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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Site-specific verification of drinking water threats was not conducted as part of the
previous studies done for the Town of Mono’s municipal wells, under the Source Water
Protection program. Since 2013 however, initial work has been undertaken towards the
ground truthing of significant drinking water threats in vulnerable zones around the wells.
This effort is reviewed below.

1.1

Municipal Water Supply

The Town of Mono is located in the headwaters area of the Credit River, and straddles
the jurisdictions of both the Credit Valley Source Protection Area and the Nottawasaga
Valley Source Protection Area (NVSPA) to the north. The town provides municipal water
supply though a water system comprised of the following wellfields:
•

Cardinal Woods – Wells MW-1, MW-3 and MW-4;

•

Coles- Wells 1 and 2; and

•

Island lake- Wells PW 1, PW 2-06 and TW 1.

The town’s municipal wells are operated by the Town of Orangeville, and are shown in
Figure 1. Currently, three wells (MW-3, Coles PW-1, and Island lake PW-1) service the
town on an ongoing basis, while the remainder serves as standby supplies. Island lake
PW-2-06 is currently inactive. The town’s municipal supplies are totally dependent on
groundwater obtained from the wellfields. The hydrogeological characteristics of the
wells are summarized in Table 1.
Well
Cardinal Woods MW 1
Cardinal Woods MW 4
Cardinal Woods MW 3
Coles Wells – 1 & 2
Island Lake – 1 & 2
Island Lake – PW 2-06

Depth
(m) bgl
60
36
55
25
57
50

Aquifer

Confined

GUDI Status

Amabel Limestone
Amabel Limestone
Amabel Limestone
Overburden
Overburden
Overburden

yes
semi
semi
yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
–
–
–
–

Table 1: Characteristics of Mono’s Supply Wells
All wells are located within the Credit Valley Source Protection Area, with the exception
of Cardinal Woods MW-3, which is located in the NVSPA.

1.2

Clean Water Act
The Province’s Source Water Protection program is driven by a principle of multiplebarriers to contamination in an effort to safe guard the quality of Ontario’s drinking water
supplies.
A key component to the implementation of source water protection was the passing of
the Clean Water Act, 2006 (CWA) which specifically targets the protection of municipal
water supply sources, before it enters the drinking water system. The CWA specifies a
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process for the protection of supply systems, and as part of this process a number of
distinct technical components can be identified, as outlined below:
Source Designation
Municipalities are required to designate existing or proposed supply systems to be part
of the source protection process. The source designation was designed to incorporate all
systems that could be considered as municipal water supply systems.
Vulnerable Area Delineation
For groundwater supplies, vulnerable areas around municipal wellheads, called well
head protection areas (WHPA), were delineated based on the time of travel for water
from the aquifer to the well. These WHPAs are shown in Figure 1, and were designated
as WHPA-A through WHPA-D. For the wells that have been characterised as
groundwater under the direct influence of surface water (GUDI status, see Table 1) the
Province’s Technical Rules require the delineation of an additional well head protection
area, termed the WHPA-E. This additional protection area is associated with surface
water systems that are known to or assumed to influence groundwater conditions at the
well.
The WHPAs for Island Lake and Coles Wellfields extend in a south-easterly direction
from the wellheads, while those of Cardinal Woods extend westerly from the wellhead
into the GRSPA.The WHPAs for the Cardinal Woods also cross municipal boundaries
into the Township of Amaranth (Figure 1).
The WHPAs are the zones to which future source protection policies will be applied
based on a well’s assessed vulnerability to contamination, and are the areas of focus for
further source protection activities.
Aquifer Vulnerability Analysis
In order to account for the varying levels of protection provided by aquifers, the
vulnerability of the municipal aquifers was determined. The methodologies
recommended for the vulnerability analysis were outlined in the Technical Rules and the
completion of these studies resulted in the designation of aquifers as high, medium and
low vulnerability. WHPA vulnerability was scored by overlaying the groundwater
vulnerability on the delineated WHPAs A to D, and applying a score, per the
methodology prescribed in the Technical Rules. For the WHPA-Es vulnerability scores
were also assigned using the guidance laid out in the Technical Rules. The vulnerability
scores for the WHPAs are shown in Figure 2.
Threat Identification and Evaluation
A threat to the water supply system consists of any one of 21 chemicals and/ or land
uses identified by the Province (Section 2.1). In the identification and evaluation phase,
land uses and chemicals occurring inside vulnerable areas were evaluated based on on
available property code and classification data and the potential for an impact at the
water supply source was rated. Drinking water threats were ranked as significant,
moderate or low threats using the Table of Drinking water Threats (CWA, 2006) based
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on a combination of aquifer vulnerability and risk. Threats that ranked the highest were
considered to be “significant drinking water threats” and required further attention
through the source water protection process.
In addition to the designation based on vulnerability, the Technical Rules requires that all
threats linked to an identified issue be categorized as “significant”. An issue is defined by
Technical Rules as the presence of a parameter in a well at a concentration that may
result in the deterioration of the quality of the water for use as a source of drinking water.
Once ample evidence has been collected to show the existence of an issue, an area is
delineated on the landscape, to capture all possible sources of the contaminant. This
area is called the Issue Contributing Area (ICA).
An issues evaluation and threats assessment was completed for Mono’s water supply
systems in September 2010. The study resulted in the production of a database of
drinking water threats, and in the enumeration of potential significant drinking water
threats within the vulnerable areas (WHPA) around each municipal wellhead.
Assessment Report
The CWA requires that the details on the methodology and results of the components
listed above, be compiled into a technical report known as the Assessment Report. The
studies undertaken for Mono’s wells have been fully documented in the Updated
Assessment Report for the Credit Valley Source Protection Area (UAR), which received
approval from the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) in January
2012.
The UAR has been updated to reflect a revised significant threat tally for the town’s wells
(based on this work), and was re-submitted to the MOECC in January 2015.

1.3

Source Protection Planning
The CWA requires that policies and plans for the protection of drinking water sources be
developed specifically to address each occurrence of a potential significant drinking
water threats, as enumerated in the UAR.
The proposed Source Protection Plan (SPP) developed for the CTC (Credit Valley,
Toronto and Region and Central Lake Ontario) Source Protection Areas was initially
submitted to the MOECC in 2012.
Since then, the CTC Source Protection Region has worked with the MOECC and the
Credit Valley Source Protection Authority (CVSPA) to review the contents of the plan in
relation to comments received through the public consultation process. The proposed
plan has been amended and resubmitted to the MOECC in January 2015.
Once approved, these policies will place additional obligations on the Town of Mono,
and may create new responsibilities for land owners and residents within the vulnerable
areas of municipal wells.
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Process Uncertainty
Since site-specific verification of threats was not conducted as part of the previous work,
it is possible that there are Significant Drinking Water Quality Threats (SDWTs)
enumerated in the UAR which do not actually exist, and that there could be threats
existing on the landscape, which have not been identified.
Those enumerations were predicated on a number of broad based assumptions, and on
existing databases that in most cases were not verified on the ground. As such there is
an inherent uncertainty in relation to the occurrence and extent of assumed land use, as
well as to the nature of the associated practices taking place within the vulnerable areas
around the municipal wells.
Such uncertainty can only be reduced through ground-truthing of the landscape around
municipal wells. The intention of this study is to try and reduce this uncertainty through
the confirmation of significant drinking water threats at the site scale.
In light of the potential impact that source protection policies can have on both the
landowner and the town, it is important that this uncertainty be reduced wherever
possible to allow for a more accurate understanding of the land usage and practices
taking place on the landscape.
From the town’s perspective, it is important to have a realistic assessment of the range
of SDWTs that exist across its jurisdiction in order to be able to assign the required
resources to support source protection implementation. For landowners, it is important
that they understand how their practices may be impacting the environment, and what
they may need to do to reduce these impacts to an acceptable level.

2.0

SCOPE OF WORKS
In 2013, the MOECC funded the CVSPA to initiate work towards the field verification of
significant threat enumerations in the Town of Mono. This effort also focussed on the
review of the circumstances associated with the potential significant drinking water
quality threats. The scope of this work included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Development of Drinking Water Protection Surveys;
Collection of landowner contact information;
Administration of surveys;
Calculation and tracking of survey response rates;
Analysis of survey results and limited follow-up;
Update of threats database; and
Reporting

The current effort is aimed at providing reliable updates to the databases used to
generate the list of potential significant drinking water threats for the UAR. This is
expected in turn, to provide a greater level of certainty on the nature of the threats
currently on the ground.
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This study is being undertaken to support the Town of Mono in the protection of its
municipal water sources. The objective is to create a sound platform upon which the
town can continue to build, as they carry out their obligations under the proposed SPP.
The methodology used to complete this assessment is presented below.

2.1

Methodology
2.1.1

UAR Database Review

The designation of a land use or activity as a potential significant drinking water threat is
based on guidance issued by the MOECC and the requirements of the Clean Water Act,
2006 (CWA). Within the CWA a drinking water threat is defined as:
“an activity or condition that adversely affects or has the potential to adversely affect the
quality or quantity of any water that is or may be used as a source of drinking water”
(Section 2(1)).
The Province has identified 21 activities that, if present in vulnerable areas, now or in the
future, could pose a threat (listed in Section 1.1 of O. Reg. 287/07). Nineteen of these
activities are relevant to drinking water quality threats while two relevant to drinking
water quantity threats. The following list was assembled by the MOECC using input from
multiple stakeholder groups and committees:
1. The establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal site within the
meaning of Part V or the Environmental Protection Act.
2. The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that collects, stores,
transmits, treats or disposes of sewage.
3. The application of agricultural source material to land.
4. The storage of agricultural source material.
5. The management of agricultural source material.
6. The application of non-agricultural source material to land.
7. The handling and storage of non-agricultural source material.
8. The application of commercial fertilizer to land.
9. The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer.
10. The application of pesticide to land.
11. The handling and storage of pesticide.
12. The application of road salt.
13. The handling and storage of road salt.
14. The storage of snow.
15. The handling and storage of fuel.
16. The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid.
17. The handling and storage of an organic solvent.
18. The management of runoff that contains chemicals used in the de-icing of aircraft.
19. An activity that takes water from an aquifer or a surface water body without returning
the water taken to the same aquifer or surface water body.
20. An activity that reduces the recharge of an aquifer.
21. The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an outdoor confinement area,
or a farm-animal yard.
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One of the objectives of the Source Water Protection Program is the evaluation of
threats to the sustainability of municipal drinking water supplies. Water quality threats
are classified as low, moderate, or significant, according to criteria provided by the
Province that consider the natural vulnerability of the area as well as hazard scores
assigned to the chemicals and pathogens associated with the various land-use activities.
The CWA requires that policies for the protection of drinking water sources are
developed specifically to address any occurrences of potential threats ranked as
“significant”.
The designation of a potential drinking water threat as “significant” is based on a
combination of aquifer vulnerability and the actual real life circumstances under which
the land use or activity occurs. The circumstances seek to evaluate parameters such as
the volume of a chemical that is stored, the location of storage (above or below grade),
and any land use practices that may create an opportunity for the exposure of the threat
related material to the groundwater.
The existing database of potential significant water quality threats (compiled for the
UAR) was queried and compared against more recent (2013) property codes, and
classification data contained in databases accessed through various provincial sources,
including the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC). Based on this
process, various property parcels were selected for closer scrutiny.
2.1.2

Property Owner Contact and Consultation

The vulnerable areas assessed include the applicable zones of the WHPAs (i.e where
the vulnerability score was high enough to allow for a SDWT) of the town’s supply wells,
as well as with external WHPAs from the Town of Orangeville that enter its boundaries.
These areas are shown in Figure 3.
To kick start the process, land owners and occupiers of properties thought to be
associated with potential significant drinking water threats (per the MPAC databases
etc.) were contacted by the CVSPA. The aim of this contact was to provide information
on the CWA, the source protection process and the need to verify the circumstances
associated with the potential significant drinking water threats.
Letters were dispatched in September of 2013 to property owners / occupiers informing
them of the study underway, and the importance of the information to the Source Water
Protection initiatives. These letters were accompanied by land use survey
questionnaires that were developed to gather information on the type of activity
occurring at a given property. The residents were asked to complete the questionnaires
and return them to the CVSPA. They were also directed to an online survey monkey
version of the form, and given the option of completing in lieu of the paper version. A
sample of the letter sent to the resident/land owner is provided in Appendix 2. The form
and content of the questionnaires are described below.
A portion of the mailed surveys were however returned by Canada Post as having
invalid addresses. As a result, a second mailing, using mailing addresses obtained from
MPAC rather than property addresses, was undertaken to try and reach those properties
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that may have been missed during the first mail out. The second mail out occurred in
February 2014.
2.1.3

Land Use Surveys

Land use survey questionnaires were created by the CVSPA and CTC Source
Protection Region in consultation the Town of Mono. The objective of each survey was
to gather detailed-enough information in order to develop a reliable determination of
whether a significant drinking water quality threat may potentially exist on a property.
The questionnaires were designed based on a review of similar questionnaires
developed by the Region of Waterloo and the Region of Peel. Based on this effort, five
types of questionnaires were developed:
•
•
•
•
•

Survey 1 - Residential – Fully serviced by municipal water and sewage;
Survey 2 - Residential – Not fully serviced by municipal water and sewage;
Survey 3 – Agricultural;
Survey 4 - Industrial/Commercial/Institutional; and
Survey 5 - Salt Issue Contributing Areas (ICAs) only

A sample of each questionnaire is provided in Appendix 2. Surveys 1 to 4 were sent to
the relevant properties with the contact letter referenced above. Where Survey 5 was
deemed relevant, a letter was sent asking landowners to contact the CVSPA, to
complete the survey over the phone. This concerned the properties within the sodium
and chloride ICAs, where the assumed activities were related only to the application and
storage of road salt. The property parcels to which letters and questionnaires were sent,
are shown in Figure 4.
In the spring of 2014, targeted door-to-door outreach was undertaken to high priority
parcels, as a further effort to fine-tune the field data. These parcels were identified those
that had not returned a completed survey. Prioritization of these properties was based
on threshold vulnerability scores for applicable threats in collaboration with MPAC
codes. The main areas of focus were parcels with vulnerability scores of 8 and 10, within
applicable ICAs. Ten door-to-door visits were conducted with the aim of completing a
Drinking Water Protection Survey in person at these priority properties. Area maps
showing Wellhead Protection Areas as well as property maps without data layers were
taken on site in order to have landowners mark where potential threat activities were
occurring on the property. These visits were also seen as a way to build relationships
with target landowners and a means through which to increase landowner understanding
and awareness of source water protection in general.
In addition to these site visits, phone surveys were conducted for Industrial / Commercial
/ Institutional (ICI) and Agricultural parcels, to obtain further clarification where required,
and additional contact information, where needed. These parcel types are considered to
have a higher potential for significant drinking water threats to occur, as several
businesses were housed on single parcels. A total of 3 phone calls were made.
2.2

Survey Response
A total of 114 letters and surveys were mailed to property owners and occupiers through
Canada Post using the service of a mailing house. Responses were received from 15
land owners / occupiers. This computes to a response rate of 13%. Table 2 provides an
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overview of the survey responses for the Town of Mono, broken down along survey type,
while Figure 6 shows the parcels for which the surveys were returned.
Survey Type
Survey 1 Residentially Fully Serviced
Survey 2 Residential Not Fully Serviced
Survey 3 Agricultural
Survey 4 Commercial / Industrial
TOTAL

Sent

Completed

Response Rate

0
91
7
16
114

n/a
11
3
1
15

n/a
12%
27%
6%
13%

Table 2: Survey Response Rates – Town of Mono
2.3

Reporting and Database Update
As part of previous work completed for the Issues Evaluation and Threats Assessment
Report, CVC created a database that houses all information related to potential threats
within the Town of Mono. The MOECC has updated the database standards (ARDB v2.0
and Threats db v8.0) as a result CVSPA has updated its database standards to reflect
the changes made by the Province. Data collected in the property surveys was used to
refine the assumptions made in the previous and to revise, where appropriate, the
categorization of the potential threat as shown in Figure 6. Updates to the database
were performed based on the responses by land owners and tenants to the surveys, by
property visit, phone survey, mailed survey and online survey. Database updates
included addition or elimination of threat activities, changes in the circumstances of
occurrence for threats or elimination of potential chemicals of concern associated to the
land use activities. The updated database in the new provincial standard (ARDB v2.0)
will be submitted to the township, as a deliverable of this study. Additional information
collected in the property surveys will also be made available.

3.0

THREATS UPDATE
The information collected via the surveys and field visits were used to update the
circumstances under which a given potential SDWT was previously assumed to occur.
The updates to the database were undertaken for parcels that yielded verifiable
information through the field surveys. Since the average survey return rate for the town
was in the order 13% (Table 2), this implies that the majority of the previous SDWT
enumerations and circumstances remain standing, as the parcel information could not
be verified through this work. In the future, the Town of Mono will be tasked in taking this
work forward, and further refining the threats database.

3.1

Previous Study
A summary of the potential threats previously enumerated around the town’s municipal
wells is provided in Table 3.
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Cardinal Woods
Coles
Island Lake
Total – Town of Mono

Number of Threats
4
8
13
25

January, 2015

Total Parcels
2
3
6
11

Table 3: Mono - Significant Drinking Water Quality Threats (UAR, 2012)
These numbers reflect only the counts undertaken within the applicable zones of the
wellhead protection areas around Mono’s municipal wells. They do not include counts
from the WHPAs of Orangeville’s water systems that extend into the town’s jurisdiction.
The following section provides a summary of the changes made to the threat count.
3.2

Current Study
The data and information returned through the land-use surveys have been used to
refine the number of potential significant drinking water threats in the Wellhead
Protection Areas (WHPAs) that fall within Mono’s municipal boundaries. The revised
enumeration is presented in Table 4.
Activity (or Threat Type)
1) The establishment, operation, or maintenance of a waste
disposal site within the meaning of Part V of the
Environmental Protection Act
2) The establishment, operation, or maintenance of a system
that collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage

Threats
Significant
0

14 (8)*

3) The application of agricultural source material to land

1

4) The storage of agricultural source material

0

5) The management of agricultural source material to land

0

6) The application of non-agricultural source material (NASM)
to land

1

7) The handling and storage of non-agricultural source
material NASM

0

8) The application of commercial fertilizer

0

9) The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer

0

10) The application of pesticide to land

1

11) The handling and storage of pesticide

0

12) The application of road salt

0

13) The handling and storage of road salt

0

14) The storage of snow

0

15) The handling and storage of fuel
16) The handling and storage of a dense non-aqueous phase
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Threats
Significant

liquid
17) The handling and storage of an organic solvent

1

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

0

19) An activity that takes water from an aquifer or a surface
water body without returning the water taken to the same
aquifer or surface water body

Not assessed

20) An activity that reduces the recharge of an aquifer

Not assessed

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

0

Total Threats

32 (16)*

Total Parcels

16 (8)*

Table 4: Mono – Revised Significant Drinking Water Quality Threats
A total of 32 potential significant threats has been enumerated on 16 parcels of land in
the Town of Mono. Sixteen of these threats exist outside of the CVSPA’s boundary.
There are no threats to the WHPAs from Orangeville that extend into the town.
These threats are linked to the following land uses: private septic systems (14), the
handling and storage of fuel (12), agricultural activities (3), the handling and storage of
DNAPLs (2), and handling and storage of organic solvents (1).
Per the review presented in Section 2.3, the database informing this enumeration will be
submitted to the Town of Mono. This study has demonstrated the benefits of on-theground verification, since the previous effort included assumptions based mainly
property codes and classification data with little or no field work, and may not have
always been accurate or even relevant in certain instances.
The use of the surveys and the information gathering process served as a mechanism
for the flagging of potential new threats and for the removal of threats where they no
longer exist. The overall result was a reduction in the uncertainty in the data applied to
the threat assessment. A lower level of uncertainty will permit the town to place more
confidence in the threats assessment process and findings.
This process will also assist the Town of Mono with respect to planning activities related
to the required staffing and provisions to support source protection policy
implementation. It is recommended that the town use this data as the basis for moving
forward in executing its risk management responsibilities under the Source Protection
Plan.
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LIMITATIONS
The collection of information regarding threat activity through the process outlined above
had several limitations as well as valuable lessons learned that could inform continued
source water protection work by municipalities. The following is an outline of the factors
that posed challenges to the work as well as the insights gained through the process.
The September 2013 mailing was sent to property addresses purchased from MPAC,
the thought being that it was most appropriate to mail the survey to the location where
potential threat activities may be occurring. However, in most rural areas, rural route
numbers (RRs) are needed in order for mail to be successfully delivered on site, but
were not as such, included in the property address purchase from MPAC. At multi-unit
commercial/industrial properties, valid mailing addresses also commonly include unit
numbers which were again not included in the original purchase from MPAC. As a result,
using property addresses during the first mailing disproportionately inhibited successful
delivery to many rural and commercial/industrial parcels. For the second mailing in
February 2014, mailing addresses were purchased from MPAC and the success rate of
letters and surveys reaching their target was much higher.
Despite this renewed effort to reach all threat parcels, the occupants/owners of 1 parcel
remain unreached due to some type of mailing address issue. These invalid addresses
have resulted in no contact being made regarding drinking water threat verification. It is
possible that some of these properties are vacant and therefore have no mailbox or mail
delivery on site. In the future, these invalid address parcels should be cross-referenced
with MPAC classifications to further reduce uncertainty regarding contact with these
parcels.
Contacting and obtaining surveys from properties with multiple units had additional
challenges. It was difficult to compile survey responses from multiple units into one
survey that represented an entire parcel threat scenario. CVSPA requested that
landowners/landlords collect tenant responses from multiple units and to compile
responses into one property survey. This proved to be a difficult task for landlords and
response was relatively low from multi-unit parcels.
The accuracy of MPAC information regarding property code classification proved to be
another limitation and challenge during this threat verification project. A large number of
landowners contacted CVSPA staff because the letter they received along with their
survey referenced an MPAC property code description that they believed to be
inaccurate. In many instances, where MPAC had identified a property as being
“unspecified” with regards to its water and sewage service, the CVSPA, erring on the
side of caution, sent those parcels Survey 2 (Residential – Not Fully serviced) designed
to identify threats associated with properties with septic systems and private wells.
Landowners or tenants were directed to contact CVSPA if they felt they had received the
incorrect survey and many did, stating that they were in fact fully serviced and had
received the incorrect survey. A second MPAC classification that caused confusion
among landowners was “301 single-family detached, not on water”. Landowners
interpreted this to mean that they had been assessed as not being connected to
municipal water and sewage when in fact this classification refers to whether a property
fronts onto water or not. Quite a few landowners contacted CVSPA over this confusion.
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Where door-to-door visits were conduction to high priority parcels, it is important to note
that a higher rate of completed surveys was not yielded. It should however be stated that
the qualitative benefits of face-to-face interactions with landowners and tenants at the
door are difficult to measure. These intangible benefits should not be undervalued as
they contribute to building positive relationships with landowners and contribute to
fostering good-will towards source water protection.
Response rates were very low when leaving telephone message and when telephone
contact was made, conducting a survey took an average of 5-10 minutes. Knowledge
levels of source water protection appear to remain low among residents and landowners
despite materials having been mailed out repeatedly since 2010. Many landowners also
wanted to know specifically what Wellhead Protection Area they lived in and seemed to
have very little knowledge of the context of the Clean Water Act leading to Source Water
Protection. This issue was markedly less apparent among agricultural landowners who
were comparatively knowledgeable regarding Source Water Protection policies and how
they may impact their farm operations.
The following questions/comments were the most common during telephone and/or
email contact:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Where is the well that I live near?
Is filling out the survey mandatory?
Did my neighbours get the survey too?
Survey is very detailed and many questions don’t apply to me – do I still need to
fill it out?
I’m fully serviced but my letter and survey says I’m not.
I only just bought the property so I can’t answer the questions about past
activities. What should I do?
I’m just the tenant - shouldn’t the landlord fill out the survey?
Is there something wrong with my water?
I shouldn’t have to fill out the survey when I know it’s my neighbour who’s the
problem.
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<<date>>
Owner/Current Occupant
XX YY AVE
TOWN OF MONO
<<Postal>>

PIN:
Survey 02

We need your help to further protect your community’s drinking water
As a result of the Walkerton water tragedy, the Clean Water Act (CWA) was passed by the
Ontario government in 2006. The CWA requires communities across Ontario to protect sources
of drinking water from past, present and future threats. The TOWN OF MONO is taking active
steps to comply with the legislation and reduce threats to our drinking water. One of the
requirements is to conduct a drinking water protection survey of property owners in locations
critical to our water supply to better understand what existing activities are being carried out that
may present a risk. The Ontario Ministry of the Environment (MOE) is directing and funding
source protection staff to collect this information. Please complete the attached survey and
return it by March 11, 2014. If you are unable to complete the survey by this date, have any
questions, require further information or require assistance completing the survey, please
contact Shannon Lem from the Credit Valley Source Protection Authority at 905-670-1615 ext.
457 or slem@creditvalleyca.ca.
You can also complete the survey online at www.ctcswp.ca/survey. You will be prompted to
enter your survey number and property PIN, located at the top of the paper survey you received
with this letter.
All information collected will be kept confidential in accordance with the Municipal
Freedom of Information and Privacy Act. The information will be used by the TOWN OF
MONO, its Risk Management Officials, the Source Protection Region and the province of
Ontario in implementing measures to protect sources of drinking water.
Why are you getting this letter? We would like your assistance to improve the accuracy
of our information.
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Your property, located at XX YY AVE is in proximity to a municipal drinking water well.
Technical work has been completed that identifies that part or all of your property is located
within a vulnerable area where certain activities may be considered significant drinking water
threats. At this point, it is necessary to determine if these activities are, or have been, carried
out on your property and to identify whether a follow up call or site visit by source protection
and/or municipal staff will be required to collect more information. If you would prefer to talk
directly to a person, please call Shannon Lem from the Credit Valley Source Protection
Authority at 905-670-1615 ext. 457 to discuss the details of this survey and your property.
Based on information from the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation, your property has
been identified as being “301 - Single-family detached (not on water)” and you have been sent a
customized survey about the potential threat activities for this land use. If this assessment is not
correct, please contact Shannon Lem from the Credit Valley Source Protection Authority at the
contact information provided above to receive the correct survey.
Background
You may have previously been notified about source water protection work. In 2010 we sent out
information and notices about the Assessment Report (the science that underpins this process).
In the spring of 2012 we sent information about the Proposed Source Protection Plan and
provided opportunities to attend public meetings and to make comments. Both the Assessment
Report and Source Protection Plan can be found online at www.ctcswp.ca.
The policies in the Source Protection Plan propose how drinking water is to be protected. This
includes policies affecting existing and future activities considered significant threats. Presently,
the proposed policies are being reviewed by the MOE. To see what policies might apply to you if
you have a threat activity on your property, please visit our interactive mapping tool at
www.ctcswp.ca/are-you-affected. Attached to this letter is a list of the general types of activities
that can be significant drinking water threats. Once approved by the MOE, these policies will
become applicable law.
Your efforts to protect water sources are part of the multi-barrier approach that ensures the
provision of safe municipal drinking water from “source to tap”. We greatly appreciate your time
and feedback into this source water protection initiative.

Susan Self
Chair, CTC Source Protection Committee
Encl
1. List of drinking water threat activities
2. Survey to be completed by property owner/tenant
Postage paid envelope to return survey
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Drinking Water Protection Survey -- 01
Property PIN
Drinking Water Survey (for online completion)

«UNQID»
01

Based on Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) data your property has been
assessed as being a residential property fully serviced by municipal water and sewage. If this is
not the case please contact Shannon Lem at 905-670-1615 ext. 457 or slem@creditvalleyca.ca.
Property Information
Last Name

First Name

Residential Property Address (please correct if wrong)
<<merge>>
Mailing Address (if different from above or if wrong)
<<merge>>

Phone Number
City, Province, Postal Code (please correct
if wrong)
<<merge>>
City, Province, Postal Code (please correct
if wrong)
<<merge>>

Email Address

1. Do you own, rent or lease the property?
Own
Rent
Lease
If you selected “own”, please skip question 2 and proceed to question 3.
2. Please provide the property owner’s name and contact information:
Last Name
First Name
Phone Number
Email Address

Alt. Phone Number
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3. Would you like to receive email updates on the Source Protection Planning process?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 4 and proceed to question 5.
4. Please provide your email address:
__________________________________________________
5. Is any part of the property used for business purposes (i.e. commercial)?
If no, please skip question 6 and proceed to question 7.

Yes

No

6. What type of business is the property used for?
__________________________________________________________________________

Storage of Fuel
7. Please indicate maximum quantity and storage location of any liquid fuel handled or stored
on the property in the last 10 years (check all that may apply):

Liquid fuel
type
Gasoline
Diesel
Heating
Fuel/Fuel
Oil
Used Oils
Other
__________

What is the maximum quantity
stored on the property at any one
time?
Less than
250 –
More than
250 L
2500 L
2500 L

How is the fuel stored? (check as many
that apply to each fuel)
Below
grade

Partially
below grade

Above
grade

Drinking Water Quality
Preliminary Verification of Significant Threats
Town of Mono

January, 2015

Commercial Fertilizers
8. Has commercial fertilizer been applied to land on the property within the last 10 years?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 9-11 and proceed to question 12.
9. How much of the property received fertilizer application?
___________ square metres OR ___________ square feet
10. What is the fertilizer application rate?
_________ pounds of nitrogen/square foot OR __________ kgs/square metre
11. How many times per year is the fertilizer applied? _________
12. Is commercial fertilizer stored on the property?
Yes
If no, please skip question 13 and proceed to question 14.

No

13. What is the amount (liquid and/or solid) of stored commercial fertilizer?
Less than 25 kilograms
25 – 250 kilograms
251 – 2,500 kilograms
More than 2,500 kilograms

Pesticides
14. Is your property 1 hectare or larger?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 15-17 and proceed to question 18.
15. Have pesticides been applied to land on your property within the last 10 years?
No
If no, please skip questions 16-17 and proceed to question 18.

Yes

16. If known, please list which pesticides were applied:
______________________________________________________________________
17. What is the approximate land area where pesticides were applied on the property in the
last 10 years? _________ square metres OR ________ square feet
18. Are pesticides stored on the property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 19 and proceed to question 20.
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19. What pesticides are stored and in what quantities?
________________________________(type of pesticide)
litres)
________________________________(type of pesticide)
litres)
________________________________(type of pesticide)
litres)
________________________________(type of pesticide)
litres)

_________________ (amount in
_________________ (amount in
_________________ (amount in
_________________ (amount in

Chemical Storage and Handling
20. Please indicate the maximum quantity and storage location of any chemicals handled or
stored on the property in the last 10 years (check all that may apply):

Chemical type

What is the maximum quantity
stored on the property at any one
time?
Less
than
25 L

Degreasers (e.g.
Acetone, PCE,
carbon
tetrachloride)
Paints/ Paint
thinners, such as
Varsol or
Turpentine (e.g.
TCE 3, Dioxane1.4)
Herbicides/Insecti
cides/ Fungicides/
Algaecides (e.g.
PCP)

25 –
249 L

250 –
2500 L

More
than
2500 L

How is the chemical
stored? (check as many
that apply to each
chemical)
Below
grade

Partially
below
grade

Above
grade

Description
(trade or
chemical name
of product
most often
used)
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Road Salt
21. Are alternative salt application practices used on your property?
If no, please skip question 22 and proceed to question 23.

Yes

No

22. Please select the alternative salt application practices used on your property: (check all that
apply)
Anti-icing liquid
Pre-wetting
Reduced chloride products
Sand and salt mixture
Other ______________
Yes
23. Do you use any salt for de-icing on the property?
If no, please skip questions 24-27 and proceed to question 28.

No

24. Who is the road salt applied by?
Outsource contractor
Property owner/tenant
Other _______________
25. How much salt is applied in a typical year?
Less than 25 kilograms
25-99 kilograms
100-250 kilograms
More than 250 kilograms
26. Do you store salt for de-icing on the property?
Yes
If no, please skip question 27 and proceed to question 28.
27. What quantity of salt is stored?
Less than 500 tonnes
500-5,000 tonnes
More than 5,000 tonnes

Water Softeners
28. Do you have a water softener?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 29-31 and proceed to question 32.
29. How long has it been installed for? __________ years

No
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30. How much water softener salts do you typically use in a month?
______ kilograms OR _______ pounds
31. Is the outside water tap connected to the softened water line?

Yes

No

Wells
32. Do you have any of the following types of wells on your property? (Check all that apply)
Drinking water wells
Unused wells
Geothermal wells
Survey completed by:
Print Name

Signature

Date

All information collected which is subject to the privacy protection of the Municipal Freedom of
Information and Privacy Act will be kept confidential. The information will be used by your
municipality, its Risk Management Officials, the Source Protection Region and the province of
Ontario in implementing measures to protect sources of drinking water.
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Drinking Water Protection Survey -- 02
Property PIN
Drinking Water Survey (for online completion)

«UNQID»
02

Based on Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) data your property has been
assessed as a residential property not fully serviced by both municipal water and sewage. If
you are a residential property but are fully serviced, please complete this survey, answering
“no” where questions do not apply to you. If you are not a residential property please contact
Shannon Lem at 905-670-1615 ext. 457 or slem@creditvalleyca.ca to be sent the correct
survey.
Property Information
Last Name

First Name

Residential Property Address (please correct if wrong)
<<merge>>
Mailing Address (if different from above or if wrong)
<<merge>>

Phone Number
City, Province, Postal Code (please
correct if wrong)
<<merge>>
City, Province, Postal Code (please
correct if wrong)
<<merge>>

Email Address

1. Do you own, rent or lease the property?
Own
Rent
Lease
If you selected “own”, please skip question 2 and proceed to question 3.
2. Please provide the property owner’s name and contact information:
Last Name

First Name

Phone Number
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Alt. Phone Number

3. Would you like to receive email updates on the Source Protection Planning process?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 4 and proceed to question 5.
4. Please provide your email address:
__________________________________________________
5. Is any part of the property used for business purposes (i.e. commercial)?
If no, please skip question 6 and proceed to question 7.

Yes

No

6. What type of business is the property used for?
___________________________________________________________________________
____
7. Please indicate whether any of the following activities have occurred on the property at any
time during the past 10 years (including present) (check all that apply).
Livestock including horses and poultry
Food and/or forage crop production
Hasn’t occurred/Isn’t occurring
Unknown

Storage of Fuel
8. Please indicate maximum quantity and storage location of any liquid fuel handled or stored
on the property in the last 10 years (check all that may apply):

Liquid fuel
type
Gasoline
Diesel
Heating
Fuel/Fuel
Oil

What is the maximum quantity
stored on the property at any one
time?
Less than
250 –
More than
250 L
2500 L
2500 L

How is the fuel stored? (check as many
that apply to each fuel)
Below
grade

Partially
below grade

Above
grade
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Used Oils
Other
__________

Commercial Fertilizers
9. Has commercial fertilizer been applied to land on the property within the last 10 years?
Yes – applied by outsource contractor
Yes – applied by property owner/tenant
Unknown
Not applied
If you selected “unknown” or “not applied”, please skip questions 10-12 and proceed to
question 13.
10. How much of the property received fertilizer application?
_______ square metres OR ________ square feet
11. What is the fertilizer application rate?
_________ pounds of nitrogen/square foot or _______ kg/square metre
12. How many times per year is the fertilizer applied? ____________
13. Is commercial fertilizer stored on the property?
Yes
If no, please skip question 14 and proceed to question 15.

No

14. What is the amount (liquid and/or solid) of stored commercial fertilizer?
Less than 25 kilograms
25 – 250 kilograms
251 – 2,500 kilograms
More than 2,500 kilograms
Pesticides
15. Is your property 1 hectare or larger?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 16-17 and proceed to question 18.
16. Have pesticides been applied to land on the property within the last 10 years?
Yes – applied by outsource contractor
Yes – applied by property owner/tenant
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Unknown
Not applied
If you selected “unknown” or “not applied”, please skip question 17 and proceed to question
18.
17. What is the approximate land area where pesticides were applied on the property in the
last 10 years? _________ square metres OR ________ square feet
18. Are pesticides stored on the property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 19 and proceed to question 20.
19. What pesticides are stored and in what quantities?
________________________________(type of pesticide)
litres)
________________________________(type of pesticide)
litres)
________________________________(type of pesticide)
litres)
________________________________(type of pesticide)
litres)

_________________ (amount in
_________________ (amount in
_________________ (amount in
_________________ (amount in

Sewage
20. Is the property connected to municipal or communal sewage system?
21. Does the property have a septic system or sewage holding tank?
If no, please skip questions 22-26 and proceed to question 27.

Yes

Yes

22. What is the age of the system? __________ years
23. Is the system design flow greater than 10,000 L/day?

Yes

No

24. What is the capacity of the tank? __________ gallons OR __________ litres
25. How often do you have the tank pumped out? _____________
26. When was the last time the tank was pumped? _____________

No
No
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Chemical Storage and Handling
27. Please indicate maximum quantity and storage location of any chemicals handled or stored
on the property in the last 10 years (check all that may apply):

Chemical type

What is the maximum quantity
stored on the property at any one
time?
Less
than
25 L

25 –
249 L

250 –
2500 L

More
than
2500 L

Description
(trade or
chemical name
of product
most often
used)

How is the chemical
stored? (check as many
that apply to each
chemical)
Below
grade

Partially
below
grade

Above
grade

Degreasers (e.g.
Acetone, PCE,
carbon
tetrachloride)
Paints/ Paint
thinners, such as
Varsol or
Turpentine (e.g.
TCE 3, Dioxane1.4)
Herbicides/Insecti
cides/ Fungicides/
Algaecides (e.g.
PCP)

Application and Storage of Road Salt
28. Are alternative salt application practices used on your property?
If no, please skip question 29 and proceed to question 30.

Yes

No

29. Please select the alternative salt application practices used on your property (check all that
apply)
Anti-icing liquid
Pre-wetting
Reduced chloride products
Sand and salt mixture
Other ______________
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30. Do you use any salt for de-icing on the property?
Yes
If no, please skip questions 31-32 and proceed to question 33.

No

31. Who is the road salt applied by?
Outsource contractor
Property owner/tenant
Other _______________
32. How much salt is applied in a typical year?
Less than 25 kilograms
25-99 kilograms
100-250 kilograms
More than 250 kilograms
33. Do you store salt for de-icing on the property?
Yes
If no, please skip question 34 and proceed to question 35.

No

34. What quantity of salt is stored?
Less than 500 tonnes
500-5,000 tonnes
More than 5,000 tonnes

Snow Storage
35. Is any part of the property used to store snow collected from roads or other paved areas on
this property or from paved areas located on a different property?
Yes
No

Water softeners
36. Do you have a water softener?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 37-39 and proceed to question 40.
37. How long has it been installed for? __________ years
38. How much water softener salts do you typically use in a month?
______ kilograms OR _______ pounds
39. Is the outside water tap connected to the softened water line?

Wells

Yes

No
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40. Do you have any of the following types of wells on your property? (Check all that apply)
Drinking water wells
Unused wells
Geothermal wells
Survey completed by:
Print Name

Signature

Date

All information collected which is subject to the privacy protection of the Municipal Freedom of
Information and Privacy Act will be kept confidential. The information will be used by your
municipality, its Risk Management Officials, the Source Protection Region and the province of
Ontario in implementing measures to protect sources of drinking water.
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Drinking Water Protection Survey -- 03
Property PIN
Drinking Water Survey (for online completion)

«UNQID»
03

Based on Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) data your property has been
assessed as an agricultural property. If this is not the case please contact Shannon Lem at
905-670-1615 ext. 457 or slem@creditvalleyca.ca.
Property Information
Contact Last Name

Contact First Name

Property Address (please correct if wrong)
<<merge>>
Mailing Address (if different from above or if
wrong)
<<merge>>
Email Address

Phone Number
City, Province, Postal Code (please
correct if wrong)
<<merge>>
City, Province, Postal Code (please
correct if wrong)
<<merge>>

1. Do you own, rent or lease the property?
Own
Rent
Lease
If you selected “own”, please skip question 2 and proceed to question 3.
2. If you rent or lease, please provide the property owner’s name and contact information:
Name
Email Address

Phone Number
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3. Briefly describe the current agricultural activities on the property and how long they have
been engaged in:
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
4. Would you like to receive email updates on the Source Protection Planning process?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 5 and proceed to question 6.
5. Please provide your email address:
__________________________________________________

Storage of Fuel
6. Please indicate the maximum quantity and storage location of any liquid fuel handled or
stored on the property in the last 10 years (check all that may apply):

Liquid fuel
type
Gasoline
Diesel
Heating
Fuel/Fuel
Oil
Used Oils
Other
__________

What is the maximum quantity
stored on the property at any one
time?
Less than
250 –
More than
250 L
2500 L
2500 L

How is the fuel stored? (check as
many that apply to each fuel)
Below
grade

Partially
below
grade

Above
grade

Drinking Water Quality
Preliminary Verification of Significant Threats
Town of Mono

January, 2015

Application, Handling and Storage of Agricultural Source Material (ASM)
This section asks about Agricultural Source Material (ASM) you may have on your property.
ASM refers to manure (both liquid and solid) generated on a farm.
7. Has ASM been applied to land on the property within the last 10 years?
If no, please skip questions 8-9 and proceed to question 10.

Yes

No

8. In which year was ASM last applied on the property: ____________________
9. How much of the property received ASM application? ________ acres OR ______ hectares
10. In the last 10 years has ASM been stored on the property?
If no, please skip question 11 and proceed to question 12.

Yes

No

11. How was the ASM stored?
Permanent nutrient storage facility located at or above grade
Permanent nutrient storage facility located partially above and below grade
Permanent nutrient storage facility located below grade
Temporary field nutrient storage site located at or above grade
Permanent Nutrient Storage Facility is a facility for storing agricultural source material including a
storage facility made of earth that is a permanent structure or part of a permanent structure which
must have a minimum capacity of 14 days and does not include irrigation systems or structures that
are part of vegetated strip system.

Temporary Field Nutrient Storage is a location that is not a permanent nutrient storage facility and
where solid agricultural source materials are stored for more than 24 hours.

Application, Handling and Storage of Non-Agricultural Source Material (NASM)
This section asks about Non-Agricultural Source Material (NASM) you may have on your
property. NASM refers to biosolids from outside sources including sewage treatment facilities,
pulp and paper mills and food processing operations.
12. Is Non-Agricultural Source Material (NASM) applied to land on the property?
(check all that apply)
Yes, NASM has been applied in the last 10 years
Yes, NASM will be applied in the next 5 years
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Yes, NASM has been applied in the last 10 years and will be applied again in
the next 5 years
No, NASM has not been applied in the last 10 years and is not planned for the
next 5 years.
If no, please skip questions 13-15 and proceed to question 16.
13. In the last year has NASM been applied to the land on the property?

Yes

No

14. What type of NASM is currently applied or has been applied in the past?
Sewage biosolids
Meat processing biosolids
Other
15. What is the land area where the NASM was applied?
Less than 1 hectare
1 – 10 hectares
More than 10 hectares
16. Was any NASM stored on the property during the last 10 years?
If no, please skip questions 17-18 and proceed to question 19.

Yes

No

17. How is the NASM typically stored? (check all that apply)
Permanent nutrient storage facility located at or above grade
Permanent nutrient storage facility located partially above and below grade
Permanent nutrient storage facility located below grade
Temporary field nutrient storage site located at or above grade
Temporary field nutrient storage site located below grade
18. How much nitrogen is typically contained in the stored NASM?
Less than 0.5 tonnes
0.5 – 5 tonnes
More than 5 tonnes
Unknown

Waste Management
19. Is the property registered through Ontario’s Hazardous Waste Information Network
(HWIN)?
Yes
No
20. Is the property registered as a Waste Receiver through the Ontario MOE?

Yes

No
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21. Does the property have an Ontario Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA - formerly
called a C of A) for waste storage or waste disposal?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 22 and proceed to question 23.
22. Please specify ECA type (e.g. hazardous waste storage, application of Municipal biosolids):
___________________________________________________________________________

Application, Handling and Storage of Commercial Fertilizer
23. Has commercial fertilizer been applied to land on the property within the last 10 years?
Yes – applied by outsource contractor
Yes – property owner/tenant applied
Not applied
Unknown
If you selected “not applied” OR “unknown”, please skip questions 24-27 and proceed to
question 28.
24. How much land received fertilizer application? _________ acres OR __________ hectares
25. What is the fertilizer application rate? _________ lb of nitrogen/acre OR
_______kg/hectare
26. What is the typical nitrogen content in the fertilizer? _________ %
27. What is the typical phosphorus content in the fertilizer? _________ %
28. Is commercial fertilizer stored on the property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 29-30 and proceed to question 31.
29. What is the purpose of fertilizer storage on the property?
Stored for use on the property
Sold wholesale on the property
Sold retail on the property
30. What is the amount (both liquid and solid) of stored commercial fertilizer?
Less than 25 kilograms
25 – 250 kilograms
251 – 2,500 kilograms
More than 2,500 kilograms
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Application, Handling and Storage of Pesticides
31. Have pesticides been applied to land on your property within the last 10 years?
Yes – applied by outsource contractor
Yes – applied by property owner/tenant
Not applied.
Unknown
If you selected “not applied” OR “unknown”, please skip questions 32-33 and proceed to
question 34.
32. What is the approximate land area where pesticides were applied on the property over the
last 10 years?
Less than 1 hectare
1 – 9.9 hectares
10 – 100 hectares
More than 100 hectares
33. Does the pesticide applied on the property contain any of the following ingredients? (Check
all that apply)
MCPA
2,4-D
Pendimethalin
Mecoprop
1,3-Dichloropropene
Glyphosate
Atrazine
MCPB
Metolachlor or s-Metolachor
Dicamba
Metalaxyl
Other (please provide)
Unknown
(Name of
Pesticide(s):_________________________________________________________)
34. Are pesticides stored on the property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 35-37 and proceed to question 38.
35. What is the amount of stored pesticides?
Less than 25 kilograms
25 – 250 kilograms
251 – 2,500 kilograms
More than 2,500 kilograms
36. What is the purpose of pesticides stored on the property?
Stored for use on property
Stored for retail or wholesale on the property
Manufactured and/or processed on the property
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37. Do the pesticides stored on the property contain any of the following ingredients? (Check all
that apply)
MCPA
2,4-D
Pendimethalin
Mecoprop
1,3-Dichloropropene
Glyphosate
Atrazine
MCPB
Metolachlor or s-Metolachor
Dicamba
Metalaxyl
Other (please provide)
Unknown
(Name of Pesticide(s):______________________________________________________)

Livestock and Poultry
38. Has the property been used to rear livestock and/or poultry at any time over the last 10
years?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 39-42 and proceed to question 43.
39. Please indicate the maximum numbers of each type of livestock and/or poultry on the
property at any one time over the last 10 years.
Type of Livestock
Beef
Veal
Dairy
Horses
Swine
Chicken
Goats
Sheep
Deer/Elk

Number of Livestock

Type of Livestock
Ducks
Emu
Turkey
Fox
Mink
Ostrich
Chinchilla
Rabbits
Other

Number of Livestock

40. What is the current total land area of livestock grazing or pasture lands on the property?
__________ acres OR __________ hectares
Livestock grazing or pasture land is considered to be the land on which livestock eat growing
herbaceous plants.
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41. What is the total land area of outdoor confinement areas and farm-animal yards on the
property? __________ acres OR __________ hectares
An outdoor confinement area is an enclosure for livestock, deer, elk or game animals and is further
defined in O. Reg. 267/03 under the Nutrient Management Act as follows:
1. It has no roof, except as described below in #3;
2. It is comprised of fences, pens, corrals or similar structures;
3. It may contain a shelter to protect the animals from the wind or another shelter with a roof
of an area of less than 20 square metres;
4. It has permanent or portable feeding or watering equipment;
5. The animals are fed or watered at the enclosure;
6. The animals may or may not have access to other buildings or structures for shelter, feeding
or watering; and
7. Grazing and foraging provides less than 50 percent of dry matter intake.
Farm animal yards are outdoor livestock areas lined with concrete other than those meeting the
definition of an outdoor confinement area. Food and water are not provided in farm-animal yards.
They are generally used as outdoor exercise areas or as holding areas when barns are being cleaned.

42. Are dead livestock or poultry buried or composted on the property?

Yes

No

Farm Practices
43. Do you have a Nutrient Management Plan?

Yes

No

44. Have you attended an Environmental Farm Plan workshop and completed a workbook?
Yes
No

Sewage
45. Is the property connected to municipal or communal sewage system?

Yes

Yes
No
46. Does the property have a septic system or sewage holding tank?
If no, please skip questions 47-51 and proceed to question 52.
47. What is the age of the septic system or sewage holding tank? __________ years
48. Is the system design flow greater than 10,000 L/day?

Yes

No

49. What is the capacity of the tank? __________ litres OR __________ gallons

No
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50. How often do you have the tank pumped out? _____________________________________
51. When was the last time the tank was pumped? ____________________________________

Chemical Storage and Handling
52. Please indicate the maximum quantity and storage location of any chemicals handled or
stored on the property in the last 10 years (check all that may apply):

Chemical type

What is the maximum quantity
stored on the property at any one
time?
Less
than
25 L

25 –
249 L

250 –
2500 L

More
than
2500 L

How is the chemical
stored? (check as many
that apply to each
chemical)
Below
grade

Partially
below
grade

Above
grade

Degreasers (e.g.
Acetone, PCE,
carbon
tetrachloride)
Paints/ Paint
thinners, such as
Varsol or
Turpentine (e.g.
TCE 3, Dioxane1.4)
Herbicides/Insecti
cides/ Fungicides/
Algaecides (e.g.
PCP)

Application and Storage of Road Salt
53. Are alternative salt application practices used on your property?
If no, please skip question 54 and proceed to question 55.

Yes

54. Which alternative salt application practices were used? (check all that apply)

No

Description
(trade or
chemical name
of product
most often
used)
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Anti-icing liquid
Pre-wetting
Reduced chloride products
Sand and salt mixture
Other ______________
55. Is salt used in winter for de-icing on the property?
Yes
If no, please skip questions 56 and proceed to question 57.

No

56. How much salt is applied in a typical year?
Less than 25 kilograms
25-99 kilograms
100-250 kilograms
More than 250 kilograms
57. Do you store salt for de-icing on the property?
Yes
If no, please skip question 58 and proceed to question 59.

No

58. What quantity of salt is stored?
Less than 500 tonnes
500-5,000 tonnes
More than 5,000 tonnes

Snow Storage
59. Is any part of the property used to store snow collected from roads or parking lots on this
property or from other paved areas located on a different property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 60-61 and proceed to question 62.
60. What is the approximate land area on the property used to store the snow?
Less than 0.01 hectare
0.01 – 0.5 hectares
0.5 – 1 hectares
1 – 5 hectares
61. Where is the snow stored?
Water Softeners

Greater than 5 hectares
At or above grade

Below grade

62. Do you have a water softener?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 63-65 and proceed to question 66.
63. How long has the water softener been installed for? __________ years

Both
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64. How much water softener salts do you typically use in a month?
_____ kilograms OR _____ pounds
65. Is the outside water tap connected to the softened water line?

Yes

No

Wells
66. Do you have any wells on your property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 67 and proceed to question 68.
67. Which types of wells are on the property? (check all that apply)
Drinking water wells
Unused wells
Geothermal wells

Land Disposal
68. Are you planning to or have you in the past accepted fill material onto the property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 69-70 and proceed to question 71.
69. Please describe the source of the fill material.
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
_________
70. Was the fill material tested for contaminants?

Yes

No

Aquaculture
71. Is there an aquaculture operation on the property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 72.
72. Where do you store or dispose of materials that are cleaned from the ponds or tanks
associated with the aquaculture operation?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
_________
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Survey completed by:
Print Name

Date

Signature

All information collected which is subject to the privacy protection of the Municipal Freedom of
Information and Privacy Act will be kept confidential. The information will be used by your
municipality, its Risk Management Officials, the Source Protection Region and the province of
Ontario in implementing measures to protect sources of drinking water.
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Drinking Water Protection Survey -- 04
Property PIN
Drinking Water Survey (for online completion)

«UNQID»
04

Based on Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) data your property has been
assessed as a commercial or industrial property. If this is not the case OR if this is a multitenant property, please contact Shannon Lem at 905-670-1615 ext. 457 or
slem@creditvalleyca.ca.
Property Information
Contact Last Name

Contact First Name

Property Address (please correct if wrong)
<<merge>>
Mailing Address (if different from above or if wrong)
<<merge>>

Phone Number
City, Province, Postal Code (please
correct if wrong)
<<merge>>
City, Province, Postal Code (please
correct if wrong)
<<merge>>

Email address

1. Do you own, rent or lease the property?
Own
Rent
Lease
If you selected “own”, please skip question 2 and proceed to question 3.
2. Please provide the property owner’s name and contact information:
Last Name
First Name
Phone Number
Email Address

Alt. Phone Number
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3. How long has the current land use been active on the property? ________ years
4. Would you like to receive email updates on the Source Protection Planning process?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 5 and proceed to question 6.
5. Please provide your email address:
_________________________________________________

Business Information
6. Business Name:
________________________________________________________________
7. What are the primary functions of your business (check all that apply)?
Agricultural, Forestry, Fishing or Hunting
Mining, quarrying or oil or gas
extraction
Utilities

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
Professional, Scientific and Technical
Services
Management of Companies and
Enterprises

Construction

Administrative and Support

Manufacturing

Educational Services

Wholesale Trade

Health Care and Social Assistance

Retail Trade

Arts, Entertainment and Recreation

Transportation and Warehousing

Accommodation and Food Services

Information and Cultural Industries

Public Administration

Finance and Insurance

Waste Management and Remediation
Services

Other, please specify ___________________________________________________
8. Please briefly describe your business activities and materials used (i.e. services, products
manufactured).
___________________________________________________________________________
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___________________________________________________________________________
______
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
______
9. If known, please provide the NAICS (North American Industry Classification System) codes
and descriptions for the property/business at this location.
Code
Description

10. Does your business have (check all that apply):
ISO 900000
ISO 140000
An Environmental Management System (EMS)
Other environmental or safety accreditation (please specify:______________________)
Storage of Fuel
11. Have any of the following types of liquid fuel been handled or stored on the entire property
Yes
in the last 10 years - gasoline, diesel, heating fuel/fuel oil, used oils or other fuels?
No
If no, please skip question 12 and proceed to question 13.
12. Please indicate maximum quantity and storage location:

Liquid fuel
type
Gasoline
Diesel
Heating
Fuel/Fuel
Oil
Used Oils

What is the maximum quantity
stored on the property at any one
time?
Less than
250 –
More than
250 L
2500 L
2500 L

How is the fuel stored? (check as
many that apply to each fuel)
Below
grade

Partially
below grade

Above
grade
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Other
__________
Chemical Storage and Handling
13. Please indicate the maximum quantity and storage location of any chemicals handled or
stored on the entire property in the last 10 years (check all that may apply):

Chemical type

What is the maximum quantity
stored on the property at any one
time?
Less
than
25 L

Degreasers (e.g.
Acetone, PCE,
carbon
tetrachloride)
Paints/ Paint
thinners, such as
Varsol or
Turpentine (e.g.
TCE 3, Dioxane1.4)
Herbicides/Insecti
cides/ Fungicides/
Algaecides (e.g.
PCP)
Adhesives/ Glues
Resins, such as
PVC (eg. Vinyl
Chloride)
Furniture
Strippers, such as
Acetone,
Turpentine (e.g.
Dichloromethane)

25 –
249 L

250 –
2500 L

More
than
2500 L

How is the chemical
stored? (check as many
that apply to each
chemical)
Below
grade

Partially
below
grade

Above
grade

Description
(trade or
chemical name
of product
most often
used)
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PCB liquids or
fluids
(e.g. Inerteen,
Askarel, Pyranol)
Creosote, such as
C-4 Brand Black
Creosote Coal Tar
Solution (e.g.
PAHs)
Refrigerants (e.g.
Chloroform)
Chlorinated
Solvents
(e.g. Trichloroethylene (TCE),
Perchlorethylene
(PCE)
Other
(please specify)
______________

Waste Management
14. Is the property registered through Ontario’s Hazardous Waste Information Network
(HWIN)?
Yes
No
15. Is the property registered as a Waste Receiver through the Ontario MOE?

Yes

No

16. Does the property have an Ontario Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA - formerly
called a C of A) for waste storage or waste disposal?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 17 and proceed to question 18.
17. Please specify ECA type (e.g. hazardous waste storage, application of Municipal biosolids):
___________________________________________________________________________
Site Conditions
18. Has a Phase I Environmental Site Investigation ever been conducted on the property?
Yes
No
19. Has a Phase II Environmental Site Investigation ever been conducted on the property?
Yes
No
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20. Does the property hold a Record of Site Condition under O.Reg 153/04?

Yes

No

21. Are you aware of any contamination on your property that exceeds the MOE standards?
(check all that apply)
Soil
Sediment
Groundwater
Surface
Water
22. If you checked any please explain and list contaminants. Refer to reports if available.
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
_________
Application, Handling and Storage of Commercial Fertilizer
23. Has commercial fertilizer been applied to land on the property within the last 10 years?
Yes – applied by outsource contractor
Yes – property owner/tenant applied
Not applied
Unknown
If you selected “not applied” OR ”unknown”, skip questions 24-27 and proceed to question
28.
24. How much land received fertilizer application? _________ acres OR __________ hectares
25. What is the fertilizer application rate? _________ lb of nitrogen/acre OR
_______kg/hectare
26. What is the typical nitrogen content in the fertilizer? _________ %
27. What is the typical phosphorus content in the fertilizer? _________ %
28. Is commercial fertilizer stored on the property?
Yes
If no, skip questions 29-30 and proceed to question 31.

No

29. What is the purpose of fertilizer storage on the property?
Stored for use on the property
Sold wholesale on the property
Sold retail on the property
30. What is the amount (both liquid and solid) of stored commercial fertilizer?
Less than 25 kilograms
25 – 250 kilograms
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251 – 2,500 kilograms
More than 2,500 kilograms

Application, Handling and Storage of Pesticides
31. Is your property larger than 1 hectare?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 32-34 and proceed to question 35.
32. Have pesticides been applied to land on the property within the last 10 years?
Yes – applied by outsource contractor
Yes – applied by property owner/tenant
Not applied.
If you selected “not applied”, please skip questions 33-34 and proceed to question 35.
33. What is the approximate land area where pesticides were applied on the property over the
last 10 years?
Less than 1 hectare
1 – 9.9 hectares
10 – 100 hectares
More than 100 hectares
34. Does the pesticide applied on the property contain any of the following ingredients?
(Check all that apply)
MCPA
2,4-D
Pendimethalin
Mecoprop
1,3-Dichloropropene
Glyphosate
Atrazine
MCPB
Metolachlor or s-Metolachor
Dicamba
Metalaxyl
Other (please provide)
Unknown
(Name of Pesticide(s):
_________________________________________________________)
35. Are pesticides stored on the property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 36-38 and proceed to question 39.
36. What is the amount of stored pesticides?
Less than 25 kilograms
25 – 250 kilograms
251 – 2,500 kilograms
More than 2,500 kilograms
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37. What is the purpose of pesticides stored on the property?
Stored for use on property
Stored for retail or wholesale on the property
Manufactured and/or processed on the property
38. Do the pesticides stored on the property contain any of the following ingredients?
(Check all that apply)
MCPA
2,4-D
Pendimethalin
Mecoprop
1,3-Dichloropropene
Glyphosate
Atrazine
MCPB
Metolachlor or s-Metolachor
Dicamba
Metalaxyl
Other (please provide)
Unknown
(Name of Pesticide(s): ______________________________________________________)

Sewage
39. Is the property connected to municipal or communal sewage system?
40. Does the property have a septic system or sewage holding tank?
If no, please skip questions 41-45 and proceed to question 46.

Yes

Yes

No
No

41. What is the age of the septic system or sewage holding tank? __________ years
42. Is the system design flow greater than 10,000 L/day?

Yes

No

43. What is the capacity of the tank? __________ litres OR __________ gallons
44. How often do you have the tank pumped out?
________________________________________
45. When was the last time the tank was pumped?
_______________________________________

Application and Storage of Road Salt
46. Are alternative salt application practices used on the property?
If no, please skip question 47 and proceed to question 48.

Yes

47. Which alternative salt application practices are used on the property?
Anti-icing liquid
Pre-wetting
Reduced chloride products

No
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Sand and salt mixture
Other ______________
48. Do you or your property maintenance service use any salt for de-icing on the property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 49 and proceed to question 50.
49. How much salt is applied in a typical year?
Less than 25 kilograms
25-99 kilograms
100-250 kilograms
More than 250 kilograms
Yes
No
50. Do you store salt for de-icing on the property?
If no, please skip questions 51-52 and proceed to question 53.
51. What quantity of salt is stored?
Less than 500 tonnes
500-5,000 tonnes
More than 5,000 tonnes
52. How is the salt stored? (check all that apply)
In a manner that allows exposure to precipitation or runoff
Stored in a salt dome or other facility to prevent exposure to precipitation and runoff
In manufacturer’s package, indoors (e.g., garage, shed)

Snow Storage
53. Is any part of the property used to store snow collected from roads or other paved area
located on a different property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 54-55 and proceed to question 56.
54. What is the approximate land area on the property used to store the snow?
Less than 0.01 hectare

0.01 – 0.5 hectares

1 – 5 hectares

Greater than 5 hectares

0.5 – 1 hectares

55. Where is the snow stored?
At or above grade

Below grade

Both
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Water Softeners
56. Do you have a water softener?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 57-59 and proceed to question 60.
57. How long has the water softener been installed for? __________ years
58. How much water softener salts do you typically use in a month? ____ kilograms OR
__________ pounds
59. Is the outside water tap connected to the softened water line?

Yes

No

Wells
60. Do you have any wells on your property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip question 61 and proceed to question 62.
61. Which types of wells are on the property? (check all that apply)
Drinking water wells
Unused wells
Geothermal wells

Land Disposal
62. Are you planning to or have you in the past accepted fill material onto the property?
Yes
No
If no, please skip questions 63-64.
63. Please describe the source of the fill material:
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
_________
64. Was the fill material tested for contaminants?

Yes

No
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Date

Signature

All information collected which is subject to the privacy protection of the Municipal Freedom of
Information and Privacy Act will be kept confidential. The information will be used by your
municipality, its Risk Management Officials, the Source Protection Region and the province of
Ontario in implementing measures to protect sources of drinking water.
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