1.2

P7.1

P7.1
P7.2
M1.2‐1
M3.2‐1
M4.2‐1

Threat
Description

Handling and
Storage of
Fuel (At
Municipal
Wellheads)

Implementing
Body

MOE
MNR

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
Where the handling and storage of fuel currently exists or is proposed to take place at a
municipal wellhead in an area where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat,
the following actions shall be taken:
1) the municipality shall consider the advisability of using a non‐liquid fuel, where possible, to
power the necessary back‐up equipment; and
2) the Ministry of the Environment shall ensure that appropriate conditions to protect drinking
water sources are included in amended or new drinking water licences issued under the Safe
Drinking Water Act.

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of 10

T‐3

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FUEL‐2 (Policy FUEL‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐This occurrence is covered in the previous policy. Please clarify whether both or only one are intended to apply
‐Unclear why MNR is included here – please clarify
‐This portion of the policy is not directed at the issuer/creator of the instrument. Please clarify the implementing body.
‐The wording of the title and draft policy is awkward and difficult to understand. Please consider replacing the words
“municipal wellheads” with the appropriate technical areas, such as WHPA ‐1 ‐10 and IPZ ‐1 – 10.
‐Additionally, MNR does not "approve instruments related to fuel storage and handling", rather MNR issues/approves
instruments under the Aggregate Resources Act that deal with the extraction of aggregates. This wording should be clarified.
‐If there is an exception and the activity is permitted within a WHPA B, who makes the decisions about what conditions will
need to be put in place to ensure it does not become a SDWT?
Annual reporting to the SPA will be onerous. MNR would prefer to update, if necessary, all existing permits and licences (with a
condition) in the area affected by this policy and then provide a report to the SPA. MNR would subsequently only report to the
SPA when new licences or permits are issued in the area affected by this policy.
MNR should be removed as an implementing body.
Fuel‐2 MNR has no implementer role here.
This policy needs to be removed due to redundancy with Fuel‐1 and existing legislation under the Safe Drinking Water Act.
These three policies seem to overlap ‐ all three deal with existing threats.
Suggested Improvement: Define policies more clearly in terms of existing vs. future as well as implementer roles and threat

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Policies have been combined and revised for clarity.

‐Where policy applies has been incorporated into policy text
for clarity.
‐Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
‐The activity will be managed by MOE through a Prescribed
Instrument.
Regulation 287/07 under the Clean Water Act requires annual
reporting. I there are no new actions to report on, a short
letter to that effect would be sufficient.
MNR has been removed.
MNR has been removed.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue. This policy addresses a
significant threat and is therefore a required policy.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
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COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FUEL‐2 (Policy FUEL‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments

ID Code
M4.2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

FUEL‐3

descriptions.
MOE MNR noted as implementers ‐ municipalities directed in text of policy. Clarify implementing body
Threat
Description

Handling
and Storage
of Fuel (At
Aggregate
Extraction
Sites)

P7.2
M4.2‐1

Implementing
Body

MOE
MNR

Legal
Effect

C

Where Policy
Applies

Prescribed Instrument
Where the handling and storage of fuel currently exists or is proposed to take place at an aggregate
extraction site in an area where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat, the
following actions shall be taken:
1) the Ministry of Natural Resources shall not approve site plan amendments under the Aggregate
Resources Act to permit the expansion of existing facilities for the handling and storage of fuel in
WHPA A; and
2) the Ministry of Natural Resources shall only approve site plans under the Aggregate Resources Act
where new facilities for the handling and storage of fuel are located outside of WHPA A and where
appropriate conditions are included in the approval to ensure the activity ceases to be, or never
becomes, a significant drinking water threat.

This occurrence is already covered by policy Fuel‐1.
It is recommended that a PI policy address the activity rather than the actions of the Ministry.
MOE should be removed as an implementing body.
These three policies seem to overlap ‐ all three deal with existing threats and define policies more clearly in terms of
existing vs. future and implementers.

September 7, 2012

Policy revision addresses clarity issue.

Policy

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FUEL‐3 (Policy FUEL‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments

ID Code
P1.2

CTC Response

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐3

Mon‐11

WHPA A

WHPA B/E
with a VS of
10

CTC Response
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
MOE has been removed.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

FUEL‐4

FUEL‐5

ID Code
P1.2

M3.2‐1

M4.2‐1
M4.2‐1
M5.2‐3
&4
I5.2

Threat
Description
Handling and
Storage of Fuel
(Liquid Fuel and
Fuel Oil in ICI,
Farm and Multi‐
unit Residential)
Handling and
Storage of Fuel
(Liquid Fuel and
Fuel Oil in ICI,
Farm and Multi‐
unit Residential)

Implementing
Body

RMO

RMO

Legal
Effect

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

HI

Part IV, s. 57, s. 59
The handling and storage of fuel (existing) is designated for the purpose of s.58 and s.59 under
the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in all areas where the threat is, or would
be, significant. A risk management plan shall incorporate appropriate provisions of Ontario
Regulations 213/01 and 217/01 and their codes, best management practices and standards to
ensure the activity ceases to be or will not become a significant drinking water threat.

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of
10

T‐6

Mon‐8

G
I

Part IV, s. 57, s. 59
The handling and storage of fuel (future) is designated for the purpose of s.57 and s.59 under the
Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in all areas where the activity would be a significant
drinking water threat.

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of
10

T‐5

Mon‐8

Policy

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FUEL‐4 & FUEL‐5 (Policy FUEL‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
See previous comments on policies that reference s. 59.
Policy revision addresses clarity issue.
Is this policy also intended to apply to future occurrences? Please clarify.
It's recommended that RMPs could address this threat and would give the landowner and the RMO the The CTC SPC carefully considered the optimal approach to protect municipal drinking
flexibility to address site specific circumstances, without have to resort to prohibition.
water supplies and determined that prohibition of future new fuel storage at these
types of facilities is the appropriate policy. Fuel spills in these vulnerable areas are
able to move readily into the aquifer and are very difficult to remediate.
Policy is confusing as it is believed it was meant to indicate RMPs but the heading notes s.57
Policy revised; prohibition is being applied to only future instances, with existing
Suggested Improvement: Confirm whether or not prohibition is being used.
being managed with a RMP.
Policies are somewhat duplicated in regards to Part IV, s. 57.
Policies have been combined and revised for clarity.
Suggested Improvement: Combine policies into one to include Part IV, s. 57, s. 58, s. 59 (ex. DNAP‐1)
It is imperative that any draft policies minimize impact on the agricultural community. It is noted that
The CTC SPC carefully considered the optimal approach to protect municipal drinking
there are still prohibitions beyond WHPA‐A in the draft policies relating to agricultural activities such as water supplies and determined that prohibition of future new storage fuel at these
handling and storage of fuel. Both municipalities would prefer to work directly with the agricultural
types of facilities is the appropriate policy. Fuel spills in these vulnerable areas are
community to manage these issues rather than developing prohibitive policies.
able to move readily into the aquifer and are very difficult to remediate.
Manage existing in WHPA‐A – require bunkered and bollard or double walled tank and bollard and
The policy reflects a similar direction.
encourage these requirements in WHPA‐B. Prohibit future in WHPA‐A/B.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

FUEL‐6

Handling and
Storage of Fuel
(Liquid Fuel and ICI
and Multi‐unit
Residential Fuel Oil)

ID Code
P1.2

P3.2
P8.2

Draft
Policy ID

FUEL‐7

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other
Where the handling and storage of fuel is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, TSSA
should provide a report to the Source Protection Authority on the number of existing UST tanks
using the new standards under Regs. 213/01 and 217/01 and the location and number of tanks
within vulnerable areas remaining to be upgraded to current standards.

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of
10

T‐17

Mon‐19

TSSA

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FUEL‐6 (Policy FUEL‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
This policy is out of scope of the permitted plan content and must be removed – see S. 26 and s. 27 of Reg. 287 and s 22 of the Act.
The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the identified SDWT with the objective of preventing the activity from becoming a significant threat
or ensuring that the significant threat ceases to be significant, as required by threat policies. The policy does not conform to the requirements for other
permissible non‐threat policies. Alternatively, this can be put forward as a recommendation for future source protection work as a supplement to the SPP.
‐ TSSA and MCS encourage the SPC to consider that Ontario’s current regulatory framework supports SWP by effectively reducing the probability of incidents
of spills and leaks. There is currently no evidence that the provincial regulatory framework is not effectively managing the risk to source water. On this basis,
the government has no plans to review the regulatory framework.
‐ TSSA and MCS encourage the CTC to establish any additional measures at the local level and assign responsibility to the appropriate municipality.
Threat
Description
Handling and
Storage of Fuel
(Liquid Fuel
and ICI and
Multi‐unit
Residential
Fuel Oil)

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

TSSA

Legal
Effect

K

Policy
Education/Outreach
Where the handling and storage of fuel is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, TSSA
should educate business owners and fuel providers in significant threat areas about leak
detection, spill containment measures, proper equipment maintenance and spills reporting and
nature of threats and SPP contributions to safe drinking water.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Policy revised to address this
comment.

Policy revised in consultation
with TSSA and MCS.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of 10

T‐11

Mon‐20
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ID Code

P3.2
P8.2

Draft
Policy ID

FUEL‐8

ID Code
M4.2‐1

P3.2
P8.2

Draft
Policy ID
FUEL‐9

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FUEL‐7 (Policy FUEL‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
MCS and TSSA are committed to supporting source water initiatives in Ontario. We can assist SPCs in their activities in the following ways:
‐MCS can work with MOE to provide colleges with source water awareness information that can be integrated into fuel technician training
programs.
‐TSSA can work with MOE to include source water safety information into current public education vehicles, such as TSSA’s website and
seasonal brochures.
‐MCS can work with MOE and fuel industry associations to facilitate distribution of educational materials to fuel suppliers.
Threat
Description
Handling and
Storage of
Fuel (Single
Residential
Fuel Oil)

Implementing
Body

TSSA

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Education/Outreach
Where the handling and storage of fuel is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, TSSA
should develop and produce education and outreach materials, for delivery by local municipalities
that provides information about proper fuel storage equipment maintenance, leak detection, spill
containment measures and spills reporting.

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of 10

T‐11

Mon‐20

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FUEL‐8 (Policy FUEL‐4 in Proposed Plan)
Comments
TSSA noted as implementer ‐ municipalities directed to deliver in text of policy. Suggested Improvement: Clarify implementing body
MCS and TSSA are committed to supporting source water initiatives in Ontario. We can assist SPCs in their activities in the following ways:
‐MCS can work with MOE to provide colleges with source water awareness information that can be integrated into fuel technician training
programs.
‐TSSA can work with MOE to include source water safety information into current public education vehicles, such as TSSA’s website and
seasonal brochures.
‐MCS can work with MOE and fuel industry associations to facilitate distribution of educational materials to fuel suppliers.
Threat
Description
Handling and
Storage of
Fuel

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Policy revised in consultation with TSSA and MCS.

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Municipality

A

Policy
Land Use Planning
Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to prohibit new land uses, excepting
residential, that involve fuel storage facilities.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Implementing body revised and clarified.
See FUEL‐4 in Proposed SPP for revised policy
prepared in consultation with TSSA and MCS.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of 10

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1
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ID Code
P1.2
P5.2
M3.2‐1
M6.2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY FUEL‐9 (Policy GEN‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
The policy must refer to the area where it applies to satisfy the requirements of s. 31 of O.Reg. 287/07,
Policy removed.
i.e. where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat
Amendments to Ops and zoning by‐laws will be necessary.
Policy removed.
Don't agree with the approach of prohibition or using the tool proposed. There is not support for this tool Policy removed.
to be used for such a range of land uses. It would be more reasonable if it was specific to something such
as bulk fuel storage facility.
Fuel‐9 are we prohibiting a small business from having an oil heating system if natural gas is not available? Policy removed.
Not sure if controlling heating systems is a Planning Act issue.

CTC Response

DNAPL
Draft
Policy ID

DNAP‐1

ID Code
P1.2
M1.2‐1

Threat
Description

Handling and
Storage of a
DNAPL

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

G
H
I

Part IV, s. 57, s. 58, s. 59
Where the handling and storage of a DNAPL is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, the
following actions shall be taken:
1) The handling and storage of a DNAPL (existing) in any quantity (excluding an individual for
personal or family use) is designated for the purpose of s.58 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act,
requiring risk management plans, in all areas where the threat is significant.
2) The handling and storage of a DNAPL (expansion, future) in any quantity (excluding an individual
for personal or family use) is designated for the purpose of s.57 and s.59 under the Clean Water
Act, and is therefore prohibited in all areas where the threat would be significant.

WHPA A‐C
with a VS equal
or more than 2
and/or WHPA E
with a VS
equal 10

T‐5
T‐6

Mon‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DNAP‐1 (Policy DNAP‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
See previous comments on policies that refer to s. 59
Policy revised.
DNAP‐1 handling and storage should be prohibited in WHPA the same as fertilizer storage and handling.
The CTC SPC reviewed the draft policy approaches used throughout and have
made revisions to be internally consistent where they deemed it appropriate to
adequately protect municipal drinking water sources. The policy approach for
fertilizer storage and handling are now the same as for DNAPL.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M3.2‐1

M6.2‐1

GP‐49

Draft
Policy ID

DNAP‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DNAP‐1 (Policy DNAP‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Existing users are able to work with the RMO in implementing a RMP to effectively manage any significant
The CTC SPC carefully considered the optimal approach to protect municipal
threats related to DNAPL's, why can't expansion/ future DNAPLs use following the same approach.
drinking water supplies and determined that prohibition of future new storage
of DNAPL is the appropriate policy. Spills of DNAPLS move readily into the
aquifer and are extremely difficult to remediate.
DNAP‐1 there needs to be some minimum quantity here as any resident could unknowingly bring a DNAPL
The policy excludes incidental volumes for personal use, which would capture
home from the hardware store as a small component of a product.
small amounts found in product used around a home.
MOE has advised that we cannot include ‘phase‐out’ which is considered
DNAP‐1 and OS‐1 ‐ it is appropriate and necessary to use prohibition in the case of DNAPLs and organic
solvents. It is strongly recommended that these be replaced with “phase‐out” policies such that within 5 years, prohibition, as part of a Risk Management policy.
the existing handling and storage of DNAPLs and organic solvents (excluding by an individual for personal or
family use) is prohibited where it poses a significant threat. This policy should be extended to the existing and
future application of driveway sealants containing DNAPLs, which are often for personal or family use but can
nonetheless lead to contamination of water sources, and safer alternatives are easily available.
The current proposal could see their existing uses continue in perpetuity in significant threat areas, even
directly next to municipal wells, subject only to risk management measures. This approach is not only risky
and short‐sighted, it is also inconsistent with the treatment of other threats. For toxic and carcinogenic
DNAPLs and organic solvents, no setback whatsoever is proposed in the source protection plan. It must be
noted that significant scientific data gaps exist with respect to these substances, making risk management a
particularly risky and imprecise approach. Even if perfectly tailored risk management plans could be
developed, there is no guarantee that accidents would or could be avoided. There are known alternatives
available for many of these substances in commercial use. The cost of introducing alternatives or relocating
polluting businesses to safer locations is less that the cost of replacing an entire water source and certainly
less that the toll on human life and the environment should an accident occur.
Threat
Description
Handling
and Storage
of a DNAPL

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

Policy
Education/Outreach
Where the handling and storage of a DNAPL is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, in
any quantity, the Ministry of Environment should develop and produce education and outreach
programs for municipal delivery targeted towards:
1) An individual for personal or family use to promote the use of non‐toxic products and additional

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐C with
a VS equal or
more than 2
and/or WHPA E
with a VS equal
10

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐11

Mon‐13
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

opportunities for participation in household hazardous waste disposal; and
2) Industrial and commercial users to promote the use of alternatives to DNAPLs (including non‐
toxic products), pollution prevention approaches, Best Management Practices, and safe disposal in
industries.
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DNAP‐2 (Policy DNAP‐2 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
P1.2
M3.2‐1

Comments
Recommend replacing with “consider developing and producing” or
“analyze the need for” – see previous comments, e.g. SWG‐13
Remove part (1) of the policy and focus on Industrial and Commercial
DNAPL uses, which are typically used in larger quantities

CTC Response
As the policy is not legally binding, the SPC chose to keep the original wording.
As there are no quantity thresholds for DNAPLS specified in the provincial threat tables, the SPC is required to
write policies to address all significant threats, including small quantity DNAPLs. Those small quantities are being
solely addressed by this Education/Outreach policy.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy

DNAP‐3

Handling
and Storage
of a DNAPL

Municipality

A

Land Use Planning
The municipality shall amend their planning documents to prohibit the storage of a DNAPL from
being located in areas where it would be a significant drinking water threat.

ID Code
M1.2‐1
M4.2‐1
M6.2‐1

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐C with a VS
equal or more than
2 and/or WHPA E
with a VS=10

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DNAP‐3 (Policy GEN‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
DNAP‐3 and OS‐3 there may be no trigger or application that will give the municipality the opportunity to “prohibit” this threat so it’s not a very effective tool.
Is this LUP policy inclusive to new and expansions or only new? Suggested Improvement: Add words 'new uses' to be consistent
DNAPL‐3 not sure that the Planning Act can regulate small DNAPL use in someone’s garage or basement.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

CTC Response
Policy removed.
Policy removed.
Policy removed.
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Organic Solvents
Draft
Policy ID

OS‐1

Threat
Description
#17
Handling
and Storage
of an
Organic
Solvent

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

G
H
I

Part IV, s. 57, s. 58, s. 59
Where the handling and storage of an organic solvent is, or would be, a significant drinking water
threat, the following actions shall be taken:
1) The handling and storage of an organic solvent (existing) is designated for the purpose of s.58 and
s.59 under the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in all areas where the threat is
significant.
2) The handling and storage of an organic solvent (expansion, future) is designated for the purpose of
s.57 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited in all areas where the threat would
be significant.

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of
10

T‐5
T‐6

Mon‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY OS‐1 (Policy OS‐1 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
P1.2
M1.2‐1
M3.2‐1

Draft
Policy ID

OS‐2

Comments
See previous comments on policies that refer to s. 59
OS why not combine these policies with DNAPL?
Existing users are able to work with the RMO in implementing a RMP to
effectively manage any significant threats related to organic solvents, why can't
expansion/ future organic solvents use following the same approach.
Threat
Description

Handling
and Storage
of an
Organic
Solvent

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

CTC Response
Policy revised.
Since these are different prescribed threat activities, the policies were kept separate for clarity.
The CTC SPC carefully considered the optimal approach to protect municipal drinking water supplies and
determined that prohibition of future new handling and storage of organic solvents is the appropriate policy.
Spills of these chemicals can move readily into the aquifer and are very difficult to remediate.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Education/Outreach
Where the handling and storage of an organic solvent is, or would be, a significant drinking water
threat, the Ministry of Environment should develop and produce education and outreach programs for
municipal delivery targeted towards:
1) an individual for personal or family use to promote the use of non‐toxic products and additional
opportunities for participation in household hazardous waste disposal; and
2) industrial and commercial users to promote the use of alternatives to these chemicals (including non‐
toxic products), pollution prevention approaches, Best Management Practices, and safe disposal in
industries.

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of
10

T‐11

Mon‐13

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
P1.2

M3.2‐1

Draft
Policy ID
OS‐3

ID Code
P5.2
M1.2‐1
M4.2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

OS‐4

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY OS‐2 (Policy OS‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Recommend replacing with “consider developing and producing” or
As the policy is not legally binding, the SPC chose to keep the original wording.
“analyze the need for”.
Remove part (1) and focus on Industrial and Commercial organic solvent ‐The SPC is required to write policies to address all significant threats.
uses, which are typically used in larger quantities
‐If an individual in a vulnerable area is storing organic solvents in quantities that could be a significant threat, then
the threat is being solely addressed by this Education/Outreach policy.
‐Distribution of education and outreach material to landowners in vulnerable areas to promote safe handling,
storage and disposal of such chemicals is a low‐cost proactive approach to protecting water.
Threat
Description
Handling and
Storage of an
Organic Solvent

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Municipality

A

Policy
Land Use Planning
The municipality shall amend their planning documents to prohibit the storage of an organic
solvent from being located in areas where it would be a significant drinking water threat.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A/B/E
with a VS of 10

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY OS‐3 (Policy GEN‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Amendments to Ops and zoning by‐laws will be necessary.
DNAP‐3 and OS‐3 there may be no trigger or application that will give the municipality the opportunity to “prohibit” this threat so it’s not a very effective tool.
Is this LUP policy inclusive to new and expansions or only new? Suggestion: Add words 'new uses' to be consistent.
Threat
Description
Low/
moderate
Handling and
Storage of an
Organic Solvent

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

J

Policy
Strategic Action
Where the handling and storage of an organic solvent is, or would be, a low or
moderate drinking water threat, the municipality is encouraged to negotiate Best
Management Practices for Industrial, Commercial, Institutional (ICI) land uses.

CTC Response
Policy removed.
Policy removed.
Policy removed.

Where Policy Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

WHPA A, B, C, and D
with a VS of equal or
more than 6 and/or
WHPA E with a VS equal
or more than 4.8

n/a

n/a

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY OS‐4 (Policy OS‐3 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code
P1.2

Comments
See earlier comments about consistency in policy tool references (Strategic vs. Specify action)

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Policy tool revised to Specify Action.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M4.2‐1

GP‐49

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY OS‐4 (Policy OS‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The SPC chose to keep this low/moderate policy as spills can easily reach the aquifer in
Low and moderate policies are prescribed for Municipalities to negotiate BMP for ICI land
vulnerable locations and remediation is very difficult and costly. This policy has “have regard
uses. Suggested Improvement: Low & moderate policies should be removed due to their
for” status. The incremental cost should be relatively minor as it only involves distributing the
premature nature, it's too soon in the process to address low & moderate threats (as per
same educational material that has been prepared to address the same threat where it is
previous comments to CTC in Dec/11).
significant.
Recommend an equivalent policy to OS‐4 be created for DNAPLs to address the existing and
Agreed, similar policy added for DNAPL (see DNAP‐3 in Proposed SPP).
future handling and storage of DNAPLs in low and moderate threat areas.

Aircraft De‐icing
Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

Implementing
Body

DI‐1

Management of runoff
that contains chemicals
used in the de‐icing of
aircraft

Planning
Approval
Authority

ID Code
P1.2
M4.2‐1

Legal
Effect

Policy

A

Land Use Planning
The Planning Approval Authority shall amend their planning documents to prohibit new
land uses that involve the management of the runoff chemicals used in the de‐icing of
aircraft from being located in areas where it would be a significant drinking water threat.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DI‐1 (Policy DI‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
It is recommended that SPP policies addressing the de‐icing of aircraft avoid using land use planning for legal reasons; the Planning Act cannot
prohibit the use of land as an airport (instead E&O or RMP)
LUP to prohibit de‐icing runoff is not appropriate as there is no Planning Act trigger for federal lands. Remove policy

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies
WHPA A‐B with
a VS of 10
and/or WHPA E
with a VS ≥9

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

CTC Response
Policy has been revised to s.58 RMP policy.
Policy has been revised to s.58 RMP policy.
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Lake Ontario
Lake Ontario General
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐G1

Threat
Description

All Lake
Ontario
threats

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other – Best Management Practice (Spill Response)
The Ministry of the Environment, including the Ministry of the Environment Spills Action Centre, should
update their notification protocol for spills affecting Lake Ontario water quality to:
a) directly notify all potentially affected Water Treatment Plant operators;
b) review the reporting thresholds for significant threat activities, in consultation with the municipalities
and adjust the reporting threshold as required;
c) use the 3‐D Hydrodynamic Circulation and Water Quality Simulation Model developed through the
Lake Ontario Collaborative (LOC) to run proactive simulations of potential spills in order to be able to
predict the extent and duration of contamination and to help determine the parties to be notified;
d) ensure that information is communicated to all (e.g. the originators of the spill, emergency
response/clean‐up personnel, municipal health and water treatment operator) responsible parties who
are responding to the spill.

IPZ‐3

T‐17

Mon‐12

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

P1 pre‐
consult

P1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G1 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐The commercial software used by LOC for assessing the contamination by spills at drinking water intakes may indeed be useful in hind casting mode
for some conservative tracers. Although all EC scientists have not had a chance to see final results, one of the EC scientists is aware of preliminary
presentations made by the consultant. Based on it we believe that this modeling system needs several improvements to be useful as a prediction
system.
‐We are not particularly aware of how this model is calibrated for reacting compounds such as Benzene, oil spills or how it is verified for extreme
events. Further, we assume that tritium spill may have been treated as a conservative substance. Dispersion, lateral and vertical mixing of tracers
requires proper verification in the nearshore zones because of two‐layer flows and limited exchanges.
‐One can tune their system to provide predictions for a particular event using preferred forcing etc., but may not work for a different spill with the
same setup. We are also not aware if the model can be used under nearshore ice conditions during winter.
‐Numerical modeling of lakes is an evolving process and needs dedicated teams to assess their usefulness for site and situation specific applications.
Furthermore, the real time spill prediction, which is more relevant once the spill occurs, is much more complicated exercise than it is drafted in the
policy. Nowcasting and forecasting of contamination due to spills in Lake Ontario needs predictions (1‐2 day in advance) of meteorology, hydrology,
wind induced water currents, wave induced motions, temperatures and stratification and capability of assimilating observed data into the modelling
system. EC is currently developing such a sophisticated coupled‐ lake atmosphere forecasting tool for the hydrodynamics of Great Lakes, which may
be more suitable for providing large scale currents and temperature in Lake Ontario. This input at boundaries and surface forcing can be used for
site‐specific nearshore spill models if desired. Furthermore, this kind of modeling requires not only good data sets for forcing, but also quite a bit of
in situ data for verification. Therefore, in our opinion a policy suggestion of using the suggested model for assessment of water quality at drinking
water intakes is premature at this stage.
‐The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the 5 Lake Ontario SDWTs with the objective of preventing the activities from becoming a
significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be significant, as required by threat policies.
‐As an alternative, the policy could be revised as a non‐threat policy allowed under s. 26 paragraph 6 of the regulation; note, however those types of
policies only apply to spills that occur in WHPAs and IPZs along highways, railway lines or shipping lanes and must focus on updates to spill
prevention or spill contingency or emergency response plans.
‐The 3‐D Hydrodynamic Circulation Model has only recently been peer‐reviewed, and the impact of the comments and recommendations to
improve the quality of the model is currently unknown. The model may not be available for the purpose of this policy at the time of implementation.
In addition, the complexity of the model may mean that it is not a good option for time‐sensitive needs like spill notification. In addition, it is unlikely
that staff at a spills action centre would be qualified to undertake the modelling identified in the policy.
‐The 3‐D Hydrodynamic Circulation and Water Quality Simulation Model may not be appropriate for all types of spills. It is recommended that the
implementer have the flexibility to choose the most appropriate model.
‐It is recommended that policies LO‐G1, G2, G3 and G8 be combined.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
‐The Proposed SPP includes a policy
recommending further development of
the 3‐D hydrodynamic Circulation Model.
‐The model has been developed using the
best available data. A peer review has
also been completed verifying that the
model was appropriate for identifying
threats. The Proposed SPP recommends
that MOE undertakes additional
development of the model in consultation
with other responsible parties and
maintains the required modelling
expertise.

Specific threat policies have been revised
in Proposed SPP to include reference to
use of model as well as revising general
policy to be a non‐threat policy allowed
under S. 26, paragraph 6 of O. Reg. 287/07
under the Clean Water Act.
The Proposed SPP recommends that MOE
undertakes additional development of the
model to address these limitations.
Agree ‐ Policies LO‐G1, G2, G3 and G8
have been combined in Proposed SPP.
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ID Code
P9

M1‐1
M1‐2

M1‐5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G1 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
The role set out in this policy is not appropriate for this agency (Emergency Measures Ontario) and would be better assumed by the MOE Spills
Action Center.
‐ Why is this ‘policy’ not legally binding? In (a) notification should be “immediate” or ASAP.
‐The Region supports these policies. Emergency plans are already in place at our water treatment plants. Additional three dimensional modelling
identified in the policies is essential to gain a better understanding of the lake which provides 95% of Durham Region's drinking water and most of
the drinking water for 5 to 6 million people in communities from Niagara to Kingston. Because of Walkerton, the Province made a huge
investment in technical studies and policy development to understand and improve Ontario's groundwater resources which collectively supply a
fraction of the population served by Lake Ontario. The Province should make a comparable effort and investment in studies and modelling to
understand the hydrodynamic factors and threat activities affecting water quality in Lake Ontario.
‐One general policy involves the SPA using information generated as a result of specific threat policies on sewer pipes and fuel pipelines to create
an inventory for use in updating the Assessment Report regarding threats from pipes that cross streams flowing into Lake Ontario.
‐As noted earlier four potential SDWTs were identified for lake‐based intakes. The Region supports the specific policies drafted for these threats.
That Council respectfully recommends that the CTC Source Protection Committee and the Lake Ontario Collaborative:
a) Work cooperatively with the MOE to address how the legal effect of policies LO‐G1, LO‐G3 to LO‐G6, LO‐G8 and LO‐G9 can be amended to
become stronger and more enforceable;
b) Use worst‐case scenario weather events, taking climate change into account, to re‐model existing threats and model new threats to Lake
Ontario water supply plant intakes;
c) Create Lake Ontario General Policy LO‐G10 that requires municipalities to amend their planning documents to include policies that reduce the
amount of urban runoff and contaminants entering creeks and stormwater sewers, provide greater minimum vegetation protection zones
(buffers) adjacent to hydrologic features, and promote the best available water treatment technologies, similar to the policies in the Town of
Ajax Official Plan;
d) Remodel the Highland Creek sanitary trunk sewer break under extreme weather conditions and at the regular operational flow (if greater than
50% of the design capacity) to determine if it becomes a “significant‟ threat to the Ajax Water Supply Plant;
e) Model sanitary trunk sewer breaks in Duffins Creek, and Carruthers Creek under extreme weather conditions and at regular operational flows
to determine whether they would be considered “significant‟ drinking water threats to the Ajax Water Supply Plant intake;
f) Provide explanation as to why the Ajax Water Supply Plant intake is shown within the plume of a petroleum pipeline spill in the Don River
(Figure E6.36 in the TRSPA Assessment Report Appendices), but that the threat was not identified as a significant threat and delineated as an
IPZ‐3;

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Implementation by EMO has been changed,
now EMO to be consulted by MOE Spills
Action Centre.
‐The CWA and associated regulations set out
when a policy is legally binding. The MOE is
not required to comply with the proposed
policy as it does not affect decisions under
any named acts or prescribed instruments.
‐Comment noted supporting the policy, no
revisions to proposed policies required.

‐The Clean Water Act and associated
regulations set out when a policy is legally
binding. The Ministry of the Environment is
not required to comply with the proposed
policy as it does not affect decisions under
any named acts or prescribed instruments.
‐The Proposed SPP recommends that MOE
undertakes additional development of the
model and further scenario modelling to
address these limitations.
This omission is being corrected in the final
version of the Assessment Report to be
published.
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ID Code

M1‐5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G1 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
That Council respectfully recommends that the Ontario Ministry of the Environment:
a) Require the best available treatment technologies be used in municipal water supply plants and wastewater treatment plants to provide
greater protection and enhancement of drinking water quality through more effective contaminant removal;
b) Provide sustained funding to municipalities to install and operate upgraded water supply plant and wastewater treatment plant infrastructure
and water treatment technologies;
c) Provide continued funding to municipalities, the CTC Source Protection Committee, and the LOC so that they can undertake more detailed
nearshore water quality studies in order to develop further Source Protection Plan policies that will better address a wider range of threats to
water supply plant intakes;
d) Provide funding to municipalities and Source Protection Committees to ensure implementation of Source Protection Plan policies, monitoring
of policies and water quality study findings, and regular reporting of progress to municipalities and the public;
e) Work cooperatively with the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment Canada protect drinking water sources in Ontario by undertaking
a comprehensive assessment of hydraulic fracturing impacts in other parts of Canada and the United States and conduct scientific studies to
protect Ontario’s drinking prior to approving such projects;
f) Direct the CTC Source Protection Committee and the LOC to assess the impact of the cumulative release of contaminants from point and non‐
point sources (i.e., wastewater, tritium, storm sewer, and creek discharges; urban runoff; legacy contaminants; contaminants of emerging
concern; and, leachate from closed and aging landfills) on drinking water quality;
g) Allocate the additional funding Source Protection Committees require for continued modeling to better examine how the potential for
increased contamination in Lake Ontario as a result of climate change and cumulative impacts can be addressed through the drinking water
source protection process;
h) Support and encourage regional and local municipalities and conservation authorities in water quality analyses within their watersheds and
along their shorelines for the purpose of identifying and curbing local point and non‐point sources of contaminants entering Lake Ontario;
i) Update the Clean Water Act and its Regulations, as well as the MOE Directors Technical Rules to provide Source Protection Committees with a
clear direction and timelines on additional threats that need to be modeled and incorporated into Assessment Reports;
j) Require the CTC Source Protection Committee and the LOC to model a spill from the Pickering and Darlington Nuclear Generating Stations
under extreme weather conditions (i.e.; worst case scenario);
k) Be strongly urged to adopt a lower threshold for the Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standard for tritium in line with recommendations made
by the Ontario Drinking Water Advisory Council in 2009, and subsequently provide the necessary funding and resources to Source Protection
Authorities to undertake modeling to delineate new IPZ‐3s as a result of a new threshold;
l) Be strongly urged to enact more protective environmental standards for waterborne emissions from sewage treatment plants discharging
directly and indirectly into Lake Ontario to keep pace with the increasing complex mix of contaminants now present in the Lake Ontario
nearshore zone.
m) Allocate sufficient enforcement resources to ensure environmental standards for sewage treatment plant wastewater effluent are being met;

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response

These comments are directed to the
Ministry of the Environment and do not
affect policies in the Proposed SPP. A
number of these matters have been raised
in the letter sent to the Minister of the
Environment by the CTC SPC.
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ID Code

M1‐5

M2‐1
I1

I4

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G1 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
n) Require integration of the best available wastewater treatment technologies into all stages of the expanding Duffins Creek Wastewater
Treatment Plant, require wastewater to be „pre‐treated‟ prior to entry into the Big Pipe, as well as require ongoing nearshore water quality
testing along the Ajax‐Pickering waterfront as a key component of performance monitoring;
o) Allocate sustained funding to support the upgrading of municipal wastewater infrastructure and technologies, such as leading edge tertiary
ultra‐filtration technologies, to more effectively remove a wider range of traditional and emerging contaminants from untreated sewage;
4. That Council respectfully recommends that the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing:
a) Exempt amendments made to Official Plans and Zoning By‐laws to bring those documents into conformity with a Source Protection Plan from
appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board.
5. That Council respectfully recommend that the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission:
a) Work cooperatively with the CTC Source Protection Committee, the LOC, and the MOE to reconsider the legal effect of policy LO‐NGS1. The
review and modification of plans that are aimed at reducing the likelihood of spills is important in the protection of source water and should
not simply be a “have regard for ” policy.
6. That Council respectfully recommends that the Ontario Energy Board:
a) Work cooperatively with the CTC Source Protection Committee and the LOC to reconsider the legal effect of draft policies LO‐Pipe1 and LO‐
Pipe2. The review and modification of plans that are aimed at reducing the likelihood of spills is important in the protection of source water
and should not simply be a “have regard for” policy.
Regional staff supports the policy approach.
Spill Response: MOE, including MOE Spills Action Centre, should update their notification protocol for spills affecting LO water quality to: a)
directly notify all potentially affected WTP operators; CPPI supports this policy proposal as it reinforces the mandate of the SAC being the one
point of contact during a release of fuel and adds efficiency to communications.
‐Implementation of the 8 all threats policies are required to reduce several threats identified in the AR to non‐sign levels. OPG is concerned that
the MOE during pre‐consultation has rejected some of these policies (LO‐G2, LO‐G4, LO‐G6) or has withheld comments until later date (LO‐G1).
These policies directly support LO‐NGS1 by including requirement for MOE to:
• Revise Spill Action Center protocols to notify the affected water supply plants of spills that pose threats to drinking water (LO‐G1.
• Review reporting thresholds for significant threats (LO‐G1.
• Using dispersion models to predict the extent and duration of impacts during spill events that pose threats to drinking water (LO‐G1).
• Ensure that significant threat responses are included in the water supply plant contingency plans (LO‐G3).
• Install permanent monitoring equipment to provide real time measurements of lake current direction and velocity (LO‐G4).
• Undertake predictive modelling to identify additional drinking water threats (LO‐G6).
• In rejecting these policies, significant gaps have been created which will leave the LO based drinking water system at risk from any spill. In
addition, OPG is unclear how the MOE plans to maintain its obligations under Sect. 8.3 (3) of the Provincial Liquid Emission Response
Procedure to “report on its interactions with the affected WTPs and provide estimates as available of the time at which the radioactive

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response

Comment noted. CTC SPC has sent a letter
to the province supporting this
recommendation.
Comment noted, does not affect policies in
the Proposed SPP.

Comment noted, does not affect policies in
the Proposed SPP.

Support for policy noted.
Support for policy noted.

The CTC SPC has rejected the advice from
Ministry of the Environment staff and
maintained these policies under the revised
threat specific policies in the proposed SPP
as they agree that their implementation is
necessary to protect municipal drinking
water sources in Lake Ontario.

Page 308 of 352

Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
ID Code

O5

Draft
Policy
ID

LO‐G2

ID Code

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G1 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
release is expected to reach these plants and at what probable levels”, if MOE does not implement policies LO‐G1, LO‐G4.
‐An Emergency Response Plan threshold needs agreement amongst the stakeholders. The MOH has already identified key stakeholders that could
form the basis of the appropriate authorities to be involved in future consultations.
‐The current policy inclusions seem to echo that of the MOH City Toronto, that the need for measuring and monitoring tritium in the drinking
water supply and raw water identical to the required measurements of other chemicals. Tritium should not be an exception to the rule of
measurement and monitoring protocols on the basis of cost.
Threat
Description

All Lake
Ontario
threats

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

C

Policy
Prescribed Instrument
Contingency Plans for Water Treatment Plants
The Ministry of the Environment shall:
a) ensure that municipal drinking water systems are in compliance with the drinking water license;
b) in consultation with the owners and operators of municipal drinking water systems, require that a
Contingency Plan is developed under the Drinking Water Quality Management Standard, and reviewed
to ensure that significant drinking water threats identified in the Assessment Report are included; and
c) amend the municipal drinking water license, as required

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G2 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
b) In explanatory notes‐ As municipal sewage is referred, it should be broader than E‐Coli.

F1 pre‐
consult

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP supports the
review of thresholds in consultation with
municipalities.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

IPZ‐3

T‐1

Mon‐11

CTC Response
Proposed SPP has policy for sewage threats that
recommends considering all pathogens, not just E.
coli. Will also be addressed in supplementary letter
from CTC SPC to Minister.
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ID Code

P1

M1‐1
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐G3

ID Code
M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G2 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the 5 Lake Ontario SDWTs with the objective of preventing the activities from
becoming a significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be significant, as required by threat policies.
‐The drinking water works permits are only prescribed for use to address the handling and storage of fuel on site. See Table 2 from
“Source Protection Planning Bulletin – Overview of Prescribed Instruments ‐ December 2010.”
‐As an alternative, part b of the policy could be revised as a non‐threat policy allowed under s. 26 paragraph 6 of the regulation; note,
however those types of policies only apply to spills that occur in WHPAs and IPZs along highways, railway lines or shipping lanes and must
focus on updates to spill prevention or spill
‐The feasibility of implementing this and any revised policy should be discussed with the municipalities or respective implementing body
prior to finalizing the policy.
‐It is recommended that policies LO‐G1, G2, G3 and G8 be combined.
Policy is not really necessary. MOE ensures that municipalities are in compliance with their license through drinking water inspections.
Regional staff supports the policy approach.
Threat
Description

All Lake
Ontario
threats

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

Agree ‐ Policies LO‐G1, G2, G3 and G8 have been
combined in Proposed SPP.
Agree. Compliance reference has been deleted in
Proposed SPP.
Support for policy noted.

Policy
Other
Regular Testing of Contingency Plans
The Ministry of the Environment, in consultation with Emergency Measures Ontario, other regulators,
municipal water treatment plant operators and industry should:
a) ensure contingency plans are incorporated into municipal emergency preparedness plans; and
b) conduct testing of contingency response plans commencing within 3 years of the Source Protection
Plan approval, followed by regular (frequency and priority to be determined in consultation) emergency
response preparedness exercises which address the drinking water threats identified through the spill
scenarios.

Regional staff supports the policy approach

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Policy has been revised to be a non‐threat policy
allowed under S. 26, paragraph 6 provisions of O.
Reg. 287/07 under the Clean Water Act.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G3 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Support for policy noted.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

IPZ‐3

T‐19

Mon‐12

CTC Response
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ID Code

P1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G3 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the 5 Lake Ontario SDWTs with the objective of
Policy has been revised to a non‐threat policy allowed under S. 26
preventing the activities from becoming a significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be
paragraph 6 of O. Reg. 287/07 under the Clean Water Act.
significant, as required by threat policies.
‐As an alternative, the policy could be revised as a non‐threat policy allowed under s. 26 paragraph 6 of the
regulation; note, however those types of policies only apply to spills that occur in WHPAs and IPZs along highways,
railway lines or shipping lanes and must focus on updates to spill prevention or spill contingency or emergency
Agree ‐ Policies LO‐G1, G2, G3 and G8 have been combined in Proposed SPP
response plans.
‐Comments about the feasibility of implementing this and any revised policy may be provided by the Ministry at a
later time or during the 35 day consultation period.
‐It is recommended that policies LO‐G1, G2, G3 and G8 be combined.
‐Possible Revision for ‐ LO‐G3
‐The Ministry of the Environment, in consultation with Emergency Measures Ontario, other regulators, municipal
water treatment plant operators and industry, shall:
a) ensure that municipal spill prevention and spill contingency plans are updated to protect existing drinking water
sources from spills within a surface water intake protection zone along shipping lanes; and
b) conduct testing of the spill prevention and spill contingency plans commencing within 3 years of the SPP taking
effect, followed by regular (frequency and priority to be determined in consultation) emergency response
preparedness exercises to address the types of spills identified through the scenarios.
c) (incorporate concepts from LO‐G1, G2 and G8)

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

LO‐G4

ID Code
F1 pre‐
consult

P1

M2‐1

O5

Threat
Description

All Lake
Ontario
threats

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other
Lake Ontario Circulation and Water Quality Monitoring, to support the Lake Ontario Collaborative Model
Ministry of the Environment, in collaboration with Environment Canada should:
a) install permanent instrumentation (e.g. continuous recording current meters, with wireless telephone
link to MOE Monitoring and Reporting Branch) to provide real–time monitoring of current speed,
direction and water chemistry for use with the 3‐D Hydrodynamic Circulation Model for future
forecasting of spills impact assessments and assessing spill prevention strategies;
b) ensure that the real time data is available to municipalities and conservation authorities; and
c) should undertake Lake Ontario nearshore monitoring yearly; and make the data available to
municipalities and conservation authorities.

IPZ‐3

T‐19

Mon‐12

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G4 (Policy LO‐G‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
EC suggest collaboration with their scientists in determining what monitoring parameters are required in further
Policy revised to state that further LO modelling should be carried
improvements to the LO model.
out in collaboration with Environment Canada.
CTC SPC feels strongly that this policy includes required actions
‐This policy is out of scope of the permitted plan content and must be removed – see S. 26 and s. 27 of Reg. 287 and s 22 of
that are considered necessary to ensure that significant threats
the Act.
cease to be significant and have therefore included it in the
‐The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the 5 Lake Ontario SDWTs with the objective of preventing the
Proposed SPP. Policy requirements have also been added to the
activities from becoming a significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be significant, as required by
policies addressing each of the modeled significant threat
threat policies.
‐The policy does not conform to the requirements for other permissible non‐threat policies, including spills policies under s. activities. Policy revised to reflect S. 26, paragraph 6 provisions of
26 (6), climate data collection policies under s. 26 (5), general (non threat related) E/O under s. 22(7), or transport pathways O. Reg. 287/07 under the Clean Water Act.
under s. 27.
‐Alternatively, this can be put forward as a recommendation for future source protection work as a supplement to the
source protection plan.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP supports the review of thresholds in
‐An Emergency Response Plan threshold needs agreement amongst the stakeholders. The MOH has already identified key
consultation with municipalities.
stakeholders that could form the basis of the appropriate authorities to be involved in future consultations.
‐The current policy inclusions seem to echo that of the MOH City Toronto, that the need for measuring and monitoring
tritium in the drinking water supply and raw water identical to the required measurements of other chemicals. Tritium
should not be an exception to the rule of measurement and monitoring protocols on the basis of cost.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

LO‐G5

ID Code
F1 pre‐
consult

P1

M2‐1

O5

Threat
Description

All Lake
Ontario
threats

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Research
Lake Ontario 3‐D Hydrodynamic Circulation and Water Quality Simulation Model
Ministry of the Environment should:
a) maintain and further develop the 3‐D Hydrodynamic Circulation Model with particular focus to the
near shore of Lake Ontario for future forecasting of activities to determine their potential to be
significant drinking water threats by;
b) maintain specialized modeling expertise to undertake spills scenario modeling;
c) lead the development of typical lake circulation spill base cases to do quick assessments of spills to
provide early warning impact assessment; and
d) use this model as a consistent approach for assessing potential impact from new/ proposed/ changed
discharges, including spill scenario assessment and to assess actual spills.

IPZ‐3

T‐19

Mon‐12

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G5 (Policy LO‐G‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
EC suggest collaboration with their scientists in determining what monitoring parameters are required in further
Policy revised to state that further LO modelling should be carried
improvements to the LO model.
out in collaboration with Environment Canada.
‐This policy is out of scope of the permitted plan content and must be removed – see S. 26 and s. 27 of Reg. 287 and s 22 of CTC SPC feels strongly that this policy includes required actions that
are considered necessary to ensure that significant threats cease to
the Act.
o The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the 5 Lake Ontario SDWTs with the objective of preventing be significant and have therefore included it in the Proposed SPP.
Policy requirements have also been added to the policies
the activities from becoming a significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be significant, as
addressing each of the modeled significant threat activities. Policy
required by threat policies.
revised to reflect S. 26, paragraph 6 provisions of O. Reg. 287/07
o The policy does not conform to the requirements for other permissible non‐threat policies, including spills policies
under s. 26 (6), climate data collection policies under s. 26 (5), general (non threat related) E/O under s. 22(7), or
under the Clean Water Act.
transport pathways under s. 27.
‐Alternatively, this can be put forward as a recommendation for future source protection work as a supplement to the SPP.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP supports the review of thresholds in
‐An Emergency Response Plan threshold needs agreement amongst the stakeholders. The MOH has already identified key
consultation with municipalities.
stakeholders that could form the basis of the appropriate authorities to be involved in future consultations.
‐The current policy inclusions seem to echo that of the MOH City Toronto, that the need for measuring and monitoring
tritium in the drinking water supply and raw water identical to the required measurements of other chemicals. Tritium
should not be an exception to the rule of measurement and monitoring protocols on the basis of cost.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Policy ID

LO‐G6

ID Code

P1

M2‐1

I1

Threat
Description

All Lake
Ontario
threats

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

Policy
Research
Undertake Additional Spill Scenario Modeling
Ministry of the Environment, in consultation with responsible parties for the threat activities and lead
Source Protection Authorities in the LOC, should fund additional scenario modeling, to:
a) undertake additional spill scenarios to assess other potential threats (locations, spill quantities,
activities, contaminants), for example, pumping station overflow; and
b) assess the effectiveness of source protection plan policies relying on risk management measures and
spill contingency measures to reduce the risk.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G6 (Policy LO‐G‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐This policy is out of scope of the permitted plan content and must be removed – see S. 26 and s. 27 of Reg. 287 and s 22 of the Act.
o The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the 5 Lake Ontario SDWTs with the objective of preventing the activities
from becoming a significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be significant, as required by threat policies.
o The policy does not conform to the requirements for other permissible non‐threat policies, including spills policies under s. 26
(6), climate data collection policies under s. 26 (5), general (non threat related) E/O under s. 22(7), or transport pathways under s.
27.
‐ Alternatively, this can be put forward as a recommendation for future source protection work as a supplement to the SPP.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
‐Undertake additional spills scenario modelling
‐Communication to the Cttee on July 13, 2011 and August 25, 2011 by Suncor highlighted the improbability of the release of 26
million litres of gasoline containing 1% benzene over a period of 6 hours.
‐CPPI recommends that proposed policies should not be based on this scenario. CPPI supports additional spill scenario modelling.
Additional spill scenario modelling should incorporate realistic parameters, more precisely a spill at the dock.
‐A realistic spill scenario should include the following parameters:
‐Initial spill be limited to the loss of containment of the unloading hose at the dock which has a volume of 1000 litres. Limit the
quantities persisting in the water to 500 litres. Average benzene content in gasoline blendstock is 0.70%. Therefore the total
amount of benzene in the water should be limited 3.5 litres. CPPI requests that evaporation be incorporated in all future gasoline
spill scenarios.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

IPZ‐3

T‐19

Mon‐15

CTC Response
CTC SPC feels strongly that this policy includes required
actions that are considered necessary to ensure that
significant threats cease to be significant and have
therefore included it in the Proposed SPP. Policy
requirements have also been added to the policies
addressing each of the modeled significant threat activities.
Policy revised to reflect S. 26, paragraph 6 provisions of O.
Reg. 287/07 under the Clean Water Act.
Support for policy noted.
Proposed policy supports additional spill scenario
modelling. This matter has also been raised in letter to
Minister of the Environment from CTC SPC.
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LO‐G7

ID Code

P1

M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐G8

Threat
Description

All Lake
Ontario
threats

Implementing
Body

Source
Protection
Authority

Legal
Effect

E

Policy
Research Inspect Stream Crossings
Subject to available funding from MOE, the responsible Source Protection Authority shall, with
information provided by facility owners, to compile an inventory of all pipe facilities which cross
tributaries that drain into Lake Ontario to further understand risks associated with pipe break scenarios
and update respective Assessment Reports. Inventory is intended to include:
a) state of the infrastructure (e.g. age, diameter, design life, quantity and type of products transported)
to assess the potential threats;
b) map the location of each crossing to produce a composite map; and
c) develop a prioritized list of facilities to be inspected/ maintained based on potential risk to drinking
water.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G7 (Policy LO‐G‐5 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐This policy is out of scope of the permitted plan content and must be removed – see S. 26 and s. 27 of Reg. 287 and s 22 of the Act.
o The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the 5 Lake Ontario SDWTs with the objective of preventing the activities
from becoming a significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be significant, as required by threat policies.
o The policy does not conform to the requirements for other permissible non‐threat policies, including spills policies under s. 26 (6),
climate data collection policies under s. 26 (5), general (non threat related) E/O under s. 22(7), or transport pathways under s. 27.
‐Alternatively, this can be put forward as a recommendation for future source protection work as a supplement to the SPP.
Regional staff supports the policy approach.
Threat
Description

All Lake
Ontario
threats

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

K

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

IPZ‐3

T‐13

Mon‐9

CTC Response
CTC SPC feels strongly that this policy includes
required actions that are considered necessary to
ensure that significant threats cease to be significant
and have therefore included it in the Proposed SPP.
Policy revised to reflect S. 26, paragraph 6 provisions
of O. Reg. 287/07 under the Clean Water Act.
Support for policy noted.

Policy
Other
Update Communication Protocols
Ministry of the Environment (spills action) should consult with other responsible parties (such as the
regulatory authorities, industries and municipalities, Ministry of Health and local Medical Officer of
Health, Canadian Coast Guard and Ministry of the Environment) to:
a) review and update communication protocols to communicate spills and related issues to the public;
and
b) develop plans for proactive public/ media communication around the Clean Water Act and the spill
scenario findings.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

IPZ‐3

T‐19

Mon‐12
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ID Code

P1

M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐G9

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G8 (Policy LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Policy includes required actions that are considered necessary to ensure that
‐The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the 5 Lake Ontario SDWTs with the objective of
preventing the activities from becoming a significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be
significant threats cease to be significant. Policy revised to reflect S. 26,
significant, as required by threat policies.
paragraph 6 provisions of O. Reg. 287/07 under the Clean Water Act.
‐As an alternative, the policy could be revised as a non‐threat policy allowed under s. 26 paragraph 6 of the
Policy combined with LO‐G‐1 in Proposed SPP.
regulation; note, however those types of policies only apply to spills that occur in WHPAs and IPZs along
highways, railway lines or shipping lanes and must focus on updates to spill prevention or spill contingency or
emergency response plans.
‐It is recommended that policies LO‐G1, G2, G3 and G8 be combined.
Possible revision for LO‐G8
The Spills Action Centre of Ministry of the Environment should consult with industry, the Ministry of Health and
local Medical Officer of Health and the Canadian Coast Guard to:
a) Review and update spill prevention and spill contingency plans or emergency response plans to protect
drinking water from spills along shipping lanes in the IPZs, including communication protocols.
b) Promote spill prevention and share information about source protection with the public.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Threat
Description

All threats
(significant,
moderate
and low)

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

Support for policy noted.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Specify/Strategic Action
Outreach
Ministry of the Environment is requested to establish an outreach program to discuss the findings and
policies arising from the source water protection program with Environment Canada, Health Canada,
New York State and US government agencies in order to:
(a) encourage collaboration on protecting our shared drinking water sources;
(b) assess emerging threats to drinking water (e.g. discharge of fracking waste water through sewage
treatment plants, climate change, etc.);
(c) raise profile of the importance of Lake Ontario as a source of drinking water for Ontario; and
d) assess the threats to the near shore water quality from the cumulative impacts of point and non‐point
sources of contaminants.

IPZ‐3

T‐17

Mon‐13

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

P1

M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐G9 (Policy LO‐G‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the 5 Lake Ontario SDWTs with the objective of
Policy revised in Proposed SPP to be an education and outreach policy as allowed
preventing the activities from becoming a significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to
under ss. 22(7) of the Clean Water Act.
be significant, as required by threat policies.
‐As an alternative, the policy could be revised as a non‐threat policy allowed under ss. 22(7) of the CWA
(general education and outreach) (and thus listed on List J), however the actions of (b) and (d) seem out of
scope for that purpose as well. Alternatively, (b) and (d) can be put forward as a recommendation for future
source protection work as a supplement to the SPP.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.

Lake Ontario Nuclear Generating Station Threats
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐NGS1

ID Code
P1

Threat
Description

Spill of
tritium from
NGS

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other Risk Mitigation/Reduction Plans
Where the spill of tritium from a nuclear generating station would be a significant threat, the Ministry of
the Environment shall, in consultation with the appropriate authorities:
a) investigate and evaluate existing Risk Mitigation Plan/ Risk Reduction Plan and notification protocols;
and
b) make modifications where necessary:
i) first priority should be placed on reducing the likelihood of spills (such as potential additional design
and operational Best Management Practices and operational procedures), which would impair drinking
water sources; and
ii) including consideration to lowering the spill threshold in consultation with affected municipalities, at
which municipalities get notified.

IPZ‐3

T‐18

Mon‐12

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐NGS1 (Policy LO‐NGS‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Please ensure that the appropriate implementing bodies have been identified and consulted with.
Agree with recommended edits.
‐Policy must be revised for clarity, edits have been suggested.
‐Comments about the feasibility of implementing this policy may be provided by the Ministry at a later time
or during the 35 day consultation period

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M2‐1

I4

O4
O5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐NGS1 (Policy LO‐NGS‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
‐EMO has provided comments indicating that they are not the appropriate
‐OPG concurs with the direction of this policy, in that risk mitigation is an appropriate tool to eliminate the
implementing body. Policy revised identifying MOE as the implementing body to
threat, and that this can be achieved thru the existing notification protocol and station operation
carry out the policy recommendations in consultation with appropriate authorities.
procedures. However, the protocol (the Provincial Liquid Emission Response Procedure) is under the
authority of EMO, therefore the designated implementing body (MOE) is not appropriate for this policy.
‐Clean Water Act specifies under what circumstances a policy can be legally
‐OPG is also concerned that the policy is not legally binding on the implementing body. The AR did not take
binding. This policy does not use a prescribed tool that is legally binding.
existing design and operational practices into consideration in identifying the drinking water threat.
Nevertheless, a public report has identified activities at the Pickering and Darlington station as significant
threats, but has not assigned any legally binding requirement on the implementing body to enact policies
which will make the activity cease to be a threat. This is not acceptable.
Support the lowering of tritium ODWS to 20 Bq/L
Beyond mandate and expertise of CTC SPC. The Minister of the Environment has
before him the report and recommendations of the Ontario Drinking Water
Advisory Committee on lowering the standard for tritium to 20 Bq/L as a running
annual average.

Lake Ontario‐ Sewage
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Sew1

Threat
Description

Disinfection
Interruption
at a Waste
Water
Treatment
Plant

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
Review and Enhancement of Contingency Plans
Where an interruption to the disinfection system at a waste water treatment plant would be a significant
threat, the Ministry of the Environment shall:
a) ensure that waste water treatment plants (WWTP) are in compliance with existing Environmental
Compliance Approvals; and
b) in consultation with the municipalities, review all such Environmental Compliance Approvals under the
Ontario Water Resources Act for WWTP to:
i) require that the municipality review existing Contingency Plans for WWTP and enhance the plans as
necessary to ensure that the disinfection system works year‐round; and
ii) that there is sufficient redundancy in the disinfection system to minimize the length of time that
disinfection system would not be working, including establishing maximum time limits for the
disinfection system to be out of service.

IPZ‐3

T‐18

Mon‐11

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

P1

M1‐1
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Sew2

ID Code
P1
M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Sew1 (Policy LO‐SEW‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Policy must be revised for clarity. See proposed revisions below.
Agree and policy revised as recommended in Proposed SPP.
‐Comments about the feasibility of implementing this policy may be provided by the Ministry at a later time or during the 35
day consultation period.
Possible revisions
Where modeling has shown that a disinfection interruption at a Waste Water Treatment Plant would cause the following
activities to become significant drinking water threats,:
a) sewage treatment plant bypass discharges to surface water, or
b) sewage treatment plan effluent discharges [including lagoons].
‐The MOE shall review and amend ECAs to ensure they contain terms and conditions that ensure that the threats cease to
be significant. Terms and conditions should include a spill prevention and contingency plan.
The last part of the last sentence is not required. Minimizing the duration” is sufficient. Time limits are not used in the
other policies. MOE has the authority to implement time limits if they wish.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Threat
Description
Sanitary
Trunk Sewer
Spill (STS)

Implementing
Body

MOE

Agree and policy revised as recommended in Proposed SPP.
Support for policy noted.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument
Risk Reduction/Contingency Plan
Where a spill from a sanitary trunk sewer would be a significant threat, the Ministry of the Environment
shall require municipalities which have a Sanitary Trunk Sewer (STS) spill identified as a significant threat
in the Assessment Report, to develop and implement a Risk Reduction Plan/ Contingency Plan as part of
the Environmental Compliance Approval, which focuses on reducing the likelihood of a spill.

IPZ‐3

T‐18

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Sew2 (Policy LO‐SEW‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Policy must be revised for clarity. See proposed revisions for LO‐SEW1.
Agree and policy revised as recommended in Proposed SPP.
‐Comments about the feasibility of implementing this policy may be provided by the Ministry at a later time or during
the 35 day consultation period.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Sew3

ID Code

P1

M1‐5

M1‐9

Threat
Description
Sanitary
Trunk Sewer
(STS)

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Research Assessment of Erosion/Flood risks
Where a spill from a sanitary trunk sewer would be a significant threat, the municipality shall:
a) assess on an regular basis the erosion, scouring and flooding risks in tributaries which could jeopardize
the integrity of sanitary sewer systems located in, adjacent or under tributaries; and b) establish a
timeframe for each subsequent re‐inspection which will commensurate with the level of risk identified
during each inspection.

IPZ‐3

T‐13

Mon‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Sew3 (Policy LO‐SEW‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐As currently worded, this policy does not comply with the requirements for threat policies and must be revised.
Agree and policy revised in Proposed SPP. Policy part of LO‐SEW‐2
‐It is recommended that the policy be revised to conform to the requirements of either:
as a requirement of the spill prevention and contingency plan.
o a PI policy (similar to the proposed revisions for LO‐SEW1/SEW2),
o a policy to govern research under the authority of s. 26 (1) (iv), or;
o a policy that specifies the actions to be taken to address the threat under the authority of s. 26 (1) (v) of the reg.
‐Please ensure that the implementing bodies have been consulted with.
‐Comments about the feasibility of implementing this policy may be provided by the Ministry at a later time or during the 35
day consultation period.
Amend policy LO‐Sew3 to specify that the municipality responsible for the sanitary trunk sewer is the implementing body;
Agree and policy revised in Proposed SPP. Implementation is tied
to the Environmental Compliance Approval which will be granted
to the facility owner.
‐LO SEW 3 threats all sewer threats sanitary trunk sewer (STS) tool research
Municipality having ownership of the sewer crossing facility would
be responsible for any required maintenance.
‐The city supports this policy. It is noted that the policy has been amended for clarity.
‐A number of creeks in the city are owned and maintained by the city, including maintenance work for erosion control.
However, control over and maintenance of sanitary sewers resides with the region. As such responsibility for monitoring the
status of sanitary sewer creek crossings most appropriately lies with the region. What is uncertain is whether the upper tier
or lower tier should be responsible for undertaking maintenance needed to prevent sanitary sewer leaks/ruptures at creek
crossings. The level or amount of responsibility assigned to the upper tier versus the lower tier needs to be the focus of
additional review.
‐The region should be clearly identified as an implementer.
‐The potential responsibility to the city associated with this policy may require additional resources for staff. Accordingly,
the CTC must address the city’s concern regarding the potential additional resources.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Sew4

ID Code

P1

M1‐5
M2‐1

Regional staff supports the policy approach
Threat
Description
All threats
that are
linked to
storm and
sanitary
sewers)
(moderate
and low)

Implementing
Body

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Sew3 (Policy LO‐SEW‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Support for policy noted.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

Storm/Sewer Use By‐laws
Ministry of the Environment should provide municipalities with the appropriate tools and authority to
require P2 plans (spills prevention plans) from property owners to deal with hazardous liquids that could
be a threat to drinking water.

IPZ‐3

T‐17

Mon‐12

Strategic Action

MOE

K

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Sew4 (Policy LO‐SEW‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Agree that legal effect is J – applicable to low/moderate threats.
‐Please ensure that the implementing bodies have been consulted with. should be J not K.
‐Legal affect Municipalities already have the authority to require pollution prevention and spill
prevention plans under the Municipal Act. These could be required as part of a business licensing
Policy revised to reflect municipalities have the authority to require spill prevention
program or sewer use by‐law.
plans.
‐The policy could be revised as a threat policy using the “specify action” tool allowed under s. 26 (1) (v) of Agree. Policy revised to reference “specify action”.
the regulation.
Clarify the intent of policy LO‐Sew4 and how it’s to be implemented. The policy is identified as relating to
moderate and low threats; however, it is also identified as applying to an IPZ‐3 which identifies a
significant threat to a source of drinking water;
Regional staff supports the policy approach

September 7, 2012

Policy revised to apply to IPZ 1 and 2

Support for policy noted.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Sew5

ID Code

F1 pre‐
consult

P1

M2‐1

Threat
Description

All pathogen
threats
(significant,
moderate
and low)

Implementing
Body

MOE,
Health Canada

Legal
Effect

K

Policy
Specify/Strategic Action
Development of Pathogen risk assessment
Ministry of the Environment and Health Canada should provide technical and financial support to the
Lake Ontario Collaborative member municipalities to undertake the development of a pathogen (not
limited to E. coli ) risk assessment, including:
(a) identifying the pathogens and the respective densities at different times;
b) assessing the associated risk at intakes due to pathogens in non‐disinfected wastewater and other
known specific sources of these pathogens; and
(c) undertaking Quantitative Microbial Risk Assessment assessments, using a structured research &
development design (based on the protocols established by the US EPA) to assess the threat and
adequacy of existing treatment on a plant‐by‐plant basis.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

IPZ‐3

T‐17

Mon‐12

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Sew5 (Policy LO‐SEW‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Policy revised to state that further LO modelling should be carried
EC Water S&T scientists carried out pathogen occurrence studies at several drinking water intakes as part of LOC studies.
out in collaboration with Environment Canada.
This information can be updated with future measurements, and EC/NWRI should be considered as one of the partners
towards pathogen risk assessments and implementation. While Health Canada is placed to actually conduct such
assessments, it is of little value if they are not based on actual field data of pathogen occurrence. Needs clear writing on
how plant‐to‐plant‐basis assessments can be done. Not much data is available on pathogens in Lake Ontario drinking water
intakes and as such is a research gap.
‐The description “all pathogen threats” is too vague as a way of identifying the threats addressed by this policy. Threat
CTC SPC feels strongly that this policy includes required actions
policies must identify which of the 21 prescribed drinking water threats or local threats it is intended to address.
that are considered necessary to ensure that significant threats
‐As currently written, this policy is out of scope of the permitted plan content and must be removed – see s. 26 and s. 27 of
cease to be significant and have therefore included it in the
Proposed SPP. Policy revised to reflect S. 26, paragraph 6
Reg. 287 and s. 22 of the Act.
provisions of O. Reg. 287/07 under the Clean Water Act.
o The actions directed by the policy do not directly address the sewage threat activities (prescribed DWT#2)
mentioned at the beginning of this section with the objective of preventing the activities from becoming a significant
Policy also addresses gap in initial assessment of significant
threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be significant, as required by threat policies.
o The policy does not conform to the requirements for other permissible non‐threat policies, including spills policies
threats.
under s. 26 (6), climate data collection policies under s. 26 (5), general (non threat related) E/O under s. 22(7), or
transport pathways under s. 27.
‐Alternatively, this can be put forward as a recommendation for future source protection work as a supplement to the SPP.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Lake Ontario‐ Pipe
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Pipe1

ID Code

P1

M2‐1
M4‐1

Threat
Description
Spill from
Petroleum
Pipeline
Failure
(existing/
future)

Implementing
Body

Facility owner

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other
Establishing Response Timeframes
Where a spill from a pipeline would be a significant threat, the petroleum pipeline facility owners should
develop a Memorandum of Understanding, in collaboration with Ministry of the Environment and other
provincial (Ontario Energy Board) and federal (National Energy Board, Transportation Safety Board)
regulators to:
a) establish response time frames; and
b) responsibilities as first responder to ensure a prompt unified regulatory command structure to
manage spill response.

IPZ‐3

T‐18

Mon‐22

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Pipe1 (Policy LO‐PIPE‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The CTC SPC considers the MOE to be the appropriate implementing body
‐As currently written, this policy has no legal effect because it identifies a private body (pipeline facility owners)
having the necessary expertise and ability to ensure consistent spill
as the implementer.
prevention/management and contingency plans.
‐Designating this local threat activity under s. 58 of the CWA and requiring a Risk Management Plan may be a
better option. Risk Management Plans allow for the inclusion of remedial actions (rather than preventative).
Municipalities expressed concern regarding workload and costs of preparing
Possible revision
Where they could be significant threats, existing and future pipelines that carry petroleum product containing
and reviewing RMP for each crossing as well as liability.
benzene that cross tributaries to Lake Ontario, and that meet the circumstances set out through the event based
modelling, are designated for the purpose of s. 58 of the CWA and requires a risk management plan. The risk
management plan shall:
a) Consider necessary improvements to existing spill prevention, spill management, risk reduction, and
contingency plans based on the depth of ground cover at surface water crossings
b)
Include spill response time frames
c) Outline the responsibilities of first responders to ensure a prompt unified regulatory command structure to
manage the spill response.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
Facility owner is not an implementing body; modify implementing body
Agree. Policies in Proposed SPP identify MOE as the implementing body for
all LO policies.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Pipe2

Threat
Description

Spill from
Petroleum
Pipeline
Failure
(existing/
future)

Implementing
Body

Facility owner

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other
Spill Management/Risk Reduction/Contingency Plans
Where a spill from a pipeline would be a significant threat, the petroleum pipeline facility owners, shall
work with Ministry of the Environment, provincial (Ontario Energy Board) and federal (National Energy
Board, Transportation Safety Board) regulators to review and implement improvements required to Spill
Management Plans/ Risk Reduction Plans/ Contingency Plans which focus on reducing the likelihood of a
spill caused by a pipeline failure.
As a first priority the review should include:
a) the appropriateness of spills response plan at each crossing;
b) the depth of ground cover over the pipeline at each crossing;
c) an assessment of condition of pipe;
d) the pipeline design and operational Best Management Practices (including potential additional design
and operational Best Management Practices); and
e) ensure that any new or expansions or pipeline replacements are constructed to meet current best
design criteria.

IPZ‐3

T‐18

Mon‐22

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Pipe2 (Policy LO‐PIPE‐1 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code

P1

M2‐1
M4‐1

Comments
‐As currently written, this policy has no legal effect because it identifies a private body
(pipeline facility owners) as the implementer.
‐Designating this local threat activity under s. 58 of the CWA and requiring a Risk
Management Plan may be a better option. Risk Management Plans allow for the inclusion of
remedial actions (rather than preventative).
‐Recommend combining with LO‐Pipe1.
Regional staff supports the policy approach
‐Facility owner is not an implementing body.
‐Modify implementing body

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
Agree. Implementing body revised as SPC considers the MOE to be the appropriate
implementing body having the necessary expertise and ability to ensure consistent spill
prevention/management and contingency plans.
Agree and policy combined in Proposed SPP.
Support for policy noted.
Agree. Implementing body revised as SPC considers the MOE to be the appropriate
implementing body having the necessary expertise and ability to ensure consistent spill
prevention/management and contingency plans.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Lake Ontario‐ Fuel
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Fuel1

ID Code

P1

Threat
Description

Spill from
Petroleum
Tank Farm

Implementing
Body

RMO

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

H
I

Part IV, s. 58, s. 59
Spill Prevention/Contingency Plan
Where a spill from a petroleum tank farm is, or would be, a significant threat it is designated for the
purpose of s.58 and s.59 under the Clean Water Act, requiring risk management plans, in all areas where
the threat is, or would be, significant. The Risk Management Official, in consultation with the applicable
regulating authorities (e.g. Technical Standards and Safety Authority) shall:
a) investigate and evaluate existing Spills Prevention Plans/ Spill Contingency Plans;
b) determine the need for additional measures to reduce the likelihood that a spill from a storage facility
would impair drinking water source quality; and
c) incorporate all applicable provisions of Ontario Regulations 213/01 and 217/01 and their codes as well
as other measures to ensure the protection of drinking water sources into a Risk Management Plan for
the facility, which may include but not limited to:
i) BMPs;
ii) site characterisation as necessary;
iii) proof of ability to pay for clean‐up of potential contamination; and
iv) the appropriate frequency of inspections.

IPZ‐3

T‐6
T‐7

Mon‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Fuel1 (Policy LO‐FUEL‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Policy revised to no longer use Part IV of the Clean Water Act as
‐The designation of this threat for the purpose of s. 58 has been done correctly.
‐However, any policy that uses s. 59 must clearly identify the land uses that would be designated for the purposes of s. 59. Section 59 cannot be used to screen new tank farms that are
significant threats. New tank farms would not have been modelled
It is recommended that a separate, complementary, policy be written for s. 59:
and are therefore not considered significant threats.
‐The legislative onus is on the source protection plan (not the municipality) to name each land use that is designated for
this policy, based on local zoning. It may be easier to say “all land uses” or “all commercial or industrial land uses”.
CTC SPC considers the MOE to be the appropriate implementing
‐S22(11) of the CWA requires any s59 policy to link to the geographic areas where s57 prohibition or s58 RMPs apply.
body having the necessary expertise and ability to ensure consistent
spill prevention/management and contingency plans and the
Proposed SPP policies now identify MOE as implementing body.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M1‐9

M2‐1
M4‐1

I1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Fuel1 (Policy LO‐FUEL‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
No concern was raised regarding use of Part IV as municipal
‐The city supports this policy. It is noted that the policy has been amended for clarity.
responsibility.
‐Part IV of the
CWA sets out authorities for issuing, amending renewing and revoking risk management plans and contains details
Comment related to Federal Crown lands is addressed in proposed
concerning the issuance of enforcement orders by RMOs. In addition Part IV establishes the ability of the enforcement
authority to delegate their authority to other specific bodies by agreement as it relates to risk management. Such
policy LO‐FUEL 3.
delegation is not supported by the city, since there would be no means of ensuring a consistent region‐wide approach to
dealing with this threat.
‐In addition depending on the type of risk evaluations required it is possible that the role could demand professional
expertise in hydrogeology, hydrology, geology, engineering and /or other disciplines.
‐As such the potential responsibility to the city associated with this policy may require additional resources and training
for existing staff, as well as potentially new staff, all of which may result in added costs to the city.
‐It is also important to note that the majority of lands in the city zoned to accommodate such uses as tank farms are
located around the harbour consisting primarily of Federal Crown lands under the control of the Oshawa Harbour
Commission. The city and region have no jurisdiction over Federal Crown lands. Accordingly the city supports the
additional of a SA policy that requests the SPA to encourage Federal government to ensure that fuel tank farms are
subject to an investigation and evaluation of existing Spills Prevention Plans/ Spill Contingency Plans, and the need for
potential additional design and operational BMP which would reduce the likelihood that a spill from a storage facility
would impair drinking water source quality
Regional staff supports the policy approach
Support for policy noted.
‐RMO as an implementing body is inconsistent with rest of plan and is unclear if RMO is City of Toronto RMO or York
Agree that RMO as implementing body is not consistent with
Region RMO.
approach of other Lake Ontario threats. Policy revised to no longer
‐Modify implementing body to municipality and clarify rationale.
use Part IV of the Clean Water Act.
Recommend revisions to policy to remove requirements for site characterization and proof of ability to pay for clean‐up as Acknowledge existing regulatory requirements. However, CTC SPC
these are already captured under other regulations.
wants the implementing body for the policy (MOE) to confirm that
protection of municipal drinking water considerations are
adequately covered. Minimal impact on sector is anticipated if
existing regulatory regime handles matter satisfactorily.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Fuel2

ID Code
P1

M1‐9

M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Fuel3

Threat
Description

Spill from
Petroleum
Tank Farm

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

C

Prescribed Instrument Review and Amend ECA and Compliance Check
Ministry of the Environment shall:
a) ensure surface water discharge of a petroleum tank farm are in compliance with existing
Environmental Compliance Approvals;
b) review existing Environmental Compliance Approvals for discharges to surface water at the
identified sites to determine if there are adequate safeguards to protect drinking water sources; and
c) if necessary amend Environmental Compliance Approvals to require additional works or procedures
to reduce the likelihood of contaminants discharging to Lake Ontario in the event of a spill or
equipment failure/malfunction.

IPZ‐3

T‐1

Mon‐11

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Fuel2 (Policy LO‐FUEL‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐There are no Environmental Compliance Approvals that have been prescribed for the threat “handling and storage of fuel”
‐Recommend combining the concepts of this policy as RMP requirements in policy LO‐FUEL1.
‐It is noted that the policy has been amended for clarity. A SPP may designate land uses associated with a petroleum tank farm as
a Restricted Land Use. In order to maintain consistency the region should be assigned the responsibility of implementing this
policy not the city. In fact the draft policy refers to the regions RMO.
‐A case by case assessment of proposed activities within these areas would fall to the RMO. As explained earlier, it is possible that
certain responsibilities associated with Part IV powers, such as this may be delegated to the city by the region by agreement. Such
delegation is not supported by the city. Depending on the type of risk evaluations required it is possible that the role could
demand professional expertise in hydrogeology, hydrology, geology, engineering and or other disciplines.
Regional staff supports the policy approach.
Threat
Description

Spill from
Petroleum
Tank Farm

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

CTC Response
Policy combined with LO‐FUEL 1 and removed reference to
confirming environmental compliance.
No concern was raised regarding use of Part IV as municipal
responsibility.

Support for policy noted.

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other Sewer Use By‐laws
Where a spill from a petroleum tank farm is, or would be, a significant threat, the MOE shall empower
municipalities with the ability to require the owner of the threat to develop and implement a spill
prevention/mitigation plan.The MOE (Spills Action Centre), in consultation with municipality, should
ensure spill prevention/mitigation plans are developed or reviewed and amended if required to reduce
the likelihood of contaminants discharging from significant threat activities to Lake Ontario in the
event of a large spill or equipment failure/malfunction.

IPZ‐3

T‐17

Mon‐12

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
ID Code
P1

M1‐1

M1‐9

M2‐1
Draft
Policy ID

LO‐Fuel4

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Fuel3 (Policy LO‐FUEL‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐Municipalities already have the authority to require spill prevention and spill contingency plans under the Municipal
Policy revised to reflect the need for MOE to consider spill
Act. These could be required as part of a business licensing program.
prevention/management plans addressing potential fuel spills
Proposed revision: Where the handling and storage of fuel is a significant threat, municipalities shall require owners
reaching off site storm sewers.
and operator of bulk fuel facilities to develop or update spill prevention and contingency plans.
‐Implementing body should be municipality, to update their Sewage Use by‐law to require owner of threats to develop Policy revised to assign MOE implementation responsibilities as gap
spills prevention and mitigation plan.
exists in current municipal authority for spill prevention/management
plans addressing potential fuel spills reaching off site storm sewers.
Comments noted.
‐The MOE should give municipalities the power to require the owner of the threat to develop and implement spill
prevention/mitigation plans. The MOE (spills action in consultation with municipality should ensure spill
prevention/mitigation plans are developed /reviewed and amended if required to reduce the likelihood of
contaminants discharging from significant threat activities to LO in the event of a large spill or equipment failure/
malfunction.
‐The city supports this amended policy. It is noted that the threat has been corrected to identify “tank farms”;
specifically fuel tank farms.
‐These new powers proposed to be introduced for the city may require additional responsibility and training for
existing staff, as well as additional staff.
‐Sanitary sewers are the responsibility of the region. The city is responsible for storm sewers on regional roads.
‐Steps should be taken to ensure that the approach to sewer use is consistent across the region, with all municipalities
held to the same standards. In this regard, it is understood that the revisions to the policy (to identify the MOE as the
appropriate body to ensure there are standards for such by laws) are intended to ensure a consistent approach. For
clarity this should be made explicit. The region should also be clearly identified as an implementer.
Regional staff supports the policy approach.
Support for policy noted.
Threat
Description
Spill from
Petroleum
Storage Tanks
( moderate
and low)

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Source
Protection
Authority

Legal
Effect

E

Policy
Strategic Action Fuel Tank Farms on Federal Lands
The Source Protection Authority should work with the Federal government to:
a) support the investigation and evaluation of existing Spills Prevention Plans/ Spill Contingency
Plans; and
b) identify the need for potential additional design and operational Best Management Practices
which would reduce the likelihood that a spill from a storage facility would impair drinking water
source quality for tanks located on federal lands.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

IPZ‐3

T‐17

Mon‐10

Page 328 of 352

Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document

ID Code

P1

M1‐1

M1‐5

M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY LO‐Fuel4 (Policy LO‐Fuel‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Policy revised to reflect MOE as the implementing body as an education and outreach
‐This policy should be revised to meet the requirements of a policy to promote best management
practices under the authority of s. 26 (1) (ii) or to specify actions under s. 26 (1) (v) of the regulation. policy.
Suggested revisions are provided to bring the policy closer into compliance with the Clean Water
Act and reg. Another option would be to require risk management plans through s. 58, and these
would be implemented on a voluntary basis by the Federal government.
Possible revision: Where the existing or future handling and storage of fuel at a bulk plant located
on federal lands could be a significant drinking water threat, the source protection authority shall
reach out to the Federal government to discuss best management practices for the protection of
drinking water, including the review and update of spill prevention and spill contingency plans.
Implementing body should be municipality; to update their Sewage Use by‐laws to require owner of Policy revised to reflect MOE as the implementing body for an education and outreach
threats to develop spills prevention and mitigation plan.
policy.
Such a policy would not apply to significant threats as these future petroleum farms have
Consider adding policy LO‐Fuel5 requiring municipalities to update their planning documents to
implement land use prohibitions for the future location of petroleum tank farms in areas where a
not been modeled to determine if they are significant. As a result, such a planning policy
spill into a creek or stormwater sewer could become a „significant threat to a water supply plant
would have no legal affect. Municipal Official Plans are already required to conform to
intake pipe.
the PPS which requires restrictions on development to protect all municipal drinking
water supplies.
Regional staff supports the policy approach.
Support for policy noted.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
Water Quantity
Consumption
Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

Local Area A
(as identified
in Tier 3
Water Budget
for
Orangeville,
Amaranth and
Mono)

T‐1
T‐3

Mon‐11

Prescribed Instrument
PTTW Policies in Local Areas with Quantity‐related Significant Drinking Water Threats

DEM‐1

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

September 7, 2012

MOE
MNR
CA

C

Within the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget Local Area identified as having
significant water quantity threats the Ministry of Environment shall ensure that there will no longer be a
significant drinking water threat through (by):
1) reviewing all existing Permits To Take Water, in consultation with the Ministry of Natural Resources
and the relevant Conservation Authorities, and amend the permits where necessary to ensure:
a) that municipal water supply requirements for the current and planned service capacity (per the
population numbers used in the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 water budget) will be met on a
sustainable basis; and
b) that the ecological and hydrological integrity of key hydrologic features, functions and aquatic systems
in the Local Area will be maintained or improved/ restored where practical; and
2) issuing Permits To Take Water for new or increased takings only if it can be satisfactorily
demonstrated, using the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget Model where
appropriate, that the taking:
a) can be serviced on a sustainable basis;
b) will not affect the ability of the aquifer to meet the municipal water supply requirements for the
current and planned service capacity, or interfere with other permitted takings; and
c) ensuring the ecological and hydrological integrity of key hydrologic features, functions and aquatic
systems will be maintained or improved/ restored where practical.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
ID Code

P1 pre‐
consult

P1

P6 pre‐
consult
P6

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐1 (Policy DEM‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The ministry’s review of DEM‐1, which would require the ministry to conduct a baseline The CTC SPC carefully considered this comment but are of the opinion that a review of the existing permits
review of all existing PTTWs within a Tier 3 local area, has concluded that this exercise
is essential given: the identification of significant water quantity stress affecting municipal water supplies in
would be redundant, given the matters considered by the Director for every permit
Orangeville, Amaranth, Mono wells within a limited vulnerable area; the extensive investment of provincial
issued.
resources into carrying out this detailed assessment; and the new technical understanding of the
groundwater that has been developed. It is not apparent to us that the MOE has actually assessed the
potential benefits and maybe concerned unduly about workload. It is our understanding that the only
existing PTTWs in the Local Area A in the CTC are for municipal drinking water wells. The CTC water quantity
policies are the only such policies being proposed in this round of source protection planning as all other
Tier 3 water budget assessments are still in‐progress.
See comment above. The CTC SPC is troubled by this response from MOE staff who appear to see no value
‐As outlined in the January 30, 2012 letter from Franca Dignem of MOE Operations
in the new technical understanding through the Tier 3 water budget work. This matter is also being raised
Division, the proposed policy duplicates the existing process for issuing PTTWs.
in the Supplementary Letter to the Minister.
‐It is recommended that language requiring instruments to contain specific terms and
conditions be replaced with language that permits the Director, where the Director
considers it appropriate, to consider the following terms and conditions or content for
ECAs (terms and conditions would then be listed in the policy).This will provide
flexibility and allow for provincial consistency in implementation ‐ see accompanying
email.
‐Unclear why the CA or MNR is listed as an implementing body as the prescribed
instruments are issued by MOE.
‐Please ensure that the names used to refer to the areas where this policy applies are
consistent with those used in the rules, and the approved AR, and are readily
identifiable in accompanying maps.
‐Also, revise according to edits to the policy so that the policy can be applied more
broadly, including to any new significant water quantity threats as they are identified in
an approved/updated AR.
Implementing policy DEM‐1 concerning the review of Tier 3 water budgets and
potential amendment and or reduction of permitted water quantity takings may result
in severe restrictions on agricultural irrigation.
The explanatory document does not indicate how our comments concerning policy
DEM‐01 were considered. Please provide a response to our concerns about restrictions

September 7, 2012

Policy revised.

CA and MNR removed as implementing body.
Policy revised for clarity. Maps showing the location will be included as part of the SPP.

Policy revised.

It is our understanding that there are no existing PTTWs for agricultural takings within Local Area A where
significant water quantity stress has been identified and where the policies will apply, so it is not apparent
that there will be any impact on existing operations.
See comment above. MOE advised PTTWs are on a first come first serve basis. Permits are not required for
livestock watering or takings below 50,000 litres per day. Any new applications for agricultural irrigation or

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐1 (Policy DEM‐1 in Proposed SPP)
ID Code

Comments
on agricultural irrigation.

M5‐2

M5‐3
M5‐4

M5‐5

When a PTTW is reviewed, it should be reviewed using the most current population and
demand numbers available. The wording in the policy suggests the population numbers
used in the original Tier 3 budget model are to be used. The projections could relate to
the Province’s Places to Grow numbers, official plan numbers or projected numbers
based on historical data.
‐Many of the DEM policies, particularly the wording of policies DEM‐1, DEM‐2 and DEM‐
3 remain unacceptable.

‐We also feel that policy DEM‐9 requiring municipalities to look for additional water
supplies is ill considered and appears to be based on a limited knowledge of existing
wells. The existing Amaranth Pullen well for example will not be pumped at capacity
and will be adequately monitored and regulated through the Provincial ECA process.
The ministry’s review of DEM‐1, which would require the ministry to conduct a baseline
review of all existing PTTWs within a Tier 3 local area, has concluded that this exercise
would be redundant, given the matters considered by the Director for every permit
issued.
Disagree with this policy and others that mandate the use of the OMA Tier 3 model for
decisions at the local property scale.

GP‐84

September 7, 2012

CTC Response
other takings will be assessed by MOE as to whether a PTTW will be issued under provisions of the Ontario
Water Resources Act the proposed policies when approved.
Policy revised.

The CTC SPC carefully considered these comments but are of the opinion that proposed polices DEM‐1, ‐2,
and ‐3 are required to ensure that the existing municipal water supplies are protected. Secure and
sustainable municipal water supplies are a requirement for servicing existing demand before adding new
demands. These policies direct the responsible provincial ministries to consider the identified significant
quantity stress in making their decisions about new permits and future growth.
Policy DEM‐9 is encouraging this action, not requiring it. The CTC SPC is of the opinion that the affected
municipalities would benefit if they work together to determine how additional demands (new residents,
new industrial, commercial demands) could be met.
See comment in response to MOE comment above.

The CTC SPC carefully considered these comments but are of the opinion that proposed polices using the
OMA Tier 3 model as a tool in decision‐making builds on the investment of public money in its development
and the model provides a more comprehensive scientific understanding of groundwater resources in the
local area than previously available from individual well specific assessments. Proposed policy DEM‐8
directs MOE to keep the model information up to date. In assessing applications for PTTWs MOE may ask
for or proponents may provide additional site specific information that should be used in making local
decisions.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

Local Area A
(as identified
in Tier 3
Water
Budget for
Orangeville,
Amaranth
and Mono)

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

Land Use Planning
Planning Policies in Local Areas with Quantity‐related Significant Drinking Water Threats
Within the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget Local Area identified as having significant
water quantity threats the relevant Planning Approval Authority shall ensure that there will no longer be a
significant drinking water threat through the(by):

DEM‐2

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

September 7, 2012

Planning
Approval
Authority

A

1) Only permitting new development or site alteration that requires new or increased water takings beyond
the planned future service capacity if the following applies:
a) the development or site alteration is minor (i.e. does not require PTTW) in nature by municipality; or
b) it can be satisfactorily demonstrated that the increase in demand can be accommodated on a sustainable
basis.
c) ensures the ecological and hydrological integrity of key hydrologic features, functions and aquatic systems
will be maintained or improved/ restored where practical, there will no longer be a significant drinking water
threat.
2) In relation to clause b) above, where it is deemed necessary to require demonstration that an increase in
water demand associated with a planning application can be accommodated on a sustainable basis, require
submission of a satisfactory detailed assessment, using the Orangeville Tier 3 Water Budget Model where
appropriate, to ensure that:
a) the increased taking will not adversely impact the aquifers ability to meet the municipal water supply
requirements for current and planned service capacity, or for other permitted takings; and
b) the ecological and hydrological integrity of key hydrologic features, functions and aquatic systems will be
maintained or improved/ restored where practical.
3) Only approve settlement area expansions as part of a municipal comprehensive review where the
applicable provincial planning criteria have been met and the following has been demonstrated:
a) the aquifer has sufficient capacity to sustainably provide municipal water services to the expanded
settlement area;
b) the expansion will not adversely impact the aquifers ability to meet the municipal water supply
requirements for current and planned service capacity, for other permitted takings, or for wastewater
receiving bodies; and
c) the ecological and hydrological integrity of key hydrologic features, functions and aquatic systems will be
maintained or improved/ restored where practical, there will no longer be a significant drinking water threat.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document
ID Code
P1 pre‐
consult

P1

P5

M2‐1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐2 (Policy DEM‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The criteria listed in proposed policy DEM‐2 are consistent with matters currently considered Comment noted but the implementing body is the Planning Approval Authority not MOE. This policy
in a Directors decision to issue a PTTW.
covers approval of development activities that may not require a PTTW.
The CTC SPC is of the opinion that this policy is applicable to this area and it should be reviewed before
‐These edits are suggested so that the policy can be applied more broadly, including to any
new significant water quantity threats as they are identified in an approved/updated AR.
applying elsewhere. During consultation the CTC SPC advised other municipalities where Tier 3 water
budgets are underway that policies would be developed for those areas based on the local significant
drinking water threats and other technical information.
‐Please clarify the intent of this item ‘in nature by municipality’

Policy revised for clarity.

‐These seem like a repetition of the items in (1). Suggest revising and combining to clarify the
intent of the policy and the order of operations.

The policy has been reviewed and there is no duplication. Clause 2) describes the work to be done if
required under clause 1) b).

‐This policy should be revised to clarify the intent of the policy to assist with implementation.

Note MMAH (the planning approval authority for most of this area) has reviewed and supports the
policy.
MMAH supports this policy wording.

The Ministry acknowledges that Policy DEM‐2 (former draft policy DEM‐4) dealing with
planning policies within the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 water budget local area
identified as having significant water quantity drinking water threats has been revised to
include reference to provincial criteria for settlement area boundary expansions as part of a
municipal comprehensice review in accordance with the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe.
‐The policy 1 a) is unclear and should be revised (see underlined text below).
‐“Within the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget Local Area identified as
having significant water quantity threats the relevant Planning Approval Authority shall
ensure that there will no longer be a significant drinking water threat through the (by):
1. Only permitting new development or site alteration that requires new or increased
water taking beyond the planned future service capacity if the following applies:
2. The development or site alteration is minor (i.e. does not require PTTW) in nature by
municipality; or”

September 7, 2012

Policy has been revised for clarity.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Page 334 of 352

Summary of Consultation Comments ‐ CTC Explanatory Document

ID Code

M5‐3
M5‐4

M5‐5

GP‐76

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐2 (Policy DEM‐2 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Many of the DEM policies, particularly the wording of policies DEM‐1, DEM‐2 and DEM‐3
The CTC SPC carefully considered these comments but are of the opinion that proposed polices DEM‐1,
remain unacceptable. We also feel that policy DEM‐9 requiring municipalities to look for
‐2, and ‐3 are required to ensure that the existing municipal water supplies are protected. Secure and
additional water supplies is ill considered and appears to be based on a limited knowledge of sustainable municipal water supplies are a requirement for servicing existing demand before adding
existing wells. The existing Amaranth Pullen well for example will not be pumped at capacity new demands. These policies direct the responsible provincial ministries to consider the identified
significant quantity stress in making their decisions about new permits and future growth.
and will be adequately monitored and regulated through the Provincial ECA process.
‐DEM‐2 Land Use Planning (the implementing body is the planning approval authority): this is
a long policy that, in effect, says Mono, Amaranth and Orangeville will not allow any new
development where that development adds to the water quantity threat.
‐The CTC draft policy, DEM‐2 seems to say in its simplest terms “no new development that
adds to the water quantity threat”. This is an over‐simplification. But it raises in our minds
this question: does this draft policy mean that the growth envisaged under Places to Grow in
Orangeville, Amaranth and Mono (we have one potential development in Cardinal Woods –
south of Robinson Road) would be “on hold” unless or until new water sources could be
found?
DEM‐2 refers to a “revelant approval authority”which is to vague. MOE, municipalities,
Conservation Authorities, a SPP committtee, a risk management official, etc. are all
mentioned but is unclear which has control and accountability for what> There must be
centainty regarding the decision maker in SPP matters. Shirking & buck passing will not do!

September 7, 2012

The policy applies to growth that would create water demands over and above the demand projections
used in the Tier 3 Water Budget study and the current permitted taking.
A number of factors will need to be considered in assessing new water demands related to population
growth or new industrial/commercial demands can be met with existing wells. These include the
effects of water conservation or other strategies that may reduce demands from the existing
population which could support new demands within the current permitted takings and adding new
water supplies. This could include connecting existing wells within Mono located outside of Local Area
A to wells in Mono within Local Area A and/or new supplies.
The implementing body for this policy is the “Planning Approval Authority” which is a legal entity as
defined under provincial Planning Act and related policies. The specific level of government who is the
“Authority” depends on the planning matter being decided – it could be the local municipality, the
province or the Region.
The policy does not “shirk” or “buck pass” rather it identifies the proper legal decision maker.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

DEM‐3

ID Code
P1 pre‐
consult
P1

P4

Threat
Description
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

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Other
Growth Management/Planning Ministries to Review Growth in Local Areas with Quantity‐related Significant
Drinking Water Threats

MMAH

K

Within a Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget Local Area identified as having significant
water quantity threats the Provincial Ministries specified below shall undertake the following to ensure
municipal population growth forecasts and distributions are sustainable based on available water systems:
1) The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing shall review municipal Official Plan growth forecasts and
distributions, in consultation with relevant municipalities, given water servicing constraints identified in the
Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget model; and
2) The Ministry of Infrastructure shall review the forecasts contained in Schedule 3 of the Growth Plan for
the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006, in consultation with relevant municipalities, given water servicing
constraints identified in the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget model.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

Local Area A
(as identified
in Tier 3
Water
Budget for
Orangeville,
Amaranth
and Mono)

T‐19

Mon‐12

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐3 (Policy DEM‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The MOE does not have a direct mandate for setting population and employment targets. It would be more
Policy revised to include consultation with MOE.
appropriate to word DEM ‐3 (former draft policy DEM‐6) in a way to reflect that these decisions should be made in
consultation with MOE in a manner that reflects MOEs role in support of the implementation of the PPS.
Again, edits are suggested so that the policy can be applied more broadly.
Incorporated comments – policy revised to apply generally.
Comments noted and portions incorporated into revised policy.
‐Within a Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 water budget local area identified as having significant water
quantity threats the provincial ministries specified below should undertake the following to ensure municipal
population growth forecasts and distributions are sustainable based on available water systems:
‐MMAH should review municipal OP growth forecasts and distributions in consultations with relevant municipalities
given water servicing constraints identified in the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 water budget model; and
‐MI should take into consideration water servicing constraints identified in the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth
Policy revised to incorporate use of Tier 3 to inform reviews.
Tier 3 water budget during its review of the forecasts contained in Schedule 3 of the Growth Plan for the Greater
Golden Horseshoe, 2006 in consultation with relevant municipalities.
‐Considering that the policy is non legally binding, the wording ‘shall’ seems inappropriate and recommends ‘should’

September 7, 2012
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ID Code

P5

M2‐1

M5‐3
M5‐4

GP‐49

GP‐79

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐3 (Policy DEM‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Policy revised.
‐While recognizing that the legal effect of this SPP policy is non‐legally binding (List ‘K”), MMAH recommends that
the words, “shall review” be replaced with the words “shall use the Tier 3 water budget information to inform
reviews”,
‐It is also recommended that policy DEM‐3 also identify the MOI as an implementing body as MOI is the lead
ministry responsible for the Places to Grow Act, 2005 and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe,
including the review of the forecasts in Schedule 3.
Regional staff supports the policy approach recommended
Support for policy noted.
Many of the DEM policies, particularly the wording of policies DEM‐1, DEM‐2 and DEM‐3 remain unacceptable. We The CTC SPC carefully considered these comments but are of the opinion that
proposed polices DEM‐1, ‐2, and ‐3 are required to ensure that the existing
also feel that policy DEM‐9 requiring municipalities to look for additional water supplies is ill considered and
appears to be based on a limited knowledge of existing wells. The existing Amaranth Pullen well for example will not municipal water supplies are protected. Secure and sustainable municipal
water supplies are a requirement for servicing existing demand before adding
be pumped at capacity and will be adequately monitored and regulated through the Provincial ECA process.
new demands. These policies direct the responsible provincial ministries to
consider the identified significant quantity stress in making their decisions
about new permits and future growth.
Support for policy noted. There are a number of policies directed to MOE to
A strong message needs to be sent to MOE to ensure that upon completion of the Tier 3 and Assessment Report
implement that require consider the findings of the Tier 3 water budget in their
immediate action should be taken to provide these areas with the equivalent protection as what is set out for the
decision making and to keep the model data up‐to‐date.
one completed tier 3 water budget area.
These comments are from an Advisory Committee to the Region of Halton and
‐There is a gap related to quantity information.
‐Quantity of water is a significant element that has been paid some attention as it relates groundwater relationships are related to the Tier 3 water budget study that is underway in the Town of
to water budgets. Significant groundwater threat to quantity includes, activity below the water table, land use
Halton Hills. When that work is completed, and if there are significant water
changes to ground water and surface water systems, and change from previous to impervious surfaces (creates
quantity stresses identified, then policies will be required to address them. No
“desert “ like conditions). CTC defines threat to quantity as” An activity that takes water from an aquifer or a surface revisions required to the current policies.
water body without returning the water taken to the same aquifer or surface water body “(pg 134 CTC). Within
Halton, there is a 3 tier study underway for Halton Hills. The results of this study need to be expedited to ensure the
groundwater based community has ample supply for the foreseeable future. The tier 3 water budget for the
municipal wells in Orangeville, Mono, and, Amaranth has been completed and 10 pages of policy directions have
been produced. This amount of directions is second to only that of nitrates in the CTC SWP. This underscores the
importance of quantity SWP.
There are no surface water municipal drinking water supplies in the CTC except
‐While the consideration of quantity is currently only for groundwater, there is a real need to consider quantity
those located in Lake Ontario. The Lake Ontario sources are not subject to
within surface based systems as well as we will most likely be facing increased quantity pressures in surface
water budget analysis under the provincial rules.
systems. Additionally the relationship between quantity and quality needs to be better detailed as a decrease in
quantity leads to increased concentrations of substances considered in SWP.

September 7, 2012
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat Description

DEM‐4

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

ID Code
P1
M2‐1
M5‐3
M5‐5

GP‐49

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

E

Specify Action Municipal Water Conservation Plans
Municipalities responsible for supplying water within the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3
Water Budget Local Area identified as having significant water quantity threats shall undertake the
following to help ensure water usage is maintained at sustainable levels:
1) Develop and implement Water Conservation Plans; or
2) Review existing Water Conservation Plans given water servicing constraints identified in the
Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget model and update them where necessary to
ensure their effectiveness.

Local Area A (as
identified in Tier
3 Water Budget
for Orangeville,
Amaranth and
Mono)

T‐17

Mon‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐4 (Policy DEM‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Edits are suggested so that the policy can be applied more broadly
Policy Revised.
Regional staff supports the policy approach recommended
Support for policy noted.
The Townships are a strong proponent of water conservation strategies and policies that protect
Support for policy noted.
municipal wells to ensure a safe present and future drinking water supply.
‐ “it is recommended the municipality be encouraged to develop and or update Water Conservation Plans Policy Revised.
to ensure they remain an effective tool to support sustainable water use.”
‐This is similar to the SGBLS policy (i.e. develop and or review municipal water conservation plans).
Support for policy noted. There are a number of policies directed to MOE to implement
A strong message needs to be sent to MOE to ensure that upon completion of the Tier 3 and Assessment
Report immediate action should be taken to provide these areas with the equivalent protection as what is that require consider the findings of the Tier 3 water budget in their decision making and
to keep the model data up‐to‐date.
set out for the one completed tier 3 water budget area.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

GP‐79

Draft
Policy ID

DEM‐5

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐4 (Policy DEM‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
These comments are from an Advisory Committee to the Region of Halton and are related
‐There is a gap related to quantity information.
‐Quantity of water is a significant element that has been paid some attention as it relates groundwater
to the Tier 3 water budget study that is underway in the Town of Halton Hills. When that
relationships to water budgets. Significant groundwater threat to quantity includes, activity below the
work is completed, and if there are significant water quantity stresses identified, then
water table, land use changes to ground water and surface water systems, and change from previous to
policies will be required to address them. No revisions required to the current policies.
impervious surfaces (creates “desert “ like conditions). CTC defines threat to quantity as” 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 “(pg 134 CTC). Within Halton, there is a 3 tier study underway for Halton
Hills. The results of this study need to be expedited to ensure the groundwater based community has
ample supply for the foreseeable future. The tier 3 water budget for the municipal wells in Orangeville,
Mono, and, Amaranth has been completed and 10 pages of policy directions have been produced. This
amount of directions is second to only that of nitrates in the CTC SWP. This underscores the importance of
quantity SWP.
There are no surface water municipal drinking water supplies in the CTC except those
‐While the consideration of quantity is currently only for groundwater, there is a real need to consider
quantity within surface based systems as well as we will most likely be facing increased quantity pressures located in Lake Ontario. The Lake Ontario sources are not subject to water budget
in surface systems. Additionally the relationship between quantity and quality needs to be better detailed analysis under the provincial rules.
as a decrease in quantity leads to increased concentrations of substances considered in SWP.
Threat
Description
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

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

E

Policy
Education and Outreach
Municipalities responsible for supplying water within the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water
Budget Local Area identified as having significant water quantity threats shall undertake the following
education and outreach initiatives to help ensure water supplies are protected and increase the
effectiveness of water conservation efforts in their jurisdictions:
1) Develop and implement education and outreach programs to ensure that property owners and
businesses understand:
a) their role in protecting water supplies and conserving water;
b) actions that can be taken to protect water supplies and use less water; and
c) financial incentive programs and the projects that may be eligible for funding under future funding of
the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship Program. or,
2) Review similar programs that may already exist and update them where necessary to ensure their
effectiveness.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

Local Area A
(as identified
in Tier 3
Water
Budget for
Orangeville,
Amaranth
and Mono)

T‐11

Mon‐3
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ID Code
P1
M5‐3
M5‐4
M5‐5
Draft
Policy ID

DEM‐6

ID Code
P1
M1‐1
M2‐1

M5‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐5 (Policy DEM‐5 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Again, edits are suggested so that the policy can be applied more broadly.
Policy revised.
Any required Education and Outreach initiative (e.g. DEM‐5) must be supported by sufficient provincial funding. This should be Comment noted. This concern is being raised in the Supplementary
abundantly clear in the draft policies.
Letter to the Minister.
This policy requires the municipality to do a number of things in the area of education and outreach. As an example, offering
Comment noted on possible implementation action.
residents a financial incentive for installing low‐flow toilets might be something that would qualify as meeting this policy.
Threat Description
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

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Specify Action

Municipality

E

Joint Municipal Water Management
The Dufferin County municipalities that share a water source within a Tier 3 Water Budget Local Area
identified as having significant water quantity threats shall implement, within 3 years of approval of
the Source Protection Plan, a Joint Municipal Water Management System/Authority to share, plan
and regulate potable water systems to ensure that water quality and quantity is maintained or
improved such that there ceases to be significant drinking water threats in the area.

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

Local Area A
(as identified
in Tier 3
Water
Budget for
Orangeville,
Amaranth
and Mono)

T‐19

Mon‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐6 (Policy DEM‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
It is recommended that this policy be moved to the top of the section
Comment noted.
DEM‐6 and DEM‐7 seem out of order, perhaps conflicting or least two different approaches to problem.
These policies are complementary and are directed to different implementing bodies ‐
by municipal and provincial respectively.
Regional staff supports the policy approach recommended
Support for policy noted.
The CTC SPC undertook a number of discussion with the affected Dufferin County
It is proposed that the policy be reworded to read as follows:
municipalities occurred. The CTC SPC has revised the policy considering these
The Dufferin County municipalities and other municipalities that operate a municipal water system that
comments and the subsequent discussions. They are of the opinion that when
draws or all of its supply from wells which are in the Tier 3 water budget local area identified as having
significant water quantity threats or have part of their geographical area within the Tier 3 water budget local implemented the policy will be effective in protecting the existing municipal supplies.
area identified as having significant water quantity threats, shall establish, within 3 years of approval of the
SPP a Joint Municipal Water Supply Management Advisory Group to provide technical and other relevant
information to the municipalities relating to planning the use of and regulating the available water supply to
help ensure that the water quality and quantity are maintained or improved such that there ceases to be
significant drinking water threats in the area. The Advisory Group shall meet at least three times each

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M5‐3
M5‐4
M5‐5
Draft
Policy ID

DEM‐7

ID Code

P1

P5
M1‐1
M5‐2

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐6 (Policy DEM‐6 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
calendar year, and the municipalities shall have regard to the advice of the Joint Municipal Water Supply
Management Advisory Group when they deliberate proposed land use changes within the Tier 3 water
budget local area.
‐The position stated prior to May 1st delegation was that such an authority is unnecessary and has not been
The CTC SPC undertook a number of discussion with the affected Dufferin County
municipalities occurred. The CTC SPC has revised the policy considering these
adequately justified in terms of resolving a water quantity threat.
comments and the subsequent discussions. They are of the opinion that when
‐May 17/12 Council endorses the revised DEM‐6 & DEM‐7 policy as it relates to the Joint Municipal Water
implemented the policy will be effective in protecting the existing municipal supplies.
Supply Management, as presented by on May 9, 2012
Threat Description
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

Implementing
Body

MOE
MMAH

Legal
Effect

Policy

K

Other Province to Support Establishment of Joint Municipal Water Management Authority:
The Ministry of the Environment, in collaboration with other affected provincial ministries,
shall initiate meetings with the municipalities that are wholly or partially within the
Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Local Area identified as having Significant Water
Quantity Threats within one year to support the municipalities in developing mutually
beneficial solutions to address water quantity constraints.

Where Policy
Applies
Local Area A (as
identified in Tier
3 Water Budget
for Orangeville,
Amaranth and
Mono)

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

T‐20

Mon‐12

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐7 (Policy DEM‐7 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The following wording is suggested:
Comment considered but the CTC SPC is of the opinion that provincial involvement
“The Ministry of the Environment, in collaboration with other affected provincial ministries, should evaluate
and support will be required to help these municipalities implement the actions
and consider the need to initiate meetings with the municipalities that are wholly…”
needed to ensure that their municipal drinking water supply is sustainable. Given
the different and potentially conflicting municipal development goals in Local Area
A, the pressure to accommodate provincial Places to Grow Act growth targets, and
that MMAH is the Planning Approval Authority for much of the Local Area A, the
involvement of the provincial ministries is mandatory.
It is recommended that MMAH be removed from identification as an implementing body for as there has been MMAH removed as Implementing Body.
no discussion between the committee and MMAH regarding this proposed policy and its implementation.
DEM‐6 and DEM‐7 seem out of order, perhaps conflicting or least two different approaches to problem.
These policies are complementary and are directed to different implementing bodies
‐ by municipal and provincial respectively.
It is proposed that the policy be reworded to read as follows:
Policy revised.
Province to Support Joint Municipal Water Supply Management Advisory Group:

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

M5‐3
M5‐4

Draft
Policy ID

DEM‐8

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐7 (Policy DEM‐7 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
The MOE in collaboration with other affected provincial ministries and other agencies as required shall initiate
meetings with the municipalities that are wholly or partially within Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3
local area identified as having significant water quantity threats within one year to support the municipalities
in developing mutually beneficial solutions to address water quantity constraints.
‐On December 23, 2011 letter identified several concerns regarding a “Municipal Water Management System/ The CTC SPC undertook a number of discussion with the affected Dufferin County
municipalities occurred. The CTC SPC has revised the policy considering these
Authority (“Authority”). You were previously forwarded and I have attached resolutions from both township
comments and the subsequent discussions. They are of the opinion that when
councils that do not support such an authority/ Policies DEM‐6 and 7 are unacceptable in their current form
implemented the policy will be effective in protecting the existing municipal supplies.
and should either be deleted or significantly modified. The draft policies indirectly assumes that there is an
issue when, in reality, no problem presently exists. An added level of governance with associated red‐tape is
unnecessary and unwarranted. We also continue to question why all parties included in the local area would
not be included in such an authority.
‐May 17/12 Council endorses the revised DEM‐6 & DEM‐7 policy as it relates to the Joint Municipal Water
Supply Management, as presented by on May 9, 2012
Threat
Description
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

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

MOE

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

K

Other MOE to Adopt and Fund Maintenance of the Tier 3 Water Budget Model:
The Ministry of Environment shall adopt and fund an Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget
Model for each Local Area identified as having significant water quantity threats and undertake the following
to ensure it is maintained as the primary model to review existing and future PTTWs, to allow municipalities
and other Provincial Ministries (i.e. Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing and Ministry of Infrastructure)
to evaluate growth projections and distributions, and to facilitate the review of planning applications by
municipalities where necessary:
1) Through the Permit To Take Water program, require municipal takers in Local Areas identified as having
significant water quantity threats to monitor water quantity and supply data on a regular basis to assist in the
upkeep of the model;
2) Run the model to analyze its predictions for water quantity issues and make necessary refinements to the
model on an ongoing basis; and
3) Contribute to funding for new continuous flow gauging stations in key surface water features and enhance
Conservation Authorities existing Hydrometric Network in the Local Area to monitor long term trends in
surface water quantity, study impacts of urbanization and climate change on aquifer recharge, and facilitate
calibration of the model.

Local Area A
(as identified
in Tier 3
Water
Budget for
Orangeville,
Amaranth
and Mono)

T‐17

Mon‐12

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code

P1

M5‐2

GP‐49

GP‐79

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐8 (Policy DEM‐8 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
‐The Ministry of Environment should consider adopting and funding a Tier 3 Water Budget Model for each Local Area identified
as having significant water quantity threats and undertake the following as it considers appropriate on a case by case basis to
ensure it is maintained…
‐It is recommended that this policy, and any others requesting funding from the MOE/Province be revised to provide more
flexibility for implementation and provincial consistency. Note that this comment applies to all other non‐PI policies requesting
funding addressed to MOE throughout this Plan.
‐Change policy from ‘Other’ to ‘Specific Action’
MOE to adopt and fund maintenance of the Tier 3 water budget model
Proposed policy: Paragraph 2) of the policy read, in parts as follows:
“…run the model to analyze its predictions for water quantity issues and make necessary refinements to the model on an
ongoing basis …”
Clarification ‐ When a model run is done, it should be updated to incorporate the most up to date water taking and monitoring
data that is available. It is recommended the wording in the policy be revised to reflect this suggestion.
A strong message needs to be sent to MOE to ensure that upon completion of the Tier 3 and Assessment Report immediate
action should be taken to provide these areas with the equivalent protection as what is set out for the one completed tier 3
water budget area.
‐There is a gap related to quantity information.
‐Quantity of water is a significant element that has been paid some attention as it relates groundwater relationships to water
budgets. Significant groundwater threat to quantity includes, activity below the water table, land use changes to ground water
and surface water systems, and change from previous to impervious surfaces (creates “desert “ like conditions). CTC defines
threat to quantity as” 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 “(pg 134 CTC). Within Halton, there is a 3 tier study underway for Halton Hills. The results
of this study need to be expedited to ensure the groundwater based community has ample supply for the foreseeable future.
The tier 3 water budget for the municipal wells in Orangeville, Mono, and, Amaranth has been completed and 10 pages of policy
directions have been produced. This amount of directions is second to only that of nitrates in the CTC SWP. This underscores the
importance of quantity SWP.
‐While the consideration of quantity is currently only for groundwater, there is a real need to consider quantity within surface
based systems as well as we will most likely be facing increased quantity pressures in surface systems. Additionally the
relationship between quantity and quality needs to be better detailed as a decrease in quantity leads to increased concentrations
of substances considered in SWP.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Policy revised to change “shall” to “should” to provide flexibility as
requested.

‐Policy remains as “other” since it addresses significant drinking
water stress.
Policy revised.

Support for policy noted. There are a number of policies directed
to MOE to implement that require consider the findings of the Tier
3 water budget in their decision making and to keep the model
data up‐to‐date.
These comments are from an Advisory Committee to the Region of
Halton and are related to the Tier 3 water budget study that is
underway in the Town of Halton Hills. When that work is
completed, and if there are significant water quantity stresses
identified, then policies will be required to address them. No
revisions required to the current policies.

There are no surface water municipal drinking water supplies in
the CTC except those located in Lake Ontario. The Lake Ontario
sources are not subject to water budget analysis under the
provincial rules.
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Draft
Policy ID

DEM‐9

ID Code

P1

M5‐3
M5‐4

M5‐5

Threat Description
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

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Policy
Strategic Action

Municipality

J

Identifying Additional Water Supplies
Municipalities which include part of the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget Local
Area identified as having significant water quantity threats are encouraged to identify additional
water sources outside of the Local Area and to report to the Source Protection Authority within
three years on their progress.

Where Policy
Applies
Local Area A
(as identified
in Tier 3
Water
Budget for
Orangeville,
Amaranth
and Mono)

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

n/a

n/a

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY DEM‐9 (Policy DEM‐9 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
‐We assume this is a typo since the other policy headings in the plan name the tool, and “strategic action”.
Policy revised.
Rename from strategic action to specify action.
‐Policy revised to be generic to Tier 3 areas and more concise.
Policy revised.
‐This policy should describe how it addresses the threat so that it ceases to be significant, e.g. finding alternate
sources could reduce the demand on the existing sources
We feel that policy DEM‐9 requiring municipalities to look for additional water supplies is ill considered and
Policy DEM‐9 is encouraging this action, not requiring it. The CTC SPC is of the
appears to be based on a limited knowledge of existing wells. The existing Amaranth Pullen well for example will opinion that the affected municipalities would benefit if they work together to
not be pumped at capacity and will be adequately monitored and regulated through the Provincial ECA process.
determine how additional demands (new residents, new industrial, commercial
demands) could be met to reduce the identified significant quantity stress.
The policy would ‘encourage’ Mono to look for additional water supplies ‘outside of the Local Area’ – outside of
Policy DEM‐9 is encouraging this action, not requiring it. The CTC SPC is of the
the area identified in Tier 3 as having a water quantity threat. Mono has developed adequate supply within its
opinion that the affected municipalities would benefit if they work together to
system to meet planned growth, and currently is pumping at 52% and 33% of system capacity. Mono does not
determine how additional demands (new residents, new industrial, commercial
need to look for future water capacity.
demands) could be met to reduce the identified significant quantity stress.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Recharge Reduction
Draft
Policy ID

REC‐1

Threat
Description

An activity
that reduces
recharge to
an aquifer

September 7, 2012

Implementing
Body

Municipality

Legal
Effect

Policy

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

A

Land Use Planning
Planning Policies for Protecting Groundwater Recharge
Within the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget Local Area identified as having significant
water quantity threats the relevant Planning Approval Authority shall:
1) Only permit new development and site alteration that has the potential to reduce recharge to an aquifer
under the following conditions:
a)the development or site alteration is minor in nature per the following
i) if development and/or site alteration occurs on lands outside of the Settlement Area, that the activity will
increase lot impervious to no greater than 10%;
ii) if development and/or site alteration occurs on lands within Settlement Area by applying Best
Management Practices to maintain post development recharge
b) In the case of development/site alteration that is not minor, it can be demonstrated through submission of
a satisfactory hydrogeological study, using the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget Model
where appropriate, that recharge functions will be maintained and enhanced wherever feasible as part of the
proposal, existing and future projected water takings can be sustained, and the ecological and hydrological
integrity of key hydrologic features, functions and aquatic systems will be maintained or improved/ restored
where practical, there will no longer be a significant drinking water threat,
2) Require the use of low impact development guidelines and techniques for managing urban storm water in
support of new development and site alteration to ensure that the following criteria is met to the extent
feasible:
a) impervious surfaces are minimized;
b) water balance on the site is managed such that pre‐development rates of infiltration of clean water are
maintained in the post‐development state to the extent feasible;
c) lot conveyance and/or end of pipe storm water management measures are used that emphasize lot level
infiltration of clean water wherever appropriate;
d) where water balance cannot be achieved on the development site, off‐site compensation opportunities are
explored and implemented where feasible; and
e) where sodium and chloride have been identified as ""issues"", no further degradation of water quality by
salt run‐off by infiltration will occur.
3) Only approve settlement area expansions as part of a municipal comprehensive review where the criteria

Local Area A
(as identified
in Tier 3
Water
Budget for
Orangeville,
Amaranth
and Mono)

T‐9
T‐10

Mon‐1

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Where Policy
Applies

Policy

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

of the applicable provincial plans have been met and the following has been demonstrated:
a) recharge functions will be maintained on lands within and adjacent to designated significant groundwater
recharge areas.

ID Code
P1

M2‐1

M5‐5

M7 pre‐
consult

GP‐49

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY REC‐1 (Policy REC‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
e) Revise to align with planning language to assist with effective implementation
‐Policy 1 a) should be revised to include the option of permitting development and site alteration outside of settlement areas
to mitigate loss of recharge when imperviousness exceeds 10%.
‐Policy 1 b) is awkward and should be revised.
‐In the case of development/site alteration that is minor, it can be demonstrated through submission of a satisfactory
hydrogeological study, using the Orangeville Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water Budget Model where appropriate, that recharge
functions will be maintained and enhanced wherever feasible as part of the proposal, existing and future projected water
taking can be sustained, and the ecological and hydrological integrity of key hydrologic features, functions and aquatic systems
will be maintained, or improved or restored where practical there will no longer be a significant drinking water threat.
‐The assessment of hydrogeological impacts should consider the use of the Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 Water
budget Model where appropriate.
This policy requires municipalities to only allow new development or site alteration where the recharge to the aquifer was
diminished under certain limiting conditions. Also when/ if development is allowed there has to be a number of things “low
impact” measures used.
We note that there will be requirements for restriction of developments that reduce the recharge of an aquifer. The township
would request that there be a threshold identified by the SPC that would capture a development. Such a threshold (e.g.
maximum paving are) should be identified in source water protection policies.

A strong message needs to be sent to MOE to ensure that upon completion of the Tier 3 and Assessment Report immediate
action should be taken to provide these areas with the equivalent protection as what is set out for the one completed tier 3
water budget area.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Policy revised.
The CTC SPC undertook a number of discussion with the affected
Dufferin County municipalities occurred.
The CTC SPC has revised the policy considering these comments and
the subsequent discussions. They are of the opinion that when
implemented the policy will be effective in protecting the existing
municipal supplies.

Comment noted on what the policy requires.

Policy revised to provide more clarity. The CTC SPC feel that it is
difficult to set a threshold and that each project will need to be
assessed based on its specific characteristics; any risk mitigation
measures that would be implemented; and additional site specific
data on recharge factors from additional field investigations.
Support for policy noted. There are a number of policies directed to
MOE to implement that require consider the findings of the Tier 3
water budget in their decision making and to keep the model data
up‐to‐date. This has also been addressed in the Supplementary
Letter.
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COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY REC‐1 (Policy REC‐1 in Proposed SPP)
Comments

ID Code

GP‐79

GP‐84

‐There is a gap related to quantity information.
‐Quantity of water is a significant element that has been paid some attention as it relates groundwater relationships to water
budgets. Significant groundwater threat to quantity includes, activity below the water table, land use changes to ground water
and surface water systems, and change from previous to impervious surfaces (creates “desert “ like conditions).

‐REC‐1 only permit new development if b) Orangeville, Mono and Amaranth Tier 3 water budget model indicates that it is not a
significant drinking water threat.
‐Running Tier 3 OMA model is not required to conduct a defendable site water Budget. Based on –site investigation it is
possible to determine the pre‐development and post‐development water budget for any give property. Site Water Budgets are
routinely done for development properties throughout the CTC are using spreadsheet models.

Draft
Policy ID

Threat
Description

REC‐2

An activity
that reduces
recharge to
an aquifer

ID Code
P1
M7 pre‐
consult

Implementing
Body
Conservation
Authority

Legal
Effect

E

CTC Response
These comments are from an Advisory Committee to the Region of
Halton and are related to the Tier 3 water budget study that is
underway in the Town of Halton Hills. When that work is completed,
and if there are significant water quantity stresses identified, then
policies will be required to address them. No revisions required to
the current policies.
Comment noted. The CTC SPC agrees that site specific information
will be important in evaluating a specific development proposal. See
response to comment M7.1 above.

Policy
Research
Change in Impervious Cover
Where funding has been made available, the responsible Conservation Authority shall assess the
change in recharge from existing, approved and planned land uses within the Local Area A and
provide this data to MOE for their update of the Tier 3 water budget model.

Where Policy Applies

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Monitoring
Policy

T‐13

Mon‐9

Local Area A (as
identified in Tier 3
Water Budget for
Orangeville, Amaranth
and Mono)

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY REC‐2 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
The actions directed by the policy do not directly address a significant drinking water quantity threat with the objective of preventing the activities from
becoming a significant threat or ensuring that the significant threats ceases to be significant, as required by threat policies.
As an alternative, the policy could be revised as a monitoring policy as long as it meets the requirements for such policies, otherwise it should be removed.
We note that there will be requirements for restriction of developments that reduce the recharge of an aquifer. The township would request that there be
a threshold identified by the SPC that would capture a development. Such a threshold (e.g. maximum paving area) should be identified in source water
protection policies

September 7, 2012

When Policy
Applies

CTC Response
Policy deleted. Moved to
Supplementary Letter.
Policy deleted. Moved to
Supplementary Letter.
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Draft
Policy ID

REC‐3

ID Code
P1
M1‐5
M1‐9
M6‐1
M7
pre‐
consult

Threat
Description
Moderate/
Low Threat
An activity
that reduces
recharge to
an aquifer

Implementing
Body

Planning
Approval
Authority

Legal
Effect

B

Policy
Land Use Planning
Planning Policy for Protecting Low and Moderate Threats
In accordance with Provincial Policy Statement (2005) Sec. 2.2, Planning Approval Authorities shall protect,
improve or restore ground water quality and quantity outside Tier 3 Water Budget Local Areas identified as
having significant water quantity threats by implementing necessary restrictions on development and site
alteration to:
1) protect Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas;
2) protect, improve, and restore vulnerable ground water, sensitive ground water features, and their
hydrologic functions.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY REC‐3 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
This policy is not permissible and must be removed. Water Quantity policies cannot be included for SGRAs as the AR does not identify these as
areas where water quantity threats could be mod/low, and s. 22 (6) of the CWA only permits mod/low threat policies in relation to the AR
content. In addition, this is a duplication of existing requirements under the PPS, 2005.
The Town of Ajax has already implemented equivalent measures.
Any policy amendments made to the city OP (or the region OP) can be appealed to the OMB. There may be financial and resource (staff time and
attention) considerations associated with this action. Consequently the CTC is requested to address the city’s concerns in this regard.
The region should be clearly identified as an implementer as well since it is responsible for the regional OP.
This policy is stated in a mandatory way which I did not think was allowed for moderate threats. Additionally I am not sure it adds anything as it is
provincial policy.
We note that there will be requirements for restriction of developments that reduce the recharge of an aquifer. The township would request that
there be a threshold identified by the SPC that would capture a development. Such a threshold (e.g. maximum paving area) should be identified in
source water protection policies.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

Where Policy
Applies

When Policy
Applies

Monitoring
Policy

SGRAs
(outside of
Local Area A)

n/a

n/a

CTC Response
Policy deleted. Moved to Supplementary Letter.

Policy deleted. Moved to Supplementary Letter.
Policy deleted. Moved to Supplementary Letter.

Policy deleted. Moved to Supplementary Letter.
Policy deleted. Moved to Supplementary Letter.
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Monitoring
Draft
Policy ID

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

MON‐1

Municipality

F

MON‐2

Municipality

F

MON‐3

Municipality

F

MON‐4

Municipality

F

MON‐5

Municipality

F

MON‐6

Municipality

F

MON‐7

Municipality

F

MON‐8
MON‐9
MON‐10

Risk
Management
Official
Conservation
Authority
SPA

September 7, 2012

F
F
F

Monitoring Policy
The Municipality or Planning Approval Authority shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority on the actions
taken in the previous calendar year to comply with the significant threat policies. Municipal planning authorities shall provide a copy of the notice of adoption of
amendments to official plans and/or zoning by laws, where relevant.
The Municipality or Planning Approval Authority shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority on the actions
taken in the previous calendar year to comply with the significant threat policies.
The Municipality shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing the education and outreach
efforts and results from the previous calendar year.
The Municipality shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing the considerations made for
developing and implementing incentive programs in the previous calendar year.
The Municipality shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing research efforts, including
findings, results and conclusions of research conducted in the previous calendar year related to trends in municipal groundwater monitoring.
The Municipality shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing the number of pollution
prevention reviews conducted in the previous calendar year.
The Municipality or Principal Building Code Authority shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority
summarizing the prioritized maintenance inspection program for the previous year including the total number of inspections conducted, the locations of
inspections in relation to priority areas identified, the types of inspection completed (phase 1 or phase 2), and the general details of each order issued to bring
malfunctioning septic systems into compliance with the operation and maintenance requirements of the Ontario Building Code.
The Risk Management Official shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority on the actions taken in the
previous calendar year to comply with the significant threat policies. The Risk Management Official shall prepare and submit this report in accordance with section
65 of O. Reg. 287/07 established under the Clean Water Act.
The Conservation Authority shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing any findings, results
and conclusions of research conducted in the previous calendar year and the need to revise the Source Protection Plan to address the findings.
The Source Protection Authority shall include in its annual report a description of any discussion and work completed regarding the protection of drinking water
from threats from fuel stored on Federal lands.

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
P1

GP‐76

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY MON‐1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 (Policy MON‐1, MON‐2, MON‐3 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
All monitoring policies that correspond with the policies must also be revised to align with any changes. Once
Agreed. Policy tables have been updated with reference to new monitoring
the policies have been revised, we can assist with the wording of the corresponding policies.
policies.
The full costs of monitoring are downloaded onto the municipal property tax base. And T‐9 to T‐10 are also
Monitoring policies are required for all significant threat policies under the
municipal funded as conservation authorities are property tax based municipal agencies. There are no cost
CWA will be a report on actions taken to implement policies and should have
estimates for the various action items in the SPP nor any discussion elsewhere of feasibility. Property taxes
minimal cost. The CTC SPC is aware of the concerns associated with costs
and is raising this matter in their supplementary letter to the Minister.
already exceptional high.

Draft
Policy ID

Implementing
Body

MON‐11

Provincial
Ministry

MON‐12
MON‐13
Mon‐14
MON‐15
MON‐16
MON‐17
MON‐18

ID Code
P1

Provincial
Ministry
Provincial
Ministry
Ministry of
Environment
Ministry of
Environment
Ministry of
Environment
Ministry of
Environment
Ministry of
Transportation

Legal
Effect
F
K
K
K
K
K
K
K

Monitoring Policy
The named Provincial Ministry shall, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority on the actions taken in the
previous calendar year to comply with these policies. Provincial Ministries are requested to provide their annual reports in a format similar to that required for
Risk Management Officials, in accordance with section 65 of O. Reg. 287/07 established under the Clean Water Act.
The named Provincial Ministry should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority on the actions taken in the
previous calendar year to comply with these policies.
The named Provincial Ministry should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing the status of any
education and outreach programs considered, developed and implemented.
The Ministry of Environment should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing the consideration,
development and implementation of any incentive programs.
The Ministry of Environment should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing any research
efforts, including findings, results and conclusions of research conducted in the previous calendar year.
The Ministry of Environment should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing efforts to develop
performance standards and/or guidelines in the previous calendar year.
The Ministry of Environment should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority summarizing any changes to the
Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship Program (ODWSP) made in the previous year that may affect drinking water protection.
The Ministry of Transportation should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority on the actions taken in the
previous calendar year to comply with the significant threat policies

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY MON‐11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 (Policy MON‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
This is an onerous requirement when applied across all SPAs. To allow the province to establish an effective implementation framework, MOE –
Operations Division has noted that the preferred wording from the ministry on monitoring policies is “The ministry shall prepare an annual summary

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)

CTC Response
Policy has been revised to reflect this
concern.
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ID Code

P1
Draft
Policy ID

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY MON‐11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 (Policy MON‐4 in Proposed SPP)
Comments
of the actions it has taken to achieve the outcomes of the source protection policy and make that report available to the SPC”. Monitoring policies
should not specify the content of monitoring activities. This is to ensure that significant variation in potential monitoring policies across the province
does not prevent the ministry from being able to implement a consistent business process for complying with the monitoring requirements.
All monitoring policies that correspond with the policies must also be revised to align with any changes. Once the policies have been revised, we can
assist with the wording of the corresponding policies.
Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

MON‐19

TSSA

K

MON‐20

TSSA

K

ID Code
P1

P3
P8

Draft
Policy ID

The Technical Standards & Safety Authority (TSSA) should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority on the
number of existing UST tanks using the new standards under Regs. 213/01 and 217/01 and the location and number of tanks within vulnerable areas remaining to
be upgraded to current standards.
The Technical Standards & Safety Authority (TSSA) should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority
summarizing the status of any education and outreach programs considered, developed and implemented for the previous calendar year.

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY MON‐19, 20 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
Only a public body can be named as being responsible for implementing a monitoring policy. TSSA is not a public body, as per the
definition in s.2 of the CWA. This comment also applies to Mon‐ 20 and Mon ‐22

MON‐21

Implementing
Body
Federal
Government

September 7, 2012

Legal
Effect
K

Agreed. Changes made.

Monitoring Policy

All monitoring policies that correspond with the policies must also be revised to align with any changes. Once the policies have been
revised, we can assist with the wording of the corresponding policies.
The Technical Standards & Safety Authority (TSSA) should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source
protection Authority summarizing the status of any education and outreach programs considered, developed and implemented for
the previous calendar year. The review of the draft policies was conducted jointly by the Ministry of Consumer Services (MCS) and
the Technical Standards and Safety Authority (TSSA) as our organizations work closely in regulating the fuels sector in Ontario. As
such, the ensuing comments should be considered MCS and TSSA’s joint and formal response to your draft policies.

P1

CTC Response

CTC Response
Policy changed so that TSSA is not an implementing
body and therefore no further requirement for a
monitoring policy.
Agreed. Changes made.
Monitoring policy removed as implementing bodies
have been changed to a public body who can be named
as being responsible for implementing a monitoring
policy.

Monitoring Policy
The Federal government and other government agencies are encouraged, by February 1 of each year, to prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection
Authority on the actions taken to implement the significant threat policies and recommendations in the previous calendar year.
Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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ID Code
P1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY MON‐21 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
All monitoring policies that correspond with the policies must also be revised to align with any changes. Once the
Agreed. Monitoring policy removed; only a public body can be
policies have been revised, we can assist with the wording of the corresponding policies.
named as being responsible for implementing a monitoring policy.

Draft
Policy ID

Implementing
Body

Legal
Effect

Monitoring Policy

MON‐22

Facility Owner

K

The petroleum pipeline facility owner should, by February 1 of each year, prepare and submit a report to the Source Protection Authority on the actions taken in
the previous calendar year to comply with the significant threat policies.

ID Code
P1
P1

COMMENTS on DRAFT POLICY MON‐22 (Policy Removed in Proposed SPP)
Comments
CTC Response
Only a public body can be named as being responsible for implementing a monitoring policy. TSSA is not a public
Policy changed so that TSSA is not an implementing body and
therefore no further requirement for a monitoring policy.
body, as per the definition in s. 2 of the CWA. This comment also applies to Mon‐20 and Mon‐22
All monitoring policies that correspond with the policies must also be revised to align with any changes. Once the
Agreed. Changes made.
policies have been revised, we can assist with the wording of the corresponding policies.

September 7, 2012

Comments received during First Public Consultation (March 19 through May 1, 2012)
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