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MEETING OF THE SOURCE PROTECTION COMMITTEE #6/09
September 14, 2009
The Source Protection Committee Meeting #6/09, was held at Black Creek Pioneer
Village, North Theatre, on Monday, September 14, 2009. The Chair Susan Self, called the
meeting to order at 10:05 a.m..
PRESENT
Julie Abouchar
Andrea Bourrie
Wendy Burgess
Bob Burnside
Brian Denney
Louise Foster
Michael Garrett
Jessica Ginsburg
Bob Goodings
Irv Harrell
David Kentner
Heather Laidlaw
Laura McDowell
Lynne Moore
Peter Miasek
Doug Brown
Peter Orphanos
Fred Ruf
Mark Schiller
Susan Self
Norine Schofield
Howard Shapiro
John Westlake

Member
Member
Member
Member
Liaison, Source Protection Authority
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Chair
Liaison, Medical Officer of Health
Member
Liaison, Ministry of the Environment
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STAFF
Valérie Dubail
Don Ford
Adele Freeman
Kerry Mulchansingh
Nicholas Schulz
Gloria Suarez
Beverley Thorpe
GUEST
Tom Bradley
Rodney Bouchard
Sudhakar Kurli
Susan Thody

CTC Source Protection Admin Asst.
Hydrogeologist, TRSPA
Director, Watershed Management, TRCA
Project Lead, CVSPA
Supervisor, Communications & Consultations
Project Lead, CLOSPA
CTC SOurce Water Protection, Project manager

York Region
Peel Region
Halton Region
Member of the Public
_________________________________________

RES.#A123/09 -

MINUTES

Moved by:
Seconded by:

David Kentner
Irv Harrell

THAT the Minutes of Meeting #5/09, held on June 22, 2009 be approved.
CARRIED
_________________________________________
CORRESPONDENCE

(a)

Letter dated July 17, 2009 to Susan Self, Chair, CTC Source Protection
Committee, from Ian Smith, Director, Source Protection Programs Branch,
MOE, regarding Request for Clarification of Support to undertake Studies
to Clarify Pathogen Issue.

(b)

Letter received August 12, 2009 to Susan Self, Chair, Source Protection
Committee, from the Honourable John Gerretsen, Minister of the
Environment, regarding the submitted proposed Terms of Reference for
CLOSPA, CVSPA and TRSPA respectively (in reference to item 7.1).

(c)

Letter to Dr. Lieven Gevaert, Director, Halton Federation of Agriculture,
from Peter Rider, Senior Drinking Water Program Advisor, Source
Protection Programs Branch, MOE regarding risk management measures
stakeholder sessions in London.

(d)

Email correspondence from Ian Smith to the Source Protection Chairs
regarding adding additional water systems.
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(e)

Email correspondence from Susan Self to Ian Smith regarding adding
additional water systems

(f)

Memo from Ian Smith, June 11 , 2009- SPC Chairs Teleconference follow
up from June 1, 2009 memo - Dry Run Exercise and Source Protection
Plans Discussion Paper (in reference to item 7.4).

(g)

Memo from Ian Smith, June 25 , 2009 – Source Protection Plan
Discussion Paper- EBR posting notification (in reference to item 7.4).

(h)

Memo from Ian Smith, July 7 , 2009 (2 letters) – Assessment Report
Checklist and Assessment Report Format (in reference to item 7.4).

th

th

th

RES.#A124/09 -

CORRESPONDENCE

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Andrea Bourrie
Peter Miasek

THAT the above noted correspondence (a) - (h) be received.
CARRIED
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Correspondence C

Dr. Lieven Gevaert.
Director, Halton Federation of Agriculture.

August 13, 2009
Dear Dr. Lieven Gevaert.

Thank you for attending the recent risk management measures stakeholder sessions held
in London, Toronto and Kingston, Ontario. We appreciate your input and suggestions to
the study.
You indicated at the London session that you would be sending a letter summarizing your
questions that were posed at the sessions. We are in receipt of your letter dated June 26,
2009. Your letter included a number of questions. This letter has been prepared to answer
your questions. I have formatted the letter with your original question, followed by our
response.
Question 1
Will there be just and proper compensation to farmers who will lose part of their land
to generate farm income to satisfy specific regulatory requirements to not farm part of
their land”
Response

The decision was made during consultation for the CWA that compensation, except in
accordance with the Expropriations Act, 1990 , would not be provided for under the act.
The provisions in the CWA in this regard are consistent with other provincial statutes,
which provide for the imposition of land use policies and requirements on landowners.
Specifically, the provision can be found in the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Act,
2001 , the Greenbelt Act, 2005 and the Places to Grow Act, 2005 . The Ministry of the
Environment has been very clear that compensation is not provided for under the CWA,
and ministry staff have provided written direction to Source Protection Committees on
this point.
While the provisions of the CWA that do not allow for compensation are not new in a
provincial statute of this nature, an innovative approach to dealing with the effects its
implementation may have on property owners was incorporated. The matter of financial
support for affected property owners was raised and thoroughly discussed at the
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province-wide hearings held by the Standing Committee on Social Policy in August
2006, at regional roundtable consultations on the draft Bill in spring 2007, and during
consultation through the Environmental Registry. On the basis of those discussions and
what the province heard from property owners, an amendment to the draft Bill was made
during Standing Committee to provide for the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship
Program (ODWSP). The purpose of the ODWSP is, in part, to provide financial
assistance to persons whose activities or properties are affected by the CWA. The
government made a commitment in September 2006 to provide $28 million over four
years to 2011 for the ODWSP.
The current scope of the ODWSP is focused on providing financial assistance for
voluntary projects and programs aimed at protecting this province’s municipal drinking
water sources in advance of source protection plans being completed. I would like to
take this opportunity to advise you that the program requirements for the ODWSP
2008-2009 funding year have been established and requests for grant proposals and
associated applications for the Special Projects and Education and Outreach components
of the ODWSP have been posted on the ministry’s web site at
www.ontario.ca/cleanwater.

Question 2
How will risks re agriculture be rated?
Response
Risks associated with agricultural activities and operations have been rated in the same
way that all other risks have been rated. The ministry has selected a semi-quantitative
approach to assessing and evaluating risks.
Table 1 –Drinking Water Threats-Chemicals and Table 2-Drinking Water
Threats-Pathogens were developed by the ministry and provide the basis for determining
whether a threat is significant, moderate or low. The Tables are based on the 21
“Prescribed Drinking Water Threats, and include the circumstances and locations where
such threats can be across the landscape. There is a considerable amount of “science”
behind the tables, and there are two main factors considered: a hazard rating and a
vulnerability score. The hazard rating is based on the likelihood of release, the nature of
the chemical/pathogen and other factors that consider the impact it might have on public
health. Vulnerability is based on the distance from the well or intake and the natural
protection the landscape provides. These factors were developed in consultation with
OMAFRA, OFA and other agricultural reps and were broadly consulted on with the
agricultural community.
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With respect to the risk associated with agricultural activities, there is evidence farming
impacts drinking water in vulnerable areas in the absence of risk management.

Question 3
Has the consultant read the BMP ? Does the consultant believe that the BMP are
effective to achieve the objectives? Can the BMP therefore continue to be used as a
continued voluntary method by farmers?
Response
The consultants have read the BMPs associated with agricultural practices. The
consultant will be ranking each BMP as to how effective it is towards reducing the risk
associated with the particular threat. We fully expect that BMPs will continue to be used
as a voluntary measure by farmers and expect effective implementation of these measures
will effectively manage risk.
Question 4
Please give careful consideration to the inclusion of farmers. In the absence of
anyone else, I would be willing to serve.
Response
As mentioned at the session, representatives from OMAFRA are on the RMAC
Committee. We anticipate that the various agricultural associations that are associated
with and/or engaged with OMAFRA, will have an opportunity to provide comments
through the OMAFRA representatives on the RMAC committee. I have enclosed a table
of the RMAC committee members for your information.
In addition, once the catalogue of measures is complete, we will be testing it through user
groups, which can include farmers and posting it for consultation on the EBR.
Question 5
There is no mention in any slide or presentation of a base line and of a timed target of
improvement. This lack of numbers will make quantitative improvements difficult. I
would urge the consultant to have a base line, perhaps with input from various steering
committees.
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Response
We fully intend to include a baseline and measure how effective the risk management
measures are as the program is implemented. As you suggest, this will allow us to
evaluate success and how well each measure is working.

I trust the above provides a suitable answer to each of your questions and concerns.
Thank you for your interest in the program.

Peter G. Rider, P. Geo.
Senior Drinking Water Program Advisor
Source Protection Programs Branch
Drinking Water Management Division
Ontario Ministry of the Environment
2 St. Clair Ave. West 8th Floor, Toronto, Ontario M4V 1L5
Tel: 416-325-7176
Cell: 647-293-4925
Fax: 416-327-6926
E-mail: peter.rider@ontario.ca
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Correspondence D

From: Smith, Ian (ENE)
To: SPC Chairs
Cc: Charley Worte ; Malcolmson, Heather (ENE) ; Fairman, Katie (ENE) ; Heeney, Paul (ENE)
; Marinigh, Dan (MNR) ; Vantyghem, Charlene (MNR)
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2009 12:56 PM
Subject: Questions for you and your PM's about "other systems"
Dear Chairs:
As you will recall, we’ve been advocating a “go slow” approach on the incorporation
of “other systems” such as would be brought into the planning process through
municipal council resolution…a number of reasons for this, not the least of which is
a concern that with technical staff maxed out on the mandatory systems opening
the door before now might result in delay’s on the initial AR submissions….however
we now have greater certainty that things are (largely) under control for the initial
ARs and with the rule amendments we will be proposing shortly getting more
comfortable, so its time to talk about those “other systems”. Implicit in this chat is
the “bottom line” that we do not want anybody to take on anything that would
threaten your ability to meet the fall 2012 due date for your Source Protection Plan.
We think some of you have done some homework on other systems, and have
some capacity in the staff and committee to get the AR work and policies drafted by
the 2012 – other wont/don’t but in those instances we could invest some energy in
figuring out if you have any “high risk” other systems that might be candidates for
the next round of planning.
A key component in all of this is our thinking that “highest risk” based upon an
analytical approach developed by CLOCA in consultation with the MOE should be
used to separate out those at risk with a willing municipality for attention.
Heather today has led the PM’s in a discussion/review of the following four (4)
questions:
a) If the other systems risk based screening protocol was released in
September, could you work with interested municipalities to provide a screened
list of high risk systems by February 2010 (if screening funding was provided)?
b) Does your SPA have a “penciled listing” of systems municipalities are
interested in bringing in through resolution and how many systems of what type
might that be?
c) If the screening protocol led to a listing by February, and funding remained
within the existing budget envelope, would you be able to complete work on the
highest priority systems for either the assessment report in 2010 or an updated
assessment report in 2011?
d) How would you feel, and how do you think the municipalities would feel, if the
screening was done strictly to identify other systems for round two (after 2012)?
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Your answers (with your PM obviously) will help me to identify to my bosses in the
organization what we might be able to accomplish with the release of the screening
protocol, provision of money for the screening, and how many high-risk systems might
be subject to Protection Plan policies through the 2012 plan.
I look forward to your thoughts – I believe Q1-3 can be yes/no answers, #2 with a list if
you’ve got it, Q4 might be a short paragraph – I suspect “reply to all” will be helpful in
enabling all Chairs to see if any sort of pattern is emerging…if you’d rather not reply to
all, please copy heather and Charlene on your note so they are looped in with
Ian
Ian Smith, Director,
Source Protection Programs Branch
Ontario Ministry of the Environment
2 St. Clair Ave. W., 8th Fl,
Toronto, ON, CA M4V 1L5
ph (416) 212-6459
fx (416) 212-2757
ian.r.smith@ontario.ca
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Correspondence E

From: Susan Self
To: Smith, Ian (ENE)
Cc: SPC Chairs ; Charley Worte ; Malcolmson, Heather (ENE) ; Fairman, Katie (ENE) ;
Heeney, Paul (ENE) ; Marinigh, Dan (MNR) ; Vantyghem, Charlene (MNR)
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2009 01:20 PM
Subject: Questions for you and your PM's about "other systems"
Ian, sorry for being so late in responding but Bev and I had holidays that overlapped and yesterday was
our first opportunity to get together and review these questions and respond.
A -- The capacity to do this work varies across the CTC SPA. It would appear that only the CLOSPA
would be in a position to meet a completion deadline of February 2010 as they have more information
than anyone else. CVCSPA would certainly not have sufficient time, and it would be questionable if
TRCSPA could meet that deadline. In saying this, we recognize this is a positive step as there is a public
expectation that private systems should have been included from the beginning. It would also require
tighter links with the Health Units and municipal support. If we were to proceed with CLOSPA only, it is
unknown what position Durham Region would take at this point in time.
B -- No - other than the one industrial system (Uxville) that was elevated during the preparation of the
TofR by Durham Region Council resolution.
C -- No - not for 2010, but possibly for 2011 based on the number of issues identified.
D -- We feel this would be a better approach, in that the work could start after finishing the current AR,
which in our case is due August 17, 2010. While we have not had direct discussions with the
municipalities on this, it was noted that it might increase the pressure on municipalities to take over
additional systems or investigate new or alternate sources. Also, are residents going to become
concerned about costs if they become regulated by a SPP?
Thanks for giving us the chance to comment.
Susan Self
Chair, CTC SPC

----- Original Message ----From: Smith, Ian (ENE)
To: SPC Chairs
Cc: Charley Worte ; Malcolmson, Heather (ENE) ; Fairman, Katie (ENE) ; Heeney, Paul (ENE)
; Marinigh, Dan (MNR) ; Vantyghem, Charlene (MNR)
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2009 12:56 PM
Subject: Questions for you and your PM's about "other systems"
Dear Chairs:
As you will recall, we’ve been advocating a “go slow” approach on the incorporation
of “other systems” such as would be brought into the planning process through
municipal council resolution…a number of reasons for this, not the least of which is
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a concern that with technical staff maxed out on the mandatory systems opening
the door before now might result in delay’s on the initial AR submissions….however
we now have greater certainty that things are (largely) under control for the initial
ARs and with the rule amendments we will be proposing shortly getting more
comfortable, so its time to talk about those “other systems”. Implicit in this chat is
the “bottom line” that we do not want anybody to take on anything that would
threaten your ability to meet the fall 2012 due date for your Source Protection Plan.
We think some of you have done some homework on other systems, and have
some capacity in the staff and committee to get the AR work and policies drafted by
the 2012 – other wont/don’t but in those instances we could invest some energy in
figuring out if you have any “high risk” other systems that might be candidates for
the next round of planning.
A key component in all of this is our thinking that “highest risk” based upon an
analytical approach developed by CLOCA in consultation with the MOE should be
used to separate out those at risk with a willing municipality for attention.
Heather today has led the PM’s in a discussion/review of the following four (4)
questions:
a) If the other systems risk based screening protocol was released in
September, could you work with interested municipalities to provide a screened
list of high risk systems by February 2010 (if screening funding was provided)?
b) Does your SPA have a “penciled listing” of systems municipalities are
interested in bringing in through resolution and how many systems of what type
might that be?
c) If the screening protocol led to a listing by February, and funding remained
within the existing budget envelope, would you be able to complete work on the
highest priority systems for either the assessment report in 2010 or an updated
assessment report in 2011?
d) How would you feel, and how do you think the municipalities would feel, if the
screening was done strictly to identify other systems for round two (after 2012)?
Your answers (with your PM obviously) will help me to identify to my bosses in the
organization what we might be able to accomplish with the release of the screening
protocol, provision of money for the screening, and how many high-risk systems might
be subject to Protection Plan policies through the 2012 plan.
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I look forward to your thoughts – I believe Q1-3 can be yes/no answers, #2 with a list if
you’ve got it, Q4 might be a short paragraph – I suspect “reply to all” will be helpful in
enabling all Chairs to see if any sort of pattern is emerging…if you’d rather not reply to
all, please copy heather and Charlene on your note so they are looped in with
Ian
Ian Smith, Director,
Source Protection Programs Branch
Ontario Ministry of the Environment
2 St. Clair Ave. W., 8th Fl,
Toronto, ON, CA M4V 1L5
ph (416) 212-6459
fx (416) 212-2757
ian.r.smith@ontario.ca
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SECTION I - ITEMS FOR COMMITTEE ACTION
RES #A125/09 -

Determine preferred alternative to expedite review and
acceptance process for CTC Technical Studies

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Irv Harrell
Peter Miasek

THAT the CTC Source Protection Committee direct staff to obtain acceptance of
upcoming technical studies by convening Ad Hoc Working Group (WG) meetings as
required to conduct initial review of all technical studies before bringing to the full SPC
with WG recommendations.
CARRIED
BACKGROUND
At CTC Source Protection Committee (SPC) Meeting #05/08, held on May 13, 2008 members
of the SPC directed staff, by Res.#43/08, to include peer review tasks for the delineation of the
Well Head Protection Areas (WHPAs) and Intake Protection Zones (IPZs). Following this
direction staff has begun the process of peer reviewing WHPA delineation reports within the
CTC Source Protection Region and anticipates technical studies of WHPA delineation being
brought to the SPC for acceptance starting at SPC Meeting #6/09, to be held on Tuesday,
October 20, 2009.
Scheduling and completing this work with timing to allow for appropriate public consultation
requires that acceptance of the technical studies be secured in a timely and efficient manner.
Review and approval of the technical work by the SPC as the modules are completed will
ensure that the SPC has the pro-active opportunity to receive the information and begin to
consider how it may affect their source protection plan policies or other matters. An
opportunity is also available to request staff to provide additional information deemed essential
while there is time to respond rather than only when the Assessment Report is being compiled.
Current Status
The Assessment Report required for each Source Protection Area is comprised of technical
components based on the current provincial direction. Work is underway on many of these
components, some led by the technical staff of the conservation authorities within the CTC or
their consultants, other components are being led by municipal staff and consultants. Some
of the work has yet to be started. All this work is being funded by the province under various
agreements and payment approaches.
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The CTC SPC has already received as foundation reports previously completed work – the
interim watershed characterization and conceptual water budgets. At present the Tier 1 Water
Budget for CLOSPA and the Tier 2 Water Budget for CVSPA have been peer reviewed and
accepted by the SPC. The Tier 1/ Tier 2 Water Budget for TRSPA have completed peer review
and will be brought to the CTC Ad Hoc Working Group for review at an upcoming meeting. A
number of WHPA delineation reports are currently out for peer review and are anticipated to be
brought before the SPC beginning in October, 2009. The table below provides staff's
anticipated timing for peer reviewed technical work to be brought before the committee for
acceptance. These dates are liable to change as the work progresses.
Technical Study
Peel WHPA A- D delineations
York WHPA delineations
Durham WHPA delineations
Wellington WHPA delineations
Mono WHPA A-D delineations
SGRA mapping for the CTC
Halton WHPA A-D delineations
IPZ 1 & 2 delineations
Orangeville WHPA A-D delineations
Orangeville WHPA E-F delineations
IPZ 3 - Spill Scenario Modelling
HVA delineations
Peel WHPA E-F delineations
Bell Erin WHPA delineation
Halton WHPA E-F delineations
Pullen Well WHPA delineation

Anticipated timing for SPC for Acceptance
October ‘09
October ‘09
October ‘09
October ‘09
October ‘09
October ‘09
November '09
November '09
January '10
January '10
January '10
January '10
February '10
March '10
TBD
TBD

SPC Role and Responsibilities
The role of the SPC is to oversee the preparation of the Assessment Report acting like a “Board
of Directors” rather than as technical experts or peer reviewers. This will involve a due
diligence review to be assured that technical staff have undertaken the proper technical work.
The use of external peer reviewers and technical staff from the conservation authority or
municipality (depending upon which group has the lead for the technical work) to review the
work before SPC approval is an important element in providing rigorous technical review.
Provincial guidance and provincial staff are also key elements to this. Finally, the Assessment
Reports will be reviewed and approved by the Ministry of the Environment to ensure technically
robust findings.
The SPC will use this science-based information in developing the source protection plans.
Therefore familiarity with the findings of these technical studies and the implications of the
findings is an important success factor for the SPC. By reviewing and approving the technical
studies as they are completed should help the SPC become more familiar with and able to
more knowledgeably use the information in the next steps.
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Recommended Process of Acceptance
Staff request SPC direction to regarding the process of acceptance for peer reviewed technical
studies. As each report which has been peer reviewed is brought forward, it is proposed that
staff be directed to convene Ad Hoc Working Group (WG) meetings to conduct initial review of
the technical studies. Following this WG review the technical studies would be brought to the
full SPC with the WG recommendations for acceptance. This would be in place of bringing
peer reviewed technical studies to the full SPC for initial review, at which point the SPC may
choose to accept the work as presented or to refer the work for further consideration and
recommendations by the WG.
It is recommended that the SPC direct staff to take studies to the Ad Hoc Working Group first in
order to expedite the review and acceptance process. WG members will need to be able to
devote time to meet as needed to provide timely review and to provide recommendations to the
SPC as a whole.
RATIONALE
Due to very tight time constraints for meeting the consultation requirements of the Clean Water
Act, 2006 it is very important that the SPC develop an efficient process for the acceptance of
technical studies. The Ad Hoc Working Group meetings can be held as needed and any
technical issues can be better addressed by this smaller group. The whole SPC will have the
benefit of the advice of the WG before them when decisions are taken to accept technical
reports.
During the next year, public consultation will begin as well as initial work on the source
protection planning, in particular, review and comment on the provincial regulation. The SPC
must be able to handle this work in parallel in an effective manner. Striking working groups to
deal with specific topics provides a manageable group to review and provide direction to staff
and advice to the committee of the whole.
_________________________________________
RES #A126/09 -

Submission of SPC comments to the MOE regarding the SPP
Discussion Paper

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Peter Orphanos
Louise Foster

THAT the SPC approves the comments to be forwarded separately on the SPP
Discussion Paper and directs staff to submit them to the MOE prior to the Sept. 23, 2009
deadline.
CARRIED
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BACKGROUND
On Thursday, June 25, 2009 the Ontario Ministry of the Environment posted "Source Protection
Plans under the Clean Water Act, 2006: A Discussion Paper on Requirements for the Content
and Preparation of Source Protection Plans" to the Environmental Registry (EBR). Upon
posting of the discussion paper a public comment period began. Source protection
committees, municipalities, stakeholders and members of the general public will have until
September 23, 2009 to submit comments to the MOE for consideration as part of the draft
regulation-making process.
SPC "Dry Run" Workshop
At SPC Meeting #5/09 held on Tuesday, June 22, 2009 the SPC directed, by RES#A 115/09,
that a 'dry run' exercise be held to provide the entire SPC with the opportunity to 'test drive'
development of source protection plans and the policy approaches proposed in the SPP
Discussion Paper. This workshop session is scheduled for Wednesday, September 2, 2009
and the entire SPC has been invited to attend.
During the workshop CTC Chair, Susan Self, will advise members that one of the purposes of
the meeting is to develop a list of comments which the SPC can approve as a whole to submit
to the MOE.
Staff will provide comments based on the feedback from the discussions at the dry run
workshop and will forward them to the SPC prior to SPC Meeting #6/09 to be held on
September 14, 2009.
SPC members and their stakeholder organization are also able to submit any additional
comments specific to their area of interest directly to the MOE.
NEXT STEPS
CTC Staff will submit SPC approved comments to the MOE prior to the September 23, 2009
deadline. The SPC will have a second opportunity to comment on the source protection
planning process when the draft regulation is released for comment.
_________________________________________
RES #A127/09 -

The province has proposed changes to the Technical Rules to
correct issues with the Rules as promulgated in December 2008.

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Juli Abouchar
Jessica Ginsburg

THAT the CTC SPC receive this report and copy of the proposed amendments (provided
separately) for information;
AND FURTHER THAT the CTC SPC members authorize the Chair to submit comments on
behalf of the CTC SPC in response to the EBR POSTING.
CARRIED
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BACKGROUND
The province is proposing to make major, minor and administrative changes to the Director's
technical rules that were promulgated under section 107 of the Clean Water Act,, 2006 in the fall
of 2008. A copy of the proposed technical rules (provided separately and also available
electronically on the EBR web site http://www.ebr.gov.on.ca, registry number 010-7573) shows
all of the proposed changes.
The proposals were posted on August 24, 2009 and the comment period expires on September
23, 2009.
Summary of Major Changes
1. A number of changes are being proposed to make it possible for source protection
committees to submit assessment reports with plans to collect information to ascertain certain
drinking water matters after submission of the report. These changes are designed to allow an
SPC to meet their submission deadline and continue to assess threats and submit the
information as an updated assessment report while preparing source protection plans.
Information that cannot be collected and assessed before the source protection plan
submission deadline would be included in the future assessment report when the source
protection plans are reviewed (the date for review is part of the Minister's approval of the initial
source protection plan).
2. The rules are being amended to allow the assessment of the drinking water threat within the
Intake Protection Zone 3 (IPZ3) to apply to the entire area from source to intake and not be
overridden by the risk scores mandated for IPZ1 and IPZ2 areas. This is important for our Lake
Ontario Collaborative work as it permits the SPC to locally determine the significance of IPZ3
risks and not have the arbitrary risk scores for IPZ1 and IPZ2 potentially lessen the threat score
that the SPC determines is appropriate.
3. Amendments are proposed to limit the risk score to moderate (currently significant) for
threats to a drinking water system which is not included in the terms of reference. This has the
effect of limiting the tools to address the threats to those which were existing prior to the Clean
Water Act, 2006. Should the tools not be seen as sufficient by the SPC, municipality or
community, then the municipality or minister could add the system under amended terms of
reference and all the tools under the CWA could be used to address the threats.
4. There are proposed amendments to identification of agricultural threats related to the
application of various materials to the land, pasturing and animal yards. The changes are
shown in the document.
5. The province is seeking specific comment on the appropriate risk to be assigned to road salt
applications. They want advice on whether to identify broad areas where road salt application
could pose a problem or confine this to risk assessment to only the vulnerable areas being
identified - i.e. well head protection areas, highly vulnerable aquifers, significant groundwater
recharge areas and intake protection zones. They also seek comment on the application rates
of road salt to be linked to low, moderate and significant threats.
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NEXT STEPS
Technical staff will be reviewing the proposed amendments and preparing draft comments to
be sent to the province. The Chair will be provided with the draft comments prior to the next
quarterly meeting with the Chairs and the province to be held on Sept 21 and 22, 2009 so that
she can discuss them if required and in time to submit in writing to the EBR by the posting
deadline of September 23, 2009.
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RES #A128/09 -

Assessment Report Public Consultation

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Andrea Bourrie
Wendy Burgess

THAT THE SPC receives this report describing the proposed plan for public consultation
on the CTC Assessment Reports;
THAT THE SPC direct staff to proceed with planning Stage 1 consultations between
October and December 2009 with landowners, residents, local stakeholder groups, and
municipalities as outlined below;
THAT the Communications & Outreach Working Group reconvene to assist in the
development of the mandatory Assessment Report consultation plan as prescribed by
Ontario Regulation 287/07;
THAT the SPC confirm the appointment of the Communications & Outreach Working
Group members;
AND FURTHER THAT THE SPC direct staff to develop formal consultation for spring 2010
which ensures Clean Water Act, 2006 regulations are met.
CARRIED
BACKGROUND
Ontario Reg 287/07 s.15 (attachment 1) of the Clean Water Act, 2006 provides source
protection committees with requirements for public consultation of draft assessment reports
prior to their submission to source protection authorities. These public consultation regulations
are similar to those required for the Terms of Reference, including a submission period of no
less than 35 days for written comments and at least one public meeting in each source
protection area. Once the Assessment Reports are submitted to a source protection authority
there is further requirement for a public comment period of no less than 30 days.
It is anticipated that timelines will be quite tight in developing the Assessment Reports and
meeting the consultation requirements, therefore a two staged consultation is proposed to
increase local involvement and to identify and address potential concerns as early as possible.
It is likely that some of the technical elements will not be completed in time for the first draft of
the Assessment Report. The on-going work will be acknowledged and consulted on as the
technical studies are accepted by the SPC and made available. If necessary, we will consult
with the province to determine whether it is satisfactory to submit the Assessment Reports with
pieces partially completed and submit an updated Assessment Report or whether to request
extensions. This is a matter for on-going discussions.
The following table outlines the proposed timing for the development of the CTC Assessment
Reports.
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Table 1 Timetable to Complete and Consult on Assessment Report to Meet Regulatory
Deadlines
Activity
Date
SPC acceptance of individual technical studies
Ongoing Nov - Dec
Stage 1 consultation period
Nov - Dec 2009
Draft Assessment Report accepted by SPC for public
February, 2010
consultation
Draft Assessment Report released
Early March, 2010
Notice of public meeting released
Early March, 2010
Public meetings (Stage 2 consultation period)
March - April, 2010
Public comment deadline for Draft AR
Early April, 2010
SPC acceptance of revised AR
SPC Meeting April, 2010
Submit AR to SPA
SPA Meeting May, 2010
SPA 30 day comment period begins
May, 2010
SPA public comment deadline for Proposed AR
SPA Meeting June, 2010
SPA approval of submission to MOE
SPA Meeting July, 2010
Assessment Report Due to MOE
August 17, 2010
Stage 1 Consultation
As technical studies are completed throughout the CTC they will be brought forward to the SPC
for acceptance for inclusion in the Draft Assessment Report. Once accepted, CTC staff will
meet with municipal staff responsible for the technical studies to discuss study findings and
approaches for consultation at the local level. Each local consultation will be tailored to the
individual situation and may be as small as a group of SPC representatives visiting a landowner
one-on-one or may be as large as a neighbourhood meeting.
All landowners, business owners or tentants in Well Head Protection Areas, Highly Vulnerable
Aquifers, Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas and Intake Protection Zones will get written
information about the process at the outset and on-going information. Local consultation
meetings will focus on specific technical studies and potential impacts the findings may have
for stakeholders within vulnerable areas. Stakeholders will be provided with an overview of the
technical study as well as discussion of potential policy decisions the SPC may choose to
include in the source protection plan. These meetings will also provide landowners with
information about current stewardship funds available to remedy potential drinking water
threats. The following table indicates specific technical studies and the anticipated timing for
local consultation.
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Table 2 Anticipated Timing For Completion of Technical Studies &
Study
Peel Water Quality Threats and Issues
Orangeville Mono Water Quality Threats and Issues
Erin Hillsburgh Water Quality Threats and Issues
York Water Quality Threats and Issues
Durham Water Quality Threats and Issues
IPZ 1 & 2 Surface Water Vulnerability Analysis
Technical studies to be accepted in 2010
Halton Water Quality Threats and Issues
Amaranth Water Quality Threats and Issues
IPZ 3 spill scenario modeling

Local Consultation
Timing
Nov – Dec ‘09
Nov – Dec ‘09
Nov – Dec ‘09
Nov – Dec ‘09
Nov – Dec ‘09
Nov – Dec ‘09
April 2010
July 2010
January 2010

Stage 2 Consultation
To meet public consultation requirements of the Clean Water Act, 2006 consultation as
regulated in Ontario Reg 287/07 s. 15 will be held on the Draft Assessment Reports in the
spring 2010. This consultation period will offer stakeholders an opportunity to provide written
comments for a 35 day period which the SPC will consider in finalizing the Draft Assessment
Reports for submission to the source protection authorities. It is anticipated that the stage 1
consultation period will allow us to address concerns prior to the regulated (stage 2)
consultation period, reducing the number of comments and revisions required to finalize the
Assessment Reports.
SPC Communications & Outreach Working Group
At SPC Meeting #3/08 a Communications & Outreach Working Group was formed, by
RES#A32/08, to work with conservation authority communications staff to develop the
necessary Communications and Outreach chapter for inclusion in the Source Protection
Committee (SPC) Terms of Reference. On August 17, 2009 the MOE posted approval of the
CTC Source Protection Region's Terms of Reference documents to the Environmental Registry.
This set the due date for submission of the CTC Source Protection Region's Assessment
Reports at August 17, 2010.
It is proposed that the mandate of the Communications & Outreach Working Group (COWG)
be extended to assist conservation authority communications staff in advising on stage 1
consultation and developing the plan for mandatory Assessment Report consultation with the
CTC public. SPC members representing municipalities and economic sectors are expected to
already have on-going communication venues and will identify specific consultations needs for
their sector.
This working group will have two purposes:
1. to recommend priority communications and outreach activities to meet provincial
regulations regarding Assessment Report consultation; and
2. to provide recommendations to the SPC on the Assessment Report consultation process
for affected property owners, businesses, and tenants and the public.
The members of the original SPC Communications and Outreach working group were (Susan
Self, Fred Ruf, Peter Orphanos and Jessica Ginsburg). It is recommended that these members
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state their current interest in continuing as members of the COWG. It is further recommended
that SPC members of the public sector who have an interest in joining this group make their
interest known. Once interest has been expressed the SPC is asked to confirm appointment of
memebrs to the COWG.
NEXT STEPS
All landowners, business owners or tentants in Well Head Protection Areas, Highly Vulnerable
Aquifers, Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas and Intake Protection Zones will get written
information about the process at the outset and on-going information. These information
letters will be sent from the CTC Chair as soon as possible after the SPC accepts each of the
technical studies which delineate the vulnerable areas. The draft letter will be reviewed and
approved by the COWG.
CTC staff will meet with local municipal staff to discuss the findings of technical studies within
the CTC and determine locations where stage 1 consultation is advisable. Once stage 1
consultation areas are determined staff will work with local municipalities, stakeholder groups
and landowners to set up consultation meetings.
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Clean Water Act, 2006
ONTARIO REGULATION 287/07
GENERAL
Consultation on draft assessment report
15. (1) A source protection committee that is preparing an assessment report for a
source protection area shall, before submitting the proposed assessment report to the
source protection authority under section 16 of the Act, prepare a draft of the proposed
assessment report, publish the draft on the Internet and make it available for inspection
by the public at one or more locations that, in the opinion of the source protection
committee, are sufficiently accessible to give the public in the source protection area a
reasonable opportunity to inspect the draft. O. Reg. 385/08, s. 12.
(2) As soon as reasonably possible after publishing the draft on the Internet, the source
protection committee shall,
(a) publish a notice described in subsection (3) in one or more newspapers
that, in the opinion of the source protection committee, are of sufficiently
general circulation to bring the notice to the attention of the public in the
source protection area;
(b) make the notice referred to in clause (a) available for inspection by the
public at one or more locations that, in the opinion of the source protection
committee, are sufficiently accessible to give the public in the source
protection area a reasonable opportunity to inspect the notice; and
(c) give a copy of the notice referred to in clause (a) to,
(i) the clerk of each municipality in which any part of the source
protection area is located,
(ii) if any part of the reserve of a band is included in the source protection
area, the chief of the band,
(iii) every person known to the source protection committee who is
engaging in an activity listed under subclause 15 (2) (g) (i) of the Act that
is or would be a significant drinking water threat,
(iv) if the terms of reference list a matter that requires consultation with
another source protection committee during the preparation of the
assessment report, the chair of the other source protection committee, and
(v) every person or body that,
(A) is established pursuant to the Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement of 1978 that is referred to in paragraph 1 of subsection
14 (1) of the Act, and
(B) is involved in the development or implementation of a remedial
action plan or lakewide management plan in accordance with
Annex 2 of the Agreement. O. Reg. 385/08, s. 12.
(3) The notice referred to in clause (2) (a) shall advise the public in the source protection
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area and the persons referred to in clause (2) (c) of the opportunity to,
(a) view the draft of the proposed assessment report on the Internet;
(b) inspect the draft of the proposed assessment report, during times specified
in the notice, at a location specified in the notice;
(c) attend a public meeting on the draft of the proposed assessment report on a
date, at a time and at a location specified in the notice; and
(d) submit written comments on the draft of the proposed assessment report to
the source protection committee by a date specified in the notice that is not
earlier than 35 days after the notice is first published under clause (2) (a).
O. Reg. 385/08, s. 12.
(4) The source protection committee shall hold at least one public meeting, at a location
in the source protection area, at least 21 days after the notice is published under
subsection (2), for the purpose of giving the public an opportunity to review the draft, ask
questions and make comments. O. Reg. 385/08, s. 12.
(5) In finalizing the proposed assessment report, the source protection committee shall
consider,
(a) written comments that are submitted to the source protection committee by
the date specified under clause (3) (d); and
(b) comments made at the public meeting. O. Reg. 385/08, s. 12.
_________________________________________
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SECTION II - ITEMS FOR COMMITTEE INFORMATION
RES #A129/09 -

Environmental Registry posting of CTC Terms of Reference
Approval

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Mark Schiller
Doug Brown

THAT the SPC receive this report for information.

CARRIED

BACKGROUND
On Monday, August 17, 2009 the Ministry of the Environment posted notices of approval of the
Terms of Reference for the TRSPA, CLOSPA and CVSPA (Attachments 1, 2 and 3 respectively)
to the Environmental Registry (EBR). The notice is published as an information notice and
formalizes the three letters of approval received by Susan Self, Chair CTC SPC, and the
relevant Source Protection Authority CAOs on August 12, 2009 (see Correspondence Item 4.2).
As regulated by Ontario Regulation 287/07 Section 17 2(a) the posting of approval to the EBR
sets a due date of August 17, 2010 for submission of the CTC Source Protection Region's
Assessment Reports. Within this period two public consultation periods must be held as
regulated by Ontario Regulation 287/07 Sections 15 and 16. Information regarding the public
consultation requirements for the Assessment Reports can be found in SPC Meeting #6/09
Agenda Item 6.4
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RES #A130/09 -

Toronto and Region Source Protection Area Tier 1/Tier 2 Water
Budget Status. Update on the status of the Draft Accepted Tier
1/Tier 2 Water Budget Toronto and Region Source Protection
Area.

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Dave Kentner
Doug Brown

THAT the CTC Source Protection Committee receives this report for information.
CARRIED
BACKGROUND
At CTC Source Protection Committee (SPC) Meeting #1/08, held on January 29, 2008,
members of the SPC requested, by Resolution #A5/08 that staff prepare ongoing reports and
make presentations on the technical work as it is completed to seek the SPC acceptance of the
work as draft documents to be incorporated into the final assessment reports. At SPC Meeting
#3/09 the SPC, by RES#A102/09, received peer review comments from the Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR) which stated that the Tier 1 Report meets most of the requirements for a Tier
2 Water Budget study, and should be issued as a Tier 1/ Tier 2 Water Budget Report. Following
this meeting TRSPA staff amended the Tier 1 Report as per the direction of the MNR and
released the Tier 1/ Tier 2 Report for peer review in July, 2009.
The peer review team comprised of the following individuals:
Chris Neville
S.S. Papadopulos

Kevin Mackenzie
Golder Associates

Wendy Kemp
Regional Municipality of
York
Rick Gerber
Conservation Authorities
Moraine Coalition
Gayle Soo-Chan
Central Lake Ontario
Conservation Authority

Tammy Silverstone,
Regional Municipality of
York
Bill Snodgrass
City of Toronto

Scott Bates
Ministry of Natural
Resources
Beata Golas
Regional Municipality of
Durham
Rodney Bouchard
Regional Municipality of
Peel

Kerry Mulchansingh
Credit Valley
Conservation

Peer review comments were received on the draft report up to August 21, 2009. TRSPA staff
will present the findings of the peer review of Tier 1/Tier 2 Report and recommendations
regarding the mapping of Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas for the TRSPA and the rest
of the CTC SPR to the CTC SGRA Ad Hoc Working Group at Black Creek Pioneer Village on
September 17, 2009.
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NEXT STEPS
At the Ad Hoc Working Group meeting scheduled for September 17, 2009 TRSPA technical
staff, Donald Ford, will present the Tier 1/ Tier 2 Water Budget Report for the Working Group's
recommendations. The Tier 1/Tier 2 Water Budget Report and the recommendations of the Ad
Hoc Working Group will be presented for SPC acceptance at SPC Meeting #7/09 on Tuesday,
October 20, 2009.
_________________________________________
RES #A131/09 -

Update on the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship Program

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Lynne Moore
Heather Laidlaw

THAT the SPC receive this report for information.

CARRIED
BACKGROUND
At Meeting #1/09 held on Monday, January 19, 2009 the SPC received a presentation from
Joanne Jeffery, TRCA, on the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship Program (ODWSP) which
provided an update on the program up to February 15, 2009.
Below is an update on the ODWSP to date:
CTC stewardship staff received 07/08 Early Actions funds in the amount $253,179;
In 2008 Stewardship staff made site visits to landowners within 100m of well heads to
promote Early Actions funding;
z
In 2009 two well and septic provider workshops were held in the CTC SPR to promote Early
Actions funding. 45 well and septic providers attended;
z
In partnership with the Region of Peel stewardship staff submitted an Education and
Outreach application which was approved to promote Early Actions funds in Caledon;
z
In partnership with the Region of York stewardship staff submitted an Education and
Outreach application which was declined;
z
In partnership with Well Wise stewardship staff submitted an Education and Outreach
application to host 10 public workshops (4 within the CTC) to promote Early Actions
funding. This application was declined;
z
To date $36,382.69 of the Early Actions funds have been approved and dispersed;
z
A number of applications totaling $201,404.42 have been reviewed and approved and are
waiting completion before disbursement of funds;
z
By the end of 2009 $237,787 of the early actions funds will have been dispersed (with
$15,392 remaining).
z
z
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The disbursement of funds by the end of 2009 is based on the following assumptions:
That in the 2009/2010 modules applicants will be eligible to split their septic
decommissioning and municipal hook up into two separate applications. Each component
of the decommissioning and the hook up will then be eligible for the $7,000 grant ceiling
rate.
z
Credit Valley Conservation (CVC) staff have completed a mailing to 200 eligible residents
within the two year time of travel in Erin, Halton, and Orangeville. An estimate of 10%
uptake in Early Actions funds from this targeted mailing is assumed.
z

NEXT STEPS
Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship Program 2009/2010
CTC stewardship staff are applying for Early Actions funds for 2010. These funds will go
towards a waiting list of applications that have been received as well as an anticipated 80
residents in Nobleton who are expected to hook up to the municipal system in phase one of
that work in 2010.
_________________________________________
RES #A132/09 -

Ministry of the Environment staff liaison officers to the source
protection committees have prepared a newsletter to share
information to all.

Moved by:
Seconded by:

Lynne Moore
Heather Laidlaw

THAT the SPC receives this report and newsletter for information.

CARRIED
BACKGROUND
The MOE liaison officer newsletter has been prepared to advise SPC members and staff of
emerging information and clarifications. The MOE liaison officer newsletters for July and
August 2009 will be distributed with this agenda package for SPC information. Future
newsletters will be provided at future meetings. Members may wish to advise the CTC MOE
Liaison Officer on the value of the newsletter and suggest content for future editions.
_________________________________________
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TERMINATION
ON MOTION, the meeting terminated at 1:35 pm., on Monday, September 14, 2009.

Susan Self
Chair
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