Rope Subdivision and Rule 95.1




Severn Sound Intake Protection Zones (IPZs)
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Rule 95.1

Rule 95.1 If, in respect of a surface water intake
described in rule 68 and having regard to the
considerations set out in Rule 95 for assigning a source
vulnerability factor for the intake, it is determined that
the intake is in shallow waters, is in close proximity to
the shoreline or there has been a history of water
quality concerns at the surface water intake, the source
vulnerability factor may, despite Table 3, vary from 0.5
to 1.
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Rationale for Proposing an Increase

 All three intakes are considered Type D intakes

« Although Rope Subdivision is further offshore, it is the shallowest of
the three and believed to be just as vulnerable

« Intake risk:
* Is in close proximity to the Highway 400 corridor,

« at the end of the Trent Severn Waterway containing significant boat
traffic, and is experiencing

* increased occurrences and durations of algae blooms (particularly blue

green) in Severn Sound. — WV —
Intake Protection Zone ilg
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Work Done to Date

Endorsed by the Source Protection Committee in S.36
workplan
« Preliminarily proposal taken before Georgian Bay and Tay
councils
« Preliminary discussion with Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks
« Workplan submissions
 Staff level discussions

« Completed a regional scan
of Type D intakes

« Consulted with all impacted
municipalities who would
require septic inspections




Regional Scan Results

Municipality Intake Name Intake IPZ-1 IPZ-1 IPZ-2 IPZ-2 IPZ-3 IPZ-3
Type VS proposed VS proposed VS proposed
current increase current increase current increase

Tay Rope Subdivision D 9 10 8.1 9 NA NA
Tay Victoria Harbour D 10 10 10 10 NA NA
Durham Region Beaverton D 9 10 6.3 7 5.4 6
Barrie Barrie Water Treatment Plant D 8 9 6.4 7.2 5.6 6.3
Town of Innisfil Alcona Water Treatment Plant D 8 9 6.4 7.2 6.3 7
The Township of Lagoon City Water Treatment D 9 10 8.1 9 6.3 7
Ramara Plant
The Township of South Ramara Water D 10 10 8 8 6 6
Ramara Treatment Plant
The Regional Georgina Water Treatment D 8 9 6.4 7.2 4.8 5.4
Municipality of York Plant
The Regional Keswick Water Treatment D 8 9 6.4 7.2 4.8 5.4
Municipality of York | Plant
Orillia Orillia Water Treatment Plant D 9 10 6.3 7.3 5.4 6
Severn Sandcastle Estates D 9 10 7.2 8 5.4 6
Severn Washago D 10 10 7 7 6 6
Severn West Short D 9 9 5.6 6.3 4 4.5
Muskoka Port Severn Water Treatment D 10 10 7 7

Plant
Chippewas of Rama Rama First Nations Water D 10 10 7 7
First Nation Treatment Plant
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Impacts of Regional Scan

« Snow Storage (SNOW-1; SNOW-2)

 Pesticide Application (PEST(App)-1; PEST(App)-2)

Onsite Sewage Works (SEWG(c)-2; SEWG(c)-3; SEWG (c)-4)
« Storm Water (SEWG(a)-1; SEWG(a)-2)




Consultation Questions

1.

Would you support a vulnerability score increase in your area? Note:
would not be enforceable until s.36 approved by MECP (most likely 2
years from now).

Do you think the Rope Subdivision intake needs more protection?

What steps would be needed in your municipality to move forward
(i.e., council endorsement), estimated associated timeline, and staff
that would need to be involved?

Do you currently have a septic reinspection program?

If the vulnerability score was increased, do you have the resources in
house (or be able to contract) that could support the increased
workload?

Do you foresee any drawbacks to increasing the IPZ vulnerability
score?

If you would not support a vulnerability score increase, please
provide rationale as to why.
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Recommendation

It Is Therefore Recommended That presentation c) and Staff
Report SPC2.1 regarding a vulnerability score increase to the Rope
Subdivision Intake Protection Zone be received for information; and

Further That the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source
Protection Committee endorse the utilization of Directors Technical
Rule 95.1 to increase the vulnerability score of Rope Subdivision,
Beaverton, Lagoon City Water Treatment Plant, Orillia Water
Treatment Plant, and Sandcastle Estates from 9 to 10; and

Further That the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source
Protection Committee endorse the utilization of Directors Technical
Rule 95.1 to increase the vulnerability score of West Shore and the
Barrie, Alcona, Georgina, and Keswick
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Thank you & Questions

Contact the SSEA office at
705-534-7283 or visit
www.severnsound.ca

Water
IS lZ fe Melissa Carruthers ext. 205
- mcarruthers@severnsound.ca

Yours.

" DRINKING WATER
SOURCE PROTECTION
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