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From: "protection, source (MOECC)" <source.protection@ontario.ca> 
Date: 04/05/2018 04:36 PM 
Subject: Regulatory Decisions – Clean Water Act, 2006 & Safe Drinking Water Act, 2002 
 
Dear SPC Chairs, Project Managers, and Conservation Ontario, 
  
I am pleased to advise you that we have posted two regulatory Decision Notices on the Environmental 
Registry. These decisions are intended to ensure sources of drinking water continue to be protected by 
the Clean Water Act and have an effective date of July 1, 2018. The regulations were consulted on 
through the Environmental Registry and various stakeholder sessions and we appreciate all feedback 
received.  
  
The first decision notice (EBR #013-1840) refers to the regulation developed under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, 2002. This regulation requires: 
 

 Municipal residential drinking water system owners ensure work to assess the vulnerability of 
new or expanding drinking water systems is completed, and accepted by the local source 
protection authority, before they can apply for a drinking water works permit; and 

 That water not be provided to the public until the source protection plan that protects the 
system is approved.  

  
The second decision notice (EBR #013-1839) identifies the amendments that were made to Ontario 
Regulation 287/07 – “General” under the Clean Water Act, 2006. 
 

 The amendments to the General regulation improve the regulatory framework by: 
o Requiring liquid hydrocarbon pipelines be assessed in all source protection areas and, 

where necessary, that policies be included in updated source protection plans,  
o Expanding the list of administrative amendments that are permitted without requiring 

full public consultation – such as removing decommissioned systems, and  
o Increasing transparency through additional notification requirements so that 

municipalities and other implementing bodies are aware of changes that could reduce 
the need for policy implementation. 
 

 To support the implementation of the new regulation under the Safe Drinking Water Act, the 
regulation requires that source protection authorities issue a notice to a drinking water system 
owner when they have received, and are satisfied with, vulnerable area information for any new 
or expanding drinking water system where it differs from existing vulnerable areas. The notice 
must also identify what changes to the source protection plan are required.  

  
The summaries provided above reflect changes made as a result of comments received on the 
regulation proposals. Changes affect how municipalities or drinking water system owners ensure the 
vulnerable areas for new or expanding municipal residential drinking water systems are included in 
source protection plans. Initially it was proposed that a municipal council resolution endorsing these 
vulnerable areas be submitted with a drinking water works permit application. The regulation now 
requires the application for a new or amended drinking water works permit include a notice from the 
source protection authority that they have, and are satisfied with, the vulnerable area information. The 
notice must also indicate when the source protection authority can proceed with any necessary 
amendments to the source protection plan. The regulation under the Safe Drinking Water Act also 
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requires the Director to include a condition on drinking water works permits or licenses to ensure the 
system does not provide drinking water to the public until the source protection plan amendments are 
approved. We are developing guidance to make sure that municipalities, system owners and source 
protection authorities are aware of these requirements and begin work to identify vulnerable areas 
early in the planning process for new or expanding drinking water systems in order to avoid delays at 
the permitting stage. 
  
Source protection authorities, and more specifically, you as the chair or project manager, play an 
important role in the implementation of these regulations. We will need your advice and support to 
ensure we provide the guidance needed to everyone involved. We are currently working on guidance for 
drinking water works permit applications and for class environmental assessments. We are also looking 
at how we can ensure municipalities are reminded through related permits to take water that these 
regulatory requirements are in place and could impact their drinking water works permit application. 
  
You should also be aware that some municipalities may have concerns that their projects may be 
delayed if source protection authorities are not able to provide the notices they need for drinking water 
works permits, or are unable to update source protection plans in a timely manner so that they can 
provide water to the public. Given this regulation comes into effect July 1st, I would ask that you put 
processes in place to provide the notices municipalities will need for drinking water works permit 
applications. We also need you to work with your municipalities, or other municipal system owners, to 
ensure they understand the importance of contacting you in the early stages of planning for new or 
expanding municipal residential drinking water systems so that you have the time you need to update 
your source protection plan.  
  
If you have any questions about these regulations please feel welcome to contact me, Debbie Scanlon, 
Manager, Source Protection Approvals or Jennifer Moulton directly (519) 860-7851 or by email 
Jennifer.l.moulton@ontario.ca. We also ask that you let us know if additional guidance is needed, or if 
your stakeholders are identifying issues that we can help resolve.  
  
Sent on behalf of Heather Malcolmson 
  
Heather Malcolmson 
Director, Source Protection Programs Branch 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
Phone:416-212-6459 Mobile: 416-302-4063 
email: heather.malcolmson@ontario.ca 

 
[Attachment "QA_CWA_SDWA_RegDecisions_20180405.docx"]  

[Attachment "Hydrocarbon Pipeline Table of Circumstances_20180405.pdf"]  
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Clean Water Act, 2006 General Regulation (O. Reg. 287/07) Amendment and  
New Regulation under the Safe Drinking Water Act, 2002 

Questions and Answers 
EBR Decision Notices:  April 5, 2018 

 
KEY MESSAGES 
 

 Ontario is taking action to ensure safe drinking water sources through new requirements 
and updates to existing rules.   

 The new regulation under the Safe Drinking Water Act will ensure protections are in place 
for new or expanding drinking water systems before treated water is provided to the 
public. 

 The updates to the General regulation under Clean Water Act will ensure source 
protection plans are kept up to date, reduce administrative burdens, clarify requirements 
for amendments that deal with new or alterations to existing municipal drinking water 
systems and add pipelines as a new threat of provincial interest. 

 The new regulation and changes take effect on July 1, 2018. 
 

 
Q1. What’s the news? 
 

The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (ministry) has established a new 
regulation under the Safe Drinking Water Act to ensure sources of drinking water for 
new or expanding municipal drinking water systems are protected before treated water 
is provided to the public. The ministry also made changes to the General regulation (O. 
Reg. 287/07) under the Clean Water Act to improve how source protection plans are 
kept up to date and relevant.   

 
Q2. Why did the ministry make regulatory changes? 
 

The ministry is committed to continuous improvement of the source water protection 
framework and to ensure that source protection plans remain relevant and up to date. 
Regulatory changes were made to ensure that new or expanding municipal residential 
drinking water systems within source protection areas are protected by source 
protection plans before treated water is provided to the public. The changes also 
address implementation challenges, reduce burden and improve transparency for some 
additional types of administrative amendments and also improve consistency in 
protecting drinking water sources from liquid hydrocarbon pipelines.  

 
Q3. What are the details of the regulatory changes? 

 
New Regulation under the Safe Drinking Water Act: 
 
We learned through the first round of source protection planning that it was not always 
clear when and how a future source of drinking water should be protected. The 
regulation under the Safe Drinking Water Act is intended to address this ambiguity and 
ensure that new and expanding municipal residential drinking water systems within 
source protection areas are proactively included in source protection plans before 
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treated water is provided to the public. By working together, drinking water system 
owners and source protection authorities can ensure plans are updated in a timely 
manner. 
 
The regulation made under the Safe Drinking Water Act requires that, prior to an 
application being submitted for a drinking water works permit for new or expanding 
municipal residential drinking water wells or intakes, the owner of the system ensures 
the technical work necessary under the Clean Water Act to identify vulnerable areas 
has been completed. When submitting an application for the drinking water works 
permit the system owner will be required to include a notice from the source protection 
authority. The requirements of that notice are set out in the Clean Water Act regulatory 
amendments.   
 
In addition, the regulation requires that a condition be included within the drinking water 
works permit or municipal drinking water license specifying that drinking water will not 
be supplied to users of the new or expanding system until the amended source 
protection plan is approved. This provision works in tandem with the amendment to the 
General regulation (O.Reg.287/07) under the Clean Water Act, which ensures that 
source protection authorities initiate work to update the source protection plans when 
vulnerable areas are provided for these systems. Under the Clean Water Act regulation, 
when a source protection authority issues the notice needed for a drinking water works 
permit application, the source protection authority must confirm they are satisfied that 
the necessary wellhead protection areas or intake protection zones have been identified 
and provide details on how the plan will be updated. 
 
Together these changes will help ensure that source protection plans are updated, 
putting environmental protections in place prior to treated water being provided to the 
public. The regulation does not apply in emergencies: when an application for a drinking 
water works permit is being made to alleviate an immediate drinking water health 
hazard or is subject to emergency exceptions under the Environmental Assessment 
Act.   
 
This approach also recognizes that municipalities should be building the costs of source 
protection planning into the cost of a new or expanding drinking water system where 
possible. There are a number of options for municipalities to recover these costs as set 
out in Question 8. In addition, the province continues to fund source protection 
authorities to support the implementation of this program and they will work with 
municipalities to support technical work and policy development.   
 
Amendments to the General Regulation (O.Reg. 287/07) under the Clean Water 
Act: 
 
Plan Amendments: When source protection plans require amendments they must be 
consulted on and submitted to the Minister for approval unless they qualify as a 
typographical or other administrative amendment. The regulatory changes allow for 
additional types of amendments to qualify as administrative and exempt source 
protection authorities from the requirement to consult on and submit these types of 
amendments to the ministry for approval.   
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The two additional types of administrative amendments are those that account for:  

 properly decommissioned wells or surface water intakes, and  
 changes the province has made to the terminology in the Tables of Drinking 

Water Threats. 
 
Amendments to Incorporate New or Expanding Systems: Additional amendments made 
to the General regulation under the Clean Water Act work in tandem with the new 
regulation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. When the source protection authority 
receives notice of a system owner’s intent to establish or expand a drinking water 
system, they are required to issue a notice to the owner when they have, and are 
satisfied with, the necessary vulnerable area information. The regulation requires the 
notice provided to the owner also identify any necessary source protection plan 
amendments, the timing for such amendments, and if any of the amendments have 
been or will be implemented as a result of a source protection committee updating the 
plan as a result of a comprehensive review under section 36 of the Clean Water Act.  
 
Prescribed Threats: When developing assessment reports all source protection 
committees were required to identify areas where prescribed threats pose a risk to 
drinking water. They were also allowed to seek approval to include local activities of 
concern within their communities (“local threats”). Liquid hydrocarbon pipelines were 
included as local threats by 5 local source protection committees, leading to an 
inconsistent approach across the province. The ministry heard that this activity should 
be evaluated consistently. In response to this, the ministry amended the General 
regulation to include the establishment and operation of liquid hydrocarbon pipelines on 
the list of prescribed drinking water threats, putting requirements in place for source 
protection plan policies to be developed where pipelines could pose a significant risk to 
drinking water sources.  
   

Q4. What pipelines will be captured in the amended regulation and changes to the 
technical rules? 

 
The amended regulation under the Clean Water Act will primarily capture large 
pipelines that are designated for transmitting or distributing liquid hydrocarbons to 
terminals and distribution centres. The pipeline circumstances added to the Tables of 
Drinking Water Threats do not capture pipelines operated by the Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Forestry as defined in the Oil, Gas and Salt Resources Act, however, 
this may be re-evaluated in the future. 
 

Q5. What kind of protection plan policies could be included in local plans to address 
pipelines, now that they are included as a prescribed threat? 

 
With the addition of pipelines to the list of prescribed threats in the General regulation, 
additional areas of the province may be subject to policies addressing pipelines. 
Existing policies for pipelines focused on spills prevention, emergency preparedness, 
education and good planning, and were not legally binding on pipeline operators or 
owners. These approaches have been successful in improving spills response 
preparedness and the consideration of vulnerable areas by pipeline companies and at 
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the Ontario and National Energy Boards; it makes sense that similar policies be 
included in other source protection plans. New pipeline policies will provide consistent 
environmental protection of drinking water sources across all source protection areas. 
 
The regulation includes an exemption from including pipeline policies where there is no 
reasonable prospect of a pipeline being constructed (for example in a vulnerable area 
that is already fully developed such that a new pipeline could not be extended through 
that zone).   

 
Q6. Do these regulatory changes ensure transparency and accountability when plan 

amendments are made? 
 

Yes, new measures included in the General regulation for administrative amendments 
ensure notification is provided to the ministry and others responsible for implementing 
plan policies. A requirement was also included to ensure that the Explanatory 
Document developed by source protection committees and authorities includes any 
rationale used in making decisions not to include policies to address future significant 
drinking water threats such as pipelines.  
 

Q7. Why is water quantity work not required as part of the new regulatory 
requirements? 

 
Our expectation is that if a municipality has made a decision to establish a new drinking 
water system, or expand an existing one, that they have looked at whether there is 
sufficient water in the area to support that system. In fact, existing watershed and sub-
watershed scale water budgets have already been completed for all source protection 
areas and this information can be used by municipalities as they make decisions on 
where to access sources of drinking water for growth.  
 
When municipalities are considering new or expanded sources of drinking water in 
areas where water quantity may be stressed in the future, a water quantity risk 
assessment (water budget) will be required. These can be completed during 
comprehensive assessment report and source protection plan reviews under section 36 
of the Clean Water Act. As such, specific updates to water quantity assessments are 
not required within the regulatory changes. Assessment reports should instead include 
a workplan to identify when and how any necessary water quantity assessments will 
proceed where the work will not be completed at the time of source protection plan 
amendments.   
 
Where a municipality and source protection authority choose to undertake water 
quantity risk assessments (water budgets) in advance of the application being 
submitted for a drinking water works permit under the Safe Drinking Water Act, the work 
should be included in the amended source protection plan. 

 
Q8. How can municipalities recover the costs associated with source protection? 
 

Source protection planning is an important and necessary part of developing new or 
expanding drinking water systems. Through Ontario’s investment of over $270 million 
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we have built a foundation of watershed science that can be used when undertaking 
technical work to identify wellhead protection areas or intake protection zones for new 
or expanding drinking water systems. This will reduce the overall costs of source 
protection and the cost for any new technical work should be factored into the costs 
associated with system expansion or development. Municipalities have various options 
available to them to recover costs including the use of development charges where 
new or expanded systems are needed to support growth or through their water rates 
when systems are being developed to support established areas. 
 
In some areas, as development is being established, private companies construct 
drinking water systems that will be assumed by the municipality at some time in the 
future. When these systems are assumed by the municipality, they will be subject to the 
Clean Water Act. Where drinking water works permit applications are being made, 
municipalities will be responsible for ensuring technical work is completed so that local 
source protection authorities can add them into the local source protection plan. Given 
this, municipalities may want to consider putting in place requirements that developers 
undertake the required source protection technical work before the municipality 
assumes the system.   
 
Where the municipality cannot recover costs through development charges, they may 
wish to determine their eligibility under the Ontario Community Infrastructure Fund. This 
fund is generally to help cover costs associated with capital infrastructure expenditures 
for small, rural and northern municipalities. The ministry will also continue to work to 
provide funding for small rural municipalities where necessary.   
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Pipeline Circumstances for Table 1 - Drinking Water Threats - Chemical

Pipelines above ground

July 1, 2018

DRINKING 

WATER 

THREATS:
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u

m
b

e
r Under the following CIRCUMSTANCES: Areas Within 

Vulnerable Area

Threat is 

Significant in 

Areas with a 

Vulnerability 

Score of:

Threat is 

Moderate in 

Areas with a 

Vulnerability 

Score of:

Threat is Low 

in Areas with a 

Vulnerability 

Score of:

Column 1 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6

IPZ-1, IPZ-2, IPZ-3, 

WHPA-E 10 7-9 4.8-6.4

WHPA-A, WHPA-B, 

WHPA-C, WHPA-

C1, WHPA-D

10 8 6

HVA 6

IPZ-1, IPZ-2, IPZ-3, 

WHPA-E 10 7-9 4.8-6.4

WHPA-A, WHPA-B, 

WHPA-C, WHPA-

C1, WHPA-D

8-10 6

HVA 6

IPZ-1, IPZ-2, IPZ-3, 

WHPA-E 9-10 6.4-8.1 4.5-6.3

WHPA-A, WHPA-B, 

WHPA-C, WHPA-

C1, WHPA-D

10 8 6

HVA 6

The 

establishment 

and operation 

of a liquid 

hydrocarbon 

pipeline.

1. The conveyance of a liquid hydrocarbon by way of a pipeline within the meaning of the 

Ontario Regulation 210/01 under the Technical Standards and Safety Act, or that is subject to 

the National Energy Board Act, where the pipeline is above ground or above a water body.

2. The pipeline is designated for transmitting or distributing to terminals and distribution 

centres.

3. The rupture and release from the pipeline may result in the presence of  Petroleum 

Hydrocarbons F2 (>nC10-nC16), Petroleum Hydrocarbons F3 (>nC16-nC34), or Petroleum 

Hydrocarbons F4 (>nC34)  in groundwater or surface water.

1973

Column 2

1974 1. The conveyance of a liquid hydrocarbon by way of a pipeline within the meaning of the 

Ontario Regulation 210/01 under the Technical Standards and Safety Act, or that is subject to 

the National Energy Board Act, where the pipeline is above ground or above a water body.

2. The pipeline is designated for transmitting or distributing to terminals and distribution 

centres.

3. The rupture and release from the pipeline may result in the presence of BTEX compounds in 

groundwater or surface water.

1972 1. The conveyance of a liquid hydrocarbon by way of a pipeline within the meaning of the 

Ontario Regulation 210/01 under the Technical Standards and Safety Act, or that is subject to 

the National Energy Board Act, where the pipeline is above ground or above a water body.

2. The pipeline is designated for transmitting or distributing to terminals and distribution 

centres.

3. The rupture and release from the pipeline may result in the presence of Petroleum 

Hydrocarbons F1 (nC6-nC10) in groundwater or surface water.
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Pipeline Circumstances for Table 1 - Drinking Water Threats - Chemical

Pipelines below ground

July 1, 2018

DRINKING 

WATER 

THREATS:
R

e
fe

re
n

c
e

 

N
u

m
b

e
r Under the following CIRCUMSTANCES: Areas Within 

Vulnerable Area

Threat is 

Significant in 

Areas with a 

Vulnerability 

Score of:

Threat is 

Moderate in 

Areas with a 

Vulnerability 

Score of:

Threat is Low 

in Areas with a 

Vulnerability 

Score of:

Column 1 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6

IPZ-1, IPZ-2, IPZ-3, 

WHPA-E 10 6.4-9

WHPA-A, WHPA-B, 

WHPA-C, WHPA-

C1, WHPA-D

10 8 6

HVA 6

IPZ-1, IPZ-2, IPZ-3, 

WHPA-E 10 7-9

WHPA-A, WHPA-B, 

WHPA-C, WHPA-

C1, WHPA-D

10 8 6

HVA 6

IPZ-1, IPZ-2, IPZ-3, 

WHPA-E 9-10 6-8.1

WHPA-A, WHPA-B, 

WHPA-C, WHPA-

C1, WHPA-D

10 8 6

HVA 6

1977 1. The conveyance of a liquid hydrocarbon by way of a pipeline within the meaning of the 

Ontario Regulation 210/01 under the Technical Standards and Safety Act, or that is subject to 

the National Energy Board Act, where the pipeline is below ground and is not crossing 

underneath a water body.

2. The pipeline is designated for transmitting or distributing to terminals and distribution 

centres.

3. The rupture and release from the pipeline may result in the presence of BTEX compounds in 

groundwater or surface water.

Column 2

The 

establishment 

and operation 

of a liquid 

hydrocarbon 

pipeline.

1975 1. The conveyance of a liquid hydrocarbon by way of a pipeline within the meaning of the 

Ontario Regulation 210/01 under the Technical Standards and Safety Act, or that is subject to 

the National Energy Board Act, where the pipeline is below ground and is not crossing 

underneath a water body.

2. The pipeline is designated for transmitting or distributing to terminals and distribution 

centres.

3. The rupture and release from the pipeline may result in the presence of Petroleum 

Hydrocarbons F1 (nC6-nC10) in groundwater or surface water.

1976 1. The conveyance of a liquid hydrocarbon by way of a pipeline within the meaning of the 

Ontario Regulation 210/01 under the Technical Standards and Safety Act, or that is subject to 

the National Energy Board Act, where the pipeline is below ground and is not crossing 

underneath a water body.

2. The pipeline is designated for transmitting or distributing to terminals and distribution 

centres.

3. The rupture and release from the pipeline may result in the presence of Petroleum 

Hydrocarbons F2 (>nC10-nC16), Petroleum Hydrocarbons F3 (>nC16-nC34), or Petroleum 

Hydrocarbons F4 (>nC34)  in groundwater or surface water.
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Pipeline Circumstances for Table 1 - Drinking Water Threats - Chemical

Pipelines within or under a water body

July 1, 2018

DRINKING 

WATER 

THREATS:
R

e
fe
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N
u

m
b

e
r Under the following CIRCUMSTANCES: Areas Within 

Vulnerable Area

Threat is 

Significant in 

Areas with a 

Vulnerability 

Score of:

Threat is 

Moderate in 

Areas with a 

Vulnerability 

Score of:

Threat is Low 

in Areas with a 

Vulnerability 

Score of:

Column 1 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5 Column 6

IPZ-1, IPZ-2, IPZ-3, 

WHPA-E 10 7-9 4.8-6.4

WHPA-A, WHPA-B, 

WHPA-C, WHPA-

C1, WHPA-D

10 8 6

HVA 6

IPZ-1, IPZ-2, IPZ-3, 

WHPA-E 9-10 6.4-8.1 4.5-6.3

WHPA-A, WHPA-B, 

WHPA-C, WHPA-

C1, WHPA-D

10 8 6

HVA 6

1979 1. The conveyance of a liquid hydrocarbon by way of a pipeline within the meaning of the 

Ontario Regulation 210/01 under the Technical Standards and Safety Act, or that is subject to 

the National Energy Board Act, where the pipeline is below ground and is crossing within or 

underneath a water body.

2. The pipeline is designated for transmitting or distributing to terminals and distribution 

centres.

3. The rupture and release from the pipeline may result in the presence of BTEX compounds in 

groundwater or surface water.

Column 2

The 

establishment 

and operation 

of a liquid 

hydrocarbon 

pipeline.

1978 1. The conveyance of a liquid hydrocarbon by way of a pipeline within the meaning of the 

Ontario Regulation 210/01 under the Technical Standards and Safety Act, or that is subject to 

the National Energy Board Act, where the pipeline is below ground and is crossing within or 

underneath a water body.

2. The pipeline is designated for transmitting or distributing to terminals and distribution 

centres.

3. The rupture and release from the pipeline may result in the presence of Petroleum 

Hydrocarbons F1 (nC6-nC10), Petroleum Hydrocarbons F2 (>nC10-nC16), Petroleum 

Hydrocarbons F3 (>nC16-nC34), or Petroleum Hydrocarbons F4 (>nC34) in groundwater or 

surface water.
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From: "Malcolmson, Heather (MOECC)" <Heather.Malcolmson@ontario.ca> 
To: "jstephens@trca.on.ca" <jstephens@trca.on.ca> 
Cc: "Alyssa.Roth@trca.on.ca" <Alyssa.Roth@trca.on.ca>, "cdarling@cloca.com" 

<cdarling@cloca.com>, "csharma@trca.on.ca" <csharma@trca.on.ca>, "DMartin-
Downs@creditvalleyca.ca" <DMartin-Downs@creditvalleyca.ca>, "dford@trca.on.ca" 
<dford@trca.on.ca>, "dswright@bell.net" <dswright@bell.net>, "Gayle.SooChan@cvc.ca" 
<Gayle.SooChan@cvc.ca>, "John.Mackenzie@trca.on.ca" <John.Mackenzie@trca.on.ca>, 
"kmulchansingh@creditvalleyca.ca" <kmulchansingh@creditvalleyca.ca>, "rwilmot@cloca.com" 
<rwilmot@cloca.com>, "Scanlon, Debbie (MOECC)" <Debbie.Scanlon@ontario.ca>, "Gervais, Neil 
(MOECC)" <Neil.Gervais@ontario.ca>, "Halder, Michael (MOECC)" <Michael.Halder@ontario.ca>, 
"Kidwai, Bilal (MOECC)" <Bilal.Kidwai@ontario.ca> 

Date: 05/02/2018 10:15 AM 
Subject: CTC SPR - First Annual Report - Year 1 and 2 of Implementing the CTC Source Protection Plan 
Sent by: "Guillen-Ollivierra, Michelle (MOECC)" <Michelle.Guillen@ontario.ca> 
 
Good Morning, 
  
This email is to acknowledge receipt of your 2017 annual progress report and supplemental form for the Credit 
Valley, Central Lake Ontario and Toronto and Region source protection areas within the CTC source protection region 
received on May 1, 2018 under Section 46 of the Clean Water Act, 2006. 
  
The ministry is grateful for the hard work that the authority, committee, implementing bodies and other partners 
have undertaken to complete the 2017 annual progress report and supplemental form. 
  
As we review this submission, branch staff may contact you if additional information or clarification is necessary.  In 
the meantime, should you have any questions or comments regarding annual reporting please feel free to contact 
Neil Gervais, Senior Drinking Water Program Advisor (705) 497-6929 or neil.gervais@ontario.ca. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Sent on behalf of Heather Malcolmson 
  
Heather Malcolmson 
Director, Source Protection Programs Branch 
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
Phone:416-212-6459  Mobile:  416-302-4063 
email: heather.malcolmson@ontario.ca 
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Deon Bridge 
Senior Environmental Advisor 
Environment Department 
Liquids Pipelines 

tel 905 659 2080 
cell 587 338 4058 
deon.bridge@enbridge.com 

Enbridge Pipelines Inc. 
1430 6th Concession Road W, RR#2 
Branchton, Ontario 
N0B 1L0 

May 14, 2018 
File Number: E40002-05-2 
EL Number: 18-051 

St. Clair Region Conservation Authority 
Ausable Bayfield Conservation Authority 
Upper Thames River Conservation Authority 
Grand River Conservation Authority 
Hamilton Conservation Authority 
Conservation Halton 
Credit Valley Conservation 
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Central Lake Ontario Conservation 
Ganaraska Region Conservation Authority 
Lower Trent Conservation 
Quinte Conservation 
Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority 
South Nation Conservation 
Raisin Region Conservation Authority 
Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority 
Long Point Region Conservation Authority 

Re: Offer to Consult on the Operation and Maintenance of Enbridge’s Liquids Pipelines 
Facilities in Ontario 

As part of Enbridge Pipelines Inc.’s (“Enbridge”) commitment to ongoing consultation and engagement with 
conservation authorities, Enbridge would like to extend an offer to meet and address any questions your 
organization may have with regards to the operation and maintenance of Enbridge’s liquids pipelines facilities 
in Ontario. 

If your organization is interested in such a meeting, or has questions you would like answered, please contact 
me at the phone number or email address listed at the top of this letter. 

Sincerely, 

Deon Bridge 
Senior Environmental Advisor 

Cc: Jeff Paetz, Brent Bullough 
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VIA EMAIL 
 

Legislative & Planning 
Services Department 
Office of the Regional Clerk 
1151 Bronte Road 
Oakville ON  L6M 3L1 
 

May 28, 2018 
 
City of Burlington, Angela Morgan 
Town of Halton Hills, Suzanne Jones 
Town of Milton, Troy McHarg 
Town of Oakville, Vicki Tytaneck 
Town of Erin, Lisa Campion 
Wellington County, Donna Bryce 
CTC Source Protection Committee, Douglas Wright 
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change, Bilal Kidwai 
 
Please be advised that at its meeting held Wednesday, May 23, 2018, the Council of the 
Regional Municipality of Halton adopted the following resolution: 
 
 
RESOLUTION:  PW-23-18/LPS52-18 - CTC Source Protection Plan Policy 

Amendments Under Section 34 of the Clean Water Act, 2006 
 

1. THAT Regional Council endorse the proposed policy amendments (Transition, T-8, 
GEN-1, SWG-3, SAL-10, SAL-11, SAL-12, SAL-13, SNO- 1 and REC-1) including 
explanatory text, to the Source Protection Plan under Section 34 of the Clean Water Act, 
2006 for the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, and Central Lake Ontario (CTC) Source 
Protection Region as outlined in Report No. PW-23- 18/LPS52-18 re: “CTC Source 
Protection Plan Policy Amendments Under Section 34 of the Clean Water Act, 2006”. 

 
2. THAT the Regional Clerk forward a copy of Report No. PW-23-18/LPS52- 18 to the City 

of Burlington, the Town of Halton Hills, the Town of Milton, the Town of Oakville, the 
Town of Erin, Wellington County, the Chair of the CTC Source Protection Committee, 
and the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change for their information. 

 
Included please find a copy of Report No. PW-23-18/LPS52-18 for your information. 
 
If you have any questions please contact me at extension 7110 or the e-mail address below. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Graham Milne 
Regional Clerk 
graham.milne@halton.ca 
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The Regional Municipality of Halton 
 
 

1 

  
Report To: Regional Chair and Members of Regional Council 

 
From: Jim Harnum, Commissioner, Public Works 

Art Zuidema, Commissioner, Legislative and Planning Services 
 

Date: May 23, 2018 

Report No. - Re: PW-23-18/LPS52-18 - CTC Source Protection Plan Policy 
Amendments Under Section 34 of the Clean Water Act, 2006 

  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. THAT Regional Council endorse the proposed policy amendments (Transition, T-
8, GEN-1, SWG-3, SAL-10, SAL-11, SAL-12, SAL-13, SNO-1 and REC-1) 
including explanatory text, to the Source Protection Plan under Section 34 of the 
Clean Water Act, 2006 for the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, and Central 
Lake Ontario (CTC) Source Protection Region as outlined in Report No. PW-23-
18/LPS52-18 re: “CTC Source Protection Plan Policy Amendments Under Section 
34 of the Clean Water Act, 2006”. 
 

2. THAT the Regional Clerk forward a copy of Report No. PW-23-18/LPS52-18  to 
the City of Burlington, the Town of Halton Hills, the Town of Milton, the Town of 
Oakville, the Town of Erin, Wellington County, the Chair of the CTC Source 
Protection Committee, and the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 
for their information. 

 
REPORT 
 
Executive Summary 
 

• As noted in Report No. PW-34-15/LPS113-15 re: “Source Protection Plan 
Implementation Requirements Under the Clean Water Act, 2006”, the three 
Source Protection Plans that impact Halton Region: Halton-Hamilton; Lake Erie; 
and Credit Valley - Toronto and Region - Central Lake Ontario (CTC), were 
approved by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change in 2015 and came 
into effect between December 2015 and July 2016.  The portion of the CTC 
Source Protection Region within Halton Region that is affected by proposed policy 
amendments is shown on Attachment #1. 
 

• Since approval of the Source Protection Plans staff has been working with Local 
Municipalities and residents/businesses to implement the Plans, which are 

Adopted - Regional Council - May 23, 2018 
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intended to protect the quality and quantity of Halton Region’s municipal water 
supplies. 
 

• The Clean Water Act, 2006 enables Source Protection Plans and Assessment 
Reports to be revised.  The CTC Source Protection Region has identified some 
policies where improvements could be made to improve policy implementation. 
CTC has elected to propose revisions to those policies through a Section 34 
amendment, which is a locally initiated amendment. 
 

• The proposed policy revisions are anticipated to improve overall clarity and 
implementation of the CTC Source Protection Plan policies as they relate to 
Official Plan and zoning by-law conformity, salt management, snow storage, septic 
systems, restricted land uses, and groundwater recharge. 

 
• The CTC has asked that the municipalities in the Source Protection Region 

endorse the proposed amendments through their respective Councils by June 
2018. 

 
• Following Council Resolutions, CTC will undertake a 35-day public consultation 

process before submitting the proposed amendments to the local Source 
Protection Authorities for endorsement and the Ministry of the Environment and 
Climate Change for approval. 

 
Background 
 
As reported to Regional Council in several reports over the last decade, the Province of 
Ontario has implemented a regulatory framework that provides a proactive multi-barrier 
approach to safeguard municipal drinking water.  The Clean Water Act, 2006 provides a 
protective framework which focuses on protecting municipal drinking water at its source 
through the mandatory implementation of Source Protection Plans. 
 
As noted in Report No. PW-34-15/LPS113-15 re: “Source Protection Plan Implementation 
Requirements Under the Clean Water Act, 2006”, the three Source Protection Plans that 
impact Halton Region were approved by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change 
in 2015 and came into effect between December 2015 and July 2016. 
 
As part of the approved Source Protection Plans, Halton Region and other municipalities 
have a mandatory duty to implement several Plan policies, especially with regard to risk 
management, land use planning, and education and outreach.  Halton Region manages 
or prevents threats to municipal drinking water sources using tools such as: Risk 
Management Plans negotiated with land owners; land use planning policies and 
development application review; education and outreach; and, prohibitions to eliminate 
certain activities within close proximity to the Region’s water supplies.  Halton Region 
staff also coordinates with Local Municipal staff to implement the Plan policies, with the 
Local Municipal staff employing additional tools, such as inspections of private septic 
systems in areas that may pose risks to municipal drinking water supplies. 
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The Source Protection Plans also require that Official Plans be updated to include 
policies that are directed at land use planning.  The Regional Official Plan will be updated 
to include any relevant land-use source protection plan policies through the ongoing 
Regional Official Plan Review.  The process for updating the Regional Official Plan was 
presented to Council in the Directions Report through Report No. LPS110-16 “Halton 
Region Official Plan Review – Phase One: Directions Report”. 
 
Through ongoing implementation of the CTC Source Protection Plan policies staff from 
implementing agencies, including Halton Region, have identified some policies where 
revisions are warranted to improve overall implementation.  The Clean Water Act, 2006 
enables Source Protection Plans and Assessment Reports to be revised.  As such, 
through collaboration and consultation with municipal staff, CTC has identified policies 
where improvements could be made to facilitate policy implementation. 
 
The Clean Water Act, 2006 provides four methods through which Source Protection 
Plans and Assessment Reports may be revised: minor and administrative amendments 
(Section 51 of O. Reg. 287/07); locally initiated amendments (Section 34); amendments 
made by Minister of Environment and Climate Changes order (Section 35); and 
amendments made through a mandated review (Section 36).  The CTC has elected to 
make the proposed amendments under Section 34 of the Clean Water Act, 2006. 
 
Discussion 
 
Staff participated in an Amendments Working Group established by CTC that consisted 
of staff from CTC member conservation authorities and municipalities, including the Town 
of Halton Hills.  The Working Group developed draft recommendations for amendments 
to the CTC Source Protection Plan policies (Transition, T-8, GEN-1, SWG-3, SAL-10, 
SAL-11, SAL-12, SAL-13, SNO-1 and REC-1).  The main objectives of the recommended 
policy amendments are to: provide clarity of policy intent; address gaps in the policies; 
and provide reasonable flexibility in policy implementation.  The draft recommendations 
were reviewed by both Halton Region Public Works and Planning staff, and by Town of 
Halton Hills staff, and comments were provided to CTC.  The CTC considered the 
feedback received from municipal and conservation authority staff in the development of 
the updated recommendations for amendments to the CTC Source Protection Plan 
policies.  The proposed revisions are provided as Attachment #2 to this report. 
 
The CTC Source Protection Region has proposed amendments to ten of the CTC Source 
Protection Plan policies.  In brief, the effect of the proposed revisions would be to: 
 

• Allow for Official Plan and zoning by-law conformity with the Source Protection 
Plan to align with July 2022 deadline for Official Plan conformity with the Growth 
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (‘Growth Plan’), which took effect in July 
2017, under the Places to Grow Act, 2005; 
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• Provide the Risk Management Official with the ability to exempt minor Planning 
and Building Permit applications from being subject to the Source Protection 
screening process for restricted land uses; 

• Remove the prohibition on snow storage activities in some areas and instead 
enable land owners the opportunity to address snow storage activity threats 
through the negotiation of Risk Management Plans with the Risk Management 
Official; 

• Address existing policy gaps to ensure that the application, handling, and storage 
of road salt can be addressed in all instances within 100 metres of a municipal 
well, even when those activities are classified as low or moderate threats; 

• Encourage Local Municipalities to amend their site plan control by-laws as they 
apply to the location of septic systems on vacant lots that are zoned for 
development in order to ensure that site plan control will be used to optimize the 
location and design of septic systems in certain vulnerable areas; and, 

• Enhance clarity and flexibility around the requirements for water balance 
assessments that are to be completed through the development application 
process, including replacing the requirement for minor development applications to 
include a detailed water balance assessment with encouragement to implement 
best management practices to maintain groundwater recharge. 

 
In general, staff anticipates that the proposed revisions will accomplish the objectives of 
enhancing policy clarity, and also increasing the flexibility for policy implementation, and 
therefore staff has no objections to the proposed revisions.  The proposed revisions were 
also reviewed by Town of Halton Hills staff, who indicated that there were no major 
concerns with the proposed revisions.  However, the Town of Halton Hills and Halton 
Region staff will continue to work with the CTC and conservation authority staff to seek 
clarification and guidance around implementation of the policies requiring water balance 
assessment to support the effective and consistent implementation of those policies 
across the CTC Source Protection Region. 
 
The CTC Source Protection Committee is requesting a Regional Council Resolution in 
support of the proposed amendments.  An important step in the Section 34 Amendment 
process will be for CTC to conduct public consultation on the proposed policy 
amendments.  The public consultation is planned to be conducted over a 35-day period 
between late June and early July 2018. 
 
Prior to conducting public consultation on a Section 34 Amendment, the Clean Water Act, 
2006 requires that source protection authorities obtain a municipal council resolution from 
each municipality affected by the amendments.  A municipality may be considered 
“affected” if it is located within a geographic area related to the amendments, and / or the 
municipality is responsible for taking actions or otherwise implementing source protection 
policies related to the amendments.  Halton Region is affected by several of the proposed 
amendments to the CTC Source Protection Plan, and therefore the CTC Source 
Protection Committee is requesting a Regional Council Resolution in support of the 
proposed amendments. 
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Next Steps 
 
Following the Regional Council Resolution in support of the policy amendments, the CTC 
Source Protection Committee will review the Council Resolutions and any comments 
received at the Source Protection Committee meeting in June 2018.  The CTC will then 
begin the public consultation process to be completed over a 35-day period between late 
June and early July 2018.  The Section 34 Amendment will be endorsed by the three 
Source Protection Authorities (Central Lake Ontario, Toronto and Region, Credit Valley) 
in the CTC Source Protection Region following the public consultation process and prior 
to submission of the Section 34 Amendment to the Ministry of the Environment and 
Climate Change in late September 2018 for approval. 
 
Halton Region staff will continue to work to implement the CTC Source Protection Plan 
policies in coordination with Local Municipalities, adjacent municipalities, and CTC staff. 
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FINANCIAL/PROGRAM IMPLICATIONS 
 
There are no financial impacts arising from this report.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Lisa De Angelis P. Eng. 
Director, Infrastructure Planning and Policy 

 
Jim Harnum 
Commissioner, Public Works 

 

 
Curt Benson 
Director, Planning Services and Chief 
Planning Official 

 
Art Zuidema 
Commissioner, Legislative and Planning 
Services 

 
Approved by 

 
Jane MacCaskill 
Chief Administrative Officer 

 
If you have any questions on the content of this report,  
please contact: 

Lisa De Angelis Tel. #  7547 
Curt Benson  Tel. #  7181 
  

 
Attachments: Attachment #1 – Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario (CTC) Source 

Protection Region within Halton Region Impacted by Section 34 Policy Amendment 
Attachment #2 - Amendments to the Source Protection Plan Policies for the Credit Valley, 
Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario (CTC) Source Protection Region under Section 
34 of the Clean Water Act, 2006 
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CTC Source Protection Plan Policies for Section 34 Amendment 

TEXT HIGHLIGHTED IN GREY INDICATES A REMOVAL (STRIKETHROUGH) OR ADDITION (BOLD) FROM APPROVED CTC SOURCE PROTECTION PLAN (JULY 2015) 
 
TRANSITION PROVISION 
 
Under the Clean Water Act, 2006, there is consideration for source protection plans (SPPs) to have a Transition Provision that outlines the circumstances under 
which a “future” drinking water threat activity, that would otherwise be prohibited, may be considered as “existing”, even if the activity has not yet 
commenced. The intent is to allow applications in transition to proceed while drinking water threats are managed under the “existing threat” policies. 
 
The CTC Source Protection Committee included a Transition Provision to recognize situations where an approval‐in‐principle to proceed with a development 
application had already been obtained, or where a complete application was made prior to the date the SPP came into effect, but requires further planning 
approvals to implement the application in progress. 
 
The CTC SPP was approved by the Minister of Environment and Climate Change on July 28, 2015 and became effective on December 31, 2015. Applications 
submitted after the effective date of the CTC SPP may only be transitioned if they are helping to implement an application in process prior to the date the CTC 
SPP took effect. 
 
“Existing Threat” policies apply to prescribed drinking water threat activities under the following circumstances: 
 
1) A drinking water threat activity that is part of a development proposal where a Complete Application (as determined by the municipality or Niagara 

Escarpment Commission) was made under the Planning Act, Condominium Act or Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development Act (NEPDA) prior to the day 
the Source Protection Plan comes into effect. The policy for “existing” drinking water threats also applies to any further applications required under the 
Planning Act, Condominium Act, Prescribed Instruments, or a development permit under the NEPDA, to implement the development proposal. 

 
2) A drinking water threat activity that is part of an application accepted for a Building Permit, which has been submitted in compliance with Division C 1.3.1.13 

(5) of the Ontario Building Code under the Building Code Act, 1992 as amended, prior to the day the Source Protection Plan comes into effect. 
 

3) A drinking water threat activity that is part of an application accepted for the issuance or amendment of a Prescribed Instrument prior to the day the Source 
Protection Plan comes into effect. 

 
Explanatory Document Text 
 
The Transition Provision outlines the circumstances under which a future significant drinking water threat activity may be considered an existing significant drinking 
water threat activity.  
 
The Clean Water Act, 2006 requires source protection plans to contain policies to address both existing and future threat activities. The Clean Water Act, 2006 
further specifies that all policies will come into effect upon the plan approval date or an effective date specified by the Minister of the Environment and Climate 
Change. Transition provisions have been developed to recognize those situations where an applicant has either obtained an approval‐in‐principle to proceed with a 
development application, or where a complete application has already been made to a planning approval authority that are “in process” on the date the Source 
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CTC Source Protection Plan Policies for Section 34 Amendment 

Protection Plan comes into effect. They are not designed to allow proponents to ignore or circumvent the provision contained in this Plan. They will allow the 
applications to proceed subject to existing significant drinking water threat policies.  
 
The CTC Source Protection Committee concluded a transition provision should be included in the Source Protection Plan to be fair to those with applications in 
progress or that have received an approval‐in‐principle to proceed with works. The policy will allow those with complete applications made under the Planning Act 
or Condominium Act, building permits submitted in compliance with Division C.1.3.1.13 (5) of the Ontario Building Code Act, 1992 as amended, development 
permits under the Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development Act, or an application for the issuance or amendment of a Prescribed Instrument prior to the day 
the Source Protection Plan comes into effect to be treated as existing threat activities. 
 
Transition Provision and Policy REC‐1 
 
Policy REC‐1 is intended to apply to “future threats” in a WHPA‐Q2 with a significant or moderate risk level. However, if an application subject to REC‐1 Parts 
2a) and 2b) is submitted after the date the source protection plan came into effect (December 31, 2015), but is required to implement a development proposal 
in progress (as per the Transition Provision), the threat (reducing aquifer recharge) is to be managed as “existing”. 
 
Through the plan review process, the Planning Approval Authority will decide what is required to ensure the “existing” threat does not become significant. This 
is generally to be determined through water balance assessments, or their equivalent (e.g. addendums or amendments to previous stormwater management 
reports undertaken on site). The Planning Approval Authority may, however, determine that an application submitted after the Transition Provision deadline to 
implement an application in progress would not increase impervious cover and a water balance assessment (or equivalent) is not required. 
 
The CTC Source Protection Committee intended to allow the Planning Approval Authority the flexibility to require the appropriate level of detail in a specific 
water balance assessment (or equivalent) that is commensurate with the scale and location of the proposed development. Some areas of the WHPA‐Q2 are 
particularly important for recharge (i.e. Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas) and should be given specific protection, while others may not be as important 
and/or cannot provide the required level of infiltration. Therefore, the water balance assessment (or equivalent) should include a site specific assessment, 
acknowledgement of previous planning approvals obtained or in progress that could impact infiltration, and an identification of recharge characteristics.  
 
Ultimately, the intent of the water balance assessment is to demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the Planning Approval Authority, that pre‐development 
recharge will be maintained to the greatest extent feasible through best management practices such as low impact development (LID), minimizing impervious 
surfaces, and lot level infiltration.  
 

Policy ID  Timelines for Policy Implementation 

Land Use Planning 

T‐8 
Official plans shall be amended for conformity with the Source Protection Plan within 5 years from the date the Source Protection Plan takes effect, 
or at the time of the next review in accordance with s.26 of the Planning Act, whichever occurs first. Zoning by‐laws shall be amended within 3 years 
after the approval of the official plan. 

 
Explanatory Document Text 
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Section 40(1) of the Clean Water Act, 2006 requires that the Council of a municipality or a municipal planning authority that has jurisdiction in an area to which 
the source protection plan applies shall amend its Official plan to conform with significant threat policies and designated Great Lakes policies set out in the 
source protection plan.  In part 2 of Section 40, the Council or municipal planning authority are required to make these amendments before the date specified 
in the source protection plan.  Timeline T‐8 in the CTC Source Protection Plan required that Official Plans be amended for conformity within 5 years from the 
date the Plan took effect (i.e., December 2020).   
 
Several upper tier municipalities within the CTC Source Protection Region have communicated the difficulty with achieving the December 2020 timeline as 
outlined in the CTC Source Protection Plan which also impacts the ability of those lower tier municipalities dependent on the completion of the conformity 
exercise by their upper tier counterparts in meeting the same timeline.  Further, the Government of Ontario released the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe (‘Growth Plan’) in May 2017.  The Growth Plan was prepared and approved under the Places to Grow Act, 2005 and took effect on July 1, 2017.  
Upper Tier municipalities are expected to review and update their Official Plans to conform with the updated Growth Plan by July 2022; lower tier 
municipalities must conform within 1 year of their upper tier counterparts.  CTC Source Protection Region municipalities have communicated that completing 
conformity with the CTC Source Protection Plan and the Growth Plan, 2017, in unison, would be more time and cost effective. 
 

Policy ID  Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy  When Policy 

Applies 
Monitoring 

Policy 

GEN‐1 
Municipality 

 
RMO 

A 
 
I 

s.59 Restricted Land Uses
 
All land uses are designated for the purpose of Section 59 Restricted Land Uses under the Clean Water 
Act, 2006, with the exception of residential uses, in all areas where the following activities are, or would 
be, a significant drinking water threat…. 
 
In accordance with Section 59 of the Clean Water Act, 2006, all land uses, except solely residential uses, 
where significant drinking water threat activities have been designated for the purposes of Sections 57 
and 58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006, are hereby designated as Restricted Land Uses and a written notice 
from the Risk Management Official shall be required prior to approval of any Building Permit, Planning 
Act or Condominium Act application. 
 
Despite the above policy, a Risk Management Official may issue written direction specifying the situations 
under which a planning authority or Chief Building Official may be permitted to make the determination 
that a site specific land use designation is, or is not, designated for the purposes of Section 59. Where 
such direction has been issued, a site specific land use that is the subject of an application for approval 
under the Planning Act or for a permit under the Building Code Act is not designated for the purposes of 
Section 59, provided that the planning authority or Chief Building Official, as applicable, is satisfied that: 
 

a. The application complies with the written direction issued by the Risk Management Official; and,
b. The applicant has demonstrated that a significant drinking water threat activity designated for 

the purposes of Section 57 or 58 will not be engaged in, or will not be affected by the 
application.  

Immediately
(T‐9) 
 

Amend OPs 
for conformity 
within 5 years 

and ZBLs 
within 3 years 
of OP approval

(T‐8) 

MON‐1 
 

MON‐2 
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Policy ID  Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy  When Policy 

Applies 
Monitoring 

Policy 
c. Where the Risk Management Official has provided written direction designating a land use for 

the purpose of section 59, a written Notice from the Risk Management Official shall be 
required prior to approval of any Building Permit under the Building Code Act, 1992 as 
amended, in addition to Planning Act and Condominium Act applications in accordance with 
Section 59 of the Clean Water Act, 2006. 

Explanatory Document Text 
 
Policy GEN‐1 manages existing and future activities within vulnerable areas where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat as designated under 
section 59 of the Clean Water Act, 2006, by requiring Risk Management Officials to screen applications for works proposed under the Planning Act, the 
Condominium Act, and the Building Code Act, 1992 as amended, excluding residential uses.   
 
Where the activities are or would be a significant drinking water threat, this policy requires municipalities to designate land uses within their Official Plans and 
Zoning By‐Laws.  This will allow for the pre‐screening by the Risk Management Official, via using section 59 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.  Section 59 policies 
require that municipalities put a process in place to “flag” for the Chief Building Official and the Planning Department applications made under the Planning Act 
and or the Condominium Act, as well as or an application for a building permit under the Building Code Act, 1992, as amended, that is within a vulnerable area 
where a threat could be significant and where Part IV authorities are being used to prohibit or manage activities.  The “flag” would indicate to the Chief Building 
Official or the Planning Department that the proposal needs to be reviewed by the Risk Management Official.  Once the Risk Management Official is satisfied that 
the applicable Part IV policies are addressed, he/she would issue a “Notice to Proceed”.  This Notice is used to let the Chief Building Official or Planning Department 
know they can proceed with in processing the proposal. 
 
Risk Management Officials in the CTC Source Protection Region have communicated that Policy GEN‐1, as originally written, had ambiguity regarding their 
ability to determine when site‐specific land uses, activities, or building projects are or are not subject to Section 59 Notice requirements under the Clean Water 
Act, 2006.  The revised policy text now has clear policy direction allowing Risk Management Officials the autonomy to determine the site specific land uses that 
both are and are not subject to Section 59 Notices.  
 

Policy 
ID 

Threat 
Description 

Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy  Where Policy 

Applies 
When Policy 

Applies 
Monitoring 

Policy 

SWG‐3 

Septic 
Systems 
Governed 
under the 
Building Code 
Act, 1992 as 
amended 

Planning 
Approval 
Authority 

A 

Land Use Planning
 
Where septic systems, including holding tanks, governed under the Building Code Act 
(vacant existing lot of record) would be a significant drinking water threat, vacant lots of 
record shall be subject to site plan control so that the location of the individual on‐site 
sewage systems and replacement beds only be permitted if they are sited to ensure they 
do not become a significant drinking water threat in any of the following areas: 

See Maps 
1.1 ‐ 1.21 

Future:
Immediately 

(T‐9) 
 

Amend OPs 
for 

conformity 

MON‐1 
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Policy 
ID 

Threat 
Description 

Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy  Where Policy 

Applies 
When Policy 

Applies 
Monitoring 

Policy 
 
Municipalities shall adopt Official Plan policies that require the enactment or 
amendment of Site Plan Control By‐laws containing provisions for the siting and design 
of septic systems, including holding tanks, governed under the Building Code Act, 1992 as 
amended, as follows:  
 
Site Plan Control is required for existing vacant lots of record to ensure that the siting 
and design of on‐site septic systems, including the siting of future reserve bed locations, 
is optimized in relation to significant drinking water threats in any of the following areas:
 
 WHPA‐A (future); or 
 WHPA‐B (VS = 10) (future); or 
 WHPA‐E (VS = 10) (future); or 
 the remainder of an Issue Contributing Area for Nitrates or Pathogens (future). 

within
5 years and 
ZBLs within 
3 years of 
OP approval

(T‐8) 

 
Explanatory Document Text 
 
Policy SWG‐3 is a land use planning policy for future septic systems, including holding tanks, governed under the Building Code Act, 1992, as amended. ensuring 
that vacant lots of record be subject to site plan control so that the location of individual on‐site sewage systems and replacement beds are only permitted if they 
are sited to ensure they do not become a significant drinking water threat.  The intent of this policy is to ensure that site plan control, as a planning and 
development control tool, is used to optimize the location and design of septic systems when existing vacant lots of record are proposed to be developed within 
certain designated vulnerable areas identified in the policy. 
 
The CTC Source Protection Committee recognizes that prohibiting a septic system on a vacant lot where there is no municipal sewer connection available may 
make it impossible to build on such a lot which has received prior approval for such a use from the municipality. to obtain a building permit for the lot and thereby 
void previous planning decisions to create and zone the lot for development.  This was deemed considered to be a significant hardship for the landowner. For this 
reason, the Source Protection Committee has provided through this policy for the municipality to subject vacant lots of record to site plan control to ensure sewage 
systems and replacement beds are only permitted if they can be appropriately sited and constructed to protect the municipal well. chosen to require the 
enactment or amendment of municipal site plan control by‐laws to allow for the detailed review of on‐site sewage systems for vacant lots in order to optimize 
their location and design relative to the designated vulnerable areas present. 
 
The verb “optimize” means “to make as effective as possible” or “to make the best of” and was chosen to allow municipal planning authorities the flexibility to 
use sound professional judgement in the review and approval of the siting and design of on‐site sewage systems proposed to facilitate the development of 
existing vacant lots as part of the municipal site plan control process.   
 
The policy directs municipalities to “adopt Official Plan policies that require the enactment or amendment of Site Plan Control By‐laws” for the purposes of the 
policy.  This structure is introduced for the following reasons. First, the Clean Water Act, 2006 provides in s. 40 and s. 42 that a municipality shall amend its 
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Official Plan and Zoning By‐laws to conform to the significant threat policies set out in the source protection plan.  There is no authority for the source 
protection plan to direct that site plan control by‐laws conform to the source protection plan outside of the Official Plan conformity process.  Second, the 
Planning Act requires municipalities to have enabling policy in their Official Plans in order to use the site plan control power.  Requiring an Official Plan to 
contain specific site plan control by‐law policies is therefore consistent with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, 2006 and current practice under the 
Planning Act. 
 
Municipalities affected by the SWG‐3 policy are encouraged to amend their site plan control by‐law and associated application review processes in order to 
conform with this policy in advance of future Official Plan conformity policy direction on a voluntary basis in order to advance the implementation of the source 
protection plan in as timely a manner as possible.   Municipalities are also required to continue to monitor the aquifer and report on the results (see GEN‐7). 
Should the contaminant levels continue to increase, it may be necessary to review this policy and others associated with the Issue. 
 

Policy 
ID 

Threat 
Description 

Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy  Where Policy 

Applies 
When Policy 

Applies 
Monitoring 

Policy 

SAL‐10 

Moderate/ 
Low 
Threats 
 
Application 
of Road Salt 

Planning 
Approval 
Authority 

B 

Land Use Planning
 
Where the application of road salt would be a moderate or low drinking water threat, the 
planning approval authority is encouraged to require a salt management plan, which 
includes a reduction in the future use of salt, as part of a complete application for 
development which includes new roads and parking lots in any of the following areas: 
 WHPA‐A (VS = 10) (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐B (VS ≤ 10) (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐C (future); or 
 WHPA‐D (future); or 
 WHPA‐E (VS ≥ 4.5 and <9) (future); or 
 HVA (future); or 
 SGRA (VS ≥ 6) (future). 
 
Such plans should include, but not be limited to, mitigation measures regarding design of 
parking lots, roadways and sidewalks to minimize the need for repeat application of road 
salt such as reducing ponding in parking areas, directing stormwater discharge outside of 
vulnerable areas where possible, and provisions to hire certified contractors. 
 

See  
Chapter 5 
of the 

respective 
Assessment 
Report 

Future: 
Immediately 

(T‐9) 
 

Amend OPs 
for 

conformity 
within 

5 years and 
ZBLs within 
3 years of 
OP approval 

(T‐8) 

N/A 

SAL‐11 

Moderate/ 
Low 
Threats 
 
Application 
of Road Salt 

MOECC  J 

Specify Action
 
Where the application of road salt is, or would be, a moderate or low drinking water threat, 
the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change in consultation with other provincial 
ministries and municipal associations should promote best management practices for the 
application of road salt, to protect sources of municipal drinking water in any of the 

See
Chapter 5 
of the 

respective 
Assessment 
Report 

Existing & 
Future: 
Consider 
within 
2 years 
(T‐15) 

N/A 
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Policy 
ID 

Threat 
Description 

Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy  Where Policy 

Applies 
When Policy 

Applies 
Monitoring 

Policy 

following areas:
 WHPA‐A (VS = 10) (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐B (VS ≤ 10) (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐C (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐D (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐E (VS ≥ 4.5 and <9) (existing, future); or 
 HVA (existing, future); or 
 SGRA (VS ≥ 6) (existing, future). 

Policy 
ID 

Threat 
Description 

Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy  Where Policy 

Applies 
When Policy 

Applies 
Monitoring 

Policy 

SAL‐12 

Moderate/ 
Low 
Threats 
 
Application 
of Road Salt 

Municipality  J 

Specify Action
 
Where the application of road salt on unassumed roads and private parking lots with 
greater than 200 square metres is, or would be, a moderate or low drinking water threat in 
any of the following areas: 
 WHPA‐A (VS = 10) (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐B (VS ≤ 10) (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐C (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐D (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐E (VS ≥ 4.5 and <9) (existing, future); or 
 HVA (existing, future); or 
 SGRA (VS ≥ 6) (existing, future); 
 
the municipality is encouraged to: 
a) require implementation of a salt management plan which includes the goal to minimize 
salt usage through alternative measures, while maintaining public safety; and 

 
b) require the use of trained individuals in the application of road salt (could include 
technicians and technologists and others responsible for salt management plans, winter 
maintenance supervisors, patrollers, equipment operators, mechanics, and contract 
employees). 

See 
Chapter 5 
of the 

respective 
Assessment 
Report 

Existing & 
Future: 
Consider 
within 
2 years 
(T‐15) 

N/A 

SAL‐13 

Moderate/ 
Low 
Threats 
 

SPA 
 

Municipality 
J 

Specify Action
 
Where the application, handling and storage of road salt is, or would be, a moderate or low 
drinking water threat, the municipality is requested to report the results of its sodium and 

See
Chapter 5 
of the 

respective 

Existing & 
Future: 
Consider 
within 

N/A 
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Policy 
ID 

Threat 
Description 

Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy  Where Policy 

Applies 
When Policy 

Applies 
Monitoring 

Policy 

Application 
of Road Salt 
 
Handling 
and Storage 
of Road Salt 

chloride monitoring conducted under the Safe Drinking Water Act and any other 
monitoring programs annually to the Source Protection Authority. The Source Protection 
Authority shall assess the information for any increasing trends and advise the Source 
Protection Committee on the need for new source protection plan policies to be developed 
to prevent future drinking water Issues, in any of the following areas: 
 WHPA‐A (VS = 10) (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐B (VS ≤ 10) (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐C (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐D (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐E (VS ≥ 4.5 and <9) (existing, future); or 
 HVA (existing, future); or 
 SGRA (VS ≥ 6) (existing, future). 

Assessment 
Report 

2 years
(T‐15) 

 
Explanatory Document Text 
 
Policies SAL‐10 through SAL‐13 apply to low and moderate threat areas.   
 
The  CTC Source Protection Committee has chosen to include a land use planning policy using Planning Act tools and a number of Specify Action policies where the 
threat is low or moderate in recognition that road salt application and storage activities are carried out throughout  all source protection areas  the source 
protection region; chloride and sodium are very mobile chemicals that move easily and rapidly into and through aquifers; and that there are  many other sources 
of drinking water  that may be protected as well through implementation practices to reduce the threat. 
 
All of these low and moderate threat policies are non‐legally binding.  Each specific implementer must have regard for the policy in making decisions, but has the 
flexibility of determining what action(s) will be taken.  While an implementer is not required to provide a report on their actions on implementing low or moderate 
threat policies, the CTC Source Protection Committee encourages them to provide information that will help in future review and revision of policies. 
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Policy 
ID 

Threat 
Description 

Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy  Where Policy 

Applies 
When Policy 

Applies 
Monitoring 

Policy 

SNO‐1  Storage of Snow  RMO 

G 

Part IV, s.57, s.58
 
Where the storage of snow is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat, the 
following actions shall be taken: 
 
1) The storage of snow is designated for the purpose of s.57 under the Clean Water Act, 
and is therefore prohibited where the threat is, or would be significant, in any of the 
following areas: 
 WHPA‐A (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐B (VS = 10) (future); or 
 WHPA‐E (VS ≥ 9) (future); or 
 the remainder of an Issue Contributing Area for Sodium or Chloride (future). 
 
Notwithstanding the above, emergency snow storage may be permitted outside of WHPA‐
A as determined by the risk management official and the municipality responsible for snow 
storage. 
 

See Maps 
1.1 ‐ 1.21 

Future: 
Immediately 

(T‐5) 
 

Existing: 
180 days 
(T‐4) 

MON‐2 

H 

2) The storage of snow is designated for the purpose of s.58 under the Clean Water Act, 
requiring risk management plans, where the threat is significant in any of the following 
areas: 
 WHPA‐B (VS = 10) (existing, future); or 
 WHPA‐E (VS ≥ 9) (existing, future); or 
 The remainder of an Issue Contributing Area for Sodium or Chloride (existing, future). 
 
Without limiting other requirements, risk management plans shall include appropriate 
terms and conditions to ensure the storage of snow, and associated runoff, ceases to be a 
significant drinking water threat. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, emergency snow storage may be permitted outside of 
WHPA‐A as determined by the risk management official and the municipality responsible 
for snow storage in the absence of a Risk Management Plan. 

Existing: 
1 year/ 
5 years 
(T‐6) 

MON‐2 

 
Explanatory Document Text 
 
Policy SNO‐1 prohibits existing and future snow storage in WHPA‐A and future snow storage in WHPA‐B (VS = 10), WHPA‐E (VS ≥ 9) and in the remainder of an Issue 
Contributing Area for Sodium or Chloride.  In the WHPA‐B (VS = 10), WHPA‐E (VS ≥ 9) and in the remainder of an Issue Contributing Area for sodium and chloride, 
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existing and future significant drinking water threats are managed using a Risk Management Plan.  In Emergency snow storage may be permitted outside of 
WHPA‐A as determined by the Risk Management Official and the municipality responsible for snow storage in the absence of a Risk Management Plan. 
situations, future snow storage may be permitted outside of WHPA‐A as determined by the Risk Management Official.  Existing snow storage is otherwise managed 
outside of WHPA‐A requiring a Risk Management Plan.    
 
Storage of snow can pose a significant drinking water threat depending on the geographic location of the storage area and whether the snow is stored above or 
below grade.  In general, the greater the snow storage area, the greater the risk to drinking water.  Generally, snow storage is a seasonal activity that takes place 
on along roadsides, parking lots, and vacant land without the construction of permanent facilities.  When originally developing this policy the CTC Source 
Protection Committee encouraged, where possible, the existing storage of snow (which often contains road salts and other contaminants) be located outside of 
vulnerable areas where possible.  The policy as currently written prohibits the existing and future storage of snow in the WHPA‐A, the most vulnerable area to a 
municipal well, as well as future occurrences of the activity where it would be a significant drinking water threat in the WHPA‐B (VS=10), WHPA‐E (VS≥9), and 
the remainder of the Issues Contributing Area for sodium and chloride.  Given the large surface areas in the Credit Valley Source Protection Area covered by 
Issues Contributing Areas for sodium and chloride, municipalities have communicated the difficulty implementing a prohibition of a potential future activity.  A 
number of provisions could be included in a Risk Management Plan to ensure that the storage of snow does not become a significant drinking water threat, 
therefore, the CTC Source Protection Committee has opted to manage any future instances of the activity outside of the WHPA‐A. 
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Policy ID  Threat 
Description 

Implementing 
Body 

Legal 
Effect  Policy 

Where Policy 
Applies 

When Policy 
Applies 

Monitorin
g Policy 

REC‐1 

An activity 
that 
reduces 
recharge to 
an aquifer 

Planning 
Approval 
Authority 

A 

Land Use Planning (Planning Policies for Protecting Groundwater Recharge) 
 
For applications under the Planning Act within the Tier 3 Water Budget WHPA‐Q2 identified as having 
significant water quantity threats, the relevant Planning Approval Authority shall ensure recharge 
reduction does not become a significant drinking water threat by: 
 
1) Requiring new development and site alteration under the Planning Act for lands zoned Low 
Density Residential (excluding subdivisions) or zoned Agricultural to implement best management 
practices such as Low Impact Development (LID) with the goal to maintain predevelopment recharge. 
Implementation of best management practices is encouraged, but voluntary, for Agricultural Uses, 
Agriculture‐related Uses, or On‐farm Diversified Uses where the total impervious surface does not 
exceed 10 per cent of the lot.   
 
2) Requiring that all site plan (excluding an application for one single family dwelling) and subdivision 
applications to facilitate major development (excluding development on lands down‐gradient of 
municipal wells in the Toronto & Region Source Protection Area [Figure X]) for new residential, 
commercial, industrial and institutional uses provide a water balance assessment for the proposed 
development to the satisfaction of the Planning Approval Authority which addresses each of the 
following requirements: 
a) maintain pre‐development recharge to the greatest extent feasible through best management 

practices such as LID, minimizing impervious surfaces, and lot level infiltration; 
b) where pre‐development recharge cannot be maintained on site, implement and maximize off‐site 

recharge enhancement (within the same WHPA‐Q2) to compensate for any predicted loss of 
recharge from the development; and 

c) for new development (excluding a minor variance) within the WHPA‐Q2 and within an Issue 
Contributing Area (for sodium, chloride or nitrates), the water balance assessment shall consider 
water quality when recommending best management practices and address how recharge will be 
maintained and water quality will be protected. 

 
The Planning Approval Authority shall use its discretion to implement the requirements of this policy 
to the extent feasible and practicable given the specific circumstances of a site and off‐site recharge 
opportunities.  

3)  Only approving settlement area expansions as part of a municipal comprehensive review where it 
has been demonstrated that recharge functions will be maintained on lands designated Significant 
Groundwater Recharge Areas within WHPA‐Q2. 
 
4)  Amending municipal planning documents to reference most current Assessment Reports in regards 
to the Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas within WHPA‐Q2. 

Future: 
WHPA‐Q2 
with a 

significant risk 
level 
 

See Maps 
3.1 
3.2 
 
 

Future: 
WHPA‐Q2 
with a 

moderate risk 
level 
 

See Maps 
3.3 
3.4 

Future: 
Immediately

(T‐9) 
 

Amend OPs 
for 

conformity 
within 

5 years and 
ZBLs within 
3 years of 
OP approval

(T‐8) 

MON‐1 
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EXPLANATORY DOCUMENT TEXT 
 
Policy REC‐1 is a land use planning policy that manages activities that reduce recharge to an aquifer. This policy applies to future threats in a WHPA‐Q2 with a 
significant or moderate risk level.  
 
The intent of the policy is to ensure that the Planning Approval Authority makes decisions that do not result in recharge reduction from new development 
becoming a significant drinking water threat within a WHPA‐Q2. The Planning Approval Authority, through the plan review process (i.e., Planning Act applications) 
will determine what is required, and determine the acceptability of the proposed actions, in the water balance assessments.  
 
The CTC Source Protection Committee wants the Planning Approval Authority to have the flexibility to require the appropriate level of detail in a specific water 
balance assessment commensurate with the scale and location of a proposed development. For example, within the WHPA‐Q2 are areas that have been identified 
as Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas which are particularly important due to the nature of the soils and slope that permit higher than average infiltration of 
precipitation to replenish the groundwater. These areas should be given particular protection. Other areas within the Tier 3 WHPA‐Q2, may not be important for 
recharge and/or cannot provide the required infiltration due to the local soil and slope conditions. Site specific assessment and identification of the recharge 
characteristics of the site should be part of such water balance assessments or equivalent. Where a detailed assessment is warranted, using the current version of 
the Tier 3 Water Budget model and updated information should ensure that the results are technically robust and comparable to the original analysis. The local 
source protection authority has the model files and information to support this analysis, but it is envisioned that an applicant will have to retain qualified expertise 
to do the analysis.  
 
The Source Protection Committee encourages the “complete application” check list be updated to include the Water Balance Assessment.  
 
The intent of Part 1) of the policy is to avoid the burden on individual residential owners or agricultural operations by requiring that they undertake expensive 
hydrogeological assessments, but to protect recharge by requiring instead that they implement best management practices that will reduce or eliminate any 
impact from their building or development activities that are subject to planning approvals. provide an appropriate level of policy direction to maintain recharge 
for development and site alteration associated with smaller‐scale or agriculture‐related development not covered by Part 2 of this policy.  In lieu of providing 
hydrogeological assessments, applicants are required, or in the case of agriculture‐related development where the total lot impervious surface is beneath a 
threshold of 10 per cent, encouraged to voluntarily implement best management practices, that will reduce or eliminate any impact from their building, or 
development, or site alteration activities that are subject to planning approvals 
 
With respect to the voluntary implementation of Part 1) of this policy for Agricultural Uses, Agricultural‐Related Uses, and On‐farm Diversified Uses these terms 
have the same meaning as defined in the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 and as further articulated in the Guidelines on Permitted Uses in Ontario’s Prime 
Agricultural Areas, 2016.  The 10 percent impervious threshold for agricultural‐related uses is adapted from Policy 3.2.4.2 of the Greenbelt Plan, 2017 for the 
purposes of this policy.  
 
In general, on low density and agriculturally zoned lands, it is possible to ensure that roof and impermeable surface run‐off can be directed to on‐site infiltration 
and thus maintain recharge without requiring technical assessments.  
 
The intent of Part 2) of this policy is to ensure certain Planning Act applications (excluding an application for one single family dwelling and on lands zoned 
agricultural) include an assessment of the potential reduction in recharge so that specific measures are identified and implemented to ensure the proposal does 

61



 
CTC Source Protection Plan Policies for Section 34 Amendment 

not result in recharge reduction becoming a significant drinking water threat within a WHPA‐Q2. This requirement applies to major development on lands with the 
greatest potential for reducing recharge, such as commercial, employment, institutional, industrial uses and includes residential subdivisions. but excludes an 
application for one single family dwelling. Planning Act applications applicable to Parts 2 (a) and (b) include site plan applications, draft plan of subdivision 
applications, and any associated implementing official plan or zoning by‐law amendment applications, however, applications for development on lands zoned 
agricultural, which do not meet the criteria for major development, and any development on lands down‐gradient of municipal wells in the Toronto and Region 
Source Protection Area [See Figure X], are exempt from Part 2).  
 
The intent of Part 2 (b) is to allow the municipality the option where it meets local requirements to require the applicant to locate compensating recharge on 
another site within the WHPA‐Q2 where it is not feasible to protect pre‐development recharge within the development site. The CTC Source Protection Committee 
concluded that the local municipality is best placed to determine the optimal actions to protect recharge and this provides them some local flexibility in their 
decision‐making.  
 
Part 2 (c) of this policy applies ONLY to those parts of a WHPA‐Q2 which are also within an Issue Contributing Area for Sodium, Chloride or Nitrate. These areas are 
shown on the maps in the appendices in of the CTC Source Protection Plan and also will be provided by the Source Protection Authority in other formats upon 
request to municipalities or other planning approval authorities. This requirement is intended to ensure that any risk management measure that is implemented to 
maintain recharge does not create a threat to source water quality. For example, infiltration of stormwater containing road salt in an Issue Contributing Area for 
Sodium or Chloride is a significant drinking water threat and subject to policies SWG‐11 and SWG‐12. The CTC Source Protection Committee has included Part 2 (c) 
of this policy for clarity to ensure that an implementing body does not inadvertently approve an activity to protect water quantity that is a threat to water quality.  
 
The intent of Part 3) is to ensure municipalities evaluate planned growth against recharge reduction at a large scale and only proceed if the planned growth will not 
result in new significant drinking water threats. Once feasibility of the growth is confirmed, development proponents are subject to Parts 1) and 2) of this policy 
which are site‐specific. 
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If this information is required in an accessible format, please contact 1-800-372-1102 ext. 3540. 
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To: The Committee of the Whole 
From: Commissioner of Works 
Report: #2018-COW-100 
Date: June 6, 2018 

Subject: 

Clean Water Act, 2006 Section 34 Proposed Revisions to Policies in the Credit Valley, 
Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Plan and updates to the 
Toronto and Region Assessment Report 

Recommendations: 

That the Committee of the Whole recommends to Regional Council: 

A) That the proposed mapping and text revisions to the Toronto and Region 
Assessment Report and policy revisions in the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, 
Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Plan, prepared by the Credit Valley, 
Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Committee be 
endorsed; 

B) That the Clean Water Act, 2006, Section 34 Amendment which includes proposed 
revisions to the Transition Provision, as well as Policies T-8, GEN-1, SWG-3, 
SNO-1, SAL-10, SAL-12, SAL-13, and REC-1 in the Credit Valley, Toronto and 
Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Plan and the associated 
explanatory text prepared by the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake 
Ontario Source Protection Committee be endorsed; and 

C) That a letter be submitted to the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake 
Ontario Source Protection Committee indicating that the Regional Municipality of 
Durham endorses the proposed revisions in Toronto and Region Assessment 
Report and the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source 
Protection Plan.  
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Report: 

1. Purpose 

1.1 This report provides a summary of the proposed revisions to policies in the Credit 
Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario (CTC) Source Protection Plan 
(SPP) and proposed revisions to mapping and text contained within the Toronto 
and Region Assessment Report (Assessment Report). 

2. Background 

2.1 The CTC SPP came into effect on December 31, 2015 and is now in its third year 
of implementation.  The Regional Municipality of Durham (Durham) was involved in 
the preparation of the CTC SPP throughout its development between 2001 and 
2014. 

2.2 The proposed revisions to the CTC SPP and Assessment Report will be 
implemented under Section 34 within the Clean Water Act, 2006. 

2.3 Durham is divided into three Source Protection Regions:  

 the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source •
Protection Region (CTC); 

 the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region •
(SGBLS); and  

 the Trent Conservation Coalition Source Protection Region (TCC). •

3. Amendments to the CTC Source Protection Plan 

3.1 The Clean Water Act, 2006 enables source protection plans and assessment 
reports to be revised using one of four methods: 

 A locally initiated amendment under Section 34; •
 A minister ordered amendment under Section 35; •
 An update resulting from the review under Section 36; or •
 An amendment under Section 51 of O. Reg. 287/07 for minor and •

administrative revisions. 

3.2 The method used will depend on factors such as the level of complexity of the 
revisions and the time sensitivity. 
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3.3 Prior to conducting public consultation on a Section 34 Amendment, the Clean 
Water Act, 2006 requires that source protection authorities obtain a municipal 
council resolution from each municipality affected by the amendments.  A 
municipality may be considered “affected” if it is located within a geographic area 
related to the amendments, and/or the municipality is responsible for taking 
actions or implementing policies related to the amendments. 

3.4 The CTC Source Protection Committee authorized the formation of an 
Amendments Working Group (Amendments WG) to work with staff and municipal 
partners to develop recommendations for amendments to the CTC Source 
Protection Plan.  Durham’s Risk Management Official (RMO) and Planning staff 
have been engaged in the amendments process through the Amendments WG.  

4. Policy Amendments in the CTC Source Protection Plan 

Transition Policy 

4.1 The CTC Source Protection Plan includes a transition policy which outlines 
circumstances where a “future” drinking water threat activity, that would otherwise 
be prohibited, may be considered as “existing”, even if the activity has not yet 
commenced. The policy’s intent is to allow development applications in transition 
to proceed while drinking water threats are managed under the “existing threat” 
policies.  Revisions to this policy clarify when a threat can be considered “existing” 
for in-progress development proposals and when a water balance is needed for 
development applications in transition. Additionally, the proposed policy specifies 
that, for applications in transition that would result in an increase of impervious 
surface, a water balance assessment, or equivalent, is still generally required. 
Based on the scale and location of development, the Planning Approval Authority 
has a certain level of flexibility regarding water balance requirements. 

Timeline T-8  

4.2 The CTC SPP requires Official Plans be amended for conformity within five years 
from the date the SPP is effective (December 2020). The Province released the 
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (‘Growth Plan’) in May 2017 and  
requires Durham to review and update the Regional Official Plan by July 2022. 
Proposed amendments to this policy aligns the timing of source protection Official 
Plan amendments with Growth Plan conformity timeline requirements. Based on 
this proposed change, Regional staff will incorporate any required Official Plan 
policy amendments into the upcoming municipal comprehensive review process of 
the Regional Official Plan. 
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Policy GEN-1  

4.3 This existing policy manages existing and future activities within vulnerable areas 
where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat as designated 
under Section 59 of the Clean Water Act, 2006. RMOs are required to screen 
applications for works proposed under the Planning Act, the Condominium Act, 
and the Building Code Act, 1992 as amended, excluding residential uses.  The 
revised policy provides clear direction allowing RMOs the autonomy to determine 
the site specific land uses that are subject to Section 59 notices. 

Policy SWG-3  

4.4 This existing policy is a land use planning policy for future septic systems, 
including holding tanks, governed under the Building Code Act, 1992, as 
amended.  The current policy prohibits a septic system on a vacant lot where there 
is no municipal sewer connection available.  Revisions to the policy are necessary 
to ensure that permits can be granted in areas where municipal servicing is not 
available. 

Policy SNO-1  

4.5 The above noted policy addresses existing and future significant drinking water 
threats as a result of snow storage.  The policy prohibits the future storage of snow 
where it is a significant drinking water threat.  The revised policy includes 
provisions to manage any future instances of snow storage outside of the 
Wellhead Protection Area-A (WHPA-A is the 100 metre radius of a municipal well).  
The revised policy will apply to the Issue Contributing Areas for sodium and 
chloride in the CTC source protection area.  There are no Issue Contributing Areas 
in Durham. 

Policy REC-1  

4.6 The CTC SPP includes policy REC-1 which is a land use planning policy that 
manages activities that reduce recharge to an aquifer.  Proposed revisions to this 
policy clarify the intent of agricultural uses in the water quantity threat areas 
(WHPA Q1/Q2) of the Toronto and Region Source Protection Area.  The revised 
policy no longer requires a water balance assessment for development down 
gradient of municipal supply wells within the WHPA Q1/Q2. 
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Policies SAL-10, SAL-12 and SAL-13  

4.7 The above noted series of land use planning policies within the CTC SPP address 
the application of road salt. The application of road salt is deemed a significant, 
moderate, or low drinking water threat when specific criteria are met.  The 
revisions expand the list of applicable vulnerable areas to ensure that these 
policies are applicable in all land use planning vulnerable areas to protect all 
sources of municipal drinking water. 

5. Technical Amendments to the Toronto and Region Assessment Report 

5.1 Significant Groundwater Recharge Area mapping has been updated to reflect the 
final recharge rates as simulated in the updated groundwater model used for the 
York Tier 3 water budget analysis.   

5.2 The WHPA-Q1/Q2 was delineated using a very conservative groundwater model 
and includes recharge areas outside of the area where land development has the 
potential to affect the water levels in municipal wells.  Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority staff have developed a downgradient boundary to identify 
where water budget assessments are not required. 

6. Conclusion 

6.1 The Section 34 Amendment which includes the proposed revisions to policies in 
the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection 
Plan and proposed revisions to mapping and text contained within the Toronto and 
Region Assessment Report are required for implementation. For the Section 34 
Amendment to the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario 
Source Protection Plan to proceed, a Regional Council resolution endorsing the 
amendments is required from all affected municipalities.  
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6.2 The following actions are requested from Regional Council: 

 the proposed mapping and text revisions to the Toronto and Region •
Assessment Report and policy revisions in the Credit Valley, Toronto and 
Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Plan, prepared by the 
Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source 
Protection Committee be endorsed; 

 the Clean Water Act, 2006, Section 34 proposed revisions to the •
Transition Provision, as well as Policies T-8, GEN-1, SWG-3, SNO-1, 
SAL-10, SAL-12, SAL-13, and REC-1 in the Credit Valley, Toronto and 
Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Plan and the associated 
explanatory text prepared by the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, 
Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Committee be endorsed; and 

 a letter  be submitted to the Credit Valley, Toronto and Region, Central •
Lake Ontario Source Protection Committee indicating that The Regional 
Municipality of Durham has endorsed the proposed revisions to the 
Toronto and Region Assessment Report and the Credit Valley, Toronto 
and Region, Central Lake Ontario Source Protection Plan.  

6.3 Staff from the Planning Department assisted in the preparation of this report and 
concur with the recommendations. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 Original signed by 
S. Siopis, P.Eng. 
Commissioner of Works 

Recommended for Presentation to Committee 

Original signed by 
G.H. Cubitt, MSW 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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r,eRegion
IIIof Peel
working with you

Corporate
Services

Office of the
Regional Clerk

10 Peel Centre Dr.
Brampton, ON
L6T 4B9
tel: 905-791-7800

peelregion.ca

June 4,2018 Resolution Number 2018-498

Douglas Wright
Chair of the CTC Source Protection
Committee
5 Shoreham Drive
Downsview, ON M3N 1S4

Dear Mr. Wright:

Subject: Clean Water Act Requirements - Amendments to the Assessment
Reports and Source Protection Plan

I am writing to advise that Regional Council approved the following resolution at its
meeting held on Thursday, May 24,2018:

Resolution 2018-498:

That the proposed revisions to the Credit Valley and Toronto and
Region Assessment Reports and the Credit Valley-Toronto Region-
Central Lake Ontario (CTC) Source Protection Plan prepared by the
CTC Source Protection Committee attached as Appendix I to the
report of the Commissioner of Public Works titled "Clean Water Act
Requirements - Amendments to the Assessment Reports and Source
Protection Plan" be endorsed, in accordance with the Clean Water
Act, 2006;

And further, that a copy of this resolution and the subject report be
forwarded to the CTC Source Protection Committee for their
information and appropriate actions.

of the report is provided for your information.

hanie Jurrius
gislative Specialist

SJ:ms

cc: Andrew Farr, General Manager, Water and Wastewater, Public Works, Region
of Peel

/1
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TO:  Chair and Members of the CTC Source Protection Committee 

Meeting #2/18, June 27, 2018 

FROM: Douglas Wright, Chair, CTC Source Protection Committee 

RE: Stakeholder Engagement Plan for the CTC Source Protection Committee 

(SPR) 

KEY ISSUE: To share the feedback obtained at the Stakeholder Engagement meeting 

held on May 30, 2018 and acquire comments on contents of a Stakeholder 

Engagement Strategy  

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the staff report on Stakeholder Engagement Plan be received for information; 

AND FURTHER THAT Chair Wright and staff consider the recommendations, 

perspectives, and advice of Committee members in preparation of a Stakeholder 

Engagement Strategy for endorsement at CTC SPC Meeting #3/18 on September 19, 2018. 

BACKGROUND 

The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change has encouraged the consideration of 

Stakeholder Engagement by source protection committee members in planning for the 

continued success of the Drinking Water Source Protection Program locally.   The CTC Source 

Protection Committee (CTC SPC) brings together key stakeholders from across the CTC 

Source Protection Region (CTC SPR). Committee members represent one of three sectors – 

municipal, economic, or public.  It is the responsibility of Committee members to liaise with the 

sector they represent. Since the Committee authored the Assessment Reports and CTC Source 

Protection Plan (CTC SPP), and consultation with stakeholders and the general public was 

required prior to finalizing these documents, members are well positioned to continue to engage 

various audiences, especially within their sector. 

‘Stakeholders’ of the Drinking Water Source Protection Program in the CTC SPR include those 

affected by policies in the CTC SPP, municipalities responsible for the implementation of 

policies, specific interest organisations, conservation authorities, and the general public. A 

meeting was arranged on May 30, 2018 for CTC SPC members to discuss stakeholder 

engagement with municipal and conservation authority staff.  The nature of this discussion 

focused on the need for a source protection region-wide stakeholder engagement strategy 

(‘Strategy’), that planning should take into consideration multiple years for implementation, and 

identification of short and long-term priorities. A summary of the discussion from the meeting is 

appended to this Report (Attachment 1). 

The creation of a Strategy which spans multiple years allows the Committee, as well as 

municipal and conservation authority staff, to complement the education and outreach materials 

and programs created to comply with policies in the CTC SPP (Attachment 2).   Once 

developed, it is intended that the Strategy will build on existing partnerships and leverage 

existing resources to raise general and targeted awareness of the Drinking Water Source 

Protection Program.  Further, it is expected that the Strategy will evolve over time as additional 
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priorities are identified and feedback from stakeholders is obtained on the extent to which the 

Strategy is attaining its intended outcome. 

Using the feedback from the May 30th Stakeholder Engagement meeting, staff have prepared a 

draft Strategy for discussion (Attachment 3).  Committee members are invited to consider the 

suggested activities outlined in this first draft as they relate to their role on the CTC SPC. 

1) In your opinion, are the correct stakeholder groups being engaged in 2018-2019? 

2) What can you contribute to engaging your sector (stakeholder group)? 

3) What message(s) should be delivered to stakeholders? 

 

NEXT STEPS 

The comments obtained from discussion and any written feedback received from Committee 

members will be incorporated into a first version of a Stakeholder Engagement Strategy for the 

CTC SPR to be presented at the CTC SPC meeting #3/18 on September 19, 2018. 

 

Report Prepared By: Douglas Wright, Alyssa Roth, 416-661-6600, extension 5633 

Emails: dswright@bell.net, Alyssa.Roth@trca.on.ca   

For Information contact: Douglas Wright, Alyssa Roth 

Emails:  dswright@bell.net,  Alyssa.Roth@trca.on.ca  

Date: June 20, 2018  

Attachments: 3 

1 – Stakeholder Engagement Meeting Summary – May 30, 2018 

2 – Stakeholder Engagement Priorities 

3 – Draft Proposed Elements of a CTC SPR Stakeholder Engagement Strategy  
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Meeting Summary – Wednesday, May 30, 2018 

Sector Engagement for Drinking Water Source Protection within the CTC SPR 

On May 30, 2018 representatives from the Source Protection Committee, municipalities, and CTC SPR 

staff met to begin brainstorming a direction for the Sector Engagement Plan that focuses primarily on 

sectors, but also considers broader needs and opportunities for engagement.  

The following summary includes the core principles that should be considered in developing the Sector 

Engagement Strategy. This summary should be reviewed by Committee members, municipalities, and 

staff and additional feedback can be sent to Alyssa (Alyssa.Roth@trca.on.ca).  
 

Vision 

The CTC SPR Sector Engagement Strategy is a long-term plan with phased implementation. Short term 

priorities are related to policy implementation challenges identified by municipalities that target specific 

audiences. Longer term priorities are related to increased source protection awareness. 

What are ‘general’ needs? 

 Land/business owners being advised when Source Protection Plan will have an impact. 

 Ongoing communication, education and outreach about Ontario’s source protection program. 

 Source Protection addressed in Ontario’s elementary, secondary, and post-secondary curricula. 

 Issue-specific outreach with consistent source protection messaging.  

 Base of information with additional content that can be added to be municipality specific. 

What are specific needs?  

 Great Lakes – how can we fill gaps in what is already being done by other stakeholders? 

 If a commercial space is leased and that space undergoes a change in use, Section 59 

Notification may not be triggered to identify threats the new business may represent (e.g. a 

convenience store turning into a laundry mat)  target commercial plazas. 

 Access to technical expertise to inform options for alternatives to traditional uses, which are 

identified as prescribed threats. 

 Means by which the “average” landowner can be reached. 

What would success look like? 

 People know about source protection before they come to City Hall to do business. 

 Property owners and businesses that require a Risk Management Plan are receptive. 

Attachment 1 
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 Sufficient resources are available for effective engagement and messaging on source protection.  

 If conditions on the ground are not improving because of prohibited activities, the cause of the 

issue is re-evaluated. 

Challenges  

Risk Management Officials/Inspectors (RMO/I) face challenges in making connections and engaging with 

landowners and businesses that require a risk management plan. As well, expertise concerning specific 

threats is often found within the sectors themselves, whereas municipal staff are generalists. 

Education and awareness for source protection should be bolstered over the long term; resources may 

be limited at present, especially for smaller municipalities.  

Targeted Audiences  

The following audiences were identified for engagement in the near term:  

 Agriculture 

 Auto Repair Shops 

 General Public  phased 

 Parking Lots  salt management plan – winter maintenance contracts 

 Aggregate 

 Consultants/developers  

 Insurance/real estate  

 Fuel distributers 

 Oil Pipelines 

 Dry cleaners 

 Municipal – (City of Toronto has training certified through Walkerton Clean Water Centre) 

 Municipal counsellors  

 Retailers – Home Hardware, Walmart 

 

Broader Sector Outreach Possibilities 

 Agriculture 

o Convention Outreach (OFA, Christian Farmers, NFA) 

o Certified Crop Advisors  

o University of Guelph Course  

 Real Estate Professionals 

o Need to know about s. 59 vulnerable areas 

o Landowners getting appropriate information in a timely fashion 

 School Boards/Children’s Water Festivals 

o Inform boards and ministries responsible for setting curriculum  

o Source specific activities 

o Guides/Scouts  
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Considerations 

 CTC Source Protection Plan policies are a starting point for engagement. Education and outreach 

is happening through municipalities.  

 The multi-barrier approach, Clean Water Act (2006), and Safe Drinking Water Act (2002) are the 

context for moving forward.  

 Targeted outreach to those impacted by source protection has been the most impactful 

approach to engaging different audiences. 

 Sector Representation on the CTC SPR Committee includes: 

o Municipal  

o Land Development 

o Aggregate Sector 

o Golf Course Industry 

o Road Salt 

o Agriculture 

o Petrochemical  

o Citizen-at-large  

o NGO  

 Conservation Ontario is well positioned to represent all source protection regions and areas on 

topics that are common across the province, and develop resources on shared engagement 

topics. The CTC will need to consider how we can adapt provincial resources to include CTC SPR 

context considerations?
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Attachment 2: Priorities – CTC SPR Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 

Challenge 
Targeted Audience (SPC 

Representation) 
Action to address challenge What will success look like 

Risk Management 
Officials/Inspectors (RMO/I) face 
challenges in making connections and 
engaging with landowners and 
businesses that require a risk 
management plan. It can also be 
challenging that expertise for specific 
threats is often found within the 
sectors themselves, whereas 
municipal staff are generalists. 

 Agriculture 

 Auto Repair Shops 

 Parking Lots  salt 
management plan  

 Aggregate 

 Consultants and 
developers  

 Fuel distributers 

 Oil Pipelines 

 Dry cleaners 
 

 Committee members can attend 
meetings with RMO/I to translate 
source protection to impacted 
sector, or be available to 
participate in a site visit with the 
RMO. 

 Property owners and 
businesses that require a Risk 
Management Plan are 
receptive.  

 People know about source 
protection before they come 
into City Hall. 

 If conditions on the ground 
are not improving because of 
prohibited activities, the 
cause of the issue is re-
evaluated. 

Education and awareness for source 
protection should be bolstered over 
the long term, but resources (staff, 
money) can be limited especially for 
smaller municipalities.  

 General Public  

 Retailers – Home 
Hardware, Walmart 

 Municipal 
counsellors  

 Insurance and real 
estate  

 Present at existing conferences 
with target audiences. 

 Activities and content for 
Children’s Water Festivals, Girl 
Guides and Scout Programs, and 
as part of conservation authority 
outreach.  

 Resource package for new 
counsellors. 

 Inform curriculum development.  

 People know about source 
protection before they come 
into City Hall. 

 There is money available to 
spend on getting the source 
protection message out, and 
there is “bang for your buck”.  
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Draft Proposed Elements of a CTC SPR Stakeholder Engagement Strategy    Page 1 of 3 
 

ATTACHMENT 3: DRAFT PROPOSED ELEMENTS OF A CTC SPR STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP: AGRICULTURE 

Platform Frequency Association Extent 
Responsible 

Party 
2018 2019 2020 

E-Magazine (twice 
provincially/annually) 

1 x Annually 

Ontario Federation of 
Agriculture  

Provincial 

TBD 

- √ √ 

Information Booth 

Canada’s Outdoor Farm Show Provincial - √ √ 

Int’l Plowing Match and Rural 
Expo 

Provincial - √ √ 

Royal Winter Fair Provincial/Local - √ √ 

Workshop/Presentation 
 

Chicken Farmers of Ontario Provincial - √ √ 

Beef Farmers of Ontario Provincial - √ √ 

Dairy Farmers of Ontario Provincial - √ √ 

Egg Farmers of Ontario Provincial - √ √ 

Ontario Pork Provincial - √ √ 

Presentation 
 

Durham Region Federation of 
Agriculture 

Local/Collaborative √ √ √ 

Dufferin Federation of 
Agriculture 

Local/Collaborative √ √ √ 

Halton Region Federation of 
Agriculture 

Local/Collaborative G. Maltby √ √ √ 

Peel Federation of Agriculture Local/Collaborative H. Laidlaw √ √ √ 

Simcoe County  Federation of 
Agriculture 

Local/Collaborative 

TBD 
 

√ √ √ 

Wellington  Federation of 
Agriculture 

Local/Collaborative √ √ √ 

York Region  Federation of 
Agriculture 

Local/Collaborative √ √ √ 

Wellington District – Christian 
Farmers Federation of Ontario 

Local/Collaborative √ √ √ 

Dufferin – Wellington District – 
Christian Farmers Federation of 
Ontario 

Local/Collaborative G. Maltby √ √ √ 

Wellington District – Christian 
Farmers Federation of Ontario 

Local/Collaborative 

TBD 

√ √ √ 

Simcoe District – Christian 
Farmers Federation of Ontario 

Local/Collaborative √ √ √ 
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Draft Proposed Elements of a CTC SPR Stakeholder Engagement Strategy    Page 2 of 3 
 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP: DRY CLEANERS 

Platform Frequency Association Extent 
Responsible 

Party 
2018 2019 2020 

Convention – October 
12-13, 2018 

1 x Annually Canadian Fabricare  Provincial / Local J. Abouchar √ √ √ 

 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP: AGGREGATES 

Platform Frequency Association Extent 
Responsible 

Party 
2018 2019 2020 

OSSGA Aggregates 101 
Training 

Varied Ontario Sand, Soil, and Gravel   Provincial / Local M. Topalovic  √ √ 

Avenues – Magazine / 
Rock Talk E-Magazine 

1 x Annually Ontario Sand, Soil, and Gravel   Provincial / Local M. Topalovic √ √ √ 

 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP: AUTO REPAIR BUSINESSES 

Platform Frequency Association Extent 
Responsible 

Party 
2018 2019 2020 

Workshop/Presentation 1 x Annually 
Automotive Industries 
Association of Canada 

Provincial / Local TBD  √ √ 

Workshop/Presentation 1 x Annually 
Canadian Collision Industry 

Forum – Meeting – Jan 2019 
Provincial / Local TBD  √  

Site Visits Varied 
Businesses requiring Risk 

Management Plans 
Local  √ √ √ 
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STAKEHOLDER GROUP: INSURANCE, REAL ESTATE 

Platform Frequency Association Extent 
Responsible 

Party 
2018 2019 2020 

Convention, October 
17-18, 2018 

1 x Annually 
Insurance Brokers Association of 

Ontario 
Provincial TBD √ √ √ 

E-Learning Professional 
Development Content 

Varied 
Insurance Brokers Association of 

Ontario 
Provincial TBD  √ √ 

E-Learning Professional 
Development Content 

Varied Ontario Real Estate Association Provincial TBD  √ √ 

EMERGE Convention 1 x Annually Ontario Real Estate Association Provincial/Local TBD  √ √ 

 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP: FUEL DISTRIBUTORS, PIPELINES 

Platform Frequency Association Extent 
Responsible 

Party 
2018 2019 2020 

Article 1 x Annually OPI – Ontario Oil and Gas Magazine Provincial / Local TBD  √ √ 

Workshop/Presentation 1 x Annually Ontario Petroleum Institute (OPI) Provincial  TBD  √  

Article 1 x Annually OPI – Newsletters (4 x annually) Provincial TBD  √ √ 

Site Visits Varied 
Businesses requiring Risk 

Management Plans 
Local TBD √ √ √ 

Article Varied 
Canadian Fuels Association (Blog – 

weekly) 
Provincial TBD √ √ √ 

Article Varied 
Canadian Energy Pipeline 

Association (Blog – weekly) 
Provincial TBD √ √ √ 

Workshop/Presentation 1 x Annually Canadian Energy Pipeline  Provincial TBD  √ √ 

 

OTHER STAKEHOLDER GROUPS TO INCLUDE: 

- Private salt applicators 

- Consultants / Developers 

- General Public  

- Children’s Water Festivals 

- Municipal Counsellors 
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TO: Chair and Members of the CTC Source Protection Committee 
Meeting #2/18, June 27, 2018 

FROM: Kerry Mulchansingh, Lead, Credit Valley Source Protection 
Authority 

 
RE: Water Quality Review – Policy Implementation Update  
 
KEY ISSUE: To report on the status of municipal raw water quality monitoring in the 

Town of Orangeville and Regional Municipality of Halton (Halton Region) 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
WHEREAS Policy GEN-7 in the CTC Source Protection Plan (CTC SPP) requires that 
where municipal groundwater monitoring shows increasing or decreasing trends 
and/or exceeds Ontario Drinking Water Standards, the municipality shall investigate 
and share the information with the RMO, the Ministry of the Environment and Climate 
Change, the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (for nitrates or pathogens) 
and the Source Protection Authority; 
 
AND WHEREAS Policy SAL-9 in the CTC SPP requires that where the application, 
handling and storage of road salt (existing, future) is, or would be, a significant drinking 
water threat in an Issue Contributing Area for Sodium or Chloride the following actions 
shall be taken: 
 

a) the responsible Source Protection Authority, in partnership with affected 
municipalities, shall conduct an investigation on the source and nature of sodium or 
chloride threats, contingent on funding; 

 
b) the municipality shall undertake monthly sampling of sodium and chloride levels in 
raw water at affected wells and report the results to the Source Protection Authority; 
and 

 
c) the Source Protection Authority in partnership with affected municipalities shall 
assess the information for any increasing trends and advise the Source Protection 
Committee on the need for new source protection plan policies to be developed to 
prevent future drinking water Issues. 

 
AND WHEREAS the Municipality is required to report back to the Credit Valley Source 
Protection Authority (CVSPA) within 2 years from the date the CTC SPP takes effect; 
 
AND WHEREAS the CVSPA, in partnership with affected municipalities is to report to the 
CTC Source Protection Committee (CTC SPC) on the results of this review;  
 
THEREFORE, IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT the Water Quality Review – Policy 
Implementation Update report be received for information; and  
 
FURTHER THAT the CTC SPC direct staff to incorporate the review of water quality 
monitoring results and the evaluation of the need for new source protection plan policies 
to prevent future drinking water threats into the Section 36 Workplan due to the Province 
in November 2018. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
An “Issue” as defined by the Technical Rules under the Clean Water Act, 2006 includes:  
 
The presence of a parameter in water at a surface water intake or in a well, including a 
monitoring location related to a drinking water system to which clause 15(2)(e) of the Act 
applies, if the parameter is listed in Schedule 1, 2 or 3 of the Ontario Drinking Water Quality 
Standards (ODWS) or Table 4 of the Technical Support Document for Ontario Drinking Water 
Standards, Objectives and Guidelines and, 

a. the parameter is present at a concentration that may result in the deterioration of the 
quality of the water for use as a source of drinking water, or 

b. there is a trend of increasing concentrations of the parameter at the surface water 
intake, well or monitoring location and a continuation of that trend would result in the 
deterioration of the quality of the water for use as a source of drinking water. 

During the development of the Approved Updated Assessment Report: Credit Valley Source 
Protection Area, 2015 (CVAR), raw water quality data (parameters sodium, chloride and nitrate) 
for municipal wells were collated and analyzed. The data review spanned a period extending 
from the installment of each municipal well to the end of 2012.  
 
The dataset for each well was plotted to assess the change in parameter concentration over 
time. The data were then subject to linear regression analyses and trend projection, where the 
point of irreversible water quality deterioration was assessed as being the time (year) that the 
projected (concentration) trend line intercepted the ODWS for the parameter of concern. 
 
In conjunction with the provincial guidelines, the following local criteria were applied in the 
designation of an “Issue”: 
 

 30-year time horizon for interception of the trend line with the ODWS;  

 Frequency with which a parameter exceeds half of its maximum allowable concentration 
(1/2 MAC) under the ODWS; and 

 Specific vulnerability concerns relating to the municipal well. 
 
Per the analyses and applied criteria, the following issues were designated within the CVSPA: 
 

 Sodium – Town of Orangeville: Wells 6, 9A and 9B; 

 Chloride – Town of Orangeville: Wells 6,11,9A,9B, and 10; 

 Chloride -Halton Region (Town of Halton Hills): Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4, and 4A 
(Georgetown); and  

 Nitrate – Halton Region (Town of Halton Hills): Davidson Wells 1 and 2 (Acton). 
 

The Technical Rules require that the land area where activities are thought to contribute to a 
parameter’s increase be delineated as the “Issue Contributing Area” (ICA) for that Parameter. 
The ICA would then be subject to the Source Protection Plan (SPP) policy application. The ICAs 
for Orangeville, Acton and Georgetown are presented in Figures 1 through 3, respectively.  
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Source Protection Plan Requirements  
  
The CTC Source Protection Plan (SPP) received approval from the Ministry of the Environment 
and Climate Change (MOECC) in July 2015, and took legal effect on December 31, 2015. 
Water quality policies applicable within the ICA include GEN-7 and SAL-9. Policy GEN-7 of the 
CTC Source Protection Plan states that: 
 

Where municipal groundwater monitoring shows increasing or decreasing trends 
and/or exceeds Ontario Drinking Water Standards, the municipality shall investigate 
and share the information with the RMO, the Ministry of the Environment and Climate 
Change, the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (for nitrates or pathogens) 
and the Source Protection Authority. 

 
Policy SAL-9 in the CTC SPP requires that where the application, handling and storage of road 
salt (existing, future) is, or would be, a significant drinking water threat in an Issue Contributing 
Area for Sodium or Chloride the following actions shall be taken: 
 

a) the responsible Source Protection Authority, in partnership with affected municipalities, 
shall conduct an investigation on the source and nature of sodium or chloride threats, 
contingent on funding; 

 
b) the municipality shall undertake monthly sampling of sodium and chloride levels in raw 
water at affected wells and report the results to the Source Protection Authority; and 

 
c) the Source Protection Authority in partnership with affected municipalities shall assess the 
information for any increasing trends and advise the Source Protection Committee on the 
need for new source protection plan policies to be developed to prevent future drinking water 
Issues. 

 
Both policies require that the municipalities responsible for implementation report results of 
increased water quality monitoring at affected wells to the CVSPA within 2 years from the date 
that the CTC SPP took effect.  To ensure a comprehensive data set, municipalities have been 
asked to provide all raw water quality results (for the parameters of interest) from affected wells 
to augment the existing data record which runs to the end of December 2012. 
 
In fulfillment of this requirement, the municipalities of Halton Region and Orangeville submitted 
updated raw water quality datasets during the first quarter of 2018 for wells where issues are 
identified. Halton Region provided nitrate (Davidson Wells 1 and 2) and chloride concentration 
data (Cedarvale Wells 1, 4, and 4A), while the Town of Orangeville submitted sodium and 
chloride concentration data. These submissions span a timeframe from January 2013 to the end 
of 2017.  
 
DATA REVIEW – METHODOLOGY  
 
CVSPA staff reviewed updated raw water quality data using the same methodology as applied 
to data incorporated into the CVAR.  
.  

 The full dataset for each well was plotted to assess the change in parameter 
concentration over time.  
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 The data were then subject to linear regression analyses and trend projection up to the 
time (year) that the projected (concentration) trend line intercepted the ODWS for the 
parameter of concern. 

 Once the trend analyses were completed, the ODWS interception point for the 
parameter of concern was recorded and compared with those inferred using the original 
CVAR dataset.  

 Any differences in the skew of the trend projection and/or point of interception with the 
ODWS was reviewed in terms of potential impact of the implementation of SPP policies 
GEN-7 and/or SAL-9 on the raw water quality of the wells.  

 
DATA REVIEW – RESULTS 
 

1) Town of Orangeville 
 
The CVAR designates the following water quality issues for the Town of Orangeville’s Municipal 
Drinking Water System: 
 

 Sodium – Town of Orangeville: Wells 6, 9A and 9B; and 

 Chloride – Town of Orangeville: Wells 6,11, 9A and 9B 
 
Sodium Issue – Wells 6, 9A and 9B 
 
The variation in sodium concentrations of the raw water from Wells 6, 9A and 9B, was assessed 
for the period 1999-2017. These results and trend projections are presented in Figure 4. The 
analyses conclude that with the extended dataset to 2017, the overall parameter trend and 
interception points with the ODWS remain relatively unchanged for the three wells, when 
compared to the analyses informing the CVAR. The comparisons are presented in Table 1. 
 

Review Period 
Projected Exceedance of 

ODWS for Sodium 
Review Period 

Projected Exceedance of 
ODWS for Sodium 

Well 6 Well 9B 

   2002 – 2012* 2034 2001-2012* 2026 

   2002 - 2017 2033 2001-2017 2027 

Well 9A  

   1999 – 2012* 2025 

   1999 – 2017 2028 
*Based on analyses completed for CVAR Foundation Report “Issues Analyses, Town of Orangeville Wells, 
September 2013” 
 

Table 1: Town of Orangeville (Wells 6, 9A and 9B) - Summary of Projected Exceedances 
for Sodium 
 
Chloride Issue – Wells 6, 9A, 9B, 10, and 11 
 
The variation in chloride concentrations of the raw water from Wells 6, 9A, 9B, 10 and 11, was 
assessed for the period 1999-2017.  These results and trend projections are presented in 
Figures 5, 6 and 7, respectively. The analyses conclude that with the extended dataset to 2017, 
the overall timeline for interception with the ODWS has decreased for Wells 9A, 9B and 11 
(when compared to projections informing the conclusions of the approved CVAR), but remain 
relatively unchanged for the other two wells. These results suggest an increase in chloride 
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concentrations in the raw water quality for Wells 9A, 9B, and 11. The comparisons are 
presented in Table 2. 
 

Review Period 
Projected Exceedance 
of ODWS for Chloride 

Review Period 
Projected Exceedance of 

ODWS for Chloride 

Well 6 Well 10 

   2002 – 2012*             2019 (2043*)1 2001-2012* 2033 

   2002 - 2017 2018 2001-2017 2038 

Well 9A Well 11 

   1999 – 2012* 2018 2002-2012* 2041 

   1999 – 2017 20142 2002-2017   20263 

Well 9B  

    2001-2012* 2018 

    2001-2017 20142 
*     Based on analyses completed for CVAR Foundation Report “Issues Analyses, Town of Orangeville Wells; 

September 2013” 
 
1. The raw water quality dataset used in the preparation of the CVAR was from 1983 through 2012. This dataset had 

an interruption in the trend line in 2002 which correlated with the completion of a major commercial and retail 
development in the capture zone of the municipal well. As such, a decision was made to shorten the data record 
to include the assessment of only post-2002 data when making predictions for future sodium and chloride trends 
given that the application of road salt would likely change with the new land use. This decision was implemented 
in the assessment of future sodium concentrations, but was erroneously omitted for chloride in the CVAR 
Foundation Report, and by extension, in the CVAR itself. By restricting the dataset to post -2002 and expanding 
the dataset by five years to include 2013 through 2017 data, projected exceedance of the ODWS exceedance 
could occur as early as 2018.  In reviewing the expanded dataset, chloride concentration in the raw water 
exceeded the ODWS in three instances in 2017. This municipal well has shown consistent exceedances of the ½ 
ODWS since 2010. 

 
2. The dataset analyzed and incorporated into the CVAR projected an exceedance of chloride in the year 2018. The 

data provided by the Town of Orangeville for 2013 through 2017 shows that chloride concentrations at both wells 
has exceeded the allowable ODWS for chloride since the fall of 2014. These wells have exhibited continuous 
exceedance of the ½ ODWS since 2004. 

 
3. The extended dataset shows that a change in the gradient of the trend line likely started as early as 2010. There 

were likely not enough data points to December 2012 to be able to skew the projected trend line closer to the 
year 2026 timeline, which is the result of including the additional data through December 2017.  

 
 

Table 2: Town of Orangeville (Wells 6, 9A, 9B, 10, and 11) - Summary of Projected 
Exceedances for Chloride 
 
 

2) Halton Region (Town of Halton Hills)  
 
The CVAR designates the following water quality issues for the Acton and Georgetown 
Municipal Drinking Water Systems: 
 

 Nitrate – Acton: Davidson Wells 1 and 2; and 

 Chloride – Georgetown: Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 and 4A 
 
Halton Region undertook an extensive review of raw water quality data at the affected wells 
where an issue has been identified.  Two reports (Attachments 1 and 2) were submitted to the 
CVSPA in May 2018.  CVSPA staff undertook an independent review of the data shared with 
the source protection authority to review and confirm the conclusions outlined in both reports. 
This review resulted in findings consistent with those reported by Halton Region.  
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Nitrate Issue – Davidson Wells 1 and 2 (Acton) 
 
Nitrate concentrations in raw water from Davidson Wells 1 and 2 were assessed for the period 
1985-2017. These results and trend projections are presented in Figure A5 (Attachment 1). 
With the inclusion of the extended dataset to the end of 2017, the timeline for interception with 
the ODWS has increased for both wells, when compared to the results reported in the CVAR 
(Table 3).  
 

Review Period 
Projected Exceedance of 

ODWS for Nitrate - Davidson 1 
Projected Exceedance of 

ODWS for Nitrate - Davidson 2 

   1985 – 2012* 2061 2072 

   1985 – 2017  2153 2209 
*Based on analyses completed for CVAR Foundation Report “Issues Analyses, Halton Region Wells, September 
2013” 

 
Table 3: Halton Region Davidson Wells 1 and 2 - Summary of Projected Exceedances for 
Nitrate 
 
Historical water quality data for this wellfield has shown a great deal of variability in nitrate 
concentrations since 1985. Using the extended dataset to December 2017, nitrate 
concentrations may meet or exceed the ODWS by 2153 at Well 1 and by 2209 for Well 2. 
Between 2009 and 2017, a decrease in nitrate concentrations was observed. Given the 
fluctuations (seasonal and year-to-year) of nitrate concentrations, as well as some exceedances 
of ½ the maximum acceptable concentration (MAC), it is difficult to draw concrete conclusions 
about nitrate concentrations trends based on the available information.  When the CVAR was 
prepared, it was thought that nitrate concentrations are likely influenced by seasonal variation in 
agricultural practices at locations close to the wells and in areas where a direct hydraulic 
connection exists between the ground surface and the producing aquifer. 
 
As described in detail in the following section, Halton Region is working on a study at the 
Davidson Wellfield with the G360 Institute for Groundwater Research at the University of 
Guelph to refine the understanding of groundwater flow and potential nitrate sources in this 
area. 
 
Chloride Issue - Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 and 4A (Georgetown) 
 
Chloride concentrations in raw water from Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 and 4A were assessed for the 
period 1986-2017. These results and trend projections are presented in Figure A3 (Attachment 
2).  With the inclusion of the extended dataset to 2017, the timeline for the projected 
exceedance of the ODWS at Cedarvale 1A has increased from the year 2037 to 2055.  For the 
other two municipal wells, the projected date for exceedance of the ODWS has been delayed by 
six (6) or eight (8) years (Table 4).  
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Review Period 
Projected Exceedance 
of ODWS for Chloride 

– Cedarvale 1A 

Projected Exceedance of 
ODWS for Chloride – 

Cedarvale 4 

Projected Exceedance 
of ODWS for Chloride – 

Cedarvale 4A 

   1986 – 2012* 2037 2045 2027 

   1986 - 2017 2055 2051 2035 
*Based on analyses completed for CVAR Foundation Report “Issues Analyses, Halton Region Wells, September 
2013” 

 
Table 4: Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 and 4A - Summary of Projected Exceedances for Chloride 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The Town of Orangeville and Halton Region have each undertaken increased raw water quality 
sampling to comply with policies in the CTC SPP.  Further to these monitoring initiatives, Halton 
Region has entered into a partnership with the G360 Institute for Groundwater Research at the 
University of Guelph to assess potential sources of nitrate at the Davidson Wellfield. The 
investigation was initiated with the drilling of a new monitoring well adjacent to the Davidson 
wellhouse in December 2016. Bedrock and groundwater samples collected at varying depths 
during drilling were analyzed for nitrate concentrations. Downhole geophysical surveys were 
completed to support the delineation of hydrogeological units and provide a better 
understanding of groundwater flow through the bedrock aquifer. A multi-level sampling system 
was designed based on the results of the detailed in-situ testing and analysis, and installed in 
May 2018. 
 
Although the results of additional water quality data analyses indicate somewhat different water 
quality trends relative to those identified in the CVAR, it is likely premature to determine whether 
CTC SPP policies have had any impact on nitrate, sodium, and chloride concentrations at 
municipal wells where an issue has been identified.  Water quality trends have less uncertainty 
when longer data records are available for analysis, and therefore it is recommended to delay 
making any conclusions regarding the effectiveness of policies in the CTC SPP until such time 
as longer continuous water quality records are available. 
 
Further, as the CTC SPP has only been in effect for two years, policies requiring actions to 
manage existing significant drinking water threats have not been completely implemented.  In 
particular, risk management plans for existing agricultural and road salt related threats do not 
have to be in place until December 31, 2020.   
 
It is the opinion of conservation authority and municipal staff that it is premature to speculate on 
the need for new source protection plan policies to be developed to prevent future drinking 
water issues at this time.   
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
Although municipalities responsible for the implementation of these water quality monitoring 
policies will continue to provide the results of their monitoring programs to the source protection 
authority on an annual basis as outlined in the CTC SPP, it is anticipated that the value of the 
results will be limited until all CTC SPP policies have been implemented (i.e., by December 
2020).  To this end, staff recommend that the CTC Source Protection Committee consider the 
need for new policies to prevent future drinking water threats in the update to the CTC SPP, 
which is likely to be submitted to the Province in 2024-2025. 
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In the interim, staff will continue to manage the data collected and intend to procure software 
which will allow for the assessment of seasonal influences on raw water quality.   
 
Report prepared by: Kerry Mulchansingh (905-670-1615, Ext. 383), Dan Banks (905-825-
6000, Ext. 7545), Jon Clark (905-825-6000, Ext. 7488), Heather McGinnity (519-941-0440, 
Ext. 2222) 
Emails: kmulchansingh@cvc.ca; Daniel.Banks@halton.ca; jon.clark@halton.ca; 
hmcginnity@orangeville.ca 
For Information contact: Kerry Mulchansingh (905-670-1615, Ext. 383) 
Emails: kmulchansingh@cvc.ca   
Date: June 27, 2018 
Attachments: 1 – Davidson Wellfield, Nitrate Concentration Data Review, May 2018 
                        2 – Cedarvale Wellfield, Chloride Concentration Data Review, May 2018 
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Figure 1: Town of Orangeville – Issue Contributing Areas 
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Figure 2: Halton Region (Acton) – Issue Contributing Area 
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Figure 3: Halton Region (Georgetown) – Issue Contributing Area  
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Figure 4: Town of Orangeville Wells (ICA) – Sodium Concentrations, 1999-2017 
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Figure 5: Town of Orangeville Wells 6 & 11 (ICA) – Chloride Concentrations, 2002-2017 
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Figure 6: Town of Orangeville Wells 9A & 9B (ICA) – Chloride Concentrations, 1999-2017 
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Figure 7: Town of Orangeville Well 10 (ICA) – Chloride Concentrations, 2001-2017 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Davidson Wellfield 
 
The Davidson Wellfield is operated by the Regional Municipality of Halton (Halton 
Region) and is located in the community of Acton within the Town of Halton Hills. The 
Davidson Wellfield is comprised of Davidson Well 1 and Davidson Well 2, and forms 
part of the Acton municipal groundwater supply along with the Prospect Park Wellfield 
and the 4th Line Wellfield.  Halton Region operates the Davidson Wellfield (and other 
Acton wellfields) under Permit to Take Water (PTTW) No. 3687-ABKHAP. 
 
The location of the Davidson Wellfield and the Issue Contributing Area (as described 
below) are shown on Figure 1. The geological setting of the Davidson Wellfield is as 
described in the Halton Tier Three Water Budget and Local Area Risk Assessment 
(AECOM, October 2014): 
 

The Davidson wellfield is located… …along Third Line south of No. 32 
Sideroad. Well 1 was drilled in 1958 and Well 2 was drilled in 1960. Both of 
these wells are installed in the upper portion of the Silurian dolostone, 
originally interpreted to be the Amabel (Gasport) Formation. Bedrock lies very 
close to surface at the wellfield and is overlaid by a thin layer (less than 2 m) 
of a sandy silt till. The upper few metres of bedrock are typically weathered 
and highly fractured. 

 
Figure 1: Location of Davidson Groundwater Quality Threat Areas and Issue Contributing Area (CTC SPA, 2015) 
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1.2 Approved Assessment Report and Issue Designation 
 
The Davidson Wellfield is located in the Credit Valley, Toronto Region and Central Lake 
Ontario (CTC) Source Protection Region, and within the Credit Valley Source Protection 
Area. The Approved Source Protection Plan: CTC Source Protection Region (2015) 
contains policies intended to protect existing and future drinking water sources in the 
Source Protection Region and to ensure that activities never become, or cease to be, 
significant drinking water threats. The main technical documents on which the CTC 
Source Protection Plan is based are the Assessment Reports for the three Source 
Protection Areas. The Assessment Reports describe, among other things: the local 
watersheds and water supplies; vulnerable areas; and risks and issues related to 
drinking water quality and quantity. 
 
In the development of the Approved Updated Assessment Report: Credit Valley Source 
Protection Area (2015), nitrate was identified as an Issue at the Davidson Wellfield 
(Figure 1). An “Issue” as defined by the Technical Rules under the Clean Water Act, 
2006 includes:  
 
The presence of a parameter in water at a surface water intake or in a well, including a 
monitoring location related to a drinking water system to which clause 15(2)(e) of the 
Act applies, if the parameter is listed in Schedule 1, 2 or 3 of the Ontario Drinking Water 
Quality Standards or Table 4 of the Technical Support Document for Ontario Drinking 
Water Standards, Objectives and Guidelines and, 

a. the parameter is present at a concentration that may result in the deterioration of 
the quality of the water for use as a source of drinking water, or 

b. there is a trend of increasing concentrations of the parameter at the surface 
water intake, well or monitoring location and a continuation of that trend would 
result in the deterioration of the quality of the water for use as a source of 
drinking water. 

As noted in the Approved Assessment Report (2015), the key considerations for nitrate 
concentrations at the Davidson Wellfield that informed the identification of nitrate as an 
Issue were: 
 

 Nitrate concentration data showed fluctuations with an overall increasing trend 
for the data from 1985 to 2009 (the period considered in preparation of the 
Approved Assessment Report); and 

 Nitrate concentration data showed frequent “spikes” that exceeded one half of 
the Ontario Drinking Water Standard (ODWS) Maximum Allowable Concentration 
(MAC) of 10 mg/L. 
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Policy GEN-7 of the CTC Source Protection Plan states: 
 

Where municipal groundwater monitoring shows increasing or decreasing 
trends and/or exceeds Ontario Drinking Water Standards, the municipality 
shall investigate and share the information with the RMO, the Ministry of the 
Environment and Climate Change, the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 
Affairs (for nitrates or pathogens) and the Source Protection Authority. 

 
Halton Region staff has reviewed nitrate concentrations at the Davidson Wellfield, 
including data from 1985 to 2009 that were considered for preparation of the Approved 
Assessment Report, and data collected with increased frequency for the past several 
years up to the end of 2017. Based on review of the groundwater quality data, an 
overall increasing trend in nitrate concentrations persists; however, the rate of the 
increasing trend appears to be reduced relative to previous analyses. This memo is 
intended to summarize the nitrate concentration data for the Davidson Wellfield and 
discuss recent and ongoing initiatives implemented to address the identified Issue 
during the period since the development of the Approved Assessment Report. 
 
2. Nitrate Concentration Trends at the Davidson Wellfield 
 
The initial Issues evaluation was completed using nitrate concentration data from 1985 
to 2009. The 1985 to 2009 dataset includes instances of nitrate concentrations 
exceeding half of the ODWS MAC but no exceedances of the MAC. Analysis of the 
1985 to 2009 dataset also indicated increasing nitrate concentrations over time. 
 
CTC staff reviewed the nitrate concentration data in 2013 to further assess nitrate 
concentration trends using the data maxima and estimated that nitrate concentrations 
could exceed the MAC as early as 2049 at Well 1 and as early as 2083 at Well 2 (CTC, 
Issue Determination Halton Region Wells, April 2013). CTC also noted that a 
decreasing trend was observed for data from 2010 to 2012, and that there may be some 
uncertainty in the direction of the nitrate concentration trend. 
 
For the period from 1985 to 2013 raw groundwater samples were generally collected 
from the Davidson Wellfield on a quarterly frequency for nitrate concentration analysis. 
The frequency of raw groundwater sample collection for nitrate concentration analysis 
has been weekly from 2013 to present in order to support a more detailed review of 
seasonal fluctuations and identification of annual maximum and minimum 
concentrations. 
 
Nitrate concentration data and trend analysis for the Davidson Wellfield are presented in 
Appendix A. The period of nitrate concentration data considered is from 1985 to 2017, 
and this memo includes review and trend analysis of: 
 

 The data used to support the identification of the initial Issue designation (i.e., 
1985 to 2009); 

 The data obtained subsequently (i.e., 2010 to 2017); and 
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 The entire dataset (i.e., 1985 to 2017). 
 
The nitrate concentration data and analyses for the Davidson Wellfield are presented on 
Figures A1 to A6 in Appendix A (attached). Figure A1 presents the nitrate 
concentration data from 1985 to 2017, and review of Figure A1 indicates that nitrate 
concentrations at the Davidson Wellfield were typically less than 5 mg/L until 2001; 
however, since 2001 some nitrate concentrations have exceeded 5 mg/L. Review of 
Figures A1 and A2 (presenting the nitrate concentration data from 2013 to 2017) 
indicates that although nitrate concentrations in recent years generally have been within 
the historical range, most annual maximum concentrations have exceeded 5 mg/L. 
Furthermore, the availability of weekly nitrate concentration data from 2013 to 2017 
appears to confirm a general pattern where annual maximum concentrations tend to 
occur during the spring and lower concentrations, typically less than 5 mg/L, tend to 
occur throughout the rest of the year.  
 
In order to assess the overall trends in nitrate concentrations at the Davidson Wellfield 
and to estimate when nitrate concentrations may potentially exceed the MAC, linear 
trend analyses using mean annual concentrations were completed for the following 
datasets: 1985-2009 (Figure A3); 2010-2017 (Figure A4); and 1985-2017 (Figure A5). 
Based on the linear trend analyses, trend lines were projected forward to estimate the 
year when the MAC potentially may be exceeded. The results are summarized in 
Table 1 below and generally indicate that when more recent nitrate concentration data 
are considered the number of years until nitrate concentrations are estimated to 
potentially exceed the MAC significantly increases. 
 
A linear trend analysis was also completed using the maximum annual nitrate 
concentrations (from years with at least four nitrate concentration values) for the period 
from 1985-2017 to allow a comparison to the similar analysis previously completed by 
CTC in 2013 using the nitrate concentration data from 1985 to 2013. The trend analysis 
using the maximum annual nitrate concentrations from 1985 to 2017 is presented on 
Figure A6, and the results are presented in Table 1 below along with the results of the 
previous analysis completed by CTC. As with the trend analyses completed using the 
mean annual nitrate concentrations, the trend analysis using the maximum annual 
nitrate concentrations from 1985 to 2017 indicates that the number of years until nitrate 
concentrations are estimated to potentially exceed the MAC has increased relative to 
the results of the analysis previously completed by CTC. 
 
A summary of projected exceedances of the maximum acceptable concentration of 
nitrate is shown in Table 1. The figure number corresponding to the estimate is shown 
in parentheses where applicable. 
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Review Period Projected Exceedance 
of ODWS MAC for 
Nitrate - Davidson 1 

Projected Exceedance of 
ODWS MAC for Nitrate - 
Davidson 2 

Mean Values   
   1985 – 2009 (A3) 2061 2072 
   2010 – 2017 (A4) 2334 2436 
   1985 – 2017 (A5) 2153 2209 
Maximum Values   
   1985 – 2013 (from CTC, 
2013) 

2049 2083 

   1985 – 2017 (A6) 2103 2101 
 

Table 1: Summary of Projected Exceedances of MAC 
 
 
3. Implementation of CTC Source Protection Plan in the Issue Contributing Area 

(ICA) 
 
In 2017 Halton Region’s Risk Management Official initiated the development of Risk 
Management Plans (RMPs) within the ICA through discussions with land owners and 
other parties engaged in verified threat activities. RMP development efforts are ongoing 
and will be an iterative process as practices and activities change in the ICA. In addition 
to activity management through powers designated in the Clean Water Act, Halton 
Region, Halton Hills, and County of Wellington staff continues to engage with residents 
in other ways, including completion of the inspection of all septic beds within the ICA by 
Halton Hills and County of Wellington staff. 
 
In addition to RMP development, Halton Region staff has provided prohibition 
notification letters to landowners and other parties engaged in prohibited activities. At 
the one property within the Davidson WHPA-A where prohibited activities were 
previously undertaken, a surveyor was contracted to demarcate the portion of the 
property within the WHPA-A, and subsequent site visits by Halton Region staff have 
confirmed the cessation of prohibited activities as the staked area within the WHPA-A 
has been allowed to go fallow as shown in the site photo below. 
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Figure 2: Naturalization of Agricultural Lands within 100m of the Davidson Wellfield 

 
4. Additional Efforts to Assess Nitrate Concentrations in the Vicinity of Davidson 

Wellfield 

4.1 Monitoring Well MW32-08 
 
Additional groundwater quality sampling at monitoring wells in the vicinity of the 
Davidson Wellfield began in 2013 to support the characterization of nitrate 
concentrations in groundwater in the general area. Monitoring well MW32-08 is located 
on 32nd Sideroad at approximately the boundary of the WHPA-B for the Davidson 
Wellfield and is screened from 52 to 58 metres below ground surface in the same 
bedrock aquifer as the Davidson wells. Monitoring well MW32-08 has been sampled 
monthly since 2013 and nitrate concentrations have been less than the laboratory 
method detection limit for all sampling events.  
 
In 2015, intermediate and shallow depth monitoring wells were installed adjacent to 
MW32-08 to enable further assessment of nitrate concentrations in groundwater at 
different depths. Monthly sampling at the shallow and intermediate monitoring wells 
commenced in December 2015. The intermediate well is screened from 29 to 35 metres 
below ground surface in the upper portion of the bedrock aquifer and samples have 
shown no detection of nitrate to date. The shallow well is screened from 13 to 16 metres 
below ground surface in the overburden deposits composed of poorly sorted sand, silt 
and gravel. Nitrate concentrations at the shallow well have varied between 2.2 mg/L and 
10.1 mg/L. The nitrate concentration data from the shallow, intermediate, and deep 
monitoring wells suggest that groundwater quality varies with depth. These results will 
be further reviewed in conjunction with the results from the collaborative review of 
groundwater quality project with University of Guelph described below. 
 

4.2 Review of Groundwater Quality - Collaboration with University of Guelph 
Institute for Groundwater Research (G360) 

 
Halton Region has been collaborating with G360 since 2016 to assess potential sources 
of nitrate at the Davidson Wellfield. G360 has extensive expertise in assessing 
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groundwater flow in fractured bedrock aquifers as well as access to innovative testing 
equipment and methods of analysis. The investigation was initiated with the drilling of a 
new monitoring well adjacent to the Davidson wellhouse in December 2016. A 
temporary liner was installed in 2017 until a multi-level sampling system could be 
designed based on the results of detailed in-situ testing and analysis.  Bedrock and 
groundwater samples collected at varying depths during drilling were analyzed for 
nitrate concentrations. Downhole geophysical surveys were completed to support the 
delineation of hydrogeological units and provide a better understanding of groundwater 
flow through the bedrock aquifer. 
 
Halton Region staff met with G360 in spring 2018 to review the investigation and 
analysis results to date and to confirm the work plan for the remainder of the year, 
which is anticipated to include installation of a multi-level monitoring system in the 
monitoring well and additional groundwater quality monitoring. 
 
5. Conclusions 
 
The frequency of collection of groundwater samples from the Davidson Wellfield for 
nitrate concentration analysis has increased since 2013. Based on analysis of the 
expanded nitrate concentration dataset for the Davidson Wellfield, the rate at which 
nitrate concentrations have been increasing appears to be reduced compared to the 
rate of increase estimated at the time of the nitrate Issue designation. 
 
It is anticipated that continued groundwater quality sampling at the Davidson Wellfield 
and the detailed investigation of groundwater flow and quality by G360 will support an 
improved understanding of the sources of nitrate in groundwater at the Davidson 
Wellfield. The improved understanding of nitrate sources and groundwater flow through 
the bedrock aquifer will be important to informing source protection planning and 
policies for the Davidson Wellfield. 
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A2: Nitrate Concentrations at Davidson Wells (2013-2017)

Nitrate Maximum Acceptable Concentration (MAC)

Nitrate 1/2 Maximum Acceptable Concentration (1/2 MAC)

Davidson 1

Davidson 2

109



0

2

4

6

8

10

12

19
83

19
93

20
03

20
13

20
23

20
33

20
43

20
53

20
63

20
73

20
83

20
93

21
03

21
13

21
23

N
O

3
C

o
n

ce
n

tr
at

io
n

 (
m

g
/L

)

Date

A3: Projection of Historical Nitrate Concentrations at Time of Issue Designation (1985-2009)
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A4: Projection of Historical Nitrate Concentrations for Period Following Issue Designation (2010-2017)
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A5: Projection of Historical Nitrate Concentrations  for All Historic Data (1985-2017)
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A6: Projection of Historical Nitrate Concentrations  for Historic  Annual Maximum Data (1985-2017)
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Cedarvale Wellfield 
 
The Cedarvale Wellfield is operated by the Regional Municipality of Halton (Halton 
Region) and is located in the community of Georgetown within the Town of Halton Hills. 
The Cedarvale Wellfield is comprised of Cedarvale Well 1A, Cedarvale Well 3A, 
Cedarvale Well 4 and Cedarvale Well 4A, and forms part of the Georgetown municipal 
groundwater supply along with the Lindsay Court Wellfield and the Princess Anne 
Wellfield.  Halton Region operates the Cedarvale Wellfield (and other Georgetown 
wellfields) under Permit to Take Water (PTTW) No. 4705-AFCJ82. 
 
The location of the Cedarvale Wellfield and the Issue Contributing Area are shown on 
Figure 1. The geological setting of the Cedarvale Wellfield is as described in the Halton 
Tier Three Water Budget and Local Area Risk Assessment (AECOM, October 2014): 
 

The Cedarvale wellfield has four operational pumping wells… screened  in the 
buried bedrock valley sand and gravel aquifer; however, the thickness of the 
deposit varies from approximately 10m in the vicinity of Well 1A to 
approximately 15m at Well 4A.  

 
The Cedarvale wells are considered to be groundwater under direct influence of surface 
water (GUDI), meaning that groundwater has incomplete/undependable subsurface 
filtration of surface water. Specifically, the wells are in proximity to the surface water 
sources of Black Creek and Silver Creek, which contribute to the recharge of the 
aquifer. 
 

1.2 Approved Assessment Report and Issue Designation 
 
The Cedarvale Wellfield is located in the Credit Valley, Toronto Region and Central 
Lake Ontario (CTC) Source Protection Region, and within the Credit Valley Source 
Protection Area. The Approved Source Protection Plan: CTC Source Protection Region 
(2015) contains policies intended to protect existing and future drinking water sources in 
the Source Protection Region and to ensure that activities never become, or cease to 
be, significant drinking water threats. The main technical documents on which the CTC 
Source Protection Plan is based are the Assessment Reports for the three Source 
Protection Areas. The Assessment Reports describe, among other things: the local 
watersheds and water supplies; vulnerable areas; and risks and issues related to 
drinking water quality and quantity. 
 
In the development of the Approved Updated Assessment Report: Credit Valley Source 
Protection Area (2015), chloride was identified as an Issue at Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4, 
and 4A (Figure 1). An “Issue” as defined by the Technical Rules under the Clean Water 
Act, 2006 includes:  
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The presence of a parameter in water at a surface water intake or in a well, including a 
monitoring location related to a drinking water system to which clause 15(2)(e) of the 
Act applies, if the parameter is listed in Schedule 1, 2 or 3 of the Ontario Drinking Water 
Quality Standards or Table 4 of the Technical Support Document for Ontario Drinking 
Water Standards, Objectives and Guidelines and, 

a. the parameter is present at a concentration that may result in the deterioration of 
the quality of the water for use as a source of drinking water, or 

b. there is a trend of increasing concentrations of the parameter at the surface 
water intake, well or monitoring location and a continuation of that trend would 
result in the deterioration of the quality of the water for use as a source of 
drinking water. 

In the development of the Approved Updated Assessment Report: Credit Valley Source 
Protection Area (2015), chloride was identified as an Issue at Cedarvale 
Wells 1A, 4 & 4A (Figure 1). The key considerations for chloride concentrations at 
Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 & 4A that informed the identification of chloride as an Issue were: 
 

 Chloride concentration data showed marked increases for the data from 1986 to 
2009 (the period considered in preparation of the Approved Assessment Report); 
and 

 Chloride concentrations were projected to rise to the level of the Ontario Drinking 
Water Standards (ODWS) Aesthetic Objective (AO) of 250 mg/L within a 30-year 
timeline based on the projection of a linear trend analysis. 

 
While chloride concentrations from 1986 to 2009 at Cedarvale Well 3A were generally 
similar to chloride concentrations at the other Cedarvale wells, chloride was not 
identified as an Issue for Well 3A because the linear trend analysis for the chloride 
concentration data did not estimate that concentrations would rise to the AO within a 
30-year timeline. 
 
Policy GEN-7 of the CTC Source Protection Plan states: 
 

Where municipal groundwater monitoring shows increasing or decreasing 
trends and/or exceeds Ontario Drinking Water Standards, the municipality 
shall investigate and share the information with the RMO, the Ministry of the 
Environment and Climate Change, the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 
Affairs (for nitrates or pathogens) and the Source Protection Authority. 

 
In addition to monitoring and data sharing, policy SAL-9 of the CTC Source Protection 
Plan requires that the Source Protection Authority, in partnership with affected 
municipalities, shall conduct an investigation on the source and nature of sodium or 
chloride threats, contingent on funding.  
 
Halton Region staff has reviewed chloride concentrations at the Cedarvale 
Wells 1A, 4 & 4A, including data from 1986 to 2009 that were considered in the 
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preparation of the Approved Assessment Report, as well as data collected with monthly 
frequency from 2013 to the end of 2017. Based on review of the groundwater quality 
data, an overall increasing trend in chloride concentrations persists; however, the rate of 
the increasing trend appears to be reduced relative to previous analyses. This memo is 
intended to summarize the chloride concentration data for Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 & 4A 
and discuss recent and ongoing initiatives implemented to address the identified Issue 
during the period since the development of the Approved Assessment Report. 
 
2. Chloride Concentration Trends at Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 & 4A 
 
The initial Issues evaluation was completed using chloride concentration data from 1986 
to 2009. The 1986 to 2009 dataset showed chloride concentrations exceeded half of the 
ODWS AO but did not exceed the AO. Analysis of the 1986 to 2009 dataset also 
indicated increasing chloride concentrations over time. 
 
CTC staff reviewed the chloride concentration data in 2013 to further assess chloride 
concentration trends and estimated that based on the mean chloride concentrations, 
chloride concentrations could exceed the AO as early as 2028 at Well 4A and 2042 at 
Well 1A (CTC, Issue Determination Halton Region Wells, April 2013). An analysis of 
chloride concentrations for Cedarvale Well 4 was not reported on by CTC. 
 
For the period from 1986 to 2013 raw groundwater samples were generally collected 
from Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 & 4A on a quarterly frequency for chloride concentration 
analysis. The frequency of raw groundwater sample collection at the Cedarvale 
Wellfield for chloride concentration analysis has been monthly from 2013 to present in 
order to support a more detailed review of seasonal fluctuations and identification of 
annual maximum and minimum concentrations. A summary of the sampling frequency 
for chloride concentration analysis at the Cedarvale production wells and monitoring 
wells is presented in Table 1 below. The monitoring well locations are shown on 
Figure 2. 
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Wells Water Quality Monitoring Frequency Sampling Group 

 
Cedarvale 1A 
Cedarvale 3A 
Cedarvale 4 

Cedarvale 4A 
 

Monthly Operations 

 
MW3/02 S & D 

 
Quarterly Water Resources 

 
MW1/02 S & D 
MW2/02 S & D 
MW4/02 S & D 
MW5/02 S & D 

MW6/02 D 
MW20/06 A, B & C 

MW4/09 S & D 
MW23/07 A 

MW25/07 A, B& C 
MW1/10 
MW2/10 

 

Semi-Annually Water Resources 

 
Table 1: Water Quality Sampling at the Cedarvale Wellfield 

 
Chloride concentration data and trend analysis for Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 & 4A are 
presented in Appendix A. The period of chloride concentration data considered is from 
1986 to 2017, and this memo includes review and trend analysis of: 
 

 The data used to support the identification of the initial Issue designation (i.e., 
1986 to 2009); and 

 The entire dataset (i.e., 1986 to 2017). 
 
The chloride concentration data and analyses for Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 & 4A are 
presented on Figures A1 to A4 in Appendix A (attached). Figure A1 presents the 
chloride concentration data for Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 & 4A from 1986 to 2017. Review 
of Figure A1 indicates that chloride concentrations at Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 & 4A have 
often exceeded 100 mg/L since approximately 2000, and have often exceeded half the 
AO (i.e., 125 mg/L) since approximately 2008. 
 
In order to assess the overall trends in chloride concentrations at Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 
& 4A and to estimate when chloride concentrations may potentially exceed the AO, 
linear trend analyses using mean annual concentrations were completed for the 
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following datasets: 1986-2009 and 1986-2017. In addition, a linear trend analysis was 
completed for the maximum observed chloride concentrations for the 1986-2017 
dataset. Based on the linear trend analyses, trend lines were projected forward to 
estimate the year when the AO may potentially be exceeded. The results are 
summarized in Table 2 below and generally indicate that when more recent chloride 
concentration data are considered the number of years until mean chloride 
concentrations are estimated to potentially exceed the AO increases, and only chloride 
concentrations at Well 4A are projected to exceed the AO in less than 30 years. The 
review of projected trend lines based on analysis of maximum observed values 
suggests that periodic exceedances of the aesthetic objective may potentially occur at 
all three wells in less than 30 years. 
 
Review Period Projected 

Exceedance of 
ODWS AO for 

Chloride – Cedarvale 
1A 

Projected 
Exceedance of 
ODWS AO for 

Chloride – Cedarvale 
4 

Projected 
Exceedance of 
ODWS AO for 

Chloride – Cedarvale 
4A 

Mean Values    
   1986 - 2009 2037 2031 2026 
   1986 - 2017 2055 2051 2035 
Max Values    
   1986 – 2017 2044 2038 2021 

 
Table 2: Summary of Projected Exceedances of AO for Chloride 

 
 

3. Implementation of CTC Source Protection Plan in the Issue Contributing Area 
(ICA) 

 
CTC staff provided a list of enumerated threats to Halton in advance of the Effective 
Date of the Source Protection Plan. Halton Region staff then completed a desktop 
assessment, interviews and site visits to further refine this data set. The CTC Source 
Protection Committee developed a number of policies to manage road salt application 
and snow storage through the Source Protection Plan. These policies apply across all 
properties in the identified Chloride ICA for Cedarvale Wells 1A, 4 & 4A. 
 
Genivar completed an assessment of the local sources of chloride on behalf of Halton 
Region in 2013. This study indicated that approximately 99% of the salt applied within 
the vicinity of the Cedarvale Wellfield is estimated to come from winter maintenance 
activities on public roads and private property. Genivar estimated that approximately 
85% of the total salt application is on private properties (i.e., parking lots) including 
commercial, industrial, institutional, and multi-unit residential properties. 
 
Water quality threats from personal residential application of road salt are being 
managed through ongoing education and outreach activities. An additional 171 
properties have been identified as requiring Risk Management Plans to manage non-
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residential salt usage. Halton Region’s Risk Management Official has begun the 
process of managing these threats through the establishment of Risk Management 
Plans. 
 
Halton Region and Local Municipalities are also taking steps to address the application 
of salt on public roads.  Halton Region’s Salt Management Plan, which is focussed on 
road maintenance activities and will inform management of all salt application on 
Regional Roads, is in the final stages of development. 
 
4. Additional Efforts to Assess Chloride Concentrations in the Vicinity of Cedarvale 

Wellfield 
 
As noted above, the frequency of water quality sampling at select Cedarvale Wellfield 
monitoring wells for chloride analysis has increased from semi-annually to quarterly in 
recent years. Review of the chloride concentration data from monitoring wells to date 
indicates that higher chloride concentrations generally occur in the monitoring wells that 
are closer to the Cedarvale Wellfield.  The current frequencies for collection of 
groundwater samples from supply and monitoring wells for chloride concentration 
analysis is appropriate to support the ongoing assessment of chloride concentration 
data; however the frequency of data collection will be reviewed on an ongoing basis, 
and sampling frequencies will be increased where deemed necessary to inform the 
understanding of chloride concentrations in the vicinity of the Cedarvale Wellfield and to 
further inform the identification of chloride sources and groundwater flow pathways. 
 
5. Conclusions 
 
The frequency of collection of groundwater samples from the Cedarvale Wellfield for 
chloride concentration analysis has increased in recent years. Based on analysis of the 
expanded chloride concentration dataset for the Cedarvale Wellfield, the rate at which 
chloride concentrations have been increasing appears to be reduced compared to the 
rate of increase estimated at the time of the chloride Issue designation, although mean 
chloride concentrations at Well 4A are projected to exceed the AO in less than 20 years. 
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A1: Chloride Concentrations at Cedarvale Wells (1986-2017)

Chloride Aesthetic Objective
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A2: Projection of Historical Chloride Concentrations at Time of Issue Designation (1986-2009)
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A3: Projection of Historical Chloride Concentrations for All Data (1986-2017)

Chloride Aesthetic Objective
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A4: Projection of Historical Chloride Concentrations for Annual Maximum Data (1986-2017)
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TO:  Chair and Members of the Source Protection Committee 

Meeting #2/18, June 27, 2018 

FROM: Jennifer Stephens, Program Manager, CTC Source Protection Region  

RE: Section 36 Workplan Engagement and Submission Process 

KEY ISSUE: To report back to the CTC SPC on the progress to date in completing the 

review and preparing the workplan under Section 36 of the Clean Water 

Act, 2006 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT staff consider the recommendations, perspectives, and advice of Committee 

members made at its Meeting #2/18, to be held on June 27, 2018 in preparation of a Draft 

s. 36 Workplan for endorsement at CTC SPC Meeting #3/18 on September 19, 2018,  

AND FURTHER THAT the CTC SPC endorse the proposed timeline of major milestones 

(Attachment 2) for the completion of the Section 36 Workplan subject to any further 

amendments made at its Meeting #2/18, to be held on June 27, 2018 and additional 

feedback provided through the Amendments Working Group;  

BACKGROUND 

The Clean Water Act, 2006 (CWA) requires source protection authorities, source protection 
committees, and municipalities to review and update approved source protection plans in a 
manner that is set out in a section 36 Order made by the Minister of the Environment and 
Climate Change (Minister) at the time the source protection plan is approved.  The Toronto and 
Region Source Protection Authority is required to submit this Workplan for the CTC Source 
Protection Region to the Minister by November 30, 2018. 
 
At CTC SPC Meeting #2/17, held on September 20, 2017, a staff report was received and the 
CTC SPC authorized by Resolution #15/17 the approach recommended by the CTC SPC 
Amendments Working Group (AWG) to proceed with the review of the CTC Source Protection 
Plan (CTC SPP) as required under section 36 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.  Staff were directed 
to report back to the CTC SPC to seek further direction as required. A report was prepared for 
discussion at CTC SPC Meeting (#1/18) on March 21, 2018 but was deferred to Meeting #2/18. 
 
CURRENT STATUS 
 
The CTC SPC Amendments Working Group (AWG) has met on a number of occasions 
(October 18, 2017; January 10, 2018; February 21, 2018; May 2, 2018) to discuss the review of 
the CTC SPP and the development of the Section 36 Workplan. During these discussions it has 
been suggested that the Workplan submitted to the MOECC cover a span of 5 years; therefore, 
a revised CTC Source Protection Plan would be presented to the Source Protection Programs 
Branch in 2024 (assuming approval of the workplan in 2019). 
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Municipal Meetings 
 
In November and December 2017, staff met independently with each of the municipalities (8) 
responsible for municipal residential drinking water systems within the CTC Source Protection 
Region (CTC SPR).  These discussions were primarily governed by the required content of the 
Section 36 Workplan as outlined by the MOECC guidance circulated in December 2016.  A 
summary of the feedback provided by municipal partners follows below. 
  

Section 36 Review Content Discussion Summary 

Results of Environmental 
Monitoring Programs 

The majority of municipalities indicated their environmental 
monitoring did not indicate an increasing trend in particular 
water quality parameters.  The Town of Orangeville and the 
Region of Halton were required to establish enhanced 
monitoring programs to comply with policies GEN-7 and SAL-9 
in the CTC SPP by December 31, 2017.  The results of these 
efforts were discussed in Agenda Item #10.2 of Meeting #2/18. 

Growth and Infrastructure 
Changes 

New drinking water systems are anticipated in Peel Region 
(2019), the Town of Orangeville (2020-2021), and the Town of 
Erin (2020-2021).  These drinking water systems will likely be 
incorporated into the CTC SPP through two or three Section 34 
amendments.   

Council Resolutions 

Only the Region of Peel has outstanding Council Resolutions to 
bring new drinking water systems on-line.  Resolutions from the 
Town of Orangeville and the Town of Erin can be expected in 
the future. 

Implementation Challenges 

All municipalities indicated that the majority of their 
implementation challenges have been addressed through the 
current Section 34 Amendment being prepared.  However, some 
policies will need to be revised to align with changes made to 
the Tables of Circumstances and the Technical Rules under the 
Clean Water Act, 2006. 

Other local considerations 
(i.e. Tier 3 Water Budgets) 

Consideration of numerical modeling, specifically the results and 
maintenance of, and updates to, the water budget tools created 
through the completion of the water quantity risk assessment 
incorporated into the CTC SPP, the Toronto & Region 
Assessment Report, and the Credit Valley Assessment Report, 
were of interest to a number of municipalities.  Continued 
dialogue with these municipalities is expected in summer 2018 
to help inform expectations for inclusion of this work in the 
Section 36 Workplan. 

 
Impact of Prohibition Policies on the Agricultural Community 
 
In March 2018, the MOECC issued new guidance to assist source protection authorities with 
evaluating the cumulative impact of source protection plan policies which prohibit agricultural 
activities outside of the WHPA-A.  The intent of this exercise is to assess whether or not these 
policies have had a notable impact, either through a negative impact on the agricultural 
community, or from a positive impact on water quality.  Ultimately, source protection authorities 
will need to consider whether source protection plan policies should remain in place, or whether 
they should be adjusted to allow for more management in these areas.  There are policies in the 
CTC SPP which do prohibit agricultural activities outside of the WHPA-A.  Staff continue to 
liaise with municipal partners to obtain feedback pertaining to the impact of these prohibition 
policies using the protocol outlined in the provincial guidance.   
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Policy Effectiveness  

 
Monitoring policies in the CTC SPP require that implementing bodies report on the effectiveness 
of policies in the Plan in ensuring a threat ceases to be, or does not become significant.  
Preliminary dialogue on this topic took place at Meeting #1/18 when annual reports were 
received by the CTC SPC for their opinion on achieving source protection plan objectives 
between January and December 2017.  Additional discussions are expected at Meetings #2/18 
(June 27) and #3/18 (September 19) to discuss the extent to which ‘Policy Effectiveness’ can be 
measured in advance of all CTC SPP policies having been engaged and the means by which 
this effectiveness can be measured.   

 
 
Technical Rule Changes 
 
An important element of the Section 36 Workplan will be to evaluate the impact of the Technical 
Rule changes approved by the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change in March 2017, 
as well as those which are still in the process of being developed.  Changes to the Tables of 
Drinking Water Threats (TDWT) and Director’s Technical Rules might affect activities in the 
CTC SPR, change conclusions made in the Assessment Reports, or influence source protection 
plan policies.  Further direction is expected from the Source Protection Programs Branch to 
inform the extent to which source protection authorities and committees should consider 
changes to the Technical Rules and the TDWT in the preparation of their Section 36 Workplan. 
 
 
Feedback sought from CTC SPC 
 
Attachment 1 of this report summarizes the anticipated updates to the CTC SPP based on 
discussions which have taken place to date with municipal partners.  Attachment 2 outlines 
major milestones expected over the next 5 months leading to the submission of the workplan to 
the SPPB. 
 
 

Is 9 years an appropriate timeframe between updates to the CTC Source Protection Plan? 
 
Is there any other content the CTC SPC and its stakeholders should consider for inclusion in the 
updated CTC Source Protection Plan? 
 
Is any additional consultation or engagement suggested with other stakeholders in the 
preparation of the workplan? 

 
 
NEXT STEPS 

Staff will consider the recommendations, perspectives, and advice of CTC SPC members 
made at its Meeting #2/18 to advance the preparation of the s. 36 Workplan.  Staff will 
proceed with consulting with the appropriate stakeholders consistent with the proposed 
milestones outlined in Attachment 2.  A draft Section 36 Workplan is expected to be 

prepared for endorsement at Meeting #3/18 to be held on September 19, 2018. 
 
Report Prepared By: Jennifer Stephens, 416-661-6600, extension 5568 

Email: jstephens@trca.on.ca   

For Information contact: Jennifer Stephens, 416-661-6600, extension 5568 
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Email: jstephens@trca.on.ca   

Date: June 21, 2018  

Attachments: 2 

 
1 – Proposed updates to the CTC Source Protection Plan 
2 – Proposed major milestones leading to the completion of the s. 36 Workplan 
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Attachment 1: Proposed Updates to CTC Source Protection Plan 
 

Update 
# 

Description Focus 

1. 

Assess the new prescribed threat per Ontario Regulation 287/07 – liquid 
hydrocarbons pipeline and determine if policies should be added or 
amended to the source protection plan (SPP) taking into consideration 
the existing policies in the Plan for this local threat. 

WHPA 
Delineation, 
Vulnerability 
Assessment 

2. 

Assess and make appropriate updates to align with the March 2017 
Technical Rules changes including the Tables of Drinking Water Threats. 

1. Reflect that above grade fuel storage poses a significant risk in 
WHPA-E scoping 9 or higher 

2. Update the significant groundwater recharge area vulnerability 
scoring. 

3. 
Review WHPA delineations and vulnerability scoring to based on regional 
scale numerical modeling in the Region of Durham. 

4. 
Review WHPA delineations and vulnerability scoring to based on regional 
scale numerical modeling in the Region of Peel. 

5. 

Review of water quality data in Acton, Georgetown, and Orangeville to 
determine the effectiveness, if any, of implementing risk management 
measures in the issues contributing areas for these drinking water 
systems. 

Issues 
Identification, 

Policy 
Effectiveness 

6. 
Update water budget chapters in Central Lake Ontario and Toronto & 
Region Assessment Reports to reflect the outcome of regional scale 
numerical modeling in the Region of Durham. 

Water Budget 

7. 
Update water budget chapters in Toronto & Region and Credit Valley 
Assessment Reports to reflect the outcome of regional scale numerical 
modeling in the Region of Peel. 

8. 
Update water budget chapter in Credit Valley Assessment Report to 
reflect the outcome of revisiting the Orangeville-Amaranth-Mono Tier 3 
Numerical Model. 

9. 
Update water budget chapter in Credit Valley Assessment Report to 
reflect the outcome of revisiting the Halton Hills Tier 3 Numerical Model. 

10. 
Update Lake Ontario related monitoring and modeling results as a result 
of activities carried out by the Lake Ontario Collaborative Group. 

Lake Ontario 
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Attachment 2: Major Milestones (Preparation of Section 36 Review and Workplan) 
 

 
 

Suggested updates to CTC SPP Proposed to CTC SPC
June 27, 

2018

Consultation with Amendments WG, municipalities, and 
MOECC to confirm contents of s. 36 Workplan

July 1 -
August 2, 

2018

Circulate Draft Workplan to municipal partners and 
Source Protection Programs Branch

August 3-31, 
2018

Incorporate comments from stakeholders into updated 
workplan

Sept. 4-12, 
2018

Second draft workplan to  be discuussed with CTC SPC for 
consideration of feedback from stakeholders

September 
19, 2018

Revision of Workplan based on decisions made by CTC SPC
September 
20-30, 2018

Final Outreach to stakeholders and CTC SPC
October 1-
19, 2018

Endorsement by Source Protection Authorities
October 22 -
November 
30, 2018

Submission to Source Protection Programs Branch
November 
30, 2018
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