General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Newmarket

Acronyms

The term EO is throughout the
document, not E&O.
The acronym H&S will be added to the
acronym list.

Durham

Agricultural

Durham

Agricultural

Page 142 “EO” should be E&O (education and outreach) to more accurately
reflect the use of the acronym in the text. Add H&S(Handling and Storage) to
the acronyms.: Suggested Change EO should be E&O (education and
outreach) to more accurately reflect the text. Add H&S(handling and
Storage) to the acronyms
The recent Drummond report calls for fiscal constraint, excellent customer
service and reducing duplication of services by government agencies. In
keeping with this advice and Ontario's "Open for Business" initiative, there
should be a single program to deliver farm risk management plans delivered
by OMAFRA and enforced by MOE. These ministries already have NMA,
NASM and pesticides standards, process and expertise in place. It makes
absolutely no financial or regulatory sense to recreate these functions in
dozens of municipalities across the Province. An integrated farm risk
management plan is the most sensible approach in order to reduce the
number of contacts and paperwork for the farmer. It also matches
responsibility and accountability with the agencies with the legislated
mandate and which are best able to deliver.
As a general principle, one would expect most agricultural threats to be dealt
with in a similar manner. No ASM or NASM application is to be allowed in
WHPA‐A because of the high vulnerability within 100 m of the wellhead. By
the same reasoning, there should be no application of pesticides or fertilizer
permitted either. (taken from letter to M. Covelli June 25)

Suggested Improvement

Durham

Agricultural

The source protection committee’s
agricultural representatives have
reviewed and consulted on the policies
extensively to ensure they address
gaps in current legislation and do not
duplicate efforts already in place

OMAFRA

Agricultural

The Region fundamentally disagrees with the application of Section 58 risk
management plans to regulate significant threats related to agriculture.
Instead, the Province should extend the Nutrient Management Act
regulations to all farms in Concerns about Source Protection Policies
affecting Durham Region Page No.: 6 the significant threat areas in keeping
with the original purpose and intent of the NMA. Threats related to non‐
agricultural source materials (NASMs), fuels, pesticides and grazing on farms
should also be included in the expanded regulation. The goal would be to
establish a single integrated farm risk management plan that protects water
and the environment.
As a Provincial Implementing Body, we have not provided comments on local
circumstances that may have been considered during the development of
local Source Protection Plan policies. Rather, we provide a provincial
perspective for consideration when local decisions are made. Where
committees have been proposed policies that may not align with the
ministry's legislation and programs, we ask that a strong rationale be
provided that would justify the approach, and that this rationale be based on
local, site specific conditions.

OMAFRA

Agricultural

OMAFRA

Agricultural

The ministry recommends that significant drinking water threats be
mitigated using prescribed instruments where avaliable. Otherwise, we
recommend mitigation of risk using the risk management plan process that
incorporates nutrient management standards and agri‐environmental
management practices
Generally, we support prohibition of agricultural activities within the
Wellhead Protection Area A and the Intake Protection Zone 1, as this is
consistent with current requirements under the Nutrient Management Act,
2002 (NMA)

The SPC has addressed significant
drinking water agricultural threats
using provincial instruments where
avaliable, and Part IV power tool
where no instrument is avaliable
Observation ‐ no response required
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SPC Response

The source protection committee’s
agricultural representatives have
reviewed and consulted on the policies
extensively to ensure they address
gaps in current legislation and do not
duplicate efforts already in place

Please see the explanatory document
for additional information on the
selected approach used by the SPC to
address agricultural threats.

The explantory document contains the
SPC's rationale for including policies
that may differ from the suggested
approach.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Grey County

Consistency

York Region

Consistency

Some of the proposed policies conflict with other policies being proposed in
the Saugeen Valley/Gery Sauble SPP. The conflicting policies will cause
implementation issues if municipalities are required to include the specific
policies in their official plans and zoning by‐laws. To avoid having multiple
policies dealing with the same issue, municipalities will be forced to
implement the policy that is the most restrictive. It is recommended that the
Source Protection Authorities work together to resolve any potential policy
t
YorkfliRegion
is pleased to note the degree of cooperation between the South

Suggested Improvement

Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe and CTC Source Protection Committees. Upon
detailed review of each Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan, however,
some discrepancies between the two plans remain. Continued collaboration
is recommended to ensure the final policies are as closely aligned as possible.
Although we recognize that the timelines are constrained, this consistency
will greatly assist in implementation.

SPC Response
The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency

The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency

Adjala‐ Tosorontio

Cost

The Sorucewater Protection Program is a precautionary approach to
development and represents forward thinking. However, the Township is
very concerned with the long term cost of implementing the Source Water
Protection Program, the burden of which is proposed to be put on the
Township. The Township will be required to monitor and enforce the
Provincial legislation and the source water protection initiative represents a
potential loss of assessment and increased land use restrictions placed on
lands within its boundaries. We suggest that the Province come foward with
long term funding to help offset these costs.

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Clearview

Cost

We remain concerned with regard to the anticipated
implementation costs of this Provincial initiative. The costs of the program
cannot be absorbed into current costs and would represent a substantial
additional costs either through taxation or the municipal servicing fees.

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Durham

Cost

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Durham

Cost

THAT since the cost associated with implementation of source protection
plans is inappropriate downloading, the Province be asked to fund the cost of
this program;
As an implementation body, the Region will be handed a number of new
responsibilities upon approval of the SPPs. The Region will be responsible for
negotiating and enforcement of risk management plans to manage threat
activities regulated under Part IV provisions of the Clean Water Act. This will
be an entirely new line of business for the Region. The Region may also be
involved in delivering the mandatory sewage system maintenance
inspections required under the Ontario Building Code (OBC) if these are
delegated to the Region by area municipalities

Durham

Cost

The future costs to the Region related to the SPPs are uncertain. However
the 2012 Water Supply and Sanitary Sewerage Capital Budget included one
additional staff to prepare for the delivery of the mandated provincial Source
Water Protection Program

Your comment has been noted.
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Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Durham

Cost

Area municipalities also will face increased costs. As the Principal Authority
under the OBC, the responsibility and costs for implementing the mandatory
onsite sewage system maintenance inspections directly or through a contract
lies with the area municipality, i.e. the Chief Building Official. Area
municipalities may also be affected by new capital and operating
requirements relating to stormwater management systems, snow storage
and salt management plans. They will face various costs to bring municipal
operations and municipal facilities that have wells in line with the SPPs.

Suggested Improvement

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Durham

Cost

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Durham

Cost

Durham

Cost

Durham

Cost

The scope and scale of implementation costs will relate directly to the source
protection policies finally approved by the Province. While the Region can
prepare for implementation on the basis of proposed SPPs, more exact plans
and calculations may not be possible till the MOE issues approvals in mid‐
2013 or later
The Region is also concerned about demands on conservation authorities
(CAs) and the potential requests to the Region for additional funding to help
support SPP implementation.
Unless provincial funding is provided to assist municipalities, the costs
associated with the implementation of the SPPs will be funded by: ‐Fees
charged for services (per CWA Section 55); ‐ Water and sewer use rates; and
‐ General tax levy
The time lag between the requirement to establish the risk management
function and the Region receiving any offsetting fees may be considerable.
Development charges cannot be used to fund operating costs or capital costs
unrelated to growth. The costs and benefits of source water protection spill
over into other jurisdictions and for this reason, funding of these activities
should come from a broader base than municipal property taxes or user
rates. Sustained funding should come from the Province and potentially the
Federal Government as well

Durham

Cost

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Durham

Cost

Durham

Cost

Durham

Cost

In addition to municipal costs, residents located in significant threat areas
may be faced with the costs to comply with SPP policies related to threats
such as onsite sewage systems and household fuel tanks
Farms and businesses in significant threat areas will be directly affected by
costs to develop risk management plans for practices such as the storage and
use of fertilizers, pesticides, DNAPLs and solvents
The Province should be requested to provide funding to municipalities to
support implementation of the source protection plans
The major Regional recommendations to improve the draft proposed SPP
include : the need for the Province to reduce SPP costs and duplication of
effort province‐wide by: MOE developing and disseminating education and
outreach materials for use and distribution by municipalities delivering SPP
education and outreach programs

Durham

Cost

The major Regional recommendations to improve the draft proposed SPP
include : the need for provincial funding to support SPP implementation;
And the timeframes for consultation on the proposed source protection
plans should be extended by 90 days.
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SPC Response

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.
Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.
Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.
Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.
The source protection committee
asked for and received an extension of
60 days to submit its proposed source
protection plans. Both formal
consultations were extended as a
lt

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Durham

Cost

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Durham

Cost

Melancthon

Cost

The Region continues to be concerned about: the potential financial impacts
of the policies on the Region in the absence of any funding commitments
from Province to assist with implementation of an entirely new line of
business
The Region continues to be concerned about: and the costs of defending
these official plan amendments at the OMB or ERT.
The Source Protection Committee should be requested to amend the Plan to
include provisions requiring provincial funding support to municipalities to
undertake their required implementation and enforcement responsibilities
and, further, that the approval of the Plan be held pending the province’s
establishment of the related funding program.

Suggested Improvement

New Tecumseth

Cost

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

New Tecumseth

Cost

Public

Cost

Wasaga Beach

Cost

York Region

Cost

NVCA

Cross‐Boundary

Adjala‐ Tosorontio

Cross‐Boundary

A general area of concern for implementing the SPP is the issue of cost. Little
is known about where the responsibility lies in paying the cost of a Risk
Management Official or to develop outreach programs, for example.
Additionally, the details of what the specific Risk Management Official
Training will include should be provided. Provincial funding has been made
avaliable for property owners who voluntarily complete projects to address
significant drinking water threats or remove pathways (e.g. unused wells)
identified in Source Water Protection Assessment Reports, however, the
province has yet to introduce specific funding to municipalities for their
contribution to SPP implementation. Therefore, funding should be provided
by the province to municipalities to implement the cost of the Risk
Management Official.
There is significant concern of additional cost and processes being required
of the Town by the province to implement this provincial plan. Confirmation
should be provided outlining Provincial funding to be made available to
municipalities
Connecting to city services is going to be a very costly item for us; one that
we cannot afford. It would be welcomed if the government extended its
funding support for property owners like us who are faced with this
extremely expensive proposition
Our only concerns regarding the new process is implementation of the Plan
including allocation of duties to staff, available resources, training
requirements for same and/or retaining qualified personnel externally, as
well as funding implications
Municipal costs will be incurred to comply with Source Protection Plans and
should be financially supported by the Province.
The NVCA encourages the SPC to coordinate policies with adjacent Source
Protection Regions, where they cross SWPR boundaries within a given
Municipality.
We note from a copy of the Draft SPP for the Town of New Tecumseth (NT)
obtained through the Town's website, that there are a number of well‐head
protection areas for wells located along the border between New Tecumseth
and Adjala‐Tosorontio that reach into the Township's land area. There was
no notice or advisement from the Source Water Committee that this cross
border situation exists. We would strongly recommend that where a cross
border situation occurs throughout the Source Protection Area, that each of
the municipalities affected be officially advised in the Sourcewater
documentation. We further recommend that protocols be established by the
SourceWater Committee that would assist both municipalities in ensuring
that well head time of travel areas are ensuring the well head time of travel
areas are protected without compromising self‐determination.
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SPC Response

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.
Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

See policy INCENT‐1

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.

Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA.
The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency
The SPC has advised municipalities are
cross boundary issues at various
municipal workshops for the
assessment report and source
protection plan. In addition, the
mapping in the assessment reports
display where cross‐boundary issues
exist. The Province is working on
developing guidance for municipalities
to use when dealing with cross‐
boundary issues.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Durham

Cross‐Boundary

the Ministry of the Environment should establish, for use in the source
protection plans province‐wide, definitions of existing and future threats;

Suggested Improvement

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

SPC Response

Durham

Cross‐Boundary

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

Durham

Cross‐Boundary

the Ministry of the Environment should create a province‐wide transition
policy to deal with planning applications in process as of the date of source
protection plan approval;
There will be difficulty amending the Regional Official Plan to achieve SPP
compliance if inconsistent policy formats and approaches are used in the
three source protection regions affecting Durham Region (from letter to M.
Covelli dated June 25)

York Region

Cross‐Boundary

Durham

Definition

Durham

Definition

The issue of existing and future threats
will be addressed in the proposed
source protection plan

Durham

Definition

MOE

Definition

Defining an existing threat as an activity that has occurred in the past five or
ten years is counterproductive. A threat that was removed five years ago,
could be recreated tomorrow (e.g. house formerly heated with oil, then
converted to hydro, can go back to oil.). The goal should be to progressively
reduce risk to the water source.
Definitions of existing and future threats are the foundation for interpreting
and applying the policies in source protection plans. Therefore, it is essential
that these definitions be clear, concise, consistent province‐wide and legally‐
sound, since appeal decisions may hinge on them. The Region recommends
that the Province establish definitions of existing and future threats for use in
the SPPs province‐wide.(taken from letter to M. Covelli dated June 25)
Farms may require a separate definition which recognizes that the location
and existence of significant threat activities carried out on a farm in a highly
vulnerable area may vary over time, in response to crop rotation or
commodity prices (from letter to M Covelli June 25)
We note that there are currently options provided in the definition of
existing. Please clarify which option prior to posting the proposed plan.
Additionally, while “future drinking water threat” is defined in the glossary,
the term “new” is often used in policy text instead. Finally, you should define
or explain what you mean by "expansions of existing" for clarity. Please
ensure that you use defined terms consistently throughout the document.

York Region

Definition of expansions

NVCA

Editorial

The source protection regions
The region recommends expanded use of general
policies to further streamline the source protection
continue to work together to achieve
plans. In both the CTC and SGBLS plans, for various
consistency
threats, almost identical policies appear. Instead, write
the policy action once and list the threats for which that
action applies
The source protection regions
Version 2 polices are more closely aligned than Version 1, but consistency
continue to work together to achieve
between the two plans remains a concern to be addressed by Source
Protection Committees
consistency
Existing Threat and Future Threat definitions on p.148 are not consistent
The issue of existing and future threats
with TCC and CTC definitions. The problem with the global application of the
will be addressed in the proposed
10 years as an existing activity means that a threat that disappeared (such as
source protection plan
house heated with oil then converted to hydro, can go back to oil in future.)
The 10 years only makes sense for agricultural uses. This is another reason
why the definition for the farm plan should perhaps be different.
The words “existing establishment” (where establishment is used parallel to
"operation or maintenance") which occurs in several policies e.g. Sewg (d)‐1
seems nonsensical. Is “establishment” included to cover the “re‐
establishment” of something that existed in the past 10 years?

Section 13.13, 13.14, 13.15 ‐ There is no reference as to whether expansions Revise as necessary to ensure it is clear how expansions
are treated.
should be treated as existing or future threats.
Introductory paragraph for threat #3 should include a definition of a
"nutrient unit".
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The definition of existing threat
activities and uses has been updated
to reflect your concerns.
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
The definition as provided by OMAFRA
is included within the glossary

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

NVCA

Editorial

The introductory paragraph for threat #6 should include definition of
category 1,2,3 NASM

Suggested Improvement

NVCA

Editorial

Durham

Editorial

Page 89, second para. "…accompanying nutrient unit thresholds are met as
shown in the below table." Please add: "A nutrient unit is 43 kilograms of
nitrogen or 66 kilograms of phosphate."
In January 2012, Regional staff submitted comments on the SGBLS SPC's
earlier proposed draft policies. The draft document at that time contained
many highly repetitive policies. Regional comments noted that a less
duplicative, more user‐friendly and concise approach would be preferable

Durham

Editorial

Reflecting input from the pre‐consultation phase, the March 26th version of
the draft SPP has been reduced in length with the introduction of some
general policies. However, Regional staff believes further streamlining could
be done and policy text simplified and shortened.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

Durham

Editorial

The introductory sections of the draft SPP are generally well written, concise, Is there a way to make this section easier to
and offer plain language explanations of the SPP process with one exception. understand?
The description in Section 9.4 Where Policies Apply is a bit confusing.

The section has been removed
entirely. The information already exists
in the assessment reports and is not
easily summarized. In addition, other
source protection plans do not include
this level of detail.

Durham

Editorial

Where “vulnerable area” is mentioned in the text of the policies, it is not
entirely clear whether this refers to to the circumstances and vulnerability
score needed for a significant threat outlined in the preceding table or to the
definition of a Vulnerable Area in the glossary of terms at the end of the SPP.
The vulnerability score tables may be useful for risk management officials
and SPA staff, however for a lay reader, the tables are hard to decipher. The
policy applicability maps used in the TCC SPP are a more user‐friendly way to
convey this information.

The glossary definition of the four
vulnerable areas is correct. When the
term is used in the document
elsewhere, if it refers to a significant
threat area, that is made clear in the
text.

Durham

Editorial

The definitions of existing and future
threats, activities and uses has been
updated based on provincial guidance.
Considerable effort has gone towards
ensuring consistency with
neighbouring regions. Improved
coordination between regions has
resulted in increased consistency to
the extent that regions have
developed each other's definitions.

Durham

Editorial

The definitions of existing threat and future threat found in the glossary
(p.148) are as follows: Existing drinking water threat – is an activity that
commenced or has been engaged in at (some point in the past) or (time
within the last 10 years) in a vulnerable area before the Source Protection
Plan takes effect.: ‐ : Future drinking water threat – is an activity that
commences at a location in a vulnerable area after the Source Protection
Plan takes effect, where the activity has never been engaged in, in the past
or is not an existing activity.: ‐ These definitions differ substantially from the
ones used by the Trent Conservation Coalition SPC and the CTC SPC which
creates a fundamental policy inconsistency across the three SPRs in Durham
Region.
We disagree with defining an existing threat as an activity that has occurred
in the past ten years. This means that a threat that was removed seven years
ago, could be recreated tomorrow (e.g. a house formerly heated with oil,
then converted to hydro, can go back to oil.) This is counterproductive in
terms of progressively reducing risk to the water source.
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SPC Response
A definition of category 1,2 and 3
NASM has been added to the source
protection plan.
The definition as provided by OMAFRA
is included within the glossary
Observation ‐ no response required

Your concerns have been noted. The
definitions of existing and future
threats activities and uses have been
updated based on provincial guidance.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Durham

Editorial

The definition could recognize that the location and existence of significant
threat activities carried out on a farm in a highly vulnerable area may vary
over time, in response to crop rotation or commodity prices. The ten‐year
window may make sense for agricultural activities but in a non‐farm setting,
the definition should either prohibit reoccurrence or set a much shorter
window for resumption of the threat activity.

Suggested Improvement

Durham

Editorial

Durham

Editorial

Durham

Editorial

The wording in the future threat definition is difficult to interpret as it mixes
time frames and tenses. The use of “that commences” implies that the
activity has begun rather than being proposed.
Policies for some threats contain clauses that deal with expansion of existing
threat activities and others do not. This inconsistency might be dealt with
best through the definition of existing and future threats. Expansion would
not necessarily have a land use planning trigger, if no rezoning or structural
changes are involved
Definitions of existing and future threats are the foundation for interpreting
and applying the policies in source protection plans. Therefore, it is essential
that these definitions be clear, concise, consistent province‐wide and legally‐
sound, since appeal decisions may hinge on them. The Region recommends
that the Province prepare definitions of existing and future threats for use in
the SPPs province‐wide. In addition, a proper province‐wide transition policy
to deal with planning applications in process as of the date of SPP approval is
critical.

Durham

Editorial

Given that the SPP is most likely to be accessed electronically, SPCs could
make full use of the ability to create links from a policy section dealing with a
specific threat activity to general policies that also will apply to that threat.
The general policies tables in Chapter 14 would benefit from an additional
column that links them back to the specific threats to which they apply.

The source protection committee
continues to strive for information to
be provided in in as clear and simple a
manner as possible

Durham

Editorial

Further streamline the plan by reducing repetitive text. In many of the
policies where a threat is to be managed, either through a risk management
plan or prescribed instruments, the phrase “so that the [activity] ceases to be
a significant drinking water threat” is included. This general goal of the risk
management approach could be stated once, possibly at the beginning of
Chapter 13 or in the description of the tool on p. 47 in Chapter 11. Similarly,
where Section 57 prohibition is the policy tool used, the meaning of
designation under Section 57 could be stipulated in one of those locations.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

Durham

Editorial

Remove details on content of risk management plans. In a number of the
policies that require Section 58 RMPs, the policy goes into detail about what
should be included in the risk management plan. The amount of detail about
risk management approaches in many of the SGBLS policies is inconsistent
with policies of the neighbouring TCC and CTC SPPs. (e.g. FERT (App)‐1, FERT
(H&S)‐1. Determination of acceptable risk mitigation measures should be
left up to the Risk Management Official, based on MOE guidance documents,
best practices, industry standards, and local hydrogeology.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

Durham

Editorial

The major Regional recommendations to improve the draft proposed SPP
include expanded use of general policies and reduced repetition of wording
to further streamline the SGBLS source protection plan;

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
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SPC Response
The definitions of existing and future
threats, activities and uses has been
updated based on provincial guidance.
Considerable effort has gone towards
ensuring consistency with
neighbouring regions. Improved
coordination between regions has
resulted in increased consistency to
the extent that regions have
developed each other's definitions.
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Durham

Editorial

Durham

Editorial

The major Regional recommendations to improve the draft proposed SPP
include : the critical need for province‐wide clarity and consistency in
definitions of existing and future threats;
The major Regional recommendations to improve the draft proposed SPP
include : for properties affected by a Section 58 policy, the legal requirement
for a risk management plan should be registered on the title of the property;

Suggested Improvement

The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency
Your comment has been noted. The
SPC is looking into whether or not the
Region will be able to require this as
the policies are being implemented.

Durham

Editorial

The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency

Durham

Editorial

The Region continues to be concerned about: the difficulty of amending the
Regional Official Plan to achieve SPP compliance if inconsistent policy
formats and approaches are used in the three source protection regions
(SPRs) affecting Durham Region;
The CTC and SGBLS SPCs seem to have interpreted the CWA requirement to
deal with every significant threat as requiring multiple separate policies for
each threat. These SPPs include a level of complexity and detail that would
make the policies almost impossible to apply on a broad scale. Rather than
creating a policy that is likely to be most effective in reducing the risk,
additional policies have been added (mainly land use policies) that may be of
little use. There also has been insufficient analysis of the resources required
to fund or deliver the myriad of policies proposed.

MOE

Editorial

MOE

Editorial

MOE

Editorial

MOE

Editorial

The objectives that must be included in the SPP are listed in section 22 of O.
Reg. 287/07, which states that no objectives other than those listed in the
regulation should be contained in the SPP. While section 2 of the SPP
contains reference to these regulated objectives, the actual objectives
section of the SPP (section 6) contains differently worded objectives. Please
reword these sections so that they are in compliance with the regulation.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

MOE

Editorial

MOE

Editorial

Section 11.1.4 ‐ Perhaps an additional note about how the SPC can influence
these instruments through policies would be helpful.
Section 11.2 ‐This section states that “…the requirements of the
implementing bodies named in each policy vary according to the degree of
threat the policy is addressing.” It should be noted that the policy tool also
has an impact on the requirements on implementing bodies.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

MOE

Editorial

SPP Section 8.3.2 ‐ The description of pre‐consultation only mentions pre‐
consultation with municipalities. A more fulsome description of pre‐
consultation with all implementing bodies would be useful.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

The CWA requires a separate SPP for each source protection area. These
SPPs may be combined into one document, as long as the cover page
includes specific wording outlined in the January 5, 2012 Director’s letter to
Chairs and Project Managers. For example, “This document represents
source protection plans for the following source protection areas: (list areas).
Policies generally apply to all the source protection areas unless otherwise
stated ”
Future Drinking Water Supply Areas – This term does not appear to be used
anywhere else in the SPP text. Please consider whether a definition for this
term is necessary. Also, it is unclear how such future supply areas relate to
planned systems that may be included in the source protection planning
process
Figure ‐2 ‐ Please update the link provided as this one no longer works.
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SPC Response

Your concens have been noted. Land
use planning policies have been
included in the source protection plan
to support the Part IV policies where
appropriate. The intent of the policies
is to help streamline the process, as
the municipal O.P. is often the first
place an applicant looks when
determining what they can and cannot
do on‐site.
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

Term is removed in proposed source
protection plan

The link has been removed

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

MOE

Editorial

MOE

Editorial

MOE

Editorial

MOE

Editorial

Section 9.1.1 ‐ You may wish to clarify that WHPA C could also be a 10 year
time of travel (WHPA‐C1). It would also be useful to explain WHPA E and F
since they are referenced later in policies.
Section 9.3 ‐ This section states: “The source protection plan must, at a
minimum, include policies for all significant threats identified.” It would be
more accurate to state that policies relate to all areas where threats are or
would be significant, rather than to “identified” threats (which could imply
the enumerated threats)
Section 9.3.3 appears brief compared to the previous sections. Perhaps a
little more explanation would be helpful.
SPP Section 9.4 ‐ It is slightly unclear that Figure 12 is just an example, and
some further explanation could help the reader.

Suggested Improvement

Newmarket

Editorial

Comment: Map ‐ It would be most helpful if maps were included in the Plan
showing the Significant Threats Areas (WHAPA), and Intake Protection
Zones to give more meaning to the text. For example, Newmarket’s Intake
Protection Zone is 15.9 Km2 but not identified.

Newmarket

Editorial

General –. Throughout the policy there is reference to the implementer as
municipalities (Mun.). Given the different roles and responsibilities between
the upper and lower tier municipalities a distinction should be made
between which municipal government will be responsible for the specific
municipal recommendations, e.g., do both the upper and the lower tier
municipalities report on the same implementation measures? Suggested
Improvement: . The implementation section of the Policy should distinguish
where the upper and lower tire municipalities are responsible for the
implementation of the policies

Newmarket

Editorial

General –. Several of the policies include tables to assist in the interpretation
of the policy. These tables are very helpful and should be implemented
under each policy where appropriate, e.g., handling and storage of
commercial fertilizer. Suggested Improvement: . Add explanatory tables
where not included to assist in defining the threat to all applicable policies

Your comment has been noted and
changed will reflected in the proposed
source protection plan where
appropriate.

Ontario Growth
Secretariat

Editorial

Chapter 14 of the Draft Source Protection Plan lists a number of additional
policies. These policies are listed in the footnote of threat policies. For
greater certainty, we recommend to include the additional policies in the
appropriate section of the significant threat policies. We recognize that the
rationale for not including these policies is to reduce the repetitive nature of
listing the same policy wording that applies to many threats, but for certainty
on which policies apply to which threat, it would be preferable to list all
applicable policies in the appropriate sections.

The source protection committee
opted for conciseness based on
feedback that the policies were
repetitive.

Orillia

Editorial

On page 31 last paragraph should read as 'Table 2 provides a list of number
of wells throughout the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection ..
'wellhead protection areas' to be deleted as per Table 2 on page 33.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

Orillia

Editorial

On page 34, last paragraph, last line 'intake protection zones' should be
replaced with 'intakes'

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
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SPC Response
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.
The section has been removed
entirely. The information already exists
in the assessment reports and is not
easily summarized. In addition, other
source protection plans do not include
this level of detail.
Suggested Improvement: Add maps identifying WHPA’s
where the Significant Threats policy apply and Intake
Protection Zone Area mapping at the local municipality
level as an Appendix to the Plan.

The source protection committee
opted for conciseness. To include
maps would lengthen the documents
substantially and highly repetitive as
the maps are in the assessment
reports
The policies have been revised to
clearly indicate which tier of municipal
governement will be responsible for
the implementation of the policies.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Orillia

Editorial

On page 35, Table 3 title should read as 'Number of Intakes, by Municipalitiy'

Suggested Improvement

Orillia

Editorial

York Region

Editorial

York Region

Editorial

Throughout the document both the terms 'Certificate of Approval' and
'Environmental Compliance Approval' have been used. The current term used
by MOE is 'Environmental Compliance Approval' and 'Certificate of Approval'
is out of date
Appendix A page 158 ‐ The title should reflect the designations in accordance Correct references
with Director instructions under Ontario Regulation 287/07 rather than "lists
as required by" the CWA
It is suggested that the policies specify the level of municipality that is the
implementing body (upper tier or local municipality).

York Region

Editorial

York Region

Editorial

York Region

Editorial

MOE

SPC Response
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.
The policies have been revised to
clearly indicate which tier of municipal
governement will be responsible for
the implementation of the policies.

Where policies stipulate: "the Risk Management Official shall negotiate'
should be strengthened to read ' the Risk Management Official shall, in
accordance with s.58 of the Clean Water Act, agree to establish a Risk
Management Plan
Aren't CofAs now ECAs thus for correctness and clarity I'd suggest just using
the ECA terminology.
Suggestion to include a sub section in Chapter 9 (page
'Where it would be a significant drinking water threat' is a very loaded
38) discussing in plain language the importance of teh
reference and needs to more clearly defined that its linked to the specific
MOE table of Circumstances.
area where it is significant but ALSO the MOE Table of Circumstances.
Missing an introduction on the MOE Tables of Circumstances and why they
are important to this process. It is clear the the Act prescribes the 21 threats
but they are further subdivided in the Tables and its those details that really
are important to land owner. For example, its not 'every' storm pond but
those that drain...ect. Its good in future sections you relate this info but
would be helpful to introduce why these tables are so important.

Your comment has been noted. The
wording of the Section 58 policies has
been developed with input from the
MOE
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.

Editorial

The CWA requires the plan to contain the most recently approved
assessment report (AR). An acceptable way of including this would be as a
reference at the back of the plan that contains a link to a website and/or a
statement that a memory key or CD is available. There are a number of
places in the SPP where a link to the AR or associated maps would be useful.
Additionally, key maps to accompany policies (e.g., of issues contributing
areas) could be a helpful addition to the plan, although we recognize the
difficulty of doing this in a region with so many systems and vulnerable areas.

Reference to the website is included
within the text as well as a DVD copy is
being included with every hard copy of
the proposed source protection plan.

MOE

Prescribed Instrument
Policies

The MOE is focusing on the feasibility of the various PI policies and looking
for ways to allow the province to establish an effective implementation
framework on a case by case basis. As such, it is advisable to alter some of
the wording in PI policies away from including mandatory language, for
example, by using language such as “…the MOE shall ensure the threat
ceases to be significant through actions the Director considers appropriate
on a case by case basis, such as: [insert list of recommendations]”. All
instrument related recommendations will be reviewed and incorporated
where appropriate as part of the program review.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.

Newmarket

Editorial

It would be most helpful if maps were included in the Plan showing the
Significant Threats Areas (WHAPA), and Intake Protection Zones to give
more meaning to the text. For example, Newmarket’s Intake Protection Zone
is 15.9 Km2 but not identified.

The source protection committee
opted for conciseness. To include
maps would lengthen the documents
substantially and highly repetitive as
the maps are in the assessment
reports
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General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Newmarket

Editorial

Newmarket

Editorial

Comment: Map – It would be most helpful if a map showing the Significant
Groundwater Recharge Areas were included as an Appendix to the document
to support and give more meaning to the text. For example, Newmarket’s
Significant Groundwater Recharge area is identified as only 0.9 Km2 (90 ha)
but not identified. Suggested Improvement: Add the Significant
Groundwater Recharge Areas mapping at the local municipality level as an
Appendix to the Plan
Comment: Map – Same comment as above for Highly Vulnerable Aquifers
(Newmarket is identified as having 12.06 km2 within a Highly Vulnerable
Aquifer) . Suggested Improvement: Same comment as above regarding
identification of Highly Vulnerable Aquifers and include in the Plan as an
Appendix.

Suggested Improvement

York Region

Editorial

Given the number of implementing bodies, it is essential that the language in
the final policies is clear and concise to avoid varied interpretation.
Implementation could differ from one jurisdiction to another within the
Source Protection Region if the policy language is not consistent and explicit.

York Region

Error in fact

The errors will be corrected in the
proposed source protection plan.

Georgina

Explanatory Document

Revise as necessary
Section 13.14, 13.15, 13.16, 13.18 ‐ Some of the descriptions of the
circumstance levels are incorrect or misleading within the threat description
prior to the policy. They are different in context than the Table of
Circumstances
IPZ Site Modelling The DRAFT Explanatory Document indicates modeling
supports the Intake Protection Zone 3 to extend to the watershed limits, and
that for the IPZ‐3: "Additional site specific contaminant modeling may be
undertaken in the next phase, considering specific threats, to determine
whether or not a contaminant could reach the intake in sufficient
concentration, to compromise the drinking water at the intake (MOE, 2008a;
Rule 130)"
When will the next phase take place?

MOE

Explanatory Document

INCENT‐4 ‐The explanation in the explanatory document appears to be for
the wrong policy. In the draft proposed SPP policy INCENT 4 relates to snow
storage, but in the explanatory document it relates to livestock grazing.

The error will be corrected in the
proposed source protection plan.

MOE

Explanatory Document

MOE

Explanatory Document

Please replace “certificates of approval” with “environmental compliance
approvals” where this term appears in the text.
The explanatory document does not include rationale for the policy RCHG‐2,
although we note that this policy has been removed from the spreadsheet of
policies that you sent to us for commenting purposes.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.
The rationale for the policy can be
found in the education and outreach
section of the explanatory document.

York Region

Explanatory Document

This will be reflected in the proposed
explanatory document as appropriate.

York Region

Explanatory Document

Several suggestions to remove "areas where they would be a significant
drinking water threat". See page 21 of 114 in the Explanatory Document, last
sentence of the third last paragraph.
Explanatory Document needs more headings as it is repetitive and confusing

York Region

Explanatory Document

York Region

Explanatory Document

York Region

Explanatory Document

Explanatory Document should be consistent with use of the term "certificate
of approval". Choose a term and use it throughout and determine
capitalization and use it throughout.
Explanatory Document keeps referring to wastewater plants as water plants.
Suggest this be standardized and corrected.
Explanatory Document inconsistent with use of term "Risk Management
Plans". If these are an instrument under the Act I think it should be
capitalized every time it used.
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SPC Response
The source protection committee
opted for conciseness. To include
maps would lengthen the documents
substantially and highly repetitive as
the maps are in the assessment
reports.
The source protection committee
opted for conciseness. To include
maps would lengthen the documents
substantially and highly repetitive as
the maps are in the assessment
reports
All efforts are being made to provide
clarity in the proposed source
protection plan

The site specific contaminant modeling
for the Georgina Surface Water Intake
may occur in the Source Round of
Source Water Protection at a date
determined by the Director.

This will be reflected in the proposed
explanatory document as appropriate.
This will be reflected in the proposed
explanatory document.
This will corrected in the proposed
explanatory document.
This will be reflected in the proposed
explanatory document as appropriate.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

York Region

Explanatory Document

SPC at times chose to prohibit expansions (e.g. DNALPS, Wastes) but there is Need to expand the rationale to include why SPC chose
no explanation why SPC felt prohibition was required. In some cases, it was a specific policy direction for expansions.
allowed if it made an environmental improvement. Need to include this
rationale.

Suggested Improvement

York Region

Explanatory Document

Several suggestions for changes in wording throughout the Explanatory
Document ‐ some minor and some that may impact meaning

MOE

Explanatory Document

Section 3.1.4 The third paragraph refers to “strategic action” policies. Please
ensure that you are using the term correctly, as per O. Reg. 287/07 section
33. It may be that you meant “strategic” policies, which may be more clearly
understood if described as “policies with a non‐binding legal effect”.

This will be corrected in the proposed
explanatory document.

MOE

Explanatory Document

This will be reflected in the proposed
explanatory document.

Adjala‐ Tosorontio

Farm Community

NVCA

General

Section 8.5‐ Geothermal Power – This section states that ”…there are no
regulations or standards in place in Ontario to ensure the practice gives due
regard to protecting groundwater supplies.” This section should be update
based on recent regulation amendments (see
http://news.ontario.ca/ene/en/2012/05/ontario‐sets‐new‐rules‐for‐
geothermal drilling html)
A number of potential threats identified in the Draft Soure Protection Plan,
represent a signigicant change to the accepted farming practices (e.g.
handling, storage and distribution of agricultural source material, pesticides
and commercial fertilizers). The Township would request that the Source
Water Protection Plan will not disadvantage the farming community as a
result of the new stringent regulations
Chapter 13 provides the policies for the 21 threats. Chapter 14 provides
other applicable policies including the land use policies. While the charts in
Chapter 13 for the threats makes reference to the other applicable policies a
clearer reference should be provided as to where the noted policy is located
(e.g. in the policy chart for threat 2(a) – The following policies also apply: LUP‐
1, LUP‐10, EDU‐6, INCENT‐1, INCENT‐2, see pages 128, 130, 133 and 134).

NVCA

Implementation

Innisfil

General

A section should be included in the plan and possibly a supporting guidance
document on implementation/interpretation of the plan. This section could
also speak to the establishment of performance indicators to monitor the
effectiveness of the overall plan
Circumstances and Vulnerability Score needed for a significant Threat Tables:
Reference is made to WHPA‐E; there is no prior discussion or definition for
WHPA‐E within the SPP

Implementation is being addressed in
a separate document to be completed
before the source protection plan is
approved
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.
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SPC has to decide on who makes the final call on
wording

SPC Response
The revised source protection plan
contains a definition of expansions.
The explanatory document has been
updated to reflect why the SPC chose
to include a specific definition.
This will be reflected in the proposed
explanatory document as appropriate.

The source protection committee’s
agricultural representatives have
reviewed and consulted on the policies
extensively to ensure they do not
cause undue harm
The proposed source protection plan
will make it clear to the reader where
the other policies can be found.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

MOE

General

Related to NLB policies: We note that the Plan includes some non‐PI threat
policies targeted to MOE which may impact core business areas or broad
program decisions or even require ministerial or cabinet decisions to
implement. Given the time and complexity to evaluate multiple committees’
recommendations and make appropriate changes or decisions, these policies
may be better suited as a supplemental recommendation to accompany the
source protection plan. Alternatively it is recommended that policies
incorporate language that provides MOE flexibility to determine how the
policy is implemented (i.e., “it is recommended that”). In addition, language
which focuses on program analysis and evaluation (i.e., “by evaluating and
considering the need to…”) will provide the opportunity for MOE to consider
whether program changes are needed and the course of action to be taken,
if necessary, to ensure that the threat ceases to be significant.

Suggested Improvement

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.

SPC Response

Mono

General

More commonality between documents is required prior to implementation.

Mono

General

Both SPC's should present the Source Protection Plan in a consistent formatt.

New Tecumseth

General

Public

General

The Town supports the protection of source water and the preparation of a
Source Protection Plan.
I have no comments on the plan but if something isn't done about the
Canada Geese in the north end of Lake Couchiching a lot of other protection
won't matter. There are usually over 100 that hover near the Washago intake
and they spend time at the Washago Park polluting the water and beach so
that the e.coli count gets so high that the beach is closed. Their polluting of
the north part of the lake has to affect the Washago water supply.

The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency
The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency
Observation: no response required

Public

General

Public

General

Public

General

Out ot scope

Will funding be kept available ongoing as this project continues. Appreciate
being kept up to date on the process and program. Great informative
presentation with knowledgeable people.
Requesting that grant should continue, especially those who live close to the
well. That should include the pumping costs the septic, repair or replace the
septic bank/bed. The grant should apply every 4 or 5 yrs of pumping out
septic. Grant should be given those who need their septic tank/bed repair
when it is needed. If it not grant, maybe some kind of tax incentive. If
inspection do occur, who is doing the diggin up the soil, pumping of or
inspection, and who is going to pay for the inspection. Especially when there
is old people living at this home and income limited. If inspection do occur,
should the owner be notify in advance before it comes into law or be notify
for inspection in advance when it come to law. let r at the inspection be done
in the spring, fall or winter, let it be done during summer.

A request to continue stewardship
funding has been made to the Ministry
of Environment
A request to continue stewardship
funding has been made to the Ministry
of Environment

One of our biggest concerns for the well in our neighbourhood is that many
people take their pets to that area. These pet owners aren't scooping their
pets' feces and/or they feel that allowing their dogs to urinate there is not a
problem. That waste is going into our water source and we are concerned
about that. There needs to be a "poop and scoop" sign at the water tower
site PLUS and explanation for not allowing waste of any kind in that area.
Perhaps a phone or literature campaign would help.

Out ot scope
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General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

York Region

General

Policies need to be simplified to ease interpretation.

Suggested Improvement

York Region

General

Categories/Level of Legal Effect are unclear and misleading (incorrect in
some policies ‐ Salt(App)‐2 is listed as HR and should be NLB).
Need to cross check tables on page 163‐164 with Required Policy Lists (A‐K)
as list B items should not be must comply. Suggestion to revise as necessary
and consider adding the Legal Effect to the List A‐K found in Appendix A.

York Region

General

Your comment has been noted.

Durham

General

Clarify
There are a number of policies that speak to 'contemporary standards' for
certain threat activities. It may be beneficial to insert a strategic action
policy directed at the province for the development/maintenance of
standards for these activities to allow for the development of a consistent set
of standards
In the section on "organization of policies" clarify that “vulnerable area”
mentioned in the policy text, refers to the circumstances and Vulnerability
Score identified for SDWT outlined in the chart preceding each threat policy
chart. (Not the definition of a
Vulnerable Area in the glossary of terms the SPP.)

Innisfil

General

page 40 ‐ "… DNAPL's (dense non aqueous phase liquids) are considered
significant threats if the occur anywhere with the five year time of travel of a
wellhead protection area (WHPA‐A,B,C,C1)." What is the WHPA‐C1? There is
no mention of this designated area prior to this line.

A definition of WHPA‐C1 will be
included in the proposed source
protection plan.

Innisfil

General

Innisfil

General

page 39, 40, 43 ‐ References are made to the MOE Tables of Drinking Water
Threats: Clean Water Act, 2006 and vague reference is made to "Summary"
threat tables (pg. 40), which is assumed to be the Provincial Tables of
Circumstance as referenced later on (pg 43)
Section 9.3 (page 39) is very technical in nature, confusing, and appears to
be background information used in the establishment of the vulnerability
mappings included as part of the Assessment Reports.

Innisfil

General

York Region

General

Newmarket

Glossary

Page 144‐157 Several terms would benefit from definitions in the Glossary of
Terms including, agricultural source material, non‐aqueous phase liquid and
organic solvents.: Suggested Changes Define the following terms:
agricultural source material, non‐aqueous phase liquid and organic solvent.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

York Region

Glossary

A good attempt is made to define existing and future threats. However, it is Existing and future drinking water threats need to be
necessary to further clarify the meaning in relation to land uses and
clearly defined
applications made under the Planning Act that have commenced and should
be considered 'existing'.

Transition policies ‐ that explain what
is considered existing and future
threats ‐ have been included in the
proposed source protection plan

section 9.4 ‐ Reference is made to 10 prescribed water quality threats; this
caused some confusion as there was previous mention of 21 potential
threats.
Related to WAST(b)‐2 and SOLV‐2 ‐ Generally, the characterization of future
threat activities needs to be carefully worded to prevent misinterpretation
throughout the plan. This policy for example could be interpreted as
prohibiting the future maintenance of an existing site.
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SPC Response
The source protection committee
continues to strive for simplication to
ease with interpretation
Corrections will be reflected in the
revised source protection plan.

Recommend use of proper document titles when
referencing documentation, the ambiguity add to the
confusion created by section 9.3.

This will be reflected in the revised
source protection plan.

The documents will be referenced
using the proper titles in the proposed
source protection plan.

Your comment has been noted.
We recommend this section be deleted from the SPP
and included within the Explanatory Document.
Alternatively, clarification could be provided to the
section by mentioning early on that the Assessment
Reports contain Vulnerability Score maps
Consider including a clarification statement that 2 of the This section has been removed
21 are water quantity threats.
entirely.
Reword to ensure the effect is clear

Transition policies ‐ that explain what
is considered existing and future
threats ‐ have been included in the
proposed source protection plan

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Barrie

Implementation

It would be helpful to have a program to identify the circumstances and to
Develop a tool to assist municipality determining
calculate the vulnerability score in verifying the significant threats identified. circumstances and in calculation of vulnerability score.

Suggested Improvement

Out of scope

Clearview

Implementation

Many of our comments focused on implementation issues. The current plan
has shifted many of these matters to a separate implementation guide. As
we have not had the opportunity to review the implementation guide we
may have additional comments when we have undertaken such a review.

Observation ‐ no response required

Durham

Implementation

Between and even within some of the plans, there is no logic in the different
approaches to dealing with threats that are equally or more damaging to
source water. For example, some SPCs have prohibited ASM or fertilizer
spreading in WHPA‐A but are applying risk management for pesticides,
DNAPLs and solvents.

Durham

Implementation

Durham

Implementation

other provincial ministries and agencies such as the Ministry of
Transportation and the Technical Standards and Services Authority should be
engaged to play lead roles in managing significant drinking water threats
related to their mandates;
THAT the Association of Municipalities of Ontario be asked to bring the cost
implications of source protection plan implementation to the Memoranda of
Understanding table prior to approval of the plans by the Province;

Please see the explanatory document
for additional information on the
selected approaches taken by the
SGBLS SPC. Considerable effort has
gone towards ensuring consistency
with neighbouring regions. Improved
coordination between regions has
resulted in increased consistency to
the extent that Regions have adopted
each other's policies.
These agencies have been and
continue to be consulted with

Melancthon

Implementation

Rather than relying extensively on municipalities, the Source Protection
Committee should be requested to assign implementation and enforcement
responsibilities to those agencies already having jurisdiction over the
activities, substances or facilities that are or could constitute drinking water
threat. For example, the agency that regulates the storage of fuel or fuel
handling should be responsible for the implementation and enforcement of
the related policies in the Plan.

This is already taking place

Melancthon

Implementation

Out of scope

Melancthon

Implementation

New Tecumseth

Implementation

New Tecumseth

Implementation

The Source Protection Committee and/or the appropriate agencies of the
provincial government should be requested to hold the approval of the
proposed Plan pending the completion of a detailed implementation guide
that is prepared in full consultation with municipalities and other
implementation agencies, and that covers all aspects of the implementation
of the Plan’s policies
The Source Protection Committee should be requested to re‐examine the
proposed assignment of excessive implementation and enforcement
responsibilities to municipalities with a view to substantially reducing those
responsibilities
An implemenation guide should be prepared by the SPA to assist with
carrying out the Source Protection Plan policy actions.
The process a Risk Management Official would follow to develop and
implement a Risk Management Plan and any subsequent enforcement
possibilities should be provided by the SPA for clarification. This should also
include information explaining the extent of authority the RMO has in pre‐
screening building permits and planning applications.
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SPC Response

Out of scope

This is already taking place

An implementation guide is being
developed
This process will be part of the
implementation guide

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Newmarket

Implementation

Public

Implementation

York Region

Implementation

Barrie

Implementation Cost

General –. The training of municipal representatives is imperative to the
successful implementation of the municipal components of the
Plan..Suggested Improvement: . Training should be provided to municipal
representatives involved in the implementation of the Source Protection Plan
prior to expected implementation in order to ensure consistent
implementation and interpretation of the Plan
I have serious concerns and questions on how these plans might be
implemented:
A) What review controls are you looking to put on any lands in your higher
risk "red areas" for existing buildings?
B) If some form of review is needed will that be a reasonable stated time
period for response say 10 days?
York Region supports the use of land use planning tools to assist in
communicating the intent of the Source Protection Plan. However, it is
important that the policies do not go beyond the scope of the Planning Act
and unintentionally increase the risk of appeals and litigation. A recent
logistics review of implementation greatly assisted Regional staff in making
recommendations for policy refinement
The recommendations will involve Official Plan and Zoning amendments
which are appealable processes; what technical and financial support can be
provided to municipalities in defending these changes if appealed to the
OMB

Suggested Improvement

Mono

Implementation Cost

Prior to the introduction of the Clean Water Act and creation of SPCs across
the Province of Ontario, the Town of Mono developed and adopted detailed
Official Plan policies for WHPA in 2004. The Town's pro‐active approach to
protect municipal wells, which was implemented simply, at the local level, is
proposed to be replaced by a mandatory, complex, and convoluted process
imposed by Provincial legislation, with no additional funding proposed for
this additional bureaucracy. In addition to this formal public policy
development, the Town has also undertaken water conservation programs
for its residents, including water conservation brochures and sewage system
brochures for residents making the link between the use and longevity of
their sewage ssytem and disposal of wastewater with their actual water use.
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SPC Response
Training is being provided by the
Ministry of Environment. An
implementation guide is also being
developed
An implementation guide is being
developed

We recommend the SPC have a focused discussion or
workshop with local municipal planning, Building
Officials and Bylaw experts on how to effectively use the
Planning Act, Building Code Act and Municipal Act as
implementation tools.

The SPC will consider how your
recommended can be incorporated
into future workshops and/or the
implementation guide.

Appeal process not applicable similar to the following: Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA
‐ Bill 140 Strong Communities Act through Affordable
Housing amended the Planning Act so that there can be
no appeal on OP policies or zoning amendments to
permit 2nd suites.
‐ Planning Act includes provisions that the City’s refusal
to approve or amend applications related to alteration
of a settlement area boundary or application removal of
an area of employment even if other land is proposed to
be added, cannot be appealed.

Observation ‐ no response required

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

New Tecumseth

Implementation Cost

Durham

Introductory Chapters

Durham

Introductory Chapters

Durham

Introductory Chapters

An area of concern for implementing the SPP is the issue of cost. Little is
known about where the responsibility lies in paying the cost of a Risk
Management Official or to develop outreach programs, for example.
Additionally, the details of what the specific Risk Management Official
Traning will include should be provided. Provincial funding has been made
available for property owners who voluntarily complete projects to address
significant drinking water threats or remove pathways (e.g. unused wells)
identified in Source Water Protection Assessment Reports, however the
province has yet to introduce specific funding to municipalities for their
contribution to SPP implementation. Therefore, funding should be provided
by the province to municipalities to implement the cost of the Risk
Management Official.
page 12 ‐ first sentence should say that the CWA requires one source
protection committee for each source protection REGION.
page 18 ‐ how will the ongoing role of the SPA be funded? Section 5.3 makes
it sound like the SPC will disappear once the plan is approved….is that
actually the case? If the SPC also has an ongoing role, same question about
funding
page 20 ‐ We disagree with statement “municipalities have the primary role
of implementing the spp”. Municipalities will play a key role but the Province
will also have an equally important role through the Provincial Instruments.
As can be seen from Table 1, a process dealing with an area of 10,000 square
km with 52 municipalities is not exactly a “local” process – Durham has no
representation on the SPC. While the SPA has provided many opportunities
for public input during the development of the ARs and SPP, the SPR is very
large. This round of consultation included no public meeting in Durham
Region.

Suggested Improvement

Durham

Introductory Chapters

page 33 ‐Table 2 – well count – for Durham Region in the lower tier column,
it should read Brock– Sunderland then on the next line Brock‐Cannington

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.

Durham

Introductory Chapters

The change will be reflected in the
proposed source protection plan.

Durham

Introductory Chapters

page 45 ‐ 3rd paragraph should read “domestic wells that intersect with the
WHPA were the most commonly identified transport pathways”...and the
following bullet should read "whether the well intersects the municipal
supply aquifer"
page 46 ‐ education and outreach tools are not “restrictive” at all. They
should be described as “non‐regulatory” tools or “program” tools.

Durham

Introductory Chapters

page 50 ‐ Monitoring policies – the statement that these policies are there to
track effectiveness of the policies is a bit misleading…Most of the monitoring
policies only track “activity”. At best the policies will track the number of
threats that have been reduced or removed. A different kind of monitoring
program would be required to make a judgement about whether water
quality and quantity have been protected or improved as a result of the SPPs.

Durham

Introductory Chapters

page 52 ‐ How policies are organized and numbered…this is another point of
inconsistency among our 3 SPRs – we recommend that the SPAs should
comet to agreement on one numbering/naming system and adopt it
(please!)
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SPC Response
Costs incurred can be recovered as per
Section 55 of the CWA

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

The introductory materials will be
updated to says that municipalities will
play a key role in the implementation
of the source protection plan policies.

The description of education and
outreach tools reflects that these tools
are non‐regulatory.
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protectin plan

The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

York Region

Land Use

Mono

Durham

Durham

Durham

Comment

Suggested Improvement

Land use policies that address activities (for example, the handling and
storage of such things as non‐agricultural source material or commercial
fertilizer or pesticides) may be difficult to implement because Official Plans
and Zoning By‐laws regulate land uses, not activities. Instead of an Official
Plan prohibitibng an activity, it is suggested that all Planning Act applications
in vulnerable areas where significant threats would occur must show
conformity with the Source Protection Plan and require applicants to submit
Disclosure Reports. In addition, there needs to be a system in place to review
change of use on properties where Planning Act applications or Building
Permits are not required. For example, an existing commerical use that is not
a significant threat, could be changed into a hardware store that includes the
storage of organic solvents, but since a mechanism to review conformity with
Source Protection Plan.
Legal
Mono Town council remains very concerned with several outstanding legal
and jurisdictional issues surrounding the implementation of the Source
Protection Plans in the Town of Mono. We must receive clarification on these
important issues prior to finalizing any comments on the plans. We would
suggest that the SPCs should also resolve these concerns prior to finalizing
their documents.
1) Will the Town of Mono have to implement two different policies from the
Source Protection Committees which cover one muncipal water systems?
2) Will the Town of Mono have to implement two different Source Protection
Plans within the same community or can the municipality chose to
implement one over the other? and,
3) In the significant threat area, the Town has a water system which
traverses both Source Protection areas. We expect that the Source
Protection Committees will provide clear guidance on the legal and
jurisdictional ramification of their actions and expected response from the
municipality over the implementation of the Clean Water Act as it applies to
this water system
Monitoring and Reporting The monitoring policies within the three plans affecting Durham vary
noticeably. The content and format of reporting required of a municipality or
a Risk Management Official must be consistent across source protection
regions so that they are not generating different reports for each SP region.
This single consistent reporting format will be particularly important where
municipalities in various SPRs have delegated Part IV authority to one RMO.
A consistent format will also allow the Province and SPCs to more easily
aggregate, compare and evaluate results across the Province. Reporting from
all implementing bodies should be sortable or accessible on a WPHA or
IPZ basis, so that all the data relating to protection activities by Provincial
bodies, RMOs and CBOs for a single well system or intake can be called up
and reviewed. (from letter to M. Covelli June 25)
Nutrient Management Act Extend the Nutrient Management Act to all farms in wellhead protection
areas and expand the scope of the Act to cover all agriculture‐related
drinking water threats. (this was in a letter address to M. Covelli dated June
25)
OMB Appeals
the Province should exempt from appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board or
Environmental Review Tribunal amendments made to municipal Official
Plans to bring them into compliance with source protection plans (also in a
letter to M Covelli dated June 25)
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SPC Response
The SPC is working on developing an
implementation guide that is aiming to
address this concern.

The province is developing guidance
for municipalities to use when dealing
with cross boundary issues.

The regions are working together to
streamline as much as possible

Asking OMAFRA to extend the Nutrient
Management Act to address all on
farm threats is out of scope.
Your concerns have been noted.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

MOE

Part IV for Waste &
Sewage

The use of Part IV policies to address
threats 1 &2 were included in the
source protection plan to close
potential loop‐holes in existing
legislation. Part IV policies for threats 1
& 2 have since been removed where
no loop‐holes exist.

Durham

Planning

There are limited situations where a PI may not be available to address these
threats. For example, PCB waste management systems are temporary in
nature and are not required to hold a PI. Large sewage systems that pre‐date
the OWRA would not have a PI available, and therefore Part IV would be
available to address this threat. That said any future sewage work is required
to have a PI prior to establishment, therefore Part IV may not be used to
address any future sewage threat. Please review all policies that use Part IV
to address threats # 1 and #2 and either add the caveat that they apply only
where a PI is not required or consider removing them from the plan. In
addition, please delete threats #1 and #2 from the s. 59 policy (refer to
comment in spreadsheet).
Prohibition of future threat activities through land use planning policies
Durham staff feels that some of these policies are redundant as the activities
they reference are governed by a prescribed instrument. Also, some of the
activities may not be effectively regulated through planning. For example,
fertilizer storage could begin in any existing or future building with no
Planning Act trigger to alert municipal officials to the stored contents.

Suggested Improvement

Durham

Planning

The land use policies (LUP 3 and 5) that deal with new on‐site sewage
systems in a WHPA and an issue contributing area should be consistent with
the other source protection regions. If the issue is nitrates, a new septic
system should not be approved.

Durham

Planning

One area where land use planning tools are effective and appropriate is in
dealing with water quantity threats. The Region supports RCHRG ‐1 and the
land use policies LUP‐6 and 8 which seek to ensure that any increase in water
demand can be accommodated on a sustainable basis. A planning
application for a vulnerable area would require a hydrogeological study.
Durham’s Regional Official Plan already contains this type of requirement.

Your concerns have been noted.
Considerate effort has gone towards
ensuring consistency with
neighbouring regions. Improved
coordination between regions has
resulted in increased consistency to
the extent that regions have adopted
h th
li iresponse required
Observation
‐ no

Durham

Planning

However, Regional staff has concerns about LUP‐7 which encourages
municipalities “to amend their planning documents to protect significant
groundwater recharge areas from incompatible development or site
alteration”. This policy goes beyond the SPC mandate to deal with significant
threat areas and would affect 32% of lands in the Durham part of the SPR
(See Significant Groundwater Recharge Area and Vulnerability Score map in
Attachment 1). Since Durham’s source protection authorities used different
methodologies to delineate these areas there is no consistent definition or
mapping to apply across the Region.

Policy LUP‐7 applies to the Orangeville
Tier 3 Local Area, and will have no
impact to the Region of Durham.

Durham

Planning

Given these inconsistencies in basic definitions, mapping and threat policies
across the Durham, it may be very challenging to align official plan policies
with the three SPPs. The Region recommends that amendments made to
municipal Official Plans to bring them into compliance with SPPs be exempt
from appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) or Environmental Review
Tribunal (ERT);

Your concerns have been noted.

Page 19 of 23

SPC Response

Please see the explanatory document
for the rationale of including Landuse
Planning Policies where appropriate to
compliment the Part IV and Prescribed
Instrument tools.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Durham

Planning

Streamline plan by more use of general policies. The Region recommends
expanded use of general policies to further streamline the source protection
plan. There are very similar policies listed under several threats that could be
grouped according to the action recommended. The draft proposed SPP
developed by the TCC SPC is a good example of this approach (See TCC policy
G‐6 for example.). The Region encourages the SPC to consider combining the
following policies into general policies:

Suggested Improvement

The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency

Durham

Planning

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

Durham

Planning

The major Regional recommendations to improve the draft proposed SPP
include : the need for a consistent province‐wide transition policy for
planning applications in process;
The major Regional recommendations to improve the draft proposed SPP
include : reduced reliance on land use planning policies to prohibit threat
activities due to the lack of planning triggers;

Public ‐ Peter Andrews Private Wells/Systems

While the Source Protection Planning effort protects municipal drinking wells
the planning strategy does not address threats associated with private wells
in close proximity to private septic systems. The majority of residents in Tiny
Township are on private wells in shoreline communities.

Out of scope

Durham

Prohibition policies

Please see the explanatory document
for the rationale of including Landuse
Planning Policies where appropriate to
compliment the Part IV and Prescribed
Instrument tools.

MOE

Prohibition policies

In many cases these policies are redundant as the activities they reference
are governed by a prescribed instrument. Also, some of the activities may not
be effectively regulated through land use planning. For example, fertilizer
storage could begin in any existing or future bulding with no Planning Act
trigger to alert municipal officials to the stored contents. (from letter to M.
Covelli June 25)
It is recommended that PI policies use language that directly prohibits the
activity rather than the issuing Director’s actions such as the issuing of an
instrument approval. Since the Ministry’s signing director’s decision must
conform to the policy, the Director would not be authorized to issue an
approval to permit such a significant drinking water threat activity to proceed
without incorporating the requirements of the policies that are applicable to
that threat and specific vulnerable area.

York Region

Prohibition policies

For those future activities not yet on the landscape that could be a significant
threat, the general approach by both Source Protection Committees is to
prohibit the activity within sensitive areas. For example, prohibition of
storage of large quantities (>2,50OL) of fuel within 100m of a well has been
proposed, while solvents and other related chemicals are prohibited within a
five year wellhead protection area in the current proposed policies. This
approach may pose a challenge for some employment areas where
designated employment lands overlap with portions of wellhead protection
areas. Consultation with
the local municipal planning departments will be essential as the Plans are
finalized to ensure the type of businesses that do not pose a threat to
drinking water are encouraged in these growth areas.

Local municipal planning staff have
been consulted with and involved in
development of the policies in the
source protection plan
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SPC Response

Please see the explanatory document
for the rationale of including Landuse
Planning Policies where appropriate to
compliment the Part IV and Prescribed
Instrument tools.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Durham

Risk Management Plans

Some policies in the SGBLS SPP go into detail about what should be included
in the risk management plan. This is inconsistent with policies of the
neighbouring TCC and CTC SPPs. Determination of acceptable risk mitigation
measures should be left up to the Risk Management Official, based on MOE
guidance documents, the Risk Management Measures Catalogue, industry
best practices and local hydrogeology. (from letter to M. Covelli June 25)

Suggested Improvement

The source protection regions
continue to work together to achieve
consistency

New Tecumseth

RMO

The process a Risk Management Official would follow to develop and
implement a Risk Management Plan and any subsequent enforcement
possibilities should be provided by the SPA for clarification. This should also
include information explaining the extent of authority the RMO has in pre‐
screening building permits and planning applications.

This will be included in an
implementation guide

Durham

Section 58

For properties affected by a Clean Water Act Section 58 policy, the Province
should mandate registration on the title of the property a requirement for a
risk management plan;

Melancthon

Technical Support

The Source Protection Committee should be requested to include a policy in
the Plan committing the Source Protection Authority and other government
agencies to provide municipalities with any required technical support
relating to the Plan’s implementation and enforcement, including testimony
before administrative tribunals such as Ontario Municipal Board in the case
of appeals of related changes to municipal planning documents.

Your comment has been noted. At the
time the SPC has not been informed
that the province will manadate
registration on the title of a propery as
a requirement of a risk management
plan
The request is out of scope of the
source protection plan.

Barrie

Timelines

The Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship Program Early Response deadline is Please continue to provide funding and consider a two
December 3, 2012 making it difficult to complete a project within the short year funding program so larger capital projects can be
considered in the capital planning process.
timeline.

A request to continue stewardship
funding has been made to the Ministry
of Environment

Durham

Timelines

That the Minister of the Environment be requested to increase the time
available for consultation on the proposed source protection plans by
extending the current deadline for source protection plan submission
(August 20, 2012) by 90 days

Durham

Timelines

That if the requested extension is not granted, Regional staff be authorized
to submit comments on the final proposed version of the source protection
plan (SPP) during the upcoming July/August public consultation period, after
Regional Council is recessed for the summer break

The source protection committee
asked for and received an extension of
60 days to submit its proposed source
protection plans. Both formal
consultations were extended as a
result
Not relevant given response above

MOE

Timelines

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

MOE

Timelines

The CWA requires the plan to contain conformity dates for official plans,
zoning bylaws and prescribed instruments (ss. 40, 42, 43). Please ensure that
such dates are clearly indicated.
For official plans and zoning bylaws, the following wording regarding
timelines is suggested: “Official plans and zoning bylaws shall be updated in
accordance with the provisions of s. 26 of the Planning Act.”

MOE

Timelines

For existing MOE prescribed instruments, the following wording regarding
timelines is suggested: “The Ministry of the Environment shall comply with
the policy within 3 years from the date the plan takes effect, or such other
date as the Director determines based on a prioritized review of
Environmental Compliance Approvals that govern significant drinking water
threat activities ”

Timelines for policy conformity have
been included in the proposed source
protection plan.
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SPC Response

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

Newmarket

Timelines

General –.. The timing within which Official Plans are required to be brought
into conformity with the Source Protection Plan is not addressed in the Plan
Suggested Improvement: . Clarify the timing within which Official Plans are
required to be brought into conformity with the Source Protection Plan.

Suggested Improvement

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

York Region

Timelines

Additional time for municipalities and other implementing bodies to assess
the implications of the proposed policies and provide constructive feedback
would greatly benefit the final Source Protection Plan, and subsequently
improve the implementation process. The Source Protection Plan is a cross
disciplinary document that requires multiple and complex conversations
between departments. Having a two tier municipal structure adds further
complexity. Regional Council has endorsed the request for extension by your
SPC in a letter to the Minister of the Environment.

The source protection committee
asked for and received an extension of
60 days to submit its proposed source
protection plans. Both formal
consultations were extended as a
result.

York Region

Timelines

Implementations timelines are not provided

NVCA

Transition

It is noted that the source protection plan lacks transitional policies.

Durham

Transition

A proper province‐wide transition policy to deal with planning applications in
process as of the date of SPP approval is critical. It appears that the SPCs
have struggled with the mechanics a usable transition policy. The draft model
policy prepared by the MOE (which was discussed by the provinciall
municipal working group) is a much clearer way of dealing with the transition
issues that is better aligned with other planning legislation (from letter to M.
Covelli dated June 25)

Grey County

Transition

The South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee should
consider implementing transition policies to clearly identify what is
considered as "existing" activitiy and what is considered to be a "future"
activitiy when it comes to planning applications, draft approved
subdivision/condominiums, building permit applications, etc. it is
recommended that the Source Protection Committee use the transition
policies proposed in the Saugeen Valley/Gery Sauble SPP as a guide.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

MOE

Transition

We note that the committee has chosen to prohibit future threat activities
using a variety of tools, and these prohibitions could affect bone fide
applications in process. The Plan does not appear to have provisions to
address applications in process (i.e., transition provisions). Please discuss
this with your municipalities and consider making appropriate changes.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

York Region

Transition

York Region

Transition

There are no transitional policies, specifically with respect to applications for
new land use or developments that have already entered the municipal
development process where the development application has been deemed
complete by the approval authority (local or regional municipality depending
on the application)
The current draft Plan does not have policies to allow existing approvals
under the Planning Act or the Environmental Assessment Act to be treated as
an existing activity. There are several pieces of legislation that allow for
transition to a new regulatory framework e.g. Greenbelt Act, Lake Simcoe
Protection Act, etc. These Acts all have transition regulations that specify
exactly how applications that were underway when the Acts were introduced
are to be considered

See CTC pg 34 T‐1 thru T‐20
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SPC Response

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

See separate submission suggested by Planning staff

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

We recommend that the Province develop a transition
regulation for the Clean Water Act to ensure that in‐
progress applications are addressed fairly and
consistently across Ontario.

This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan

General Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan and the SPC Response
From

Topic/Theme

Comment

MOE

Vulnerable Areas

Please ensure that specific geographic areas any given threat policy applies
to is clearly identified in each policy. Several policies (e.g., SEWG(b)‐5) state
that they apply to the “most vulnerable areas,” which is not a term that
clearly applies to specifically delineated vulnerable areas. Additionally,
policies appear to overlap with the Georgian Sands and La Fontaine issues
contributing area (ICA). Policies should clearly identify which area they
pertain to and exceptions should be noted in the policy (e.g., despite policy x,
in Georgian Sands and La Fontaine ICA, the following applies). Many
committees have used the phrase “in areas where this activity could be
significant” as a way to describe the applicable area a policy applies, and this
is an acceptable approach.
may want to consider duplicating CTC SWG‐12 and
Section 13.2.1 ‐ There is no policy direction for expansions of large septic
modifying LUP‐1 to remove item 2a and insert in LUP‐2
systems under the PI; although the LUP‐1 suggests prohibit

York Region

Suggested Improvement
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SPC Response
This will be reflected in the proposed
source protection plan.

The proposed source protection plan
contains a definition of expansion that
address your concern.

Threat #1a – c – Waste

Threat #1a – Waste (Hauled Sewage)
Policy:
WAST(a)1

Pro

MC

Comments Received:

RMO

E/F

The existing and future application of hauled sewage
to land is designated for the purposes of Section 57
of the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited
where the activity is or would be a significant drinking
water threat.

MON-2

York Region - Is the Part IV prohibition necessary given the prescribed instrument policies? Suggested Improvement: Policy should rely on the
prescribed instrument and remove this policy
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the application of untreated septage to land.
Innisfil: Consider the possibility of the intended result of this policy being a duplication of policies WAST(a)-2 and 3? Consider having MOE amend
/ restrict Waste Haulers Certificates of Approval.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the application of untreated septage to land.
Durham: Wast(a)-1 Sec. 57 policy is redundant given that you have provincial instrument policy Wast(a)-3.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the application of untreated septage to land.
MOE: Please ensure that you correctly reference the threat activity. "Hauled sewage" should be referenced as "untreated septage". Untreated
septage is a waste within the meaning of Part V of the EPA, which is regulated using a PI, and therefore Part IV is not available to address future
occurrences of this threat. Please delete references to future in this policy. We note that a number of sewage and waste threats are addressed
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using Part IV where a PI is available. Please review all policies that use Part IV to address threats #1 and #2 (except you may address PCB waste
management systems using Part IV) and delete future occurrences. In addition you may wish to add the reference "where a PI is not available"
for clarity.
SPC Response: All references to “hauled sewage” have been changed to untreated septage. All Part IV power policies have been removed in
regards to Threats 1 and 2 with the exception of PCB waste storage and sewage lagoons installed prior to 1970.
Policy
WAST(a)2

PI

MC

Comments Received:

MOE

E

Where an existing waste disposal site is in an area
where the activity is a significant drinking water
threat, the MOE shall amend or revoke the
Environmental Compliance Approval to prohibit the
spreading of hauled sewage anywhere it would be a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-2

York Region: The policy will call for the MOE to amend or revoke C of As where prohibition will be used for existing sites. Suggested
Improvement: consider an implementation timeline or transitional policy associated with it. CTC Wst-1 suggests a 3-year implementation time.
SPC Response: The revised source protection plan will contain policies outlining the timeline for policy implementation.
MOE: The issuing director of the PI needs clear direction from the committee as to the action (which must be substantiated in the Explanatory
Document). The Director can then determine the appropriate action to conform with the policy (either amend or revoke the PI). The phrase
"amend or revoke the ECA to" should be deleted. The policy should focus on the desired outcome (manage or prohibit), rather than the process.
Please amend throughout. (ED) (Editorial)
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state the desired outcome. In addition this policy has been combined with WAST(a)-4.
Policy:
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WAST(a)3

PI

MC

MOE

F

The MOE shall not issue Environmental Compliance
Approvals (certificates of approval) where the
application of hauled sewage to land is in an area
where it would be a significant drinking water threat.

MON-2

Comments Received:
MOE: This policy could be combined with the policy above and simplified. For example the policy could state "the existing and future application
of untreated septage in areas where significant is prohibited." The result would be that the MOE would review existing ECAs and amend them to
conform (which may include revoking the instrument) and not issue new ECAs for this activity in this area. In addition, the policy should clearly
indicate how the threat activity is to be addressed, rather than directing bodies as to the approach to be taken. Please amend throughout.
(Editorial)
SPC Response: Policies WAST(a)-3 and WAST(a)-4 have been combined into one policy.
Policy
WAST(a)4

PI

HR

MOE

F

The MOE should not issue an Environmental
Compliance Approval (Certificate of Approval) where
the application of hauled sewage to land would be a
moderate or low drinking water threat.

MON-2

Comments Received:
Peel Region Regional and area municipal staff has concerns and/or questions regarding this policy. Does the Clean Water Act, through a source
protection plan policy, have authority to prohibit the application of hauled sewage in areas where it is a low or moderate threat? Does this create a
conflict with the Environmental Protection Act? (Legal Effect is HR)
SPC Response: Yes, the CWA allows the source protection plan to include policies that address moderate and/or low drinking water threats.
However, the legal effect of these policies is have regard for, and; therefore, it is possible that no action will be taken to implement these policies.

MOE: Please ensure that this policy is included on the correct List. Please revise to delete from List C and include instead on List D. (Editorial)
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SPC Response: This policy is included on List D in the revised Source Protection Plan.
Durham: Waste (a)-4 Clarify if this prohibition extends to vulnerable areas beyond the WHPA or IPZ. We agree that hauled sewage should not be
spread in the wellhead area but as written, this policy could affect a very large area and, until alternative disposal is available, may not be
realistic.
SPC Response: The intent of the policy is to prohibit the spreading of untreated septage to land within all areas where the activity would pose a
moderate or low significant drinking water threat, which includes SGRAs/HVAs. However, the legal effect of the policies is have regard for, and;
therefore, it is possible that no action will be taken to implement this policy.
Policy
WAST(a)5

Oth: NLB
RE

Comments Received:

MOE

F

The MOE should undertake research around hauled
sewage treatment options and the opportunity to
create environmentally friendly usable by-products
(e.g. compost) to negate the need of spreading
hauled sewage within vulnerable areas where the
activity is or would be a significant, moderate or low
drinking water threat.

MON-2

MOE: In order to overcome diverse implementation challenges, the Ministry suggests that the policy be revised to recommend an analysis of the
research required. The policy could be worded to "undertake an analysis to determine the research." This recommendation would mean that
the program analysis could be undertaken and actions of the Ministry could be reported, rather than defining the program outcome or actions
through the policy. Please note that this policy should also be included on List J as the policy addresses areas where the threats could be
moderate or low.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to incorporate the suggested wording changes, and will be included on List J in the revised Source
Protection Plan.
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Threat #1b – Waste (Waste Disposal)
Policy
WAST(b)1

RMP

MC

RMO

E

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not
require an approval, the existing establishment,
operation or maintenance of a waste disposal site is
designated for the purpose of Section 58 of the Clean
Water Act, and is therefore requires a risk
management plan where the activity is a significant
drinking water threat. The risk management plan will
include terms and conditions to ensure that the site
ceases to be a significant drinking water threat and
prevents the site from receiving hazardous waste.

MON-1

Comments Received:
York Region: For an existing site, use of RMP where the RMP is to also prevent the site from receiving hazardous waste thus is prohibiting the
activity. Manage/Prohibit policy. Needs further clarification. Suggested Improvement: section 57 should be used.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 1b is PCB waste disposal systems. The SPC has now included a policy that prohibits existing and future
PCB waste disposal systems within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach, but questions the need for a s. 58 risk
management policy if provincial instruments can be used to address this threat. Note that the wording may be misinterpreted. It should be the
activity that should cease and not the site. Staff recommends replacing the site with activity in the last sentence as highlighted.
The use of wording existing establishment does not make sense rather creates ambiguity. It should be replaced with waste disposal site. (Where
the Environmental Protection Act does not require an approval, the existing establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal site is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, and is therefore requires a risk management plan where the activity is a
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significant drinking water threat. The risk management plan will include terms and conditions to ensure that the site ceases to be a significant
drinking water threat and prevents the site from receiving hazardous waste.)
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 1b is PCB waste disposal systems. The SPC has now included a policy that prohibits existing and future
PCB waste disposal systems within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat.
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy
RLU- 1. Grammatical, remove word "is" following "Clean Water Act".
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 1b is PCB waste disposal systems. The SPC has now included a policy that prohibits existing and future
PCB waste disposal systems within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat.
Durham: WAST (b)-1 applies to an existing waste site, therefore “establishment” should be deleted. Sec. 57 policy is redundant given the P.I.
would be denied. Keep the accountability with the MOE. WAST (b)-1WAST (b)-2 Implementer should be the MOE.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 1b is PCB waste disposal systems. The SPC has now included a policy that prohibits existing and future
PCB waste disposal systems within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat.
Newmarket: Page 58-59 Waste disposal sites include by definition (under the Environmental Protection Act) any land, building, structure in
connection with the depositing, disposal, handling, storage, transfer, treatment or processing of waste which includes, ashes, garbage refuse,
domestic waste, industrial waste, municipal refuse, etc. Seventy-four (74) waste disposal sites have been identified within Newmarket within
Wellhead Protection Areas.
Policy Wast1 b-1 clarifies that a Risk Management Plan is required for existing waste disposal sites.
Policy Wast1 b-2 addresses new operations and the expansion of existing operations. This policy requires municipalities to prohibit the
expansion of or the establishment of new waste disposal sites, including transfer stations that pose a “significant” drinking water threat. More
guidance appears to be required for transfer stations, e.g., paint, batteries, cell phones, etc. Also, many manufacturing businesses include a
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component of reuse or recycling of waste products as part of their manufacturing process, which is encouraged by the province and
municipalities. Therefore, more clarification is required in the Plan to provide guidance around the particular types of waste, transfer stations
and recycling and processing activities that pose a significant threat and therefore should be prohibited by municipalities within the Wellhead
Protection Areas and to define the waste disposal activities, and processes that would be subject to Risk Assessments. Suggested Change More
clarification is required in the Plan to provide guidance around the particular types of waste, transfer stations and processing activities that pose
a significant threat, and therefore should be prohibited by municipalities within the Wellhead Protection Areas; and to define the waste disposal
activities and processes that would be subject to Risk Assessments.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 1b is PCB waste disposal systems. The SPC has now included a policy that prohibits existing and future
PCB waste disposal systems within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat.
MOE: For clarity, please include the phase "within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection Act" as noted in the text. Please revise
throughout. Also please delete the last sentence of the policy. The RMP is required to ensure that the threats "cease to be" and further, this
particular policy only addresses incidences where a PI is not available to address the threat. Hazardous waste is addressed through a PI and
therefore cannot be subject to Part IV. When a policy addresses an area where existing waste disposal sites could be a threat, please delete the
term "establishment" as it implies that the site is yet to be developed.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 1b is PCB waste disposal systems. The SPC has now included a policy that prohibits existing and future
PCB waste disposal systems within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat. The phrase “within the
meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection Act” has been added to the policies.
Policy
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WAST(b)2

Pro

MC

RMO

F

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not
require an approval, the expansion of an existing or
the future establishment, operation or maintenance of
a waste disposal site is designated for the purposes of
Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is therefore
prohibited where the activity would be a significant
drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Barrie: Clarify whether an existing site that has an Environmental Protection Act (EPA) approval can remain however will be limited to the
existing size as expansion is prohibited. Suggested improvement: Allow existing sites to continue to receive waste and expand as necessary if net
environmental benefit can be achieved.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 1b is PCB waste disposal systems. The SPC has now included a policy that prohibits existing and future
PCB waste disposal systems within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat. This policy does not address
those sites regulated under the Environmental Protection Act.
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy
RLU-1.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 1b is PCB waste disposal systems. The SPC has now included a policy that prohibits existing and future
PCB waste disposal systems within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat.
Newmarket: Page 58-59 Waste disposal sites include by definition (under the Environmental Protection Act) any land, building, structure in
connection with the depositing, disposal, handling, storage, transfer, treatment or processing of waste which includes, ashes, garbage refuse,
domestic waste, industrial waste, municipal refuse, etc. Seventy-four (74) waste disposal sites have been identified within Newmarket within
Wellhead Protection Areas.
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Policy Wast1 b-1 clarifies that a Risk Management Plan is required for existing waste disposal sites.
Policy Wast1 b-2 addresses new operations and the expansion of existing operations. This policy requires municipalities to prohibit the
expansion of or the establishment of new waste disposal sites, including transfer stations that pose a “significant” drinking water threat. More
guidance appears to be required for transfer stations, e.g., paint, batteries, cell phones, etc. Also, many manufacturing businesses include a
component of reuse or recycling of waste products as part of their manufacturing process, which is encouraged by the province and
municipalities. Therefore, more clarification is required in the Plan to provide guidance around the particular types of waste, transfer stations
and recycling and processing activities that pose a significant threat and therefore should be prohibited by municipalities within the Wellhead
Protection Areas and to define the waste disposal activities, and processes that would be subject to Risk Assessments. Suggested Change More
clarification is required in the Plan to provide guidance around the particular types of waste, transfer stations and processing activities that pose
a significant threat, and therefore should be prohibited by municipalities within the Wellhead Protection Areas; and to define the waste disposal
activities and processes that would be subject to Risk Assessments.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 1b is PCB waste disposal systems. The SPC has now included a policy that prohibits existing and future
PCB waste disposal systems within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat. This policy does not address
those sites regulated under the Environmental Protection Act.
MOE: In some policies expansions are considered to be existing and in some policies expansions are considered to be future. Please consider
using a consistent approach. We note that expansions are not defined. Please review all policies in the Plan where expansions are addressed and
consider whether the policy direction is clear. Are expansions subject to existing or future provisions? Do expansions include expansions to the
volume of the material or the location or both?
SPC Response: The enhanced existing threat activity and use definition that appears in the revised source protection plan contains a clarification
point that clearly defines expansions. “Where an existing activity is permitted an expansion, alteration or replacement of a use activity, building
or structure that reduces the risk of contaminating drinking water shall be permitted.”
Policy
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WAST(b)3

PI

Comments Received:

MC

MOE

E

Where the establishment, operation or maintenance of
an existing waste disposal site is in an area where this
activity is a significant drinking water threat, the MOE
shall amend the Environmental Compliance Approval
(Certificate of Approval) that governs the waste
disposal site to include conditions that:
1) prevent these sites from receiving hazardous waste;
and
2) ensure the waste disposal site ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-1

York Region: For an existing site, use of RMP where the RMP is to also prevent the site from receiving hazardous waste thus is prohibiting the
activity. Manage/Prohibit policy. Needs further clarification. Suggested Improvement: section 57 should be used.
SPC Response:The RMP policy that was originally included in the Source Protection Plan has been removed, and will be dealt with through
Section 57 for PCB sites and Prescribed Instrument policies for all other waste disposal sites.
MOE: The Ministry recommends that PI policies that are used to address a threat be worded in a manner to allow the Director to have the
discretion to consider the terms and conditions, where appropriate. Many of the terms and conditions noted in a SPP policy may already be
addressed and allowing the Director to consider the terms will avoid duplication, and ensure that staff resources are in areas of need, and will
allow additional terms to be included. Providing flexibility and making these policies suggestions will allow the Ministry to include suggestions
broadly in the approval process. Having terms and conditions in the PI policies that are legally binding would result in multiple site specific
business processes which is not an effective use of limited resources and time. This comment applies to all policies where PIs are used and terms
and conditions are required.
SPC Response: All prescribed instrument policies have been revised to provide the approving director flexibility in determining which terms and
conditions are appropriate to include in the Environmental Compliance Approval to address the Significant Drinking Water Threat.
Policy
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WAST(b)4

PI

MC

MOE

F

Where the expansion of an existing or the future
establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste
disposal site would be a significant drinking water
threat, the MOE shall not issue an Environmental
Compliance Approval (Certificate of Approval).

MON-1

Comments Received:
MOE: Consider revising the policy as follows: "The establishment, operation and maintenance of a waste disposal site (future) within the
meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection Act is prohibited in areas where it would be a significant drinking water threat."
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state the intent of the policy, which is to prohibit expansions of existing facilities and future
sites from opening within the Significant Drinking Water Threat area.
Policy
WAST(b)5

Oth
(SA)

MC

Mun

E

Municipalities responsible for waste management are
required to consider ways in which additional
conveniences for hazardous waste transfer can be
created outside of vulnerable areas where it is or
would be a significant drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments Received:
MOE: Please clarify what is meant by "hazardous waste transfer". Is it household hazardous waste? Also unclear what is meant by
"conveniences... can be created". The wording "municipalities responsible for waste management" is misleading as MOE is responsible for
regulating waste disposal. Municipalities are responsible for collecting waste. Please clarify. In addition, there are other locations in the plan
where waste is addressed, such as in DNAPLs, organic solvents, and pesticides. Policies addressing waste should be consolidated in this section.
This policy specifically directs actions outside of vulnerable areas where it would be a SDWT therefore the policy could be enabled under s. 22(7)
of the Act (E and O).
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to target municipalities responsible for collecting waste, and has been consolidated per the
suggestion.
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Durham: WAST (b)-5 Policy wording could be clearer ie. Transfer stations should be located outside of a vulnerable area. Municipality only
accepts residential waste.
SPC Response: The policy is intended to target residential waste disposal, and has been revised to clearly state that municipalities responsible for
collecting household hazardous waste are the implementing body.

Threat #1c – Waste (Mine Tailings)
Policy
WAST(c)1

RMP MC

RMO

E

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not
MON-1
require an approval, the existing establishment,
operation or maintenance of a mine tailings
disposal site is designated for the purposes of
Section 58 of the Clean Water Act and therefore
requires a risk management plan where the activity
is a significant drinking water threat. The risk
management plan will include terms and conditions
to ensure that the sites cease to be a significant
drinking water threat.

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach, but questions the need for a s. 58 risk
management policy if provincial instruments can be used to address this threat.

SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the disposal of mine tailings.
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy
RLU-1.
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SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the disposal of mine tailings.
Durham: WAST (c)-1 what is an example where an MOE approval is not required?
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the disposal of mine tailings.
MOE: Mine tailings ponds, although listed a waste under the table of circumstances, are required to have a PI under s. 53 of the Ontario Water
Resources Act because the waste is related to an industrial process that produces an industrial sewage effluent discharge. Industrial sewage
effluent PIs address both the effluent discharge and the impoundment area. These PIs are now issued as ECAs under the EPA. Since a PI is
available to address this threat, Part IV is not available. This policy must be deleted and removed from List H. We note that you have addresed
this threat in policy SEWG(d)-3 and SEWG(d)-4.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the disposal of mine tailings.
Policy
WAST(c)2

Pro

MC

RMO

F

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not
require an approval, the future establishment,
operation or maintenance of a mine tailings
disposal site is designated for the purposes of
Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is therefore
prohibited where the activity would be a significant
drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy
RLU-1.
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SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the disposal of mine tailings.
Durham: WAST (c)-2 Redundant. MOE approvals always required. Policy does not address expansion of existing sites.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the disposal of mine tailings.
MOE: Please delete and remove from List G as per comment above.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to the disposal of mine tailings.
Policy
WAST(c)4

PI

MC

MOE

F

Where future mine tailings disposal would be a
significant drinking water threat, the MOE shall not
issue an Environmental Compliance Approval
(Certificate of Approval).

MON-2

Comments Received:
Durham: WAST(c)-4 Policy does not address expansion of existing sites.
SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan now includes a definition of expansion. “Where an existing activity is permitted an expansion,
alteration or replacement of a use activity, building or structure that reduces the risk of contaminating drinking water shall be permitted.”
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Threat #2a – Sewage (Stormwater Management)
Policy
SEWG(a)- RMP MC
1

RMO

E

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not
require an approval, the existing establishment,
operation or maintenance of a system that collects,
stores, transmits, treats or disposes of storm water is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean
Water Act, and therefore requires a risk management
plan where the activity is a significant drinking water
threat. The risk management plan will include terms and
conditions to ensure that:
1) expansions to existing facilities will only be permitted
where such expansions reduce the risk of contaminating
drinking water
2) retrofitting provides for the discharge to take place
outside of the vulnerable area
so that the stormwater management facility ceases to be
a significant drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments Received:
York Region: References to Environmental Protection Act is incorrect. Suggested improvement: Should say 'Ontario water resources act' or more
simply stated 'where no environmental compliance approval exists'. (Editorial)
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management.
York Region: Not sure why the language for expansions between PI and RMP is not consistent. I would think both should refer to permitting
expansions where it does not pose a "significant drinking water threat", instead of "such expansions reduce the risk of contaminating drinking
water". Suggested Improvement: Suggest consistent use of SDWT language. (Editorial)
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SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan now includes a definition of expansion. “Where an existing activity is permitted an expansion,
alteration or replacement of a use activity, building or structure that reduces the risk of contaminating drinking water shall be permitted.”
Barrie: This policy is intended to capture only those instances that may not be covered by the EPA. The majority of significant threats for
stormwater are covered under EPA. Please clarify that a Risk Management Plan (RMP) is not required. Suggested improvement: Clarify that a
RMP is not required for any stormwater significant threats that have an existing Certificate of Approval or Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA). (ED)
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management.
Barrie: States that retrofitting provides for the discharge to take place outside of the vulnerable area – in some cases this could require 100 m of
pipe to have the discharge outside the WHPA. This does not reduce the environmental risk and it maybe cost prohibitive to find a hydraulic
solution. Stormwater management upgrades to add quality control to an existing system would have greater environmental benefit than
relocating the discharge. Suggested improvement: Not a practical solution in many cases, particularly in the City of Barrie. A specific policy for
Barrie should be drafted, focusing on providing quality control and not the discharge location.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the policy has been removed.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff recommends further discussion on this policy. Retrofitting existing stormwater discharges outside
of vulnerable areas may not be feasible or necessary in all situations. Retrofits may be onerous and expensive for municipalities if these are
required to be implemented.

SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the policy has been removed.
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy RLU1. (ED – see comment below from MOE)
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SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the policy has been removed.
Durham: Several general comments regarding the financial implications of the mandatory sewage system inspection program are included in this
report.
Wording “existing establishment” does not make sense and occurs in several places parallel to operation and maintenance. Is “establishment”
included to cover the “re-establishment” of something that existed in the past 10 years?
Policy text reads “is in an area where….” Should read “are in an area where….”.
What is the definition of retrofit? Confirm that all storm-water ponds will require the discharge to be outside the vulnerable area. Has
consideration been given to the number and cost of the retrofit, pumping stations may be required? What is the trigger for EPA vs. non EPA
storm ponds?
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the policy has been removed. The phrase existing establishement was used to
properly capture the significant threat title.
MOE: Part IV is not available where a PI is available to address sewage works. There may be limited situations where a PI was not issued for a
sewage work in an area where the threat could be significant. For example, a PI may not have been issued for large sewage works that predated the Ontario Water Resources Act. Part IV could address this type of occurrence. Since the "establishment" of sewage works addresses a
new work, the word "establishment" should be deleted. Expansions to existing facilities would also require a PI. In addition, s. 53 of the Ontario
Water Resources Act requires that a PI be issued for a sewage work, however the ECA is now issued under the EPA. Please delete reference to
the EPA in the policy. Please consider this information for all policies that use Part IV to address waste and sewage threats. In addition, the way
the policy is currently worded would require existing SWM ponds to be retrofitted to move the discharge. You may wish to consider softening
the wording to allow flexibility where this is not practical.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the policy has been removed.
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Policy
SEWG(a)- Pro
2

MC

RMO

F

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not require
an approval, the future establishment, operation or
maintenance of a system that collects, stores, transmits,
treats or disposes of storm water is designated for the
purposes of Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is
therefore prohibited where the activity would be a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments received:
York Region: References to Environmental Protection Act is incorrect. Suggested improvement: Should say 'Ontario water resources act' or more
simply stated 'where no environmental compliance approval exists'.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the policy has been removed.
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy
RLU-1. Very prohibitive, stormwater provisions for collection must be made, at a minimum.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the policy has been removed. The phrase existing establishement was used to
properly capture the significant threat.
Newmarket: Page 63-65 Stormwater management system includes a system that collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of stormwater.
Policy SEWG a-2 proposes that future stormwater management system be prohibited where the activity would be a significant drinking water
threat. With Low impact storm water management systems, roof storage, reuse of stormwater for onsite irrigation it is important to provide
guidance within the Plan to municipalities regarding the types and forms of SWM that pose a threat: Suggested Change The types of stormwater
management systems that pose a threat and therefore should be prohibited requires further guidance and clarification within the Plan.
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SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the policy has been removed.

MOE: A PI is available for all future sewage works. Please delete all policies that address future sewage works and use Part IV.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the policy has been removed. The phrase existing establishement was used to
properly capture the significant threat.

Policy
SEWG(a)- PI
3
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MC

MOE

E

Where an existing stormwater retention pond and
associated discharge features is in an area where the
activity is a significant drinking water threat, MOE shall
ensure that the Environmental Compliance Approval
(Certificate of Approval) that governs the stormwater
management facility include appropriate terms and
conditions to ensure that:
1) expansions to existing facilities will only be permitted
where such expansions do not pose a significant drinking
water threat
2) retrofitting provides for the discharge to take place
outside of the vulnerable area
so that the stormwater management facility ceases to be
a significant drinking water threat.

MON-2
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Comments Received:
York Region: Not sure why the language for expansions between PI and RMP is not consistent. I would think both should refer to permitting
expansions where it does not pose a "significant drinking water threat", instead of "such expansions reduce the risk of contaminating drinking
water". Suggested Improvement: Suggest consistent use of SDWT language. (Comment not relevant since RMP policy has to be deleted)
SPC Response: The previous policies were included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there
are no gaps in existing legislation in regards to stormwater management and the Section 57 & 58 policies have been removed. The revised
Source Protection Plan now includes a definition of expansion to provide a consistent approach across the Source Protection Plan.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff recommends further discussion on this policy. Retrofitting existing stormwater discharges outside
of vulnerable areas may not be feasible or necessary in all situations. Retrofits may be onerous and expensive for municipalities if these are
required to be implemented.

SPC Response:The policy has been revised to allow the approving director to determine which terms and conditions should be included in the
Environmental Compliance Approval to address the Signficant Drinking Water. The requirement to permit retrofitting of existing facilities only if
the discharge take place outside of the vulnerable area is only a suggestion for the approving director to consider when issuing approvals.
Durham: Retrofitting all existing stormwater ponds to discharge outside of the vulnerable area is not reasonable, should change text to
discharge outside of WHPA.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to allow the approving director to determine which terms and conditions should be included in the
Environmental Compliance Approval to address the Signficant Drinking Water. The requirement to permit retrofitting of existing facilities only if
the discharge take place outside of the vulnerable area is only a suggestion for the approving director to consider when issuing approvals.
MOE: This policy includes mandatory language and the Ministry recommends that mandatory language be removed and replaced with language
that permits the Director, where appropriate to include the following terms and conditions…..In addition the terms and conditions are actually
policy direction. The policy should be worded as follows: Expansions to existing stormwater management ponds in areas where these facilities
could be a SDWT are permitted when such expansions can ensure the risk to drinking water ceases to be significant. In areas where the threat
to drinking water could be signficant, retrofitting of SWM works should consider ensuring the discharge of the pond is located outside of the
area where significant whenever possible.
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SPC Response: The policy has been revised to allow the approving director to determine which terms and conditions should be included in the
Environmental Compliance Approval to address the Signficant Drinking Water.

Policy
SEWG(a)- PI
4

MC

MOE

Comments Received:

F

Where a future stormwater retention pond and associated
discharge features is in an area where it would be a
significant drinking water threat, MOE shall not issue an
Environmental Compliance Approval (Certificate of
Approval).

MON-2

Barrie: This policy may restrict a new development from utilizing a storm pond for stormwater management. In reviewing the list of threats
activities, the risk associated with stormwater is minimal in comparison. If the system is coupled with risk reduction so that the threat is no
longer significant, than stormwater ponds would be allowed. Suggested improvement: Use infrastructure improvements that demonstrate risk
reduction to allow ponds in vulnerable areas.
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the revised Source Protection Plan. Significant threats posed from both existing and future
stormwater management facilities will be managed through prescribed instrument policies.
Durham: should read “features are”
SPC Response: Noted. This policy has been removed the revised Source Protection Plan.
MOE: If the intent is to prohibit future SWM ponds in the area where significant, then this should be clearly stated
SPC Response: Noted. This policy has been removed the revised Source Protection Plan.
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Policy
SEWG(a)- Oth
5

MC

Comments Received:

Mun

E

Municipalities are required to consider the ways in which
sub-standard stormwater management facilities within
vulnerable areas will be regularly maintained and
upgraded.

MON-2

York Region: It is unclear if this policy applies to low and moderate or significant - legal effect seems incorrect if its intended for low and
moderate as previous policies already address substandard SWMPs. Appears on list B in Appendix A. Suggested Improvement: Revise to clarify
the policy intent and legal effect, clarify list B in Appendix.
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan based on feedback received during public consultation.
York Region: This policy doesn’t distinguish between municipal/privately owned stormwater water facilities. The policy is a bit vague overall.
Suggested Improvement: Clarify if it is municipally-owned facilities only subject to this policy, if it is to be of wider application, indicate which
level of municipality is responsible for implementing.
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan based on feedback received during public consultation.
Barrie: This policy requires the municipality to consider ways to upgrade sub-standard stormwater management facilities within vulnerable
areas. In a presentation prepared by the LSRCA, the total for 276 retrofit opportunities in the watershed had an estimated cost of $117 million
dollars (2011). The municipality, in establishing an implementation plan, will prioritize projects recognizing the most effective manner to
implement the required works and taking into account the capital resources available. It will take some time to investigate alternative funding
mechanisms that can be employed. Suggested improvement: Projects will be considered subject to municipality’s financial, timing, and approval
constraints. Therefore given the wording of the policy, we have ‘considered’ upgrading and therefore satisfy the policy requirement.
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan based on feedback received during public consultation.
Peel Region: This policy is unclear and may be difficult to implement. What is meant by a “sub-standard” stormwater management facility?
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan based on feedback received during public consultation.
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Innisfil: The policy leaves to interpretation what constitutes a sub-standard stormwater Mgmt facility. Consider making reference to MOE
Stormwater Facility Standards. There is some ambiguity surrounding what constitutes a "vulnerable area". Consider aligning with wording of
other policies statement of "where it would be a significant drinking water threat" The Legal Effect of MC is not in a "required to consider" is not
aligned with the legal effect of MC.
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan based on feedback received during public consultation.
MOE: It is unclear where this policy applies - the area is listed as "vulnerable areas". List K is for SDWT that represent a non legally binding
commitment. Municipalities are required to satisfy obligations to address SDWT, therefore if this policy addresses SDWT, it belongs on List E. A
policy targeted to a municipality that addresses an area where there could be a SDWT could never be on List K, please amend throughout.
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan based on feedback received during public consultation.

Policy
SEWG(a)- Oth NLB
6
(Re)

MOE

E

The MOE should research alternative methods for
stormwater management. The MOE may wish to
consider the approach currently in place through the
Lake Simcoe Protection Plan. Research should focus on
how to mitigate significant drinking water threats in
stormwater including the reduction of stormwater runoff.

MON-2

Comments Received:
Barrie: Municipalities would require information on design standards for alternative methods for stormwater management. Suggested
improvement: Provide direction on design standards for Low Impact Development technologies.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to incorporate the suggestion asking for updated design guidelines to be produced.
Durham: research on alternative methods of stormwater management. Inconsistency – TCC does not have this policy
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SPC Response: Consistency has been a paramount issue throughout the development of the Source Protection Plan Policies, and the SPC has
strived to maintain consistency in policy approach and text wherever possible with neighbouring regions.
MOE: Policies can be included in the plan to address the threat that are based on the provisions of Lake Simcoe Plan, which also helps with
consistency in application: Suggested wording that was also shared with CTC. These are water quality policies to address low-impact
development using planning tools –
1. Significant Threats
In areas where threats (these threats could include all stormwater-related sewage threat sub-categories, road salt and snow threats) could be
significant, municipalities shall require:
- That open space or other land uses with low impervious values be located in Wellhead Protection Areas.
- That land uses with high impervious values be located away from or outside of Wellhead Protection Areas.
- That applications for new major development demonstrate how impacts to groundwater will be minimized through:
o implementation of a hierarchy of source, lot-level, conveyance and end-of-pipe controls;
o implementation of innovative stormwater management measures;
o flexibility in development standards to incorporate alternative community design and stormwater techniques, such as those related to site
plan design, lot grading, ditches and curbing, road widths, road and driveway surfaces, and the use of open space as temporary detention ponds;
o support for the implementation of programs to identify areas where source control or elimination of cross connections may be necessary to
reduce pathogens or contaminants; and
o support for the implementation of source control programs, which are targeted to existing areas that lack adequate stormwater controls.
- That planning applications for major development shall be accompanied by a stormwater management plan that demonstrates:
o consistency with any applicable municipal stormwater management master plans, when completed;
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o an integrated treatment train approach will be used to minimize stormwater management flows and reliance on end-of-pipe controls through
measures including source controls, lot-level controls and conveyance techniques, such as grass swales;
o through an evaluation of anticipated changes in the water balance between pre-development and post-development, how such changes shall
be minimized; and
o through an evaluation of anticipated changes in phosphorus loadings between pre-development and post-development, how the loadings shall
be minimized.
Monitoring: Municipalities shall provide a report to the SPA summarizing their actions to implement the policy.
SPC Response: Noted.
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Threat #2b – Sewage (Wastewater Treatment)
Policy
SEWG(b)1

RMP MC

RMO

E

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not require
an approval, the existing establishment, operation or
maintenance of a wastewater treatment plant and
associated sewer systems is designated for the purposes
of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, and therefore
requires a risk management plan where the activity is a
significant drinking water threat. The risk management
plan will include terms and conditions to ensure that:
1) expansions to existing facilities will only be permitted
where such expansions do not pose a significant drinking
water threat
2) the existing facility ceases to be a significant drinking
water threat.

MON-1

Comments received:
York Region: References to Environmental Protection Act is incorrect. Suggested improvement: Should say 'Ontario water resources act' or more
simply stated 'where no environmental compliance approval exists'.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to reference the Ontario Water Resources Act.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach, but questions the need for a s. 58 risk
management policy if provincial instruments can be used to address this threat. There are also inconsistencies between the SGBLS and CTC
Region policies. The CTC Region does not propose an RMP policy tool and instead proposes a prescribed instrument policy approach.

Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy
RLU-1.
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Policy
SEWG(b)2

Pro

MC

RMO

F

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not require
an approval, the future establishment, operation or
maintenance of a wastewater treatment plant and
associated sewer system is designated for the purposes of
Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is therefore
prohibited where the activity would be a significant drinking
water threat.

MON-1

Comments received:
York Region: References to Environmental Protection Act is incorrect. Suggested improvement: Should say 'Ontario water resources act' or more
simply stated 'where no environmental compliance approval exists'.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 2b is sewage lagoons installed prior to 1970. Since all future Threat 2b significant drinking water threats
are captured under existing legislation this policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff questions the need to prohibit future “associated sewer systems”. The prohibition is broad and
onerous. Other tools and approaches are available to address the threat.

SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 2b is sewage lagoons installed prior to 1970. Since all future Threat 2b significant drinking water threats
are captured under existing legislation this policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan.
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy
RLU-1.
SPC Response:This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 2b is sewage lagoons installed prior to 1970. Since all future Threat 2b significant drinking water threats
are captured under existing legislation this policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan.
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Durham: Should consider CTC policy SWG-19, TCC policies S-6 and S-7.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that the only gap in
existing legislation in regards to Threat 2b is sewage lagoons installed prior to 1970. Since all future Threat 2b significant drinking water threats
are captured under existing legislation this policy has been removed from the Source Protection Plan. Consistency has been a paramount issue
throughout the development of the Source Protection Plan Policies, and the SPC has strived to maintain consistency in policy approach and text
wherever possible with neighbouring regions.

Policy
SEWG(b)3

PI

MC

MOE

E

Where an existing waste water treatment plant and
associated sewer system is in an area where this activity is
a significant drinking water threat, the MOE shall ensure
that the Environmental Compliance Approval (Certificate of
Approval) that governs the waste water treatment plant
and associated sewer systems includes appropriate terms
and conditions to ensure that:
1) expansions to existing facilities will only be permitted
where such expansions do not pose a significant drinking
water threat
2) the existing facility ceases to be a significant drinking
water threat.

MON-2

Comments received:
Barrie: The expansion to existing facilities will only be permitted where they do not pose a significant drinking water threat. The Barrie Sewage
Treatment Plant (STP) is currently a significant threat due to the proximity to Well 12. The only way to eliminate this threat would be to
decommission the well. Please clarify that expansion of the Barrie STP is permitted. Suggested improvement: Allow the Barrie STP to be
expanded.
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SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan now includes a definition of expansion which states “Where an existing activity is permitted
an expansion, alteration or replacement of a use activity, building or structure that reduces the risk of contaminating drinking water shall be
permitted”. If a proposed sewage treatment plant expansion reduces the risk of contaminating drinking water as determined by the approving
director than the expansion would be permitted.
Barrie: The SPC direct the MOE to ensure specific measures are addressed to allow expansions to existing facilities only where it could be
demonstrated a ‘technological improvement’ would better manage the threat to drinking water. Suggested improvement: Ensure expanding an
existing facility to provide ‘technological improvement’ does not require a treatment level beyond the provincial standards.
SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan now includes a definition of expansion which states “Where an existing activity is permitted
an expansion, alteration or replacement of a use activity, building or structure that reduces the risk of contaminating drinking water shall be
permitted”. If a proposed sewage treatment plant expansion reduces the risk of contaminating drinking water as determined by the approving
director than the expansion would be permitted.
Durham: Should consider CTC policy SWG-19, TCC policies S-6 and S-7
SPC Response: Consistency has been a paramount issue throughout the development of the Source Protection Plan Policies, and the SPC has
strived to maintain consistency in policy approach and text wherever possible with neighbouring regions.

Policy
SEWG(b)4

PI

MC

MOE

F

Where the location of a new waste water treatment plant
would be a significant drinking water threat, MOE shall not
issue an Environmental Compliance Approval (Certificate
of Approval).

MON-2

Comments received:
Durham: EA should be the deciding factor for prohibition. Does this prohibition also apply to sewage collection system or just to a STP.
Clarification is needed to define a “facility” – does this include both plant and collection system? Is a new sewage pipe on an existing system
considered a new facility?
Page 15 of 27

Threat #2a – d: Sewage

Are there sewage plants that do not have an ECA, If not then remove SEWG (b)-1 and SEWG (b)-2? Perhaps this only applies to federal lands and
First Nations?
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state what will be prohibited within the significant threat area in the future (sewage
treatment plants, sewage treatment plant by-pass discharge to surface water, and sewage treatment plant effluent discharge (including
lagoons)). Future sanitary sewers and related pipes will be permitted in the future subject to an Environmental Compliance Approval.

Policy
SEWG(b)5

Oth

MC

Mun

E

Municipalities shall consider the implementation of
programs to remove connections of stormwater sources to
sanitary sewers to reduce surges in volumes during wet
weather and the establishment of upgrade priorities that
focus on the most vulnerable areas.

MON-1

Comments received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no objection to this policy approach but questions the objectives of this policy. How can
removing stormwater connections to sanitary sewers prioritize the upgrades to most vulnerable areas? The wording should be revised to make the
objectives of the policy clearer.

SPC Response: The policy wording has not been revised. Additional clarification around the policy objectives can be found in the updated
Explanatory Document.

Newmarket: Page 68 - This recommendation suggests that municipalities shall consider the implementation of programs to remove connections
of stormwater sources to sanitary sewers. This policy could be strengthened by providing provincial funding or other incentives to municipalities
to identify and implement changes to the stormwater system where significant threats have been identified within vulnerable areas. Suggested
Change: This policy could be strengthened by providing provincial funding or other incentives to municipalities to identify and implement
changes to the stormwater system where significant threats have been identified within vulnerable areas.
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SPC Response: The Source Protection Plan contains a general incentives policy that asks the province to continue and/or expand the Ontario
Drinking Water Stewardship Program. The implementation of this policy may result in a financial assistance being provided to municipalities
implementing this policy.
MOE: It is unclear where this policy applies - the area is listed as the "most vulnerable areas" and presumably this means that these area areas
where SDWT could occur. In addition, there is reference to the Georgian Sand and Lafontaine ICAs in a text box below. List K is for SDWT that
represent a non legally binding commitment. Municipalities are required to satisfy obligations to address SDWT, therefore if this policy
addresses belongs on List E.
SPC Response: This policy applies in areas where significant drinking water threats are possible, the policy has been revised appropriately. The
policy has been moved to list E.

Page 17 of 27

Threat #2a – d: Sewage

Threat #2c – Sewage (Onsite Sewage)
Policy
SEWG(c)1

RMP

MC

RMO

E

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not require
an approval, the existing establishment, operation of a
large (more than 10,000 litres) on-site sewage system is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean
Water Act, and therefore requires a risk management
plan where the activity is a significant drinking water
threat. The risk management plan will include terms and
conditions to ensure that the site ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments received:
Orillia: The policy text is completely misleading regarding the policies. These policies are for existing and future large systems (Design flow > 10,
000 L/day). That means they are subject to approval by the MOE under the Ontario Water Resources Act. But the text says Environmental
Protection Act does not require an approval. This is confusing because the large systems are subject to approval by MOE under the Water
Resources Act. Are these policies applicable to small systems?
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to large on-site septic systems and the policy has been removed.
York Region: References to Environmental Protection Act is incorrect. Suggested improvement: Should say 'Ontario water resources act' or more
simply stated 'where no environmental compliance approval exists'.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to large on-site septic systems and the policy has been removed.
York Region: Suggestion for improvement to link back to building code to specify the 5 yrs date from the approval of the Assessment Report.
Suggested Improvement: Reference by date.
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SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan contains timelines for policy conformity that address this concern.
Barrie: RMPs are required for existing large on-site sewage systems; however, some of the identified significant threats may be less than 10,000
litres capacity identified in the policy. Suggested improvement: Ensure that small systems will be covered through the Building Code
requirement for regular inspections to no longer be deemed a significant threat.
SPC Response: Small on-site sewage systems are addressed through the Building Code requirement for regular inspections and proper lot sizing.
Please see the the land-use planning policies for further direction.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach, but questions the need for a s. 58 risk
management policy if provincial instruments can be used to address this threat.

SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to large on-site septic systems and the policy has been removed.
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy
RLU-1.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to large on-site septic systems and the policy has been removed.
Durham: These policies are not required; all large systems require EPA approval.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to large on-site septic systems and the policy has been removed.

Policy
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SEWG(c)2

Pro

MC

RMO

F

Where the Environmental Protection Act does not require
an approval, the future establishment, operation or
maintenance of an a large (more than 10,000 litres)
onsite sewage system is designated for the purposes of
Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is therefore
prohibited where the activity would be a significant
drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments received:
York Region: References to Environmental Protection Act is incorrect. Suggested improvement: Should say 'Ontario water resources act' or more
simply stated 'where no environmental compliance approval exists'.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to large on-site septic systems and the policy has been removed.
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy
RLU-1.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to large on-site septic systems and the policy has been removed.
Durham: Any future large sewage systems would be prohibited in the vulnerable area (same as other SP plans). There is no mention of
preventing future installation of small sewage systems (OBC) within the WHPA-A (same as other SP plans).
There is no mention of prohibiting the creation of a new lot (requiring a small sewage system) in WHPA-A (see CTC plan, SWG-5).
There is only a reporting requirement for small sewage systems –Perhaps need to clarify that small systems are managed under the OBC rather
than Part IV in the preamble section on p.69. Comment: See LUP-3 for future requirements of septic system
SPC Response: Additional policies that address future small on-site sewage systems can be found in the Land Use Planning,
Incentive/Stewardship and Education and Outreach section of the Source Protection Plan.
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Durham: These policies are not req0.uired; all large systems require EPA approval.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in regards to large on-site septic systems and the policy has been removed.

Policy
SEWG(c)3

PI

MC

MOE

E

Where an existing large (more than 10,000 litres) on-site
sewage system is in an area where this activity is, a
significant drinking water threat, MOE shall ensure that
the Environmental Compliance Approval (Certificate of
Approval) that governs the on-site sewage system
includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that
the existing facility ceases to be a significant drinking
water threat.

MON-2

Comments received:
York Region: How would expansions or replacements be treated? Suggested Improvement: Ensure that replacements and expansions are
addressed in the policy (or elsewhere).
SPC Response: The revised source protection plan contains a definition of Existing Threat, Activity and Uses that address the issue of expansions
and replacement.

Policy
SEWG(c)4

PI

Comments received:
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MC

MOE

F

Where a future large (more than 10,000 litres) on-site
sewage system would be located in an area where this
activity would be a significant drinking water threat, the
MOE shall not issue an Environmental Compliance
Approval (Certificate of Approval).

MON-2
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MOE: Although the majority of area where threats could be significant are relatively small, ICAs are substantially larger. There may be a need to
transition applications in process.
SPC Response: The revised source protection plan contains transitions provisions.

Policy
SEWG(c)5

Oth
MC
(Sewer
Bylaw)

Mun

E

Where services and capacity exist, municipalities are
encouraged to consider enacting by-laws to promote
mandatory connection to municipal waste water systems
in vulnerable areas where the on-site sewage system is
a significant drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments received:
York Region: Tool is incorrect as the sewer bylaw is enabled by the Municipal Act. Suggested Improvement: Replace with 'Municipal Act'.
SPC Response: The tool has been corrected to say Municipal Act.
Peel Region: The policy is unclear. What is the purpose of a “by-law” that “promotes” mandatory connections? Why would “mandatory
connections” need to be promoted if they are mandatory? A policy that forces individuals to connect to a public sewage system can be
unwarranted in some circumstances.
SPC Response: The word promote has been removed from the revised policy. The policy now reads “Where services and capacity exist,
municipalities are encouraged to consider enacting by-laws to require mandatory connection to municipal waste water systems in vulnerable areas
where the on-site sewage system is a significant drinking water threat.

Innisfil: The Legal Effect of MC does is not consistent with policy text "encouraged to consider". Consider revising Legal Effect to HR or NLB.
SPC Response: The CWA stipulates what the legal effect of the Source Protection Policies will be based on the implementing body. Policies that
are to be implemented by municipalities always have a legal effect of must conform.
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Newmarket: Page 71 The policy recommends that municipalities are encouraged to enact by-laws to promote mandatory connection to
municipal waste water systems in vulnerable areas where the on-site system is a significant threat. The area within the Town of Newmarket
where a septic system could pose a significant threat is confined to the areas identified a “red” on Map 1 (vulnerability rating of 10). Suggested
Change Support proposed policy, but acknowledge that this policy, as well as policy SEWG c-6 may require additional staff resources to
implement.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
Durham: delete the word “mandatory” – either you are promoting connection or requiring connection. Clarify what is meant by vulnerable
area in this policy – is it the significant threat area only?
SPC Response: The word promote has been removed from the revised policy, and the area where the policy applies has been clarified. The policy
now reads “Where services and capacity exist, municipalities are encouraged to consider enacting by-laws to require mandatory connection to
municipal waste water systems in vulnerable areas where the on-site sewage system is a significant drinking water threat.

MOE: Please correct the applicable List. List B represents decisions on planning matters where the threat is moderate or low, and this policy
specifies an action addressed to municipalities in areas where SDWT could occur, therefore this policy belongs on List E.
SPC Response: This policy has been included on List E.

Policy
SEWG(c)6

Oth

Comments received:
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MC

Mun

E

The municipality shall implement and prioritize an
MON-1
inspection program for small on-site sewage systems that
are located in vulnerable areas where they are a
significant drinking water threat.
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Public – If inspection do occur, who is doing the digging up of the soil, pumping or inspection, and who is going to pay for the inspection.
Espically when there is old people living at the home and income is limited. If inspections do occur shouldn't the owner be notifed in advance
befor it came into law. Do not let the inspection be done is the spring, fall or winter. Let it be done during the summer.
SPC Response: This policy has been included in the Source Protection Plan to reference the recent amendment to the Building Code through
Ontario Regulation 315/10. The Building Code amendment requires that municipalities carryout a mandatory septic inspection program in
vulnerable areas identified in the Assessment Reports where the presence of an on-site sewage system (septic) would be a potential significant
threat to drinking water. The Building Code allows local municipalities to set up the inspection program in such a way that works for their
residents. Specific details of how the inspection program will be implemented can be obtained from your local municipality.
Newmarket: Page 71 The policy recommends that municipalities implement and prioritize an inspection program for small on-site sewage
systems that are located in the vulnerable areas where the system poses a significant threat. Suggested Change: Support the proposed policy
but additional resources may be required to implement this provision.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. This policy has been included in the Source Protection Plan to reference the recent amendment
to the Building Code through Ontario Regulation 315/10. The Building Code amendment requires that municipalities carryout a mandatory septic
inspection program in vulnerable areas identified in the Assessment Reports where the presence of an on-site sewage system (septic) would be
a potential significant threat to drinking water. The Building Code allows local municipalities to set up the inspection program in such a way that
works for their residents. Specific details of how the inspection program will be implemented can be obtained from your local municipality.
MOE: How should the municipality prioritize the inspection program? It is unclear. If no direction is given, consider removing direction to
"prioritize".
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to remove the words “and prioritize”.
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Threat #2d – Sewage (Industrial Effluent)
Policy
SEWG(d)1

RMP MC

RMO

E

Where the Environmental Protection Act does
not require an approval, the existing
establishment, operation or maintenance of a
system that collects, transmits, treats or
disposes of industrial effluent is designated for
the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean Water
Act, and therefore requires a risk management
plan where the activity is a significant drinking
water threat. The risk management plan will
include terms and conditions to ensure the
activity ceases to be a significant drinking
water threat.

MON-1

Comments received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach, but questions the need for a s. 58 risk
management policy if provincial instruments can be used to address this threat.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in reagds to industrial effluent, and has since been removed.
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy RLU1.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in reagds to industrial effluent, and has since been removed.

Policy
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SEWG(d)2

Pro

MC

RMO

F

Where the Environmental Protection Act does
not require an approval, the future
establishment, operation or maintenance of a
system that collect, stores, transmits, treats or
disposes of industrial effluent is designated for
the purposes of Section 57 of the Clean Water
Act, and is therefore prohibited where the
activity would be a significant drinking water
threat.

MON-1

Comments received:
Innisfil: Where does the EPA not require an approval? Clarify intent of this policy and consider duplication possibility with the effect of policy RLU1.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in reagds to industrial effluent, and has since been removed.

Durham: These policies are not required; all industrial effluents require EPA approval.
SPC Response: This policy was included to close a potential loop-hole in existing legislation. It has since been confirmed that there are no gaps in
existing legislation in reagds to industrial effluent, and has since been removed.

Policy
SEWG(d)3
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PI

MC

MOE

E

Where existing industrial effluent discharge is in an
area where this activity is a significant drinking
water threat, the MOE shall ensure that the
Environmental Compliance Approval (Certificate of
Approval) that governs this activity includes
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that
existing industrial effluent ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-2
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Comments received:
MOE: Please add the word discharge after "industrial effluent" at the end of the policy.
SPC Response: The word discharge has been added after industrial effluent.
General comments:
Durham: SEWG (b): In the circumstances and vulnerability table the rate units of M3 per period of time are missing and should be put on table.
SPC Response: The missing unit has been added the circumstance and vulnerability table for Threat 2b.
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Threat #3 and 4 - Issues Contributing Area: Agricultural source material (ASM) storage and application for
Georgian Sands and Lafontaine.
Policy
ASM(ICA)- RMP MC
1

RMO

E/F

Existing and future application and storage of
agricultural source material (ASM) is designated for the
purposes of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, and
therefore requires a risk management plan for those not
phased in under the nutrient management act in areas
outside of WHPA-A and IPZ-1 where the activities
would be a significant drinking water threat. The risk
management plan, at a minimum, will be based upon
the same requirements of a Nutrient Management Plan
or Strategy, excluding the requirements for chemical
fertilizer.

MON-1

Comments Received:
MOE: Unclear why the requirements for chemical fertilizers are included in this policy that addresses ASM. Suggest deleting.
SPC Response: The reference to chemical fertilizer has been removed from the policy.
OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002 (NMA) for the
development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue managing activities using
existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management practices to
address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where farms are not phased in
under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated under the NMA:


The existing and future application of ASM
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The existing storage of ASM



The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer



The existing and future application of pesticides



The existing storage of pesticides



The existing storage of fuel, and



The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard (policies ASM
(App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1, FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).

Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides



The storage of fuel, and



The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.

SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
Policy
ASM(ICA)- Pro
2
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MC

RMO

F

Future storage of agricultural source material (ASM)
where it would be a significant drinking water threat is
designated for the purpose of Section 57 of the Clean
Water Act, and is therefore prohibited within WHPA-A.

MON-1

Threat #3 and 4 - Issues Contributing Area: Agricultural source material (ASM) storage and application for Georgian Sands and Lafontaine.

Comments:
City of Kawartha Lakes: Policies do not address ASM storage to close shorelines which are in close proximities to IPZ-1.
SPC Response: The Issues Contributing Areas for Nitrate within the Source Protection Region are located within well head protection areas. As
such, the policies do not address Intake Protection Zone. The ASM(Store) set of policies will address the storage of ASM within Intake Protection
Zones.
MOE: Policy ASM(ICA)-1 and ASM(Store-2,-3,-4) address future storage as well as this policy, and the area that s. 57 and s. 58 and the PI appear
to overlap. S.58 and s. 57 cannot both apply to the same area unless one applies to existing occurrences and the other applies to future
occurrences. Please clearly indicate which policy applies in which areas and whether the policy applies to existing or future situations. If this
policy only applies to the WHPA A of an ICA, then this needs to be clearly stated.
SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan will clearly indicate which set of policies apply to the issues contributing areas.
OMAFRA: The ministry supports prohibition of the existing and future application of ASM, the future storage of ASM and the future use of land
as an outdoor confinement area in WHPA A and IPZ 1, as this is consistent with current requirements under the NMA (policies ASM(App)-2,
ASM(Store)-2, ASM(ICA)-2, LSTOCK-2).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Durham: Include OMFRA as an implementer.
SPC Response: Municipalities (RMO) are always the implementing body for Section 57 policies. OMAFRA has been listed as the implementing
body for the prescribed instrument policies that address application and storage of agricultural source material significant drinking water threats
on farms phased in under the Nutrient Management Act within the Issues Contributing Area.

Policy
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ASM(ICA)- PI
3

MC

OMAFRA

E

Where the existing handling, storage and application of
agricultural source material (ASM) is in an area where
this activity is a significant drinking water threat,
OMAFRA shall review and amend the nutrient
management plan or strategy to incorporate terms and
conditions to ensure that the application and storage of
ASM ceases to be a significant drinking water threat.

MON-3

Comments Received:
MOE: Please consider using softer language to reflect that some NMPs will already contain terms and conditions to ensure the threats to
drinking water cease to be significant. After the phrase "shall review and amend" please add the words "where appropriate".
SPC Response: The language in the revised policy has been softened.
OMAFRA: We support policies stating that OMAFRA shall review and potentially amend Nutrient Management Plans (NMP) and Strategic (NMS)
to address the application and storage of ASM. NMP and NMS will be amended if additional site specific information is provided that would
justify the need for amendment (policies ASM(App)-3, ASM(Store)-3, ASM(ICA)-3).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Policy
ASM(ICA)- PI
4

MC

OMAFRA

F

OMAFRA shall not approve a Nutrient Management Plan
or Strategy that would allow the future application and
storage of agricultural source material to occur within
WHPA-A where the activity would be a significant
drinking water threat.

Comments Received:
City of Kawartha Lakes: Policies do not address ASM storage to close shorelines which are in close proximities to IPZ-1.
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Threat #3 and 4 - Issues Contributing Area: Agricultural source material (ASM) storage and application for Georgian Sands and Lafontaine.

SPC Response: The Issues Contributing Areas for Nitrate within the Source Protection Region are located within well head protection areas. As
such, the policies do not address Intake Protection Zone. The ASM(Store) set of policies will address the storage of ASM within Intake Protection
Zones.
OMAFRA: The ministry supports policy ASM(ICA)-4, which indicates that OMAFRA shall not approve NMP or NMS that would allow future
application and storage of ASM in WHPA A, as this is consistent with current requirements under the NMA.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Please note that the based on comments received during public consultation the existing and future
prohibition of application and storage of ASM within the Issues Contributing Areas has been extended to WHPA-B where the vulnerability score
is 10.

General Comments:
Durham: Agricultural threat policies. The Region strongly disagrees with the application of Section 58 risk management plans to regulate
significant threats related to agriculture. Instead, the Province should extend the Nutrient Management Act regulations to all farms in the
significant threat areas in keeping with the original purpose and intent of the NMA. Threats related to non-agricultural source materials
(NASMs) and pesticides used on farms should also be included in the expanded regulation. The goal would be to establish a single integrated
farm risk management plan that protects water and the environment.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. However, asking OMAFRA to extend the Nutrient Management Act to address all agricultural
threats is out of scope for the source protection plan.
Durham: The ASM policies are confusing. Given the policy intent in ASM (app)-1 to prohibit ASM application in WHPA-A and IPZ 1 for farms not
covered by nutrient management plans, one would expect a similar prohibition for farms with nutrient management plans. This is not the way
policies presently read. ASM storage should also be prohibited in WHPA -A.
SPC Response: All of the ASM policies have been revised to clearly state the policy intent. The revised ASM(ICA) policies have the same
requirements for farms not regulated and those that are regulated under the Nutrient Management Act, through the different tools available in
the Clean Water Act.
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Threat #3 – ASM Application
Policy:
ASM(App)- RMP MC
1

RMO

E/F

The existing and future application of agricultural source
material (ASM) to land is designated for the purposes of
Section 58 of the Clean Water Act and therefore requires a
risk management plan for areas outside of WHPA-A and IPZ1 for those not phased in under the Nutrient Management Act
where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water
threat. The risk management plan, at a minimum, will comply
with contemporary standards and reflect appropriate nutrient
management practices.

MON-1

Comments Received:
York Region: Suggest changing the wording that the RMP 'comply with' contemporary standards, to "be based on" or "reflect" etc.
Suggested Improvement: Clarify.
SPC Response: The wording ‘comply with’ contemporary standards has been changed to “be based on”.
Innisfil: There is some concern that this policy duplicates efforts being made by OMAFRA. Reads as though the municipality will be
responsible for prepping for OMAFRA phase-ins.
SPC Response: The Clean Water Act requires that the Source Protection Plan contains policies to address all significant drinking
water threats. This policy has been included in the plan to address significant drinking water threats on farms that are not currently
phased in under the Nutrient Management Act.
MOE: The requirement to "comply with contemporary standards" is strongly worded yet there is no reference or direction provided.
Suggest using "industry best management practices." Please amend throughout.
SPC Response: The wording ‘comply with’ contemporary standards has been changed to “be based on”.
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OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002
(NMA) for the development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue
managing activities using existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management
practices to address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where
farms are not phased in under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated
under the NMA:


The existing and future application of ASM



The existing storage of ASM



The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer



The existing and future application of pesticides



The existing storage of pesticides



The existing storage of fuel, and



The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard
(policies ASM (App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1,
FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).

Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides



The storage of fuel, and



The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.
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SPC Response: Comment has been noted.
Policy
ASM(App)- Pro
2

MC

RMO

E/F

Existing and future application of agricultural source material
within WHPA-A and IPZ-1 where this activity could be
significant is designated for the purpose of Section 57 of the
Clean Water Act and is therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Comments Received:
York Region: Is there a parallel role for OMAFRA with regards to approval of NMS or NMP within WHPA-A and IPZ-1? Suggested
Improvement: Determine if an additional policy is necessary to ensure NMS/NMP is not approved for these areas.
SPC Response: A parallel policy directed at OMAFRA has been included in the Source Protection Plan to highlight the prohibitions
that exist within the Nutrient Management Act.
Innisfil: There is some concern that this policy duplicates efforts being made by OMAFRA.
SPC Response: The Clean Water Act requires that the Source Protection Plan contains policies to address all significant drinking
water threats. This policy has been included in the plan to address significant drinking water threats on farms that are not currently
phased in under the Nutrient Management Act.
OMAFRA: The ministry supports prohibition of the existing and future application of ASM, the future storage of ASM and the future
use of land as an outdoor confinement area in WHPA A and IPZ 1, as this is consistent with current requirements under the NMA
(policies ASM(App)-2, ASM(Store)-2, ASM(ICA)-2, LSTOCK-2).
SPC Response: Comment has been noted.
Durham Region: Need to also include OMAFRA as an implementer for farms covered by NMA.
SPC Response: A parallel policy directed at OMAFRA has been included in the Source Protection Plan to highlight the prohibitions
that exist within the Nutrient Management Act.
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Policy
ASM(App)- PI
3

MC

OMAFRA

E

Where existing application of agricultural source material to
land is in an area where this activity is a significant drinking
water threat, and the activity requires an approval under the
Nutrient Management Act, OMAFRA shall review and
amend the nutrient management plan or strategy to
incorporate terms and conditions to ensure that the activity
ceases to be a significant drinking water threat.

MON-3

Comments:
MOE: This policy manages the threat whereas policy ASM(App)-2 prohibits the threat in part of the area where the threat could be
significant. Please clarify the intent of the committee to address the threat.
SPC Response: This policy has been revised to clearly state the intent of the policy (prohibit in WHPA-A/IPZ-1 and manage
elsewhere). The Nutrient Management Act as written does not permit farms phased in to spread agricultural source material within
100 m of a municipal well, and therefore, this was not explicitly stated in previous versions of the policy.
OMAFRA: We support policies stating that OMAFRA shall review and potentially amend Nutrient Management Plans (NMP) and
Strategic (NMS) to address the application and storage of ASM. NMP and NMS will be amended if additional site specific information
is provided that would justify the need for amendment (policies ASM(App)-3, ASM(Store)-3, ASM(ICA)-3).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Durham: ASM (app)-3 and ASM (app)-4 Combine these policies for existing and future as was done in ASM (app)-1
SPC Response: Policies ASM (app)-3 and ASM (app)-4 have been revised to clearly state the intent of the policies (prohibit in
WHPA-A/IPZ-1 and manage elsewhere). The revised policies now mirror the approach taken for ASM(app)-1 and ASM(app)-2.
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Policy
ASM(App)- PI
4

MC

OMAFRA

F

Where the future application of agricultural source material
(ASM) to land is in an areas where the activity would require
an approval under the Nutrient Management Act, OMAFRA
shall incorporate terms and conditions into the Nutrient
Management Plan or strategy to ensure the activity ceases to
become a significant drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments:
MOE: This policy manages the threat whereas policy ASM (App)-2 prohibits the threat in part of the area where the threat could be
significant. Please clarify the intent of the committee to address the threat.
SPC Response: This policy has been revised to clearly state the intent of the policy (prohibit in WHPA-A/IPZ-1 and manage
elsewhere). The Nutrient Management Act as written does not permit farms phased in to spread agricultural source material within
100 m of a municipal well, and therefore, this was not explicitly stated in previous versions of the policy.
OMAFRA: We support policies stating that OMAFRA shall review and potentially amend Nutrient Management Plans (NMP) and
Strategic (NMS) to address the application and storage of ASM. NMP and NMS will be amended if additional site specific information
is provided that would justify the need for amendment (policies ASM(App)-3, ASM(Store)-3, ASM(ICA)-3).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
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Threat #4 – ASM Storage
Policy
ASM(Store)- RMP MC
1

RMO

E

Existing storage of agricultural source material (ASM) is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean
Water Act, and therefore requires a risk management
plan for those not phased in under the nutrient
management act where the threat is significant. The risk
management plan shall include appropriate terms and
conditions to ensure the storage of ASM ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat, and at a minimum
complies with contemporary standards.

MON-1

Comments Received:
York Region: These policies do not reference handling of ASM, but future handling is addressed under ASM(Store)-2. Suggested
Improvement: Clarify whether handling should be addressed under 1 and 3.
SPC Response: Threat 4 is the Storage of Agricultural Source Material. All of the Threat 4 policies have been corrected to reference
storage only.
Innisfil: There is some concern that this policy duplicates efforts being made by OMAFRA.
SPC Response: The Clean Water Act requires that the Source Protection Plan contains policies to address all significant drinking
water threats. This policy has been included in the plan to address significant drinking water threats on farms that are not currently
phased in under the Nutrient Management Act.
Durham: Existing and future should be prohibited in WHPA-A as has been done in application.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted. No changes were to policy approach based on other comments received during
public consultation.
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OMAFRA: The ministry supports management of existing storage of ASM in WHPA A and IPZ 1 using RMPs. This would allow for
the protection of source water and minimize economic hardship with respect to farmers who have made significant investments in
these facilities (policy ASM(Store)-1).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002
(NMA) for the development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue
managing activities using existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management
practices to address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where
farms are not phased in under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated
under the NMA:


The existing and future application of ASM



The existing storage of ASM



The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer



The existing and future application of pesticides



The existing storage of pesticides



The existing storage of fuel, and



The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard
(policies ASM (App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1,
FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).

Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:
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The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides



The storage of fuel, and



The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.

SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Policy
ASM(Store)- Pro
2

MC

RMO

F

Future handling and storage of agricultural source material
where it would be a significant drinking water threat is
designated for the purposes of Section 57 of the Clean
Water Act, and is therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Ramara - We do not support the prohibition of the storage of ASM outside of a WHPA-A or IPZ-1 where it would be a significant
drinking water threat. We recommend the use of a RMP to address the threat.
We are a rural municipality with a primary industry of agriculture. Our goal is to protect and preserve productive agricultural land,
ensure economic use of these areas, and provide opportunities for farm expansions. Our concern is that prohibiting future handling
and storage of ASM where it would be a significant drinking water threat outside a WHPA-A or IPZ-1 could be detrimental to our
farming community. This is consistent with the recommendations from OMAFRA in pre-consultation.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The policy approach to prohibit the future storage of agricultural source material
anywhere it would be a significant drinking water threat is consistent with the approach taken to address many other significant
drinking water threats. Remember that for the storage of agricultural source material to be a significant drinking water threat the
storage would have to trigger a number of circumstances and be located in an area where the vulnerability score is 8 or greater.
Innisfil: There is some concern that this policy duplicates efforts being made by OMAFRA.
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SPC Response: The Clean Water Act requires that the Source Protection Plan contains policies to address all significant drinking
water threats. This policy has been included in the plan to address significant drinking water threats on farms that are not currently
phased in under the Nutrient Management Act.
Durham: Need to include OMAFRA as an implementer.
SPC Response: Municipalities (RMO) are always the implementing body for Section 57 policies. OMAFRA has been listed as the
implementing body for the prescribed instrument policies that address storage of agricultural source material significant drinking
water threats on farms phased in under the Nutrient Management Act.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff does not support the policy as currently worded. The future prohibition of ASM
storage should be limited to WHPA A and not to other vulnerable areas. The prohibition everywhere ASM storage is a significant
threat is not consistent with the policies for ASM storage in ICAs (i.e. ASM (ICA) – 1, 2 and 4. There appears to be a contradiction in
the SGBLS policies. The SGBLS SPC is also requested to ensure these policies are consistent with the CTC Region.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The ICA policies for agricultural source material have been re-written to clearly
state the policy direction. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
MOE: "Handling" of ASM is not included as part of the prescribed threat activity. Please delete throughout.
SPC Response: The changed has been made throughout the document.
OMAFRA: The ministry does not support prohibition of the future storage of ASM outside of WHPA A and IPZ 1, as these activities
can be managed using prescribed instruments under the NMA (policy ASM(Store)-2).
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The policy approach to prohibit the future storage of agricultural source material
anywhere it would be a significant drinking water threat is consistent with the approach taken to address many other significant
drinking water threats. Remember that for the storage of agricultural source material to be a significant drinking water threat the
storage would have to trigger a number of circumstances and be located in an area where the vulnerability score is 8 or greater.
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OMAFRA: The ministry supports prohibition of the existing and future application of ASM, the future storage of ASM and the future
use of land as an outdoor confinement area in WHPA A and IPZ 1, as this is consistent with current requirements under the NMA
(policies ASM(App)-2, ASM(Store)-2, ASM(ICA)-2, LSTOCK-2).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Policy
ASM(Store)- PI
3

MC

OMAFRA

E

Where the existing storage of agricultural source material is
in an area where this activity is a significant drinking water
threat, OMAFRA shall review and amend the nutrient
management plan or strategy to incorporate terms and
conditions to ensure that the storage faclity ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-3

Comments Received:
York Region: These policies do not reference handling of ASM, but future handling is addressed under ASM (Store)-2. Suggested
Improvement: Clarify whether handling should be addressed under 1 and 3.
SPC Response: Threat 4 is the Storage of Agricultural Source Material. All of the Threat 4 policies have been corrected to reference
storage only.
MOE: This policy manages the threat whereas policy ASM(Store)-2 prohibits the threat in part of the area where the threat could be
significant. Please clarify the intent of the committee to address the threat. The phrase "ensure that the threat ceases to be
significant is the test in s. 22 of the CWA and does not have to be stated in text.
SPC Response: The intent of this policy is managed the existing storage of agricultural source material through the nutrient
management act. This approach mirrors that of ASM(Store)-1.
OMAFRA: We support policies stating that OMAFRA shall review and potentially amend Nutrient Management Plans (NMP) and
Strategic (NMS) to address the application and storage of ASM. NMP and NMS will be amended if additional site specific information
is provided that would justify the need for amendment (policies ASM(App)-3, ASM(Store)-3, ASM(ICA)-3).
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SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Policy
ASM(Store)- PI
4

MC

Comments Received:

OMAFRA

F

OMAFRA shall not approve a Nutrient
Management Plan or Strategy that would
allow the future handling and storage of
agricultural source material to occur
within vulnerable areas where the activity
would be a significant drinking water
threat.

MON-3

Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff do not support the policy as currently worded. The future prohibition of ASM storage
should be limited to WHPA A and not to other vulnerable areas. The prohibition everywhere ASM storage is a significant threat is not
consistent with the policies for ASM storage in ICAs (i.e. ASM (ICA) – 1, 2 and 4. There appears to be a contradiction in the SGBLS
policies. The SGBLS SPC is also requested to ensure these policies are consistent with the CTC Region.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The ICA policies for agricultural source material have been re-written to clearly
state the policy direction. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
OMAFRA: Policy ASM(Store-4) states that OMAFRA shall not approve NMP and NMS that would allow the future handling and
storage of ASM to occur within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat. The ministry supports
this policy in WHPA A and IPZ 1, but does not support it outside of these zones. The ministry recommends that activities on farms
phased in under the NMA be managed using prescribed instruments outside of WHPA A and IPZ 1, as this is consistent with the
current requirements under the NMA.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The policy approach to prohibit the future storage of agricultural source material
anywhere it would be a significant drinking water threat is consistent with the approach taken to address many other significant
drinking water threats. Remember that for the storage of agricultural source material to be a significant drinking water threat the
storage would have to trigger a number of circumstances and be located in an area where the vulnerability score is 8 or greater.
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Threat #5, Management of ASM (Aquaculture)
Comments Received:
City of Kawartha Lakes: Management of ASM material (Aquaculture) Prohibit Aquaculture in or around an IPZ-1 zone.
SPC Response: The Management of ASM (aquaculture) can only be a moderate or low drinking water threat, unless the operation is present
within an ICA. All of the ICA within the Source Protection Region (SPR) are well head protection areas, and therefore, there are no aquaculture
significant threats within the SPR. As such, the SPC has decided not to focus on developing moderate and low drinking water threat policies at
this time.
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Threat #6 – The application of NASM to land.
Policy:
NASM(App)- RMP MC
1

RMO

E/F

Existing and future application of Category 1 nonagricultural source material (NASM) is designated for
the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act
and therefore requires a risk management plan for
areas outside of WHPA-A and IPZ-1 where the
activity is or would be a significant drinking water
threat. The risk management plan will include terms
and conditions to ensure the application of nonagricultural source material ceases to be a significant
drinking water threat and at a minimum complies with
contemporary standards and reflects appropriate
nutrient management practices.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to engage
in further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible. The clarification of how
Category 1, 2 and 3 NASM is addressed in source protection plans is helpful and should be discussed with the CTC Region SPC.

SPC Response: Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved coordination between Regions
has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
OMAFRA: The NMA regulates all application and storage of non-agricultural source material (NASM) on farms based on the likelihood of an
adverse effect. Category 1 NASM materials are plant-based materials that have a very low likelihood of impacting source water. Only a limited
amount can be applied before a NASM Plan is required. It is the ministry’s position that these provisions are sufficient to protect source water and
no other restrictions are necessary (policies NASM(App)-1, NASM(App)-2, NASM(H&S)-1, NASM(H&S)-2).
SPC Response: Category 1 NASMs are listed as a significant drinking water threat in the Table of Circumstances. As such, the SPC is obligated
to write policies to address the significant drinking water threat. The policy approach used to address Category 1 NASMs is the same as ASMs.
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Durham: (app) (H&S)-1, NASM (app) (H&S)-2 Approval from MOE or OMAFRA is required if applying NASM, why is RMO involved in any NASM
policies?
SPC Response: The application of Category 1 NASMs is not always captured under the Nutrient Management Act. In these cases the RMO will be
responsible to implementing policies to address the significant drinking water threat.
Policy
NASM(App)- Pro
2

MC

RMO

E/F

Existing and future application of category 1 nonagricultural source material is designated for the
purposes of Section 57, and is therefore prohibited,
within WHPA-A and IPZ-1.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no objection to this policy approach. Staff recommend simplifying the wording as follows:
“Existing and future application of Category 1 non-agricultural source material is prohibited (under s.57) within WHPA-A and IPZ-1” The SGBLS
and CTC SPCs are requested to engage in further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest
extent possible. The clarification of how Category 1, 2 and 3 NASM is addressed in source protection plans is helpful and should be discussed
with the CTC Region SPC.

SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighbouring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each others policies.
OMAFRA: The NMA regulates all application and storage of non-agricultural source material (NASM) on farms based on the likelihood of an
adverse effect. Category 1 NASM materials are plant-based materials that have a very low likelihood of impacting source water. Only a limited
amount can be applied before a NASM Plan is required. It is the ministry’s position that these provisions are sufficient to protect source water and
no other restrictions are necessary (policies NASM(App)-1, NASM(App)-2, NASM(H&S)-1, NASM(H&S)-2).
SPC Response: Category 1 NASMs are listed as a significant drinking water threat in the Table of Circumstances. As such, the SPC is obligated
to write policies to address the significant drinking water threat. The policy approach used to address Category 1 NASMs is the same as ASMs.
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Policy
NASM(App)- PI
3

MC

MOE,
OMAFRA

E

Where the existing application of category 2 and 3
non-agricultural source material to land is in an area
where this activity is a significant drinking water
threat, and the activity requires approval under other
legislation such as the EPA, OWRA or the NMA, as
amended from time to time, MOE or OMAFRA shall
ensure that the Environmental Compliance Approval
that governs the application of NASM includes
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:
1) The application of category 2 and 3 nonagricultural source material to land is prohibited
within WHPA-A , WHPA-B, and IPZ-1 where
significant
2) The application of category 2 and 3 nonagricultural source material to land ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-2, MON-3

Comments Received:
York Region: Point 1) doesn't' make sense to me, missing wording? Would 2) apply to the same areas as set out in 1 or should it specify "in
other areas". Suggested Improvement: Clarify what are the categories under NMA and include in the rationale document.
SPC Response: The wording of the policy has been revised to clearly state the intent of the policy. Additional information has been added to the
explanatory document explaining what the difference is between category 1, 2 and 3 NASMs.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to engage in
further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible. The clarification of how
Category 1, 2 and 3 NASM is addressed in source protection plans is helpful and should be discussed with the CTC Region SPC.

SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
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MOE: Please revise the policy wording to ensure that the activity is clearly prohibited in specific areas and managed in other areas, rather than
requiring the PI to include terms and conditions to prohibit the activity. Also, please delete the phrase "and the activity requires approval under
other legislation such as the EPA, OWRA or the NMA, as amended from time to time, MOE or OMAFRA shall ensure that". This information could
be included in the pre-amble. The regulation allows a person holding a PI that address the threat activity to be exempt from s. 58. Please ensure
that the areas where NASM is to be managed are clearly indicated. The current wording of item 2) indicates that all areas of category 2 and 3
NASM are to be managed, which conflicts with the intent of item 1).
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state the policy intent and highlight where the activity is to be prohibited.

OMAFRA: Please note that if NASM application and storage are prohibited in certain zones, these activities would no longer be significant
drinking water threats. Therefore, part 2) of the policies should only address application and storage that occur outside of zones where activities
are prohibited (policies NASM (App)-3, NASM(H&S)-3).
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state the policy intent and highlight where the activity is to be prohibited.

Policy
NASM(App)- PI
4

MC

MOE,
OMAFRA

F

Where the future application of category 2 and 3 nonagricultural source material would be a significant
drinking water threat, the MOE or OMAFRA shall not
issue an Environmental Compliance Approval
(Certificate of Approval).

MON-2, MON-3

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no objection to this policy approach. The clarification of how Category 1, 2 and 3 NASM is
addressed in source protection plans is helpful and should be discussed with the CTC Region SPC.

SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
OMAFRA: Policies NASM(App)-4 and NASM(H&S)-4 state that OMAFRA shall not issue Environmental Compliance Approvals where the future
application, handling and storage of Category 2 and 3 NASM material would be a significant drinking water threat. Please note that OMAFRA
does not issue Environmental Compliance Approvals. These approvals are issued by the Ministry of the Environment. If the policies are also
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intended to apply to NASM Plans, the ministry supports the policies where they apply to WHPA A and IPZ-1, and does not support them outside
of these zones. We also recommend that NASM Plans be referenced in these policies.
SPC Response: The application of NASM is regulated under the Environmental Protection Act and the Nutrient Management Act. As such, both
Provincial ministries will be responsible to implementing the policy where appropriate.
Policy
NASM(App)- Oth
5
(Re)

NLB

MOE,
OMAFRA

E

The MOE and OMAFRA are encouraged to continue
research regarding soil limiting factors relevant to
non-agricultural source material, and to reflect that
research in the management of non-agricultural
source material sites located in vulnerable areas
where the application of non-agricultural source
material to land is a significant drinking water threat.

MON-2, MON-3

Comments Received:
MOE: Please soften the language such as removing the phrase "continue research" and replacing it with "consider continuing research".
SPC Response: The suggested wording has been incorporated into the revised policy.
General Comments Received:
Durham: the Nutrient Management Act should be extended to all farms in significant threat areas and an integrated farm risk management plan
should be delivered by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs and enforced by the Ministry of Environment as the most
effective approach to managing agricultural threats, including pesticides and Non-Agricultural Source Materials;
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. However, asking OMAFRA to extend the Nutrient Management Act to address all agricultural
related threats is out of scope of the source protection plan.
OMAFRA: The ministry support policies stating that OMAFRA shall ensure that NASM plans include appropriate terms and conditions that would
prohibit the application and storage of Category 2 and 3 NASM materials in WHPA A and IPZ 1, and ensure that these activities cease to be a
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significant drinking water threat outside of these zones. However, we do not support prohibition of NASM application in WHPA B. The ministry
recommends that NASM application be managed through the use of prescribed instruments in WHPA B.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support and your additional concerns have been noted.
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Threat #7 – The handling and storage of NASM.
Policy:
NASM(H&S)1

RMP MC

Mun

E/F

Existing and future handling and storage of
category 1 non-agricultural source material (NASM)
is designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the
Clean Water Act, and therefore requires a risk
management plan where the activity is or would be
a significant drinking water threat in areas outside
of WHPA-A and IPZ-1. The risk management plan
will include appropriate terms and conditions to
ensure that the handling and storage of nonagricultural source material ceases to be significant
drinking water threat, and at a minimum, complies
with contemporary standards and reflects
appropriate nutrient management practices.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Barrie: Prohibits existing handling and storage of Category 1 non-agricultural source material (NASM) within WHPA-A and IPZ-1. This may cause
financial hardship to an existing business with a minimal environmental risk. Suggested improvement. Allow a RMP with protective measures
such as spill containment for existing handling and storage of category 1 NASM.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to allow both existing and future storage of category 1 NASMs within WHPA-A and IPZ-1.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to engage
in further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible. The clarification of how
Category 1, 2 and 3 NASM is addressed in source protection plans is helpful and should be discussed with the CTC Region SPC.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved

coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
MOE: The RMP must ensure that the threat ceases to be significant and this does not have to be stated in policy.
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SPC Response: Your comment has been noted. The statement has been included to keep the policies wording consistent for the different threat
types.
Durham: NASM (app) (H&S)-1, NASM (app) (H&S)-2 Approval from MOE or OMAFRA is required if applying NASM, why is RMO involved in any
NASM policies?
SPC Response: The application of Category 1 NASMs is not always captured under the Nutrient Management Act. In these cases the RMO will be
responsible to implementing policies to address the significant drinking water threat.
OMAFRA: The NMA regulates all application and storage of non-agricultural source material (NASM) on farms based on the likelihood of an
adverse effect. Category 1 NASM materials are plant-based materials that have a very low likelihood of impacting source water. Only a limited
amount can be applied before a NASM Plan is required. It is the ministry’s position that these provisions are sufficient to protect source water and
no other restrictions are necessary (policies NASM(App)-1, NASM(App)-2, NASM(H&S)-1, NASM(H&S)-2).
SPC Response: Category 1 NASMs are listed as a significant drinking water threat in the Table of Circumstances. As such, the SPC is obligated
to write policies to address the significant drinking water threat. The policy approach used to address Category 1 NASMs is the same as ASMs.

Policy
NASM(H&S)2

Pro

MC

Mun

Comments Received:

E/F

Existing and future handling and storage of category
1 non-agricultural source material is designated for
the purposes of Section 57 of the Clean Water Act,
and is therefore prohibited, within WHPA-A and IPZ1.

MON-1

Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to engage in
further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible. The clarification of how
Category 1, 2 and 3 NASM is addressed in source protection plans is helpful and should be discussed with the CTC Region SPC.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
OMAFRA: The NMA regulates all application and storage of non-agricultural source material (NASM) on farms based on the likelihood of an
adverse effect. Category 1 NASM materials are plant-based materials that have a very low likelihood of impacting source water. Only a limited
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amount can be applied before a NASM Plan is required. It is the ministry’s position that these provisions are sufficient to protect source water and
no other restrictions are necessary (policies NASM(App)-1, NASM(App)-2, NASM(H&S)-1, NASM(H&S)-2).

Policy:
NASM(H&S)3

PI

MC

MOE,
OMAFRA

E

Where existing handling and storage of category 2
MON-2, MON-3
and 3 non-agricultural source material is in an area
where this activity is a significant drinking water
threat, and the activity requires approval under other
legislation such as the EPA, OWRA or the NMA, as
amended from time to time, the MOE or OMAFRA
shall ensure that the environment compliance
approval that governs the handling and storage of
non-agricultural source material includes
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure that:
1) the handling and storage category 2 and 3 nonagricultural source material within WHPA-A and
IPZ-1 is prohibited, and
2) the handling and storage of category 2 and 3
non-agricultural source material ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat.

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to engage in
further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible. The clarification of how
Category 1, 2 and 3 NASM is addressed in source protection plans is helpful and should be discussed with the CTC Region SPC.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighbouring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each others policies.
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MOE: This policy manages the threat whereas policy NASM(h&s)-2 prohibits the threat in part of the area where the threat could be significant.
Please clarify the intent of the committee to address the threat.
SPC Response: The policy text has been revised to clearly state the policy intent. The existing handling and storage of category 2 & 3 NASM is
prohibited within WHPA-A and IPZ-1.
OMAFRA: Please note that if NASM application and storage are prohibited in certain zones, these activities would no longer be significant
drinking water threats. Therefore, part 2) of the policies should only address application and storage that occur outside of zones where activities
are prohibited (policies NASM(App)-3, NASM(H&S)-3).
SPC Response: The comment has been noted.
Policy:
NASM(H&S)4

PI

MC

MOE,
OMAFRA

F

Where the future handling and storage of category 2
and 3 non-agricultural source material would be a
significant drinking water threat, the MOE or
OMAFRA shall not issue an Environmental
Compliance Approval (Certificate of Approval).

MON-2, MON-3

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to engage in
further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible. The clarification of how
Category 1, 2 and 3 NASM is addressed in source protection plans is helpful and should be discussed with the CTC Region SPC.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighbouring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each others policies.
OMAFRA: Policies NASM(App)-4 and NASM(H&S)-4 state that OMAFRA shall not issue Environmental Compliance Approvals where the future
application, handling and storage of Category 2 and 3 NASM material would be a significant drinking water threat. Please note that OMAFRA
does not issue Environmental Compliance Approvals. These approvals are issued by the Ministry of the Environment. If the policies are also
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intended to apply to NASM Plans, the ministry supports the policies where they apply to WHPA A and IPZ-1, and does not support them outside
of these zones. We also recommend that NASM Plans be referenced in these policies.
SPC Response: The application of NASM is regulated under the Environmental Protection Act and the Nutrient Management Act. As such, both
Provincial ministries will be responsible to implementing the policy where appropriate.
General Comments Received:
Durham: Since the application, handling and storage of NASM is regulated by the MOE it is not clear why the Risk Management Official would be
involved (i.e. in policies NASM app)-2 and NASM (H&S)-2).
SPC Response: The application of Category 1 NASMs is not always captured under the Nutrient Management Act. In these cases the RMO will be
responsible to implementing policies to address the significant drinking water threat.
OMAFRA: The ministry support policies stating that OMAFRA shall ensure that NASM plans include appropriate terms and conditions that would
prohibit the application and storage of Category 2 and 3 NASM material in WHPA A and IPZ 1, and ensure that these activities cease to be a
significant drinking water threat outside of these zones. However, we do not support prohibition of NASM application in WHPA B. The ministry
recommends that NASM application be managed through the use of prescribed instruments in WHPA B.
SPC Response: Thank you, for you support. Your additional concerns have been noted.

Page 5 of 5

Threat # 8&9 - Issues Contributing Area:
Nitrate for Georgian Sands and Lafontaine issues contributing area

Threat # 8&9 - Issues Contributing Area: Nitrate for Georgian Sands and Lafontaine issues contributing area
Policy:
FERT(ICA)1

RMP MC

RMO

E

The existing handling, storage and application of commercial
fertilizer is designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the
Clean Water Act, and therefore requires a risk management
plan for areas outside of WHPA-A and IPZ-1 for those not
phased in under the Nutrient Management Act, where the
threat is significant. The risk management plan will include
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure the handling,
storage and application of commercial fertilizer ceases to be
a significant drinking water threat, and, at a minimum,
complies with contemporary standards. The risk management
plan shall address the following:
Application: The risk management plan shall require fertilizers
to be applied at prescribed label rates on the advice of a
certified crop advisor, that soil tests (NPK) be carried out and
that proper farm practices regarding crop rotation be applied,
as appropriate.
Handling and Storage:
The risk management plan shall include specific provisions
pertaining to the handling and storage of liquid fertilizer. Such
conditions should promote removal from the WHPA-A as
soon as possible. Any liquid fertilizer should be stored under
cover, in double-walled tanks or secondary containment
facilities, with impervious floor surfaces and no drainage
outlets and with collision protection around the storage
facility.

MON-1

Comments Received:
York Region: policy 2 prohibits in WHPA-A, and 1 notes an RMP should include conditions to promote the removal of handling/storage activities
from WHPA-A asap. This seems contradictory. Suggested Improvement: Clarify.
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SPC Response: The fertilizer ICA policies have been revised to clearly state the intent of the policies (prohibit existing and future within WHPAA/B where the vulnerability score is 10 and manage elsewhere). The requirement to remove from WHPA-A as soon as possible within the RMP
policy has been removed.
Durham Region: FERT (ICA)-1 combines the handling, storage and application outside of WHPA-A and IPZ-1- review wording here as its not a
SDWT yet, it’s an issue. Also some of the provisions under handling about removing from the WHPA-A may belong in next policy. The amount of
detail in this policy is inconsistent with TCC.
SPC Response: The fertilizer ICA policies have been revised to clearly state the intent of the policies (prohibit existing and future within WHPAA/B where the vulnerability score is 10 and manage elsewhere). The requirement to remove from WHPA-A as soon as possible within the RMP
policy has been removed.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are
requested to engage in further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved

coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.

MOE: The areas where the policies in this section applies is not clear when compared against other FERT policies. Other than a reference in the
coding to ICA, it is not clear that this policy applies to ICAs.
SPC Response: Additional clarity has been added to the policy text to state where the policy would apply. Additional text has been added to the
Source Protection Plan to clarify that the policies apply within the Georgian Sands/Lafontaine ICA.

OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002 (NMA) for the
development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue managing activities using
existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Durham: See CTC FER-2, covers ICAs and multiple applications. FERT (ICA) is very confusing...think some text here is in the wrong places...needs
to be reviewed. It seems the intent is to prohibit in WHPA-A and IPZ 1 but is not really clear.
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SPC Response: The fertilizer ICA policies have been revised to clearly state the intent of the policies (prohibit existing and future within WHPAA/B where the vulnerability score is 10 and manage elsewhere). The requirement to remove from WHPA-A as soon as possible within the RMP
policy has been removed.
OMAFRA: The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management
practices to address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where farms are not
phased in under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated under the NMA:


The existing and future application of ASM



The existing storage of ASM



The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer



The existing and future application of pesticides



The existing storage of pesticides



The existing storage of fuel, and



The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard (policies ASM
(App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1, FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).

Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides



The storage of fuel, and



The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.
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SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
Policy
FERT(ICA)2

Pro

MC

RMO

E

Existing handling, storage and application of commercial
fertilizer within WHPA-A and IPZ-1 is designated for the
purposes of Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is
therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Comments Received:
York Region: policy 2 prohibits in WHPA-A, and 1 notes an RMP should include conditions to promote the removal of handling/storage activities
from WHPA-A asap. This seems contradictory. Suggested Improvement: Clarify.
SPC Response: The fertilizer ICA policies have been revised to clearly state the intent of the policies (prohibit existing and future within WHPAA/B where the vulnerability score is 10 and manage elsewhere). The requirement to remove from WHPA-A as soon as possible within the RMP
policy has been removed.
Barrie: Prohibits existing handling and storage and application of commercial fertilizer within WHPA-A and IPZ-1. This may cause financial
hardship to an existing business with a minimal environmental risk. Suggested improvement: Allow a RMP with protective measures such as spill
containment for existing handling and storage of commercial fertilizer.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The approach to prohibit existing activities within WHPA-A and IPZ-1 is consistent with the
approach taken to address other agricultural threats.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments on this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to
engage in further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible.

SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
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OMAFRA: Some policies propose prohibition of the existing and future storage of commercial fertilizer, the future storage of pesticides, and the
future storage of fuel in WHPA A and IPZ 1. We support this approach, as stated in section 2 (policies FERT(H&S)2, FERT(ICA)-2, FERT(ICA)-3,
PEST(H&S)-2, FUEL-2).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Durham: FERT (ICA) – 2 & 3 Prohibit existing and future spreading via Section 57 only – what about farms covered by the NMA. Should be a
parallel provision for NMA farms.
SPC Response: A parallel policy has been added to the plan that addresses the handling, storage and application of commercial fertilizer on
farms captured under the Nutrient Management Act.
Policy
FERT(ICA)3

Pro

MC

RMO

F

Future handling and storage of commercial fertilizer where it
would be a significant drinking water threat is designated for
the purposes of Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is
therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are
requested to engage in further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible.

SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
OMAFRA: We also do not support prohibition of the future storage of commercial fertilizer, pesticides, and fuel outside of WHPA A and IPZ 1,
and we recommend that these activities be managed using RMPs that are based on appropriate agri-environmental management practices
(policies FERT(H&S)-2, FERT(ICA)-3, PEST(H&S)-2, FUEL-2).
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The approach to prohibit the activity in the future anywhere it would be a significant drinking
water threat is consistent with the approach taken to address other significant drinking water threats within the Source Protection Plan.
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OMAFRA: Some policies propose prohibition of the existing and future storage of commercial fertilizer, the future storage of pesticides, and the
future storage of fuel in WHPA A and IPZ 1. We support this approach, as stated in section 2 (policies FERT(H&S)2, FERT(ICA)-2, FERT(ICA)-3,
PEST(H&S)-2, FUEL-2).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
General Comments Received:
Durham: The policy for fertilizer application, handling and storage in an issue contributing area, is confusing and wording should be revised. It is
not clear how fertilizer application and storage are to be dealt with on farms where the Nutrient Management Act applies
SPC Response: A parallel policy has been added to the plan that addresses the handling, storage and application of commercial fertilizer on
farms captured under the Nutrient Management Act.
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Threat #8 – The application of commercial fertilizer to land.
Policy:
FERT(App)1

RMP MC

RMO

E/F

Existing and future application of commercial
fertilizer to land is designated for the purposes of
Section 58 of the Clean Water Act and therefore
requires a risk management plan for those not
phased in under the Nutrient Management Act,
where the activity is or would be a significant
drinking water threat. The risk management plan
will include appropriate terms and conditions to
ensure that the application of commercial fertilizer
ceases to be a significant drinking water threat,
and at a minimum complies with contemporary
standards. The risk management plan shall
require fertilizers to be applied using best
agronomic practices on the advice of a certified
crop advisor, that soil tests (NPK) be carried out
and that proper farm practices regarding crop
rotation be applied, as appropriate.

MON-1

Comments received:
York Region: Should there be a parallel policy for application that is phased in under the NMA speaking to the prescribed
instruments? Suggested Improvement: Clarify.
SPC Response: A parallel policy has been added to address significant threats regulated under the Nutrient Management Act.
Barrie: RMPs required for management of existing threats includes residential properties in proximity to managed lands. A RMP
applied at a subdivision site basis and not individual RMPs for the application of commercial fertilizers to land. Suggested
improvement: A RMP be applied at a subdivision site basis.
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SPC Response: The Risk Management Plans will need to be negotiated with the person engaging in the significant threat activity. It
is unlikely that many residential properties would trigger the circumstances required to be considered a significant drinking water
threat.
MOE: This policy is unclear in that it requires the application to "comply with contemporary standards" and "applied using best
agronomic standards". It is unclear why both requirements are included.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to appear in the standard policy wording format.
OMAFRA: The NMA current prohibits the existing and future application of commercial fertilizer within 100 m of a municipal well
(equivalent to WHPA A). This is also consistent with the prohibition of other activities in this zone. In general, we suggest that
prohibition in WHPA A and IPZ 1 be pursued unless it can be shown that the specific site conditions of the area allow for effective
and practical management of the threats, and this rationale is explicitly included with the policy (policies FERT(App)-1).
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted. Please see the explanatory document for additional rationale on why the policy
intent was not changed.
OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002
(NMA) for the development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue
managing activities using existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management
practices to address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where
farms are not phased in under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated
under the NMA:


The existing and future application of ASM



The existing storage of ASM



The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer



The existing and future application of pesticides
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The existing storage of pesticides



The existing storage of fuel, and



The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard
(policies ASM (App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1,
FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).

Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides



The storage of fuel, and



The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.

Landscape Ontario: There is a risk that a protection plans that is not specific with respect to fertilizer as a potential source water
threat, may cause confusion and the unintended inclusion of lawn or landscape fertilizer use in restrictions of risk mitigation protocols
that the plan intended for other types of fertilizer source water threats. To this point we ask that any plan or policy direction, including
the content of the proposed source protection plan, recognize the important role turfgrass plays in surface water protection. Further,
that such plans or policies respect the required care of turfgrass, including its proper fertilization, to ensure it can continue to play a
vital role in source water protection.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
NVCA: Suggestion for new policy:
Missing non-farm activities that would meet the thresholds for a significant threat:
 golf courses
 parks/sports fields
 lawns
 public gardens
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hobby farms
horse stables/tracks

Lower threshold >80% & <0.5 NU/acre in WHPA-A and IPZ1. (no apparent minimum application rate if applying to >80% of the
property within vulnerability 10 area)
Generally, 1.5-2.0 kg/100 m2 of nitrogen is recommended. (commercial/private applicators sometimes use more – quick search
recommended rates 2.7)
Lawn fertilizer use increased dramatically after World War II; fertilization rates recommended by turf researchers and garden advisors
grew dramatically from 109 kg TN/ha/yr in 1940, to 927 kg TN/ha/yr in 1965, to a high in 1970 of 863 kg TN/ha/yr (Barth, 1995). To
give some context, typical fertilizing rates for corn, which has high nitrogen demand, range from 30-225 kg TN/ha/yr (Doerge, 2002).
Fortunately, trends in over fertilizing lawns have begun to reverse, and current applications range from 97.6 ± 88.3 (SD) kg N/ha/yr
(Barth, 1995; Law et al., 2004).
SPC Response: Policy FERT(App)-1 captures non-farming activities that meet the significant threat threshold.
General Comments Received:
Durham: The policy for fertilizer application, handling and storage in an issue contributing area, is confusing and wording should be
revised. It is not clear how fertilizer application and storage are to be dealt with on farms where the Nutrient Management Act
applies.
SPC Response: An additional policy has been added to address commercial fertilizer being applied on farms phased in under the
Nutrient Management Act.
Durham: Existing and future application, handling and storage of fertilizer and pesticides should be prohibited in WHPA-A. Further,
to assist in reducing pesticide threats, the Region urges the Province to ask the Agrichemical Warehousing Standards Association to
include wellhead protection areas and intake protection zones on their list of locations to be avoided for pesticide storage facilities
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted.
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Threat #9 – The handling and storage of commercial fertilizer.
Policy:
FERT(H&S)1

RMP MC

RMO

E

H

Existing handling and storage of commercial
fertilizer is designated for the purposes of
Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, and therefore
requires a risk management plan for those not
phased in under the Nutrient Management Act
where the activity is a significant drinking water
threat. The risk management plan will include
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure the
handling and storage of commercial fertilizer
ceases to be a significant drinking water threat,
and, at a minimum, complies with contemporary
standards. The risk management plan shall
include specific provisions pertaining to the
handling and storage of liquid and dry fertilizer.
Such conditions should promote removal from
the WHPA-A as soon as possible. Any liquid
fertilizer should be stored in double-walled tanks
or secondary containment facilities, with collision
protection around the storage facility. Any dry
fertilizer should be stored under cover on
impervious floor surfaces with no drainage
outlets.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are
requested to engage in further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible.

SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighbouring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
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MOE: This policy recommends that RMPs for commercial fertilizer contain a provision to remove the threat activity from WHPA-A as soon as
possible. It would be more appropriate to designate the activity for the purpose of s. 57 and then provide a deadline for this. It is not appropriate
for a policy to contain language such as asap as it is difficult to determine the imlementation date and asociated reporting requirements.
SPC Response: The provision to remove the threat activity from WHPA-A as soon as possible has been removed from the policy.

Durham: FERT (app) and FERT (H&S) Policy is required for farms phased in under NMA to ensure activity does not become a SDWT. See CTC
policy FER-1. H & S policy does not deal with expansion.
SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan now includes a definition of expansion. “Where an existing activity is permitted an expansion,
alteration or replacement of a use activity, building or structure that reduces the risk of contaminating drinking water shall be permitted.”
Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighbouring Regions. Improved coordination between Regions has resulted in
increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
OMAFRA: Although the NMA does not specifically address:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides, and



Storage of fuel

Within 100 m of a municipal well, the ministry also supports prohibition of these activities in the zone (policies FERT(H&S)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST
(H&S)-1, FUEL-1).

OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002 (NMA) for the
development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue managing activities using
existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management practices to
address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where farms are not phased in
under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated under the NMA:
 The existing and future application of ASM
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The existing storage of ASM



The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer



The existing and future application of pesticides



The existing storage of pesticides



The existing storage of fuel, and



The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard (policies ASM
(App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1, FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).

Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides



The storage of fuel, and



The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.

OMAFRA: As previously mentioned, the NMA does not have standards to address the storage of commercial fertilizer. Therefore, the reference
to farms phased in under the NMA should be removed from the policies (policies FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1).
SPC Response: The reference to the Nutrient Management Act has been removed from the policy.
Policy
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FERT(H&S)2

Pro

MC

RMO

F

G

Future handling and storage of commercial
fertilizer where it would be a significant drinking
water threat is designated for the purposes of
Section 57 of the Clean Water Act and is
therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are
requested to engage in further discussions to ensure that policies for NASMs are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved

coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.

OMAFRA: Some policies propose prohibition of the existing and future storage of commercial fertilizer, the future storage of pesticides, and the
future storage of fuel in WHPA A and IPZ 1. We support this approach, as stated in section 2 (policies FERT(H&S)2, FERT(ICA)-2, FERT(ICA)-3,
PEST(H&S)-2, FUEL-2).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
General Comments Received:
Durham: The policy for fertilizer application, handling and storage in an issue contributing area, is confusing and wording should be revised. It is
not clear how fertilizer application and storage are to be dealt with on farms where the Nutrient Management Act applies.
SPC Response: The fertilizer ICA policies have been revised to clearly state the policy intent.
Durham: Existing and future application, handling and storage of fertilizer and pesticides should be prohibited in WHPA-A. Further, to assist in
reducing pesticide threats, the Region urges the Province to ask the Agrichemical Warehousing Standards Association to include wellhead
protection areas and intake protection zones on their list of locations to be avoided for pesticide storage facilities.

SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted.
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Durham: FERT- According to the TCC explanatory document, they were informed by OMAFRA that the NMA does not include standards for
storage and handling of fertilizer, that is why there is only a risk management policy (no parallel NMA policy) for this. RMOs would be
responsible for the risk management plans for handling and storage of fertilizer on all farms. This is not clear in the LS Explanatory Document.
SPC Response: The explanatory document and policies have been revised to recognize that the Nutrient Management Act does not regulated the
handling and storage of commercial fertilizer on agricultural properties.
Newmarket: Page 92 The policy prohibits the handling and storage of commercial fertilizer where it would be a significant threat (vulnerability
score 10) e.g., fertilizers for commercial retail weighing > 2500 kilograms.: Suggested Change This clarification within the policy is helpful.
SPC Response: The introductions to the threat policies all contain a table that summarizes the circumstances required to be a significant drinking
water threat. This information has not been included within the specific policy to keep the policies current, as the Table of Circumstances may be
revised in the future, and the circumstances required to be a significant drinking water threat could be different.
OMAFRA: We also do not support prohibition of the future storage of commercial fertilizer, pesticides, and fuel outside of WHPA A and IPZ 1,
and we recommend that these activities be managed using RMPs that are based on appropriate agri-environmental management practices
(policies FERT(H&S)-2, FERT(ICA)-3, PEST(H&S)-2, FUEL-2).
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The approach to prohibit the activity in the future anywhere it would be a significant drinking
water threat is consistent with the approach taken to address other significant drinking water threats within the Source Protection Plan.
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Threat #10, The application of pesticides to land.
Policy
PEST(App)1

RMP MC

RMO

E/F

Existing and future application of pesticides to land is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the
Clean Water Act, and therefore requires a risk
management plan where the activity is or would be a
significant drinking water threat. The risk
management plan will include appropriate terms and
conditions to ensure the application of pesticides to
land ceases to be a significant drinking water threat,
and at a minimum complies with contemporary
standards. The risk management plan shall include
conditions that require pesticides to be applied by a
certified or registered professional in keeping with
prescribed label rates, that no mixing or loading of
pesticides be permitted in WHPA-A or IPZ-1 and
further that proof of compliance be provided to the
risk management official.

MON-1

Comments received:
Barrie: RMPs required for management of existing and future application of pesticides to land. What proof of compliance could be provided to
the RMO? Suggested improvement: Define the ‘proof of compliance’ that would be required as part of a RMP.
SPC Response: The phrase ‘proof of compliance’ has been removed from the revised policy text, as a negotiated RMP will contain specific
requirements to show that the person engaging in the activity is in compliance with the policy.
Durham: PEST (app)-2 re: amending training courses not found in either CTC or TCC but is a good idea..
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
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Durham: PEST (app)-1 Pesticide application should be prohibited in WHPA-A and IPZ-1 as well as mixing or loading. If not prohibited, is this much
detail about what has to be included in the risk management plan? Prefer the CTC or TCC approach with much less detail. MOE says they will be
providing some guidance and should leave details to the RMO within that framework. Not consistent with TCC, similar to CTC but more detailed.
SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional rationale on why the SPC has chosen to permit the application of pesticides
within WHPA-A/IPZ-1. The text of the policy has been simplified.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach. The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are
requested to engage in further discussions to ensure that policies for pesticide application are consistent with each other to the greatest extent

possible.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
MOE: The RMP may contain specific direction as provided in this policy. It would be helpful to clarify the requirements for the reader and the RMO
such as specifying the certifying body and indicating what is meant by proof of compliance.

SPC Response: The phrase ‘proof of compliance’ has been removed from the revised policy text, as a negotiated RMP will contain specific
requirements to show that the person engaging in the activity is in compliance with the policy. In addition, the text of the policy has been
simplified.
OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002 (NMA) for the
development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue managing activities using
existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management practices to
address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where farms are not phased in
under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated under the NMA:


The existing and future application of ASM
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The existing storage of ASM



The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer



The existing and future application of pesticides



The existing storage of pesticides



The existing storage of fuel, and



The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard (policies ASM
(App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1, FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).

Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides



The storage of fuel, and



The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.

SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
Policy
PEST(App)2

Oth NLB

Comments received:
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OMAFRA,
MOE

E

OMAFRA and the MOE are encouraged to review
and amend pest management training courses to
incorporate additional precautions and considerations
to address pesticide application in vulnerable areas.

N/A

Threat #10, The application of pesticides to land.
Newmarket: The policy prohibits the handling and storage of commercial fertilizer where it would be a significant threat and within Intake
Protection Zones (with a vulnerability score 9-10) e.g., pesticides for retail weighing 250-> 2500 kilograms. Suggested Change Support the policy
and the additional clarification.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
MOE: Please soften the language to enable a broad program review. For example, please add the words "where appropriate" after the words
"are encouraged to review and". You should also provide direction ensure that when the program evaluation is complete, that steps could be
taken to enable changes in the program. For example, you would add the phrase "and take approriate actions to ensure threats to drinking
water cease to be significant". We also note that this policy is listed on List K, which is the List that applies to non-legally binding committments
that address significant threats. The policy addresses vulnerable areas, which include areas where threats are moderate or low as well as
significant threats. Either amend the policy to clearly indicate that the policy addresses areas where the threat could be significant, or add this
policy to List J, to reflect that it addresses all vulnerable areas.
SPC Response: The language of the policy has been softened as suggested.
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Threat #11, The handling and storage of pesticides.
Policy
PEST(H&S)1

RMP MC

RMO

E

The existing handling and storage of pesticides is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean
Water Act, and therefore requires a risk management
plan where the activity is a significant drinking water
threat. The risk management plan will include
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure the handling
and storage of pesticides ceases to be a significant
drinking water threat, and, at a minimum, complies with
contemporary standards.

MON-1

Comments received:
Durham: PEST (H&S)-1 Should prohibit in WHPA-A and IPZ-1. Policy does not address expansion.
SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional rationale on why the SPC has chosen to permit the existing handling and
storage of pesticides within WHPA-A/IPZ-1. The text of the policy has been simplified.
OMAFRA: Although the NMA does not specifically address:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides, and



Storage of fuel

Within 100 m of a municipal well, the ministry also supports prohibition of these activities in the zone (policies FERT(H&S)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST
(H&S)-1, FUEL-1).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
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OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002 (NMA) for the
development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue managing activities using
existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management practices to
address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where farms are not phased in
under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated under the NMA:


The existing and future application of ASM



The existing storage of ASM



The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer



The existing and future application of pesticides



The existing storage of pesticides



The existing storage of fuel, and



The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard (policies ASM
(App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1, FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).

Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides



The storage of fuel, and



The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.
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SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
Policy
PEST(H&S)2

Pro

MC

RMO

F

Future handling and storage of pesticides where it would
be a significant drinking water threat is designated for the
purposes of Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is
therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Comments received:
OMAFRA: We also do not support prohibition of the future storage of commercial fertilizer, pesticides, and fuel outside of WHPA A and IPZ 1,
and we recommend that these activities be managed using RMPs that are based on appropriate agri-environmental management practices
(policies FERT(H&S)-2, FERT(ICA)-3, PEST(H&S)-2, FUEL-2).
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The approach to prohibit the activity in the future anywhere it would be a significant drinking
water threat is consistent with the approach taken to address other significant drinking water threats within the Source Protection Plan.
OMAFRA: Some policies propose prohibition of the existing and future storage of commercial fertilizer, the future storage of pesticides, and the
future storage of fuel in WHPA A and IPZ 1. We support this approach, as stated in section 2 (policies FERT(H&S)2, FERT(ICA)-2, FERT(ICA)-3,
PEST(H&S)-2, FUEL-2).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Policy
PEST(H&S)3

Oth

Comments received:
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MC

Mun

E

Municipalities responsible for waste management are
required to consider ways in which additional
conveniences for proper pesticide hazardous waste
transfer can be created outside of vulnerable areas where
it is or would be a significant drinking water threat.

MON-1

Threat #11, The handling and storage of pesticides.
City of Kawartha Lakes: “Municipality to consider ways in which additional conveniences for proper pesticide hazardous waste transfer can be
created outside vulnerable areas”. Suggested improvement: Clarification is needed for this policy.
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection. The intent of this policy has been incorporated into Policy WAST(b)-4.
MOE: This policy belongs in the waste section. In addition, it is unclear where this policy applies - policies must address threats in vulnerable
areas (except E & O and incentives), and this policy directs materials outside of vulnerable areas. It is also unclear why the municipality is
included as the implementing body as waste disposal sites are regulated by MOE. The policy should state that waste disposal sites (existing and
future?) are prohibited in all vulnerable areas. (It appears that this concern is already partly addressed in policy WAST(b)-4 as this policy
addresses areas where the threat could be significant). The policy could be included on List C (where addressing a SDWT) and D (where
addressing a mod/low DWT).
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection. The intent of this policy has been incorporated into Policy WAST(b)-4.
General Comments received:
Durham : the Ministry of the Environment should request the Agrichemical Warehousing and Standards Association to add wellhead protection
areas and intake protection zones as locations to be avoided for pesticide storage facilities;
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted.
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Threat #12, The application of road salt.
Policy:
Salt(App)- RMP
1

MC

RMO

E/F

With the exception of residential properties, the
existing and future application of road salt is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean
Water Act, and therefore requires a risk management
plan where the activity is or would be a significant
drinking water threat. The risk management plan will
include terms and conditions that mirror a salt
management plan and, at a minimum, will comply with
contemporary standards to ensure the application of
road salt ceases to be a significant drinking water
threat.

MON-1

Comments Received:
York Region: Residential properties are exempted. Suggested improvement: Clarify that table of circumstances where by some types
of residential properties should be included which may have significant parking lot areas (e.g. condominiums or large multi-unit
residential).
SPC Response: A definition has been added to the Source Protection Plan and explanatory document that clarifies which types of
residential properties are exempted from negotiating a risk management plan.
Barrie: The RMP for the Application of Road Salt is intended to mirror a salt management plan and ensure that best management
practices are in place. It is stated that more than ½ of the road salt applied to roads is transported in surface runoff and the intent is
to target federal, provincial, and municipal authorities; however, MTO is not required to develop a RMP for major roadways.
Suggested improvement: Apply policy to MTO.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The following policy requires MTO to research salt alternatives.
Innisfil: There is concern that this policy duplicates the work being done with existing Salt Management Plans. From Explanatory
document it is unclear as to whether or not industrial, commercial, and institutional applicators are required to have RMPs
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SPC Response: A definition has been added to the Source Protection Plan and explanatory document that clarifies which types of
residential properties are exempted from negotiating a risk management plan.
Newmarket: This policy requires a Risk Management Plan to be prepared that mirrors the provisions of the Salt Management Plan
filed with Environment Canada. : Suggested Change Support for this approach as it reduces duplication with the federal Salt
Management Plan. Clarification is required to ensure that the same report will address both programs in order to minimize impact on
staff resources.
SPC Response: If it is determined that a Risk Management Plan is needed it will be up to the local RMO to decide on the individual
requirements of the RMP based on the policy direction.
MOE: Instead of using the term "mirror" which could mean "equal", suggest using the term "that are based on". This would allow
some flexibility in interpretation and provide direction to the RMO.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
NVCA: The policy lists “a salt management plan”- the policy should include a reference to direct the RMO on the requirements of the
salt management plan or, if possible, regulations/guidelines.
SPC Response: The SPC is working on developing an implementation guide that will likely contain the requested information.
Durham: SALT(App)-Prefer CTC policy over SGBLS. These policies are much different that CTC.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted. Please see the explanatory document for the rationale for the selected approach.
SALT (App)-1 This could be a very onerous policy in some wellheads, given the number of properties that would need a salt
management plan in an existing urban area. What about large multi unit residential sites with parking areas...apartments? Condos?
Should there be an area (sq. m) threshold?
Suggest there should be a salt section for householders in a general E & O policy for households in WHPA.
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SPC Response: A definition has been added to the Source Protection Plan and explanatory document that clarifies which types of
residential properties are exempted from negotiating a risk management plan.
Policy:
Salt(App)- Oth
2
(Re)

HR

MTO,
OGRA,
AMO

F

The MTO, in collaboration with OGRA and AMO, is
encouraged to undertake research into cost effective
alternatives to salt application that do not compromise
public safety in vulnerable areas.

N/A

Comments Received:
OGRA: The OGRA has reviewed the draft policies of the SGBLS SPC and we have no issue with the policies included in the
document. We also wish to acknowledge our willingness to work with MTO and AMO to undertake research into cost effective
alternatives to salt application that does not compromise public safety in vulnerable areas as shown in Policy ID Salt (App)-2.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
MOE: Please revise in accordance with the guidance provided by MTO. Note that MTO reviewed Halton Hamilton's draft plan
wording and was satisfied with the policy that reflected salt management and research, you may wish to consider reviewing your
policy in this context. Please explain acronyms such as OGRA and AMO for the reader. This policy appears to apply to vulnerable
areas where the threat is moderate and low, which means that the policy should also be listed on List J.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted, the policy approach did not change. Please see the explanatory document for the
rationale behind the selected approach. The policy is now listed on list J.
Although MTO is not a research ministry, a pilot project related to highway runoff evaluations and possible mitigation in highway
ditches is currently being planned and designed; with construction and subsequent monitoring beginning in mid/late 2012.
-

The first project of this type is planned for a site near Guelph (Highways 401 and 6).
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-

Approved Source Protection Assessment Reports may assist MTO in the siting and/or prioritization of future pilot projects.

Proposals related to the development and implementation of a water quality monitoring plan is better suited for municipal staff; not
MTO.
SPC Response: Thank you, for providing this information.
General Comments Received:
Durham: The salt policies are much different than those used in the CTC SPP. Durham staff prefers the CTC approach. SALT
(App)-1 could be a very onerous policy in some urban wellheads, given the number of non-residential properties that may need a salt
management plan. It should be clarified why large multi-residential complexes with extensive parking areas would not be managed
similarly. An impervious paved area threshold may be a more effective basis for requiring a risk management plan (ED-where would
policy apply (impervious thresholds)).
SPC Response: A definition has been added to the Source Protection Plan and explanatory document that clarifies which types of residential
properties are exempted from negotiating a risk management plan. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring
Regions. Improved coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s
policies.
Newmarket: This recommendation encourages MOE, the Ontario Good Roads Association and the Association of Municipalities of
Ontario to continue to undertake research of alternatives to salt.: Suggested Change Support research into alternatives to road salt.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
MOE:
Salt Management


MTO has a Salt Management Plan (SMP) that is consistent with the Code of Practice and Best Practices documents, issued
respectively by Environment Canada (EC, 2004) and the Transportation Association of Canada (TAC, 1999). The Plan is
currently up-to-date.
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The Salt Management Plan is periodically revised to maintain consistency with the EC and TAC parent documents referenced
above.
Note: The Transportation Association of Canada’s Best Management Practices (BMP) document is presently being updated.
As well, there is the possibility that a revised Code of Practice may be issued, depending on the outcome of the
evaluation that is currently underway by Environment Canada.



Specific to its Salt Management Plan, MTO submits an annual report to Environment Canada. It is a provincial aggregate of
data, including tonnages of salt applied, etc.

Regarding mention of the EC and TAC documents in a policy, the target should be to maintain consistency with the most current
versions.
MTO does not support a review and update of its Salt Management Plan in the context of specific actions. Rather, a more generically
written policy is preferred.
MTO’s Salt Management Plan is revised when changes to the parent EC and TAC documents precipitate the need to do so; this
happens relatively infrequently. Expectation by SPCs for an annual updated SMP is not appropriate. Rather, a copy will be provided
if/when a revised version is available. MTO will, however, respond to information requests from SPCs. (Not Applicable to SGBLS
SPP)
MTO does not support a proposal to identify the location of significant threat areas in its Salt Management Plan. Province-wide, MTO
uses the best available winter maintenance practices; not more or less, depending on location. This approach provides for consistent
road surfaces, thereby minimizing the occurrence of potentially hazardous-related surprises for motorists. It also supports MTO’s
mandate to ensure safe driving conditions on the provincial highway network.
MTO does not support the request to report annually regarding activities undertaken as part of the Salt Management Plan. Although
MTO submits an annual report to Environment Canada; this report represents a provincial aggregate and would be meaningless for
site-specific vulnerable areas. In terms of developing a site-specific report, this would be extremely difficult to do, and would require
resources that the ministry does not currently have access to.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
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Road Signs
The Ministry of Transportation is willing to work with the Source water Protection Committee Chairs in the development of a signing
policy, providing there is:
1. Agreement to discuss the withdrawal of existing policy proposals involving Community Safety Zone Designations.
2. The submission of a formal proposal, supported by all Committee Chairs, describing a broad multi-faceted Education and
Outreach program and how signing fits into that program. (Note: signing should not be the program’s major component.)
Specific to signing, the proposal should address the:


Purpose of source water protection signs, including what distinguishes it from other provincial, awareness-type signs;



Geographical extent of the proposed program; and



Suggested criteria to be used to determine the specific location of signs.

3. Implementation of a consistent, province-wide design, including size, logo, colour(s) and text; and acceptance of the same by
participating municipalities.


Sign design and the supporting implementation policy will be led by MTO, in consultation with MOE and the
Sourcewater Protection Chars/Project Managers.

SPC Response: Concerns raised by the MTO have been noted, and as such are reflected in the policy.
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Threat #13, The handling and storage of road salt.
Policy
SALT(H&S)1

Comments:

RMP MC

RMO

E

Existing storage and handling of road salt is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the
Clean Water Act, and therefore requires a risk
management plan where the activity is a significant
drinking water threat. The risk management plan will
include terms and conditions that mirror a salt
management plan and, at a minimum, complies with
contemporary standards to ensure the storage and
handling of road salt ceases to be a significant
drinking water threat.

MON-1

Innisfil: It is unclear as to whether or not Industrial, Commercial and Institutional parking lot snow storage would be affected by this policy.
SPC Response: The thresholds required for the handling and storage of road salt to be considered a significant drinking water threat are based
on the volume of salt store and the location relative to the vulnerability score. Please see the MOE Table of Circumstances for additional details
on how the storage of road salt can be considered a significant drinking water threat.
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Threat #14, The storage of snow.
Policy
SNOW1

RMP

MC

RMO

E

Existing storage of snow is designated for the
purposes of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act,
and therefore requires a risk management plan,
where the activity is a significant drinking water
threat. The risk management plan will include
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure the
storage of snow and associated run-off ceases
to be a significant drinking water threat, and at
a minimum complies with contemporary
standards. A risk management plan will not be
required for snow banks immediately adjacent
to a traveled roadway.

MON-1

Comments:
Innisfil: It is unclear as to whether or not Industrial, Commercial and Institutional parking lot snow storage would be affected by this policy.
SPC Response: The thresholds required for the storage of snow to be considered a significant drinking water threat are based on the storage
area and location relative to the vulnerability score. Please see the MOE Table of Circumstances for additional details on how the storage of
snow can be considered a significant drinking water threat.
MOE: If snow banks along the travelled portion of the roadway are a significant threat and are not addressed, then there appears to be a gap in
the policy coverage. The mandatory content of the plan requires a policy for every SDWT in the area where significant.
SPC Response: Since the time of drafting the original policies it has been confirmed that snow banks are not captured as significant drinking
water threats within the MOE Table of Circumstances.
Durham: Snow storage should be prohibited in WHPA-A.
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SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted.
Policy
SNOW2

Pro

MC

RMO

F

The future storage of snow where it would be a
significant drinking water threat is designated
for the purposes of Section 57 of the Clean
Water Act, and is therefore prohibited, except
in emergency situations as determined by the
risk management official and the public works
department, where emergency snow storage
will be permitted only outside of WHPA-A.

MON-1

Comments:
Adjala-Tosorontio: We note that snow storage is listed as a possible significant threat to drinking water on a parking lot basis however, parking
lots are not standard sizes. The Township is concerned that those potential commercial developments within a settlement areas (as would
contribute to 'a complete community' under Places to Grow) would be negatively affected. The Township recommends a threshold size be
established that will constitute a drinking water threat such that there will be certainty in implementation.
SPC Response: The thresholds required for the storage of snow to be considered a significant drinking water threat are based on the storage
area and location relative to the vulnerability score. Please see the MOE Table of Circumstances for additional details on how the storage of
snow can be considered a significant drinking water threat.
Innisfil: It is unclear as to whether or not Industrial, Commercial and Institutional parking lot snow storage would be affected by this policy.
SPC Response: The thresholds required for the storage of snow to be considered a significant drinking water threat are based on the storage
area and location relative to the vulnerability score. Please see the MOE Table of Circumstances for additional details on how the storage of
snow can be considered a significant drinking water threat.
Newmarket: Snow storage is prohibited in WHPA and IPZ with a vulnerability score of 9-10 depending on the storage area.
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E.g., snow storage is prohibited at or above grade where the storage area is 1-5 ha. in a WHPA. However, the volume of snow is not addressed.
For example a small volume of snow on 1 ha may have less impact than a large volume of snow on a 0.5 ha site.
The maximum volume of snow should be included with the storage area parameters to provide a better representation of the potential threat.
In addition, best practices and guidelines should be provided to municipalities. : Suggested Changes The maximum volume of snow should be
included with the storage area parameters to provide a better representation of the potential threat. In addition, best practices and guidelines
should be provided to municipalities to assist in the consistent implementation of snow storage policies.
Effort should be made to ensure co-ordination of proposed requirements with those of Environment Canada.
SPC Response: The thresholds required for the storage of snow to be considered a significant drinking water threat are based on the storage
area and location relative to the vulnerability score. Please see the MOE Table of Circumstances for additional details on how the storage of
snow can be considered a significant drinking water threat.
MOE: If snow banks along travelled roadways are a SDWT in the ICA, then this policy could have the effect of prohibiting future roads in the ICA.
SPC Response: Since the time of drafting the original policies it has been confirmed that snow banks are not captured as significant drinking
water threats within the MOE Table of Circumstances.
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Threat #15, The handling and storage of fuel.
Policy
FUEL-1 RMP

MC

RMO

E

The existing handling and storage of fuel is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the
Clean Water Act, and therefore requires a risk
management plan where the activity is a significant
drinking water threat. The risk management plan will
include appropriate terms and conditions to ensure
the handling and storage of fuel ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat, and at a minimum,
complies with contemporary standards. The risk
management plan may include such conditions as:
1) secondary containment
2) spill/leak detection (monitoring processes)
3) collision protection (bollards)

MON-1

Comments Received
York Region: Both FUEL-1 and FUEL-2 include single residential homes for existing (RMP) and future (Pro) fuel threats. Suggested improvement:
This policy establishes an unreasonable expectation in requiring the RMO to establish RMPs for every single residence which may have a fuel
tank within a vulnerable WHPAs and may prohibit residential properties with fuel tanks within vulnerable WHPAs - which could allow for land
uses that carry more risk associated with them. In addition, this policy should exclude single residential homes so that it is more in line with the
CTC SPP.
SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional information on why residential fuel tanks are not exempt from the Risk
Management Plan Policy. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved coordination between
Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
Barrie: It is acknowledged that the majority of commercial fuel storage facilities are already using up-to-date standards and practices and
therefore would likely not require considerable efforts to bring these facilities up to current standards through the RMP. Current requirements
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under Technical Standards and Safety Act (TSSA) should be accepted to avoid duplication of effort. Suggested improvement: TSSA standard
application information submitted to the RMO to satisfy the requirements for a RMP.
SPC Response: The policy provides the RMO with some suggestions of what could be included in a Risk Management Plan. However, the policy
does provide the local RMO with the flexibility to determine if existing measures in place would be satisfy the intent of policy.
Comments from TSSA and MCS not related to a specific fuel threat policy:
The review of the draft policies was conducted jointly by the Ministry of Consumer Services (MCS) and the Technical Standards and Safety
Authority (TSSA) as our organizations work closely in regulating the fuels sector in Ontario. As such, the ensuing comments should be considered
MCS and TSSA's joint and formal response to your draft policies. Although we do not interpret the above draft policies as creating obligations
on TSSA or MCS, this letter nevertheless provides information on the role of TSSA and MCS in source water protection we hope you find helpful.
Ontario's current regulatory framework for fuel storage, handling and transportation reduces the probability that a spill or leak will occur. To this
end, MOE has previously encouraged Source Protection Committees to consider the existing regulatory framework for fuels works to manage
the risk to source water, when developing their policies.
Ontario's current regulatory framework supports source water protection by effectively reducing the probability and incidents of spills and leaks.
The framework is comprised of certification of technicians and inspectors, licensing of distributors, and a robust set of standards, codes, and
measures to promote the safe handling, storage and transportation of fuel. The codes and standards on which this framework is founded are
updated on a regular basis. TSSA reviews incident and compliance data throughout the year to ensure the effectiveness of its regulatory
programs in achieving its provincial mandate. Ontario's regulatory framework for fuels is best in class, as evidenced by Ontario's exceptional
safety record .
There is currently no evidence that the provincial regulatory framework is not effectively managing the risk to source water. On this basis, the
government has no plans to review the regulatory framework. As the committees are aware, under the Clean Water Act, recommendations for
provincial action to protect source water are the responsibility of MOE. If, beyond the provincial regulatory framework, your committee's
research and analysis indicates that additional local measures are necessary to protect source water in your region, MCS and TSSA encourage
your committee to establish these measures at the local level and assign responsibility to the appropriate municipality. Under the Clean Water
Act , municipalities are authorized to address significant threats through Risk Management Plans (RMPs) under Part IV Tools.
MCS and TSSA are committed to supporting source water initiatives in Ontario. We can assist Source Protection Committees in their activities in
the following ways:
1. TSSA can include Risk Management Officers on their mailing lists to share updates and bulletins about fuel-related codes and standards.
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2. MCS can work with MOE to provide colleges with source water awareness information that can be integrated into fuel technician training
programs.
3. TSSA can provide training/information sessions on fuel oil tanks to appropriately qualified individuals for a fee .
4. TSSA can work with MOE to include source water safety information into current public education vehicles, such as TSSA's website and
seasonal brochures.
5. MCS can work with MOE and fuel industry associations to facilitate distribution of educational materials to fuel suppliers.
SPC Response: Your comment and concerns have been noted, and are reflected in the policy direction.
City of Kawartha Lakes: Policies such as (FUEL-1 & SOLV-1) state conditions “at a minimum complies with contemporary standard”? What are
the contemporary standards? That may be too vague.
SPC Response: Many of the policies contain the term contemporary standards to provide the RMO with the opportunity to incorporate new
technologies as Risk Management Plans are negotiated over time.
Newmarket: It is unclear why fuel oil does not pose a significant threat when >2500 L are handled or stored below or partially below grade. This
should be clarified as part of the guidelines. : Suggested Change Clarification required regarding handling and storage of fuel oil >2500 above
and below grade. User friendly Guidelines should be developed and produced with the final Source Protection Plan.
SPC Response: Please see the fuel policies introductory text and MOE Table of Circumstances for additional details on how the handling and
storage of fuel can be considered a significant drinking water threat.
OMAFRA: Although the NMA does not specifically address:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides, and



Storage of fuel
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Within 100 m of a municipal well, the ministry also supports prohibition of these activities in the zone (policies FERT(H&S)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST
(H&S)-1, FUEL-1).

OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002 (NMA) for the
development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue managing activities using
existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management practices to
address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where farms are not phased in
under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated under the NMA:


The existing and future application of ASM



The existing storage of ASM



The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer



The existing and future application of pesticides



The existing storage of pesticides



The existing storage of fuel, and



The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard (policies ASM
(App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1, FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).

Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:


The storage of commercial fertilizer



The application and storage of pesticides



The storage of fuel, and
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The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.

SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
Policy
FUEL-2 Pro

MC

RMO

F

The future handling and storage of fuel where it would
be a significant drinking water threat is designated for
the purposes of Section 57 of the Clean Water Act,
and is therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Comments Received
York Region: Both FUEL-1 and FUEL-2 include single residential homes for existing (RMP) and future (Pro) fuel threats. Suggested improvement:
This policy establishes an unreasonable expectation in requiring the RMO to establish RMPs for every single residence which may have a fuel
tank within a vulnerable WHPAs and may prohibit residential properties with fuel tanks within vulnerable WHPAs - which could allow for land
uses that carry more risk associated with them. In addition, this policy should exclude single residential homes so that it is more in line with the
CTC SPP.
SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional information on why residential fuel tanks are not exempt from the Risk
Management Plan Policy. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved coordination between
Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
York Region: This may be potentially very broad prohibition as every well house requires back up power as per the Safe Drinking Water Act, and
as such requires fuel. Suggested improvement: Clarify in rationale document that must well house stations do not meet the table of
circumstances to trigger a SDWT.
SPC Response: The explanatory document has been updated with this additional information.
OMAFRA: We also do not support prohibition of the future storage of commercial fertilizer, pesticides, and fuel outside of WHPA A and IPZ 1,
and we recommend that these activities be managed using RMPs that are based on appropriate agri-environmental management practices
(policies FERT(H&S)-2, FERT(ICA)-3, PEST(H&S)-2, FUEL-2).
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SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The approach to prohibit the activity in the future anywhere it would be a significant drinking
water threat is consistent with the approach taken to address other significant drinking water threats within the Source Protection Plan.
OMAFRA: Some policies propose prohibition of the existing and future storage of commercial fertilizer, the future storage of pesticides, and the
future storage of fuel in WHPA A and IPZ 1. We support this approach, as stated in section 2 (policies FERT(H&S)2, FERT(ICA)-2, FERT(ICA)-3,
PEST(H&S)-2, FUEL-2).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Policy
FUEL-3 Oth:
(SA)

MC

SPA

E/F

The local SPA shall obtain from TSSA, the number,
location and reporting information for fuel storage, and
shall forward this information to the risk management
official.

MON-5

Comments received:
TSSA: Municipalities and SPAs can request data from TSSA about licensed fuel storage and handling facilities with a specified address range as
outlined in policy FUEL-3.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
MOE: It is unclear how this data addresses the threat and it is unclear the area that this policy applies. Please clarify this or consider deleting this
policy from this plan. If this policy applies to areas where significant, then the policy would be on List E. If the policy applies to areas where
moderate or low, then the policy should be included on List J.
SPC Response: The policy will be revised to be in scope.
General Comments Received:
Durham: The Region strongly supports the approach taken by the CTC and TCC SPPs of having the Technical Standards and Safety Authority
(TSSA) lead several of the fuel threat policies. SGBLS has suggested only that the TSSA provide information about sites with bulk fuel storage to
the SPA.
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SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted.
Durham: Like agricultural threats, home heating fuel is one of the most prevalent significant threats Ontario-wide. Protection of the
environment from damage or contamination by fuels is part of the TSSA mandate and within their expertise. Training of fuel delivery agents and
bulk fuel handlers should include source water protection awareness, best practices and spills response training. Some SPCs recognized that it
makes no operational or financial sense for municipalities to try and duplicate this function but chose to build on what the TSSA already has in
place with. The Region urges the Province to provide the TSSA with the direction and resources necessary to assist in protection of drinking
water sources. Otherwise the burden to educate about and track fuel threats will be downloaded entirely onto the risk management officials.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. Please see the explanatory document for additional details on why the handling and storage of
fuel is dealt with through Part IV power policies.
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Threat #16, The handling and storage of a DNAPL.
Policy
DNAPL-1

RMP

MC

RMO

E

The existing handling and storage of DNAPLs in any quantity
(excluding an individual for personal or family use) is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean
Water Act, and therefore requires a risk management plan
where the activity is a significant drinking water threat.
The risk management plan will include appropriate terms
and conditions to ensure the handling and storage of
DNAPLs ceases to be a significant drinking water threat, and
at a minimum, promotes above ground storage.

MON-1

Comments Received
York Region: RMP conditions should probably 'require", rather than "promote" above ground storage. Suggested improvement: Clarify.
SPC Response: The intent of the SPC is to promote the above ground storage of DNAPLs through the development of a risk management plan.
Barrie: RMP to mirror the requirements specified by TSSA for the Handling and Storage of DNAPLs. Suggested improvement: r TSSA standard
application information submitted to the RMO to satisfy the requirements for a RMP.
SPC Response: The Source Protection Committee is developing an implementation guide that will aid the City in implementing the Source
Protection Plan policies. The suggestion to request the requirements from the TSSA application may aid the RMO in developing the Risk
Management Plan.
Barrie: Prohibition and RMPs enforced by the municipalities is still an enormous workload for a municipality to manage the threat of DNAPLs
even with a family or personal use exception. An outright ban of its usage would be more efficient use of resources and effective tool for public
education. Suggested improvement: Province ban on the Handling and Storage of DNAPLs. Provide public education on the 5 DNAPL chemicals
and alternatives available.
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SPC Response: Please the explanatory document for additional information on why the SPC chose not to ban the existing use of DNAPLs within
the vulnerable areas.
City of Kawartha Lakes: RMP shall include “at minimum promotion of above ground storage and spill containment structure for DNAPL storage
at minimum”.
SPC Response: The policy wording has been tweaked to incorporate the intent of the wording suggestion.
Newmarket: This section would benefit from a table identifying the volume of product when a personal or family use involves the handling and
storage of DNAPLs which would be exempt from requiring a Risk Management Plan and when prohibited under DNAPL -3: Suggested Change
Policies DNAPL -1 and 3 would benefit from a table identifying the volume of product when a personal or family use involves the handling and
storage of DNAPLs which would be exempt from requiring a Risk Management Plan and when prohibited under DNAPL -3.
SPC Response: A definition of Incidental Volumes for Personal/Domestic Use has been included within the revised Source Protection Plan.
MOE: It is unclear what "an individual" means. Suggest rewording "excluding an individual for personal or family use" to a clearer description
such as "except for incidental volumes associated with personal domestic use". Alternatively, Part IV allows specific volumes to be named as
thresholds. Should a volume threshold be chosen, please provide a rationale for this threshold in the explanatory document.
SPC Response: A definition of Incidental Volumes for Personal/Domestic Use has been included within the revised Source Protection Plan.
Durham: A definition of “personal or family use” should be included in the index of the SPP to provide clarification. Should prohibit handling and
storage in WHPA-A like NASM and ASM
SPC Response: A definition of Incidental Volumes for Personal/Domestic Use has been included within the revised Source Protection Plan.
Policy
DNAPL-2
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Pro

MC

RMO

E

Expansions to existing DNAPL storage facilities is
designated for the purposes of Section 57 of the
Clean Water Act, and therefore prohibited where the
activity would be a significant drinking water threat.

MON-1
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Comments Received
MOE: Please note that the proper reference to the activity is handling and storage.
SPC Response: The correction has been made to all DNAPL policies.
Policy
DNAPL-3

Pro

MC

RMO

F

The future storage of DNAPLs in any quantity
(excluding an individual for personal or family use),
where it would be a significant drinking water threat,
is designated for the purposes of Section 57 of the
Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Comments Received
MOE: Please note that the proper reference to the activity is handling and storage.
SPC Response: The correction has been made to all DNAPL policies.
Policy
DNAPL-4

Oth

MC

Mun

E

Municipalities responsible for waste are required to
consider ways in which additional opportunities for
household hazardous waste disposal can be provided
to those handling and storing DNAPLs in any quantity
for personal or family use.

MON-1

Comments Received
MOE: This policy belongs in the waste section and could be consolidated with similar policies from other sections (i.e. pesticides).
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection. The intent of this policy has been incorporated into Policy WAST(b)-4.
Policy
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DNAPL-5

Oth
(SA)

NLB

MOE

E

The MOE should require products containing DNAPL
to be clearly labelled as such to inform consumers of
the product dangers.

MON-2

Comments Received
MOE: Many labelling requirements are done at the federal level and are not within the provincial government’s mandate. The CWA requires that
policies be directed at vulnerable areas unless the policy uses education/outreach or incentives as the policy tool. E and O and incentives can be
required in a broader area. To be compliant with the CWA, specify action policies must be clearly linked to a vulnerable area, or alternatively,
the policy could be relocated to the E and O policies.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised and moved to the Education and Outreach section of the Source Protection Plan.
Policy
DNAPL-6

Oth
(SA)
Comments Received

NLB

MOE

E

The MOE should research alternatives to DNAPL
products and phase out their use in Ontario.

MON-2

MOE: Please see comments above about specify action policies addressing vulnerable areas. This policy could be included in a report to MOE or
a letter to the Minister.
SPC Response: The policy wording has been revised as per the suggestions.
General Comments Received:
Durham: The future storage of Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLs) is prohibited everywhere in the WHPA except in quantities "for
personal or family use". This phrase will need to be defined. Durham staff suggests combining/or having parallel policies for DNAPLs and
solvents. We would also prefer to see existing uses of these chemicals in the WHPA prohibited or phased-out over time.
SPC Response: A definition of Incidental Volumes for Personal/Domestic Use has been included within the revised Source Protection Plan.
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Threat #17, The handling and storage of an organic solvent.
Policy
SOLV- RMP MC
1

RMO

E

The existing handling and storage of organic solvents is
designated for the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act,
and therefore requires a risk management plan, where the activity
is a significant drinking water threat. The risk management plan
will include appropriate terms and conditions to ensure the
handling and storage of organic solvents ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat, and at a minimum, meets
contemporary standards.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Barrie: RMP to mirror the requirements specified by TSSA for the Handling and Storage of Organic Solvents. Suggested improvement: TSSA
standard application information submitted to the RMO to satisfy the requirements for a RMP.
SPC Response: The Source Protection Committee is developing an implementation guide that will aid the City in implementing the Source
Protection Plan policies. The suggestion to request the requirements from the TSSA application may aid the RMO in developing the Risk
Management Plan.
City of Kawartha Lakes: Policies such as (FUEL-1 & SOLV-1) state conditions “at a minimum complies with contemporary standard”? What are
the contemporary standards? That may be too vague.
SPC Response: The term contemporary standard has been used in many risk management plan policies. This was done to provide the RMO with
the opportunity to incorporate new technologies into risk management plans as they are established over time.
Durham: SOLV-1 Should be the same as DNAP-1(personal exclusion) with a prohibit in WHPA-A and IPZ-1 (staff comment: unlike DNAPLS, to be a
significant threat greater than 25l of solvent has to be stored to be significant; therefore probably do not need to include personal use exclusion)
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted. Please see the explanatory document for additional information on why the SPC chose not to
provide an exemption for domestic use.
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Policy
SOLV- Pro
2

MC

RMO

E/F

The expansion of an existing or future organic solvent handling and
storage facility is designated for the purpose of Section 57 of the
Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Comments Received
Innisfil: Suggest alignment of verbiage with remainder of policies with respect to where this policy is to be in effect. (i.e.. "where it would be a
significant drinking water threat").
SPC Response: The suggestion has been incorporated into the policy text.
MOE: The threat activity may or may not include a "facility" and the policy should be reworded to account for this.
SPC Response: The policy has been reworded to remove the word facility.

Policy
SOLV- Oth MC
3

Mun

E

Municipalities responsible for waste are required to consider ways
in which additional opportunities for hazardous waste disposal can
be provided to those handling and storing organic solvents.

MON-1

Comments Received
Barrie: Municipalities are encouraged to consider additional opportunities where organic solvents could be disposed of properly. Would this
project qualify for funding if it is not an identified existing significant threat? Suggested improvement: Expand available funding program to
include projects focused on pollution prevention.
SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection. The intent of this policy has been incorporated into Policy WAST(b)-4.
MOE: Please see comment on DNAPL-4.
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SPC Response: This policy has been removed from the Source Protection. The intent of this policy has been incorporated into Policy WAST(b)-4.

Policy
SOLV- Oth MOE NLB
4
(SA)

E

The MOE should research alternatives to organic solvent products
and phase out their use in Ontario.

Comments Received
MOE: Please see comment on DNAPL-6.
SPC Response: The policy wording has been revised as per the suggestions.
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Threat #18 – Aircraft de-icing.
Policy
DeICE- Oth NLB
1

Transport
Canada

F

In support of the existing planning process for new airport facilities and
to protect drinking water sources from run-off containing de-icing
chemicals, Transport Canada, in their consideration of any new airport
facilities, are encouraged to include appropriate design standards and
management practices to prevent the run-off from airport de-icing
facilities from becoming a significant drinking water threat

MON-5

Comments Received:
Transport Canada: Specific to aircraft de-icing, Transport Canada continues to meet its obligations concerning the Canadian Environmental
Protection Act's (CEPA) 1994 glycol guidelines. These guidelines apply to federal airports including airports that are owned and operated by third
parties (i.e. airport authorities). The guidelines apply to ethylene, diethylene, and propylene glycols, and outline that glycols discharged from an
airport runway or deicing area, and that enter a surface water watercourse (e.g. stream or lake), should not exceed a concentration level of
100mg/L (i.e. 100 ppm). Attached with original letter is a copy of the de-icing guidelines followed.
SPC Response: Thank you, for the additional information.
MOE: The area that this policy applies to is not clear although there is reference to SDWT. Please consider the following wording. "Transport
Canada, in their consideration of any new airport facilities in areas where threats to drinking water could be significant, are encouraged to
include appropriate design standards and management practices to prevent the run-off from airport de-icing facilities from becoming a
significant drinking water threat."
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to incorporate the suggestion.
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Policy
DeICE- Oth MC
2

SPA

F

By February 1, the SPA shall collect from Transport Canada data on
the number of environmental assessments initiated for new airport
facilities within vulnerable areas where the run-off of chemicals used in
the de-icing of aircraft would be a significant drinking water threat.

MON-5

Comments Received:
MOE: It is unclear if this is an annual requirement or if this is a one-time requirement. If it is the latter, then a deadline should be included. For
example, include the following: "By February 1 of the year following the year the SPP takes effect….."
SPC Response: The policy has been reworded to clarify that this policy will require the SPA to obtain data on an annual basis.
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Threat #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.
Policy:
DEMD1

PI

MC

MOE

E

Where an existing activity in a local area takes water
from an aquifer without returning the water to the same
aquifer, and is a significant drinking water threat, the
MOE shall ensure that the Environmental Compliance
Approval (permit to take water) that governs the water
taking includes appropriate terms and conditions to
ensure that:
1) municipal water supply requirements will be met on a
sustainable basis
2) ecological and hydrological integrity is not adversely
affected.

MON-2

Comments:
York Region: Reference to Environmental Compliance Approval is incorrect. Suggested improvement: Replace with Permit to take water or
'instrument' to be more general. (Editorial) – change made
SPC Response: The reference to Environmental Compliance Approval has been removed from the policy and has been replaced with Permit to
Take Water.
Ontario Growth Secretariat: Threat #I9 and Threat #20 Policies:
Policies to address water quantity threats #I9 and #20 are accompanied by the following footnote "These policies only apply within the water
quantity vulnerable area known as a local area. The local area is identified through the completion of a Tier 3 Water Budget and Risk Assessment
(Orangeville)."
The term "local area" is also defined in the Glossary of Terms as "A water quantity vulnerable area identified in a Tier 3 Water Budget and Water
Quantity Risk Assessment as having a significant water quantity risk level. Eg. Local Area A identified in the Orangeville Tier 3 study."
It would also be beneficial to include a map that shows where the local areas are located.
SPC Response: A map of the Orangeville Local Area can be found in the Assessment Report.
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without returning the water taken to the same aquifer or surface water body.

For greater certainty, we recommend you italicize the term "local area" and refer to the definition in the Glossary of
Terms instead of including a footnote. With this approach it is clear that the term "local area" is a defined term within
a Tier 3 Water Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment. (Editorial- term local area will be removed from policy
per MOE comment) –
SPC Response: The term local area has been removed the policy and replaced with the term WHPA-Q1 as per the MOE suggestion.
MOE: Please correctly reference the area where significant (WHPA Q1, Q2, IPZ Q), not the "local area". Please consider the comments provided
by Operations Division at MOE, from France Dignem, dated January 30, 2102 on similar policies in their source protection plan.
SPC Response: The terms local area has been removed to the water quantity policies and replaced with the term WHPA-Q1 as per the
suggestion.
NVCA: The introductory text should outline where these policies apply (e.g. Orangeville-Mono), given the specific location of these
policies application.
SPC Response: The introductory text to the water quantity policies has been updated to say that the policies only apply within the
Orangeville Local Area.
NVCA: Please clarify: is a PTTW considered a Environmental Compliance Approval (Editorital- ECA will be changed to PTTW) –
done.
SPC Response: The reference to Environmental Compliance Approval has been removed from the policy and has been replaced with Permit to
Take Water.
Orillia: On page 116, Policy numbers DEMD-1 and DEMD-2 under policy text please note that Environmental Compliance Approval
and Permit to Take Water are different.
SPC Response: The reference to Environmental Compliance Approval has been removed from the policy and has been replaced with Permit to
Take Water.
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without returning the water taken to the same aquifer or surface water body.
Policy:
DEMD2

PI

MC

MOE

F

Where a future activity in a local area takes MON-2
water from an aquifer without returning the
water to the same aquifer, and would be a
significant drinking water threat, the MOE
shall only issue an Environmental
Compliance Approval (permit to take water)
for new or increased takings where it can be
demonstrated that:
1) the water taking can be serviced on a
sustainable basis
2) the water taking will not affect the ability
of the aquifer to meet municipal water
supply requirements, and
3) the water taking will not adversely impact
ecological and hydrological integrity.

Comments:
York Region: Reference to Environmental Compliance Approval is incorrect. Suggested improvement: Replace with Permit to take water or
'instrument' to be more general.
SPC Response: The reference to Environmental Compliance Approval has been removed from the policy and has been replaced with Permit to
Take Water.
MOE: This policy seems to repeat items in DEMD-1. Suggest revising and combining to clarify the intent of the policy and the order of operations.
– combined.
SPC Response: Policies DEMD-1 and 2 have been combined as per the suggestion.
Policy:
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without returning the water taken to the same aquifer or surface water body.

DEMD3

Oth
(SA)

NLB

Province

F

The MOI, in collaboration with MMAH, should be encouraged
to consider local water quantity availability when developing
population employment forecasts in local areas where the
threat is significant.

MON-4

Comments:
Ontario Growth Secretariat: We recognize that our comments provided on January 13, 2012, on the former policy DEMD-6 were taken into
consideration and are reflected in the new policy DEMD-3. We would like to suggest a slight rewording of the policy as follows:
DEMD-3 The MOI. in collaboration with MMAH. should consider local water quantity availability when developing population and employment
forecasts in municipalities that encompass local areas where the threat is significant.
Below is some of the wording before that OGS provided before providing the comment above: The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe, 2006 (Growth Plan), is a 25-year framework to manage growth. It is a plan to promote healthy communities, keep the economy
strong and protect the environment. It contains policies to control urban sprawl, build better suburbs, make more efficient use of land and
infrastructure, and protect farmland and green spaces.
Schedule 3 of the Growth Plan contains coordinated population and employment forecasts for upper-tier and single-tier municipalities in the
Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH). Policy 2.2.1.1 states that population and employment forecasts contained in Schedule 3 will be
used as the basis for planning and managing growth in the GGH. As well, policy 2.2.1.2 of the Growth Plan directs the Minister of Infrastructure
to review the forecasts contained in Schedule 3 at least every five years in consultation with municipalities, and may revise the forecast. The first
review of the Schedule 3 forecasts is currently underway.
SPC Response: The policy wording has been revised as per the suggestion.
Policy:
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Threat #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.
DEMD4

Oth

MC

Mun

F

Within a local area where the taking of water from an aquifer
without returning the water to the same aquifer is or would
be a significant drinking water threat, municipalities
responsible for water shall develop and/or update Water
Conservation Plans to ensure they remain an effective tool
to support sustainable water use. A water conservation plan
will, at a minimum:
1) establish targets for water conservation and/or efficiency
with timeframes for achieving these targets
2) identify and evaluate:
i. water conservation measures such as improved
management practices, the use of flow-restricting devices
and other hardware, water re-use and recycling, and
practices and technologies associated with water reuse and
recycling
ii. water conservation incentives
iii. methods for promoting water conservation measures and
water conservation incentives, including public education
and awareness programs for rural residents not served by a
municipal water supply system
3) require the use of specified water conservation measures
and incentives.

MON-1

Comments:
Innisfil: This policy is minimally more prescriptive than work being completed to comply with the LSPP requirements for a WCES. There is some
concern as to how the municipality can require the use of specified water conservation measures and incentives.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised and simplified to remove many of the prescriptive details.
NVCA: text edits to this policy:
2) identify, evaluate and implement:
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without returning the water taken to the same aquifer or surface water body.
i. water conservation measures such as improved management practices, the use of flow-restricting devices and other hardware,
water re-use and recycling, and practices and technologies associated with water reuse and recycling ii. water conservation
incentives
iii. methods for promoting water conservation measures and water conservation incentives, including public education and
awareness
programs for rural residents, farms and businesses not served by a municipal water supply system
3) require the use of specified water conservation measures and incentives.
-

Details removed from policy

SPC Response: The policy has been revised and simplified to remove many of the prescriptive details.
Policy:
DEMD5

Oth
(Re)

NLB

MOE

E

Within a local area where the taking of water without
returning it to the same source is a significant drinking water
threat, the Province (MOE) shall be encouraged to undertake
social marketing research focusing on water conservation
and to share the results of that research with the local SPA.

MON-2

Comments:
City of Kawartha Lakes: MOE is encouraged to undertake social marketing research focusing on water conservation. Clarification is needed for
“Social marketing research”?
SPC Response: Additional information has been incorporated into the explanatory document clarifying what is meant by ``Social Marketing
Research`.
Policy:
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without returning the water taken to the same aquifer or surface water body.
DEMD6

Oth
(SA)

MC

Mun

E

Municipalities located within a local area where the taking of
water without returning the water to the same source is or
would be a significant drinking water threat are required to
consider collaborating to find mutually beneficial solutions to
address water servicing constraints.

MON-1

Comments:
Mono - Council was in receipt of two separate SPP's which unfortunately deal with the same subject matter differently. In regards to the water
quantity threat (DEM-6/DEMD-6) it is the Town of Mono Council's positions that the SPCs should agree on one policy for implementation. Town
of Mono council prefers the wording set out within the SGBLS SPP document.
The municipalities of Dufferin have a history of mutually supportive boards and committees for a variety of uses, including library, fire,
recreation, and other municipal services which extend beyond individual municipal boundaries. The water quantity issues are no different. In our
opinion, the concern being expressed by the individual municipalities to date has been but due to the prescriptive nature of the CTC policies,
which extend beyond the current recommendations of the Tier 3 Water Quantity study.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Policy:
DEMD7

Oth
(SA)

NLB

Province

E

Where municipalities share a water source
within a local area identified as having
significant drinking water threats, the
Province is encouraged to support
municipal efforts that focus on finding
collaborative and mutually beneficial
solutions to address water servicing
constraints.

Comments:
MNR: Where the policy says “province”, please specify ministry responsible.
SPC Response: The revise policy now lists that provincial ministries targeted in the policy.
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Threat #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.
Innisfil: The Legal effect of MC does not align with the policy text "required to consider". Consider revising Legal effect to HR or NLB.
SPC Response: The legal of the policies are outlined within the Clean Water Act and cannot be changed.
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Threat #20 - An activity that reduces the recharge of an aquifer.
Policy:
RCHG- Oth
1

NLB

Province

F

The province (MMAH, MOI, in collaboration with MOE) shall be
encouraged to examine municipal water supply servicing
constraints when approving settlement area expansions within
local areas where an activity that reduces the recharge of an
aquifer is or would be a significant drinking water threat.

MON-4

Comments:
Melancthon: The Source Protection Committee should be requested to include policies in the Plan relating to the protection of significant
groundwater recharge areas beyond the narrowly defined “local areas”.
SPC Response: The SPC has decided not to focus on developing moderate and low drinking water threat policies at this time.
City of Kawartha Lakes: Acronyms – MMAH and MOI are not listed in the List of Acronyms.
SPC Response: The list of acronyms has been updated to include MMAH and MOI.
Ontario Growth Secretariat - This policy seems to be reworded from the former Dem-4 policy. It seems to be more appropriate to direct this to
the planning approval authority instead of the province. In some cases the province may be the planning approval authority for settlement area
expansions, but not in all cases. Also, there are provincial policies that need to be considered when approving a settlement area expansion that
should be included in this policy. We recommend a similar approach as the CTC Source Protection Committee has taken:
RCHG-1 Within local areas where an activity that reduces the recharge of an aquifer is or would be a significant drinking water threat, the
Planning Approval Authority shall
a) Only approve a settlement area expansion as part of a municipal comprehensive review where the applicable provincial planning criteria
have been met; and
b) be encouraged to examine municipal water supply servicing constraints.
SPC Response: The intent of the policy is to have the various provincial ministries consider water servicing constraints prior to designating
growth areas and settlement area expansions within municipalities, through the Places to Grow Act for example. Please see the explanatory
document for additional information about why the Provincial Ministries were listed as the implementing body of the policy.
Page 1 of 3
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Ontario Growth Secretariat: Threat #I9 and Threat #20 Policies:
Policies to address water quantity threats #I9 and #20 are accompanied by the following footnote "These policies only apply within the water
quantity vulnerable area known as a local area. The local area is identified through the completion of a Tier 3 Water Budget and Risk Assessment
(Orangeville)."
The term "local area" is also defined in the Glossary of Terms as "A water quantity vulnerable area identified in a Tier 3 Water Budget and Water
Quantity Risk Assessment as having a significant water quantity risk level. Eg. Local Area A identified in the Orangeville Tier 3 study."
It would also be beneficial to include a map that shows where the local areas are located.
SPC Response: Please see the Assessment Report for a figure of the Orangeville Tier 3 Local Area.
NVCA: The introductory text should outline where these policies apply (e.g. Orangeville-Mono), given the specific location of these policies
application.
SPC Response: The introductory text to the water quantity policies has been updated to say that the policies only apply within the Orangeville
Local Area.
Policy:
RCHG- EO
2

MC

SPA

E

The local SPA is encouraged to undertake an education and
outreach program focusing on the significance of groundwater
recharge in areas where the reduction of recharge would be a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-5

Comments:
Innisfil: This policy is educational and outreach oriented, consider renumbering as an EDU policy.
SPC Response: The policy has been moved to the education and outreach section of the plan and has been re-numbered as appropriate.
NVCA: Because most of the recharge influences require planning, Low Impact Development, and training of planners/contractors/
developers be specifically mentioned
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SPC Response: The policy has been revised to say that the education and outreach policy should focus on maintaining recharge within significant
groundwater recharge areas. As the SPA is implementing the policy they may choose to target planners, contractors and developers.
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Threat #21 –The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land,
an outdoor confinement area or a farm-animal yard.

Threat #21 –The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an outdoor confinement area or a farmanimal yard.
Policy:
LSTOCK1

RMP

MC

RMO

E/F

Existing and future livestock grazing, pasturing, an outdoor
confinement area or a farm-animal yard is designated for
the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act and
therefore requires a risk management plan for those not
phased in under the Nutrient Management Act, outside of
WHPA-A and IPZ-1 where the activity is a significant
drinking water threat. The risk management plan will include
appropriate terms and conditions to ensure livestock
grazing, pasturing, an outdoor confinement area or farmanimal yard ceases to be a significant drinking water threat,
and at a minimum, complies with contemporary standards
and reflects appropriate nutrient management practices.

MON-1

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach but recommends the SPC consider
expanding s. 58 risk management to include existing farm-animal yards located within WHPA A and IPZ 1 zones.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. A Section 58 risk management plan policy has been added to address existing farm-animal yards
and outdoor confinement areas located outside of WHPA-A/IPZ-1. Please see the explanatory document for additional information about the
selected policy approach.

MOE: Please correctly identify the threat: use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land, an outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard as
per the circumstance tables.
SPC Response: The policies have been updated to correctly reference the threat.
OMAFRA: The ministry appreciates the consideration given to using existing standards under the Nutrient Management Act, 2002 (NMA) for the
development of Risk Management Plans (RMP). We also agree that farms phased in under the NMA should continue managing activities using
existing prescribed instruments, rather than using RMPs.
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an outdoor confinement area or a farm-animal yard.
The Ministry supports the use of RMPs based on nutrient management standards and appropriate agri-environmental management practices to
address activities outside of the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA-A) and the Intake Protection Zone (IPZ-1) where farms are not phased in
under the NMA. The applies to the following activities, and also includes activities that are not regulated under the NMA:
 The existing and future application of ASM
 The existing storage of ASM
 The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer
 The existing and future application of pesticides
 The existing storage of pesticides
 The existing storage of fuel, and
 The existing and future use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing, and outdoor confinement area or farm animal yard (policies ASM
(App)-1, ASM(ICA)-1, ASM(Store)-1, FERT(App)-1, FERT(H&S)-1, FERT(ICA)-1, PEST(App)-1, PEST(H&S)-1, FUEL-1, LSTOCK-1).
Please note that of the activities listed above, the following are not regulated under the NMA:
 The storage of commercial fertilizer
 The application and storage of pesticides
 The storage of fuel, and
 The use of land as livestock grazing and pasturing land.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted, and many of the policies have incorporated suggestions from the comment.
Policy:
LSTOCK2

Pro

Comments Received:
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MC

RMO

E/F

Existing and Future livestock grazing, pasturing, an outdoor
confinement area or farm animal yard within WHPA-A and
IPZ-1 is designated for the purposes of Section 57 of the
Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited.

MON-1

Threat #21 –The use of land as livestock grazing or pasturing land,
an outdoor confinement area or a farm-animal yard.
York Region: CTC separates grazing / pasturing from outdoor confinement for the purposes of this policy. Suggested improvement: Consider
managing future grazing activities, and limiting prohibition to confinement / FAY.
SPC Response: The threat 21 policies have been revised to separate the threat into two groups as per your suggestion (grazing, pasturing/ FAY,
outdoor confinement).
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach, but question the need to prohibit existing
farm-animal yards if these are associated with existing barns. The relocation of a farm animal yard in such circumstances may render an existing
barn unusable for its current use. The SGBLS SPC should consider if other tools, including s. 58 risk management and the Nutrient Management
Act, is more appropriate for existing uses.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. A Section 58 risk management plan policy has been added to address existing farm-animal yards
and outdoor confinement areas located outside of WHPA-A/IPZ-1. Please see the explanatory document for additional information about the
selected policy approach.

OMAFRA: The ministry supports prohibition of the existing and future application of ASM, the future storage of ASM and the future use of land
as an outdoor confinement area in WHPA A and IPZ 1, as this is consistent with current requirements under the NMA (policies ASM(App)-2,
ASM(Store)-2, ASM(ICA)-2, LSTOCK-2).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
OMAFRA: The ministry does not support prohibition of the existing use of land as an outdoor confinement area. We apologize for any confusion,
as this may not have been clear in our previous comments. The NMA only addresses new and expanding outdoor confinement areas, and some
existing facilities may not be phased in. The ministry recommends that this activity be managed through the use of RMPs, as this would ensure
that source water is protected and economic hardship is avoided with respect to farmers who have made significant investments in these facilities
(policies LSTOCK-2).
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted. The SPC has chosen to prohibit existing farm-animal yards and outdoor confinement areas
within WHPA-A/IPZ-1 where the activity is a significant drinking water threat. Please see the explanatory document for additional information on
why this approach was selected.
OMAFRA: The ministry noted that prohibition of livestock grazing and pasturing has been proposed in WHPA A and IPZ 1. The explanatory
document (page 87) indicates that most farming practices would not be impacted, as they would not exceed the threshold of 1 nutrient unit per
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an outdoor confinement area or a farm-animal yard.
acre to become a significant drinking water threat. The ministry appreciates the additional rationale provided, and understands the basis on which
the policy was developed (policy LSTOCK-2).

SPC Response: Thank you. Please note that the approach taken to address livestock grazing and pasturing has changed slightly in the revised
version of the source protection plan. The plan is still proposing a prohibition within WHPA-A and IPZ-1 where the number of animals on the
farms can generate nutrients at an annual rate of 0.5 NU/acre/year. Please see the explanatory document for additional information on why this
approach was selected.
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Conditions Policies – City of Barrie, Penetanguishene (Robert St).
Policy
COND- Mon
1

MOE

MC

E/F

The MOE be directed to provide each year to the SPA a report of actions
taken, if any, in relation to the contaminated site that has been identified as a
significant threat, by MOE or other persons or bodies over the previous
calendar year.

Comments Received:
Barrie: In 2002 the City implemented a Groundwater Monitoring Program to determine potential impacts to the municipal
groundwater water supply. The Program includes the groundwater quality monitoring of the deep municipal aquifer and the shallow
upper aquifer. Groundwater samples are collected from 55 monitoring points by City staff on a monthly, semi-annual and annual
basis. Golder Associates has been retained to provide advice related to the potential impacts to the City groundwater supply aquifer
and provide annual reports that are distributed to the Ministry of the Environment. This Program supports the City's Drinking Water
Quality Management System (DWQMS) Program. South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee (SPC) adopt a
monitoring policy related to the existing condition. Suggested improvement: SPC accept the 2002 Groundwater Monitoring Program
for Barrie to meet policy requirement.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to allow the SPC to submit a the groundwater monitoring program report to the SPC for
information purposes.
MOE: We note that these conditions policies are to apply to future conditions, which does not align with the meaning of a condition,
which is an existing site that is contaminated. Please delete reference to future in the E/F column. This policy should be included on
List F.
SPC Response: The changes have been made as per your suggestions.
NVCA: Consider changing “contaminated site” to “brownfield”
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
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Policy
COND- Mon
2

Mun

MC

E/F

The local planning authority be directed to give notice to the SPA of any
applications under the Planning Act to re-develop a site identified as a
significant threat condition in the assessment reports.

Comments Received:
Newmarket: Local planning authorities are directed to give notice to the Source Committee on any planning application within the
significant threat areas. Suggested Change, a template should be developed for municipalities to report to the Source Committees to
assist in consistent reporting and to stream line the process and reduce impact on staff resources.
SPC Response: The exact requirements of the annual report are unknown at this time. However, the SPC is looking into ways to
streamline the process to help ensure that the task is not too onerous. Providing municipalities with templates is one of the options
the SPC is looking into.
MOE: This policy should be included on List F.
SPC Response: The change has been made as per your suggestion.
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Restricted Land Use
Policy
RLU-1

RLU MC

Comments Received:
Page 1 of 3

Mun

E/F

All land uses in the zoning by-laws within the Lakes Simcoe and
Couchiching-Black River, Nottawasaga Valley and Severn
Sound source protection areas are designated for the purpose
of Section 59 of the Clean Water Act, in all areas where the
following activities are or would be a significant drinking water
threat.
1. Establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal
system within the meaning of Part V of the Environmental
Protection Act
2. Establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that
collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage
3. Application of agricultural source material to land
4. Handling and storage of agricultural source material
6. Application of non-agricultural source material
7. Handling and storage of non-agricultural source material
8. Application of commercial fertilizer to land
9. Handling and storage of commercial fertilizer
10. Application of pesticide to land
11. Handling and storage of pesticide
12. Application of road salt
13. Handling and storage of road salt
14. Storage of snow
15. Handling and storage of fuel
16. Handling and storage of DNAPLs
17. Handling and storage of organic solvents
21. Use of land as livestock grazing, or pasturing land, an
outdoor confinement area of farm animal yard.

MON-1

Restricted Land Use

York Region: The intent is there but the wording is unclear. Are the land uses in all ZBLs applicable to all areas? Or is the intent that
the specific land uses in the local municipality's ZBL are designated for the relevant area? I am not sure to what degree land uses
would differ from by-law to by-law. The listed activities for the purposes of designating a land use should also be clarified. Item #4
lists "handling and storage of ASM". Item #4 in the regulation lists storage of ASM and #5 as management of ASM. Suggested
Improvement: All land uses associated with the following activities identified in the Official Plan(s) and Zoning By-law(s) within the
Lakes Simcoe … source protection areas are subject to Section 59 of the Clean Water Act in all areas where these activities are or
would be identified as a significant drinking water threat.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised as per your suggestion.
MOE: If all land uses are designated for the purpose of s. 59, then all building permits and applications under the Planning and
Condominium Act in the area that Part IV applies would need to be reviewed by the RMO. In many cases, the area where part IV
applies is relatively small, however in ICAs the area could be much more extensive. You may wish to consider scoping the land uses,
for example, consider excluding low density residential. This will avoid an application for a bedroom addition, for example, and other
similar applications, having to be reviewed by the RMO. Please note that Part IV applies regardless of whether the s. 59 policy will
catch or "flag" the uses for the building official or the planning department. Part IV is available in limited situations to address threat
#1 and #2 where a PI is not available, such as for PCB waste disposal sites or historic sewage lagoons that pre-dated the OWRA.
Since the s. 59 flag applies only to future development, and a PCB waste management system is not part of a building permit review
process or a planning application, it is unnecessary to include threats #1 and #2 for the purpose of s. 59. Recommend deleting
threats #1 and #2 from the s. 59 provisions.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted, and the policy has been revised to removed threats 1 and 2 from the policy.
Grey County: Restricted land uses, Risk Management Plans (RMP) and prohibition policies are policy tools provided under the Clean
Water Act that can be used by the Source Protection Committees. There are a number of proposed policies that would require
municipalities to amend Official Plans and Zoning By-laws to identify activities that would be constrained based on the proposed
RMP and prohibition policies. Most of the draft source protection plan policies apply to activities versus land uses. The draft source
protection plan policies that regulate activities can only be contained in the Source Protection Plan as the Planning Act only allows
municipalities to regulate land uses not activities. If the Source Protection Plan Committee provides a list of land uses that have the
associated activities, the Official Plan and zoning by-laws could identify specific land uses that would not be permitted within the
wellhead protection areas. Based on the Planning Act, what could be included in the official plans would be policies that “flag” that
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certain activities may be constrained or prohibited within the wellhead protection areas and to refer to the source protection plans for
specific details. The official plan could identify the Wellhead protection areas on a constraint map for reference purposes. Similar
provisions could be included in a zoning by-law. It is recommended that the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection
Authority review the latest Source Protection Plan policies contained in the Saugeen Valley/Grey Sauble SPP as a guide.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighbouring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
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Land Use Planning
Policy
LUP-1

LUP MC

Mun

E/F

Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to prohibit
MON-1
new or the expansions of existing:
1) waste disposal sites within the meaning of Part V of the
Environmental Protection Act
2a) large (more than 10, 000 L) on-site sewage systems
4) agricultural source material storage facilities
7) non-agricultural source material storage facilities
9) commercial fertilizer storage facilities
11) pesticide storage facilities
13) road salt storage facilities
14) snow storage facilities
15) fuel storage
16) DNAPLs storage
17) organic solvent storage
21) outdoor confinement or farm animal yard
in vulnerable areas where the activity is or would be a significant
drinking water threat.

Comments Received:
York Region (this comment is in relation to LUP policies in general): Some of the circumstances may be accidently omitted by the
way the policy explicitly states the specific threats. E.g. references to waste water treatment plants rather than 'collects, stores…'
Suggested improvement: Clarify in rationale document or in wording that applicability of the policy to allow reader to understand if the
policy applies to all threats in the category or explicitly only to the referenced. Alternatively use the wording as the threat category be
consistent e.g. that collects, stores, transmits…rather than WWTP.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state the proper threat names.
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York Region: Expansions are prohibited universally. Suggested improvement: Consider a caveat to allow expansions if the
expansion lowers the risk associated with the activity (e.g. - expanded tile bed for large septic?).
SPC Response: A definition of expansions has been added to the proposed source protection plan which allows an existing threat,
activity or use to expand where the existing activity, threat or use is permitted.
York Region: Land use planning policies require further simplification.
SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan where appropriate.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff requests the SGBLS SPC to reconsider the need to prohibit expansions of existing
ASM storage facilities and existing farm animal yards in all vulnerable areas where these activities and uses are a significant threat.
The prohibition of expansions to existing ASM storage facilities and farm animal yards in all circumstances (e.g. WHPA B zones) is
very broad and may be unnecessarily onerous if other tools are available to manage these threats (e.g. Nutrient Management Act, s.
58 risk management).
SPC Response: A definition of expansions has been added to the proposed source protection plan which allows an existing threat,
activity or use to expand where the existing activity, threat or use is permitted.
Staff requests the SGBLS SPC to clarify how the policies for ASM storage, outdoor confinement and farm animal yards are to be
implemented by municipalities in official plans and zoning by-laws. Normally, a farm animal yard is considered part of the main use
or an accessory use to a permitted agricultural use. Does this policy direction require municipalities to prohibit agriculture in all
vulnerable areas? Clarification from the SPC is needed in order to complete our review of this policy.
SPC Response: The policy requires municipalities to update their planning documents to recognize that future outdoor
confinement/farm-animal yards are prohibited where they would pose a significant drinking water threat.
The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to engage in further discussions to ensure that policies for ASM, NASM, and livestock
uses are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible.
SPC Response: Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring regions. Improved coordination
between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
City of Kawartha Lakes: Amending planning documents will increase staffing hours.
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SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted.
MOE: It is unnecessary to direct municipalities to amend planning documents. The policy should focus on providing policy direction
for all approval authorities who are making a decision (including MMAH and the OMB). You should define or explain what you mean
by "expansions of existing" for clarity (i.e. are increases in volumes or capacities allowed?). In addition, the term "new" is not defined,
but "future" is defined. Please use defined terms consistently throughout the document. Please ensure you properly reference the
threats, using names in the regulation or further described in the table of circumstances. These comments apply throughout. We note
that this policy could have significant implications on applications that are in process and that the Plan does not include transition
provisions. Please discuss the need for transition provisions with your municipalities.
SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan.
Durham Region: Land Use Planning policy 1 – How can this be applied to existing uses? There may be no planning act triggers for
many of these activities if new structures are not involved e.g. fuel storage, DNAPL storage, pesticide or fertilizer storage.
SPC Response: The error has been corrected in the proposed source protection plan. The policy is to be applied to future significant
drinking water threats.
Policy
LUP-2

LUP MC

Mun

F

Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to prohibit
MON-1
new:
1) stormwater management facilities, and
2) waste water treatment plants
in vulnerable areas where the activity is or would be a significant
drinking water threat.

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have no comments or objection to this policy approach, but note that stormwater
management ponds can be designed to avoid the potential threat to drinking water sources.
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SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Please note that policy approach has been revised to permit future stormwater
management facilities within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat, if the design reduces the
risk of contaminating drinking water and the discharge occurs outside of the vulnerable area.
City of Kawartha Lakes: Amending planning documents will increase staffing hours.
SPC Response: Your concerns have been noted.
MOE: If there is a development application in process and SWM ponds are prohibited, then there may be a need for transition
provisions to address existing applications in process. Please discuss with municipalities. In addition, the term "new" is not defined,
and "expansions to existing" is not explained or defined. We note that future DWT is defined, suggest using defined terms where
possible. Please use terms that are based on the Circumstances Table. In addition, the wording municipalities "shall amend their
planning documents to prohibit" is unnecessary, and the timing of implementation is unclear. The intention to prohibit on-site sewage
disposal systems should be worded "septic systems are prohibited in the areas....". The policy is then included on the appropriate
List to ensure the appropriate legal effect applies. Please revise throughout.
Durham: Land Use Planning policy 2 is not required – any future plants would require MOE approval. Including this policy is
duplicative and disperses accountability.
SPC Response: Please note that policy approach has been revised to permit future stormwater management facilities within
vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat, if the design reduces the risk of contaminating
drinking water and the discharge occurs outside of the vulnerable area. In addition, transition provisions and timelines for conformity
have been included in the proposed source protection plan.
Policy
LUP-3

LUP MC
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F

In the area where future on-site sewage systems would be a
significant drinking water threat, new development may be
permitted only where the lot size for any proposed development
that would include a small on-site sewage treatment system
should be based on the most current version of MOE’s
guidelines for individual on-site servicing. Lots of record that
exist on the date of approval of the source protection plan are
exempted.

MON-1

Land Use Planning

Comments Received:
York Region: Wording is awkward / confusing. If I interpret it correctly, it says development can happen only if most current MOE
guidelines are followed (= status quo??). And then goes on to say existing lots of record are exempt - from what? The existing
practice? There is no legal classification. Suggested improvement: Policy seems redundant and should be removed.
SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional information on why the policy has been included in the proposed
source protection plan.
Barrie: Manages future on-site sewage systems – what about the expansion of an existing system? Suggested improvement:
Expansion of an existing on-site sewage system must provide a net environmental benefit.
SPC Response: A definition of expansions has been added to the proposed source protection plan which allows an existing threat,
activity or use to expand where the existing activity, threat or use is permitted.
Peel Region: The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to engage in further discussions to ensure that policies for on-site sewage
systems are consistent with each other to the greatest extent possible.
SPC Response: Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring regions. Improved coordination
between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
City of Kawartha Lakes: Don’t understand last sentence in both policy numbers: “Lots of record that exist on the date of approval of
the source protection plan are exempted”. Suggested improvement: Clarification is needed.
SPC Response: The last sentence is saying that lots of record that exist on the date of approval of the source protection plan are
exempted from meeting the proper lot sizing requirements.
MOE: Please use terms that are based on the circumstances "e.g. septic systems governed under the Ontario Building Code Act"
instead of small on-site sewage systems.
SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan.
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Durham: LUP-3,5 How does this policy reduce the threat? Should prohibit in WHPA and ICA to be consistent with other SPPs. If
nitrate is the issue a new septic system should not be approved. The sewage system needs to meet both the MOE guidelines and
the OBC guidelines.
SPC Response: Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring regions. Improved coordination
between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
Policy
LUP-4

LUP

MC

Mun

F

Municipalities shall amend their planning documents to prohibit
new on-site sewage systems within WHPA-A of the Issue
Contributing Area.

MON-1

Comments Received:
MOE: Does this policy apply to all ICAs? If so, please delete the word "the" and replace with "all". If not, please clarify.
SPC Response: The policy applies to the nitrate issues contributing areas. This will be clarified in the proposed source protection
plan.
Policy
LUP-5

LUP MC

Mun

F

In the issues contributing area and outside the WHPA-A, where
future on-site sewage systems would be a significant drinking
water threat, the lot size for any proposed development that would
include a small on-site sewage treatment system should be based
on the most current version of MOE’s guidelines for individual onsite servicing. Lots of record that exist on the date of approval of
the source protection plan are exempted.

MON-1

Comments Received:
City of Kawartha Lakes: Don’t understand last sentence in both policy numbers: “Lots of record that exist on the date of approval of
the source protection plan are exempted”. Suggested improvement: Clarification is needed.
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SPC Response: The last sentence is saying that lots of record that exist on the date of approval of the source protection plan are
exempted from meeting the proper lot sizing requirements.
Policy
LUP-6

LUP MC

Mun

F

In a local area where the future taking of water from an aquifer
without returning it to the water to the same aquifer would be a
significant drinking water threat, municipalities shall only permit new
development or site alteration where it can be demonstrated that
any increase in water demand can be accommodated on a
sustainable basis.

MON-1

Comments Received:
MOE: The tier 3 water budget indicated that municipal water takings as a result of future development are not sustainable. Therefore
this policy which requires development demonstrate sustainability cannot be achieved. Please correctly identify the area this policy
applies (either where significant, or WHPA Q1, Q2 and/ or IPZ Q). Please amend all references to the local area throughout. It is
unclear how this vague policy could be implemented.
SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan.
MMAH- we suggest this policy be clarified to define how an increase in water demand can be accommodated on a ‘sustainable basis’
and how this will be determined by municipalities.
SPC Response: Additional clarification has been provided in the explanatory document.
Policy
LUP-7

LUP MC

Comments Received:
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Municipalities are encouraged to amend their planning
documents to protect significant groundwater recharge areas
from incompatible development or site alteration that may
reduce the recharge of an aquifer within a local area.

MON-1

Land Use Planning

York Region: It is unclear where this policy applies (could be interpreted to mean in SGRA). Suggested improvement: More clearly
identify this policy is specific to the Orangeville WHPA-Q1.
SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan.
Innisfil: The Legal effect of MC does not align with the policy text "encouraged". Consider revising Legal effect to HR or NLB.
SPC Response: The legal effects of the policies are outlined in the Clean Water Act. When a municipality is listed as the
implementing body of a significant drinking water threat policy the legal effect of the policy is always must conform. The policy has
been worded to say ‘encouraged to consider’ so that municipalities have the option to implement this policy if it is relevant to there
municipality.
Peel Region: Regional and area municipal staff have recommends that the SPC reconsider the policy. The reference to
“incompatible development” is unclear. The Provincial Policy Statement already provides sufficient policy direction for the protection
of significant groundwater recharge areas.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state the intent of the SPC.
Ontario Growth Secretariat: To assist with the understanding of this draft policy, it would be helpful if the Committee could define
"incompatible development or site alteration."
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state the intent of the SPC.
MOE: Unclear where this applies. The SGRA is an area where moderate or low quality threats occur yet this policy appears to
address a water quantity threat. The vulnerable areas where water quantity threats could occur are the Q, Q1 and Q2 areas – not
the local areas. The local areas are the extent of the models used to delineate the vulnerable areas under the Tier 3 process only.
(The water budgets are also used to delineate the SGRAs.) Please revise to properly indicate the area the threat policy applies:
"WHPA Q1/Q2 and/or IPZ-Q where significant". Having a local area does not mean significant threats are identified, it depends on
the risk level. In addition, this policy does not clearly address any threats, and provides vague direction to "protect from incompatible
development". The conformity amendment done by municipalities could be challenged due to lack of clear direction. It may be more
appropriate to rework this policy to address water quality threats in the SGRA. Please see comments on SEWG(a)-6 for
recommended policy wording.
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SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan.
NVCA: SPC to consider adding a similar policies for highly vulnerable aquifers
SPC Response: The SPC has chosen not to develop policies to address low and moderate drinking water threats for this round of
source protection planning.
MMAH- It is unclear how municipalities should amend their planning documents to protect significant groundwater recharge areas
from incompatible development or site alteration. As noted in our comments on January 13 and earlier in this letter, we recommend
the source protection plan include maps of the vulnerable areas (e.g. including SGRAs) and a policy requiring municipal official plans
to map these areas in land use schedules. In addition, to assist with the understanding of this draft policy, it would be helpful if the
Committee could define “incompatible development or site alteration”.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state the intent of the SPC.
Policy
LUP-8

LUP MC

Mun

F

Municipalities shall only permit new development or site
alteration in a local area where the activity would be a significant
drinking water threat, where it can be demonstrated through the
submission of a hydrogeological study, that the existing water
balance will be maintained (i.e. there will be no net reduction in
recharge).

MON-1

Comments Received:
Peel Region: Although the policy will not apply in the Region of Peel, the requirement to achieve “no net reduction in recharge” at the
site scale for all applications for development and site alteration is broad and onerous. Is it feasible that existing water balance be
maintained or achieved to a “no net reduction” standard for all development or site alteration in all circumstances?
The SGBLS SPC may wish to discuss alternative policy options that would apply at a broader planning scale as well as at a site
scale (e.g. that existing water balance be maintained to the greatest extent possible and that any net reduction of recharge is
minimized to the greatest extent possible such that any cumulative loss of recharge within the vulnerable area due to development or
site alteration is minimized and is not a significant drinking water threat.).
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The SGBLS and CTC SPCs are requested to engage in further discussions to consider if land use policies for recharge threats can
be consistent with each other.
SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional information on why the SPC does not think maintaining existing
recharge will be too onerous. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
MOE: Please see comment on LUP-7 above. Please ensure that where possible consistent terminology is used to express policy
direction. For example please use one consistent term such as "shall be prohibited" instead using using "shall not be permitted", "is
not allowed", "is only permitted unless" and "shall not issue". These terms all appear in the document and can lead to challenges in
implementation as each direction is considered to have a different intent. This comment applies throughout.
SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan.
MMAH- A municipality may require information or material to assess applications (e.g. hydrogeological study) where its official plan
contains provisions for such. An Official Plan Amendment may be necessary in order for a municipality to require certain studies in
support of planning applications as per Section 21(5) of the Planning Act. Applications with complete application provisions in the
Planning Act where municipalities can require additional materials include: official plan amendments, subsection 22(5), zoning by-law
amendments, subsection 34 (10.2), subdivision applications, subsection 51(18), and consent applications, subsection 53(3). We
recommend this policy be amended to require municipalities to amend their official plans to require hydro geological studies as part
of a complete application to implement this policy.
SPC Response: The comment is out of scope of source protection planning. The Clean Water Act requires implementing bodies to
enact all necessary changes to comply with the source protection plan.
Policy
LUP-9

LUP MC
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The municipality shall amend their planning documents to locate
new (private or municipal) infrastructure wherever possible,
outside of the vulnerable area where it would be a significant
drinking water threat.

MON-1

Land Use Planning

Comments Received:
York Region: We assume infrastructure in this policy refers to sewage infrastructure that would be a significant threat? Suggested
improvement: Clarify to clearly identify the intent of this policy to aid implementation.
SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan.
Barrie: Requires that municipalities locate new sewer systems (private or municipal) wherever possible, outside vulnerable areas.
Suggested improvement: Add ‘where it is feasible to do so’, economically and financially feasible.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted. However, a decision was made not to incorporate the suggestion.
City of Kawartha Lakes: Municipality shall amend planning documents to locate new infrastructure outside vulnerable area. This
would have huge costs associated with the implementation of new infrastructure. Suggested improvement: Clarification is needed on
the objective of this statement.
SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional information on the selected policy approach.
MOE: Please clearly state the policy direction for the threat activity and the vulnerable area. Private or municipal infrastructure is not
a threat. Do you mean sewage system or sewage works?
SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan.
Policy
LUP10

LUP MC

Mun

F

Municipalities are encouraged to include policies in their official
plans that require the preparation of master environmental
servicing plans for new developments.

MON-2

Comments Received:
York Region: What is the intent of this policy? What threat is targeted? Suggested improvement: To ensure appropriate
implementation, clarify the intent of this policy.
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SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional information on why this policy was included in the source
protection plan.
MOE: This policy as worded does not meet legislative requirements as a complete policy in a SPP as it not tied to a specific
vulnerable area, it does not clearly identify the threat and/or risk level (area where SDWT, mod, low?). You could include it in the E
and O policy - the SPA could reach out to municipalities and assist them with incorporating policies in their official plans requiring
MESP for new development. Alternatively you could clearly link this policy to storm water management facilities and include "in all
vulnerable areas" at the end of the policy. If this policy is to be enabled through the development review process it should be on
List(s) A (and B?) and/or List E if the MESP was conducted independently without an application in process.
SPC Response: This will be reflected in the proposed source protection plan.
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Education and Outreach Policies
Policy
EDU-1

EO

MC

SPA

E

The local SPA shall undertake an education and outreach
MON-5
program targeting those applying, handling or storing:
3/4) agricultural source material,
6/7) non-agricultural source material,
8/9) fertilizers,
10/11) pesticides, and
21) those using the land for livestock grazing, pasturing,
outdoor confinement or farm animal yard within vulnerable
areas
where the activity would be a significant drinking water
threat. The program will promote best management
practices to safeguard water supplies from various
agricultural related drinking water threats and include a
component on timely fertilizer application practices. The
program will be carried out in consultation with the Ontario
Soil and Crop Improvement Association, where appropriate.

Comments Received:
Mono: Town of Mono Council also support the SGBLS approach regarding Education and outreach and would request the CTC to
consider this revision to their document.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support. Considerable effort has gone towards ensuring consistency with neighboring Regions. Improved
coordination between Regions has resulted in increased consistency to the extent that Regions have adopted each other’s policies.
New Tecumseth- The SPA should provide generic outreach and awareness program examples for municipalities.
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SPC Response: Your comment has been noted. The SPA could make available to municipalities sample education and outreach
materials as they are developed. Please note that the revised source protection plan education and outreach policies direct the
province to develop materials for distribution by local SPAs.
York Region (general comment in relation to education policies): CTC has suggested the province develop consistent education
materials for local implementation of outreach programs. We support this approach for improved efficiency and consistency.
Suggested improvement: Add a policy requesting the province develop the education materials that are to be delivered locally by the
various implementing bodies referenced in this section.
SPC Response: A policy has been added to the Source Protection Plan that asks the province to develop consistent education and
outreach materials for local implementation of outreach programs as per your suggestion.
City of Kawartha Lakes: All E&O policies should have the option to harmonize with current Stewardship or SPA programs for
increased cost effectiveness and efficiency. Following this method would ensure a consistent message is being delivered by
conservations authorities and municipalities across the regions.
SPC Response: All education and outreach policies have been drafted to all the programs to harmonize within programs to increase
cost effectiveness and efficiency.
OMAFRA: We support policies concerning education and outreach programs, and OMAFRA staff may be able to assist in identifying
resources for implementation. The ministry has information on standards, management practices, and other education materials that
could be useful resources. Please contact us if you would like more information (policies EDU-1, EDU-2).
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support and for offering to assist in identifying resources for implementation.
Durham: There is no integrated general education and outreach policy directed at the residents and business of the wellhead
protection areas, IPZs to promote awareness and best practices in the home and office/business site.
SPC Response: Although, there is no integrated general education and outreach policy directed as residents and business located
within WHPA/IPZs, many of the other education and outreach policies will target the business and residents located within the
vulnerable areas. The suggestion to provide a general education program targeted at this group would be a cost effective way to
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implementing many of the education and outreach policies concurrently. This suggestion will be incorporated in the implementation
guide as suggested option for implementation.
Durham: Education and outreach actions will be essential to support effective implementation but the policies directing this activity
should be streamlined. The Region strongly supports the policy concept in the CTC plan of having the information about threat
reduction, best practices, etc. researched, developed, and vetted at the provincial level for delivery both by the Province (e.g. via
websites) and in partnership with SPAS, municipalities and sectoral bodies. Local and sectoral organizations can be the conduits to
the citizens and businesses in affected areas, customizing, packaging and presenting the information in ways that best make sense
for that locale or group. There should be provincial funding to support development and creation of material and perhaps grants to
pilot innovative education/outreach efforts. (from letter to M. Covelli June 25)
SPC Response: A policy has been added to the Source Protection Plan that asks the province to develop consistent education and
outreach materials for local implementation of outreach programs as per your suggestion.
Policy
EDU-2

EO

MC

SPA

E

The local SPA shall undertake an education and outreach
program targeting those handling and storing:
15) fuel,
16) dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLs), and
17) organic solvents
within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a
significant drinking water threat. The program will promote
pollution prevention by explaining the importance of proper
storage and disposal of hazardous waste, and will promote
the use of alternatives to DNAPLs. The program will be
carried out in consultation with the municipality responsible
for waste and TSSA, where appropriate.

MON-5

Comments Received:
TSSA – TSSA is supportive of education and outreach programs about safe fuel handling practices by all SPCs and encourages
SPCs to seek industry and consumer partnerships to implement their draft policies. While TSSA does engage in limited public
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outreach and education, TSSA does not contemplate extensive engagement in fuel handling education and outreach at this time as
suggested in some draft policies.
TSSA focuses its public education and outreach programs in the designated sectors TSSA regulates where suer behaviour poses
the most significant public safety risk as determined by an evidence-based province, TSSA faces resource limitations in participating
in such activities. However, TSSA would be open to exploring opportunities in providing ancillary support to SPCs in this area, such
as supporting SPCs efforts in ensuring fuel handling regulations, codes and standards are up to date as they are continually updated.
SPC Response: Your comments and concerns have been noted and reflected in the fuel education/outreach policies.
TSSA: TSSA can work with South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe SPA to assist in providing information about relevant regulation and
code requirements where necessary as outlined in EDU-2.
SPC Response: Thank you, for your support.
Barrie: In addition to education on pollution prevention, provide education to consumers on alternatives to using the 5 DNAPLs of
concern and the 4 organic solvents. Suggested improvement: Educate the public on the chemicals in the products they use and
available alternatives.
SPC Response: Your suggestion could be incorporated into an education and outreach program. The education and outreach
policies have been worded in a way that allows for flexibility in determining what content should be included in an education and
outreach program.
MOE: Please explain acronyms such as TSSA as they are not common terms.
SPC Response: TSSA has been added to the list of acronym s.
NVCA: In addition to the text “municipality responsible for waste and TSSA”, add: MOE, ULC, EC. Also, need to make sure the ed
program is sound, and meet legislation: bylaw, prov. and federal.
SPC Response: A policy has been added to the Source Protection Plan that asks the province to develop consistent education and
outreach materials for local implementation of outreach programs.
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Policy
EDU-3

EO

MC

SPA

E

The local SPA shall undertake an education and outreach
program targeting municipalities, property managers, and
the salt application industry:
12) road salt, and
14) snow
within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a
significant drinking water threat. The program will promote
pollution prevention by explaining the importance of proper
salt application, and storage and run-off management of
salt and snow to safeguard water supplies. The program
will be carried out in consultation with AMO and OGRA.

MON-5

Comments Received:
MOE: If this policy also applies outside of vulnerable areas, or to areas where threats could only be moderate or low, then this policy
also belongs on List J.
SPC Response: This policy targets vulnerable areas where the application and storage or salt and run-off could be a significant
drinking water threat.
NVCA: after text (second last sentence of policy) “… management of salt and snow…” add:
by creating/undertaking salt management plans which include:
 mechanical snow removal/plowing
 application times, rates, and forms (liquid/solid)
 equipment options & calibration
 site management
 storage
 inventory tracking
 runoff
 alternative methods
 addressing snow drift, frost, icing (drainage issues), black-ice
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 applicator training
SPC Response: Your suggestions as to what could be included in salt management plant have been added to the explanatory
document.
Policy
EDU-4

EO

MC

Province

E

Comments Received:

The Province shall be encouraged to maintain and enhance
education and outreach programs focusing on water
conservation.

MON-4

MOE: Please correct the legal effect list. This policy could be on List J (area where moderate or low) and/or K (area where
significant). List E gives legal efect to policies that address SDWT that are implemented by municipalities, local boards and SPA
(not the Province). In considering whether this policy belongs on List J and/or K, please note that broad E and O policies are
permitted in the Plan, and these policies, when they are NOT addressing specific areas where threats could be significant are
included on List J. If this policy is also intended to address areas where SDWT could occur, then this policy should also be listed on
List K. In addition, where a policy addresses a SDWT, the policy must meet the objective that the policy ceases to be a SDWT. Broad
E and O and incentive policies are permitted in the Plan, and only where they address SDWT are they required to meet the test
"cease to be".
SPC Response: The legal effect list has been updated to include the policy on the proper list.
Policy
EDU-5

EO

MC

Comments Received:
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The local SPA is encouraged to undertake an education and
outreach program focusing on the significance of groundwater
recharge in areas where the reduction of recharge would be a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-5

Education and Outreach Policies

MOE: The actions in this policy are vague: "E and O focusing on SGRA". Other policies are more clearly stated, such as "this
program is intended to promote/ address…"
SPC Response: The policy has been revised to clearly state the policy intent.
Policy
EDU-6

EO

MC

SPA

E

Comments Received:

The local SPA shall undertake an education and outreach
program targeting those establishing, operating or maintaining
a:
1b) waste disposal site within the meaning of Part V of the
Environmental Protection Act;
2a, c) system that collects, stores or transmits, treats or
disposes of sewage
within vulnerable areas where the activity would be a
significant drinking water threat. The program will promote the
importance of source water protection, the proper disposal of
hazardous waste and proper care and maintenance of septic
systems.

MON-5

Durham: The SPA doesn't seem like the logical delivery agent for EDU 6 - should be the MOE. Possibly same comment for EDU 7.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
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Policy
EDU-7

EO

MC

SPA

E

The local SPA shall undertake an education and outreach
program targeting those who apply, handle or store road salt
within the Barrie issues contributing area. The program will
promote the importance of proper salt application, handling
and storage to prevent excess salt from entering the
stormwater management facilities.

MON-5

Comments Received:
Durham: The SPA doesn't seem like the logical delivery agent for EDU 6 - should be the MOE. Possibly same comment for EDU 7.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted.
General Comments Received:
Durham: the Ministry of the Environment should develop and disseminate education and outreach materials for use and distribution
by municipalities delivering source protection plans education and outreach programs;
SPC Response: A policy has been added to the Source Protection Plan that asks the province to develop consistent education and
outreach materials for local implementation of outreach programs as per your suggestion.
Durham: The education and outreach policies have been somewhat streamlined and grouped by delivery agent, which is helpful.
The Region strongly supports adding a policy (similar to one in the CTC plan) of having the information about threat reduction, best
practices, etc., developed at the provincial level for delivery solely, or in partnership, by SPAs and municipalities.
SPC Response: A policy has been added to the Source Protection Plan that asks the province to develop consistent education and
outreach materials for local implementation of outreach programs as per your suggestion.
MOE: If your Source Protection Plan includes a provincial signage policy, please use the following standardized text that was
developed in consultation with MOE. Your cooperation is appreciated. Thank you in advance.
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In accordance with Section 22 (7) of the Clean Water Act, the Ministry of Transportation, in collaboration with the Ministry of
the Environment as well as in consultation with Source Protection Authorities (SPAs), should design a sign to the appropriate
Provincial standards, to identify the locations of Wellhead Protection Areas and Intake Protection zones. The Ministry of
Transportation should manufacture, install and maintain the signs along Provincial Highways within the Wellhead Protection
Areas with a vulnerability score of 10, and/or within an Intake Protection Zone or Wellhead Protection Area E with a
vulnerability score of 8 or higher.
Municipalities will be responsible for the purchase, installation and maintenance of appropriate signs designed by the
Province in collaboration with the SPAs. These signs should be placed, at a minimum, where municipal arterial roads are
located within a Wellhead Protection Areas with a vulnerability score of 10, and/or an Intake Protection Zone or Wellhead
Protection Area E with a vulnerability score of 8 or higher.
The above policies will be implemented as part of an overall education and outreach plan within each Source Protection
Area. These policies, in conjunction with additional education and outreach policies, should be implemented within 2 years
after the effective date of the plan.
Implementer: MTO, MOE and the municipality
SPC Response: Concerns raised by the MTO have been noted, and as such are reflected in the policy.
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Incentives and Stewardship Policies
Policy
INCENT- In
1

NLB

MOE

E

The MOE is encouraged to consider expanding
the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship Program
or funding other relevant programs to address
significant drinking water threats.

MON-2

Comments Received:
York Region (comment directed at incentive policies in general): May want to include a policy requests MOE fund studies in ICA
areas to determine sources of nitrates, chloride, pathogens (if applicable) similar to CTC SWG-7 (with focus in ICAs ONLY).
Suggested improvement: see CTC SWG-7 (exclude WHPA A-B outside of ICAs).
SPC Response: A policy has been added to the Source Protection Plan that asks the MOE to fund studies in the ICA to determine
sources of nitrates and chloride.
MOE: If a policy in a plan speaks to funding programs, it is recommended that the policy be written to ensure that the policy is
worded to allow for flexibility in when and how programs are to be implemented. It is further recommended that policies be written to
include a program analysis and that the outcome suggests that actions be taken, where appropriate to ensure that the threat to DW
ceases to be significant. For example, "the MOE is encouraged to undertake a review of the ODWSP funding program and include
expansions to the program to address significant drinking water threats." In addition this may be better presented as a general
incentive policy allowed under s. 22(7) of the CWA and you could include this in the explanatory document and include this policy on
List J instead of presenting it as a SDWT policy on List K.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised as per your suggestion to allow for flexibility in when and how programs are to be
implemented.
NVCA: Depending on funding level, significant, then moderate then low threats should be prioritized. (Larger programs have scaleefficiencies for delivery).
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SPC Response: The policy as written requires that the funding address significant drinking water threats. At this time, the SPC has
chosen not to address moderate and low drinking water threats.
Policy
INCENT- In
2

MC

SPA

E

If stewardship program funding is extended, local
SPAs should implement risk reduction projects
through the stewardship program targeting
prescribed drinking water threats, as appropriate.

MON-5

Comments Received
Public: Requesting that grant should continue, especially those who live close to the well. That should include the pump and the
septic repair or replace the septic tank/bed. The grant should apply every 4 or 5 years if pumping out septic grant should be given to
those who need their septic tank/bed repair when it is needed.
SPC Response: The SPC has requested additional funding from the MOE to continue the stewardship program. However, at this
time it is unknown if funding will be continued.
Public: Will funding be available on-going as this project continues?
SPC Response: The SPC has requested additional funding from the MOE to continue the stewardship program. However, at this
time it is unknown if funding will be continued.
Public: If it is not grant, maybe give some kind of Tax incentive.
SPC Response: The SPC has requested additional funding from the MOE to continue the stewardship program. However, at this
time it is unknown if funding will be continued, or if the municipalities/provincial government will consider tax incentives as a way of
helping with the mitigation of significant drinking water threats.
MOE: The stewardship program is enabled through s. 69 of O.Reg. 287/07. Stewardship programs often have specific requirements
that are tied to funding, please ensure that the wording of this policy continues to be non-mandatory to ensure that conflicts do not
arise that would result in implementation challenges in the future.
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SPC Response: The policy has been revised as per your suggestion to allow for flexibility in when and how programs are to be
implemented.
Policy
INCENT- In
3

MC

Mun

E

Municipalities are encouraged to consider
incentives that can be offered to landowners to
improve the use and care of septics that are a
significant drinking water threat.

MON-1

Comments Received
Barrie: Municipalities consider offering incentives to improve the use and care of on-site sewage systems and to promote effective
storage of snow to upgrade existing facilities. Would it not be more effective to spend the capital funds to provide servicing of
unserviced areas? Suggested improvement: Remove MC and make it NLB.
SPC Response: The legal effects of the policies are outlined in the Clean Water Act. When a municipality is listed as the
implementing body of a significant drinking water threat policy the legal effect of the policy is always must conform. The policy has
been worded to say ‘encouraged to consider’ so that municipalities have the option to implement this policy if it is relevant to there
municipality.
Innisfil: There is significant concern regarding Municipalities being required to fund incentive programs. That being said, the Legal
effect of MC does not align with the policy text "encouraged". Suggested improvement; Consider revising Legal effect to HR or NLB.
SPC Response: The legal effects of the policies are outlined in the Clean Water Act. When a municipality is listed as the
implementing body of a significant drinking water threat policy the legal effect of the policy is always must conform. The policy has
been worded to say ‘encouraged to consider’ so that municipalities have the option to implement this policy if it is relevant to there
municipality.
Newmarket: This policy encourages municipalities to consider incentives that can be offered to landowners to improve the use and
care of septic systems that pose a significant threat. : Suggested Change The types of incentives available should be included in
the Plan.
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SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional information on what types of incentives municipalities could
make available to implement the policy.
Durham: The Province regulate septic systems through the OBC so they should provide the incentives to improve use and care.
(staff: see INCENT-1)
SPC Response: Your comment and concern has been noted. If the requested stewardship funding is continued it could be used to
help address septic systems that are significant drinking water threats.

Policy
INCENT- In
4

MC

Mun

E

Municipalities are required to consider
opportunities that could be made available to
promote the effective storage of snow.

MON-1

Comments Received:
York Region: This policy is really vague, not sure what 'effective storage of snow' is meant to mean or if its only applicable to
municipal storage or private as well? Suggested improvement: Clarify.
SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional information on what is meant by the effective storage of snow.
MOE: This policy is vague, yet the mandatory language implies that it is an important consideration and component in managing
drinking water threats. In addition, the area that this policy applies is unclear, suggest perhaps simply adding "where this activity
could be a SDWT"?
SPC Response: Where this activity could be a significant drinking water threat has been added to the policy text to make it less
vague.
Durham: what constitutes "effective" snow storage?
SPC Response: Please see the explanatory document for additional information on what is meant by the term effective storage of
snow.
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NVCA: Instead of “Municipalities are required to consider opportunities that could be made available to promote the effective
storage of snow.”
use: …opportunities or incentives that could be made available to reduce impacts from storage of snow, for existing storages.”
SPC Response: The SPC has considered your comment and chose not to include the word incentive within the policy text. Please
see the explanatory document for additional information on what types of opportunities could be made available to promote the
effective storage of snow.
Policy
INCENT- In
5

NLB

OSCIA

E

To address threats to drinking water related to
agricultural activities (application, handling and
storage of agricultural source material,
pesticides, fertilizers) the OSCIA is encouraged
to prioritize the Environmental Farm Plan monies
for use within vulnerable areas identified in
assessment Reports developed under the Clean
Water Act.

N/A

Comments Received:
MOE: Stewardship programs often have specific requirements that are tied to funding, please ensure that the wording of this policy
continues to be non-mandatory to ensure that conflicts do not arise that would result in implementation challenges in the future.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised as per your suggestion to allow for flexibility in when and how programs are to be
implemented.

Page 5 of 5

Monitoring Policies

Monitoring Policies
Policy
MON1

Mon MC

Mun

E/F

By February, municipalities shall report to the local source
protection authority on the steps taken in the previous calendar
year to implement these significant threat policies and
recommendations, where appropriate.

Comments Received:
Adjala-Tosorontio - We note that there is a requirement for an annual report by the municipality for the number of planning
applications received and the number that has not been permitted to locate in a WHPA. The Township is concerned that there are
additional monitoring and reporting requirements on a small number of Township staff and as such a requirement is onerous with
only marginal benefits. As such, the Township requests that this reporting requirement be removed. (Implementation/ED)
SPC Response: The exact requirements of the annual report are unknown at this time. However, the SPC is looking into ways to
streamline the process to help ensure the task is not too onerous.
York Region: The reporting requirements should specify a start time. Depending on when a plan is approved, it may require a very
short timeframe for reporting. Suggested improvement: Clarify.
SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan now contains a section on time lines for conformity.
Newmarket: The types of incentives available should be included in the Plan.: Suggested Change A reporting template should be
developed to ensure consistent and traceable reporting of the activities in order to minimize the impact on staff resources to
implement this provision. (Implementation)
SPC Response: The exact requirements of the annual report are unknown at this time. However, the SPC is looking into ways to
streamline the process to help ensure the task is not too onerous. Developing a template is one of the options the SPC is
considering.
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MOE: The date is missing (February 1? ), perhaps a typo. It is sufficient to request a report annually on the progress and not impose
a deadline, however the RMO reporting must occur as required in the legislation so a deadline that matches that reporting would be
logical. The words "and recommendations" should be deleted as any general recommendations contained in the plan are noncompliant content and separate from obligations under the legislation. The regulation lists the reporting timelines and requirements
for the RMO. The plan could echo these requirements. A sample monitoring policy for the RMO is provided as follows: "By February
1 of each year, risk management officials shall report annually to the SPA with the information required in section 65 of Regulation
287/07 related to the previous calendar year on the significant threat policies that designate an activity for the purpose of s. 58 risk
management plans or s. 57 prohibition."
SPC Response: The date February 1 has been added to the policy. In addition, a separate monitoring policy has been added to the
source protection plan that targets RMOs.
Durham: The February 1 deadline may be quite challenging.
SPC Response: Your concern has been noted. However, the February 1 reporting timeline is outlined in the regulation and cannot be
changed.
Policy
MON2

Mon MC

MOE

E/F

By February 1, the Ministry of Environment shall report to the
local source protection authority on the steps taken in the
previous calendar year to implement these significant threat
policies, and recommendations, where appropriate.

Comments Received:
York Region: The reporting requirements should specify a start time. Depending on when a plan is approved, it may require a very
short timeframe for reporting. Suggested improvement: Clarify.
SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan now contains a section on time lines for conformity.

Page 2 of 4

Monitoring Policies

Policy
MON3

Mon MC

OMAFRA

E/F

By February 1, OMAFRA shall report to the local source
protection authority on the steps taken in the previous calendar
year to implement these significant threat policies and
recommendations, where appropriate.

Comments Received:
York Region: The reporting requirements should specify a start time. Depending on when a plan is approved, it may require a very
short timeframe for reporting. Suggested improvement: Clarify.
SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan now contains a section on time lines for conformity.
Policy
MON4

Mon MC

Province

E/F

By February 1, the province shall report to the local source
protection authority on the steps taken in the previous calendar
year to implement the significant threat policies and
recommendations, where appropriate.

Comments Received:
MNR: Where policy says “province”, please specify the ministry responsible.
SPC Response: The policy has been revised specify the ministry responsible.
York Region: The reporting requirements should specify a start time. Depending on when a plan is approved, it may require a very
short timeframe for reporting. Suggested improvement: Clarify.
SPC Response: The revised Source Protection Plan now contains a section on time lines for conformity.
MOE: It is unclear why "the Province" is listed separately from MOE and OMAFRA. For clarity please direct to the Ministry
responsible for implementing the policy.
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SPC Response: The policy has been revised specify the ministry responsible.
Policy
MON5

Mon MC

SPA

E/F

The local source protection authority shall include in the annual
report, documentation on the risk reduction efforts they
administered throughout the year.

Comments Received:
MOE: Please consider consolidating with MON-3.
SPC Response: Your comment has been noted. No changes were made as MON-3 and MON-5 have listed two different target
audiences.
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