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AGENDA
Source Protection Committee Meeting No. SPC-02/2017
Meeting No. 2
Monte Carlo Inn - Barrie Suites
81 Hart Dr., Barrie ON
October 19, 2017
1:00 pm — 4:00 pm

MEMBERS:
Lynn Dollin, Chair

Municipal Economic/Development Public Sector First Nations
Herb Proudley Colin Elliott Clayton Cameron Dan Shilling
John Boucher David Ketcheson Bob Duncanson
Stan Wells David Ritchie Fred Ruf
Kyle Mitchell (1) John Hemsted Larry Slomka
Don Goodyear (1) Colin Nisbet Stephanie Hobbs

lan Chadwick Dianne Corrigan

Tom Kurtz

Liaisons

Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit — Karen Kivilahti

Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority — Ben Longstaff

Severn Sound Environmental Association — Julie Cayley

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority — Doug Hevenor

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change — Elizabeth (Beth) Forrest

Staff

Ryan Post Keith Sherman Jessica Burns, minutes
Mike Wilson Susan Jagminas

Bill Thompson Marc Gallant

Guests

Scott Drewette, Barrie Riley Mulligan, OGS Ontario Geological Survey
Regrets

Katie Thompson, Barrie (maternity leave) — proxy given to Don Goodyear for the
duration of her maternity leave.

Debbie Korolnek — proxy to Kyle Mitchell

Rick Newlove — proxy TBC

WELCOME & OPENING REMARKS
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VI.

VII.

DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTEREST
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA (Pages 1-5)

RECOMMENDED: THAT the agenda for the October 19, 2017, meeting of the
Source Protection Committee be approved as presented.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES (Pages 6-27)
(a) Source Protection Committee

Included is a copy of the draft minutes from the March 22, 2017 meeting of the
Source Protection Committee (SPC).

RECOMMENDED: THAT the minutes of the March 22, 2017 meeting of the
Source Protection Committee be approved as printed and
circulated.

(b) Technical Working Group Committee
Included is a copy of the draft minutes from the June 7, 2017 meeting of the
Technical Working Group Committee.

RECOMMENDED: THAT the minutes from the June 7, 2017 meeting of the
Technical Working Group Committee be received for
information.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

(a)  Activities of the Chair & Committee
(b)  Agricultural Sector Update to the SPC
(c) MOECC Update
A brief update from Beth Forrest, MOECC

DELEGATIONS
PRESENTATIONS
a) Groundwater Research in Simcoe County

Riley Mulligan, OGS will provide an overview of his research on Simcoe
County’s groundwater resources.

RECOMMENDED: THAT the information presented by Riley Mulligan on
Groundwater Research in Simcoe County be received for
information.
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VIII.

b) Section 46 Annual Reporting
Bill Thompson will provide an overview of Section 46 Annual Report
responsibilities including the Source Protection Annual Progress Report
template provided by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change.

RECOMMENDED: THAT Staff Report No. 2017-02-01 be received for
information
AND FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee
meet between March 1 and April 15 of each year to review
and comment on the draft (report) prior to its May 1
submission to the Province
AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to provide the SPC
with an overview of other items in Section 46 reports which
pertain to deadlines met or missed, issues for consideration
in review of the Source Protection Plan, or other items
deemed of interest by staff, Chair, or members of the SPC.

c) Section 36 Plan Review
Bill Thompson will provide an overview of the timing of the Section 36 Plan
Review, and required process to scope it out.

RECOMMENDED: THAT the updates provided by Bill Thompson on the
above topics and the associated Staff Report No. 2017-
02-02 be received for information.

d) Overview of the MOECC Source Water Protection (SWP) Program Review
Beth Forrest will provide an update on MOECC'’s review of the SWP Program.

RECOMMENDED: THAT the information provided by Beth Forrest on the
Source Water Protection Program be received for
information.

e) Education & Outreach (E & O) - Materials Status Update
Ryan Post will present on the status of E & O materials including the Source
Water Education Video.

RECOMMENDED: THAT the information provided by Ryan Post on
education materials be received for information.

DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION

ADOPTION OF ITEMS NOT REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION
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RECOMMENDED: THAT the recommendations respecting items not requiring
separate discussion be approved, and staff be authorized to
take all necessary actions to effect those recommendations.

X. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION

XI. OTHER BUSINESS

Xll.  CLOSED SESSION

Xlll.  ADJOURNMENT
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CORRESPONDENCE LIST

1. Correspondence (Pages 28-34)

a)

d)

Email correspondence sent April 3, 2017 from Rosemary Cormier, Ministry
of the Environment and Climate Change on behalf of Heather
Malcolmson, Director, Source Protection Programs Branch, Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change, entitled “Refresh of Source Water
Protection Mapping Tool”’, to Source Protection Chairs and Project
Managers.

Email correspondence sent September 13, 2017 from Michelle Guillen-
Ollivierra, Director's Administrative Assistant, Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change, on behalf of Heather Malcolmson, Director, Source
Protection Programs Branch, Ministry of the Environment and Climate
Change, entitled “The New Source Protection Threats Tool”.

Letter dated October 2, 2017 from Bill Thompson, Manager, Integrated
Watershed Management, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority to
Karel Kamerman, Senior Regulatory Compliance Officer, Inn Services
Utilities Inc., regarding “Notice of Discontinuation of use of Goldcrest DWS
wells.”

Letter dated October 3, 2017 from Geoffrey Rether, P.Geo, lan D. Wilson
Associates Limited, to Bill Thompson, Manager, Integrated Watershed
Management, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority, as notification
that Gold Mountain Springs Inc. has submitted an application for a
renewal of Permit To Take Water No. 3122-9ZCQRS.

RECOMMENDED: THAT the correspondence listed in the October 19, 2017

agenda as Items 1a-b be received for information.

2. Section 46 Annual Reporting (Pages 35-36)

Attached is Staff Report No. SPC-2017-02-01 from Bill Thompson on the
Section 46 Annual Reporting. (See Appendix A)

RECOMMENDED: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2017-02-01 be received for

information.

3. Section 36 Plan Review (Pages 37-38)

Attached is Staff Report No. SPC-2017-02-02 from Bill Thompson on Section 36
Plan Review. (See Appendix B)

RECOMMENDED: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2017-02-02 be received for

information.

4. Appendix (Page 39-54)

Appendix A “Annual Progress Report Template-Score Card”
Appendix B “CWA s36”
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MINUTES

Source Protection Committee Meeting No. SPC-01/2017

Meeting No. 1

Holly Community Centre, 171 Mapleton Ave., Barrie, ON.

March 22, 2017
1:00 pm —4:00 pm
MEMBERS:
Lynn Dollin, Chair

Municipal Economic/Development Public Sector First Nations
Herb Proudley Colin Elliott Clayton Cameron

John Boucher David Ritchie Bob Duncanson

Stan Wells John Hemsted Larry Slomka

Katie Thompson lan Chadwick Stephanie Hobbs

Kyle Mitchell David Ketcheson Dianne Corrigan

Deb Korolnek Tom Kurtz
Liaisons

Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit — Karen Kivilahti

Nottawasaga Valley Source Protection Authority — Ryan Post
Severn Sound Source Protection Authority — Julie Cayley

Lakes Simcoe & Couchiching, Black River Source Protection Authority — none
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change — Elizabeth (Beth) Forrest

Staff
Bill Thompson Keith Sherman
Michelle Adams, minutes

Guests
Sam Jassy, MOECC
Ann Elmhurst, City of Kawartha Lakes

Regrets
Dan Shilling

Gayle Wood
Ben Longstaff
Rick Newlove

Mike Wilson

Don Goodyear — Scott Lister attended as his alternate — proxy to Katie Thompson

Colin Nisbet — proxy to Dave Ritchie
Fred Ruf — proxy to Larry Slomka
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l. WELCOME & OPENING REMARKS
All were welcomed to the meeting and attendance details were reviewed:
e Gayle Wood was unable to attend therefore; Ryan Post is acting as NVCA’s Source
Protection Authority (SPA) Liaison for this meeting.
e Scott Lister attended as Don Goodyear’s alternate.
¢ Lynn wished everyone a Happy World Water Day.
o Elizabeth (Beth) Forrest introduced Sam Jassy from MOECC he was welcomed as
a guest.
. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTEREST

No pecuniary interests were declared.

Il APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
The agenda was approved as printed and circulated.
Moved by: John Hemsted Seconded by: John Boucher

RESOLVED: THAT the agenda for the March 22, 2017 meeting of the Source
Protection Committee be approved as presented.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

V. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
There were corrections to the October 18 2016 minutes, as listed below:
Page 6 of the meeting package, item 1. c) should read “...of use of Goldcrest DWS wells.”

Page 8 it was noted that Dave Ketcheson was listed as both attending and sending regrets
this was amended to show that he was absent from the meeting.

Page 12, bullet 5, “There were questions asked on how the First Nations program would
be funded, it was stated that there will be some provincial funding; but right now it is not
known what the funding be.” This item was corrected to read “There were questions asked
on how the First Nations program would be funded, it was stated that there will be some
provincial funding; but right now it is not known what the funding will be.”
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Page 15 Action Item 3, “Don Goodyear suggested perhaps there should be a standing
agenda item on water quantity issues a.” This item was amended to read, “Don Goodyear
suggested perhaps there should be a standing agenda item on water quantity issues.”
Moved by:  Stan Wells Seconded by: Dianne Corrigan

RESOLVED: THAT the amended minutes of the October 18, 2016 meeting of the
Source Protection Committee, be approved.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS
V. CORRESPONDENCE

Please see items IX and XI.

VI.  ANNOUNCEMENTS

(a) MOECC Update

Elizabeth Forrest provided a brief update on the status of MOECC Source Water activities:

Sam Jassy was introduced he will be working in the approvals branch as program analyst.
He will be working on amendments and screening related to Environmental Assessments
(EAs) and official plans to make sure they comply with source protection.

The upcoming Chairs and PM meeting will be 3 days instead of 2 days to allow for the new
Chairs to have an orientation day. There were 8 Chairs that needed to be replaced, 6
have been appointed and they are just waiting for the last 2 appointments. The Chair for
Niagara Region stepped down in January 2017 so they are recruiting for that position.
MOECC has been consulting with municipalities to gather more information in regards to
where the program is headed.

Phase 1 revisions to the technical rules have been posted on the Environmental Registry.
This represents the simpler changes to the technical framework. The more complicated
revisions form Phase 2 which is in pre-consultation and the initial findings are to be posted
by the end of 2017.

MOECC is working on a Geocortex map which will be more functional and will link to
policies. The target for the launch date is March 31, 2017, an announcement will be sent
out when it is ready.

Reporting was on time this year because they worked with all ministries that were
responsible for reporting the Source Protection Branch. Only one ministry reported late
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and their report has now been received. It was noted that 3 SPAs have to report this year,
so the ministry reports were important to have on time.

With regards to the MOECC mapping tool it was asked if the parcel issue would be
corrected. This is to be confirmed but it is thought errors on the existing maps will be
corrected.

It was noted that Sue Lo had retired and that Orna Salamon will be filling the role as acting
Assistant Deputy Minister/Chief Drinking Water Inspector.

(b)  Agricultural Sector Update to the SPC

The SPC Agricultural Representatives (Ag Reps) reviewed what activities they have
recently undertaken for Source Water:

A brief overview of the conference in Laval was given by Colin Elliott and John Hemsted.
There were people from Europe, the US and Canada in attendance and all were interested
in how Ontario had involved the farm community. There was a good exchange of ideas
and other presentations.

John and Colin were invited to do a presentation at a conference in Boston in May 2017.
This year they will be most likely be doing a webcast on Ontario’s drinking water system
with Heather Malcolmson and going to Boston in 2018.

There were 6 ads in Better Farming magazine the last one was mentioned as it warned
farmers buying land to check the Source Protection Plan in their area.

Dave Ritchie stated that there will be a source water protection conference in May 2018 in

the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Area similar to the conference in
Laval. Dave is on the committee and will be reaching out to SPC members to get involved.

VIl. DELEGATIONS

None.

VIIl. PRESENTATIONS

a) Implementation of SPP Policies

Ann Elmbhirst provided a presentation on the septic system inspection program in the City
of Kawartha Lakes. Background information about the septic system program was
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provided. Historically the health unit had looked after septic systems and had contracted
out the program to a third party. The city launched their program in June of 2014; the
municipality had 20,000 properties on septic systems at the time.

Kawartha Lakes took a mandatory maintenance assessment approach to their septic
inspection program. It was realized after the launch of the program that the source water
deadlines for the inspections were October 2016 for the Trent Source Protection Region
and January 2017 for the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region.

It was explained that the City of Kawartha Lakes has 16 wellhead protection zones, 6
water intake protections zones, 600 sites affected with 193 sites in the SGBLS protection
area. Of the 193 sites in the SGBLS protection region, 160 sites were in one subdivision.

It was explained that the initial information from the database for properties that needed to
be assessed was no longer accurate. The information provided had to be looked at using
the City of Kawartha Lakes GIS mapping with the areas overlaid to determine which
properties were affected. Once affected properties were identified a check had to be done
to see if the property was developed and if it was residential or commercial. This process
helped narrow the original list that was over 1000 properties down to about 600 properties.

It was explained that although the health unit had handed over their records, there was a
gap between when the health unit got out of septic inspections in 2013 and the city took
over in 2014. Another challenge that was faced was that although the work was started in
2014 records from the health unit were not received until 2015. Historical records were
obtained from the health department which allowed them to get an idea of the age of the
sewage systems and the legislated requirements for the older systems. Neighboring
municipalities were contacted to see if they had started their inspections and how they
were implementing the process.

The strategy for implementation was to do research and meetings to gather information,
then decide on an implementation plan. It was decided to do the inspections in house
using their inspector. The City Kawartha Lakes wanted to ensure that the person speaking
to the homeowners could answer questions and had accurate information as there was a
lot of misinformation circulating in the community. The City of Kawartha Lakes decided
that staff performing septic inspections for the inspections required by the Clean Water Act
would have formal training. Kawartha Lakes developed an assessment tool to use as
there was no provincial criteria for the inspections, just guidelines. The implementation
strategy was presented to council along with information on inspections, sewage systems,
locations of the wells that had to be protected and concerns of the home owners. The
local paper did an article on the inspections that caused a flurry of phone calls from home
owners who were upset, many residents just needed more information and to be educated
about the inspection process.

A mail out was done to the affected homeowners explaining the inspection process and
giving dates of inspections to allow them to schedule appointments. A letter advising what
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was required of the homeowner was included in the package of information. Numerous
phone calls were received and a lot of confusion on the part of homeowners had to be
dealt with.

A number of information open houses were also held and it was noted they were not well
attended.

The assessment of the systems was explained, an internal evaluation of that tank and lid
were done, if the tank needed to be pumped it was mentioned to the homeowner. A walk
over of the septic bed to look for stress points was also done.

It was found that for the most part the assessment results were minor, cracked lids, baffle
erosion, effluent filters that needed cleaning and tank pump outs. There were only 2 steel
tanks that weren’t functioning that required complete replacement.

It was noted that the systems were inspected for compliance to the legislation for the time
period they were installed and most homeowners thought there were going to be required
upgrades which would be expensive.

Lessons that were learned included:
e Homeowners felt it was unfair as their neighbours weren’t being inspected.
e Talking to people and taking time to listen helped in most situations.

¢ |Initial inspections were free a lot of seniors and low income residents are worried
about the cost of the next inspection.

e The city tried to work with people to make it easy for them comply.

e Some seniors were concerned about having to excavate the tank for inspection; the
inspector was able to coordinate with people to have some landscapers and
people’s grandkids to help with the physical labour.

e Grants and loans through the municipality provided owners with a loan that can be
paid back through their taxes were taken advantage of by a few people. (These
loans can be transferred to a new owner.)

e Other incentive programs such as LEAP and the CMHC low income housing
program could be mentioned to homeowners in need of assistance.

Things that are working for Kawartha Lakes for the septic inspection program.
e Public friendly policies that allow people to still build on their land etc.
e Assistance programs
e Educational materials

Areas to improve

e The different source protection regions having different policies. Kawartha
Lakes is in 2 source protection regions and the difference in policies have
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made it look like they are not being consistent as one neighborhood has a
well in each region and residents talk to each other and are complaining.

e A province wide lack of consistent assessment requirements, it was noted
that while Kawartha Lakes is doing actual inspections other municipalities are
doing a visual inspection only and some are doing phone interviews.

e Neighbouring jurisdictions doing different things.

Questions

It was asked if they had noticed during the inspection program a relation between tank
failure and people on chemotherapy.

It was noted that none of the properties inspected had anyone on chemotherapy. There
has been a system fail due to chemotherapy drugs and the city now asks people to use a
holding tank and to pump out the tank once they finish chemotherapy and then add a
boost.

It was asked if there were a lot of people who had moved out of a more urban area who
had no idea they were on septic systems.

It was stated that 10-15% had no idea where their septic system was, that they had to help
locate it. There were only a handful of residents that didn’t know they were on septic. It
was noted there was confusion regarding the technology and people had put pools,
gardens or trailer parking on their septic beds.

Moved by: Larry Slomka Seconded by: Herb Proudley

RESOLVED: THAT the information presented by Ann Elmhirst be
received for information.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

b) Risk Management Official Annual Reporting

Mike Wilson presented an update on the status of RMO annual reporting.

It was stated that the objective of the annual reporting is to assess if threats to drinking
water have been reduced by the implementation of the Source Protection Plan.
Secondary goals of the reporting include ensuring the program is effective, providing
accountability via public reporting, informing budget requests going forward, to inform
decision making regarding the program and implementation, and to make sure the
management of drinking water threats is effective.
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The legislative framework was reviewed with emphasis on Section 81. The role of the SPC
in the Annual Reporting was explained. It was noted that the first report is due to the SPA
February 1, 2018 and the first annual report is due to MOECC by May 1, 2018. The
components of the RMO Annual Report were explained.

The SPAR tool was mentioned briefly Ryan Post will be providing a more detailed separate
presentation on it. It was explained that the database will save time and users will be able
to forward links to sections of the report to various people to inform the report.

A progress update was given on the Risk Management Official Status, Risk Management
Plans (RMPs), Official Plan Updates, Zoning By-Law Amendments and Septic Inspections.

In the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region there are 716 RMPs
that are required to be done, currently 76 or 11% have been completed or are in progress.
The map of the RMP progress was reviewed. The number of RMPs completed is 57 with
an additional 659 to be completed. It was noted that as of this summer the Source
Protection Region will be 2 years into the 5 year deadline for RMPs (dealing with existing
drinking water threats) to be complete.

An update on where the municipalities stand in regards to Official Plan (OP) updates was
given. It was noted that most Official Plan updates are in progress but Ramara and the
City of Kawartha Lakes had not started their updates. Both of these municipalities have
indicated that they have a plan in place to complete their OP amendments. Georgina and
Midland have completed their Official Plan updates.

Zoning bylaw updates are in progress in most of the municipalities with the exception of
Ramara and Kawartha Lakes.

The septic inspections are 96% complete, and less than 2.5% of the inspected systems
required a major repair. It was noted that a large proportion of the septic systems requiring
inspection were located in the City of Kawartha Lakes and Ramara. Whitchurch-Stouffville
is 2/3 done and plan to finish their inspections this spring. Aurora only had one septic
system that required inspection and that inspection has not been done. It appears that
East Gwillimbury has not yet started their mandatory septic inspections and the deadline to
complete them (Jan. 2017) has past. Mike Wilson will follow up with East Gwillimbury to
determine the status of their inspection program.

Ryan Post stated that Clearview has over 2/3 of their septic inspections done and they aim
to be completed for Q3 2017, it was noted the deadline for completion was January 2017.
All other municipalities in his area have completed their inspections.

Keith Sherman stated that the Township of Georgian Bay has a septic inspection program
in place.
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The ministry reporting on Permits to Take Water, Wastewater / Sewage Works ECAs and
Nutrient Management Strategies was explained. Numbers for the South Georgina Bay
Lake Simcoe area were reviewed.

Permits to take water Future Threats — 36

Permits to take water Existing Threats — 1

Wastewater / Sewage Works ECAs — Future Threats -19
Wastewater / Sewage Works ECAs — Existing Threats — 47
Nutrient Management Strategies — Future Threats -1
Nutrient Management Strategies — Existing Threats — 0

Potential issues noted were the rate of completion of RMPs may need to increase;
outstanding septic inspections must be completed as soon as possible as the January
2017 deadline has passed. Ongoing challenges with managing all the reporting data must
be dealt with and it was noted that this is more work than had been anticipated.

Next steps were explained which involves speaking to the RMOs to ensure there is a plan
in place to meet the deadline for RMPs. The SPA will be working with the Part 8 sewage
system inspectors and building officials who have outstanding mandatory septic
inspections to complete. The source water data management SPAR database needs to
be fine-tuned, communication with other databases needs to be addressed and 2015 data
entered. The RMOs need training on how to use the database and generate reports for
their stakeholders.

Questions / Comments

There was a conversation regarding the SPAR database being able to generate reports. It
was stated that the SPAR database will generate reports that can go to the municipalities
and that most RMOs are working with their municipality.

It was asked if the progress to date information regarding compliance for completion of
RMPs, Official Plan updates, septic inspections, etc. needs to go to municipal councils.
There was a discussion regarding if the information is being held at the staff level and if
council is aware of the mandatory requirements they would eventually be responsible for.

It was suggested that perhaps the SPA should provide presentations to councils and
prompt them on what needs to be done. It was noted that every council has a
representative on the SPA. Whether or not a letter needed to be sent out to municipal
councils was examined. It was noted that some councils would want detailed information
and others would prefer staff deal with the details. It was stated that SPA updates start on
Friday, March 24, 2017 and a conversation should be held there to determine what the
SPA wants sent out to municipal councils.

Concern was expressed that RMP completion is low. It was asked at what point staff
become concerned about the number of completed RMPs. It was stated that in the next
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few months conversations will take place with the RMOs and they will be asked how they
plan to move forward to meet the completion deadline. Mike Wilson stated that the low
number of RMPs completed to date is not a major concern at this time but if we don’t see
an increase in the rate of RMPs completed over the next year it may be cause for concern.
He stated that many Risk Management Officials have a plan in place to complete all
required RMPs by the deadline and that we expect many potential threats that would have
required a RMP may drop off the to-do list through threats verification work.

It was noted that the Chairs and PM meeting will have a presentation on SPAR and it is
thought that other SPRs will want to adopt it.

Moved by:  Dave Ritchie Seconded by: John Hemsted
RESOLVED: THAT Staff Report No. 2017-01-01 be received for information.

AND FURTHER THAT reports provided by provincial agencies that
have been made available via Dropbox be received for information.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

c) Section 46 Annual Reporting

Bill Thompson’s presentation was deferred until the fall SPC meeting due to the meeting
running late.

d) General Updates

Ryan Post presented general updates on the progress of implementation and other
activities being undertaken by Source Protection Authority staff.

The presentation covered the brochure refresh, Source Protection Annual Reporting web
tool (SPAR) and fuel storage.

The brochure refresh (front desk materials) was explained along with the process that was
undertaken and the staff involved. It was noted that the new brochures are done and
available on the website ourwatershed.ca under resources for municipalities. An example
was shown and it was explained that the municipality can add their contact information and
logo to the brochures. It was noted that there are brochures on fuel storage, septic
systems, RMPs, DNAPLS, agricultural threats and drinking source water protection.

The Source Protection Annual Reporting web tool (SPAR) was explained and background
information on the reporting it supports was given. It was noted that the questions
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included in the database are verbatim from the MOECC questions for Part IV reporting.
The database also allows for flexibility as questions can be annually reported or only
reported one time and the system allows for changes to be made to the questions.

The SPAR database allows administrators to send RMOs and municipal staff a link to the
section of information they are required to complete. The administrators will be able to see
which reports have been completed and sent back. It was noted that the reports that are
generated will be much more efficient, especially the RMO reporting where a report will be
generated instead of having 52 spreadsheets to sort and summarize. It was explained that
the reports will be able to be exported as a spreadsheet. It is expected that the release
date for the SPAR database will be November 2017.

Upcoming key dates for reporting were reviewed, February 1, 2018 the first annual reports
due to the SPAs. From February 2018 to April 2018 the first annual report is due to the
SPC for review and comment. May 1, 2018 the first annual report is due to MOECC.

It was asked if the RMOs have the opportunity to input information about new threats when
using SPAR. It was noted that in the Part IV threats verification new threats could be
added. It was further noted that some threats would need to be added to the SPP when it
is revised.

A brief overview of fuel storage systems was given including the letters that were sent to
municipalities by MOECC in August of 2016. It was noted that RMOs had started
developing RMPs prior to the letters arriving.

There was a discussion regarding TSSA and how to get obtain information for reporting
purposes as they had not been responding to requests. It was stated that MOECC has
assigned coaches in its branches to deal with different ministries and TSSA. Beth Forrest
is the coach for TSSA and it was noted there had recently been staff changes at TSSA and
MOECC is in the process of obtaining an updated contact list from TSSA.

Moved by: lan Chadwick Seconded by: John Boucher

RESOLVED: THAT the updates provided by Ryan Post on the above topics be
received for information.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

d) Overview of the MOECC Program Review

Bill Thompson provided an overview of MOECC’s Sourcewater Protection Program.

The three components of the policy and program revisions, the technical framework, the
policy framework and the general program framework were explained.
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Phase One the technical framework revision has been completed and was explained in
detail at the October 18, 2016 SPC meeting.

Phase Two of the technical framework revision is currently underway this phase will
include issues that are more complicated and require changes to policy or regulations.
The revisions and clarifications included in this phase are quantity thresholds for DNAPLS,
potentially a new category being added for industrial chemicals including waste oil. Phase
Two will also include revisions or clarifications being considered for LID stormwater
management, road salt circumstances and pesticide application circumstances. The
management of pesticides may be changed to be based on the application volume instead
of just the area. New threats are also being considered involving transportation activities
that need policies and tools to be managed. Exemptions for rare threats i.e. aircraft de-
icing may be included or this type of threat may be able to be managed on a regional
basis.

The Phase 2 policy framework revisions will help resolve issues that have come up during
implementation and inconsistencies that are being found. Items being considered are
amending s.61 so RMP exemptions are only provided for instruments which have been
approved by the Province. Inclusion of transport pathways is also being looked at.
Standardization of Pl policies is being considered in order to ensure consistency across
the province which may come in the form of a standardized list of Pls that SPC would
choose from. Standardized monitoring policies across the province are also being
examined. It was noted that most SPRs in their policy had stated that TSSA shall report
on... whereas this region had stated it would ask for a report, which may be part of the
reason there is difficulty obtaining reporting information from TSSA.

The removal of non-legally binding policies directed at provincial ministries is being
considered. It was stated that some agencies have 241 different policies directed at them;
this may result in the SPRs being given the ability to submit recommendations.

The general program framework is being examined and changes being considered.
Potential changes include streamlining the approval authority, with authority possibly being
delegated to the director instead of the Minister. Consideration is also being given to
allowing SPAs to approve plan amendments instead of the minister approving them.

Bill reviewed the timelines for implementation and consultation. It was noted that existing
vulnerable areas and assessments will remain under the original rules but could be
updated when the SPC updates the Source Protection Plan (SPP).

It was stated that pre-consultation is underway on water budgets and the delineation of
WHPAs. It is expected that formal consultation will start with a discussion paper on EBR in
May or June of 2017 with consultations later in the year. It was explained how these
program review consultations may impact the SGBLS SPR. There may be significant
impact due to new threats, changes to circumstances and new rules for IPZ delineation.
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Consideration may also be given to updating vulnerable area delineations, vulnerability
scores and related policy.

Bill Thompson recommended that the Technical Working Group reconvene in order to
review and comment on the draft pre-consultation information and then report back to the
SPC at the fall meeting. There was a discussion regarding whether the previous members
of the Technical Working Group would be interested in participating and if other people
would like to be involved. It was clarified that the Technical Working Group would need to
meet 2- 3 times between June and November or December. Larry Slomka offered to
resume his position as chair of the working group.

It was agreed that once the discussion paper comes out for comment it is to be sent to the
entire SPC to review and provide comments. It was noted that there are no municipal
representatives on the Technical Working Group and they need to have the opportunity to
comment. A discussion took place in regards to the Technical Working Group submitting
comments to EBR prior to the next SPC meeting. It was agreed that the comments can be
shared via email as long as it was not resulting in having to chase people for comments. It
was noted that the comments will be sent to the members to review with the caveat that if
you don’t respond within a week we will assume you agree with the comments made. It
was clarified that once the discussion paper is out it will be circulated to the SPC members
to review while the Technical Working Group members are reviewing it, in case a quick
turnaround is need for commenting on EBR.

Action ltem 1 Members of the SPC were to consider their interest in either sitting
on the Technical Working Group again or joining the group as a new
member. Decisions to be communicated to Lynn Dollin or Bill
Thompson via email in the next week.

Responsibility All members

Action Item 2 Discussion paper on Program policy framework to be circulated to
all SPC members once the paper is released by MOECC. Members
are asked to review the discussion paper and send any comments
Larry Slomka. Larry will compile comments to reply to the EBR
posting.

Responsibility All members

Moved by: Tom Kurtz Seconded by: Stan Wells
RESOLVED: THAT Staff Report No. 2017-03-01 be received for information.
FURTHER THAT the Technical Working Group be directed to review

and comment on draft material as it is released during the pre-
consultation period.
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AND FURTHER THAT the Technical Working Group be directed to
report back to the Source Protection Committee in advance of
submitting comments to the Environmental Registry.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

d) Municipal Implementation of SPP Policies

Keith Sherman provided an overview of the implementation of policies in the Lafontaine
ICA. A map showing well locations in the Issue Contributing Area (ICA) was explained.
Preliminary testing results from Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) /
University of Waterloo were explained. It was noted that the nitrates found by testing were
likely from fertilizers and they are not from septic systems, but further analysis is being
done.

The Integrated Surface model map was shown. It was noted that the recharge areas away
from the original boundary were not quite a WHPA-E but contributing to the ground water.
Information from the Nitrate Monitoring Study of Agricultural Fields by Andy van Niekirk
was provided. It was noted in the study that 9 farmers in the area account for the majority
of the fields (52 fields) and their practices were looked at over a 3 year period, a model
was used to estimate the nitrogen balance. Best Management Practices (BMPs) were
considered to control the nitrogen.

All the private septic systems in the area were inspected by the Township of Tiny to see if
they were affecting the nitrate load. It was discovered that only 12% of the systems
needed follow up work done. Golder Associates draft evaluation assumed that 24-28g/d of
nitrates were affecting the groundwater and that the evaluation done in the Lafontaine area
revealed that the septic systems were not sufficient to cause the concentrations of nitrates
found in the affected wells.

Recommendations that came out of the study of the agricultural fields included split
applying the nitrogen, keeping something growing at all times, cover crops after
harvesting, diversifying the crop rotation to have some crops that don’t need nitrogen,
using a Variable Rate Technology (VRT) to optimize fertilizer application and the use of
grassed waterways when appropriate.

The risk management measures available were reviewed in regards to fertilizer being
applied on the affected fields. It was noted that some measures suggested in the RMP are
already in place with more to be implemented. The difficulty in putting an RMP in place
with 9 operators rotating fields was explained. The RMP that is being put in place will
move with the operator with an appendix regarding the fields the operator is working on,
which was felt to be a more suitable solution to working with the owners in the area than
having 9 RMPs per field.
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It was noted that this issue will need to be monitored continually as it is a long term
problem. Incentive funding is to be explored and EFP related funding from OMAFRA is
being looked into. The township will continue to monitor trends. There will be a final
summary report for the next assessment report.

There was a discussion regarding if the municipality has considered taking the affected
wells out of service and using water intakes from the lake due to the nitrate issue. The
short term solution the municipality has in place is to blend the water from several water
systems to bring the concentration down. It was noted that the drinking water system is
safe and the long term plan is to replace the wells with other sources.

Moved by: Larry Slomka Seconded by: John Boucher
RESOLVED: THAT the information provided by Keith Sherman be received for
information.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

IX. DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION
Correspondence
1. b) December 13, 2016 letter from the Town of Midland in regards to the Decision to
Waive the Need for Peer Review Water Budgets for Major Developments Located
within Wellhead Protection Area Q2.
X. ADOPTION OF ITEMS NOT REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION
Moved by:  John Hemstead Seconded: Clayton Cameron
RESOLVED: THAT the recommendations respecting items not requiring separate
discussion be approved, and staff be authorized to take all necessary

actions to effect those recommendations.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

Xl.  CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION
Correspondence

1. b) Concern was expressed regarding letter to Midland regarding peer reviews and
the response. It was asked if peer reviews should be included in policy changes. It
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was decided no further action would be taken at the current time but this will be kept
in mind for the upcoming policy reviews.

Action Item 3 This item to be revisited when the SPP policy changes are
considered.
Responsibility Bill Thompson

Moved by:  Bob Duncanson Seconded: John Boucher

RESOLVED: THAT the recommendations respecting items requiring separate
discussion be approved, and staff be authorized to take all necessary
actions to effect those recommendations.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

XII. OTHER BUSINESS

Debbie Korolnek inquired as to whether or not the SPAs had been consulted about the
EBR posting that is closing on May 10, 2017 on hauled sewage and untreated raw sewage
being land applied. There was a discussion regarding whether or not this fell under the
SPC scope. It was agreed to circulate the posting to the members and if the committee
wants to comment they can do so through staff. It was noted that the Rural Ontario
comments can also be circulated to the committee.

Action Item 4 The EBR Posting and Rural Ontario comments on untreated sewage
being land applied to be circulated to the committee members.
Comments to be submitted on behalf of the committee in support of
the ban on applying untreated raw sewage after the committee
reviews the EBR posting, even if it is not in scope.

Responsibility Bill Thompson

Xlll.  CLOSED SESSION

None for the record of this meeting.

XIV. ADJOURNMENT

The next meeting of the SPC will take place October 19, 2017 at the Monte Carlo Inn in
Barrie.

Motion to adjourn the meeting was moved by Clayton Cameron at 4:28 pm.
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Technical Working Group

Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority,

8195 8th Line Essa, ON
Wednesday June 7, 2017
9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

MINUTES
Chair
Larry Slomka
Attendees
Lynn Dollin Dianne Corrigan John Hemsted
Stephanie Hobbs Colin Elliott Katie Thompson
Tom Kurtz Don Goodyear
Staff
Keith Sherman Mike Wilson Bill Thompson
Ryan Post Jessica Burns, Minutes
Guest(s) Regret(s)
None David Ketcheson

A round table of introductions was done. Doug Hevenor, Chief Administrative Officer
of NVCA was introduced to the group; he did not stay for the remainder of the
meeting.

Adoption of the Agenda

Two items were added to Other Business: An update on septics from Keith Sherman and
an Article of Interest from Katie Thompson.

The agenda was approved as amended.

RECOMMENDATION: THAT the agenda for the June 7, 2017 Technical Working
Group meeting be approved as amended.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

. Technical Working Group Participation in Ministry of the Environment and Climate

Change (MOECC) Program Review

SPC TWG Meeting

June 7, 2017 Minutes
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Bill Thompson provided an update on the MOECC Program Review, including current
status and anticipated timelines, to support a discussion of the Technical Working
Group’s participation in the review.

To date how the MOECC will engage the TWG is unclear.

A review at ministry staff level is underway; there is good representation from our region
on the groups involved in this review process as per Bill. Information and materials
produced by these groups will be circulated to the TWG members through Bill i.e. Dense
Non Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) workbook.

Discussion occurred around how the content of the DNAPL workbook was selected; it
was selected through a prioritization process from feedback received. Some felt that
there are DNAPLs that should be included that are not and others that are included but
did not need to be. Discussion occurred around the qualifications, credential and
experience lent to the creation of this workbook.

Materials created by the MOECC review working groups are to be shared with the TWG
members via email to accommodate tight feedback deadlines as well as reviewed by the
SPC as SPC meeting presentations, as needed.

RECOMMENDATION: THAT the presentation provided by Bill Thompson be
received for information.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

3. Proposed Alternate Approach to Calculate the Risk to Drinking Water Systems
from Application of Road Salt

Bill Thompson presented on the MOECC’s proposed new approach to calculate the risk
to drinking water systems from the application of road salt, and its potential implications
for the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region (SGBLS SPR).

Discussion occurred around the MOECC’s new “alternative approach” to calculating the
amount of salt used in the treatment of highways and regional roads. The new approach
is voluntary, and can be applied if deemed appropriate for the Region. This approach
uses an estimated quantity data i.e. weighted averages basis to gage salt application
rates.

Parking lot salt application was considered, some industrial parking lots apply sand
whereas commercial plazas primarily use salt. As the issue of liability is top priority, data
on the effectiveness of alternatives to salt in terms of human safety is being tracked i.e.
slip and fall records. This will hopefully aid in the adoption of these salt alternative
materials/methods, moving forward. It was suggested to contact Casino Rama to discuss

SPC TWG Meeting
June 7, 2017 Minutes
Page 2

23 of 54



the number of claims that have had since the Casino’s 75% reduction of applied road salt
on their parking lots.

It was clarified that there does not appear to be a connection between this alternative
approach and current municipal practices as per Bill. However, if the amount of applied
salt is used to identify Significant Drinking Water Threats than this may act as a deterrent
for municipal road salt application; this could also foster more informed decisions on
where to apply the salt used.

Some current methods of salt and sand application in terms of mixture and location of
use were discussed. It was noted that certain temperatures reduce the effectiveness of
salt and that this needs to be considered.

This alternative approach appears to function accurately for commercial and industrial
areas but as it does not treat residential areas differently, the approach tends to over
assume the amount of salt used i.e. considers roof tops as impervious land causing
assumption of salt use to be too high and in turn triggering an inaccurate SDWT
identification.

Further discussion occurred on high level economic analysis and cost benefits of using
road salt alternatives. The challenge is that alternative products/methods are on average
6-8 times more expensive than road salt. It was suggested that the leaders in the use of
salt alternatives and road operators be brought into conversations about when, what and
how salt alternatives be utilized as they, in most cases, have good insight as to how
these products work on the ground.

ACTION 1: Bill is to draft a letter from the LSRCA on the comments made at this meeting,
a summary of his presentation, an overview of the alternative approach applied to the
NVCA and SSEA areas as well as information on cost analysis on road salt alternatives.
Once drafted Bill is to circulate the letter to TWG members with comment deadline.

If this letter is not drafted in time to meet the June 22, 2017 feedback deadline to the
MOECC, Bill will request an extension.

ACTION 2: Bill will create a point form breakdown of the application of the alternative
approach to calculating the application rates of road salt and SDWT identification for the
GIS staff at SSEA.

RECOMMENDATION: THAT the Technical Working Group receive the
presentation from Bill Thompson on the proposed alternate approach for
discussion.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS
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4. Proposed Alternate Methodology for Calculating Percentage of Managed
Lands for Land Application of Agricultural Source of Material (ASM), Non
Agricultural Source of Material (NASM) and Commercial Fertilizers

Katie Thompson, City of Barrie, presented on the MOECC’s most current approach
to assess the risk to drinking water systems from the application of ASM, NASM and
commercial fertilizers. This presentation is included in this minute packaged
(attached). Katie proposed using the Nov. 2009 Technical Bulletin methodology in a
specific region of Barrie, instead of the Sept. 2009 Technical Bulletin methodology
which was used across most of the source protection region.

Mike Wilson presented on the potential effect of using the November 2009 Technical
Bulletin methodology for calculating percent managed land and noted that it may
lead to a reduction in significant drinking water threats in some rural WHPAs, which
didn’t seem to be in the spirit of the SPP. For example, the result of using the
November 2009 methodology for the Woodville system was that the WHPA-A went
from 40-60% managed land to <40% managed land, which means that the
application of commercial fertilizer in the WHPA-A would no longer be considered a
significant drinking water threat. Mike pointed out that each municipal drinking water
system is unique so the only way to evaluate the effect across the whole region is to
analyze every system. The methodology outlined in the September 2009 Technical
Bulletin represents a more conservative approach to managing municipal drinking
water in this Region.

There was much uncertainty and discussion around ease of use of the suggested
approach in the agricultural communities and how it would affect the percentage of
agricultural managed lands in terms of the Nutrient Management Act, when and
where this approach could be applied, if it should be the overall methodology used; if
it was the primary approach used by York Region and why this approach was not
chosen as the main approach at the Source Protection Plan development stage. Also
considered were what consequences the use of this new approach would have on
the number of threats identified, if allowing the use of this approach in the Barrie area
in question would set a precedence for it to be applied elsewhere or whether looking
at each water system individually and applying the new approach where it is most
logical is part of successful implementation of the Source Protection Plan policies.

RECOMMENDATION: THAT the Technical Working Group receive the
presentation from Katie Thompson on the proposed alternate methodology for
calculating percentage of managed lands for discussion.

Moved by: Lynn Dollin Seconded by: John Hemsted

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS
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It was suggested to change the recommendation: AND FURTHER: THAT the
Technical Working Group recommend that the percentage managed lands
maps be updated in the Assessment Report for all vulnerable areas in the
source protection region using the methodology outlined in the November
2009 MOECC Technical Bulletin. The recommendation was reconsidered. The new
recommendation for consideration reads:

RECOMMENDATION: THAT the Technical Working Group allow the use of the
November 2009 MOECC Technical Bulletin approach to assess the risk to
drinking water systems from the application of ASM, NASM and commercial
fertilizers in Barrie.

AND FURTHER THAT the Technical Working Group recommend that the
percentage managed lands maps be updated in the Assessment Report for all
vulnerable areas in the source protection region using the methodology
outlined in the November 2009 MOECC Technical Bulletin.

In favor: 5 Opposed: 4
NOT CARRIED.

5. MOECC Use of Prescribed Instruments to Manage Threat #10 (application of
pesticides to land)

Colin Elliott provided an overview of the MOECC’s use of pesticide permits (a
prescribed instrument) to manage significant drinking water threats associated with
the application of pesticides to land and his concern regarding their application on
agricultural lands.

It was noted that at the Project Managers and Chairs meeting, the overall feedback
on the Table of Circumstances (TofC) was that it needs to be amended i.e. lists
some chemicals that are no longer in use while does not list some chemicals that are
in use. Further noted was the Province’s desire to create the most generic PI
approach for all.

Provincial Pesticide Permits, the process and to whom they are issued was
discussed. It was clarified that farmers do not need Provincial Pesticide Permits
because they are certified sprayers and that this Pl policy does not apply in the
agricultural area for which Colin expressed most concern.

ACTION 3: Bill is to confirm with Beth Forrest MOECC as to the work being done on
Pl creation i.e. the number of Pls being created. This information (questions asked
and answers provided) will be circulated to the members of the TWG.

IT was agreed to remove: AND FURTHER: THAT SPA staff be directed to draft a
letter on this issue for consideration by the Source Protection Committee at
their next meeting. The recommendation for this agenda item now reads:
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RECOMMENDATION: THAT the Technical Working Group receive Colin
Elliott’s report.

CARRIED BY CONSENSUS

6. Other Business

Septics (Keith Sherman):

Keith advised that Tertiary systems are being recommended in some areas. He
reviewed the advantages of such systems i.e. controls some Nitrates and some
waste seepage. However, some are arguing that tertiary systems do not work as well
as they should and are lobbying for holding tanks to be used instead. Consequently
there is conflict between Building Code and the Ministry requirement. Keith has
requested clarification on this issue from Heather Malcolmson, MOECC who are now
looking into the issue.

Article on Human Health and Groundwater (Katie Thompson):
Katie informed the group of this article as an interest piece (attached).

7. Next Meeting Date and Location

The next TWG meeting will not be scheduled until clarification is provided on the
expectations of the MOECC of this group.

8. Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at noon.

Moved by: Colin Elliott

SPC TWG Meeting
June 7, 2017 Minutes
Page 6

27 of 54



From: Cormier, Rosemary (MOECC) [mailto:Rosemary.Cormier@ontario.ca] On Behalf Of Malcolmson,
Heather (MOECC)

Sent: April 3, 2017 3:17 PM

Subject: Refresh of Source Water Protection Mapping Tool

SENT ON BEHALF OF HEATHER MALCOLMSON, DIRECTOR, SOURCE
PROTECTION PROGRAMS BRANCH, MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND
CLIMATE CHANGE

To: Source Protection Chairs and Project Managers

Further to our demonstration at the recent Chair’s Meeting in Toronto, | am pleased to advise you that
the source water protection map currently available on Ontario.ca has been improved to better support
the protection of sources of drinking water.

As you are now aware, the enhanced map provides access to additional information supporting source
protection including parcel property boundaries, improved access to policies as well as increased
functionality giving the user the ability to select additional layers of information related to source
protection. It will continue to be updated where possible as additional requirements and opportunities
are identified.

We will be providing training sessions to our key stakeholders and will be reaching out to you all shortly
to advise of dates and times.

| encourage you to test the tool out and advise your staff to do likewise. It is available at:
English:

https://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/SourceWaterProtection/Index.html|?site=SourceWaterProtecti
on&viewer=SWPViewer&locale=en-US

French:
https://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/SourceWaterProtection/Index.html|?site=SourceWaterProtecti
on&viewer=SWPViewer&locale=fr-CA

Furthermore, please assist us in promoting this tool by posting its links on your respective websites, and
promoting it on your social media platforms such as, Facebook and Twitter using #SourceWaterOn.

Should you have any further questions, please contact Pat Kinch, Manager, Strategic Planning and
Operational Standards, at (416) 314-0456 or pat.kinch@ontario.ca, or Andy Gemza, Information
Management Coordinator, at (416)212-4847, or andy.gemza@ontario.ca .

Sincerely,
Heather Malcolmson

Director, Source Protection Programs Branch
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change

28 of 54


mailto:Rosemary.Cormier@ontario.ca
https://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/SourceWaterProtection/Index.html?site=SourceWaterProtection&viewer=SWPViewer&locale=en-US
https://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/SourceWaterProtection/Index.html?site=SourceWaterProtection&viewer=SWPViewer&locale=en-US
https://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/SourceWaterProtection/Index.html?site=SourceWaterProtection&viewer=SWPViewer&locale=fr-CA
https://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/SourceWaterProtection/Index.html?site=SourceWaterProtection&viewer=SWPViewer&locale=fr-CA
mailto:pat.kinch@ontario.ca
mailto:andy.gemza@ontario.ca

From: Guillen-Ollivierra, Michelle (MOECC) [mailto:Michelle.Guillen@ontario.ca] On Behalf Of
Malcolmson, Heather (MOECC)

Sent: September 13, 2017 1:46 PM

Subject: The New Source Water Protection Threats Tool

SENT ON BEHALF OF HEATHER MALCOLMSON, DIRECTOR, SOURCE PROTECTION
PROGRAMS BRANCH, MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND CLIMATE CHANGE

| am pleased to advise you that a new Source Water Protection Threats Tool has been launched. Itis a
dynamic database developed in partnership with Upper Thames River Conservation Authority, which
allows users to search and sort the contents of the Tables of Drinking Water Threats easily and
efficiently.

The Source Water Protection Threats Tool is available at http://swpip.ca/Threats. As well, it can be
accessed through the Source Protection Information Atlas under “Help and Resources” tab.

We will be showcasing the Tool to the SPC Chairs at the upcoming Chairs meeting next month.

In the interim, we will be providing dedicated training sessions for the Project Managers including Risk
Management Officials and Inspectors, to help them carry out their related duties. Information about
these training sessions will be sent to the Project Managers including Risk Management Officials and
Inspectors in a follow-up email.

| encourage you to use the Tool and locally promote its availability.
Sincerely,

Michelle Guillen-Ollivierra

Director's Administrative Assistant

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change

Drinking Water Management Division
Source Protection Programs Branch
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InnServices Utilities Inc
7251 Yonge St

Innisfil, ON L9S 0J3
Attn: Karel Kamerman

October 2, 2017

Re: Notice of Discontinuation of use of Goldcrest DWS wells

Dear Mr. Kamerman,

In response to your letter dated February 17, 2017, | am pleased to inform you that amendments have
been made to the South Georgian Bay — Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan to remove reference to
the Goldcrest drinking water system from the Assessment Report.

A copy of the amended Source Protection Plan and Assessment Report can be found on the South

Georgian Bay — Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region’s website, www.ourwatershed.ca, under the
‘Resources’ tab.

As per Section 51 of Ontario Regulation 287/07 made under the Clean Water Act, this posting
represents the final stage in Approval of this amendment. As such, the Town of Innisfil no longer has
responsibilities under the Source Protection Plan or Clean Water Act to manage activities which
previously had been identified as Significant Drinking Water Threats in the Goldcrest wellhead
protection areas.

Sincerely,

Bill Thompson
Program Manager

CC: Tim Cane, Manager of Land Use Planning, Innisfil
Ryan Post, Lead Hydrogeologist, NVCA
Lynn Dollin, Chair, South Georgian Bay — Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee

120 Bayview Parkway é Newmarket, ON & L3Y 4X1 é Tel: 905-895-1281 é Fax: 905-853-58830 of 54
www.ourwatershed.ca
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Staff Report Number: SPC-2017-02-01

Agenda Item Number: VIll b

TO: South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee
FROM: Bill Thompson

DATE: October 5, 2017

SUBJECT: Section 46 Annual Progress Reports

RECOMMENDATION: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2017-01-01 be received for information

FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee meet between
February 1 and April 30 of each year to review and comment on the
draft report prior to its May 1 submission to the Province

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to provide the SPC with an
overview of other items in Section 46 reports which pertain to deadlines
met or missed, issues for consideration in review of the Source
Protection Plan, or other items deemed of interest by staff, Chair, or
members of the SPC.

Purpose of Staff Report:

The purpose of this Staff Report is to update the Source Protection Committee on information provided
by the MOECC on the responsibilities of the Source Protection Authorities and Committee under Section
46 of the Clean Water Act, and to seek direction on a process to share information with the SPC.

Background:

Section 46 of the Clean Water Act requires the Source Protection Authorities to provide annual reports
to the SPC and the MOECC that describes the extent to which the objectives of the source protection
plan are being achieved, including measures taken to ensure that activities cease to be significant
drinking water threats and measures taken to ensure that activities do not become significant drinking
water threats.

The MOECC has provided Source Protection Authorities a list of 95 reportables (including optional and
one-time questions) which are to be included in these Section 46 annual reports. The SGBLS SPC Annual
Reporting Working Group identified an additional set of reportables which were to be collected within
our Source Protection Region.
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Ontario Regulation 287/07 allows the Ministry to specify a form to be used in Section 46 annual reports.
As such, the Ministry has developed a Source Protection Annual Progress Report template which is to be
used by all Source Protection Regions across the Province (see Appendix A). This template was
presented to Project Managers and Chairs at our November 2016 meeting, and revised based on
comments received.

Issues:

Section 46 reports are due to the Source Protection Committee by April 1 of each year (beginning in
2018), and to the Ministry on May 1, and are to include information pertaining to Source Protection Plan
implementation as of December 31 of the previous year. Section Il of the Report will require Source
Protection Committee comment prior to submission to the Ministry.

The Source Protection Annual Progress Report template represents a summary report of
accomplishments, but does not allow the inclusion of all data collected by the SPA. Within that full set
of reportables may be issues of importance for the Source Protection Committee to consider which may
not be captured within the Source Protection Annual Progress Report template.

Summary and Recommendation:

The Source Protection Authorities have a responsibility under the Clean Water Act to report to the
Source Protection Committee and the Ministry on an annual basis on works completed to implement
the Source Protection Plan. A set of reportables and a Source Protection Annual Progress Report
template has been provided by the Ministry to meet these requirements.

A copy of the Source Protection Annual Progress Report template has been appended to this staff report
for SPC review.

Recommendations: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2017-01-01 be received for information

AND FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee meet between
March 1 and April 15 of each year to review and comment on the report
prior to its May 1 submission to the Province

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to provide the SPC with an
overview of other items in Section 46 reports which pertain to deadlines
met or missed, issues for consideration in review of the Source
Protection Plan, or other items deemed of interest by staff, Chair, or
members of the SPC.

Prepared by:

Bill Thompson, Manager Integrated Watershed Management
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Staff Report Number: SPC-2017-02-02

Agenda Item Number: Vil ¢

TO: South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee
FROM: Bill Thompson

DATE: October 6, 2017

SUBJECT: Plan review under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act
RECOMMENDATION: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2017-02-02 be received for information.

Purpose of Staff Report:

The purpose of this Staff Report is to provide the Source Protection Committee an overview of the
requirements the Source Protection Authority and Committee have under Section 36 of the Clean Water
Act.

Background:

Section 36 of the Clean Water Act empowers the Minister to require periodic review and amendment of
Source Protection Plans. In his letter to the Source Protection Committee and Authorities approving the
2015 South Georgian Bay — Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan, Minister Murray exercised that right,
and required Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority to submit a work plan outlining the scope and
timelines of such a review by November 2018.

Minister Murray indicated that the development of the work plan “must take into consideration any
experience that has been gained from implementing the source protection plans and information from
the first annual progress report on plan implementation.”

More recently, MOECC staff have produced a set of requirements for amendments under Section 36 of
the Act (see Appendix B). These requirements include an assessment of:

a) Environmental monitoring data

b) Land use and infrastructure changes

c) Planned new drinking water systems

d) Policy effectiveness, as indicated by Annual Report

e) Implementation challenges

f) The implications of the technical rules changes
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g) The effectiveness of agricultural prohibition policies in place outside WHPA-As

Issues:

The assessment of items a) through g) above, and any other issues the SPC wishes to consider, will
require an increase in the frequency of meetings of the Source Protection Committee and Technical
Working Group in 2018, as well as reconvening the Policy and Planning Working Group (all of which will
be budget dependent). Timing of these meetings will be determined based on the timeline for the
Provincial completion of the technical rule changes (item f), and timelines associated with consultation
with municipalities and other interested stakeholders.

During the development of the work plan, both municipal and provincial elections will be held. The
change in government at both levels raises significant uncertainty about the level of funding available to

support work projected in the work plan, and the distribution of costs between provincial and municipal
governments.

Summary and Recommendation:

The Source Protection Committee and Authorities have a responsibility under the Clean Water Act to
periodically review and amend the Source Protection Plan. A work plan outlining the scope of the
proposed review and amendment is due to the Minister in November 2018, and the MOECC has recently

provided the requirements for developing such a work plan.

A copy of the guidelines has been appended to this staff report for SPC review.

Recommendations: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2017-02-02 be received for information.

Prepared by:

Bill Thompson, Manager Integrated Watershed Management
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APPENDIX A

Insert your Drinking Water Source Protection logo

Source Protection Annual Progress Report | MMIDD/YYYY

[. Introduction

This annual progress report outlines the progress made in implementing our source protection plan(s)
for the [insert the names of all source protection areas that this report applies to - one report
per unique source protection plan], as required by the Clean Water Act and regulations.

OPTIONAL CONTENT (not a regulatory requirement):
You may add additional brief introductory remarks.

(100 words)

Place map here
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Il. A message from your local Source Protection Committee

Our progress score on achieving source protection plan objectives this reporting period:

O P: Progressing Well/On Target — The majority of the source protection plan policies have
been implemented and/or are progressing in accordance with the timelines specified in the source
protection plan.

O s: Satisfactory — Some of the source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or
are progressing in accordance with the timelines specified in the source protection plan.

L : Limited progress — A few of source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or
O are progressing in accordance with the timelines specified in the source protection plan.

Please check ONE of the three options above and explain how the source protection committee
arrived at its opinion. *This response should be derived from the response in the Annual Progress
Reporting Supplemental Form - ID#49a and ID#49b. (200 words)
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IIl. Our Watershed

To learn more, please read our assessment report(s) and source protection plan(s).

OPTIONAL CONTENT (not a regulatory requirement):

Provide a brief summary of your source protection region/area including a summary of the drinking
water systems. You may wish to reflect what is described in your watershed characterization section
of your assessment report(s).

Word counts:

1. All standalone Source Protection Areas: 500 words.

2. All Source Protection Regions with TWO (2) source protection areas: 750 words.

3. All Source Protection Regions with THREE (3) OR MORE source protection areas: 1000 words.

SAMPLE RESPONSE:

The Quinte Source Protection Region is comprised of watersheds that represent the jurisdiction of
the Quinte conservation authority. The area measures approximately 6,600 square kilometres, with
21 municipalities and 118,000 residents. The Tyendinaga Mohawk Territory (Mohawks of the Bay of
Quinte) is a First Nation reserve located within the region. Almost half or 49 per cent of the population
live in towns and urban centres, such as the City of Belleville, and the remaining 51 per cent in rural
areas. The region has 11 municipal drinking water systems, namely...
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IV. At a Glance: Progress on Source Protection Plan Implementation

1. Source Protection Plan Policies

State the grading (consistent with grades outlined in section Il) that reflects overall progress in policy
implementation relative to the timelines in your policies. Provide the percentage of policies which
address significant drinking water threats that have been or are in the process of being implemented.
*This response should be derived from ID#2a (Tablel) in the annual progress report supplemental
form. You may also provide additional commentary. (100 words)

SAMPLE RESPONSE:

P : Progressing Well/On Target

Many of the policies (72%) that address significant drinking water threats have been or are in the
process of being implemented in accordance with the timelines set out in our source protection plan.

2. Municipal Progress: Addressing Risks on the Ground

State how many municipalities in your source protection region/area have vulnerable areas where
significant drinking water threat policies apply for context.

State the grading (consistent with section Il) that reflects the extent to which municipalities have
processes in place to ensure that their day-to-day planning decisions conform with your source
protection plan(s). Also include the percentage of municipalities that have processes in place.*This
response should be derived from ID#38.

Briefly describe the requirement that municipalities take as the next step to amend their Official Plan
to conform with your local source protection plan(s); the timeline set out in your plan(s); and, the
extent that municipalities have completed or are in the process of amending their Official Plans. *This
response should be derived from ID#23b.

(150 words)
SAMPLE RESPONSE:

65 municipalities in our source protection region have vulnerable areas where significant drinking
water threat policies apply.

P : Progressing Well/On Target - The majority of the municipalities (87%) in our source protection
region have processes in place to ensure that their day-to-day planning decisions conform with our
source protection plans.

Municipalities in our source protection region also are required to take the next step to review and
update their Official Plan to ensure it conforms with the local source protection plans the next time
they undertake an Official Plan review under the Planning Act. 25 municipalities have amended or are
in the process of amending their Official Plan to conform with the source protection plans for our
region.
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3. Septic Inspections

State the grading (as per section Il) that reflects progress on how many on-site sewage systems
(where they are a significant drinking water threat) have been inspected once every five years in
accordance with the Ontario Building Code's mandatory septic inspection program. As part of your
response, include a percentage of on-site sewage systems inspected according to the required
timelines and a brief description of the inspection results. *This response should be derived from
ID#32. (100 words)

SAMPLE RESPONSE:

P : Progressing Well/On Target

100% of on-site sewage systems have been inspected in accordance with the Ontario Building
Code. Inspection results found the majority (90%) are functioning as designed or carrying out

required pump-outs.

NOTE: If not applicable, state: Not applicable to our source protection region/area.

4. Risk Management Plans

State the grading (as per section Il) that reflects progress on risk management plan policy
implementation relative to the timelines in your source protection plan(s).

State the total number of risk management plans established in your source protection region/area.
*This response should be derived from ID#3b. Provide the total number of inspections carried out or
planned by a Risk Management Official/Inspector for prohibited or regulated activities. *This
response should be derived from ID#7a and ID#9a. Also include the compliance rate with the risk
management plans established. *This response should be derived from ID#9b(ii).

(100 words)
SAMPLE RESPONSE:

P : Progressing Well/On Target

45 risk management plans established in our source protection region.
21 inspections have been carried out or planned by a Risk Management Official/Inspector for
prohibited or regulated activities. There is a 90% compliance rate with the risk management plans

established in our source protection region.

NOTE: If not applicable, state: Not applicable to our source protection region/area.
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5. Provincial Progress: Addressing Risks on the Ground

State the grading (as per section ll) that reflects progress by provincial ministries to implement
prescribed instrument policies that address existing significant drinking water threats relative to the
timelines in your source protection plan(s). Briefly describe the requirement to review previously
issued prescribed instruments, outcomes of the review, the timeline set out in your plan(s), and the
percent progress averaged across the ministries. *This response should be derived from ID#16c.
(130 words)

SAMPLE RESPONSE:

P : Progressing Well/On Target

Ontario ministries are reviewing previously issued provincial approvals (i.e. prescribed instruments,
such as environmental compliance approvals under the Environmental Protection Act) where they
have been identified as a tool in our plan to address existing activities that pose a significant risk to
sources of drinking water. The provincial approvals are being amended or revoked where necessary
to conform with plan policies. Our policies set out a timeline of 5 years to complete the review and
make any necessary changes. The ministries have completed this for 65% of previously issued
provincial approvals in our source protection region.

NOTE: If not applicable, state: Not applicable to our source protection region/area.

6. Source Protection Awareness and Change in Behaviour

State the number of Drinking Water Protection Zone signs that have been installed in your source
protection region/area, if applicable. *This response should be derived from ID#27a and ID#27b.

OPTIONAL CONTENT (not a regulatory requirement):

Are you aware of significant changes in behaviour in your community that contribute to the protection
of source of drinking water that you would like to describe? Please include examples of education
and outreach activities that have supported these changes.*This response may be derived from the
optional reportable ID#44.

(225 words)
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7. Source Protection Plan Policies: Summary of Delays

Summarize the reasons behind any progress not made on implementing policies by the dates
specified in your source protection plan(s), and describe actions planned to implement these
policies. *This response should be derived from ID#2b. (500 words)

NOTE: If not applicable, state: Not applicable to our source protection region/area.
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8. Source Water Quality: Monitoring and Actions

List the drinking water systems in your source protection region/area with identified drinking water
issues (chemical or pathogen) in your assessment reports, if any.

Where there are drinking water issues at the municipal well or intake, describe any actions the
municipality(s) is taking to ensure the safe delivery of drinking water. *This information can be
accessed by contacting the local municipality.

Describe any improvements that have been made in the concentration and/or trends. If there are no
improvements, then describe the actions underway as a result of the policies in your source
protection plan(s) that you think will have a positive impact. *This response should be derived from
ID#33.

(500 words)
NOTE: If not applicable, state: In our source protection region/area, no issues have been identified in

our local science-based assessment report(s) regarding the quality of the source(s) of municipal
drinking water.
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9. Science-based Assessment Reports: Work Plans

Provide a summary of steps taken to implement the work plans described in technical rules #30.1
(Water Budget Tier 3), #50.1 (GUDI for WHPA-E or F), #116 (ICA) for your assessment report(s), if any.
*This response should be derived from ID#46. (150 words)

NOTE: If not applicable, state: No work plans were required to be implemented for our assessment
report(s).

10. More from the Watershed
To learn more about our source protection region/area, visit our Homepage.
http://www.example.ca

OPTIONAL CONTENT (not a regulatory requirement):
Is there anything else you would like to share regarding the implementation of your source protection
plan(s)? You may also include photos. (150 words)
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Place photos here
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APPENDIX B

Source Protection

Plan Bulletin — Overview of

Requirements for

Assessment Report and

Source Protection Plan Amendments under S.36 of the Clean
Water Act

December 2016

Introduction

The purpose of the Clean Water Act (CWA) is to protect Ontario’s existing and future
sources of drinking water as part of an overall commitment to safeguard human health
and the environment. A key focus of the legislation is the preparation of science-based
assessment reports and locally-developed source protection plans. The source
protection plans consist of a range of policies that together, will reduce risks to water
quality and quantity.

Under this framework, the source protection planning process ensures that affected and
interested parties have opportunities to contribute to the preparation of amendments to
source protection plans and assessment reports. Source protection planning is a locally-
driven, collaborative process between many partners, and includes significant municipal
and public involvement through the source protection committees (SPCs), supported by
local source protection authorities (SPAS).

Plan Revisions under the CWA

The CWA enables assessment reports and source protection plans to be revised using
one of four methods: 1) a locally initiated amendment under section 34; 2) a Minister
ordered amendment under section 35; 3) an update resulting from a review under
section 36; or 4) an amendment under section 51 of O.Reg.287/07 for
minor/administrative revisions. Ultimately, the method used will depend on factors such
as the level of complexity of the revisions and their time sensitivity.

This bulletin provides guidance for SPAs on considerations for the review of their source
protection plan under section 36 of the CWA. Guidance on the considerations and
process for reviewing and updating assessment reports and plans under sections 34
and 35 is available under a separate bulletin.

While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the information in this
document, it should not be construed as legal advice or relied on as a substitute for the
legislation.
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Background

At the time each of the source protection plans were approved, the Minister was
required to issue an order to specify which parts of the source protection plan and
assessment report were to be reviewed under section 36 of the CWA. When the plans
were being approved, we recognized that the review needed to be informed by the first
few years of implementation, and that we needed input from the SPAs, SPCs and
municipalities on the extent of the review of each plan. Given this, the Minister’s order
put in place a requirement for one of the following as an initial step in the development
of detailed requirements to govern the plan’s review:

1. Arequirement for a workplan, developed in consultation with the local SPC,
SPAs, municipalities and the MOECC, that will set out what aspects of the
assessment report and source protection plan should be reviewed. Based on
this workplan, the Minister may then issue another order specifying more detailed
requirements governing the content and timeframes of the review. This
approach is in place for 20 of the 22 plans.

2. Arequirement that the SPA align the review of their source protection plan with
the timing of the local municipality’s official plan update. Based on this review,
and following consultation between the MOECC and the SPA, the Minister may
then issue another order specifying the content of the review of the plan and
submission timelines.

Regardless of the approach set out in the Minister’s approval letter, the lead SPA will
need to undertake an analysis of the existing assessment report and source protection
plan and develop a recommendation on the extent and timeline of their review. The
only difference between the two approaches it that 20 of these workplans must be
submitted to the province, whereas it's optional for the remaining 2 (Sudbury and
Mattagami) to submit their workplans.

Considerations and factors that may help a SPA identify which parts of the assessment
report and source protection plan need review are detailed in the ‘Factors Influencing
the Extent of a Review’ section of this document.

When assessing these factors, the SPAs should keep in mind that updates under
section 36 of the CWA are not intended to focus on simply making the source protection
plans read better, rather the updates are intended to build in new information that
advances understanding of risks to sources of drinking water and incorporates local
growth.

In general, whether developing a workplan to inform a review or undertaking a review
the SPA must take into consideration any experience gained from implementing the
plans and information learned from the first annual progress report on implementation.
In addition, any workplan must be developed in consultation with the SPC, participating
municipalities within the Source Protection Area/Region, other SPAs within the region,
and the MOECC.
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Factors Influencing the Extent of a Review

When determining the scope of assessment report and source protection plan updates
that will be addressed within the workplan, the SPA should consider the local nature of
the source protection plan and continue engaging local stakeholders to further
understand local risks, growth and development pressures. The SPA should also
consider the cyclical nature of plan updates, and whether they are needed in this cycle,
or should be addressed in future cycles.

At a minimum, the SPA should take into account the following considerations and
factors when assessing and prioritizing which portions of the assessment report and
plan are to be reviewed and potentially updated, and the timelines for the review and/or
updates:

a. Results of environmental monitoring programs (Do the results of local
environmental monitoring analysis identify a trend; Do results indicate policy
approaches are/are not effective at meeting the ‘cease to be significant’ test
under s22 of the CWA, Is there a need for additional environmental monitoring to
inform future decisions and source protection plan updates).

b. Growth and infrastructure changes (Has there been substantial growth within the
Source Protection Area; Is new growth planned that was not considered in the
original plan; Are there new drinking water systems; Are any municipalities
planning to new or expanded drinking water systems; Are there new wells or
intakes in existing systems).

c. Council resolutions (Has there been any municipal council or First Nation Band
council resolutions to add new drinking water systems; Are you aware of any
plans for council resolutions to include other types of drinking water systems.

d. Policy effectiveness (What is your annual report saying about your plan
implementation; Is there a need to make changes to address new policy gaps or
ineffective policies).

e. Implementation challenges (Are there local concerns with source protection plan
implementation that need to be addressed).

f. Technical rule changes (Did your assessment report indicate your Great Lakes
drinking water systems were more vulnerable to contamination than deeper
systems; Are there Changes in the Tables of Drinking Water Threats that affect
activities in your Area/Region; Are there changes to the Director Technical Rules
that significantly changes the conclusions of your assessment report, or the
outcomes of your source protection plan).

g. Where your plan used prohibition policies for agricultural activities outside of the
WHPA-A, you should undertake an assessment of the impacts of these
prohibition policies on the agricultural community. The analysis should include
an assessment of the effectiveness and impact of the prohibition policies versus
what could be achieved through possible management approaches to the
agricultural drinking water risks.

h. Specific directions in your approval letters which is applicable to: North Bay-
Mattawa; Essex; Thames-Sydenham; Saugeen, Grey Sauble, Northern Bruce

Page 3 of 6 51 of 54



Peninsula; Lake Erie-Long Point; Lake Erie-Grand River.
i. Other local considerations.

It is important to document your analysis in the submitted workplans to the MOECC as
this will inform any recommendations to the Minister on the review of your plans.

Workplan Content

Once the SPA has completed the preliminary assessment noted above, they should
develop their workplan outlining the recommended content and timelines for their
assessment report and plan review. Early engagement with the MOECC and
municipalities on the contents of your proposed workplan is advisable. Based on this
early feedback received from the MOECC and affected municipalities, the SPAs would
then develop the workplan.

At this time, the MOECC is not prescribing a specific format or limits for the workplan;
however, the workplan must be completed in a ‘word’ document and contain the
following information:

1. Insert the names of all the source protection plans that this workplan applies to.

2. A brief description of your source protection area/region that specifies the upper
and lower tier municipalities, their drinking water systems, and the number of
current and planned wells and intakes associated with each.

3. Highlight the experience gained from implementing the plan(s) to date.

4. Highlight information from the first annual progress report on plan(s)
implementation that helped you arrive at this workplan proposal.

5. Additional requirements as outlined in your initial Minister plan(s) approval letter
(if applicable).

6. ldentify the portions of the assessment report and plan that warrant further
review, detailed rationale for including each portion, and who will carry out the
review and associated updates, where updates are necessary.

7. The detailed steps for carrying out the review.
8. The timeframes for each step of the review.

9. Include the roles and responsibilities for plan amendments and identify if any
municipality within your Source Protection Area/Region passed a council
resolution consenting to perform a task identified by the SPC in connection with
the preparation of the assessment report or source protection plan.

10. The consultation that will be undertaken as part of the review.

Workplan Consultation

While the initial workplan content will be developed by the SPA (or lead SPA identified
in the Minister plan approval letter), effective engagement with a number of key
stakeholders throughout the process is necessary to ensure a comprehensive/local
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workplan is submitted to the MOECC.

Participating Municipalities within the Source Protection Area/Region: Regularly
engaging municipalities is important in order to identify potential new sources of drinking
water (wells or intakes) or new systems that local municipalities plan to bring on-line in
the future, and better understand local risks. Furthermore, consulting with local
municipalities affords them the opportunity to identify a desire to lead any technical work
and/or plan updates going forward.

Other SPAs within the Region: Consultation with other SPAs within the source
protection region will help identify local concerns in plan implementation and afford
opportunities to find efficiencies.

SPC: The local SPC should play an active role in the development of the workplan.
This will help ensure local stakeholder content is addressed and will ensure the
knowledge and experience of the SPC informs the plan review.

MOECC: Consultation with the MOECC on the proposed workplan in order to identify
any potential issues of concern, as well as appropriate content.

Workplan Submission and Review/Approval Process

Completed workplans are required to be submitted electronically to the
source.protection@ontario.ca email address by the date prescribed in your initial
Minister plan(s) approval letter (see Table 1 for summary).

Following submission of the workplans, the MOECC will review and consult with the
lead SPA to finalize the scope of work as prescribed in each workplan. The Minister
would then consider the issuance of a further order under section 36 that would set out
detailed requirements for review of the assessment report and plans.

SPAs not required to submit a workplan, can choose to follow this same process. Their
workplans will be considered in the same way as the mandatory workplans.

Resources Available

When developing the workplan, and also during consultation on the workplan proposal
with the MOECC, SPAs can contact your local Liaison Officer as well as the
source.protection@ontario.ca email address.
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Table 1: Workplan submission deadlines

Source Protection Plan

Plan Effective

Date First Annual
Progress Report

Workplan Due

Date Due
1.Lakehead October 1, 2013 May 2016 November 30, 2017
2.Niagara Peninsula October 1, 2014 May 2017 November 30, 2017
N/A: A workplan was
not formally requested;
3.Mattagami October 1, 2014 May 2017 however, could be
developed and
submitted.
4. Mississippi-Rideau January 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
5.Lake Erie -Kettle Creek January 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
6.Quinte January 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
7.Lake Erie -Catfish Creek January 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
N/A: A workplan was
not formally requested;
8.Sudbury April 1, 2015 May 2018 however, could be
developed and
submitted.
9.TCC January 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
10.Raisin South Nation April 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
11.Cataraqui April 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
12.Ausable Bayfield :
Maitland Valley April 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
13.Sou'th Georgian Bay July 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
Lake Simcoe
14.North Bay Mattawa July 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
15.Sault Ste. Marie July 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
16.Essex October 1, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
17.CTC December 31, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
18.Halton-Hamilton December 31, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
19. Thames Sydenham December 31, 2015 May 2018 November 30, 2018
20.Saugeen Grey Sauble July 1, 2016 May 2019 November 30, 2019
Northern Bruce Peninsula
21.Lake Erie -LongPoint July 1, 2016 May 2019 November 30, 2019
22. Lake Erie -Grand River July 1, 2016 May 2019 November 30, 2019
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	Year: MM/DD/YYYY
	Text Field 4: This annual progress report outlines the progress made in implementing our source protection plan(s) for the [insert the names of all source protection areas that this report applies to  - one report per unique source protection plan], as required by the Clean Water Act and regulations.  
 
OPTIONAL CONTENT (not a regulatory requirement):  
You may add additional brief introductory remarks. 
 
(100 words)
	Radio Button 1: Off
	Radio Button 2: Off
	Radio Button 3: Off
	Text Field 16: Please check ONE of the three options above and explain how the source protection committee arrived at its opinion.  *This response should be derived from the response in the Annual Progress Reporting Supplemental Form - ID#49a and ID#49b. (200 words) 
	Text Field 1: OPTIONAL CONTENT (not a regulatory requirement): 
Provide a brief summary of your source protection region/area including a summary of the drinking water systems. You may wish to reflect what is described in your watershed characterization section of your assessment report(s). 
 
Word counts: 
1. All standalone Source Protection Areas: 500 words. 
2. All Source Protection Regions with TWO (2) source protection areas: 750 words. 
3. All Source Protection Regions with THREE (3) OR MORE source protection areas: 1000 words. 
 
SAMPLE RESPONSE: 
 
The Quinte Source Protection Region is comprised of watersheds that represent the jurisdiction of the Quinte conservation authority. The area measures approximately 6,600 square kilometres, with 21 municipalities and 118,000 residents. The Tyendinaga Mohawk Territory (Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte) is a First Nation reserve located within the region. Almost half or 49 per cent of the population live in towns and urban centres, such as the City of Belleville, and the remaining 51 per cent in rural areas. The region has 11 municipal drinking water systems, namely…
	Text Field 2: State the grading (consistent with grades outlined in section II) that reflects overall progress in policy implementation relative to the timelines in your policies.  Provide the percentage of policies which address significant drinking water threats that have been or are in the process of being implemented. *This response should be derived from ID#2a (Table1) in the annual progress report supplemental form. You may also provide additional commentary. (100 words)
 
SAMPLE RESPONSE:  
 
P : Progressing Well/On Target 
 
Many of the policies (72%) that address significant drinking water threats have been or are in the process of being implemented in accordance with the timelines set out in our source protection plan. 
	Text Field 5: State how many municipalities in your source protection region/area have vulnerable areas where significant drinking water threat policies apply for context. 
 
State the grading (consistent with section II) that reflects the extent to which municipalities have processes in place to ensure that their day-to-day planning decisions conform with your source protection plan(s). Also include the percentage of municipalities that have processes in place.*This response should be derived from ID#38. 
 
Briefly describe the requirement that municipalities take as the next step to amend their Official Plan to conform with your local source protection plan(s); the timeline set out in your plan(s); and, the extent that municipalities have completed or are in the process of amending their Official Plans. *This response should be derived from ID#23b. 
 
(150 words)
 
SAMPLE RESPONSE: 
 
65 municipalities in our source protection region have vulnerable areas where significant drinking water threat policies apply.
 
P : Progressing Well/On Target - The majority of the municipalities (87%) in our source protection region have processes in place to ensure that their day-to-day planning decisions conform with our source protection plans. 
 
Municipalities in our source protection region also are required to take the next step to review and update their Official Plan to ensure it conforms with the local source protection plans the next time they undertake an Official Plan review under the Planning Act. 25 municipalities have amended or are in the process of amending their Official Plan to conform with the source protection plans for our region.
	Text Field 6: State the grading (as per section II) that reflects progress on how many on-site sewage systems (where they are a significant drinking water threat) have been inspected once every five years in accordance with the Ontario Building Code's mandatory septic inspection program. As part of your response, include a percentage of on-site sewage systems inspected according to the required timelines and a brief description of the inspection results.   *This response should be derived from ID#32. (100 words)
 
SAMPLE RESPONSE: 
 
P : Progressing Well/On Target 
 
100% of on-site sewage systems have been inspected in accordance with the Ontario Building Code. Inspection results found the majority (90%) are functioning as designed or carrying out required pump-outs.
 
NOTE: If not applicable, state: Not applicable to our source protection region/area.
	Text Field 7: State the grading (as per section II) that reflects progress on risk management plan policy implementation relative to the timelines in your source protection plan(s).
  
State the total number of risk management plans established in your source protection region/area. *This response should be derived from ID#3b.  Provide the total number of inspections carried out or planned by a Risk Management Official/Inspector for prohibited or regulated activities. *This response should be derived from ID#7a and ID#9a.  Also include the compliance rate with the risk management plans established. *This response should be derived from ID#9b(ii). 
 
(100 words)
 
SAMPLE RESPONSE: 
 
P : Progressing Well/On Target 
 
45 risk management plans established in our source protection region. 
 
21 inspections have been carried out or planned by a Risk Management Official/Inspector for prohibited or regulated activities. There is a 90% compliance rate with the risk management plans established in our source protection region. 
 
NOTE: If not applicable, state: Not applicable to our source protection region/area.
	Text Field 13: State the grading (as per section II) that reflects progress by provincial ministries to implement prescribed instrument policies that address existing significant drinking water threats relative to the timelines in your source protection plan(s).  Briefly describe the requirement to review previously issued prescribed instruments, outcomes of the review, the timeline set out in your plan(s), and the percent progress averaged across the ministries.  *This response should be derived from ID#16c. (130 words)
 
SAMPLE RESPONSE: 
 
P : Progressing Well/On Target
 
Ontario ministries are reviewing previously issued provincial approvals (i.e. prescribed instruments, such as environmental compliance approvals under the Environmental Protection Act) where they have been identified as a tool in our plan to address existing activities that pose a significant risk to sources of drinking water.  The provincial approvals are being amended or revoked where necessary to conform with plan policies.  Our policies set out a timeline of 5 years to complete the review and make any necessary changes.  The ministries have completed this for 65% of previously issued provincial approvals in our source protection region.  
 
NOTE: If not applicable, state: Not applicable to our source protection region/area.
 
	Text Field 10: State the number of Drinking Water Protection Zone signs that have been installed in your source protection region/area, if applicable. *This response should be derived from ID#27a and ID#27b. 
 
OPTIONAL CONTENT (not a regulatory requirement): 
Are you aware of significant changes in behaviour in your community that contribute to the protection of source of drinking water that you would like to describe? Please include examples of education and outreach activities that have supported these changes.*This response may be derived from the optional reportable ID#44. 
 
(225 words)
	Text Field 15: Summarize the reasons behind any progress not made on implementing policies by the dates specified in your source protection plan(s), and describe actions planned to implement these policies. *This response should be derived from ID#2b. (500 words)
 
NOTE: If not applicable, state: Not applicable to our source protection region/area.
	Text Field 8: List the drinking water systems in your source protection region/area with identified drinking water issues (chemical or pathogen) in your assessment reports, if any. 
 
Where there are drinking water issues at the municipal well or intake, describe any actions the municipality(s) is taking to ensure the safe delivery of drinking water. *This information can be accessed by contacting the local municipality. 
 
Describe any improvements that have been made in the concentration and/or trends. If there are no improvements, then describe the actions underway as a result of the policies in your source protection plan(s) that you think will have a positive impact. *This response should be derived from ID#33. 
 
(500 words) 
 
NOTE: If not applicable, state: In our source protection region/area, no issues have been identified in our local science-based assessment report(s) regarding the quality of the source(s) of municipal drinking water. 
	Text Field 17: http://www.example.ca
	Text Field 9: Provide a summary of steps taken to implement the work plans described in technical rules #30.1 (Water Budget Tier 3), #50.1 (GUDI for WHPA-E or F), #116 (ICA) for your assessment report(s), if any. *This response should be derived from ID#46. (150 words) 
 
NOTE: If not applicable, state: No work plans were required to be implemented for our assessment report(s).
	Text Field 11: OPTIONAL CONTENT (not a regulatory requirement): 
Is there anything else you would like to share regarding the implementation of your source protection plan(s)? You may also include photos. (150 words)


