


MEETING OF THE SOURCE PROTECTION COMMITTEE #5/10 July 12, 2010

The Source Protection Committee Meeting #5/10, was held at Black Creek Pioneer Village,
North Theatre, on Monday, July 12, 2010. The Chair Susan Self, called the meeting to order

at 10:00 a.m.

PRESENT

Juli Abouchar
Andrea Bourrie
Doug Brown
Wendy Burgess
Bob Burnside
Michael D'Andrea
Louise Foster
Jessica Ginsburg
Robert Goodings
Irv Harrell

David Kentner
Heather Laidlaw
Peter Miasek
Lynne Moore
Peter Orphanos
Fred Ruf

Mark Schiller
Norine Schofield
Susan Self
Howard Shapiro
John Westlake
Brian Denney

STAFF

David Burnett
Jamie Duncan
Sylvia Waters

Deb Martin-Downs

Kerry Mulchansingh

Kathy Padgett
Nicholas Schulz
Gayle Soo Chan

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Liaison, Medical Officer of Health
Chair

Member

Liaison, Ministry of the Environment
Liaison, Source Protection Authority

Planning & Development, TRCA

Water Resources Data Management, TRCA
Admin. Asst., CTC Source Water Protection
Director, Ecology Division, TRCA

Technical Lead, CVSPA

Planner |, TRCA

Communications & Consultations, CTC SWP
Technical Lead, CLOSPA
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Beverley Thorpe Project Manager, CTC Source Water Protection

GUEST
Debbie Scanlon Ministry of the Environment
Ruth Victor Ruth Victor & Associates
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RES.#186/10 MINUTES

Moved by: David Kentner
Seconded by: Louise Foster

THAT the Minutes of Meeting #4/10, held on June 1, 2010, be approved.

CARRIED

CORRESPONDENCE

(a) Letter from lan Smith, Director, Source Protection Programs Branch,
MOE, dated June 23, 2010 regarding Clean Water Act - Reg 287/07
Amendments for Source Protection Plans

(b) Letter to lan Smith, Director, Source Protection Programs Branch, MOE,
dated July 6, 2010, from Beverley Thorpe, Project Manager CTC SPR,
regarding extension of submission of TRSPA and CVSPA Assessment
Reports.

RES.#187/10 CORRESPONDENCE

Moved by: Andrea Bourrie
Seconded by: Irv Harrell

THAT the above-noted correspondence (a) - (b) be received.

CARRIED
CORRESPONDENCE A
Ministry of Ministére de f\ .
the Environment I'Environnement }—
Source Protection Programs Direction des programmes de protection - }
Branch des sources bl
L~ Ontario
2 St. Clair Ave. West 2, avenue St. Clair Ouest

Toronto ON M4V 1L5 Toronto (Ontario) M4V 1L5

June 22, 2010
Greetings,

| am pleased to announce that the Ministry of the Environment has now finalized the
regulation in support of the development and implementation of source protection plans
under the Clean Water Act, 2006 . The goal of the Act is to protect existing and future
sources of drinking water, as part of an overall commitment to human health and the
environment. The development of regulations to enable local source protection
committees to complete their respective source protection plans is required by the Act.
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The requirements for source protection plans are set out as amendments to the General
Regulation (O. Reg. 287/07) under the Act, and will come into effect July 1, 2010.
These amendments follow a public consultation process that included a policy
discussion paper posted on the Environmental Bill of Rights’ Environmental Registry
(EBR) website in June 2009, and a draft regulation posted on the EBR in January

2010. All comments provided in writing and at multi-stakeholder discussion sessions
and focus groups were taken into consideration and were helpful in finalizing the
regulatory amendments.

We wish to thank all those who took the time to provide their input on the proposals. |
believe that the contribution of our partners will strengthen the protection of drinking
water sources in Ontario and result in a source protection framework that is beneficial to
everyone living in source protection areas.

Informational fact sheets will be forwarded to you following this notification. The fact
sheets will also be posted on the ministry’s website www.ontario.ca/cleanwater. The
regulation itself is currently posted under ‘Source Law” on the e-Laws website. The
consolidated version of O. Reg. 287/07 will be posted on e-Laws in the near future. We
look forward working with you and source protection committees, municipalities, and
other stakeholders as we continue to implement the Clean Water Act and the recent
amendments.

If you have any questions, please contact Debbie Scanlon, Senior Drinking Water
Program Advisor, at (416) 212-8839 or Debbie.Scanlon@ontario.ca.

Sincerely,

lan Smith, Director
Source Protection Programs Branch
Ministry of the Environment

ccC: Conservation Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources
Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
Keith Willson, Manager, Source Protection Programs Branch, MOE
Katie Fairman, Supervisor, Source Protection Programs Branch, MOE
Debbie Scanlon, Source Protection Programs Branch, MOE
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CORRESPONDENCE B July 6, 2010
lan Smith

Director, Source Protection Programs Branch

Ministry of the Environment

8th Floor, 2 St Clair Avenue West

Toronto ON M4V1L5

Dear Mr. Smith:
Request for Extension of Deadline for Submission of Proposed Assessment

Reports for Toronto and Region Source Protection Area (TRSPA) to and Credit
Valley Source Protection Area (CVSPA) to December 31, 2010

| am writing to request extension to December 31, 2010 for the TRSPA and CVSPA
Assessment Reports. This request is required due to the late delivery of technical work
from the various consultants undertaking issues evaluation and threats assessment
work. This work is still not fully received and without it, staff is unable to complete the
required content for an assessment report. These extensions should not impact on our
ability to deliver source protection plans by August 2012. Work is already underway to
start developing policy options through consultative workshops beginning in the fall of
2010.

Attached to this letter is the completion schedule for these aforementioned assessment
reports, setting out the timetable for the requested extension dates (steps include
completing draft assessment report for internal review, CTC Source Protection
Committee (SPC) approval, and public consultations to comply with the requirements
of O. Reg. 287/07 under the Clean Water Act, 2006). Also included for your information
is the current version of this year’s project plan which sets out all the work underway in
the CTC month by month.

Updated assessment reports for all three source protection areas in the CTC are
planned for mid 2011which will deal with Lake Ontario drinking water threats and
issues assessment related to intake protection zone 3 analyses; and reviewing
transport pathways to determine if groundwater vulnerability scores need to be raised
due to presence of wells or well clusters.

Tier 3 water budget studies are also scheduled for completion in TRSPA
(Whitchurch-Stouffville) and in CVSPA in Halton Hills and Orangeville, all of which will
be included in the respective assessment report update.

The rationale and explanation of the steps taken over the past two years to expedite the
receipt of the work and to complete the assessment reports is found below. It should
be noted that the CTC SPC has completed their work to prepare the Proposed
Assessment Report for the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area and this report
will be forwarded very shortly to the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Authority
(CLOSPA). This authority will be in a position to submit their report to you for approval
in time to comply with the August 17, 2010 deadline once the second 30-day period for
public comment has been completed.
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Since there are no municipal wells in this source protections area (the four municipal
drinking water systems all use Lake Ontario as their source), staff was able to complete
their work without being impacted by consulting delays dealing with assessing
groundwater vulnerability in well head protection areas and issues evaluation and
threats assessments in those areas.

Rationale

Work on the CVSPA and TRSPA assessment reports has been delayed due to the
failure of the consultants to complete the required technical studies on groundwater
vulnerability and threats assessment to comply with the Technical Rules for the
Preparation of Assessment Reports.

In order to actively support and manage the delivery of technical work, we at the CTC
have been continually working with municipal staff and their consultants (funded
through your direct grants to the municipalities) along with support from provincial
technical staff to explain the requirements and our needs and timing. Starting on
December 2, 2008 we hosted a meeting with consultants undertaking technical work to
ensure that then newly released technical rules were explained and that questions were
answered. At this meeting each consulting group confirmed that they understood the
requirements. This meeting was the first in a series of activities to help the consultants
understand the work, complete it in a timely and technically robust way and to work
with the municipal technical staff who were providing day to day direction to the
consultants to ensure that our source water protection needs were being met. Despite
these significant efforts on the part of our staff, the municipal staff overseeing this work
and support and training from your staff, the consultants have not yet completed all the
outstanding mandatory work which you require to be included in the assessment
reports.

On a positive note, at the CTC SPC meeting of June 1, 2010, the final work on
delineation of well head protection areas and vulnerability scoring was accepted by the
CTC SPC for inclusion in the respective reports. This work took a considerable time to
complete satisfactorily. We conducted third party peer review of these studies which
identified technical issues that had to be resolved before the final mapping was
accepted. Since the conservation authority staff were working at arm’s length on this
work since provincial funding to the municipality’s allowed them to operate
independently until a final product was delivered, this has contributed to the delays in
our staff getting access to earlier drafts of the material and limited our ability to
influence delivery and content of the work. However, since the municipal partners have
been directing the work and fully involved in the review and revision process once draft
reports were received, we have built a strong working relationship which should help as
we move ahead in the source protection planning phase.
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The CTC SPC has been very supportive moving the work through their approval
processes. The SPC formed a working group to consider the technical work in
sufficient detail to assure the SPC as a whole that the information and findings which
will be relevant to their policy development needs are properly considered and that the
requirements of the Technical Rules, regulations and legislation are being addressed.
The SPC has also formed assessment report working groups to review the individual
assessment reports so that this work can proceed expeditiously. The SPC has
received the recommendations of their working groups and endorsed them at their full
committee meetings in an efficient and effective manner.

At the July 12, 2010 CTC SPC meeting, the committee is being asked to accept the
draft threats work in principle and to allow staff to receive the outstanding work and go
directly to drafting the assessment report rather than requiring SPC review and
acceptance of the reports from the consultants as a first step. This should facilitate
completion of the assessment reports.

| trust that the foregoing provides sufficient information for you to consider favourably
our request for extension. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any
further explanation or information — telephone 416-661-6600 extension 5577 or
mailto:bthorpe@trca.on.ca.

Yours truly,

(g Hoyae

Beverley Thorpe
CTC Source Protection Region Project Manager

Attachments - Assessment Report Schedule — July 2010
-2010/2011 CTC Project Plan — July 2010

cc. Susan Self, Chair CTC SPC
Brian Denney, Chief Administrative Officer, TRSPA
Rae Horst, Chief Administrative Officer, CVSPA
Deb Martin-Downs, CTC Executive Lead
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Assessment Report Schedule - July 2010

Activity TRSPA Schedule CVSPA Schedule
Finalize internal AR draft. Sent to Plain Chapters 1 - 5: July 5 July 30
Language Editor ES & Chapter 6: July

26

Flain Language Editor returns AR draft July 16 Aug 16
Review by Director & finalize mapping July 19-26 Aug 16 — 20
Review & acceptance of revisions by Tech July 26 — 28 Aug 20 - 25
Lead
Send internal AR draft to WG/SPC & CTC July 28 Aug 26
Froj. Manager
First AR WG meeting Aug 4 Aug 31
Second AR WG meeting Aug 19 Sept 13
Draft AR distributed to SPC for review Aug 26 Sept 17
Draft AR: approved by SPC for public Sept 14 Sept 27
consultation
Draft AR: released: circulated to clerks and Sept 17 Oct1

posted for public comments

Notice of public meetings advertised

Public Meetings Oct6-8 Oct 22 - 26
Public comment deadline Draft AR Oct 19 Nov 4
AR WG review of public comments Oct 26 Nov 8
Public comments and proposed actions Mov 5 Mov 11
sent to SPC for review

CVSPA pre-authorize staff to submit MNov 12
Proposed AR & comments to MOE

SPC approval of Proposed AR Nov 15 Nov 15
Submit Proposed AR to SPA MNov 19 MNowv 19
30 day comment period begins: Proposed MNowv 19 MNowv 19

AR circulated to clerks and posted for
public comments

TRSPA pre-authorize staff to submit Nov 26

FProposed AR & comments to MOE

SPA public comment deadline Dec 19 Dec 19
Comments received on Proposed AR sent Dec 20 Dec 20
to SPC and SPAs

Assessment Report submitted to MOE Dec 22 Dec 22
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SECTION | - ITEMS FOR COMMITTEE ACTION

RES.#188/10 Endorsement of Appointment of Municipal Staff to Steering
Committee and update on Source Protection Planning .

Endorsement of recommendation from Groundwater Source
Protection Planning Working Group (SPPWG) to appoint
municipal staff members to Steering Committee and update on
SPPWG deliberations; and receipt of presentations from Ministry
of the Environment staff on newly introduced source protection
planning regulatory requirements and Halton-Hamilton Source
Protection Region staff on their approach to developing source
protection plans.

Moved by: David Kentner
Seconded by: Andrea Bourrie

THAT the CTC SPC endorses the proposed municipal staff membership of the Steering
Committee and directs staff to work with the respective municipal SPC member responsible
and the municipality to appoint the appropriate individuals as soon as possible ;

THAT the CTC SPC receives for information the presentation from Debbie Scanlon of the
Ministry of the Environment on Ontario Regulation 246/10 which updates Ontario Regulation
287/07;

AND FURTHER THAT the CTC SPC receives for information the presentation from staff of
Halton-Hamilton Source Protection Region on the approach being used to develop source
protection plans.

CARRIED

BACKGROUND

At SPC Meeting #2/10 held February 22, 2010, the CTC SPC by RES#155/10 authorized
formation of a Groundwater Source Protection Planning Working Group (SPPWG) along with
the appointment of a Steering Committee to oversee the development of a series of model
policies. The SPC endorsed the work plan and approach to undertake these activities and
directed the SPPWG to report back on their progress.

SPPWG Update

Chair Self was authorized to appoint the members and chair of the SPPWG. SPC members
were asked to identify their interest in serving on the SPPWG. Chair Self subsequently
appointed the following persons as the SPPWG:

Chair —Juli Abouchar

Economic Sector Representatives — Andrea Bourrie, Heather Laidlaw
General Public- Peter Orphanos, Jessica Ginsburg

Municipal- David Kentner

Ex-officio — Susan Self

The SPPWG held its inaugural meeting on June 23, 2010. Appended as Attachment 1 is the

draft minutes of that meeting and Attachment 2 is an organizational chart showing the
relationship of the SPPWG with the Steering Committee and CTC SPC.
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Proposed Steering Committee Membership

The SPPWG discussed the optimal size of the Steering Committee, the location of municipal
groundwater supplies and the prior involvement and interest shown by municipalities in
attending meetings and involvement in source water protection. Based on these
considerations, the SPPWG is proposing to appoint the membership of the Municipal Steering
Committee as follows:

Planning Staff Upper Tier - Regions of Peel and York
Planning Staff Lower Tier— Towns of Caledon, Halton Hills, and Orangeville
Water Staff— Regions of York and Durham

Municipal representatives on CTC SPC with municipal groundwater supplies were provided
with this membership proposal in advance and asked to identify any concerns by July 2, 2010.
CTC staff will work with these SPC members also to facilitate discussions with the municipalities
to secure the appointment of the appropriate individuals.

Upon appointment of the Steering Committee, the members will be asked to review and make
any suggested revisions to the Request for Proposal (RFP) for the selection of consultants to
plan and facilitate workshops to identify a menu of policy options as a starting point for SPPWG
and CTC SPC consideration (current draft of this RFP is found as Attachment 3). The next
Steering Committee task will be the review and selection of the consultant.

The next meeting of the SPPWG has been scheduled for October 4, 2010 to meet with the
Steering Committee and consultant to kick-off the detailed planning of the workshops.

Provincial Release of Source Protection Plan Regulatory Requirements

The province has promulgated Ontario Regulation 246/10
(http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/Download?dDocName=elaws_src_regs_r10246_e) which
amends Ontario Regulation 287/07 primarily to add the requirements for source protection
planning. An overview presentation will be made by Debbie Scanlon, Senior Drinking Water
Program Advisor to the CTC SPC at the July 12, 2010 meeting to provide members with an
overview of the requirements. Members are requested to review the regulation prior to the
meeting. In the fall there will be more detailed training for SPC members and staff on the
regulatory requirements and guidance on what SPCs will need to do to ensure the
development of source protection plans that meet the requirements, including the mandatory
and optional policies that will be developed. The ministry has also released a fact sheet on the
new requirements

(http://www.ene.gov.on.ca/publications/7637e.pdf).

Conservation Ontario Source Protection Plan Advisory Committee

A committee comprised of chairs and/or program managers of all source protection
committees has been formed to provide a forum for sharing approaches on how different SPCs
are approaching the task and to discuss cross boundary and consistency matters and
concerns. Teleconference meetings will be held biweekly. Susan Self and Beverley Thorpe,
plus David Burnett the lead CA planner for the CTC, are attending the teleconferences. The
SPPWG and the CTC SPC will be updated on matters arising from this committee.
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Information on Halton-Hamilton Source Protection Region (HHSPR) Approach to Source
Protection Planning

CTC staff asked the SPPWG if they would like to have a presentation on the work that the
HHSPR has underway to develop source protection plans in this SPR which shares the Region
of Halton with the CTC. The SPPWG recommended that this presentation should be made to
the CTC SPC as a whole. Ruth Victor, the planning consultant for HHSPR will make this
presentation. A background report which provides a scan of source protection approaches
and policies in other jurisdictions has been completed already and copies have been made
available electronically to SPPWG members. Any CTC SPC member who wishes an electronic
or paper copy may request one from staff.

If the SPC feels that this presentation is useful, staff will request the other surrounding SPRs
attend future meetings to provide information on their source protection planning work at an
appropriate point in time.

Next Steps

The immediate priority is to appoint the Steering Committee members and issue the Request
for Proposal for consultants to plan and facilitate workshops to identify a menu of policy options
as a starting point for SPPWG and CTC SPC consideration. The workshops would be held in
late 2010-early 2011 with reports by end of March 2011. An inaugural meeting of the Steering
Committee will be scheduled as soon as possible.

The next SPPWG meeting with Municipal Steering Committee and consultant is planned as
follows:

e Monday October 4th from 3:30pm to 5:30 pm
e Proposed meeting with the Municipal Steering Committee meeting from 3:30pm to 4:30 pm
followed by a meeting of the SPPWG from 4:30 — 5:30 pm.

Report prepared by: Beverley Thorpe, extension 5577
Emails: bthorpe@trca.on.ca

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

Date: July 02, 2010

Attachments: 3
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Attachment 1

Present:

DRAFT

SPP Working Group Meeting #1/10
Wednesday June 23, 2010
10am — 1pm

SPC Members: Juli Abouchar (Chair), Andrea Bourrie, Heather Laidlaw, Dave Kentner
CTC Staff: Beverley Thorpe, David Burnett, Richard Clark, Chris Darling, Nicholas Schulz,

Kathy Padgett

Discussion:

Request for Proposal

e Need SPP
regulation

regulation to confirm what prescribed instruments can be used (expecting SPP
in July) however need to build enough flexibility into the RFP so it can be added

to. Some prescribed instruments will be narrow/centred and will need someone with
specific knowledge to deal with these.

e SPPWG role is to give policy options for SPPs and will include not just the Planning Act; it’s
important to recognize there are different components to what the SPPWG is required to do
and it would be beneficial to map out the phases now instead of knitting together everything

in the end.
o

(0]

(0]

(0]

Five tools can be used (last page of Work Plan) - Prescribed Instruments and
possibly Risk Management Plans not in RFP;

Need to go back to the SPC with SPPWG mandate and report to them on the full
mandate/big picture;

Keep RFP broad enough so if additional work is added another RFP doesn’t
have to be prepared;

Consider a team approach within the RFP; CWA is way more than just Planning
Act — highlight that a team which includes expertise in provincial instruments
may be an asset.

e The SPPWG was asked if various SPCs should be assigned to address certain issues, then
share results with all other SPCs?

(0]

If the SPC wants to divide the issues up it is possible, but there are 19 SPCs and
they need to come to the decisions if they want to work on all of the issues
themselves or defer to another committee on specific issues.

There was general disagreement in ‘handing’ the development of certain policies
over to other SPCs. It is agreed that the CTC should take advantage of the work
completed by other SPCs but that this work should inform its own policy
development rather than lead it.

Andrea commented that the aggregate industry wants to ensure consistency
across SPAs (i.e. inconsistencies with being allowed to do something in one
place and not in the other). The CTC SPC should take the lead in creating solid
policy in all areas because it has the ability with staff resources to take a lead
role.

Who does the group see the participants being? Should sectoral participants be

included?

(0]

The group agreed that having sectoral reps in workshop sessions offers a wider
range of perspectives so that when policies come out everyone has a better
understanding of why things have been couched the way they are. At the
workshop/brainstorming level, participants have a chance to provide input at the
earlier stages of the process regarding what policies will/won’'t work along with
other information that may be useful to know. [f sectoral participants aren’t given
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the opportunity to provide initial input, they are likely not going to accept the

recommendations. ORM and Greenbelt set good precedence in including

sectoral participants and the same technique should be used in this process.
What role does the SPPWG want to play regarding the consultant?

o] All SPPWG members agreed they did not want to be involved in the selection
process or the day-to-day management of the consultant. The consultant should
be given clear direction in terms of expectations and deliverables and be
accountable to SPPWG.

SPC will not need to approve RFP as it's been delegated to the SPPWG; the SPC will
hear about it for their information only.

Note that the key guiding principles (on p. 2 of proposed Work Plan) should not be
changed without having the SPC approve any changes.

Appointment of SPP Steering Committee

Beverley suggested reducing the number of Steering Committee members so the numbers
are easier to manage.

Upper-tier: Peel & York planners

Lower-tier: Halton Hills, Caledon & Orangeville planners

Possible consultant to represent Dufferin County — this will not be resolved in time for
someone to sit on the Steering Committee, but can still participate in the workshops.

All other municipalities that are not included as part of the Municipal Steering Committee
will be workshop participants.

Water specialist: Beverley to talk to municipal reps for water specialists (York and Peel
specifically asked for a water specialist to be involved).

ACTION:

David to reword the RFP to make it very clear that the consultant takes direction from
SPPWG in consultation with the Municipal Steering Committee ;

By Friday June 25 all members to provide input to David regarding RFP , all comments to
be sent to Nic if not to both David and Nic;

Nic to send out survey of SPP policies in CTCs jurisdiction to the SPPWG ;

SPC to receive a staff report providing an update on SPP at the July 12 meeting; Beverley
to develop;

Beverley to follow up on setting up a presentation from Ruth Victor (re: challenges,
approaches to building policy options ) to be given to the SPC (maybe at July 12 meeting if
available);

Juli, Beverley and municipal SPC reps to put out invitations to potential Steering
Committee Members;

Beverley to talk to municipal reps for water specialist and concurrence with the
municipalities to be included on Steering Committee .

Next SPPWG meeting with Municipal Steering Committee and consultant:
Monday October 4th from 3:30pm to 5:30pm

Proposed meeting with the Municipal Steering Committee meeting from 3:30pm to 4:30pm
followed by a meeting of the SPPWG from 4:30 — 5:30pm.
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Attachment 2

CTC Source Protection Plan Development
Committees, Tasks and Reporting Structure

Source Protection Committee (SPC) - B
CO - SPP Advisory Committee

» Approval Authority for Source Protection (SPC Chair and Project Manager)

Plan (3PP) . .
» Receives recommendations from SPPWG for » Advise on policy and process

the development of SPP consistency and harmonization

across all SPCs
+ Provide

SPP Working Group (SPPWG)

(SPC Members as appointed by SPC)

Appoints Steering Committee, oversees their work and

provides direction

* Members attend workshops

+ Makes recommendations to SPC for SPC approval

» Reviews deliverables from consultant; reviews draft reports
and approves reports

« Qverall accountability for deliverables from consultant

SPP Steering Committee
(CTC project manager, CTC planning leads. Regional and local municipal planning representatives and
Regional water resource specialist)

« Create RFP and review submissions

+« Recommend preferred consultant to SPPWG

* Provide ongoing direction and project management to consultant
« Provide recommendations to SPPWG

» Liaise with adjacent SPR planning teams

Planning Consultant/ Facilitator
(To Be Determined)

® Prepares Discussion Papers
* Facilitates warkshops with Workshaop Participants
¢ Summarize workshop discussion & revise discussion papers accordingly

® Prepares report on menu of possible SP policies, along with evaluation of effectiveness/costs and benefits for
review/ recommendation by SPPWG

Workshop Participants
(Municipal Planners, designated municipal representatives, CA Planners, water specialists, SPP WG
members and sectoral participants)

» Attend workshops to brainstorm ideas/issues and provide expertise to
consultant for crafting of “menu” of draft SP policies

» Provide Planning Consultant with local information

» Receive copies of reports from workshop
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Attachment 3

Draft RFP: Revised based on SPP WG Discussion of June 23, 2010
SOURCE WATER PROTECTION
CTC SP Region
(Credit Valley Conservation, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority , Central Lake Ontario
Conservation Authority)
Source Protection Plan Policy Development :
Request for Proposal

1.0 INTRODUCTION

With funding from the Province of Ontario, conservation authorities and partner municipalities
are creating Source Protection (SP) Plans for drinking water for all watersheds within the
Province. Credit Valley Conservation (CVC), the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
(TRCA) and the Central Lake Ontario Conservation Authority (CLOCA) have been grouped
together in what is herein termed the CTC Source Protection Region (SPR). The extents of the
CTC SPR are shown on Figure 1.
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Figure 1: CTC SWP Region

The three key components of the SP program include the preparation of an Assessment
Report, a Source Protection Plan (SPP) and finally the implementation of the Plan through, in
large part, the amendment of municipal official plans to be in conformity with the SPP. The
conservation authorities along with their member municipalities within the CTC SPR are nearing
the completion of the Assessment Reports that assess the drinking water resources to
determine vulnerability and risk to existing and future supplies of drinking water.
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The CTC Source Protection Committee (SPC) has had its Terms of Reference approved by the
Minister of the Environment. The Terms of Reference outlines all the tasks required to complete
the Assessment Report and the Source Protection Plan for each Source Protection Area within
the CTC. Attachment 1 includes the approved SPP tasks for groundwater sources of drinking
water. Additionally, The Clean Water Act, 2006, Regulation 287/07 as amended, and various
other guidance documents and discussion papers prepared by MOE set out the framework for
the contents of a Source Protection Plan.

The current request for proposal (RFP) excludes any work related to policies for the Lake
Ontario-based sources of drinking water. That work will be undertaken at a later date, at the
direction of the SPC, through the Lake Ontario Collaborative, which is currently leading the
technical work for Lake Ontario-based drinking water supplies. Instead, this RFP will focus
exclusively on the Vulnerable Groundwater Areas and the policies needed for the
groundwater-based drinking water sources, including well head protection areas (WHPA),
significant groundwater recharge areas (SGRA), highly vulnerable aquifers (HVA) and their
associated threats, monitoring and other mandatory and optional policy requirements.

General Overview of the Project Requirements

The task of Source Protection Plan development is envisioned to be a consensus-based
process built on a facilitated collaboration between planning staff and water resource
specialists from Conservation Authorities (CA), Counties, Regional Municipalities, and Local
Municipalities within the CTC Source Protection Region. A sub-committee of the SPC, the
Source Protection Plan Working Group (SPPWG) will be accountable to retain a consultant (or
team of consultants) to facilitate a series of workshops for relevant professionals from the
above-mentioned stakeholder groups. A steering committee, under the direction of the
SPPWG, will be responsible for the day-to-day project interactions with the consultant(s). At
each facilitated workshop, participants will discuss a variety of distinct policy topics and the
options available for developing the Source Protection Plan policies in accordance with the
requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006 and its associated regulations (O. Reg
287/07 amended July 1, 2010) and guidance documents, in keeping with a number of key
guiding principles.

The consultant(s) hired through this RFP will lead a series of 7 to 8 collaborative workshops
with SPPWG and steering committee members plus municipal planners, works and other staff
and stakeholders as necessary to discuss Source Protection polices and policy approaches for
each of the Vulnerable Groundwater Areas. Workshops may be half or full day duration
depending on the amount of material to be covered. If half-day workshops are held, two may
be held on the same day to minimize the number of separate dates required. The number of
participants attending at each workshop is anticipated to range from 20 to 30 people. The
proposed workshop policy topic themes focusing on groundwater are shown below. However,
the consultant(s) is/are free to suggest other combinations of policy topic workshops in their
response to this RFP. The final choice of consultant team will be recommended by the SPPWG
for the approval of the SPC:

e Existing Significant, Moderate and Low Drinking Water Threats - 1 workshop

e Future Significant, Moderate and Low Drinking Water Threats - 1 workshop

e Vulnerable Groundwater Areas -Well Head Protection Areas (WHPA), Significant

e Groundwater Recharge Areas (SGRA) and Highly Vulnerable Aquifers (HVA) - 1
workshop

e Monitoring & Implementation Timelines — 1 workshop

e Stewardship and education — 1 workshop

e |Integration - 1 workshop
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e Contingency — 1 workshop only if needed
e Additional workshops on other topic areas, at additional cost, may be required.

The role of the consultant(s) will be to facilitate and summarize the workshop discussions into
policies and details appropriate for regional and local official plans and by-laws. The outcome
of the project will be a series or “menu” of model policy choices at appropriate levels of detail
to address each of the topic areas that will be suitable for incorporation into regional and/or
local municipal official plans and zoning by-laws. The Proposed Work Plan for the
Development of Source Protection Plan Policies for the CTC Region , as approved by the SPC,
is attached as Appendix 2.

2.0 TASKS AND DELIVERABLES

CTC staff from the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) will undertake workshop
administrative tasks to ensure the consultant’s work is focused in their areas of professional
expertise. To that end TRCA staff will be responsible to arrange the workshop logistics
including: setting meeting dates, securing venues, distributing meeting materials (ie agendas,
discussion papers and follow-up materials) as provided by the consultant(s). Costs associated
with hosting the workshops will be covered by TRCA and should not be included in the
consultant(s) proposal. The main tasks for the consultant(s) will be as follows:

2.1 TASK 1 - Prepare a Discussion Paper in advance of each workshop that :

e Reviews and summarizes the relevant MOE, CWA and other regulations or guidance
documents applicable to the particular Vulnerable Area or policy topic area

e Reviews and summarizes the existing relevant municipal policies, best practices and
other policy and approaches relating to the Vulnerable Area or policy topic area

e Reviews and summarizes (with technical staff assistance) the findings of the
Assessment Reports as they relate to the Vulnerable Areas and drinking water threats

e |dentifies policy approach gaps and needs

e Proposes for discussion a suite of policies and policy approaches based on the
requirements of the CWA, associated Regulations and MOE guidance documents that
meet the requirements of the task outputs in the approved SPP Terms of Reference

e Includes an evaluation of the optional approaches against the key principles using a
matrix evaluation

2.2 TASK 2 - Lead each of the main policy topic area workshops to :

e Present the discussion paper prepared by the consultant(s) and respond to questions

e Facilitate and guide a discussion about the identified gaps, needs and proposed policy
approaches

e Take notes of the discussion from workshop participants to be used in revising the suite
of proposed policy approaches

e Verbally summarize, based on professional judgment, how the consultant(s) intends to
use the discussion heard and advice given to revise the proposed policy approaches to
be consistent with CWA requirements
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2.3 TASK 3 - Revise the Discussion Paper, based on the workshop, to:

® |Include relevant comments and revise the initial suite of policies and policy approaches
to “recommended” draft policies and policy approaches

e Include recommendations reached on consensus as well as viable alternative
approaches that were less widely supported

e Include rationale for additions and deletions as well as the pros and cons of each draft
policy and policy approach

e Allow for its distribution by CTC staff prior to the next scheduled workshop.

2.4 TASK 4 - Lead a final wrap-up workshop on Integration prior to submitting the final report
that:

e Presents a draft final report that is a complete and integrated suite of recommended
draft policies and policy approaches suitable for upper, lower and single tier
municipalities, which meets the requirements for Source Protection Plans, as identified
in the CWA and MOE regulations and guidance documents, as well as the CTC’s SPP
Terms of Reference.

e Presents recommended draft policies as fully developed as possible in order to permit
municipalities to “cut and paste” the final approved policies into municipal planning
instruments to minimize their implementation work.

3.0 Other Considerations

The consultant(s) should have good familiarity with related legislation such as the Clean Water
Act, 2006, the Planning Actand associated regulations and guidance documents, as well as
official plan and zoning documents of the municipalities within the CTC Source Protection
Region. Additional approaches to protecting drinking water sources outside of the Planning Act
and land use provisions will be required. These may include education and outreach programs,
risk management plans or the use of provincial instruments. Therefore, a multi-disciplinary team
approach that can incorporate knowledge of these additional approaches into the policy
development process will be beneficial.

CTC staff has compiled a list of existing policies from municipal official plans within the CTC
study area that relate to source water protection, as examples of what currently exists, to
possibly serve as model policies and for a policy gap assessment. This list will be provided to
the consultant(s). Some limited additional research by the consultant(s) in this regard should be
expected.

Responses to this RFP should also include and budget for an initial half day start-up meeting
with the Steering Committee to discuss timelines, administration processes, workshop logistics,
etc. This meeting will also include a presentation on the Assessment Reports of the three
Source Protection Areas by CTC technical staff. A copy of each Assessment Report will be
provided to the consultant(s). Additionally, in the event that additional workshops are needed to
cover additional topic areas, the professional costs for workshops and associated
preparation/follow-up time should be identified on both a total and per workshop basis.

The successful respondent to this groundwater policy component of the Source Protection Plan

development may also be eligible to bid on a future RFP for the Lake Ontario-based source
water policy component.
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4.0 PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS AND SELECTION PROCESS

A short list of consultants has been selected for distribution of the Request for Proposals, based
upon their previous involvement in similar projects and general expertise in this field.
Consultants are invited to submit a proposal which will provide the basis for selection of the
successful candidate. If the information provided in the proposals is not sufficient to make a
decision, then the steering committee will arrange for interviews with the top candidates.

4.1 Schedule

August 9, 2010 Request for Proposal sent out

August 25, 2010 Proposals due

September 15, 2010 Decision on preferred consultant(s)

March 31, 2011 Final Report due

4.2 Proposal Requirements

Outlined below are requirements for the submission of proposals:

A. Ten (10) copies of the proposal must be submitted by 4:00 PM, Wednesday, August 25,
2010 to:

David Burnett

The Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
5 Shoreham Drive

Downsview, Ontario

M3N 1S4

B. The proposal should be restricted to ten pages of text excluding figures, tables and
appendices.

C. Incorporate the firm’s experience in undertaking similar types of studies.

D. Ouitline the proposed approach and methodology for the assignment highlighting any
innovative approaches or ideas that the consulting team brings to the project;

E. If other professionals are to be involved in the project, then proposals should contain a
list of professionals assigned to the project, their resumes and hourly rates. Any
previous experience on similar projects should be identified.

F. A table or outline of proposed schedule and costs should be submitted with the
proposals including hourly rates of assigned individuals, estimated number of days
each person will contribute to the study, and all disbursements (plus mark ups if
applicable). As close as possible, costs should be differentiated and presented for each
task as outlined above. Costs should be clearly assigned as to their being
disbursement costs (plus any mark ups) or professional service costs.

G. Include a statement to the effect that there is no conflict of interest with regard to this

work assignment, and that during the term of the contract, the consultant will not accept
any assignments or positions that would place them in a conflict of interest;
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H. State any conditions or terms that the consultant(s) may require that are not mentioned
herein.
4.3 Selection

The SPPWG is interested in selecting a firm that:

has experience in facilitating meetings involving teams of focused dedicated
employees with a willingness to get this project completed,;

understands the current interconnection between source water planning activities and
the municipal planning process in Ontario and has a solid understanding of the future
directions for this relationship;

demonstrates a full understanding of the work assignment and its significance to
overall source protection planning direction across the CTC Source Protection Area;
has a sense of the current partnership and future relationship that will be necessary to
establish between Conservation Authorities and municipalities as the source water
protection initiatives are implemented,;

has individuals having experience in policy development; and

demonstrates a genuine willingness to work closely with the collaborating group for the
benefit of the partner agencies involved.

The selection of the successful consultant(s) will be based on the following criteria:

Understanding of the issues, the work to be undertaken, and the significance of the
project to the longer term development of environmental related planning policies
within the jurisdiction of the partner agencies;

Corporate experience and the experience of individuals assigned to the project in
undertaking facilitation and policy development exercises; and

Cost (including an assessment of the number of hours assigned to each task versus
the appropriateness of the individuals assigned to the tasks).

4.4 General, Terms and Conditions

1)

The consultant(s) will be required to assume responsibility for all services offered in its
proposal regardless of whether or not the consultant(s) performs them in-house. The
consultant(s) will be fully responsible for adherence by sub-consultants to all provisions
of the contract. The consultant(s) will be the sole point of contact for contractual matters,
including payment of any or all charges resulting from the contract.

All consultants will be informed of the response to this proposal call.

All proposals submitted in response to this request will become the property of the
TRCA.

The successful bidder will be expected to commence work on this project at a mutually
agreed time and date following receipt of formal notification of the award.

The selection team reserves the right to accept or reject any or all of the proposals

submitted in response to this request for proposal and to award the work to other than
the lowest bidder.
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6) The consultant(s) will be expected to enter into a standard agreement with the TRCA
pertaining to the products expected and the total upset cost of the work. The upset limit
is not to be exceeded without written approval from the steering committee.

7) The consultant(s) will bear all costs involved in the preparation or submission of
proposals prepared as a result of this request.

5.0 Project Contacts

Questions regarding the project in general or this Request for Proposal document in particular
should be directed to:

e Beverley Thorpe, Project Manager: 416-484-1807, bevthorpe@sympatico.c and/or
e David Burnett, CTC Planning Lead: 416-661-6600 x 5361, dburnett@trca.on.ca.
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RES.#189/10 Issues Evaluation and Threats Assessment in the Toronto and
Region Source Protection Area (TRSPA).

Acceptance in principle of the consulting work identifying issues
and assessing drinking water threats within the TRSPA

Moved by: Mark Schiller
Seconded by: Juli Abouchar

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

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Region of Peel prepared by R .
J. Burnside be accepted in principle , pending staff receipt of the final reports and data sets ;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Region of York prepared by
Stantec Consulting Ltd. be accepted in principle, pending staff receipt of the final reports and
data sets;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Region of Durham prepared by
AECOM Technology Corporation and Region of Durham staff be accepted in principle ,
pending staff receipt of the final reports and data sets ;

THAT staff be directed to review the reports and advise the WG that the work has been
satisfactorily completed or identify any concerns requiring further direction ;

THAT staff be directed ensure that the consultants ' reports are reviewed and any confidential
information identifying specific threats or issues on individual properties are removed and the
resulting reports are posted on the CTC website as "SPC Accepted" foundation reports for the
respective assessment reports ;

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the findings of these reports into the
TRSPA Assessment Report.

CARRIED

BACKGROUND

On May 20, 2010, the Ad Hoc Technical Working Group received initial presentations on the
issues evaluation and threats assessment work from the consultants working under the
direction of the Regional Municipalities of Peel, York, and Durham. This work was prepared by
different consultants using a consistent approach to interpreting the province's technical rules
developed under the leadership of the Lake Simcoe, South Georgian Bay Source Protection
Region. The work presented had not been finally reviewed by municipal and conservation
authority technical staff in advance but it was felt that due to the timetable for completion of the
assessment reports that the WG should have the opportunity to hear about the work in
progress.

Based on the WG review, it was recommended that the SPC receive a presentation on the
threats work at SPC Meeting #4/10 held on June 1, 2010. The WG also sought and received
authorization at SPC Meeting #4/10 on June 1, 2010 by Res. #177/10 to receive and review
reports from the consultants undertaking Threats Assessment studies and make
recommendations to the CTC SPC on acceptance of this work and/or further work that should
be undertaken. The Ad Hoc Working Group was directed to report back with their
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recommendations at CTC SPC Meeting #5/10 to be held on July 12, 2010.

On June 24, 2010 the WG met to receive presentations on all the threats and issues work for
the TRSPA and Credit Valley Source Protection Area. Final reports and data sets for all of the
work were still to be delivered to conservation authority staff at the time of the meeting, but
based on the work presented, WG members were of the opinion that they could recommend
acceptance of the work in principle pending:

1. Review of the final report and data sets by conservation authority staff to
confirm completeness, conformity with the technical rules and consistency
with the material presented to the WG;

2. Removal of confidential information by conservation authority staff that would
identify specific threats on individual properties from the version of the report
to be made publicly available in the "SPC Accepted" foundation report;

3. Confirmation by staff to the WG that tasks #1 and #2 have been completed;
and

4. Receipt of the recommendation from staff that no new issues have arisen
which require WG and/or SPC review and decision;

Staff will include the appropriate information in the assessment report for the TRSPA and the
report will be subject to review by the working group charged with this task and by the CTC
SPC as a whole before the information is made public.

Final reports documenting at least the significant threats have now been prepared by the
consultants, as summarized in the following tables. For the Region of York, Low and Moderate
threats were also enumerated (counted) although not required in the technical rules. The
technical rules simply require a listing of the number of potential circumstances that could pose
a low or moderate threat in each type of vulnerable area.

No drinking water issues as defined by the technical rules governing preparation of the
assessment report were identified for any of the 22 municipal water wells in the seven
groundwater-based municipal systems within the TRSPA jurisdiction.

The following conditions (e.g. past spills or activities that could threaten drinking water quality
as defined by the technical rules governing preparation of the assessment
report) were identified for the municipal water supply systems within the TRSPA:

1. Caledon East: no conditions identified

2. Palgrave: no conditions identified

3. Kleinburg: 6 possible conditions identified but not confirmed (1 historic waste
disposal site, 5 reported spills)

4. Nobleton: 2 possible conditions identified but not confirmed (1 historic waste
disposal site, 1 reported spill)

5. King City: 6 possible conditions identified but not confirmed 2 Records of Site
Condition, 4 reported spills

6. Stouffville: 8 possible conditions identified but not confirmed (3 historic waste
disposal sites, 5 reported spills)

7. Uxville: no conditions identified
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Table 1: Summary of Threats Identified in Palgrave

Drinking Water Threats - Palgrave

Activity (or Threat Type) — Th@'id ow Total
Non-Managed Lands Threats
ﬂweestddlskrrmt operation or n'eintgnaned aveste dspo&i ste 0 0 0 0
within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection Act.
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a systemthat collects,
stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage. 4 ® 7 &
The handling and storage of commercid fertilizer. 0 1 1 2
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 1 1 2
The handling and storage of fuel. 4 14 2 2
The handling and storage of road salt. 0 0 0 0
The storage of snow. 0 0 0 0
The handiing and storage of dense nor-aquisous phase licuid. 0 0 0 0
The handling and storage of an organic solvent. 0 0 0 0
Managed Lands Threats
The gpplication of agricultural source meteria to land. 0 2 1 3
The storage of agricultural source meterial. 0 4 0 4
The application of non-agricultural source meterial to land. 0 1 1 2
The handling and storage of non-agricultural source material. 0 0 0 0
The gpplication of commerdid fertilizer to land. 0 4 1 5
The gpplication of pesticide to land. 0 1 1 2
The application of road salt. 0 0 0 0
The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an outdoor 0 2 0 2
confinement area. or afarmeaninel vard.
The application of untreated septage. 0 1 1 2
Total Threats 8 76 26 110
Total Parcels 4 29 17 52
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Table 2: Summary of Threats Identified in Caledon East

Drinking Weter Threats - Caledon East

Activity (or Threat Type) Threat Level Total
Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Lands Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a weste disposal site 0 1 0 1
ithin tl i Vv Envir Pr ion Act.
2 2 5 [¢]
0 0 1 1
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 1 1 2
The handling and storage of fuel. 1 2 8 31
The handling and storage of road salt. 0 0 1 1
The storage of snow. 0 0 0 0
The handling and storage of dense non-agueous phase liquid. 10 0 0 10
The handling and storage of an organic solvent. 1 0 0 1
Managed Lands Threats
The gpplication of agricultural source meterial to land. 0 1 2 3
The storage of agricultural source meterial. 0 1 0 1
The gpplication of non-agricultural source meterial to land. 0 1 2 3
The handling and storage of non-agricultural source meterial. 0 0 0 0
The gpplication of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 2 2 4
The application of pesticide to land. 0 0 1 1
The application of road salt. 0 0 0 0
The use of land as livestock grazing or pesturing land, an outdoor 0 1 0 1
confinerment area. or a farmanimal vard.
The gpplication of untreated septage. 0 1 1 2
Total Threats 14 63 4 121
Total Parcels 7 a7 23 57
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Table 3: Summary of Threats Identified in Nobleton

Activity (or Threat Type)

Threat Level

Significant | Moderate | Low

Total

Non-Managed Land Threats

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste
disposal site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental
Protection Act.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within
the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

o

356

415

The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer.

The handling and storage of pesticide.

The handling and storage of fuel.

17

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

17

The handling and storage of an organic solvent.

o| O |Oo|o|o

Managed Land Threats

The application of agricultural source material to land.

The application of commercial fertilizer to land.

The application of pesticide to land.

The application of road salt

AN

Total Threats

468

Total Parcels

LY = =]

IR
~

422

Threats Associated with Vulnerability Areas

The handling and storage of fuel.

n/a

Total Threats

na

n/a

Total Parcels

na

na

Q(Ww

Table 4: Summary of Threats Identified in King City

Activity (or Threat Type)

Threat Level

Significant | Moderate |

Total

Non-Managed Land Threats

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste
disposal site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental
Protection Act.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within
the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

28

31

The handling and storage of fuel.

Managed Land Threats

The application of agricultural source material to land.

The application of commercial fertilizer to land.

The application of pesticide to land.

The application of road salt.

o|o|o|o

Total Threats

Jotal Parcels

10

,&_;_xo_;

-&I\)I\)—LO

%S‘;ww—n—n

Threats Associated with Vulnerability Areas

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within
the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

The handling and storage of fuel.

n/a

n/a

Total Threats

Total Parcels

na

na
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Table 5: Summary of Threats Identified in Kleinburg

L Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low

Non-Managed Land Threats

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste

disposal site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental 0 1 0 1

Protection Act.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that

collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 10 58 51 119

the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 1 1 0 2

The handling and storage of pesticide. 1 1 0 2

The handling and storage of fuel. 4 1 2 7

The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase

. 3 0 0 3

liquid.
Managed Land Threats

The application of agricultural source material to land. 3 4 1 8

The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 3 6 9

The application of pesticide to land. 2 6 1 9

The application of road salt 0 2 2 4
Total Threats 24 77 63 164
Total Parcels 14 - - 126
Threats Associated with Vulnerability Areas

The handling and storage of fuel. 2 2
Total Threats 2 - - 2
Total Parcels 13 - - 13

1195



Table 6: Summary of Threats Identified in Stouffville

y Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Land Threats

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste

disposal site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental 3 0 0 3

Protection Act.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that

collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 60 53 68 181

the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 10 2 4 16

The handling and storage of pesticide. 11 2 4 17

The handling and storage of fuel. 21 11 10 42

The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase

liquid 6 0 0| 6

The handling and storage of an organic solvent. 2 2 0 4
Managed Land Threats

The application of agricultural source material to land. 22 3 21 46

The storage of agricultural source material. 4 1 1 6

The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 15 16 21 52

The application of pesticide to land. 21 11 14 46

The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an

) . 4 0 2 6
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard.

The application of road salt. 0 10 3 13
Total Threats 179 111 148 | 438
Total Parcels 78 - - 213
Threats Associated with Vulnerable Areas

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that

collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 2 2 4 8

the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

The handling and storage of fuel. 6 n/a n/a 6
Total Threats 8 2 4 14
Total Parcels 329 na na | 329
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Table 7: Total Summary of Threats Identified in York Wells within TRSPA

. Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Land Threats

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste

disposal site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental 4 5 0 9

Protection Act.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that

collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 140 141 511 792

the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 11 3 5 19

The handling and storage of pesticide. 12 3 5 20

The handling and storage of fuel. 38 14 30 82

?i-gjigéndlmg and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase 26 0 0 26

The handling and storage of an organic solvent. 2 2 3 7
Managed Land Threats

The application of agricultural source material to land. 26 8 23 57

The storage of agricultural source material. 4 1 1 6

The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 15 20 29 64

The application of pesticide to land. 24 18 18 60

The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an

. ) 4 0 2 6
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard.

The application of road salt. 0 16 8 24
Total Threats 306 231 635 | 1,172
Total Parcels 176 - - 830
Threats Associated with Vulnerability Areas

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that

collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 2 2 5 9

the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

The handling and storage of fuel. 12 - - 12
Total Threats 14 2 5 21
Total Parcels 416 - - 416

Table 8: Summary of Potential Significant Threats Identified in Uxville
- Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Land Threats

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste

disposal site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental 3 NA NA NA

Protection Act.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that

collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 6 NA NA NA

the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 NA NA NA

The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 NA NA NA

The handling and storage of fuel. 1 NA NA NA

;Ii'gﬁig.andllng and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase 3 NA NA NA

The handling and storage of an organic solvent. 1 NA NA NA
Managed Land Threats

The application of agricultural source material to land. 0 NA NA NA

The storage of agricultural source material. 0 NA NA NA

The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 NA NA NA

The application of pesticide to land. 0 NA NA NA
Toial Threats 14 NA NA NA
Total Parcels 13 NA NA NA

Note - still awaiting information from Region of Durham
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RATIONALE

CTC technical staff, working with municipal leads and their consultants, are compiling the
threats assessment data in accordance with the Technical Rules. The Ad Hoc Technical
Working Group (WG), established at SPC Meeting #7/09 by Res #A138/09, is reviewing the
outcomes of this work to determine whether or not it is acceptable for the preparation of the
Assessment Reports required for each Source Protection Area. The timetable for completion of
the draft TRSPA Assessment Report is September 14, 2010 to bring forward to the SPC for their
review prior to commencement of regulated consultation of the Draft Assessment Report in
October, 2010. CTC staff are reviewing consultant reports and data sets when received from
the municipalities. These reports will not be subject to external peer review. Any discrepancies
between the final reports and data provided by the consultants in their presentations will be
brought to the attention of the WG for their consideration.

The final issue identification and threat assessment reports will be brought to the SPC for
review and approval at the September 14, 2010 SPC meeting as part of the TRSPA Assessment
Report. Staff will provide regular updates on the progress of this work to the WG. A meeting of
the WG will be convened if required to deal with any issues at the call of the WG Chair.

Report prepared by: Don Ford, extension 5369

Emails: dford@trca.on.ca

For Information contact: Beverley Thorpe, extension 5577

Emails: bthorpe@trca.on.ca

Date: July 5, 2010

Attachments: CD copy of the consultants' presentations containing confidential maps are being
provided separately to SPC members.
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RES.#190/10 Issues Evaluation and Threats Assessment in the Credit Valley
Source Protection Area (CVSPA).

Acceptance in principle of the consulting work identifying issues
and assessing drinking water threats within the CVSPA

Moved by: Mark Schiller
Seconded by: Lynne Moore

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

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Region of Peel prepared by R .
J. Burnside Limited be accepted in principle , pending staff receipt of the final reports and data
sets;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Town of Orangeville prepared
by R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited be accepted in principle , pending staff receipt of the
final reports and data sets;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Town of Mono prepared by
R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited be accepted in principle , pending staff receipt of the
final reports and data sets;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Township of Amaranth
prepared by R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited be accepted in principle , pending staff
receipt of the final reports and data sets ;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Town of Erin prepared by
Blackport Hydrogeology Inc., in Association with Golder Associates Limited be accepted in
principle, pending staff receipt of the final reports and data sets ;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Acton and Georgetown Water
Supply Wells in the Region of Halton, prepared by AMEC Earth and Environmental , be
accepted in principle, pending staff receipt of the final reports and data sets ;

THAT staff be directed to review the reports and advise the WG that the work has been
satisfactorily completed or identify any concerns requiring further direction ;

THAT staff be directed ensure that the consultants ' reports are reviewed and any confidential
information identifying specific threats or issues on individual properties are removed and the
resulting reports are posted on the CTC website as "SPC Accepted" foundation reports for the
respective assessment reports ;

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the findings of these reports into the
CVSPA Assessment Report.

1199



AMENDMENT #1

RES.#191/10
Moved by: Mark Schiller
Seconded by: Lynne Moore

THAT paragraph seven of the main motion be replaced with the following :

THAT the maps and table identifying issues and threats in the Acton and Georgetown Water
Supply Wells in the Region of Halton, prepared by AMEC Earth and Environmental , not be
accepted by the CTC SPC until this work is brought up to the standards of the technical rules ;

THAT the CVSPA AR WG receives a presentation by AMEC Earth and Environmental providing
maps and table identifying issues and threats in the Acton and Georgetown Water Supply
Wells in the Region of Halton;

THAT the CVSPA AR WG report back to the CTC SPC with recommendations to accept or
revise the maps and table identifying issues and threats in the Acton and Georgetown Water
Supply Wells in the Region of Halton .

AMENDMENT #1 WAS CARRIED
THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED

THE RESULTANT MOTION READS AS FOLLOWS: :

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

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Region of Peel prepared by R .
J. Burnside Limited be accepted in principle , pending staff receipt of the final reports and data
sets;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Town of Orangeville prepared
by R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited be accepted in principle , pending staff receipt of the
final reports and data sets;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Town of Mono prepared by
R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited be accepted in principle , pending staff receipt of the
final reports and data sets;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Township of Amaranth
prepared by R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited be accepted in principle , pending staff
receipt of the final reports and data sets ;

THAT the maps and tables identifying issues and threats in the Town of Erin prepared by

Blackport Hydrogeology Inc., in Association with Golder Associates Limited be accepted in
principle, pending staff receipt of the final reports and data sets ;
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THAT the maps and table identifying issues and threats in the Acton and Georgetown Water
Supply Wells in the Region of Halton, prepared by AMEC Earth and Environmental , not be
accepted by the CTC SPC until this work is brought up to the standards of the technical rules ;

THAT the CVSPA AR WG receives a presentation by AMEC Earth and Environmental providing
maps and table identifying issues and threats in the Acton and Georgetown Water Supply
Wells in the Region of Halton;;

THAT the CVSPA AR WG report back to the CTC SPC with recommendations to accept or
revise the maps and table identifying issues and threats in the Acton and Georgetown Water
Supply Wells in the Region of Halton .

THAT staff be directed to review the reports and advise the WG that the work has been
satisfactorily completed or identify any concerns requiring further direction ;

THAT staff be directed ensure that the consultants ' reports are reviewed and any confidential
information identifying specific threats or issues on individual properties are removed and the
resulting reports are posted on the CTC website as "SPC Accepted" foundation reports for the
respective assessment reports ;

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the findings of these reports into the
CVSPA Assessment Report.

BACKGROUND

On May 20, 2010, the Ad Hoc Technical Working Group received initial presentations on the
issues evaluation and threats assessment work from the consultants working under the
direction of the Regional Municipality of Peel, Towns of Orangeville, Mono and Erin, and those
working under the direction of conservation authority staff for wells in the Region of Halton and
Township of Amaranth. These reports address all eleven municipal water supply systems,
comprising forty eight wells within the CVSPA.

This work was prepared by different consultants using a consistent approach to interpreting the
province's technical rules developed under the leadership of the Lake Simcoe, South Georgian
Bay Source Protection Region. The work presented had not been finally reviewed by municipal
and conservation authority technical staff in advance but it was felt that due to the timetable for
completion of the assessment reports that the WG should have the opportunity to hear about
the work in progress.

Based on the WG review, it was recommended that the SPC receive a presentation on the
threats work at SPC Meeting #4/10 held on June 1, 2010. The WG also sought and received
authorization at SPC Meeting #4/10 on June 1, 2010 by Res. #177/10 to receive and review
reports from the consultants undertaking Threats Assessment studies and make
recommendations to the CTC SPC on acceptance of this work and/or further work that should
be undertaken. The Ad Hoc Working Group was directed to report back with their
recommendations at CTC SPC Meeting #5/10 to be held on July 12, 2010.

On June 24, 2010 the WG met to receive presentations on all the threats and issues work for
the CVSPA and Toronto and Region Source Protection Area. Final reports and data sets for all
of the work were still to be delivered to conservation authority staff at the time of the meeting,
but based on the work presented, WG members were of the opinion that they could
recommend acceptance of the work in principle pending:
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1. Review of the final report and data sets by conservation authority staff to confirm
completeness, conformity with the technical rules and consistency with the material
presented to the WG. In the case of the work for wells in Georgetown and Acton, the
consultants have also been requested to provide additional information on their approach,
assumptions and methodology that was not completed for the June 24, 2010 meeting;

2. Removal of confidential information by conservation authority staff that would identify

specific threats on individual properties from the version of the report to be made publicly

available in the "SPC Accepted" foundation report;

Confirmation by staff to the WG that tasks #1 and #2 have been completed; and

Receipt of the recommendation from staff that no new issues have arisen which require WG

and/or SPC review and decision;

»ow

Staff will include the appropriate information in the assessment report for the CVSPA and the
report will be subject to review by the working group charged with this task and by the CTC
SPC as a whole before the information is made public.

Final reports enumerating the significant threats are being prepared by the consultants, as
summarized in the following tables. Although not required by the technical rules, Low and
Moderate threats were also enumerated for these municipalities. The technical rules simply
require a listing of the number of potential circumstances that could pose a low or moderate
threat in each type of vulnerable area as contrasted with counting (enumerating) the specific
number and location of significant drinking water threats.

The following issues, as defined by the technical rules governing preparation of the assessment
report, were identified for the municipal water supply systems:

1. Region of Peel — Alton Wells 1 & 2: increasing trend in nitrate concentration that could lead
to future levels above the Ontario Drinking Water Standard. The CTC Source Protection
Committee has received verbal information from the Region of Peel that the Alton Wells 1 &
2 will be taken out of service. CVSPA staff will work with Region of Peel and MOE staff to
incorporate this new information into the CVSPA Assessment Report.

2. Town of Orangeville - Wells 2A, 5/5A, 6, 9, 10, 11: increasing trend in chloride
concentration that could lead to future levels above the Ontario Drinking Water Standard

3. Town of Orangeville - Wells 6, 10: increasing trend in sodium concentration that could lead
to future levels above the Ontario Drinking Water Standard

4. Town of Halton Hills - Acton, Prospect Park Wells: increasing trends in sodium and chloride
concentrations that could lead to future levels above the Ontario Drinking Water Standard

5. Town of Halton Hills - Acton, Davidson Wells: increasing trend in nitrate concentration that
could lead to future levels above the Ontario Drinking Water Standard

6. Town of Halton Hills - Georgetown - increasing trends in sodium and chloride
concentrations that could lead to future levels above the Ontario Drinking Water Standard
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The following conditions (e.g. past spills or activities that could threaten drinking water quality
as defined by the technical rules governing preparation of the assessment report) were
identified for the municipal water supply systems within the CVSPA:

Alton: no conditions identified;

Caledon Village: no conditions identified;

Inglewood: no conditions identified;

Cheltenham: no conditions identified;

Orangeville: 3 possible conditions identified but not confirmed (3 reported spills)
Erin: no conditions identified;

Hillsburgh: no conditions identified;

Bel Erin: no conditions identified;

Acton: no conditions identified;

0. Georgetown: no conditions identified

SOeNOO RGN~

Table 1: Summary of Threats Identified in Peel: Alton

- Threat Level
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low Total

Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection 0 0 2 2
Act.
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 260 109 166 535
the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 4 13 0 17
The handling and storage of pesticide. 1 16 0 17
The handling and storage of fuel. 55 68 27 150
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 4 0 0 4
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 1 13 13 27
The storage of agricultural source material 1 3 5 9
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 13 13 26
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 4 15 0 19
The application of pesticide to land. 1 14 1 16
The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an

i i 1 10 0 11
outdoor confinement area, or a farm animal yard.
Total Threats 332 286 228 864
Total Parcels 219 129 183 404
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Table 2: Summary of Threats Identified in Peel: Caledon Village

Threat Level

Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low Total
Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection 0 1 2 3
Act.
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 0 2 10 12
the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 1 3 4
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 1 2 3
The handling and storage of fuel. 2 10 12 24
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 2 0 0 2
The handling and storage of organic solvent. 0 0 1 1
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 0 4 5 9
The storage of agricultural source material 0 3 1 4
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 4 5 9
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 0 4 4
The application of pesticide to land. 0 1 4 5
The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an
) . 0 3 3 6
outdoor confinement area, or a farm animal yard.
The application of untreated septage 0 1 4 5
Total Threats 4 31 56 91
Total Parcels 7 6 13 20
Table 3: Summary of Threats Identified in Peel : Inglewood
Activity (or Threat Type) Significan tTTel?/ItoI:ieev;Ite [ Low Total
Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 1 8 282 291
the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 0 0 0
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 0 0 0
The handling and storage of fuel. 1 9 28 38
Managed Land Threats
The storage of agricultural source material 1 1 7 9
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 6 0 6
The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an 1 1 6 8
outdoor confinement area, or a farm animal yard.
Total Threats 4 25 323 352
Total Parcels 7 6 148 212
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Table 4: Summary of Threats Identified in Peel : Cheltenham

L Threat Level
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low Total

Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 2 2 1 5
the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 2 0 0 2
The handling and storage of pesticide. 2 0 0 2
The handling and storage of fuel. 2 10 12
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 2 12 0 14
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 2 0 0 2
The storage of agricultural source material 2 1 0 3
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 2 0 0 2
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 5 0 0 5
The application of pesticide to land. 1 1 0 2
The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an

) . 2 2 0 4
outdoor confinement area, or a farm animal yard.
The application of untreated septage 0 2 0 2
Total Threats 22 20 7 43
Total Parcels 7 6 7 12

Table 5: Summary of Threats Identified in Orangeville (Wells 2A, 5/5A,7 ,9A/9B)

Threat Level
Significant | Moderate | Low

Activity (or Threat Type) Total

Non-Managed Land Threats

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 22 10 32 64
the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.

The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 1 4 5
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 0 4 4
The handling and storage of fuel. 1 21 23 45
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 16 0 0 16
The handling and storage of organic solvent 0 1 0 1

Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 0 6
The storage of agricultural source material 0 0
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 6 26 32
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 0 17 17
0 4
0 0
0 3

26 32

The application of pesticide to land. 12 16
The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an
outdoor confinement area, or a farm animal yard.

The application of untreated septage 13 16
Total Threats 39 52 164 255
Total Parcels 30 20 37 64
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Table 6: Summary of Threats Identified in Orangeville (Wells 6 & 11)

. Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
i\it? within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection 0 11 0 11
ct.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage within 191 43 327 561
the meaning of the Ontario Water Resources Act.
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 0 3 3
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 0 4 4
The handling and storage of fuel. 0 4 16 57
The handling and storage of road salt 3 0 0 3
The storage of snow 1 0 0 1
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 20 0 0 20
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 0 0 7 7
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 0 7 7
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 2 5 7
The application of pesticide to land. 0 1 5 6
The application of untreated septage 0 0 4 4
Total Threats 215 105 378 698
Total Parcels 202 43 164 225

Table 7: Summary of Threats Identified in Orangeville (Wells 8B, 8C & 12)

- Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low

Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that 1 10 13
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 2 3 5
The handling and storage of fuel. 0 15 16 31
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 2 0 0 2
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 1 10 10 21
The storage of agricultural source material. 0 0 5 5
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 1 10 9 20
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 5 6 11
The application of pesticide to land. 1 3 7 11
The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard. 0 0 6 6
The application of untreated septage. 0 4 7 11
Total Threats 6 53 83 141
Total Parcels 3 71 12 27
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Table 8: Summary of Threats Identified in Orangeville (Well 10)

. Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection 0 0 1 1
Act.
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
. ) 21 11 26 58
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 3 5 8
The handling and storage of pesticide. 1 3 5 9
The handling and storage of fuel. 2 9 33 44
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 2 0 0 2
The handling and storage of an organic solvent. 0 0 2 2
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 1 10 18 29
The storage of agricultural source material. 1 3 7 11
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 1 10 17 28
The handling and storage of non- agricultural source material 0 1 0 1
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 1 18 19
The application of pesticide to land. 0 10 8 18
The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an
) . 1 3 9 13
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard.
The application of untreated septage. 1 10 8 19
Total Threats 31 74 157 | 262
Total Parcels 20 14 45 62
Table 9: Summary of Threats Identified in Mono — Cardinal Woods
_ Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that 11 114 33 188
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 4 4 8
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 4 4 8
The handling and storage of fuel. 11 31 34 76
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 0 6 11 17
The storage of agricultural source material. 0 5 12 17
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 6 12 18
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 0 10 10
The application of pesticide to land. 0 5 5 10
The application of untreated septage. 0 4 5 9
Total Threats 22 215 141 378
Total Parcels 71 82 30 150
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Table 10: Summary of Threats Identified in Mono — Coles

- Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, ope_ration or main_tenance of a system that 1 1 16 18
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 0 2
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 0 2 2
The handling and storage of fuel. 0 4 12 16
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 6 0 0 6
The handling and storage of an organic solvent 1 0 0 1
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 0 0 2 2
The storage of agricultural source material. 0 0 4 4
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 0 2 2
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 0 1 1
The application of pesticide to land. 0 0 1 1
The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an 0 0 > 2
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard.
The application of untreated septage. 0 0 1 1
Total Threats 8 5 45 58
Total Parcels 3 2 8 16
Table 11: Summary of Threats Identified in Mono — Island lake
- Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
,SA”? within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection 0 0 1 1
ct.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage 1 97 118 216
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 0 1 1
The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 0 1 1
The handling and storage of fuel. 1 3 14 18
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 8 0 0 8
The handling and storage of an organic solvent 0 0 1 1
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 1 1 2 4
The storage of agricultural source material. 0 0 2 2
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 1 1 2 4
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 1 2 3
The application of pesticide to land. 0 0 0 0
The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an 0 0 0 0
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard.
The application of untreated septage. 0 2 1 3
Total Threats 13 106 146 265
Total Parcels 6 54 81 741
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Table 12: Summary of Potential Threats Identified in Amaranth — Pullen Well

Activity (or Threat Type)

Threat Level

Total

Significant | Moderate | Low

Non-Managed Land Threats

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection
Act.

o

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage

The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer.

The handling and storage of pesticide.

The handling and storage of fuel.

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

The handling and storage of an organic solvent
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Managed Land Threats
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The application of agricultural source material to land.

The storage of agricultural source material.

The application of non- agricultural source material to land

The application of commercial fertilizer to land.

The application of pesticide to land.

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

N OO |0 |N |0

The application of untreated septage.
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Total Threats

Total Parcels

N|I[r| o [dlov|ole

N ®|o| o |o|dv|oi

N
~

Table 13: Summary of Potential Threats Identified in Erin — Erin wells

Activity (or Threat Type)

Threat Level

Significant | Moderate | Low

Total

Non-Managed Land Threats

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
site within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection
Act.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage

The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer.

The handling and storage of pesticide.

The handling and storage of fuel.

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

The handling and storage of an organic solvent

=W ®

-
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Managed Land Threats

The application of agricultural source material to land.

The storage of agricultural source material.

The application of non- agricultural source material to land

The application of commercial fertilizer to land.

The application of pesticide to land.

==

The application of road salt

—_

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

O |[Oo|Wwlo|INdINdIN

-
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Total Threats

50 32

Total Parcels

16 15

111
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Table 14: Summary of Potential Threats Identified in Erin — Hillsburgh wells
Threat Level Total

Significant | Moderate | Low

Activity (or Threat Type)

Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal

Ziute within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection 0 0 0 0
ct.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that

collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage 17 96 24 137
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 0 0 0

The handling and storage of pesticide. 0 0 0 0
The handling and storage of fuel. 17 96 24 137
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 0 0 0 0
The handling and storage of an organic solvent 0 0 0 0

Managed Land Threats

The application of agricultural source material to land. 1 1 2 4
The storage of agricultural source material. 0 0 0 0
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 1 1 0 2
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 1 2 3
The application of pesticide to land. 1 1 0 2
The application of road salt 0 0 1 1
The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an 0 0 1 1
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard.
Total Threats 37 196 54 287
Total Parcels 18 98 26 142
Table 15: Summary of Potential Threats Identified in Erin — Bel -Erin
Threat Level Total

Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low

Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal

Zittte within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection 0 0 0 0
ct.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that

collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage 102 28 5 135
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 2 1 0 3
The handling and storage of pesticide. 2 1 0 3
The handling and storage of fuel. 101 28 5 134
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 2 0 0 2
The handling and storage of an organic solvent 3 0 0 3
Managed Land Threats

The application of agricultural source material to land. 3 8 0 11
The storage of agricultural source material. 2 1 0 3
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 0 0 0
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 8 0 8
The application of pesticide to land. 3 8 0 11
The application of road salt 0 2 0 2
The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an ° 7 0 9
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard.

Total Threats 222 92 10 324
Total Parcels 103 40 5 143
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Table 16: Summary of Potential Threats Identified in Halton Region — Acton

. Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate | Low
Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
Zit? within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection 0 0 0 0
ct.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage 52 98 95 245
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 14 23 0 37
The handling and storage of pesticide. 14 25 0 39
The handling and storage of fuel. 23 16 24 53
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 4 0 37 41
The handling and storage of an organic solvent 17 4 69 90
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 55 42 25 122
The storage of agricultural source material. 35 42 0 77
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 0 0
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 43 81 124
The application of pesticide to land. 52 13 65
The application of road salt 0 134 1 135
The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an 9 1 0 10
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard.
Total Threats 275 441 332 1048
Total Parcels tbd tbd tbd tbd
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Table 17: Summary of Potential Threats Identified in Halton Region — Georgetown

- Threat Level Total
Activity (or Threat Type) Significant | Moderate [ Low
Non-Managed Land Threats
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
Zit? within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection 0 0 0 0
ct.

The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage 2 59 18 80
The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer. 1 8 0 9
The handling and storage of pesticide. 1 17 0 18
The handling and storage of fuel. 2 20 0 22
The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid. 41 20 2 63
The management of runoff that contains chemicals used in the

- ; 2 0 0 2
de-icing of aircraft
The handling and storage of an organic solvent 17 57 0 74
Managed Land Threats
The application of agricultural source material to land. 10 21 11 42
The storage of agricultural source material. 9 26 0 35
The application of non- agricultural source material to land 0 2 0 2
The application of commercial fertilizer to land. 0 64 18 82
The application of pesticide to land. 9 15 0 24
The application of road salt 0 156 3 159
The use of land as livestock grazing of pasturing land, an 3 0 3
outdoor confinement area or a farm animal yard.
Total Threats 97 467 52 616
Total Parcels tbd tbd tbd tbd

RATIONALE

CTC technical staff, working with municipal leads and their consultants, are compiling the
threats assessment data in accordance with the Technical Rules. The Ad Hoc Technical
Working Group (WG), established at SPC Meeting #7/09 by Res #A138/09, is reviewing the
outcomes of this work to determine whether or not it is acceptable for use in the preparation of
the Assessment Reports required for each Source Protection Area. The timetable for
completion of the draft CVSPA Assessment Report is October 18, 2010 to bring forward to the
SPC for their review prior to commencement of regulated consultation of the Draft Assessment
Report in November, 2010. CTC staff are reviewing consultant reports and data sets when
received from the municipalities. These reports will not be subject to external peer review. Any
discrepancies between the final reports and data provided by the consultants in their
presentations will be brought to the attention of the WG for their direction.

Report prepared by: Kerry Mulchansingh, 905-670-1615
Emails: kmulchansingh@creditvalleyca.ca

For Information contact: Kerry Mulchansingh, 905-670-1615
Emails: kmulchansingh@creditvalleyca.ca

Date: July 5, 2010

Attachments: CD copy of the consultants' presentations containing confidential maps are being
provided separately to SPC members.
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RES.#192/10 Establish SPC Working Group (WG) to Review the Credit Valley
Source Protection Area (CVSPA) Assessment Report (AR).

Establish the CVSPA AR WG, schedule for the review and
completion of Assessment Reports for Toronto and Region
Source Protection Area (TRSPA) and Credit Valley Source
Protection Area (CVSPA), and status and plans for Stage 1 and
Stage 2 consultations.

Moved by: Fred Ruff
Seconded by: Juli Abouchar

THAT the CTC SPC authorizes the formation of a CVSPA Assessment Report Working Group
(CVSPA AR WG) composed of up to 6 CTC SPC members representing the three committee
groupings (municipal, economic sectors and general interest) to review in detail the "Draft
Proposed Assessment Report: CVSPA", identifies any key required to staff and recommends
approval to the CTC SPC of the document for public consultation ;

THAT the members who wish to be considered as members or Chair of the CVSPA AR WG
advise Chair Susan Self by July 30, 2010;

THAT Chair Self appoints the CVSPA AR WG chair and members and advises the SPC as a
whole of the appointments by August 6, 2010;

AND FURTHER THAT the CTC Source Protection Committee (SPC) receives this report on the
proposed timelines for the review and consultation for TRSPA and CVSPA Assessment
Reports (Attachment 1).

CARRIED

BACKGROUND

The CTC SPC authorized appointment of a working group to undertake the review and
recommendation of acceptance to the SPC for the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area
Assessment Report by RES.#156/10 at Meeting #2/10 held on February 22, 2010. The WG
successfully completed their work and the SPC accepted their recommendations by
RES.#166/10 passed at Meeting #3/10 held on April 6, 2010. Both members of the working
group and staff found that the detailed review by the WG provided excellent oversight and was
an efficient way to complete the review of the assessment report. The formation of the working
group to review the TRSPA AR was authorized by RES.#181/10 passed at Meeting #4/10 held
on June 1, 2010 (Chair Heather Laidlaw, members Laura McDowell, Heather Laidlaw, Peter
Miasek, Irv Harrell). It is now time to establish the working group to review the CVSPA AR.

Establishment of CVSPA Assessment Report Working Group

As with the TRSPA and CLOSPA Assessment Reports the turn-around time for review and
approval by the CTC SPC of the Draft Assessment Report: CVSPA prior to distribution for public
consultation is anticipated to be extremely tight Attachments 1 and 2). Based on the review of
the Draft Assessment Report: CLOSPA it is anticipated that a minimum of 3 meetings of this
group will be required. Two meetings are tentatively scheduled on August 31 and September
13 to review the draft prior to recommending acceptance to the CTC SPC. The final meeting to
review the proposed response to public comments is tentatively set for November 8, 2010. ltis
anticipated that the initial draft report will be made available the both WG and SPC members by
August 26, 2010.
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Consultation Update

Stage 1 Consultation for CVSPA and TRSPA

At SPC Meeting #8/09 the committee approved the Stage 1 Consultation outreach by
Res.#A134/09. Stage 1 consultation for the TRSPA wells within York Region was anticipated to
begin during the week of May 24, 2010 with additional municipalities following at one week
intervals. Delays in the CTC's coordination of the information request for this distribution has
significantly impacted the delivery of the Stage 1 letters. Staff continue to work to send these
letters to landowners as soon as possible and anticipate sending Stage 1 Consultation
beginning in July 2010.

Stage 2 Consultation for CVSPA and TRSPA

As directed at SPC Meeting #6/09 by RES.#A128/09 Stage 2 consultation for the CTC
Assessment Reports will consist of formal release of the Draft Proposed Assessment Report,
public meetings in key areas and notification of the work to landowners with possible significant
drinking water threats. Stage 2 consultation is highly dependent on the development and
approval of the Draft Proposed Assessment Reports and as such has been revised to
accommodate for delays in the completion of these reports and to meet the anticipated
timelines set out in Attachment 1. Regulatory public consultation meetings are anticipated to
take place in October 2010 for both the CVSPA and TRSPA if the anticipated schedule for the
development of the Assessment Reports is met. As directed by Res.#184/10 at SPC Meeting
#4/10 held on Tuesday, June 1, 2010, staff will report back at SPC Meeting #6/10 with a
revised approach for public meeting format as well as firm meeting dates. As the Assessment
Reports are completed staff will consult with the CVSPA and TRSPA Assessment Report
Working Groups to develop firm dates, locations and agendas for these meetings. Staff will
work to secure the proposed venues endorsed by the CTC SPC by Res.#146/10 at SPC
Meeting #1/10 held on Monday, January 18, 2010. The locations and venues of these
meetings are subject to change due to scheduling conflicts as well as input from the CVSPA
and TRSPA Assessment Report Working Groups.

The proposed meeting venues are:

Orangeville/Mono/Amaranth area - Monora Park

Erin/Hillsburgh - David's Restaurant

Ajax - TBD

Georgetown/Acton - Acton Community Centre

Caledon East/Palgrave - Caledon Community Complex

Caledon Village/Alton/Inglewood/Cheltenham - Caledon Fairgrounds
Kleinburg/King City/Nobleton - Nobleton Community Centre
Whichurch Stouffville - Town Hall

30 Day Public Comment Period for the Proposed Assessment Report CLOSPA

Agenda ltem 7.1 of this report provides an update on the revisions and submission of the
Proposed Assessment Report CLOSPA to begin the second (30 day) public comment period.
The "Proposed Assessment Report Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area" is currently
undergoing final design layout to ensure readability of maps, figures and text and will be
submitted to the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Authority on July 8, 2010.
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Outreach Meetings and Events
June 19 - Ecofest

TRCA staff hosted an exhibitor's booth at the Peel Ecofest held at Brittania Farm,
Mississauga on June 19, 2010

e This all day event brought together workshops, exhibitors and performances to draw
attention to environmental issues in Peel. It is a collaboration of many organizations
including Region of Peel, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, Credit Valley
Conservation and Peel District School Board

e The TRCA exhibitor's booth shared information about source water protection and the
Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship Program. The booth included a model demonstrating
how surface activities can impact our streams, rivers and potentially our drinking water.

NEXT STEPS

TRSPA Assessment Report Working Group

e Meetings to review draft report August 4 and 19, 2010

e Recommendation to CTC SPC at meeting September 14, 2010

e Meeting to review public comments October 26, 2010

CVSPA Assessment Report Working Group

SPC members interested in joining the CVSPA Assessment Report Working Group are to
inform Chair Susan Self by July 30, 2010, appointments by August 6, 2010.

Chair Susan Self will advise the SPC as a whole of the appointments to the CVSPA AR WG.
Meetings to review draft report August 31 and September 13

Recommendation to CTC SPC at meeting September 27, 2010

Meeting to review public comments November 8, 2010.

Report prepared by: Nicholas Schulz, extension 5392
Emails: nschulz@trca.on.ca

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

Date: June 29, 2010

Attachments: 2
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Attachment 1
Assessment Report Schedule — July 2010

Activity TRSPA Schedule CVSPA Schedule
Finalize internal AR draft. Sent to Plain Chapters 1 - 5: July 30
Language Editor July 5
ES & Chapter 6:

July 26
Plain Language Editor returns AR draft July 16 Aug 16
Review by Director & finalize mapping July 19 — 26 Aug 16 — 20
Review & acceptance of revisions by Tech July 26 — 28 Aug 20 - 25
Lead
Send internal AR draft to WG/SPC & CTC July 28 Aug 26
Proj. Manager
First AR WG meeting Aug 4 Aug 31
Second AR WG meeting Aug 19 Sept 13
Draft AR distributed to SPC for review Aug 26 Sept 17
Draft AR: approved by SPC for public Sept 14 Sept 27
consultation
Draft AR: released: circulated to clerks Sept 17 Oct 1

and posted for public comments

Notice of public meetings advertised

Public Meetings Oct6-8 Oct 22 - 26
Public comment deadline Draft AR Oct 19 Nov 4
AR WG review of public comments Oct 26 Nov 8
Public comments and proposed actions Nov 5 Nov 11
sent to SPC for review

CVSPA pre-authorize staff to submit Nov 12
Proposed AR & comments to MOE

SPC approval of Proposed AR Nov 15 Nov 15
Submit Proposed AR to SPA Nov 19 Nov 19
30 day comment period begins: Proposed Nov 19 Nov 19

AR circulated to clerks and posted for
public comments

TRSPA pre-authorize staff to submit Nov 26

Proposed AR & comments to MOE

SPA public comment deadline Dec 19 Dec 19
Comments received on Proposed AR sent Dec 20 Dec 20
to SPC and SPAs

Assessment Report submitted to MOE Dec 22 Dec 22
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RES.#193/10 Deferral of August SPC Meeting to September and Revisions to
schedule of Source Protection Committee Meetings through to
December 2010.

To ensure the development and delivery of the Assessment
Reports for CVSPA and TRSPA additional revisions to the SPC
meeting schedule are required. Staff request these changes to
ensure that the time of SPC members is being used to the
greatest advantage.

Moved by: Irv Harrell
Seconded by: Lynne Moore

THAT SPC members approve the proposed meeting schedule for the period of August , 2010
through December, 2010.

CARRIED

BACKGROUND

At SPC Meeting #4/10 held on Tuesday, June 1, 2010 the CTC Source Protection Committee
accepted a schedule for SPC meetings through to December 2010 by Res#178/10. Due to
ongoing delays in the receipt of technical studies from consultants, staff is unable to complete
assessment reports in Toronto and Region (TRSPA) and Credit Valley Source Protection Areas
(CVSPA) as planned. In order to complete the CTC SPC review and approval of the
assessment reports when completed as quickly as possible, staff recommends modifying the
CTC SPC meeting schedule as shown in Attachment 1. The August meeting is being
cancelled and an additional meeting is being scheduled for September. There will be two
meetings in September - Tuesday September 14, 2010 and Monday September 27, 2010.

During the month of August the TRSPA Assessment Report Working Group will meet (on
August 4 and 19). If necessary the Ad Hoc Technical Working Group may meet to deal with
any outstanding technical issues from the issues evaluation and threats assessment.

Rationale

These proposed revisions are requested to:
1. Allow staff time to receive and review the threats assessment work being completed
2. Allow staff time to prepare and edit the Assessment Reports
3. Allow time for plain language editing of the Assessment Reports to increase

understanding amongst landowners

4. Allow SPC members time for review and comment on the Draft Assessment Reports
5. Ensure that the SPC members' time is being used efficiently

In the period of August, 2010 through December, 2010 the SPC will be responsible for
reviewing and approving the Assessment Reports for the CVSPA and TRSPA. This work will
include important information regarding possible threats to drinking water in the CTC SPR.

Staff propose that a split SPC meeting be held in September to allow members and staff time to
separately consider the technical work in CVSPA and TRSPA. It is proposed that these
meetings begin at 10AM with a primary agenda item of approving the Draft Assessment
Reports for public consultation. In Attachment 1 the proposed meeting schedule allows for
ample time for discussion of concerns with the Assessment Reports, it is anticipated that the full
time will not be required for these meetings and that they will end earlier than indicated.
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NEXT STEPS

Staff will send meeting requests to SPC members and post the revised schedule of meetings
and dates when approved for the period of August, 2010 through December, 2010 to the CTC
website at www.ctcswp.ca.

Report prepared by: Nicholas Schulz, extension 5392
Emails: nschulz@trca.on.ca

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

Date: July 5, 2010

Attachments: 1

Attachment 1

Proposed Revisions to SPC Meeting Schedule August - December 2010

Meeting#6/10 (Approve the Draft Assessment Report TRSPA ), Tuesday, September 14, 2010
10am — 3pm
Black Creek Pioneer Village, North Theatre

Meeting#7/10 (Approve the Draft Assessment Report CVSPA ), Monday, September 27, 2010
10am — 3pm
Black Creek Pioneer Village, North Theatre

Meeting#8/10 Monday, October 18, 2010 10am — 3pm
Black Creek Pioneer Village, South Theatre

Meeting#9/10 Monday, November 15, 2010 10am — 3pm
Black Creek Pioneer Village,, South Theatre
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RES.#194/10 Minor revisions to the Proposed Assessment Report Central Lake
Ontario Source Protection Area subsequent to SPC approval .

CLOSPA staff has prepared the Proposed Assessment Report
CLOSPA by making the revisions as directed by the CTC SPC,
plus new revisions to the assessment of threats in Managed
Lands based additional provincial clarification on work required to
comply with the technical rules. These latter revisions result in no
substantive changes in the Assessment Report.

Moved by: Wendy Burgess
Seconded by: Jessica Ginsburg

THAT the SPC accepts this report for information outlining revisions to the managed lands
section of the Proposed Assessment Report CLOSPA .

CARRIED

BACKGROUND

At CTC SPC Meeting #4/10, held on June 1, 2010, Resolution #176/10 was passed approving
the proposed revisions to the “Draft Proposed Assessment Report Central Lake Ontario Source
Protection Area", and directing staff to submit the revised report as the "Proposed Assessment
Report Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area" to the Central Lake Ontario Source
Protection Authority as required by Ontario Regulation 287/07 under the Clean Water Act, 2006.
After an additional 30 day period for public comment, the Central Lake Ontario Source
Protection Authority is required to submit the report, with any comments received, to the
Director, Ministry of the Environment for approval on or before the August 17, 2010 deadline.

Subsequent to the SPC approval, the Province provided an additional clarification technical
bulletin on the calculation of Managed Lands. This clarification required a recalculation of the
percentage of managed land in the vulnerable areas to comply with the latest bulletin.
Additionally, staff was advised that an additional map was required showing the areas assessed
as low, moderate and high groundwater vulnerability in both the body of the report and map
booklet. Previously only the map showing areas of high groundwater vulnerability was
included.

The revised analyses did not result in any substantive changes, i.e there are no new vulnerable
areas identified where the SPC might choose to develop policies, and no change to the
potential circumstances for threats. In order to meet the regulated submission timeline and
given the administrative nature of the changes, staff has completed these revisions without
seeking prior SPC direction.

Summary of Additional Revisions
1. The CLOSPA Managed Land analyses was revised as follows:

a. The lowest range (<40%) in all the managed land (Agricultural and
Nonagricultural managed lands, livestock density) are to be used in mapping the
vulnerable areas where no managed lands may be present and the land area
statistics in the text must reflect this calculation. Staff originally removed these
areas in the analyses prior to calculating the Managed Land percentages. This
has been corrected and the maps revised accordingly. To ensure that the
methodology is clear to the reader, however, the text documents the
percentages of SGRA/HVA where no Managed Land actually exists. It should be
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noted that where this change resulted in slightly more area included in the
Managed Lands maps, because the land increase is in the lowest percentage
range, there is no resulting increase in potential threats.

b. IPZ-1 and IPZ-2 statistics for Managed Lands and Impervious Surfaces
percentages must be calculated separately where they both extend onto the
/and. In CLOSPA, this affected the Oshawa Drinking Water System only. The
Managed Land percentages remained in the lowest range (<40%) for both IPZ-1
and IPZ-2 and thus the number of potential threats remained the same.

c. All ranges in the Impervious Surfaces maps must be shown. Staff originally
displayed only the ranges that could result in a Low threat in the Provincial
Tables of Circumstances at the given vulnerability for the CLOSPA IPZs. The
CLOSPA maps now include the <8% impervious surfaces per provincial Rules.

The map showing groundwater vulnerability (low, moderate and high) throughout
CLOSPA is now included in the body of the report, as well as in the map booklet and
the Appendix (E): Highly Vulnerable Aquifers. The map showing just the highly
vulnerable aquifers in CLOSPA is also retained as required.
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NEXT STEPS

Staff have incorporated the above changes into the "Proposed Assessment Report Central Lake
Ontario Source Protection Area" along with revisions as approved at SPC Meeting #4/10. The
"Proposed Assessment Report Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area" is currently
undergoing final design layout to ensure readability of maps, figures and text and will be
submitted to the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Authority on July 8, 2010. At the time
of submission to the Source Protection Authority electronic copies of the" Proposed
Assessment Report Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Area" will be distributed to the clerk
of each municipality wholly or partially within the CTC, representatives of the Great Lakes
groups and chairs of other source protection committees where matters affecting them have
been identified in the CLOSPA Terms of Reference. In addition it will be posted on the CTC
website, a notice is automatically sent to those who have subscribed to the website and SPC
members will receive notification.

Submission of the Proposed Assessment Report to the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection
Authority will begin a 30 day public consultation period during which time written comments will
be received by the authority. No public meetings are required. Following this 30 day public
consultation period the Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Authority will submit a summary
of all comments received, along with any comments of its own, to the Director by the August
17, 2010 deadline. The Chair of the CTC SPC will receive a copy of this letter and it will be
included in correspondence at the following SPC meeting agenda.

Report prepared by: Gayle Soo-Chan, 905-579-0411 X139
Emails: gsoochan@cloca.com

For Information contact: Gayle Soo-Chan, 905-579-0411 X139
Emails: gsoochan@cloca.com

Date: July, 5, 2010

NEW BUSINESS

Next meeting of the Source Protection Committee #6/10, will be held on Tuesday,
September 14, 2010, at 10:00 AM Black Creek Pioneer Village, North Theatre, 1000
Murray Ross Pkwy, Toronto, ON M3J 2P3.

TERMINATION

ON MOTION, the meeting terminated at 3:00 P.M.., on Monday July 12, 2010.

Chair
Susan Self
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