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Why Complete an Annual Report? 

 

To assess if threats to drinking 

water supplies were reduced 

through the implementation of 

the Source Protection Plan 
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 Secondary Goals of Annual Report 
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1. Ensure or improve program effectiveness and efficiency 

2. Provide accountability and transparency through public 

reporting 

3. Inform future budget requests 

4. Reduce uncertainty of plan success or failure 

5. Inform decision-making and implementation 

6. Enable more effective on-the-ground management of SDWTs 

 



Annual reporting 
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Annual 
Reporting 

Section 81 
(RMO) 

Each RMO must 
annually prepare and 
submit to the source 
protection authority a 
report summarizing 
actions taken by the 

RMO/RMI under Part IV 

Section 46 
(SPA) 

The SPA shall annually prepare 
and submit to the MOE  and 
SPC a report summarizing 

1)  measures taken to 
implement the SPP 

2) Any failure to action on a 
policy by the required date 

3) A summary of the RMO 
report (S.81) 

4) Any other information the 
SPA considers advisable 



SPC Role in Annual Reporting 

• SPA must submit report to 

SPC at least 30 days before 

submitting to Minister (April 1) 

 

• SPC shall review the report 

and provide written comment  

to the SPA in regards extent 

that to which in the opinion of 

the committee the objectives 

of the SPP are being 

achieved 

 

• SPA includes comments in 

submission 
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Timing 

Section 81 (RMO) 

• First report starts the day the RMO is hired and goes until 

December 31 that same year 

• Report must be submitted to the SPA by February 1 the following 

year 

  

Section 46 (SPA) 

• The first report applies from when SPP takes effect and ends 

December 31 of the second year.  

• First Annual Report is due to SPAs  February 1, 2018.  

 

Therefore, it is imperative that implementing bodies are aware 

of what information they need to track once the plan is 

approved. 
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Annual Reporting Working Group 
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• John Hemsted, SPC & Working Group Chair 

• Fred Ruf, SPC 

• Rick Newlove, SPC 

• Dianne Corrigan, SPC 

• Herb Proudley, SPC 

• David Ketcheson, SPC 

• Lynn Dollin, SPC Chair 

• Don Goodyear, York Region 

• Brad Anderson, Durham Region 

 

• The Group is currently seeking additional 

municipal representation 
 

 



Working Group Role 

Develop the Annual Reporting framework to: 

•  provide “future SPCs” with the information 

required to assess the effectiveness of the 

Source Protection Plan. 

• Understand policy implementation successes, 

challenges, gaps and failures. 
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Annual Reporting Deliverables 

Annual Reporting Framework 

• Annual Reporting Goals 

• Evaluation Structure 

• Indicators of Success (Metrics that can be reported on) 

• Methods of Data Collection 

• Feedback Mechanism and Deliverables 

• Table of Contents 

• 1yr Annual Progress Report & 5 year in-depth review of 

implementation & Report Card 
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Annual Progress Report Vs. 5 Year Review 

Annual Progress Report 

• Report focus: Measurable Results 

• Monitor the progress of implementation 

 

5 Year Review of SPP to assess status and relevance 

• How well were policies implemented? 

• How effectively were policies implemented?  

• Assessment of key external factors? 

• Help guide future SPC work 

 

* Annual Report Cards to accompanying release of Annual Progress and 5 

Year Review Reports 
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How the Province Fits In 

• Ministers report is high level and strictly focuses on the 

status of implementation across the province 

• Information for the ministers report is provided by SPAs 

via the Section 46 Annual Report 
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Incorporate 
Concepts 

Locally 

Provide 
Feedback 

Consultation 
 Metric 

Development 



Sample Questions 

Reportable Performance 

Measure 

Target/ Trend 

Where municipalities have undertaken their OP or ZBL conformity exercises, indicate 

which of the following broad policy outcomes have resulted.  Also indicate what 

proportion of municipalities this applies to using the following legend (Legend:  

0=none; 1=few; 2=some; 3=many; 4=most; 5=all municipalities) 

     

 

□ Prohibition of land uses  _____ 

□  Designating restricted land uses _____ 

□  Site-specific measures (e.g., design standards/ low impact development/ lot sizing/ 

best management practices, etc.)  _____ 

□  Siting/placement of activities away from vulnerable areas  ______ 

□  Complete planning application requirements ____ 

□  Municipal/communal sewage servicing ____  

□  Comprehensive planning review requirements ____ 

□  Other  ____  Please specify below: 

 

_________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________ 

Percent of 

municipalities 

where source 

protection has 

been 

incorporated 

into planning 

documents. 

100% of 

municipalities 

that are 

subject to 

significant 

drinking water 

threat policies 

have 

incorporated 

source 

protection 

into their 

planning 

documents.      
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Progress to Date 

Part IV & Prescribed Instruments 

• Developed Reporting Metrics for S.58, S.57, S.59 and Prescribed 

Instruments 

• Incorporated MOECC requirements into reporting requirements 

• Identified Data Collection Methods 

• Consulted with local Risk Management Officials 

• Provided Prescribed Instrument Questions to MEOECC Working Group 

 

Land use Planning 

• Reporting Metric Development in Progress 

• Assessing options for data collection 
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Legislated Reportable  
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Proposed s.46 Reportables    
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The Open Ended Question 

Provide an opportunity for RMOs submit any: 

• Concerns they may have 

• Good news stories 

• Program frustrations 

• Suggestions for plan revisions 

• Identify program gaps 

 

• Responses will be analyzed in the five year review 
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Sample Open Ended Questions 

• Generally, in circumstances where a prohibited activity was proposed, how 

readily available were alternatives to the prohibited activity? How willing was the 

applicant to alter their application to meet SW requirements.  

 

• Were any emerging threat activities observed that could not be addressed 

through the source water protection program because the activity could not be 

designated as a significant drinking water threat (e.g. activity wasn’t one of the 

21 prescribed threats, activity could only be designated as a moderate threat 

per the table of circumstances etc.,). 

 

• In general, with the inclusion of conditions in a s. 59 Notice, were potential 

moderate or low threat activities created? (i.e. conditions in the notice prevented 

creation of significant threat activity, but allowed for potential moderate or low 

threat activity to continue.)   

 

• For  s.59 applications where it was determined that neither s. 57 nor s.58 apply, 

indicate the most common reasons why ( i.e. just a moderate threat, conditions 

included in Notice to Proceed that  prevent threat from becoming significant, 

activity moved to boundaries outside WHPA –A etc,)   
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Next Steps 

1. Provide the Part IV Annual Reporting Template to 

RMOs for use as the 2015 reporting template, and to 

neighbouring SPRs for reference. 

2. 2016 Continue Developing Reporting Metrics for: 

• Land use planning 

• Education and Outreach 

• Incentive Stewardship 

• Other policies 

3. Consultation with Implementing Bodies 

4. Table of Contents 

5. Continue developing reporting templates 
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Sample Annual Progress Metrics 

2) During inspections, where the RMI found a major non-compliance with a 

section 57 prohibition, indicate the length of time it took to bring the 

activity back into compliance with the SPP. 

 Answer:   <1 month, 1-3months, 3-6months, >6 months. If greater than 6 

months, please note the reasons why.   

 

Collection Method:  Part IV Database or equivalent – a dropdown menu in 

a section of the database specifically devoted to annual reporting will allow 

RMOs to enter an approximation of the length of time it took to achieve 

compliance.   

  

Reporting Objective: policy effectiveness/ how well policies were 

implemented. Acceptance of program. Cost of implementation. Cost and 

resources. Efficiency and effectiveness of program. Not a priority for 

person engaged? Lack of understanding? Or just stubborn.    

*MOECC Request for Minister’s Report 
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Sample Annual Progress Metrics 

4) For persons without existing PIs, applying for an exemption under s.61 

(1), how much time overall (from notice of RMP requirement to receipt 

of statement of conformity) did it take to obtain a confirmation of 

exemption? 

  

Answer:    <2months, 2-4months, 4-6 months, 6-8months, 8-10months, 

10-12months,  >1year. If greater than 1 year, please note the reasons why.  

   

Collection Method: Part IV Database or equivalent – a dropdown menu 

will allow RMOs to enter an approximation of completion time. 

 

Reporting Objective: policy effectiveness/ how well policies were 

implemented/ external factors  
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