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1.0 Introduction

This Explanatory Document was prepared by the Quinte Source Protection Committee as a companion
document to the Source Protection Plan in accordance with the requirements of Ontario Regulation
287/07 (Section 40), under the Clean Water Act, 2006.

The Explanatory Document is a record of the policy development process, research, and consultation.
It provides an explanation of how the Source Protection Committee arrived at the policies in the Source
Protection Plan. It provides stakeholders, the general public, policy implementers, other interested
parties, as well as the Quinte Source Protection Authority and the Minister of the Environment an
account of the rationale for the policies included in the Source Protection Plan by providing information
that influenced policy decisions.

In accordance with Section 40 of Ontario Regulation 287/07 this Explanatory Document includes:

¢ an explanation of the Source Protection Committee’s reasons for each policy in the Source
Protection Plan;

o the reasons that Section 57 (Clean Water Act) prohibition is used to address the risk of an
existing activity;

e asummary of comments received during pre-consultation and an explanation of how they
affected policy development;

o a statement indicating that the Source Protection Committee is of the opinion that non-
regulatory measures are sufficient to address significant threats, when used as a stand-alone
policy tool a summary of how financial implications may have affected policy decisions; and

¢ an explanation of how climate change considerations may have impacted policies.

The Explanatory Document is provided as supporting information to explain the policy development
process and is not subject to public comment.

Policies in the Plan and this document are organized so that the policy numbers and names in
both documents correspond. The reader is asked to refer to the Source Protection Plan for:

o the complete policy text, including applicable areas and effective dates (Chapter 5);

e alist of threats and descriptions of vulnerable areas (Chapter 2);

o definitions of technical terms (Appendix A Acronyms and Appendix B Glossary); and

¢ adescription of the Plan development and tools available to the Source Protection
Committee for addressing the threats to drinking water (Chapter 3).

2.0 Policy Development Process

21 Background

The mission of the Quinte Source Protection Committee is:
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To develop a locally shaped comprehensive plan for the sustainable protection of public
drinking water sources in the Quinte Source Protection Region that is both science
based and reflective of local knowledge and experience and that will serve to protect
public drinking water sources.

The Quinte Source Protection Committee (herein referred to as ‘the Committee’) developed the source
protection policies in stages. Policy development was based on the science and findings in the
Assessment Report. These findings include the identification of the zones or areas around each water
source that are vulnerable to contamination, the identification of significant, moderate and low threat
activities based on the list of prescribed drinking water threats under the Clean Water Act, 2006 and
the identification of condition-based threats from former land uses.

The Assessment Report identified over 300 significant threats. The Committee’s focus was on
developing policies to address the risk from the significant threats first. As time permitted several
policies were developed to address some of the moderate and low threats, although it was understood
by the Committee that most of the moderate and low threats would be addressed during a future round
of source protection planning.

The Clean Water Act, 2006 states that the objectives of the policies in the Source Protection Plan are to
ensure that existing activities identified as significant threats “cease to be” significant drinking water
threats and that other threats never become significant. The Committee considered that some existing
significant threats may be adequately managed so as to reduce the risk or likelihood that the threat
could cause damage to the water source and that this would meet the objective of “cease to be”. The
Committee recognized that the threat would still exist but the risk from it would be adequately managed.

2.2 Evolution of Policies

Initial Committee discussions focused on existing activities that were enumerated as threats in the
Quinte Source Protection Area and as a result, various possible threat scenarios evolved. Discussion
of the various scenarios generated policy concepts that eventually became draft policies.

During the development of policies, the Committee worked through several versions and policy drafts
as they incorporated feedback from the sectors they represented. Some committee members have
areas of expertise directly related to the provision of safe drinking water and the impact of policies on
particular industries such as agriculture. The Committee also sought input from specialized working
groups formed to assist with the planning process and policy development. The working groups
included local experts on septic systems, fuel handling and storage, municipal planning, agriculture,
emergency planning and water system operation (see Section 2.4).

The Committee also relied on staff research and expertise provided by qualified professionals at Quinte
Conservation. This includes two septic inspectors, several risk management officials/inspectors, two
well inspectors and other specialists such as engineers and scientists on staff. Project staff received
training on Source Protection Planning at workshops provided by Conservation Ontario and the Ministry
of the Environment in March, June and September of 2011. The Committee and staff also made use of
research completed by Conservation Ontario, Conservation Halton and the Cataraqui Region
Conservation Authority.
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Project staff provided the Committee with knowledge of local existing and historic conditions in the
watersheds. This included examples of specific events and situations that occurred such as an oil spill
in an intake protection zone in 2007. During implementation of the Early Actions and Early Response
Drinking Water Stewardship Program, much information was learned about local wells and septic
systems. Numerous faulty septic systems were replaced, abandoned wells decommissioned, sub-
standard wells upgraded, improvements made to the storage of agricultural and non-agricultural source
materials, and fuel storage upgraded.

Committee members also learned about local conditions through several watershed tours in 2008 and
2010 where they visited and learned from individuals at: each municipal drinking water source and
treatment plants, a local agricultural operation, a salt storage facility, a well decommissioning in
progress, vulnerable areas and sites slated for future development.

The Committee considered many factors in developing draft policies: existing and potential future
circumstances, effectiveness, appropriateness, fairness, affordability, and other factors such as
implementation timelines and the financial and technical capacity of implementing municipalities.

During the development process the Committee notified municipalities and persons whose activities
could be a significant threat to the water sources that Source Protection Plans and policies were being
developed that could affect them. Presentations about policy development and policy implementation
were made to municipal councils throughout the planning process.

Draft policies evolved as input was obtained from the Committee and working groups. Committee
members provided verbal input on draft policies at committee meetings and written input by email and
on policy feedback ‘score sheets’ between meetings. The specific ‘tools’ or courses of action available
to the Committee to address the threats are discussed in Chapter 3 of the Source Protection Plan
(herein referred to as the Plan).

2.3 Policy Organization

Policies evolved as a result of consideration by the Committee of various threat scenarios and so the
policies were grouped into threat categories: general, waste, sewage, agriculture, aquaculture, non-
agricultural commercial fertilizer, non-agricultural pesticides, road salt, snow storage, fuel, dense non-
aqueous phase liquids, organic solvents, and airplane de-icing.

Policies in the Plan and this document are organized so that the policy numbers and names in both
documents correspond. The complete text of each policy is available in Chapter 5 of the Plan. The
corresponding explanation and rationale for how those policies were developed are found in Section 8
of this report.

24 Working Groups

Working groups were established for the most prevalent threat categories in the Quinte Region.
Working group members were local experts with experience in the nature of the threat activity and they
provided their insight and expertise. The Committee consulted with the working groups as the policy
concepts evolved, and through several versions of draft policies. These specialized groups provided
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their valuable input during policy development and generally prior to pre-consultation. Five working
groups were formed:

¢ Municipal Planning: Members included municipal planners, consulting planners,
representatives from the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, municipal staff and council
members.

o Emergency Response and Municipal Water Treatment Plant Operators: This group
included representatives from municipalities and the Ontario Clean Water Agency.

o Agriculture: Members included representatives from the Ontario Federation of Agriculture,
local farm operators, landowners, and representatives of the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture,
Food and Rural Affairs.

o Septic Systems: This group included municipal building officials, representatives of Health
Units, and sewage system installers.

¢ Fuel: Members included home heating oil contractors, fuel delivery agents and Insurance
industry representatives.

The Municipal Planning Working Group was formed early on in the process (2008) to ensure that local
municipal planners were aware of and had input into the process of developing the Plan. Other working
groups met several times during 2010 and 2011 and provided critical knowledge and feedback. The
input from all the working groups was critical in refining the draft policies and this input is explained in
Section 8.0 Explanation of Policy Decisions.

2.5 Pre-Consultation

In accordance with Ontario Regulation 287/07 the Committee conducted pre-consultation on draft
policies. In October 2011 those named as implementers in the draft policies were provided with the
preliminary draft policies and asked for their comments. The purpose of the pre-consultation process
was to ensure that draft policies proposed by the Committee would be implementable prior to taking the
draft policies to the public during formal consultation in 2012.

The Committee modified some policies as a result of input received. Policy implementers consulted
during pre-consultation were:

e The Corporation of the City of Belleville

e The Corporation of the Municipality of Centre Hastings
e Town of Deseronto

e Madoc Township

e Municipality of Marmora and Lake

e Town of Greater Napanee

e The Corporation of the County of Prince Edward
e Municipality of Tweed

e Township of Addington Highlands

o Township of Central Frontenac

o Township of South Frontenac

e The City of Quinte West
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o The Corporation of Loyalist Township

o Township of North Frontenac

¢ Township of Stirling Rawdon

e Township of Stone Mills

e Townships of Tudor and Cashel

e The Township of Tyendinaga

e The County of Frontenac

e The County of Hastings

e The County of Lennox and Addington

¢ Quinte Source Protection Authority

e Cataraqui Source Protection Authority

e Trent Conservation Coalition Source Protection Authority
o Mississippi Rideau Source Protection Authority
e Hastings and Prince Edward Counties Health Unit
e Frontenac Lennox and Addington Public Health
e Ministry of Consumer Services

e Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

e Ministry of Northern Development and Mines

e Ministry of Natural Resources

e Ministry of the Environment

e Ministry of Infrastructure

e Ministry of Transportation

¢ Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
e Technical Standards and Safety Authority

e Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte

Policy implementers were encouraged to evaluate the draft policies by considering:

e overall standard

o effective dates

e implementation capacity (including cost)

e technical capacity

e monitoring to report on policy effectiveness
¢ local conditions

e consistency

e barriers to implementation

During the pre-consultation process two forums were held for the policy implementers tasked with
reviewing the policies. The purpose was to allow policy implementers the opportunity to discuss draft
policies, ask questions and hear from other implementers before submitting their comments. The first
policy forum on October 18, 2011, hosted jointly by the Cataraqui, Mississippi Rideau and Quinte
source protection areas and regions, was for provincial ministries and agencies. On November 8,
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2011, a municipal implementation workshop was hosted by the Committee for municipalities in the
Quinte Region.

For a summary of pre-consultation comments see Section 7.1.
2.6 Minister Directed Source Protection Plan Update

The Assessment Report and Source Protection Plan were originally developed using the best available
science and technical rules that were available at the time. Over time, scientific methods and the
technical rules improve. The Source Protection Committee and Authorities have also learned from
experience that not all policies are as effective as originally thought. Finally, development can change
the types and number of threats in vulnerable areas. These factors make it necessary to make
amendments periodically.

Section 36 of the Clean Water Act, 2006 requires Source Protection Committees to review and update
Assessment Report and Source Protection Plans so that they stay current and improve in terms of
protecting sources of drinking water. Under this Section, the Quinte Source Protection Committee and
staff prepared a work plan. Municipal Working Groups were consulted to help develop the plan. In
2019, the Minister of Environment Conservation and Parks directed the Source Protection Committee
to proceed with the necessary amendments.

The Committee and staff initially consulted with the municipalities and key stakeholders. Through
careful analysis, the Committee developed a series of revisions to existing policies and new policies in
an effort to improve the Assessment Reports and Source Protection Plans. The Section 36
Amendments approved by the Committee were submitted to the Ministry on April 4, 2023, for early
engagement. Comments were received from MECP on June 30, 2023. The Amendments were then
circulated to the required recipients on the consultation list for pre-consultation on September 15, 2023.
Pre-consultation ended on October 15, 2023, and shortly after, the Committee and the Source
Protection Authority then authorized staff to begin the Public Consultation process which ran from
January 13, 2024, until February 22, 2024. At each step comments were considered by the Committee
before preparing the completed Section 36 Amendment Package.

In this document, for each Policy that was amended through this process the reader will see the
heading “2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy X” in red font followed by a description of the reason
for the amendment, the process for developing the amendment, a summary of comments received, the
rationale for the amendment and a summary of any financial implications resulting from the amended
policy.

3.0 Financial Considerations

This section includes general information regarding the financial considerations undertaken by the
Committee during the development of the Plan. Specific information relating to the financial impacts
considered by the Committee for specific policies is found in Section 8.0 Explanation of Policy
Decisions.
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The Committee recognized that protecting water sources has many benefits and makes good economic
sense. They noted that the primary reason to protect our municipal drinking water sources is to protect
public health. Other benefits include:

e ensuring a long-term supply of clean water;

e ensuring an adequate supply for economic growth;

e avoiding the cost and need to clean up contaminated water;

e reducing the cost of water treatment; and

¢ eliminating the need and expense of searching for new drinking water sources when
existing ones become contaminated or depleted.

The Committee was cognizant of all these important factors as they developed the policies to protect
Quinte’s municipal drinking water sources. A presentation by Bruce Davidson, of the Concerned
Citizens of Walkerton, to the Committee and Source Protection Authority on September 24, 2009,
highlighted the grave and ongoing toll on people’s lives and health and the related enormous financial
costs of not properly protecting drinking water sources.

The economic impact of proposed policies was an important criterion considered by the Committee
during policy development. The Committee discussed the possible potential costs of policy
implementation and monitoring and the difficulty of estimating these costs accurately, particularly for a
new program such as source water protection. It was with this awareness that the Committee worked,
while considering the information available to them, to produce policies that may be implemented in a
cost-effective manner.

During deliberations the Committee discussed the potential economic impact on municipalities, other
policy implementers and those directly affected by the policies. The Committee considered the financial
capacity of the implementing bodies. The Committee also considered the direct and indirect financial
costs and benefits to implementers and affected landowners for both program delivery and on-the-
ground actions, both at present and in the future. The cost of watershed monitoring required to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the policies was another factor considered.

Some examples of the Committee’s cost-related deliberations include:

o No policy was developed to require implementers (municipalities) to provide incentives,
financial or otherwise. The Committee noted that the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship
Program was an existing incentive that successfully reduced threats to drinking water
sources in the Quinte Region. An example cited is the raw water quality improvement at the
Roblin Lake intake for the Village of Ameliasburgh following the replacement and/or upgrade
of more than 20 private septic systems on lakefront properties.

¢ The initial threat specific, education and outreach policies were combined into one general
policy. As a result, municipalities are encouraged to work together collaboratively; call on
partners like the Conservation Authority; share and make the most of partner resources;
thereby providing cost effective development and delivery.
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o Estimates of the cost of education and outreach programs and risk management officials
were discussed at the October 2011 committee meeting. Break out groups at the meeting
considered and discussed the costs to the municipalities, homeowners, businesses and
agriculture. Costs resulting from required actions (e.g. septic inspections, risk management
plans) were reviewed and discussed. During discussions on education and outreach
programs, low cost, yet effective, suggestions were made such as spill emergency contact
stickers for home heating oil tanks and similar tags for home heating oil delivery intake

pipes.

As previously stated, other more specific details regarding financial considerations taken into account
by the Committee may be found in the individual policy approach explanations in Section 8.0.

Some of the municipalities that responded during 2011 pre-consultation expressed concern about the
cost of implementing the policies. A suggestion made at the Quinte Region municipal implementation
workshop on November 8, 2011, was that the province should fund a portion of implementation startup
costs. Following Committee discussion, the Chair sent a letter (December 16, 2011) to the Director of
the Source Water Protection Branch, Ministry of the Environment, requesting support for municipal
implementation costs.

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of Madoc
wells), ‘Applicable Areas’ had to be added to several existing policies. The Committee considered that
the financial impact of these policy updates was minimized for several reasons. During the technical
work the focus area was adjusted and reduced. The technical rules suggested a setback distance from
the creeks of 120 metres. This setback was reduced to 30 metres with approval from the Ministry of the
Environment, and this is consistent with other environmental and land use planning setbacks and as
per input from the clerks of the Township of Madoc and Centre Hastings. This resulted in fewer
landowners being affected and less cost therefore incurred by the implementer. The Committee also
extended the ‘Effective Date’ for a policy related to agricultural operations from three years to five,
reducing the financial impact on the implementer by allowing costs for the required work to be spread
over five years. The changes are noted under the specific policies in Section 8.

For the 2023 Section 36 Amendments, the Committee considered the financial impact of the policy
changes that were approved to determine if there were any unreasonable hardships that would result
from the amendments.

4.0 Climate Change Considerations

The Assessment Report, 2019 included a section on Climate Change which indicated that depending
on the type of climate change there may, or may not, be an impact on the quality and quantity of
drinking water sources.

As the findings in the Assessment Report, 2019 were not conclusive; considerations of climate change
could not be addressed by the Committee during policy development. As a result, the Draft Plan was
not influenced by the climate change summary in the Updated Assessment Report, 2011.
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The Committee did identify that future updates of the Assessment Report may identify local climate
change trends that could require new or modified policies in the Plan. There was no new information
available regarding climate change in the Quinte Region during the preparation of the Updated
Assessment Report in 2013. As a result, no changes were made in this regard to the Proposed Source
Protection Plan.

As part of the 2023 Section 36 Amendments, the Committee added a Climate Change policy to align with the
updated technical rules.
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5.0 Water Quantity Considerations

The Committee discussed water quantity during their policy development deliberations. Three
preliminary draft policies were created to address the Committee’s water quantity concerns, and
these were circulated for comment during pre-consultation in the fall of 2011.

The intent of these preliminary draft policies was to:

e increase awareness about the need to protect sources of drinking water through the
promotion of water conservation in vulnerable areas (Policy for Education and Outreach
for Water Conservation);

e ensure that the procedures for both the renewal of existing Permits to Take Water and
the issuance of new ones consider the impact on municipal drinking water supplies.
(Policy regarding Prescribed Instruments and Permits to Take Water); and

e ensure sustainability of the water resource in the Quinte Source Protection Region
through monitoring of development and water use. (Monitoring Policy for Development
and Water Use).

However, the Water Budgets completed for the Quinte Source Protection Area prior to and
during the preparation of the Updated Assessment Report, 2011 showed that there are no
identified water quantity threats at any of the municipal water sources. Comments received
from the Ministry of the Environment during pre-consultation reminded the Committee of that
fact and that there was, therefore, no legislative authority for water quantity policies in the Plan.
The Committee then removed the water quantity policies relating to Permits to Take Water and
Development and Water Use and incorporated a line into Policy G-l Education and Outreach
that, among other actions, municipalities:

“...6) Promote voluntary action to protect sources of drinking water and water conservation
measures such as water saving fixtures, tips on how to save water in the house, and water
conserving appliances...”

6.0 Cross Boundary Drinking Water Systems: Bayside Intake

A drinking water source located in one source protection region that has a vulnerable zone, with
existing or potential significant threats, which extends into another source protection region, is
considered a cross boundary drinking water system.

The Bayside surface water intake in the Bay of Quinte located within the Trent Conservation
Coallition (TCC) Source Protection Region, near the north shore of the Bay has an intake
protection zone one (IPZ 1) that stretches into the Quinte Region. The IPZ 1 extends south
from Bayside, across the Bay to touch a very narrow stretch of 1.3 kilometres along the north
shore of Prince Edward County, in the Quinte Source Protection Region. No existing significant
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drinking water threat activities were identified as taking place on this strip of land, however there
is potential for future threats.

During review of Quinte’s Draft Plan project staff and Source Protection Committees became
aware that the TCC policies for the Bayside intake will have no legal effect in Prince Edward
County because under the Clean Water Act, 2006 the policies from one region have no legal
effect in another region. Also, the TCC’s policies differed from the policies developed by the
Quinte Source Protection Committee. A meeting was held with project staff from both regions
and municipal staff from Prince Edward County. This cooperation led to a solution. The TCC
Source Protection Committee agreed that the policies in the Quinte Source Protection Plan will
apply to the small portion of the Bayside IPZ 1 in Prince Edward County. It was requested by
the TCC that the Bayside drinking water intake be added to the applicable area section of
policies in the Quinte Source Protection Plan where a significant drinking water threat could be
established in the future — and the Quinte Committee agreed. For a list of which policies apply
see Table 4.12 Applicable Policies Table for the Bayside Intake Protection Zone in Chapter 4 in
the Plan.

7.0 Summary of Consultation Results

Consultation was an important part of policy development. During policy development,
committee members consulted with the sectors they represent and brought forth concerns and
comments to the Committee. Excellent local expertise was provided by the Working Groups
described in Section 2.2. This consultation with local experts was ongoing during the
development of preliminary policy concepts. Presentations were made to local municipal
councils and discussions held with municipal staff throughout the planning process. Additional
documentation regarding consultation undertaken during the source protection planning process
may be found in Appendix G of the Assessment Report and Chapter 6 of the Source Protection
Plan.

Details on consultation for the 2012 Draft Proposed and Proposed Source Protection Plan are
provided in Sections 7.1 to 7.3 inclusive.

The results of issued based threats assessment for the Village of Madoc wells, conducted in the
spring and summer of 2013, required the updating of the Assessment Report and several
policies in the Proposed Plan. Therefore, in the fall of 2013, consultation on those updates
(Assessment Report and Proposed Source Protection Plan), was held concurrently. The
summary of this consultation work is found in section 7.4. This consultation in 2013 was held
before comments on the original Proposed Source Protection Plan (submitted in August 2012)
were received from the Ministry of the Environment.

Following receipt of preliminary comments on the Proposed Source Protection Plan from the
Ministry of the Environment in November 2013, a targeted consultation to about one dozen
property/business owners was held as a result of the proposed addition of two new policies
related to waste disposal sites. The summary of this consultation is found in section 7.5.1.
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7.1 Pre-consultation Summary of Comments for the Draft Proposed
Source Protection Plan

Pre-consultation packages were sent to implementing bodies on October 21 and 24, 2011(see
the list of those consulted during pre-consultation in Section 2.3). Pre-consultation comments
were requested back by November 30, 2011. Some of these reviewers requested an extension
and the following responded with comments by the January 26, 2012, meeting of the
Committee:

o The County of Hastings

e Ontario Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs
e The Corporation of the Municipality of Centre Hastings
e Township of Stirling Rawdon

e Hastings and Prince Edward Counties Health Unit

¢ Kingston Frontenac Lennox and Addington Public Health
e Ministry of Transportation

e Municipality of Marmora and Lake

e Ministry of Consumer Services

e Technical Standards and Safety Authority

e Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

e Ministry of the Environment

Others who responded at a later date were:

¢ Municipality of Tweed

e Township of Madoc

e Township of South Frontenac

e The City of Quinte West

e The Corporation of Loyalist Township

o The County of Frontenac

Ministry of Northern Development and Mines

Of the 19 responses, five indicated no concerns. Comments were generally supportive and
constructive. Additional general comments included:

e Concern regarding implementation costs by some of the municipalities. One comment
stated that the additional workload on municipalities will incur additional stress on
strained budgets;

e Suggestions on specific policy wording that the Committee found useful to improve the
readability and clarity of the policies; and

o Concern was expressed by one municipality that a portion of their well head protection
area is in a neighbouring municipality, and this requires the support and participation of
that other municipality to adequately protect the water supply.
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The Committee assumed that those that did not respond after follow-up requests accepted the
policies as drafted.

At the January 26, 2012, meeting the Committee reviewed and discussed a detailed list of
comments and made changes that the members considered were required and appropriate.
Specific changes to policies as a result of pre-consultation are reflected in the policy rationales
found in Section 8.0.

7.2 Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan Summary of Comments

The Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan was posted for a 36-day comment period on April
12, 2012. Three public meetings were held during the consultation period. Meetings ran from
6:30 PM to 8:30 PM with a presentation at 7:00 PM on:

e May 7, 2012, at the Kiwanis Centre, 137 St. Lawrence Street East in Madoc;
e May 9, 2012, at Quinte Conservation, 2061 Old Highway 2 near Belleville; and
e May 10, 2012, at the Community Centre, 375 Main Street in Picton.

Thirty-two people, other than the project staff and Committee members, attended the public
meetings.

Members of the public had an opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Plan. Copies
were available on paper or on DVD. Posters provided background information, explained how
the policies in the Plan will affect threat activities and described the Ontario Drinking Water
Stewardship Program. Maps were displayed of the vulnerable areas. Printed materials
available included information about the Clean Water Act, drinking water threats, municipal
water system summaries, and stewardship. A presentation was made that explained the Plan
development process, provided information about the Plan and explained what the Plan would
mean to affected landowners.

7.2.1 Summary of Comments from the 2012 Public Meetings on the Draft
Proposed Source Protection Plan

The tone of the public meetings held in May 2012 was generally positive. Those in attendance
had the opportunity to peruse information and ask questions informally prior to and following the
formal presentation and during the presentation itself. At the presentation it was stated that
project staff were available to meet and answer questions privately, either in person or on the
phone.

Many of the questions and comments at the public meetings were general in nature and related
to the focus and scope of the Clean Water Act, 2006 or the work of the Source Protection
Committee. Others were posed to clarify an aspect of the presentation. Some people attended
to ascertain if the source protection program could assist with their specific water quality
protection interests and concerns such as the spreading of biosolids or the practices of a local
hog farm operation. Some attendees had specific questions regarding how the policies would
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affect them or help to protect their property such as if a risk management plan could stop their
neighbour’s manure from running off his land, onto theirs and into the watercourse.

Other questions were technical, for example relating to delineation of vulnerable areas or
significant threats. Several questions related to toxic sites in the region including the former
Deloro mine site. Inspections of septic tanks and related costs and the maintenance and
inspection of home heating oil tanks were also discussed.

Other questions related to the enforcement and implementation of policies, for instance, risk
management plans and timelines for municipal implementation. Costs of risk management plans
and municipal implementation were discussed.

Questions on agricultural activities related mainly to risk management plans and stewardship
funding. Interest and support for the Ontario Drinking Water Stewardship Program funding was
expressed by more than several people at each of the meetings.

Several of those attending had received correspondence because they were identified as
having activities on their property that are or could be a significant threat and they reported
having received several letters about the process.

7.2.2 Summary of Written Comments Received on the Draft Proposed Source
Protection Plan

Fourteen written comments were received on the Draft Proposed Source Protection Plan. The
following is a summary of those comments. Specific changes to policies as a result of
comments on the Draft Plan are reflected in the policy rationales found in Section 8.

Eleven comments were received during the 36-day comment period that ended on May 18,
2012:

1. Three comments from members of the public
The three comments from members of the public did not require changes to the Plan but
rather follow-up from project staff to answer questions or provide information on
stewardship funding. One of the commenters stated that he supports efforts to provide
drinking water source protection.

2. Prince Edward County
Prince Edward County asked that the Province of Ontario be identified as the body
responsible for funding the implementation of the Plan.

3. Hastings and Prince Edward Counties Health Unit
The Health Unit suggested a new “Complete Communities” policy to enhance the goals
of the Health Unit’s Built Environment Working Group. The intent of the policy was to
encourage municipalities to adopt “Complete Communities Guidelines” to be
incorporated in the next official planning cycle into land use zoning and related
appropriate by-laws. This was discussed by the Committee but found to be outside the
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scope of the Clean Water Act, 2006 as it did not relate to an identified threat to a water
source.

4. Bay of Quinte Remedial Action Plan
The Bay of Quinte Remedial Action Plan (BQRAP) suggested six policy modifications
that would further the goals of the BQRAP. Some of the suggested policies related to
the Bay of Quinte but not to the significant drinking water threats. One of the suggested
policies called for collaborative research among levels of government and academia.
These suggestions were considered by the Committee but found to be outside the scope
of the Clean Water Act, 2006 and the mandate of the Committee. However, during
discussion of the comments on Policy G-9-F about raw water sampling, the Committee
decided to encourage the Ministry of the Environment to include the toxin Microcystin-LR
as a threat in the next round of source protection planning. Microcystin-LR is a naturally
occurring toxin produced by cyanobacteria, also known as blue-green algae. Blue-green
algae blooms, which have occurred in the Bay of Quinte, may produce a toxin that may
be harmful to humans and animals if ingested or when there is direct contact. Boiling,
chlorination and ultra-violet treatments are not effective and may enhance the release of
toxins. During past occurrences of blue-green algae blooms in the Bay of Quinte,
municipal drinking water supplies were closely monitored.

5. Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte
The Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte expressed concern regarding a proposed landfill
expansion. The Committee noted that the Plan does include six policies relating to the
threat posed by waste disposal activities and conditions. The policies address future
landfills, expansion of existing landfills and closed landfill sites that have been identified
as a significant drinking water threat. According to the technical rules, the specific landfill
of concern to the Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte was not identified as a significant threat
to any municipal drinking water source. However, Policy 1-6-E & F does apply to
moderate and low threat waste disposal sites and was developed to address concerns
raised by the Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte and the municipal representative on the
Committee from that area.

6. Transport Canada
Transport Canada provided information on their role and responsibilities and the

Canadian Environmental Protection Act’s 1994 glycol guidelines.

7. Ministry of Transportation
The Ministry suggested a simple wording change, with which the committee agreed.

8. Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
The letter from the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing was supportive and

noted that many of the comments from pre-consultation were taken into consideration.

9. Ministry of the Environment
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Comments from the Ministry of the Environment noted that the mandatory requirements
for the Plan content were addressed, and the Plan was in compliance. There were
specific suggestions for changes to align the Plan with the language of the Clean Water
Act, 2006, to improve clarity, technical accuracy and readability. Many of the comments
resulted in wording changes to policies without changing the intent of the policies. The
comments from the Ministry were carefully considered by the Committee in their review
of the Draft Plan and most of the suggestions were incorporated. These changes are
explained in the discussion of the specific policies found in Section 8.

Additional comments were received after May 18, 2012, but prior to the Source Protection
Committee meeting on May 30, 2012, from:

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs

The Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs submitted preliminary comments regarding
agricultural source material storage and outdoor confinement areas asking that the Committee
consider management rather than prohibition in WHPA A, however this is not a concern in the
Quinte Region where there are none of these facilities in the WHPA A. It was also requested
that properties with prescribed instruments already in place not be required to have risk
management plans. However, the Committee noted that this may leave some threats
unaddressed as prescribed instruments do not address all possible identified threats. More
explanation on how these comments were addressed may be found in the individual policy
discussions found in Section 8.

Ministry of Consumer Affairs (MCS) and Technical Standards and Safety Authority
(TSSA) joint response

A joint response was received from the Ministry of Consumer Affairs and TSSA. Their response
stated that neither MCS nor TSSA have an environmental protection mandate and that source
water protection falls beyond the respective expertise and authority of MCS and TSSA. The
letter requested that the Committee consider the existing regulatory framework for fuels works
to manage the risk to source water and that, in their opinion, the government of Ontario has no
plans to review that regulatory framework. The letter referred the Committee to the Ministry of
the Environment for provincial action to protect source water and encouraged the Committee to
establish measures at the local level and assign responsibility to the appropriate municipality.
The letter further indicated that information about licensed fuel storage and handling facilities
and training sessions on fuel oil tanks could be provided for a fee. The letter also offered to
include source water safety information in their brochures and to facilitate distribution of
educational materials to fuel suppliers.

The Committee considered these comments but determined that the objectives of the Clean
Water Act, 2006 required the willing and full participation of MCS and TSSA. More explanation
on how these comments were addressed may be found in the discussion of Policy 15-6-E,
found in Section 8.
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Comments were received from Kingston Frontenac Lennox and Addington Public Health on
June 1, 2012, that noted no objections to the format or content and also that the Draft Plan and
Explanatory Document were easy to navigate and understand.

7.3

Proposed Source Protection Plan Comments — July 2012

Comments from the second public consultation, a 30-day comment period, held by the Source

Protection Authority, during July 2012 on the Proposed Source Protection Plan were appended
to the documents that formed part of the submission of the Proposed Source Protection Plan to
the Minister of the Environment in August 2012.

The following summarizes comments that were received:

1.

A member of the public commented regarding implementation costs.

Three municipalities: the Township of Tyendinaga, Hastings County and the
Municipality of Tweed, expressed concern over implementation costs.

Bay of Quinte Remedial Action Plan Restoration Council recommended future
collaborative research on harmful cyanobacteria species that secrete toxins such as
Microcystin-LR and the establishment of funding mechanisms to include private well
systems along the Bay.

Ministry of the Environment suggested changes including a wording change to clarify
applicable areas and suggestions regarding changing implementation timelines.

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs provided comments largely in support
of the agriculture related policies in the Plan. However, several specific comments were
provided, and these are noted in the discussion of the agricultural policies in section 8.

Ministry of Transportation indicated support for the salt management and road sign
policies in the Plan.

Ministry of Consumer Services/Technical Standards and Safety Authority
comments requested that they be removed as the implementers of Policy 15-6-E. The
Committee had received similar comments in the previous public comment period. See
the discussion under this policy in section 8.

Three Source Protection Committee Members commented on their concerns for
continued financial support from the Ministry of the Environment as the program shifts
into the implementation phase and the suggestion that the program be expanded to
include private wells and protection of groundwater.
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7.4 2013 Updates to the Proposed Source Protection Plan

New technical work was undertaken in 2013 (while the Proposed Source Protection Plan,
submitted in August 2012, was still under review by the Ministry of the Environment). As a
result of that technical work, updates were proposed to both the Assessment Report and
Proposed Source Protection Plan in the fall of 2013. The work included: the verification of
significant threats through ground truthing and contact with property owners and issues-based
threats assessment for the Village of Madoc wells. No updates were required to the Proposed
Source Protection Plan as a result of the threats verification work. Ten policies were updated as
a result of the issues-based threats work.

7.4.1 Proposed Updates to Proposed Source Protection Plan as per 2013 Issues
Based Threats Assessment

Issues based threats assessment was undertaken in the spring and summer of 2013 related to
the Village of Madoc wells. The raw water quality in these groundwater wells is known to be
impacted by the quality of surface water in nearby local creeks, which can enter the
groundwater through cracks and crevices in the bedrock. The project examined land use
activities along the creeks upstream of the wells that may impact water quality in the creeks and
thus the municipal water supply. New significant threat activities were enumerated related to
septic systems and agricultural activities in the newly identified vulnerable area called the issues
contributing area. The Village of Madoc wells are in the Municipality of Centre Hastings and the
majority of the issues contributing area is within the Township of Madoc.

Both the Assessment Report and Proposed Source Protection Plan required updating as a
result of the new technical work. The updates and related consultation for both documents were
done concurrently. Consultation with the Ministry of the Environment was ongoing during the
technical work.

Proposed updates to the Proposed Source Protection Plan included:

e arevised map of the Madoc Wellhead Protection Area showing the issues contributing
area;

o the addition of the issues contributing area for the Village of Madoc wells in the
‘Applicable Areas’ of ten policies in the Plan, (seven related to sewage and three to
agricultural activities);

¢ note regarding ‘Effective Date’ for one sewage inspection policy; and

o extended ‘Effective Date’ for one agricultural policy.

Specific details are included in the discussion of the following affected policies in Section 8:

2-1-E & F: requiring connection to municipal services where available;
2-2-E: requiring the inspection of residential onsite sewage systems;
2-3-F: concerning new development on lots of record;

2-4-E & F: concerningprescribed instruments for large sewage systems;
2-6-F: concerning prescribed instruments for future sewage infrastructure;
2-7-E: on managing existing sewage infrastructure;
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2-8-F: on land use planning for new sewage treatment plants;

e 3-2-E & F: requiring risk management plans for agricultural operations;

o 3-3-E & F: on restricted land use for risk management plans for agricultural operations;
and

e 3-4- E & F: concerning prescribed instruments under the Nutrient Management Act.

7.4.2 Summary of Consultation Results — 2013 Updated Proposed Source
Protection Plan

The concurrent consultation undertaken as a result of the technical work completed in 2013 is
documented in Chapter 6 of the Plan and in Appendix G of the Updated Assessment Report.

Consultation was guided by requirements in Regulation 287/07 and a memo from the Ministry of
the Environment dated March 26, 2013, entitled “Technical Work and Source Protection Plan
Revisions Updates — Consultation Requirements Summary”.

Public consultation was undertaken from October 31, 2013, to December 6, 2013, with a public
meeting held at the Madoc Township Hall on November 19, 2013. In addition to the Clerks of
Centre Hastings and Township of Madoc; the Ministry of the Environment, Ministry of
Agriculture and Food, and County of Hastings were also notified of the proposed updates and
asked for comment.

No written comments were received during the consultation period.

Preliminary Consultation

An initial meeting was held with the clerks of Centre Hastings and Madoc Township about the
new technical work on April 30, 2013. This meeting helped to guide the Committee’s decision to
adopt the 30-metre setback from the creeks for the issues contributing area. The Ministry of the
Environment was consulted and agreed with this approach. Early outreach to new persons who
may have been affected by the technical work was sent to property owners in the study area in
May 2013. The letter included information on the study and a postage paid return questionnaire.

Communication was maintained with the clerks during and following the technical work as
documented in Appendix G of the Assessment Report and Chapter 6 of the Plan. This type of
consultation approach was considered appropriate and meaningful.

Summary of Comments from the Public Meeting

A public meeting was held at the Madoc Township Hall in Eldorado on Tuesday, November 19,
2013, from 6:30 to 8:30 pm with a presentation at 7:00. Twenty-six people attended, including
some members of the municipal council and several property owners that had received an
invitation in the letter advising them that they may be affected by the proposed updates to the
Plan. Discussion and questions at the meeting included the 30-metre setback, fencing cattle out
of the creeks, compensation for the area fenced along creeks, future funding for source water
protection initiatives and stewardship projects, the causes of the Walkerton tragedy, oil tank
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maintenance, natural sources of contamination in the creeks from wildlife, the testing involved in
determining the location of the wellhead protection area, and natural heritage planning.

7.5 Review and Approval of the Proposed Source Protection Plan

The Ministry of the Environment’s preliminary comments on the Proposed Source Protection
Plan (received November 19, 2013) were discussed in a conference call on November 26,
2013, which included Ministry staff, Quinte Conservation staff, the Chair of the Source
Protection Committee and the Ministry liaison representative on the Committee. As a result of
this conference call meeting; and after communication with Committee members, two new
policies were created (see section 7.5.1).

On January 7, 2014, final comments were received on the Proposed Source Protection Plan
from the Director of the Source Protection Programs Branch of the Ministry of the Environment
(See Appendix A). The Proposed Plan was submitted for review in August 2012. The comments
are summarized as follows:

1. To enable consistent reporting it was requested that monitoring policies be “outcome-
based”. Changes were advised for policies 3-4-E&F, 1-2-E, G-2-E and 5-1-F. In addition,
the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs requested that monitoring
policies (i.e. 3-4-E & F) require an annual summary of the actions taken to implement a
specific policy rather than specific reporting requirements.

2. A clarification of wording to policy 2-4-E (management of large sewage systems) was
requested to ensure that the policy focuses on the intended outcome. This would allow
the province to consider more approaches moving forward.

3. Comments recognized that it was the intention of the Committee to address the handling
and storage of DNAPLs and the non-agricultural application of commercial fertilizer on
residential properties, where they are a significant threat, through policy G-1 (Education
and Outreach) and policy G-7-E&F (Management of Household Hazardous Waste). As
such, the Explanatory Document must indicate that the Committee is of the opinion that
the policy will achieve the objectives of the Plan and that a policy to regulate or prohibit
the activity is not necessary to achieve those objectives.

4. Regarding policies G-4-E and G-6-F (transport pathways) MOE requested that the policy
be revised to allow for a provincially consistent approach which will meet the intent of the
original local policy.

5. It was noted that policy 15-6-E (monitoring of existing handling and storage of fuel) as
written does not address a significant drinking water threat, nor meet the intent of section
22 of O. Reg. 287/07. As such, revisions were recommended that would align with the
Committee’s intent and allow the policy to stay relevant over time.
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6. Comments on waste disposal policies 1-1-F, 1-2 E and 1-3-F pointed out that these
policies alone would not be sufficient to address three waste sub-categories as per the
Table of Circumstances: for example, the threat from liquid waste oil from activities at
auto service stations. The Committee was asked to consider if additional consultation
would be required as a result of changes to the Plan made to address the three waste
sub-categories.

7. Comments noted that the applicable areas for sewage policies 2-5-E and 2-7-E would not
adequately capture the threat to groundwater systems. However, it may be the case that
none of these activities were existing threats when the policies were created, nor will
these activities become established before the Plan is approved. If that is so, then the
Committee’s rationale to address this should be clearly indicated in the Explanatory
Document. Sewage policy 2-6-F should address the threat to groundwater systems by
clarification of applicable areas.

8. MTO provided comment on the monitoring policy for policy 12-2-E&F (Salt Management
Plans for Application of Road Salt). A clarification of wording was requested to simplify
the existing monitoring policy.

9. Several clarifications were suggested to ensure policy 1-6-E & F is in alignment with the
Clean Water Act, 2006.

10. Additional context and rationale for the revision of policy G-9-F was provided (further to
previous conversations between Ministry and project staff at Quinte Conservation).

11. It was noted that Transport Canada had recently indicated they do not have a role in the
approval of glycol plans and so, the text of policy 18-1-F should be updated accordingly.

Results of the above comments are detailed in the specific policy discussions in section 8. Two
new policies, to address the threat from liquid waste (as per comment # 6), were created: 1-7-E
& F and 1-8-E & F and are also discussed in section 8. Fewer than one dozen properties were
affected by the two new policies and so a targeted consultation was held on these two policies
from December 12, 2013, to January 15, 2014.

7.5.1 2013/2014 Targeted Consultation on Two New Waste Policies

Targeted consultation was held on two new policies created as a result of preliminary comments
on the Proposed Source Protection Plan received from the Ministry of the Environment in late
2013.

The Ministry of the Environment identified that the risk from small quantities of liquid waste (e.g.
waste oil from a car dealership) was not presently adequately regulated in the Proposed Plan.
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As a result, the Source Protection Committee determined that the existing policies in the
Proposed Plan were not sufficient to address the threat from liquid waste, including waste oil,
which may be stored on commercial and industrial sites in the applicable vulnerable areas. To
address this, the Committee voted by an email poll in early December 2013 to create two new
policies related to risk management plans. They are:

. Policy 1-7-E & F: Risk Management Plan for Waste Disposal Sites Not Regulated
by Ontario Regulation 347/09; and
. Policy 1-8-E & F: Restricted Land Use Risk Management Plans for Waste

Disposal Sites Not Regulated by Ontario Regulation 347/09.

It was determined that these two new policies could affect activities on about one dozen
properties located in the vulnerable areas of the Village of Madoc, Town of Picton and Village of
Ameliasburgh municipal water supplies. As a result, a targeted consultation (as suggested by
the Ministry of the Environment) was held from December 13, 2013, to January 15, 2014,
specifically for those property owners that could be affected by the two new policies.

The affected property owners were contacted directly by project staff in early December 2013
and then by letter (December 12, 2013) which included a Notice and information package.
Recipients were invited to provide written comments on or before Wednesday, January 15,
2014. Affected municipalities, Centre Hastings and Prince Edward County, were also notified by
letter on December 13, 2013. Information was posted on the project website at
quintesourcewater.ca.

No written comments were received.

7.6 2019 Consultation on Proposed Amendments to the Approved Source
Protection Plan

Consultation was held on proposed updates to the Assessment Report and corresponding amendments
to the Source Protection Plan in 2016 and 2017. This consultation was triggered by changes required to
intake protection zone maps for the City of Belleville and the Town of Picton.

Maps for the Assessment Report and Source Protection Plan were originally created in 2009. By 2016,
new areas of land had been developed within the City of Belleville and the Town of Picton. These newly
developed areas had the potential for activities that could result in contaminant spills and runoff that
could impact the municipal water sources. It was important to show the possibility of impacts to the
municipal water sources from the newly developed areas on updated intake protection zone maps.

The Quinte Region Source Protection Authority, in conjunction with the Quinte Region Source Protection
Committee, proposed that the Assessment Report be updated, and the Source Protection Plan be
amended to include the newly revised intake protection zone maps for the City of Belleville and the
Town of Picton. The Authority and Committee determined that in this way the reality on the ground
would be better reflected in both documents. No changes were proposed to any of the policies in the
Source Protection Plan; the amendment proposed was to the actual area to which to policies would
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apply in the City of Belleville and Town of Picton. In this way, only the two intake protection zone maps
would change.

The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change — Source Protection Programs Branch was pre-
consulted. The City of Belleville and Prince Edward County staff and councils were pre-consulted
regarding the proposed additional areas to be included in the intake protection zone maps. Resolutions
were passed to endorse the new maps and proceed with public consultation.

A 37-day public consultation was held from November 17, 2016, to December 23, 2016. Persons with
property or businesses in the newly added areas were contacted by mail and advertisements were
placed in the Picton Gazette and the Belleville EMC. Social media posts identified the public
consultation, and a newsletter was also sent out. A notice was posted at QuinteSourceWater.ca which
included an on-line comment form. The following summarizes comments that were received:

1. Four members of the public commented that the proposed intake protection zone 2 should be
extended further than proposed to include a marine industrial area that falls within the Intake
Protection Zone 3b. Source Protection Authority staff explained that the zones are delineated
using science and a prescriptive method. It was further explained that the intake protection
zone 2 for Picton is a 4-hour time of travel versus the typical 2- hour. To extend the zone, the
municipality would have to a) decide that they are unable shut down the intake within the 4-
hour time-period and require more time, b) determine the length of time they require to shut
down the intake, then c) delineate the zone using the same method but longer time of travel.
The zone cannot simply be extended to include a particular property of choice because of their
current operation. No additional comments were received.

2. Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affair’s (OMAFRA) asked for clarification
whether agricultural activities would still be permitted until land is redeveloped and asked
whether affected landowners had been contacted. Source Protection Authority staff responded
that agriculture is not prohibited in the intake protection zone (IPZ) 2 for Belleville or Picton. If
the zoning allows for agriculture, then risk management plans are used to manage any
significant agriculture threats in these zones. Once a response to these questions was received,
OMAFRA had no additional comments/questions.

Ministries and any other Implementing bodies were provided with a consultation period from July 12
until August 4, 2017. Comments were received from the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and
Parks on September 15, 2017.

The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks sought clarification to ensure the proposed
intake protection zone 2 extensions were delineated in accordance with the technical rules. The Ministry
asked which version of the technical rules was used for the threat assessment and asked for an updated
threat enumeration table and updated imperviousness percentages for the proposed zones. These
comments were addressed and incorporated within the Assessment Report.

In response to the requirement of a new well system and subsequent technical work in the Village of
Madoc, and after discussions with the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks the Quinte
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Region Source Protection Authority decided to combine the amendments for Belleville, Picton, and
Madoc in to one single submission in 2019.

Consultation was held on proposed updates to the Assessment Report and corresponding amendments
to the Source Protection Plan in the spring and summer of 2019. This consultation was triggered by
changes required to the Wellhead Protection Areas for the Village of Madoc due to a new municipal well
system.

Due to water supply challenges with its existing municipal wells, the Village of Madoc in the Municipality
of Centre Hastings required an additional water source. Therefore, a new production well approximately
350 metres west of the existing Whytock well was drilled, and a new water treatment building adjacent
to the new well was constructed. As part of this process, the Wellhead Protection Area for the Source
Water Protection Program required an update, due to the change in well location. The Wellhead
Protection Area (WHPA) was mapped around a new well system, illustrating where and to what degree
the groundwater is vulnerable to contamination. The original water taking model and report were
updated. This update resulted in a slight shift from the previous Wellhead Protection Areas.

Commencing July 1, 2018, a new regulation under the Safe Drinking Water Act and an amendment to
Regulation 287/07 under the Clean Water Act require that all Source Water Protection technical work
and report amendments be completed and approved by the Ministry of Environment and Conservation
and Parks prior to the new system providing water to the residents in Madoc Village.

Amendments to the Quinte Region Source Protection Plan and the associated reports were therefore
required before the new well system is brought online. These amendments included updates to the text
in chapter 5 of the assessment report, and updates to all corresponding maps related to the Village of
Madoc’s WHPA. Similarly, maps were updated in the source protection plan to reflect the new WHPA.

No new policies were added, and no changes were proposed to the policies, however, the policies now
apply in new geographic areas (the new WHPAs). The source protection plan was updated to include
new information about policy effective dates in the newly affected areas as the existing policies were
simply extended to the new wellhead protection areas. Therefore, upon the amendment’s approval by
the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP), the effective dates outlined on the
policies commenced from the date the updated source protection plan took effect, as specified by the
Minister.

Early engagement with municipal staff and municipal consultants occurred in June and July of 2018 and
on July 11, 2018, and September 5, 2018, respectively, municipal councils of the Municipality of Centre
Hastings and Madoc Township passed resolutions approving the proposed amendments.

The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP)— Source Protection Programs Branch
was engaged early in February 2019. This early engagement allowed the MECP to provide early feedback
on draft technical and policy work, prior to pre-consultation. The following summarizes comments
that were received:
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Permitted daily maximum water takings were hard to determine and clarification was sought.
The rationale behind removing a condition from the Condition Report was asked for and a
reminder to update the associated table was given.

Reference to the 76 provincial tables of circumstances required updates.

There appeared to be an overlap of the new intake protection zone 2 for Picton with the existing
intake protection zone 3b. Clarification was sought.

These comments were addressed within the Assessment Report.

Pre-consultation commenced April 22, 2019, with all implementing bodies. All agencies responsible for
implementing policies within the source protection plan were provided with updated reports and maps,
and comments were requested by May 13, 2019.

The Ministry of Transportation commented that they had reviewed the amended source protection plan
and the related changes and had no concerns/comments at that time.

Letters were sent to all landowners in the new vulnerable areas on June 4, 2019, advising of the

opportunity to comment, providing information about the amendments and enclosing the Notice. The

35-day public consultation began June 6, 2019. Written comments were requested by July 11, 2019. The
following summarizes comments that were received:

1.

The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) commented they were
pleased to provide ongoing support and comments to the source protection authority during
the development and early engagement phases of these amendments. Ministry staff were
satisfied that recent revisions made by the source protection authority staff to the proposed
amended assessment report and plan addressed their previous comments.

Source Protection Authority staff received one phone call during the public consultation period
regarding the public consultation letter that was mailed out to property owners in the new
wellhead protection areas. The property owner was a farmer in the area who wished to hear a
summary of the letter and determine if any of the activities on his property were considered
significant threats. As his property was located in the wellhead protection area C, no activities
were considered significant threats.

One business owner commented that their business may be engaged in a few of the significant
threat activities. The owner noted that should they have to curtail these activities they would
oppose the location of the well. If the well location was to proceed and activities still curtailed,
the business would be seeking compensation. Source protection authority staff called the
business owner and discussed the circumstances that would make these activities significant
threats. It was explained that none of the activities the business is engaged in are prohibited
within the WHPA B. Rather, activities may require a risk management plan and a lengthy
discussion about what is included in a risk management plan was had. At the end of the
conversation the business owner was relieved to hear there would be no large financial
implication of the new well and no further comments were received.
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7.8 Update the Source Protection - Section 36

The Assessment Reports and Source Protection Plans were originally developed using the best available
science and technical rules that were available at the time. Over time, scientific methods and the
technical rules improve. The Source Protection Committee and Authorities have also learned from
experience that not all policies are as effective as originally thought. Finally, development can change
the types and number of threats in vulnerable areas. These factors make it necessary to make
amendments periodically.

Section 36 of the Clean Water Act, 2006 requires Source Protection Committees to review and update
Assessment Report and Source Protection Plans so that they stay current and improve in terms of
protecting sources of drinking water. Under this Section, the Trent Conservation Coalition Source
Protection Committee and staff prepared a work plan. Municipal Working Groups were consulted to
help develop the plan. In 2019, the Minister of Environment Conservation and Parks directed the Source
Protection Committee to proceed with the necessary amendments.

The Committee and staff initially consulted with the municipalities and key stakeholders. The five
Municipal Working Groups from across the Region provided input. Through careful analysis, the
Committee developed a series of revisions to existing policies and new policies in an effort to improve
the Assessment Reports and Source Protection Plans.

The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change — Source Protection Programs Branch was
consulted with initially as part of the Early Engagement Consultation Period The following summarizes
comments received during early engagement:

e Numerous comments related to grammar or related small edits.

e Numerous comments to align text to 2021 Technical Rules.

e Numerous asks for further clarification on updates.

e Describe updated methodology for impervious surface percentage determination.

e Describe rationale for Peats Point WHPA E vulnerability score.

o Updates to applicable policy lists.

e Confirm applicable areas for policies.

e Revise policy 3-5-E&F to remove the reference to policy 3-1-E&F as MECP cannot ensure
compliance with a section 57 prohibition policy. Also consider explicitly mentioning non-
agricultural source material plans in the policy text of instruments that are inspected by the
MECP.

e Revisions needed to Conditions policies. As the approved policies were written went against the
Technical Rules and required amendments to reflect process of conditions.

All ministries and municipalities named in the source protection plan as Implementing Bodies were pre-
consulted regarding the proposed amendments. The following summarizes comments that were
received during pre-consultation:
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e OMAFRA commented that All instruments under Nutrient Management (NMS, NMP, and NASM
plans) require a contingency plan for the event of spills, too much material, not enough land,
etc. We do now review or approve the contingency plan as part of the NMS or NASM plan, but it
is required to be in the instrument on file at the farm.

o The City of Belleville commented that Wastewater collection facilities should be defined.

e  MECP asked for further clarification on a number of impervious surface area percentages.

e MECP also suggested Prescribed Instrument policies remove the amended policy text requiring
ministries include minimum requirements of identification of the vulnerable area and necessity
of an emergency response plan. MECP asked that this text be removed or modified to the
ministries to ‘consider’ the minimum requirements.

o Applicable areas clarified on several policies.

A 35-day public consultation was held from January 13, 2024, to February 22, 2024. Persons with
property or businesses in the vulnerable areas that could have a significant drinking water threat were
contacted by mail and advertisements were placed in the several local newspapers. Social media
campaigns were used to assist with advertisement of the public consultation period. A notice was
posted at QuinteSourceWater.ca which included an on-line comment form. The following summarizes
comments that were received:

e A member of the public asked for an explanation of the proposed changes related to "...the
removal of the significant groundwater recharge area scoring".
e MECP requested:

o again, that Prescribed Instrument policies remove the amended policy text requiring
ministries include minimum requirements of identification of the vulnerable area and
necessity of an emergency response plan. MECP asked that this text be removed or
modified to the ministries to ‘consider’ the minimum requirements.

o A number of editorial and grammatical amendments.

o Several updates to applicable areas and vulnerability scores.

o Afew updates to align with 2021 Technical Rules.

e Prince Edward County requested:

o drinking water system names be updated

o hyper linking the instances of the policies so that from anywhere in the document you
can be taken to the policy.

o the term 'development' requires a definition. The Planning Act has a definition and

would suggest that it be used here.

has signage been considered/could it become a part of a policy for shoreline signage.
Need Definition of Waste Generator Facility in the Glossary

Clarification to Policy 2-7-E&F to ensure no need for retrofits.

O O O O

There is already planned expansion of Picton WWTP in the future to accommodate
community growth. Exemptions must include existing WW treatment facility expansions
in IPZ to allow for growth.
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o Several areas of clarification in the new conditions policy to ensure requests of
municipalities are within their mandate and will assist in further protection of drinking
water supply.

After the submission of the amendment package, the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and
Parks expressed concerns over the proposed improvements to the Prescribed Instrument Policies. A
solution to the issues raised was negotiated in 2025 and the amendments were approved in XXXXX.

Through further negotiation, the Ministry agreed to provide the Identification Numbers of all existing
Prescribed Instruments that are managing significant drinking water threats. This will allow Source
Protection Authority staff to reach out to the people engaged in the activity to provide Education and
Outreach including that the activity is in a vulnerable zone and any suggested best management
practices.

The Ministry also agreed to screen existing Prescribed Instruments to determine if authorized activities
are significant drinking water threats based on the most recent Technical Rules. If amendments are
required to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat, where feasible and
warranted the Ministry shall include appropriate conditions to ensure that the activity ceases to be a
significant drinking water threat including identifying in the environmental compliance approval that the
activity is a significant drinking water threat located within the wellhead protection area and/or the
intake protection zone and the name of the associated municipal drinking water system as identified in
the Quinte source protection plan.

For future Prescribed Instruments the Ministry shall include at a minimum:

(1) identify in the environmental compliance approval that the activity is a significant drinking water
threat located within the wellhead protection area and/or the intake protection zone and the name of
the associated municipal drinking water system as identified in the Quinte source protection plan.

(2) include the requirement of an emergency response procedure, whether through O. Reg 224/07 or a
condition in the prescribed instrument. The prescribed instrument condition should at a minimum
include information about the drinking water vulnerable area and contact information for the Spills
Action Centre and the drinking water system operator that utilizes the source where the activity is
occurring.

In this document, for each Policy that was amended through this process the reader will see the heading
“2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy X” followed by a description of the reason for the amendment,
the process for developing the amendment, a summary of comments received, the rationale for the
amendment and a summary of any financial implications resulting from the amended policy.

8.0 Explanation of Policy Decisions

The following explanations for policy decisions are listed in the order that the policies appear in
Chapter 5 of the Plan. Policies are arranged by threat grouping and each set of policies
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includes a brief description of the threat particulars for the Quinte Region. The policy decisions
also describe the approach taken and which tools were used by the Committee in developing
the policies. For more explanation of the tools available to the Committee, please see Chapter 3
in the Plan.

The sewage (Section 8.3), and agricultural (Section 8.4) and fuel (Section 8.10) policy approach
sections include significant background discussion. This reflects the fact that these are the most
numerous significant threats identified in the Assessment Report.

Each policy discussion is intended to provide a good explanation of the evolution of and
rationale for the policy. As a result, some portions of explanations for similar policies, for
example, those calling for restricted land use, are repeated in each restricted land use policy.
The reason for this repetition is to allow a reader to obtain sufficient details under the individual
policy headings without having to search through the entire document to understand the
process taken by the Committee in developing the policy.

8.1 General Policies Approach

During their deliberations, the Committee was aware of the importance of education and
outreach to the successful protection of drinking water sources. The Committee also
determined that several other policies were necessary to complement the policies developed for
significant threats. These policies include specific actions such as spills monitoring, emergency
planning, management of transport pathways, household hazardous waste collections, road
signs erected to identify vulnerable areas and raw water sampling of municipal source water.

Transition, Interruptions, and Expansion Policies

During the original round of source protection policy work, there was little need for a transition
policy as land uses invulnerable areas were long established and developed. At that time, the
Committee had been in close communication with municipal staff through the working groups
and various rounds of consultation and had verified there were no activities with exceptional
circumstances that may require further clarification. At that time the existing versus future
threats were straightforward and updates to the source protection plan were anticipated to be
limited to Minister-directed reviews under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act.

With the amendments to the Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act in 2018, the potential
for Source Protection Plan amendments increased significantly. Regulation 205/18 was
established under the Safe Drinking Water Act requiring drinking water system owners to take
certain steps in order to protect drinking water sources before applying for a work permit.

As a result of this new regulation, updates to Source Protection Plans are now occurring more
frequently. While working with municipal planners a few years ago to update an intake
protection zone, municipal staff identified a number of subdivisions in the vicinity that had been
approved but had not yet started development. At that time, municipal staff noted that transition
provisions would help the municipality clarify source protection plan requirements with the
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developer and their consultants. Similar messaging was received from planning staff at the
source protection authority as well.

This gap, identified by municipal planners and Source Protection Authority planning staff was
identified in the Section 36 Work Plan. After lengthy discussions and a review of existing
transition policies in source protection plans across the province, the Committee decided to
create both a transition policy and an interruption/expansion policy.

Transition Policy

The transition policy allows activities that have not been established but have already been
approved to be considered existing and therefore can proceed. Similarly, the Committee felt that
applications that are in the process should be allowed to proceed as it is unfair to change the
rules mid-process when a complete application has already been submitted. The transition
policy allows activities associated with complete applications in process to be considered
existing so that they may also proceed. The transition policy applies to all other policies
contained in the Quinte Source Protection Plan for all activities and in all vulnerable areas
described in those policies. The Committee felt that these provisions would allow further
planning applications related to a particular activity should not be included in the source
protection plans because they may encourage the submission of applications for activities that
would be significant drinking water threats prior to the approval of the source protection plans.

Interruptions/Expansion Policy

A few policies in the source protection plan prohibit future activities if they commence after the
date the source protection plan takes effect, The interruptions/expansion policy is intended to
ensure that certain expansions to existing businesses or activities that resume after temporary
shutdown are not considered future and inadvertently prohibited by the source protection plan.
This policy applies to all other policies contained in the Quinte Source Protection Plan for all
activities and in all vulnerable areas described in those policies.

Policy G-1: Education and Outreach

From their earliest policy discussions, the members of the Committee recognized the need for,
and the importance of, education and outreach to the success of the Plan. The Committee
recognized that education and outreach programs will promote:

e protection of drinking water sources;

e awareness and understanding of the objectives of the Plan;

¢ understanding of specific policies thereby facilitating their successful implementation;
e awareness and understanding of vulnerable areas;

¢ voluntary actions to address significant threats and protect water;

e understanding and use of best management practices; and

o fulfillment of the legislative requirements of the Plan.
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The Committee identified various different audiences that could potentially be reached by
education and outreach initiatives including, but not limited to: the public, business owners,
farms and agricultural operations and associations, oil delivery and distribution companies,
insurance companies, real estate brokers and boards, landowners in vulnerable areas, and
persons engaged in an activity identified as a significant threat in a vulnerable area.

Initially, sets of policies were developed, each with a threat specific education and outreach
policy (e.g. sewage, agriculture, pesticides, fertilizer, fuel, DNAPLSs, organic solvents). In most
cases the municipality was named as the implementer with the understanding that they will
likely work with partners such as the Conservation Authority (Quinte Conservation) to deliver the
program. Quinte Conservation has experience working across municipal boundaries to deliver
a broad range of programs, including education and outreach, and has offered to assist
municipalities and other interested partners with the coordination and implementation of these
programs.

Pre-consultation feedback suggested rolling all the separate education and outreach policies
into one general policy. As part of their financial considerations, the Committee decided that this
will allow for efficiencies of cost, scale and opportunity and improve the likelihood of the
successful delivery of education and outreach related to source water protection in the region. It
will also optimize partner participation and support.

In their pre-consultation comments:

¢ The Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs noted that they have materials
available that could assist with education and outreach regarding agricultural activities
and the application of pesticides and fertilizers;

e The Hastings and Prince Edward Counties Health Unit also offered their support for the
delivery of the education and outreach program; and

¢ Kingston Frontenac Lennox and Addington Public Health offered limited support for
education and outreach programs.

As a result of pre-consultation, the Committee incorporated a line into the policy encouraging
municipalities to promote voluntary action to protect sources of drinking water and water
conservation measures such as water saving fixtures, tips on how to save water in the house,
and water conserving appliances (see Section 5.0 Water Quantity Considerations).

During review of the Draft Plan, the Bayside IPZ 1 was added to the applicable areas for this
policy (see Section 6).

In July 2012 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment suggested a
clarification to identify applicable areas related to significant drinking water threats versus those
for moderate and low threats and this was subsequently made.

In comments on the Proposed Plan the Ministry of the Environment noted that the household
use of both DNAPLS and commercial fertilizer were significant threats in the applicable
vulnerable zones and that documentation was required in the Explanatory Document to show
how the Committee had addressed this threat.
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e DNAPLs are a significant threat at any quantity in WHPA A, B and C (Section 8.11).

e Non-agricultural application of commercial fertilizer is a significant threat in WHPA A,
and B and the IPZ 1 of Belleville, Deseronto, Ameliasburgh, Napanee and Point Anne
and the IPZ 1 and 2 of Picton (Section 8.6).

The Committee determined that it was not appropriate or practical for the Source Protection
Plan to prohibit or require risk management plans for small quantities of DNPALSs in products
like nail polish remover or furniture stripper that may be found in private residential properties or
for the application of commercial fertilizer on those properties. The Committee determined that a
more effective approach would be a targeted education and outreach program to encourage the
proper storage and disposal of small quantities of DNPALs and the proper use of non-
agricultural commercial fertilizer on residential properties. This targeted education and outreach
complements policy G-7-E & F which encourages municipalities to provide opportunities for
residents to properly dispose of household hazardous waste.

The Committee was, therefore, of the opinion that these two policies (G-1 and G-7-E & F) will
adequately address the threat from the household use of DNAPLs and non-agricultural
commercial fertilizer where they are a significant threat and that these policies if implemented
will promote the achievement of the objectives of the Plan that the threat ceases to be/never
becomes significant. Further, the Committee was of the opinion that a policy to regulate or
prohibit the activity for small quantities of DNAPLs and non-agricultural commercial fertilizer in
and around private residential households was not necessary to achieve those objectives (O.
Reg. 287/07 ss. 40(2)(6 ).

After the September 2014 approval of the Source Protection Plan, it was noted that the
explanation for the use of education and outreach to address the significant threat from home
heating oil tanks in the WHPA B had not been included in this document and so, it was added
here (and in the explanation of the policy development of the fuel policies and policy 15-4). As
the Committee had originally considered a targeted education and outreach program to be
effective to address threats from home heating oil, the Committee determined that it was
appropriate for the Source Protection Plan to specify only education and outreach to address
the threats from home heating oil tanks within the WHPA B. The Committee determined that
education and outreach within the WHPA B would promote the achievement of the objectives of
the Plan that the threat is managed and therefore ceases to be/never becomes significant within
the WHPA B. Further, the Committee was of the opinion that a policy to regulate the activity of
handling and storage of fuel for storage tanks greater than 250 and less than 2,500 litres below
and partially below grade in in the WHPA B was not necessary to achieve those objectives (O.
Reg. 287/07 ss. 40(2)(6).

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy G-1-E&F

The Section 36 Work Plan identified that Policy G-1-E&F did not provide education and
outreach requirements related to road salt threats. As such, the Committee reviewed existing
policy text from source protection plans across Ontario and discussed a number of measures to
include related to road salt. The Committee was of the opinion that measures should align with
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existing measures related to other threats in the same policy to ensure successful
implementation.

The use of land as livestock grazing, pasturing or outdoor confinements is one of the 22
prescribed drinking water threats. Under this threat, there are both chemical and pathogen
threat circumstances. While chemical-related threats contain circumstances to meet (certain
percentages of livestock density and nutrient units) for the activity to be considered a significant
drinking water threat, the pathogen threat circumstance simply states that one or more grazing
livestock animals are considered significant drinking water threats for any system with a
vulnerability score of 8 or higher for intake protection zones and 8.1 or higher for wellhead
protection areas.

In the source protection plan, there is a policy related to livestock grazing (Policy 3-2-E&F: Risk
Management Plan for Managing Agricultural Activities), requiring a risk management plan for
any agricultural property with grazing animals. This policy would not apply as it specifies
agricultural activities, unlike other policies that simply state any land use.

The Committee determined that there would be no significant economic impact of the
amendments to this policy.

Policy G-2-F: Updating Spill Response Procedure and Emergency Response
Plans

The original intent of this policy was to assist in assessing the effectiveness of source protection
policies by reviewing information from the Ministry of the Environment and the Spills Action
Centre related to spills and contamination in the Quinte Region.

The Committee developed policies to manage existing drinking water threats as well as prohibit
some activities. A means of monitoring the success of these policies is through a review of the
records of spills and contamination from activities taking place in the vulnerable areas. The
occurrence of spills and contamination in a vulnerable area may be an indication that the
policies do not adequately address drinking water treats. This review would include whether
drinking water threats are being adequately managed and if the policies are protecting municipal
drinking water. The Committee determined that other information such as non-compliance with
provincial instruments would also help to assess if the policies are effective.

Pre-consultation input from the Ministry of the Environment suggested that the policy specify
that the Spills Action Centre update their Emergency Response Plan to meet the requirements
of this policy. The policy was amended accordingly.

The Committee considered that information gathered through this policy would assist in
ensuring that future versions of the Plan adequately addressed the identified threats. However,
spills are not identified as a significant threat and so the Ministry of the Environment, in their
comments on the Draft Plan, suggested that the means to address spills is under Section 26(6)
of Regulation 287/07. The Committee made the change accordingly and removed other
requirements in the policy text because Section 26 (6) refers specifically to highways, railway
lines and shipping lanes. The former policy had covered any spill in the entire WHPA A, B, C
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and E or IPZ 1, 2 and 3 with a vulnerability score of 8 or higher where significant threats could
occur unrelated to highways, railway lines or shipping lanes. During the revisions the applicable
area was changed to “All vulnerable areas where the release of contaminants in an IPZ or
WHPA could result in contamination of the drinking water supply.” This includes the Bayside IPZ
1, which was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see Section 6).

The Committee discussed pipelines located in the vicinity of vulnerable zones at their meetings
in May and September 2013. Section 26(6) does not specifically refer to pipelines and so
pipelines are not listed in the policy; however, it is the Committee’s intent that the report from
the Ministry should also include spills from pipelines in the vulnerable areas.

During implementation, the Committee strongly encourages the Ministry of the Environment to
report other spills in the vulnerable areas. The Committee determined it is important for the
Ministry of the Environment to recognize the vulnerable zones in its emergency planning. The
Clean Water Act, 2006 did not contain a tool to allow the Committee to ask for reporting on spills
in the entire area. The Committee considered that there may be stronger measures available to
them in the next round of planning.

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment asked the
Committee to make monitoring policies more outcome-based and where the Committee has
specific, detailed reporting requirements that the Committee consider revising the language to
make these 'recommendations’. The Committee considered these comments and revised the
wording accordingly.

Policy G-2a-E & F: Emergency Planning in Intake Protection Zones and Wellhead
Protection Areas

The ineffectiveness of transportation corridor policies (G-2-F and G-3-E&F) was included in the
Section 36 Work Plan after two spills occurred in Picton Bay in 2017. Municipal staff and
stakeholder groups reached out to the Source Protection Authority to discuss concerns about
the boundaries of the intake protection zone 2, ship ballasts bringing in significant threats via
shipping lanes, appropriate signage, as well as the risk associated with spills of chemicals not
currently identified in the list of Prescribed Drinking Water Threats.

The Committee discussed the two spill events and reviewed all factors involved in the two
separate events, along with the existing emergency planning policies. The one gap that was
identified was that there are a number of companies and organizations that may respond to a
spill. The Committee further researched and determined that the Canadian Coast Guard is
responsible for the remediation of spills in Lake Ontario. As such, the Committee felt it
imperative that the Coast Guard know of and have access to mapping and any other pertinent
information related to the vulnerable areas. Therefore, the Committee created a strategic policy
encouraging the Coast Guard to update spills response procedures to include reference to
wellhead protection areas and intake protection zones.
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Policy G-3-E & F: Emergency Planning in Intake Protection Zones and Wellhead
Protection Areas

The intent of this policy is to protect municipal drinking water by requesting municipalities to
include locations of Intake Protection Zones and Wellhead Protection Areas in their emergency
response, spill contingency and spill prevention plans.

During policy development, the Committee, with the feedback from the Emergency Response
and Municipal Water Treatment Plant Operators Working Group, determined that the
emergency response, spill contingency and spill prevention plans should contain maps
indicating the location of Intake Protection Zones and/or Well Head Protection Areas and the
specific action to be taken in an emergency related to the protection of drinking water sources.
This policy also supports the intent of Policy G-8-E & F: Road Signs, that helps emergency
responders identify areas where extra caution and consideration should be given to protect the
drinking water sources.

The Committee determined it was important to encourage municipalities to change their
emergency response plans to accommodate events that could occur in the vulnerable zones
that could adversely affect the drinking water source. For example, firefighting runoff may
contain contaminants dangerous to the drinking water supply. Emergency plans could be
improved to include fire management protocols to protect water supplies. Emergency plans
should also include water system operator notification so the intake may be turned off in time to
prevent entry of pollutants or toxic substances, from fires, collisions or other events that may
lead to any of the prescribed drinking water threats, entering into the public water supply.

The Committee considered the financial implications of this policy to be minimal because
emergency response plans are updated regularly, and maps required of the Intake Protection
Zones and Wellhead Protection Areas may be obtained from the Quinte Source Protection
Authority.

As a result of consultation on the Draft Plan, the text of the policy was clarified and the tool for
this policy was changed from Emergency Planning to Specify Action pursuant to Section 26 (6)
of Regulation 287/07. This change was made because spills are not identified as a significant
threat and so the means available to the Committee to address this is under Section 26(6).
Even though this section of the regulation refers specifically to highways, railway lines and
shipping lanes it remained the Committee’s intent for municipal emergency plans to be updated
to include the maps of the WHPAs and IPZs so that all of the vulnerable areas are addressed,
not only the locations where those areas are crossed by a road or railway.

The Committee discussed pipelines located in the vicinity of vulnerable zones at their meeting in
May and September 2013. Section 26(6) does not specifically refer to pipelines and so pipelines
are not listed in the policy; however, it is the Committee’s intent that emergency responders be
aware of the vulnerable areas near pipelines in order to protect municipal water sources from
contamination in the event of pipeline leak or rupture.
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During implementation, the Committee strongly encourages municipalities to recognize the
vulnerable zones in their emergency planning. The Committee determined that this was
important in order to adequately protect drinking water sources.

The applicable area for the policy is “All vulnerable areas where the release of contaminants in
an IPZ or WHPA could result in contamination of the drinking water supply.” This includes the
Bayside IPZ 1, which was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see Section 6).

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy G-3-E&F

The Section 36 Work Plan had identified that Policy G-3-E&F should be reviewed and updated
to address the concerns that occurred during two separate spill events that occurred in the
Quinte Source Protection Area after the plan came into effect. After careful consideration the
Committee determined that a component related to emergency planning should be added to the
Education and Outreach policy instead of updating Policy G-3-E&F.

As the Committee decided not to make any amendments to Policy G-3_E&F, there is no
economic impact.

Policy G-4-E: Existing Transport Pathways — Well Decommissioning or Upgrading

The intent of this policy is to facilitate the decommissioning or upgrading of all abandoned wells
and the upgrading or decommissioning of substandard wells in municipal wellhead protection
areas.

The Committee recognized the rural nature of land use in and around the communities serviced
by municipal wells. In these areas there is significant potential for the presence of abandoned
wells and the need to upgrade wells that do not meet the Ontario Regulation 903 construction
standards. These wells can present a hazard as they provide a transport pathway or conduit for
the movement of contaminants from the ground surface into the aquifer. The Committee had an
opportunity to learn about well decommissioning and the risk that unused wells present to
municipal water sources when they witnessed the process of a well decommissioning in a
WHPA A during one of several tours of the region.

The Ministry of the Environment has prepared a Manual on Water Supply Wells — Requirements
& Best Management Practices (Dec, 2009). The manual provides a summary of the water well
regulations and best management practices including advice on upgrading wells and
decommissioning abandoned wells. The Regulation requires a property owner to
decommission a well that is not being used or maintained for future use. Other reasons to
decommission a well include if the well produces water that is not potable, is mineralized, has
natural gas or permits the movement of contaminants between subsurface formations. The best
management practices manual and Regulation also indicate that a well owner must maintain the
well at all times after the completion of the well’s structural stage in a way that prevents surface
water and other foreign materials from entering the well. In some cases, this may require a well
to be upgraded in order to prevent the movement of contaminants into the groundwater.
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In considering the potential for unused, abandoned or improperly maintained wells to occur, and
requirements of the Ministry of Environment, the Committee determined it was appropriate to
write this policy requiring that, where indicated, wells be properly decommissioned or upgraded.
Quinte Conservation is a licensed water well contractor and employs two licensed water well
technicians who provided expertise to the Committee. The Committee considered the creation
and future implementation of this policy would help to raise awareness of the need to protect
groundwater in the vulnerable areas around municipal wells.

During pre-consultation the Ministry of the Environment recommended that Policies G-4-E and
G-6-F be combined. The Committee determined that the policies were distinct and would
remain separate in order to facilitate ease of implementation.

During consultation on the Draft Plan the Ministry of the Environment suggested some changes
to the wording of the policy to allow for ease of implementation and increase effectiveness.
Specifically, the wording was changed from “proactively enforce” to “prioritize inspections in
WHPAs to identify wells that do not meet requirements”. The Committee concurred with this
suggestion because it is the Ministry of the Environment’s job to enforce Regulation 903 and so
to require enforcement in the policy was not required. In order to meet the intent of the policy
and make it more effective, the Committee added that each municipality should require wells, in
the applicable area, constructed prior to the passing of Regulation 903 be upgraded to meet the
current requirements for new well construction.

The applicable area was also revised to make the implementation of the policy more feasible by
removing the WHPA D. The Committee considered that unmaintained and substandard wells in
WHPA D, which is further from the water supply, had a lower priority because wells in this zone
have less potential to impact the water supply than those in WHPAs A, B and C. The
Committee determined that addressing the condition of wells in the WHPAs A, B and C would
concentrate the work in the areas where the action will have the greatest positive impact on the
water source.

A request was made by the Ministry of the Environment that this policy take effect on such a
date as the Director determines based on a prioritized program review. The Committee
determined that within three years of the Plan taking effect was preferable. The Committee
identified that leaving the effective date up to the Director provides a loophole in the policy
which may make it appear that it is possible the policy may not ever be implemented. The
Committee also identified that providing the flexibility for the Ministry of the Environment to
essentially name their own effective date would not be seen to be fair and equitable to other
policy implementers who must comply with effective dates as they appear in the policy.

The Committee determined that the effective date of three years of the Plan taking effect was
fair to municipalities and the Ministry of the Environment because it is the requirement that the
mechanism be in place to allow the policy to be implemented, not that all the wells actually be
upgraded to meet Regulation 903 within three years. The Committee also identified in their
discussion that this policy implementation will be facilitated and the policy outcome more
successful if the Province continues to provide funding for the Ontario Drinking Water
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Stewardship Program in sufficient amounts to encourage those with substandard, unmaintained
and/or abandoned wells to come forward and act on remediating this threat.

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan the Ministry of the Environment noted that the
oversight of wells is an important part of the Government of Ontario objectives to protect
Ontario’s aquifers and groundwater supplies used by Ontarians for present and future drinking
water users and that the Ministry continues to be responsible for all compliance and
enforcement activities related to the construction, maintenance and abandonment of wells.

In the comments, the Ministry of the Environment asked the Committee to consider revising the
policy to allow for a provincially consistent approach that will still meet the intent of the original
policy. The Committee concurred, revising the policy text to strongly encourage the Ministry to
undertake an updated risk-based program analysis of the wells regulation compliance program.
The Committee noted that the program analysis should consider:

¢ increased Ministry of the Environment field presence with well contractors;

e complaint response prioritization where the presence of a transport pathway would
endanger sources of municipal drinking water; and

e a focus of resources in areas where improperly constructed, maintained or abandoned
wells may increase the potential threat to municipal drinking water sources.

The Ministry of the Environment asked the Committee to make monitoring policies more
outcome-based and where the Committee has specific, detailed reporting requirements that the
Committee consider revising the language to make these 'recommendations’. The Committee
considered these comments and revised the wording accordingly.

Policy G-5-F: Transport Pathways Preventative Measures

The original intent of this policy was to protect the municipal water supply by discouraging the
creation of future transport pathways, including new wells within 100 metres of a municipal well.
Following consultation, the applicable areas for this policy were extended beyond the WHPA A.

The Committee recognized that all wells, excavations, test holes, geothermal bore holes, pits
and quarries etc. may potentially endanger the raw water supply of a drinking water system.
New transport pathways may present a risk and should be discouraged in the WHPA A. The
WHPA A is the most vulnerable area around a municipal well and in most cases any lots or
buildings would be serviced by the municipal water supply, meaning a new well would be
unnecessary for a water supply. However, recognizing provisions in the regulations under the
Clean Water Act, 2006 the Committee deemed it appropriate to be proactive in preventing new
transport pathways in the areas closest to municipal wells. Currently not all of the potential
transport pathways, such as vertical geothermal bore holes, are adequately regulated to protect
water sources.

During consultation on the Draft Plan, it was discovered that existing regulations governing
vertical geothermal bore holes were not adequate to assure the Committee that water sources
were not endangered by this activity. During consultation on the Draft Plan an information
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session was hosted by the Ministry of the Environment that provided an overview of current
regulations and practices in the geothermal industry. This information was used by the
Committee to revise and reword the policy to add clarity and specifics so as to ensure protection
of drinking water sources. Municipalities may, through the building permit process, require
permits for activities such as installing geothermal systems, including vertical bore holes in
accordance with the Ontario Building Code. The intent of the changes was to ensure that
municipalities administered this building permit process. Changes to the policy wording
required a corresponding addition to the applicable areas in order to make clear where the
policy applies specifically to Earth Energy Systems. During discussion the Committee decided
to add “Preventative Measures” in the title of the policy to better reflect the content and purpose
of the policy.

Geothermal energy systems were not identified in the Updated Assessment Report, 2011 as a
local threat and so the Committee was unable to create a policy with which the municipality
must conform. As a strategic action policy, municipalities must have regard for this policy.
However, the actions in this policy are strongly encouraged by the Committee and seen as
required to adequately protect the water sources. The Committee identified that earth energy
systems be added to the list of prescribed drinking water threats in the next round of source
protection planning.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy G-5

The Section 36 Work Plan had identified that Policy G-5-F required revision as the policy only
dealt with Wellhead Protection Areas and omitted Intake Protection Zones. After careful
consideration the Committee amended the policy to address both groundwater and surface
water systems and included conditions the municipality should require of development
applications where new transport pathways are proposed.

The amendments to the policy are conditions the implementing body, the municipality, should
require of development applications, to ensure the drinking water remains protected at its
source.

Policy G-5a-F: Transport Pathways Notification

The intent of this policy is to remind municipalities of the regulatory requirements to notify the
Source Protection Authority of proposed transport pathways under O. Reg 287/07. The Section
36 Work Plan expressed the need for a revision to remind and highlight the regulatory
requirement of municipalities to notify the Source Protection Authority of any new transport
pathways. This notification rarely occurred and was requested to be addressed in the plan.
The regulatory requirement for this notice is under O. Reg 287/07 and was not originally
highlighted in the plan. Similar to Policy 2-2-E that reminds municipalities of the requirement to
inspect septic systems under the Ontario Building Code, the committee felt a similar policy will
remind municipalities of the requirement to notify the Source Protection Authority of new
transport pathways. Thus, Policy G-5a-F was created to as a reminder of the regulatory
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requirement and highlights to the municipality the information required by the Source Protection
Authority for review.

Policy G-5b-F: Transport Pathways Notification

The intent of this policy is to request the Conservation Authority to notify the Source Protection
Authority and Committee of any new development proposals involving potential transport
pathways. O. Reg 287/07 outlines regulatory requirements to notify the Source Protection
Authority of proposed transport pathways under. The Section 36 Work Plan expressed the need
for a revision to remind and highlight the regulatory requirement of municipalities to notify the
Source Protection Authority of any new transport pathways. This notification rarely occurred and
was requested to be addressed in the plan. Quinte Conservation reviews development
applications in vulnerable areas and the committee felt a similar policy will remind the
Conservation Authority of the requirement to notify the Source Protection Authority of new
transport pathways. Thus, Policy G-5b-F was created to as a reminder of the regulatory
requirement and highlights the information required by the Source Protection Authority for
review.

Policy G-6-F: Inspections of Transport Pathways — Wells WHPA B, C and D

The intent of this policy is to protect the municipal water supply by requiring the Ministry of the
Environment to prioritize inspection of all new wells constructed in the WHPAs B, C and D to
ensure that they meet the requirements of Ontario Regulation 903.

The Committee developed Policy G-4-E to require decommissioning of abandoned wells and
upgrading of wells in wellhead protection areas, and to discourage the construction of new wells
in WHPA A. Following the same rationale, (e.g. transport pathways can endanger drinking
water) it was deemed necessary to address the construction of new wells in the WHPAs B, C,
and D. The Ministry of the Environment is responsible for administering Regulation 903
governing the construction of new wells. Under the Regulation contractors and technicians are
licensed and are required to complete mandatory training in order to maintain certification. The
Regulation requires a standard for construction; however, no approval or mandatory inspection
of a new well is required. Currently, inspections of construction and compliance with the
Regulation are completed randomly or as required when complaints are received by the
Ministry. These new wells, if not properly constructed, could serve as transport pathways
resulting in contamination of the water supply. The Committee determined that all new wells in
the WHPAs B, C, and D should be inspected by the Ministry of the Environment in order to
ensure that the well has been properly constructed.

As a result of consultation on the Draft Plan the Ministry of the Environment asked the
Committee to ‘prioritize’ inspections of all new wells in the WHPA B and C and remove WHPA
D from the policy because the policy must relate to significant drinking water threats under
Section 27 (1)(a) Ontario Regulation 287/07. The Committee chose to specify Section 27 (1)(b)
of Ontario Regulation 287/07 in order that WHPA D may continue to be included in the policy.
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The Committee determined that this requirement would not be onerous because all new wells
should be constructed in accordance with Ontario Regulation 903.

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan the Ministry of the Environment noted that the
oversight of wells is an important part of the Government of Ontario objectives to protect
Ontario’s aquifers and groundwater supplies used by Ontarians for present and future drinking
water users and that the Ministry continues to be responsible for all compliance and
enforcement activities related to the construction, maintenance and abandonment of wells.

The Ministry suggested a revision to the policy to allow for a provincially consistent approach
which they considered would meet the intent of the original local policy and the Committee
concurred.

The Ministry of the Environment asked the Committee to make monitoring policies more
outcome-based and where the Committee has specific, detailed reporting requirements that the
Committee consider revising the language to make these 'recommendations’. The Committee
considered these comments and revised the wording accordingly.

Policy G-7-E & F: Management of Household Hazardous Waste

The intent of this policy is to prevent the contamination of municipal water sources by providing
adequate household hazardous waste collection opportunities.

The Committee developed this policy to complement the DNAPL, organic solvent, non-
agricultural application of commercial fertilizer and other policies. Education and outreach
programs regarding DNAPLs, organic solvents and commercial fertilizer and pesticides have
been called for in Policy G-1. The Committee wanted to ensure that residents have the
opportunity to dispose of hazardous materials safely and conveniently. As a result, the
Committee determined that municipalities should provide their citizens with the opportunity to
dispose of hazardous materials in a safe manner.

Most municipalities already provide this service and no objections related to this policy were
received. Therefore, the Committee determined there would be little or no new costs to the
implementers of this policy.

During review of the Draft Plan, the Bayside IPZ 1 was considered to be included into the
applicable areas for this policy (see Section 6).

Policy G-8-E & F: Road Signs for Intake Protection Zones and Wellhead
Protection Areas

The purpose of signing vulnerable areas is to make emergency responders immediately aware
that they are in a drinking water source area that is vulnerable to contamination and that special
consideration should be given to urgent spill containment and clean-up in order to protect the
nearby drinking water source. Travelers along the signed roads will also become familiar with
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the drinking water protection areas and may take the initiative to learn more about source
protection.

The chairs of the Source Protection Committees across the province agreed that a common
sign to identify the most vulnerable areas in Ontario would be ideal. The Quinte Chair, Project
Manager, Communications Coordinator, and Ministry of the Environment Liaison served on the
provincial committee working with the Ministry of Transportation to develop this common
approach. In their pre-consultation comments the Ministry of Transportation stated that they
were supportive of working with the Ministry of the Environment and Source Protection
Committees to develop a common provincial ‘drinking water protection zone’ road sign.

Standard wording for this policy was developed by the Ministry of the Environment and the
Ministry of Transportation. The Committee concurred that the standard wording was
acceptable. During review of the Draft Plan, the Bayside IPZ 1 was considered to be included in
the applicable areas for this policy (see Section 6).

The legal effect of this policy is strategic and is therefore not legally binding on the municipality.
The Committee identified that municipalities could implement this policy as funding permits.

Policy G-9-F: Raw Water Sampling Under the Drinking Water Surveillance
Program for Municipal Drinking Water Systems

During the development of the Updated Assessment Report, 2011, the Committee discussed
the Drinking Water Surveillance Program available to owners of municipal drinking water
systems. The Committee noted, at that time, they wanted to include a policy in the Plan to
encourage municipal water system owners to participate in this voluntary program.

The Drinking Water Surveillance Program, undertaken by the Ministry of the Environment’s
Environmental Monitoring and Reporting Branch, monitors trends and contaminant levels for a
wide variety of parameters, thereby improving knowledge of new emerging contaminants and
supporting standards and policy development. The program focuses largely on monitoring for
chemicals and radionuclides that are not currently regulated and are emerging contaminants.
As scientific advances identify more health impacts of chemicals and radionuclides, standards
and guidelines are reassessed or developed.

The Committee became aware that there is a waiting list for municipalities to participate in this
program and that not all parameters relevant to the specific drinking water threats are currently
tested. Testing parameters evolve based on need in the province; therefore, the Committee
determined that there was a need to focus on parameters related to prescribed drinking water
threats. As a result, the Committee created a policy requesting the Ministry of the Environment
to expand the program for municipalities with drinking water systems to participate.

The Committee was concerned that there is not enough data collected related to raw (prior to
treatment) water quality. This information will assist in evaluating the untreated source water
and the potential impacts from prescribed drinking water threats.
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In considering financial implications, the Committee identified that the Drinking Water
Surveillance Program is funded by the province so there will be minimal cost to participating
municipalities. Municipalities are currently responsible for collection and shipment of samples
and the province provides laboratory analysis.

The Committee added this policy as a result of discussion of the Draft Plan.

As a result of consultation on the Draft Plan and comments from the Ministry of the
Environment, the Committee changed this policy to be an Outreach and Education policy under
Section 22 (7) of the Clean Water Act, 2006. The wording was changed to encourage the
Ministry to support the program analysis and expansion of the Drinking Water Surveillance
Program and to reach out to owners of the municipal drinking water systems. The Committee
recognized that there is not enough raw water data and wanted to encourage the municipalities
and Ministry to work together to achieve a better understanding of the raw water resources in
order to better protect them. Applicable areas were changed from all WHPAs and IPZs to
WHPA As and IPZ 1s to reflect the locations of the wells and intakes which occur only in these
zones.

Comments from the Bay of Quinte Remedial Action Plan called the Committee’s attention to the
need for more information about Microcystin-LR. Microcystin-LR is a naturally occurring toxin
produced by cyanobacteria, also known as blue-green algae. Blue-green algae blooms, which
have occurred on the Bay of Quinte, may produce a toxin that may be harmful to humans and
animals if ingested or when there is direct contact. Boiling, chlorination and ultra-violet
treatments are not effective and may enhance the release of toxins. During past occurrences of
blue-green algae blooms on the Bay of Quinte, municipal drinking water supplies were closely
monitored. The Committee decided to encourage the Ministry of the Environment to include the
toxin Microcystin-LR as a threat in the next round of source protection planning.

The Bayside IPZ 1 is considered to be included in the applicable areas for this policy (see
Section 6).

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment suggested
an amendment to the wording of this policy. The Ministry noted that the intent of this policy is to
provide municipal drinking water system owners an opportunity to monitor and assess the
potential impact of land-based activities/threats on the raw water quality. However, it was noted
that this does not align with the current mandate of the Drinking Water Surveillance Program.

The Committee concurred and changed the policy wording to suggest the Ministry of the
Environment evaluate the need to expand the Drinking Water Surveillance Program and review
the mandate of the program to include monitoring for contaminants originating from the threat
activities identified in the Assessment Report and; if expanded the Ministry should review
opportunities to include additional drinking water system owners and; if additional drinking water
systems can be added, municipalities that are not already included in the program should
participate.
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Policy G-10-E & F: Climate Change Assessment

This policy was based on a provision of the Clean Water Act, 2006 that allows policies that specify the
actions to be taken by persons or bodies to ensure that data on climate conditions are gathered and
assessed on an ongoing basis (i.e., data on precipitation, streamflow, temperature, evapotranspiration,
and solar radiation). In light of the content of Quinte Assessment Report, which indicate that climate
change has the potential to affect the sizes of vulnerable areas and the vulnerability of the system itself,
the Committee developed this policy to encourage the ongoing assessment of both the vulnerability and
adaptability of the drinking water system the climate change. Further, in order to meet the
requirements of the 2021 Director’s Technical, (Rule 15.3) the Committee added a recommendation of
how to meet these requirements by using tools such as the Conservation Ontario Climate Change
Vulnerability Assessment Tool.

Policy G-11-E & F: Source Protection of All Drinking Water Systems

The purpose of the Clean Water Act, 2006 is “to protect existing and future sources of drinking water.”
Despite this purpose, the Act, to date, focusses on municipal drinking water systems. In a first step to
providing source protection to any drinking water system, the Ministry created online guidance material
for non-municipal drinking water system source water protection. As this guidance is voluntary, the
source protection authority and committee are not responsible for completing the work but can
promote and spread awareness of this opportunity.

In a multi-faceted approach to promoting the guidance, the Committee created a strategic (non-legally
binding) policy to raise awareness of affording drinking water source protection in rural communities by
relying on softer policy tools like education and outreach to manage existing and future threats. The
Committee felt strongly that adding this policy to the source protection plan will provide an annual
reminder to municipalities, through annual reporting, of the vulnerability of our watershed and to
highlight the importance of protecting all drinking water systems.

8.2 Waste Policies Approach

Waste disposal activities are considered potential threats to drinking water due to the potential
for leaching of many different types of contaminants into ground and surface water. There are
many different types of waste disposal sites required to deal with the region’s residential,
institutional, commercial and industrial waste. However, few waste disposal sites are located
within the vulnerable areas of municipal drinking water systems.

Based on the definition of a waste disposal site, in part V of the Environmental Protection Act,
and threat activities, there have been no active waste disposal sites identified as significant
threats to municipal drinking water sources in the Quinte Region. For this reason, no working
group was established to aid in policy development. However, past land use activities, also
known as conditions, include closed Waste Disposal sites. Through the science of the Updated
Assessment Report, 2011, contamination which could be a concern to the drinking water
intakes was identified at two closed Waste Disposal sites, one in Picton and one in Belleville.
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Eight policies were developed by the Committee. Seven policies deal with waste disposal
activities that are, or would be, significant drinking water threats in the vulnerable areas.
Although no existing waste disposal sites were identified, the Committee created policies for
both existing and future as it is possible that a small existing site may have been missed in the
inventory or may have been established at the same time as the Plan was being created. The
Committee, as a result of their discussions, concluded it was necessary to ensure that all waste
disposal sites are adequately managed, not only those that would be a significant threat. One
policy (1-6-E & F) addresses moderate and low threats from waste disposal sites.

The approach of the Committee was to prevent the establishment of new, or the expansion of
existing Waste Disposal sites in vulnerable areas by requesting that the Ministry of the
Environment and the municipality not approve new sites in the vulnerable areas. For existing
sites, the Ministry of the Environment has been asked to complete a review of prescribed
instruments to ensure sites are properly managed. Policies have also been developed to
address potential concerns at closed Waste Disposal sites, including monitoring and review, to
ensure that the drinking water source is protected. The policies also ensure that existing and
new waste disposal sites (including closed landfills) that are, or would be, moderate and low
drinking water threats are properly managed.

In preliminary comments in late 2013 on the Proposed Source Protection Plan, the Ministry of
the Environment identified that the risk from small quantities of liquid waste (e.g. waste oil from
a car dealership) is not presently regulated through existing provincial instruments, such as
Certificates of Approval or Environmental Compliance Approvals. This was discussed by
Ministry staff, project staff at Quinte Conservation, the Source Protection Committee Chair, and
the Ministry liaison representative during a conference call on November 26, 2012.

Three waste related circumstances were identified, not currently regulated by Ontario
Regulation 347/09, which can still constitute a significant drinking water threat and therefore
must be addressed by policies in the Plan. When the policies for waste threats were originally
developed, the Committee was advised that risk management plan policies could not be used to
address waste related threats because these types of threats are already regulated under
Ontario Regulation 347/09 using Environmental Compliance Approvals (formerly Certificates of
Approval). However, because the three circumstances identified by the Ministry are not
regulated through 347/09, risk management plans are considered an acceptable tool to address
these specific threats.

Following the conference call, the Committee and project staff communicated by email
regarding this; and in examining the circumstances and related threats, the Committee
determined that the existing two policies in the plan, 1-1-F Prescribed Instrument for Prohibition
of Future Waste Disposal Sites and 1-3-F Land Use Planning for Prohibition of Future Waste
Disposal Sites were not sufficient to address the threats. As a result, two new additional policies
(1-7-E & F and 1-8-E & F) were developed in December 2013 (see policy discussions). A
targeted consultation for these two new policies was held from December 13, 2013, and
January 15, 2014, with the approximately one dozen persons engaged in the newly identified
significant threat activities. See section 7.5.1.
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Policy 1-1-F: Prescribed Instrument for Prohibition of Future Waste Disposal Sites

This policy was created to ensure that the Ministry of the Environment does not issue a
prescribed instrument in the vulnerable areas where new or expanding waste disposal sites are,
or would be, considered a drinking water threat. There are no existing active waste disposal
sites in the Quinte Region that are significant drinking water threats, and it was the Committee’s
determination that current land use designations in the vulnerable areas would not allow for
waste disposal sites as defined in Part V of the Environmental Protection Act in these areas.

A waste disposal site in these vulnerable areas would create a significant threat to the drinking
water supply. In the event a contaminant entered the drinking water supply, clean up and
remediation would be a lengthy and costly process. An alternative drinking water supply may
have to be found, increasing the expense and hardship on communities or individuals affected.

The Committee determined that the threat from future waste disposal sites would be addressed
through the use of the prescribed instrument and land use planning tools (as per Policy 1-3-F).
Other available tools such as education and outreach would not ensure that no new waste
disposal sites were created. The Clean Water Act, 2006 does not allow for the use of Part IV
powers (outright prohibition or the use of risk management plans) to manage waste disposal
sites when the waste disposal site is managed by a prescribed instrument. The Committee
effectively prohibited future waste disposal sites in vulnerable areas through the use of
prescribed instruments. The complementary policy (Policy 1-3-F) was developed directing the
municipality to use a land use planning approach to prohibit future waste disposal sites or the
expansion of existing waste disposal sites in these vulnerable areas.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 1-1-F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds in the Technical
Rules (MECP, 2021). Waste disposal sites are now threats in vulnerable areas with a score of 8 or higher.

Policy 1-2-E: Prescribed Instrument for Management of Existing Waste Disposal
Sites

The environmental approval process of the Ministry of the Environment is an existing and well-
established means for addressing environmental protection at waste disposal sites. The policy
directs the Ministry of the Environment to review and amend any applicable prescribed
instruments (Certificates of Approval, Environmental Compliance Approvals) to ensure terms
and conditions are updated to protect sources of drinking water.

Pre-consultation comments from the Ministry of the Environment recommended a change to the
implementation schedule for this policy to three years (from the date the Plan takes effect) for
compliance and the Committee agreed. The suggestion was also made that the compliance

Explanatory Document 46



Quinte Source Protection Plan Explanatory Document

date may alternately be made at the discretion of the Director. The Committee did not agree
with this suggestion as they considered that three years was sufficient.

During review of the Draft Plan the request was made again by the Ministry of the Environment
that this policy take effect on such a date as the Director determines based on a prioritized
program review. The Committee determined that within three years of the Plan taking effect was
preferable. The Committee identified that leaving the effective date up to the Director provides
a loophole in the policy which may make it appear that there is the possibility that the policy may
not be implemented. The Committee also identified that providing the flexibility for the Ministry of
the Environment to essentially name their own effective date would not be seen to be fair and
equitable to other policy implementers who must comply with effective dates as they appear in
the policy.

In comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment recommended the removal
of a redundant paragraph in the policy regarding closed waste disposal sites that is not required
because it is already covered by policies 1-4-E and 1-5-F. Comments also asked the
Committee to make monitoring policies more outcome-based and where the Committee has
specific, detailed reporting requirements that the Committee consider revising the language to
make these 'recommendations’. The Committee considered these comments and revised the
wording accordingly.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 1-2-E

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds in
the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). Waste disposal sites are now threats in vulnerable areas
with a score of 8 or higher.

Policy 1-2-E is a prescribed instrument policy that relies on the Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks to manage significant waste threats by reviewing Prescribed
Instruments to ensure adequate measures are in place to manage significant drinking water
threats. If there are not adequate measures, the MECP is required to amend the Prescribed
Instrument to include additional measures to protect drinking water sources. The MECP is
required to report annually on the action it has taken to achieve the outcomes of this policy.
While the Committee understands that Prescribed Instruments have measures to protect the
environment, there has not been enough detailed reporting to ensure that specific measures to
protect drinking water sources are in place or have been added. The Committee felt that a
minimum requirement would be to ensure Prescribed Instruments that manage significant
threats contain a reference the applicable source protection vulnerable area and protocols for
emergency responses related to protecting drinking water.

After the submission of the amendment package the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks expressed concerns over the proposed improvements to the Prescribed Instrument
Policies. A solution to the issues raised was negotiated in 2025 with the Ministry agreeing to
provide the ldentification Numbers of all existing Prescribed Instruments that are managing
significant drinking water threats. This allows Source Protection Authority staff to reach out to
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the people engaged in the activity to provide Education and Outreach including that the activity
is in a vulnerable zone and any suggested best management practices.

The Ministry will also screen existing Prescribed Instruments to determine if authorized activities
are significant drinking water threats based on the most recent Technical Rules. If amendments
are required to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat, where
feasible and warranted the Ministry shall include appropriate conditions to ensure that the
activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat including identifying in the environmental
compliance approval that the activity is a significant drinking water threat located within the
wellhead protection area and/or the intake protection zone and the name of the associated
municipal drinking water system as identified in the source protection plan.

There will be some MECP staff time required to complete this review and update, but this
additional requirement is justified because it is important that the prescribed Instrument policy is
effective in managing specific drinking water threats not just general environmental threats.

Policy 1-3-F: Land Use Planning for Prohibition of Future Waste Disposal Sites

This policy was created to ensure that municipalities prohibit future waste disposal sites or the
expansion of existing waste disposal sites, in vulnerable areas where they would be a significant
threat, through the use of land use planning.

Municipal land use planning is an effective way to protect sources of drinking water and direct
development away from vulnerable areas. Based on current land use in the vulnerable areas
the potential for the development of such sites is minimal. A waste disposal site in these
vulnerable areas would create a significant threat to the drinking water supply, and in the event
a contaminant entered the drinking water supply, clean up and remediation would be a lengthy
and costly process. Contamination could also mean an alternate drinking water supply would
have to be established, creating additional expense and hardship to the communities or
individuals affected.

The Committee identified that other available tools such as education and outreach would not
be effective to prevent a new waste disposal site from being created. The Clean Water Act,
2006 does not allow for the use of Part IV powers (outright prohibition or the use of risk
management plans) to manage the threat from waste disposal sites when the waste disposal
site is managed by a prescribed instrument. The Committee determined that prohibition, through
land use planning, and prescribed instruments (as per Policy 1-1-F) were the only tools
available to ensure that no threats from waste disposal sites were created in the most
vulnerable areas. The complementary policy (Policy 1-1-F) was developed directing the
Ministry of the Environment to use prescribed instruments to prohibit future waste disposal sites
or the expansion of existing waste disposal sites in these vulnerable areas.

The wording of the policy was improved to reflect pre-consultation input from the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing and local municipal planners.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 1-3-F
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This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the amended Technical Rules (MECP,
2021). Amendments to the Technical Rules made significant changes to the waste subcategories.
Additionally, the vulnerability score threshold for vulnerable areas where waste could be a significant threat
has been lowered for many of the circumstances. The lower threshold was completed to align with other acts
and regulations. The Committee’s policy did not change with the amending of significant threat circumstance
wording.

A comment was received from a municipality asking that the policy text be amended to clarify
the prohibition occurs where subject to the planning act. The SPC supported this comment and
updated the policy accordingly.

Policy 1-4-E: Prescribed Instrument — Conditions for Management of Closed
Waste Disposal Sites

The Committee determined it was necessary that significant drinking water threats related to the
former waste disposal sites in Picton (Delhi Park) and Belleville (Zwicks Park) be managed by
the Ministry of the Environment. These two sites were identified as preexisting ‘conditions’ in
the Updated Assessment Report, 2011. The Committee specified the prescribed instrument
approach because currently there is no formal mechanism, agreement or closure plan in place
to monitor these sites on a regular basis. The City of Belleville conducts water quality monitoring
at Zwicks Park and this policy will formalize the monitoring program. The Committee
determined that monitoring was necessary to ascertain if contaminants from the sites are
reaching the intakes and to ensure public safety related to the sources of drinking water. The
Ministry of the Environment has the authority to identify specific monitoring requirements to
adequately manage the sites and protect the sources of drinking water through the use of
instruments.

During pre-consultation the Ministry of the Environment recommended that this policy and the
next (Policy 1-5-E) be grouped separately from the waste policies because they are water
quality threats based on pre-existing ‘conditions’ rather than existing activities. The Committee
decided that as these are the only two condition policies and both pertain to waste disposal
sites, it is best to leave them with the other waste disposal site policies. Had there been other
condition-based policies grouping them in one section would have been appropriate.

In commenting on the Draft Plan, the Ministry of the Environment requested the removal of the
clause requiring them to prioritize annual compliance inspections based on proximity to drinking
water systems where significant threats are being managed through the use of the prescribed
instruments. The Committee agreed that it was not necessary to prioritize inspections. The
Ministry would have to review the prescribed instruments as they monitor each site so the
requirement for compliance inspections does not need to be spelled out.

During discussion of financial considerations, the Committee identified that the relatively small
cost to monitor these closed waste disposal sites is justifiable because of the importance of
knowing the effect they have on the water sources. If monitoring identifies that remedial action
is required appropriate and informed decisions may be made.
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In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment asked the
Committee to make monitoring policies more outcome-based and where the Committee has
specific, detailed reporting requirements that the Committee consider revising the language to
make these 'recommendations’. The Committee considered these comments and revised the
wording accordingly.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 1-4-E

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update. Although previously approved,
during the Early Engagement consultation period of the Section 36 amendment process, the
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) commented that the policy as
currently written would need to be revisited by the Committee and required further engagement
with the MECP. The MECP suggested wording based on the wording of the monitoring policy.
The Committee reviewed the MECP comments and decided to modify the wording of the policy
to clarify the policy only applies where a Prescribed Instrument had been previously issued. The
Committee felt it was important that the Prescribed Instrument be reviewed and amended, if
necessary to manage the drinking water threat so that it ceases to be a significant drinking
water threat.

A comment was received during early engagement that further discussions were needed with
SPA and MECP staff. The policy was drafted using the existing condition policies in the source
protection plan however, as worded the policies were not implementable. Under the Clean
Water Act, it is the Minister or Director that issues the Prescribed Instrument and policy text
cannot direct the Minister. As such the policy required amendments. The Committee felt that as
a prescribed instrument has been issued, the policy should be amended to request
considerations within the prescribed instrument.

Comments received during pre-consultation required further amendments. MECP was
concerned that the policy could apply to other condition sites in the future that may not have a
prescribed instrument, or a prescribed instrument that does not contain the considerations in the
policy. Itis the Minister’s prerogative what is included in the prescribed instrument. The policy
was further amended to become a strategic policy, requesting MECP advise the SPA of any
changes related to the condition.

Policy 1-5-E: Management of Closed Waste Disposal Sites

The Committee determined it was essential that significant drinking water threats related to the
former waste disposal sites in Picton (Delhi Park) and Belleville (Zwicks Park) be managed by
the municipality. As the owner of the drinking water systems, the municipality is required to
conduct water sampling. However, contaminants that may be leaching from the former waste
disposal sites may not typically be tested for in the raw water. Therefore, additional sampling of
the raw water is required to determine if contamination from the former waste disposal sites is
present at the intake. This requires an analysis and comparison of contaminants identified at the
waste disposal sites (as per Policy 1-4-E) with parameters identified in the raw water. If it is
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determined that there are contaminants in the raw water that are originating from the former
waste disposal sites, actions must be undertaken to ensure that the contamination is adequately
managed.

During pre-consultation the Ministry of the Environment recommended that this policy and the
previous (Policy 1-4-E) be grouped separately from the waste policies because they are water
quality threats based on pre-existing ‘conditions’ rather than existing activities. The Committee
decided that as these are the only two condition policies and both pertain to waste disposal
sites, it is best to leave them with the other waste disposal site policies. Had there been other
condition-based policies grouping them in one section would have been appropriate.

During review of financial considerations, the Committee identified that the relatively small cost
to monitor these closed waste disposal sites is justifiable because of the importance of knowing
the effect they have on the water sources. If monitoring identifies that remedial action is
required appropriate and informed decisions may be made.

Policy 1-6-E & F: Prescribed Instrument for Management of Existing and Future
Waste Disposal Sites (Moderate Threat)

The management and disposal of waste can result in contamination of both ground and surface
water from leaks, spills and leaching of contaminants. Waste disposal sites are usually large in
scale and clean-up and remediation may be complicated and require much time and money.
For these reasons, the Committee determined it was essential to include policies for all waste
disposal sites in the Quinte Region. The Committee wanted to ensure that any existing
(including closed landfills) and new waste disposal sites that are or would be moderate and low
drinking water threats are properly managed. To manage these threats the Committee
recommended that the Ministry of the Environment put necessary measures in place through
the Environmental Compliance Approval/Certificate of Approval process. (This policy is for
moderate threats and applies to the whole Quinte Region watershed.)

Through pre-consultation, the Ministry of the Environment originally recommended that the
effective date of the policy be increased to five years from the date the Plan takes effect. The
Committee discussed this suggestion and agreed to lengthen the effective date. However, this
was modified following further input as described below.

In commenting on the Draft Plan, the Ministry of the Environment requested the removal of the
clause requiring them to prioritize annual compliance inspections based on proximity to drinking
water systems where significant threats are being managed through the use of the prescribed
instruments. The Committee agreed that it was not necessary to prioritize inspections. The
Ministry would have to review the prescribed instruments as they monitor each site so the
requirement for compliance inspections does not need to be spelled out.

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment requested a
revision be made to the timeline for this policy. The Ministry also noted that the wording of the
policy as written implied that all existing instruments for this moderate threat will be reviewed
and amended as necessary to manage the risk, but this scope of review is not provided for in
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the Clean Water Act. The Committee agreed to revise the timeline to state, “When the Plan
takes effect” and added a clarification to note that the policy applies when decisions are made
on amendments to the Environmental Compliance Approval associated with changes to the
waste site or operations.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 1-6-E & F

Policy 1-6-E & F is a prescribed instrument policy that relies on the Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks to manage significant waste threats by reviewing Prescribed
Instruments to ensure adequate measures are in place to manage significant drinking water
threats. If there are not adequate measures, the MECP is required to amend the Prescribed
Instrument to include additional measures to protect drinking water sources. The MECP is
required to report annually on the action it has taken to achieve the outcomes of this policy.
While the Committee understands that Prescribed Instruments have measures to protect the
environment, there has not been enough detailed reporting to ensure that specific measures to
protect drinking water sources are in place or have been added. The Committee felt that a
minimum requirement would be to ensure Prescribed Instruments that manage significant
threats contain a reference the applicable source protection vulnerable area and protocols for
emergency responses related to protecting drinking water.

There will be some MECP staff time required to complete this review and update, but this
additional requirement is justified because it is important that the prescribed Instrument policy is
effective in managing specific drinking water threats not just general environmental threats.

Policy 1-7-E & F: Risk Management Plan for Waste Disposal Sites Not Regulated
by Ontario Regulation 347/09

The intent of this policy is to address waste related significant threats not currently regulated by
Ontario Regulation 347/09. The need to address these threats was brought to the Committee’s
attention through the Ministry of the Environment’s preliminary comments on the Proposed Plan
received in late 2013. The Committee determined that these threats would not be adequately
addressed through existing policies, Policy G-1 Education and Outreach and Policy 1-3-F Land
Use Planning, alone. Therefore, this policy and the next, 1-8-E & F, were developed in
December of 2013 and confirmed at the January 22, 2014, meeting of the Committee.

The policy is intended to apply to commercial or industrial sites within the applicable areas that
store liquid waste including, but not limited to, waste oil and waste paint, (more examples in
discussion following) but not to domestic waste in private residences.

When the policies for waste threats were originally developed, risk management plans were not
considered an acceptable tool for addressing waste related threats because these types of
threats were already regulated under Ontario Regulation 347/09 using Environmental
Compliance Approvals (formerly Certificates of Approval). However, since the Ministry identified
three circumstances not regulated through 347/09, the Committee determined that a risk
management plan policy would help to address these significant threat activities.
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Development of risk management plans for storage of liquid wastes, including used oil, was
specified as a policy approach because the risk management plans allow for site specific
implementation of best management practices and mitigative measures to ensure the threat is
adequately managed. Additional benefits to the risk management plan approach are that they
will:

. require compliance by the landowner;

. consider each property on a case-by-case basis;

. incorporate any other existing measures that are already being used on the
property;

. not duplicate any existing measures;

. enhance or address any circumstances not covered by other measures; and

. allow for flexibility in managing the drinking water threat.

The three circumstances identified by the Ministry of the Environment that would be significant
threats in Intake Protection Zone 1 if the vulnerability score of 9 or greater and Wellhead
Protection Area A and B (also with a vulnerability score of 10) are:

1)  Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs);

2)  Storage of hazardous waste or liquid industrial waste; and

3) Storage of wastes described in clause (p), (q), (r), (s), (t), or (u)* of the definition of
hazardous waste as defined by O. Reg. 347 (General — Waste Management).

Some examples of actual land uses that may be considered a threat under these three sub-
categories include: auto mechanic/service stations that produce waste oil; salvage yards;
commercial industrial/manufacturing properties that process high end photography/photo
finishing, laboratories, including laboratories associated with institutions, welding works, etc.

No existing threats from PCBs were identified during threats refinement work. Waste oil stored
in a mechanic’s garage could exist in these zones. Waste paint could also be stored in industrial
or commercial sites in these zones. Waste oil and waste paint are not listed as circumstances in
the threats table but the table does refer to hazardous liquid or industrial waste that could
contain:

e Arsenic
e Chromium VI
e Barium

e Cadmium
e Dichlorophenoxy Acetic Acid
e Trichlorophenoxy Acetic Acid

e Mercury
e Selenium
e Silver

e Lead
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Commercial or industrial sites storing liquid waste will be contacted by the risk management
official to review and examine current storage practices so as to ensure the safety of the
municipal water source.

*descriptions of (p), (q), (r), (s), (t), or (u):

* (p) waste that is a hazardous industrial waste, hazardous waste chemical, ignitable
waste, corrosive waste, leachate toxic waste or reactive waste and that is produced in
any month in an amount less than five kilograms or otherwise accumulated in an amount
less than five kilograms,

* (q) waste that is an acute hazardous waste chemical and that is produced in any month
in an amount less than one kilogram or otherwise accumulated in an amount less than
one kilogram,

* (r) an empty container or the liner from an empty container that contained hazardous
industrial waste, hazardous waste chemical, ignitable waste, corrosive waste, leachate
toxic waste or reactive waste,

* (s) an empty container of less than twenty litres capacity or one or more liners weighing,
in total, less than ten kilograms from empty containers, that contained acute hazardous
waste chemical,

* (1) the residues or contaminated materials from the clean-up of a spill of less than five
kilograms of waste that is a hazardous industrial waste, hazardous waste chemical,
ignitable waste, corrosive waste, leachate toxic waste or reactive waste, or

* (u) the residues or contaminated materials from the clean-up of a spill of less than one
kilogram of waste that is an acute hazardous waste chemical.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 1-7-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the amended Technical Rules (MECP,
2021). Amendments to the Technical Rules made significant changes to the waste subcategories.
Additionally, the vulnerability score threshold for vulnerable areas where waste could be a significant threat
has been lowered for many of the circumstances. The lower threshold was completed to align with other acts
and regulations. Policy 1-7-E & F was amended to align with the two waste subcategories that are not
governed by a prescribed instrument. The Committee’s policy intent did not change with the amending of
significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 1-8-E & F: Restricted Land Use Risk Management Plans for Waste Disposal
Sites Not Regulated by Ontario Regulation 347/09

In their preliminary comments on the Proposed Plan in 2013, the Ministry of the Environment
noted that small quantities of liquid waste, including waste oil (e.g. from a car dealership), are
not presently regulated through existing provincial instruments. The Committee determined that
the potential for adverse effects on municipal drinking water supplies from the storage of liquid
waste, more specifically used oil from commercial sites, should be addressed. Two new
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policies, 1-7-E & F and this policy were created to address this threat in December 2013 and
confirmed at the January 22, 2014, meeting of the Committee.

The Committee wanted to assist municipalities in identifying areas where storage of liquid
waste, including used oil from commercial sites, require risk management plans. The use of the
restricted land use tool under Section 59 of the Clean Water Act was specified as the approach.

Restricted land use is used to identify or ‘red flag’ vulnerable areas where Plan policies require
prohibition or risk management plans under Sections 57 and 58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.
The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities that are subject to the screening. If an application is made for an
activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent must work with the risk
management official to finalize a risk management plan before the application can proceed.

The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that requires a risk management plan. The staff
member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is addressed as
required in the Plan.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 1-8-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the amended Technical Rules
(MECP, 2021). Amendments to the Technical Rules made significant changes to the waste subcategories.
Additionally, the vulnerability score threshold for vulnerable areas where waste could be a significant
threat has been lowered for many of the circumstances. The lower threshold was completed to align
with other acts and regulations. Policy 1-8-E & F was amended to align with the two waste subcategories
that are not governed by a prescribed instrument. The Committee’s policy intent did not change with
the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

8.3 Sewage Policies Approach

Sewage policies were the first group of policies on which the Committee worked. There is
considerable staff expertise in this subject area at the Quinte Source Protection Authority
(Quinte Conservation) including two septic inspectors, a hydrogeologist and a water resources
engineer.
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Given the largely rural nature of the Quinte Region many homes are serviced by private septic

systems. Urban centres have sewage systems for sanitary sewer collection, sewage treatment
plants and stormwater treatment ponds. Sewage systems are one of the most common drinking
water threats found in the vulnerable areas around municipal drinking water supplies in Quinte.

Eight policies were developed to address these threats.

The first discussions on how to address threats from sewage centred on hypothetical scenarios

related to threats from onsite sewage systems in the Quinte Region. The scenarios discussed

for onsite sewage systems were:

1) Existing septic system with no municipal system available;
2) Existing septic system with a municipal system available;

3) Proposed septic system with no municipal system available where lots have already

been created or current zoning would permit residential development;

4) Proposed septic system with no municipal system available and; there are no lots of

record or; zoning does not currently allow development;
5) Proposed septic system with a municipal system available; and

6) Existing septic system that does not pass inspection or meet current codes.

Discussions of these scenarios lead to the formation of policy concepts that were presented to
the Septic Working Group for input. Draft policies were then discussed and developed at
subsequent Committee meetings and with input from the Municipal Planning Working Group.
Table 8.1 below, shows the various meetings where these policies were developed.

Table 8.1: Sewage Policy Development: Meetings

Dates of Discussion

Groups

Discussed

October 28, 2010

Source Protection Committee

septic concepts

November 4, 2010

Planners Working Group

septic concepts

January 20, 2011

Septic Working Group

septic concepts

January 27, 2011

Source Protection Committee

septic concepts

February 3, 2011

Planners Working Group

septic concepts

February 24, 2011

Source Protection Committee

septic concepts

April 28, 2011 Source Protection Committee septic concepts
May 11, 2011 Planners Sub Working Group septic policy development
May 26, 2011 Source Protection Committee septic policy development

September 23, 2011

Source Protection Committee

septic policy development

January 26, 2012

Source Protection Committee

pre-consultation comments

The zones where septic systems are considered significant threats are the WHPAs A and B and

IPZ 1s with a score of 10. All the septic systems in these zones will be required to have an
inspection every five years according to recent changes to the Ontario Building Code. The
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purpose of the inspection is to ensure that systems are functioning as designed and that regular
maintenance is being carried out.

The Committee has developed and endorsed a set of policies to supplement the inspection
program and address situations where other alternatives are available. The policies also
include strategies to allow future systems only when it can be proven that there will be no
impact on the drinking water source.

Policies for sewage infrastructure including sanitary sewer networks/pipes, pumping stations,
stormwater ponds, sewage treatment plant storage tanks, effluent discharges, and by-pass
discharges were developed by the Committee. This infrastructure typically requires prescribed
instruments to address environmental concerns.

Professional engineers and municipal planners were consulted to ensure a comprehensive
understanding of the threats and selection of the best approaches. The Ministry of the
Environment also provided input through the Liaison Officer to the Committee.

The following eight policies were developed. Some wording in the policies was improved at the
suggestion of the County of Hastings Planning Department and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing.

‘Applicable Areas’ were added to policies 2-1-E & F, 2-2-E, 2-3-F, 2-4-E & F, 2-6-F, 2-7-F and 2-
8-F, and the ‘Effective Date’ was updated for policy 2-2-E during the updating of the Plan in
2013 to reflect the results of issues based threats assessment completed for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells as per the Updated Assessment Report.

Policy 2-1-E & F: Connection to Municipal Sewage Collection Systems — Private
Sewage Systems (less than 10,000 litres/day) and Large Sewage Systems (greater
than 10,000 litres/day)

Onsite sewage systems are one of the most common drinking water threats found in the
vulnerable areas around municipal drinking water supplies in the Quinte Region. The use of
municipal sewers instead of individual onsite sewage systems generally poses a lower risk to
sources of drinking water because the use of municipal sewer services is regulated to a higher
degree than individual onsite sewage systems. Municipal systems are operated by
professionals and the Ministry of the Environment closely monitors their activities.

The Committee wanted to reduce the number of significant drinking water threats from onsite
sewage systems. The Committee determined that where a municipal sewage collection system
is readily available existing and future development will be required to connect to municipal
services. Existing septic systems will be decommissioned upon connection to municipal
services. The result will be that sewage is treated by municipally operated systems that are
managed and regulated by prescribed instruments.

The Committee considered the financial implications of this policy and identified that the number
of existing septic systems located where municipal service is available is very low. Stewardship
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funding has been used to fund up to 80 percent of the cost to landowners to decommission
septic systems and connect to municipal services.

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the applicable area of this policy was updated to include the new issues
contributing area.

Policy 2-2-E: Inspection of Residential Onsite Sewage Systems (less than 10,000
litres/day)

An existing septic system in a vulnerable area where it is a significant drinking water threat must
be managed through completion of inspections as mandated under the Ontario Building Code.
The Ontario Building Code provides municipalities with a legislative framework to ensure that
failed and improperly functioning onsite sewage systems (e.g. septic systems and holding
tanks) do not continue to release untreated or poorly treated sewage to groundwater and
surface water. Under the Ontario Building Code, municipalities are required to establish an
onsite sewage maintenance inspection program for those areas where septic systems are
significant drinking water threats by April 2016 (e.g. within five years of the Assessment Report,
2011 being approved by the Ministry of the Environment).

The Committee considered inspections a suitable measure to manage these significant threats
because they will promote regular maintenance, repairs or replacement as required. Upon the
advice of the Ministry of the Environment, the Committee wrote this policy to support and
enhance the requirements of the Ontario Building Code. The policy requires that inspections be
prioritized based on proximity to the water sources, age of system and other factors that would
result in identifying systems that may need to be improved or replaced.

The Quinte Source Protection Authority received funding under the Ontario Drinking Water
Stewardship Program to partially fund septic system repairs and replacements within the most
vulnerable areas. Many of these projects were undertaken by January of 2012. Nineteen
projects were completed in 2008 in the vulnerable zone around the Ameliasburgh water supply
and subsequent to that, raw water quality parameters at the intake began to show improvement.

During discussions of financial considerations, the Committee noted that the Ontario Drinking
Water Stewardship Program significantly reduces the financial impact on the landowner wishing
to upgrade the onsite system voluntarily. The Committee also identified that septic inspectors in
the Quinte Region are typically municipal staff. They are required to inspect septic systems that
have been identified as a significant threat. By prioritizing the inspections, the inspectors can
spread out the inspections over a five-year period to reduce the annual inspection cost to the
municipality.

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the applicable area of this policy was updated to include the new issues
contributing area. The note added to the ‘Effective Date’ was also updated to reflect the fact that
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the five-year inspection date for the Madoc Issues Contributing Area will begin once the newly
updated Assessment Report is approved.

Policy 2-3-F: New Development and Future Construction on Lots of Record with
Proposed Sewage Systems (less than 10,000 litres/day and greater than 10,000
litres /day)

In circumstances where connection to municipal sewage collection systems is not feasible,
assessing future development on a case-by-case basis will ensure management of new drinking
water threats. This land use planning approach allows for future development while still
protecting drinking water sources.

In developing Policy 2-3-F the Committee discussed what approach could be taken to protect
the water source where there are existing lots of record, and no municipal sewage system is
available. In its discussions the Committee noted that some historical lots of record were not
created according to present day standards, that is, in some cases, lots of record may not be
suitable for an onsite septic system in a vulnerable area near a drinking water source. The
Committee decided to require the municipality to establish or implement official plan policies and
zoning by laws that prohibit or discourage development of sewage systems in the vulnerable
areas. Through discussions at the Committee and working group levels the possibility of
allowing onsite systems, on existing lots of record, where it can be shown that a sewage system
can be adequately managed and will not impact on the municipal water supply was raised. This
led to the inclusion of the clause that calls for staff at the Source Protection Authority (Quinte
Conservation) to work with municipalities in assessing applications for development on a case-
by-case basis in areas where sewage systems would be a significant drinking water threat. This
assessment may require that one or more of the following be prepared by a qualified
professional: a hydrogeological study; engineered sewage system design; and best
management practices and site design.

By taking this approach the Committee has allowed flexibility to address new developments
while ensuring that the new development will not negatively impact the drinking water source.

In their financial considerations, the Committee anticipated that this circumstance would occur
infrequently and that the cost to developers would not be overwhelming.

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the applicable area of this policy was updated to include the new issues
contributing area.

Policy 2-4-E & F: Prescribed Instrument for Management of Existing and Future
Large Sewage Systems with Design Capacity Greater than 10,000 litres/day

The Committee specified prescribed instruments to ensure adequate management of the risk to
drinking water posed by large sewage systems in the applicable vulnerable areas. Certificates
of Approval/Environmental Compliance Approvals are issued for large systems with a design
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capacity greater than 10,000 litres/day. These approvals are an existing and well-established
mechanism for addressing environmental protection for large sewage systems.

The Committee wanted to ensure that these prescribed instruments are issued, reviewed and
amended when necessary to protect drinking water sources. The requirements for existing and
future sewage systems were determined during discussions by both the Septic Working Group
and Committee. Three requirements with respect to the existing systems and four requirements
with respect to future systems were established to be consistent with other sewage policies
developed by the Committee.

This policy is consistent with the approach taken in other sewage policies.
The financial implications of the policy were considered to be minimal.

As a result of Draft Plan consultation, the Committee modified the wording in the policy in order
to address comments from the Ministry of the Environment and yet not lose the intent of the
policy. The Committee added “if required” for all review and amend statements for existing
sewage systems. The direction in the policy to the Ministry was reworded so as to require
adequate terms and conditions in the prescribed instrument rather than by giving direction to the
Ministry. This will provide the Ministry with more flexibility to determine what is required on a
site-by-site basis. The Committee also removed the clause requiring the Ministry to prioritize
inspections in the monitoring section of the policy and agreed that it was not necessary to
prioritize inspections as it is understood that the inspections would have to take place. Rather
the Ministry is required to prepare an annual summary of the actions it has taken to achieve the
outcomes of the policy and make that report available to the Source Protection Authority.

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the applicable area of this policy was updated to include the new issues
contributing area.

The Ministry of the Environment can implement this policy effectively and will be aware of
municipal studies because Section 1.5 (page 7) of the Environmental Compliance Approval
application form requires municipal signoff. Therefore, the municipality has a responsibility to
not allow future on-site systems greater than or less than 10,000 litres per day where municipal
sewage services are available.

In comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment noted that the policy directs
the Ministry to include specific terms and conditions in environmental compliance approvals.
The Ministry is developing outcome-based business processes for issuing or amending
prescribed instruments for drinking water threat activities. The Ministry advised that in
developing this process, they are considering the terms and conditions proposed by the source
protection committees. The Ministry noted that as written, the policy may not achieve the
environmental outcomes intended and may not be relevant over time. Specifically, the policy
would prevent the province from considering more approaches moving forward and may not
allow the consideration of local conditions. As a result, the Committee amended the policy to
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focus on the intended outcome, indicating that the province “should consider including”, rather
than “require”, specific terms and conditions in prescribed instruments.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 2-4-E & F

Policy 2-4-E & F is a prescribed instrument policy that relies on the Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks to manage significant waste threats by reviewing Prescribed
Instruments to ensure adequate measures are in place to manage significant drinking water
threats. If there are not adequate measures, the MECP is required to amend the Prescribed
Instrument to include additional measures to protect drinking water sources. The MECP is
required to report annually on the action it has taken to achieve the outcomes of this policy.
While the Committee understands that Prescribed Instruments have measures to protect the
environment, there has not been enough detailed reporting to ensure that specific measures to
protect drinking water sources are in place or have been added. The Committee felt that a
minimum requirement would be to ensure Prescribed Instruments that manage significant
threats contain a reference the applicable source protection vulnerable area and protocols for
emergency responses related to protecting drinking water.

There will be some MECP staff time required to complete this review and update, but this
additional requirement is justified because it is important that the prescribed Instrument policy is
effective in managing specific drinking water threats not just general environmental threats.

A comment was received from MECP staff regarding additional time being required to update
internal processes. As such, the Committee decided to provide 1 year for future activities to
allow the Ministry to update internal processes before reviewing all future prescribed
instruments.

After the submission of the amendment package the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks expressed concerns over the proposed improvements to the Prescribed Instrument
Policies. A solution to the issues raised was negotiated in 2025 with the Ministry agreeing to
provide the ldentification Numbers of all existing Prescribed Instruments that are managing
significant drinking water threats. This allows Source Protection Authority staff to reach out to
the people engaged in the activity to provide Education and Outreach including that the activity
is in a vulnerable zone and any suggested best management practices.

The Ministry will also screen existing Prescribed Instruments to determine if authorized activities
are significant drinking water threats based on the most recent Technical Rules. If amendments
are required to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat, or when
issuing new prescribed instruments, where feasible and warranted the Ministry shall include
appropriate conditions to ensure that the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat
including identifying in the environmental compliance approval that the activity is a significant
drinking water threat located within the wellhead protection area and/or the intake protection
zone and the name of the associated municipal drinking water system as identified in the source
protection plan.
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Policy 2-5-E: Prescribed Instrument for Existing Sewage Infrastructure (sanitary
sewer networks/pipes, pumping stations, stormwater ponds, Sewage Treatment
Plant (STP) storage tanks, effluent discharges, and by-pass discharges)

The Committee specified prescribed instruments to ensure adequate management of the risk to
drinking water posed by sewage infrastructure in the applicable vulnerable areas. The use of
prescribed instruments is an existing and well-established mechanism for addressing
environmental protection for sewage infrastructure. The Committee wanted to ensure that the
review, approval, and amendment (when necessary) of these instruments provided adequate
protection for sources of municipal drinking water.

While preparing sewage policies the Committee realized the intent was similar for all sewage
infrastructure. To keep the policies understandable and workable all sewage infrastructure has
been included for this policy.

This policy is consistent with the approach taken in other sewage policies.

The Committee considered the financial implications of the policy to be minimal.

As a result of comments from the Ministry of the Environment during Draft Plan consultation, the
Committee made several changes to the wording in the policy to improve clarity and allow for
ease of implementation. The revised policy includes the requirements of the Committee yet
provides flexibility to the Ministry.

The Committee also removed the clause requiring the Ministry to prioritize inspections in the
monitoring section of the policy and agreed that it was not necessary to prioritize inspections as
it is understood that the inspections would have to take place. Rather the Ministry is required to
prepare an annual summary of the actions it has taken to achieve the outcomes of the policy
and make that report available to the Source Protection Authority.

During Draft Plan review, Bayside IPZ 1 was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see
Section 6).

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan the Ministry of the Environment requested
clarification on applicable areas which they identified did not adequately address the threat to
groundwater systems. The Committee had not included WHPAs in the applicable areas
because there are no existing sewage treatment plants in these vulnerable zones nor are there
likely to be any in the future. However, because of the possibility and to be consistent with other
policies, the Committee revised the policy to ensure it is more explicit regarding the threat being
addressed under each applicable area.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 2-5-E

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and
significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021).
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Policy 2-5-E is a prescribed instrument policy that relies on the Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks to manage significant waste threats by reviewing Prescribed
Instruments to ensure adequate measures are in place to manage significant drinking water
threats. If there are not adequate measures, the MECP is required to amend the Prescribed
Instrument to include additional measures to protect drinking water sources.

The Committee felt it important to add policy text to address a new approval approach approved
by the Ministry. The purpose of the Consolidated Linear Infrastructure Permissions Approach
(CLI) is to consolidate certain municipal sewage works approvals into a single Environmental
Compliance Approval (ECA) for all of a municipality’s sewage collection works and a single ECA
for all of a municipality’s stormwater management works.

The MECP is required to report annually on the action it has taken to achieve the outcomes of
this policy. While the Committee understands that Prescribed Instruments have measures to
protect the environment, there has not been enough detailed reporting to ensure that specific
measures to protect drinking water sources are in place or have been added. The Committee
felt that a minimum requirement would be to ensure Prescribed Instruments that manage
significant threats contain a reference the applicable source protection vulnerable area and
protocols for emergency responses related to protecting drinking water.

After the submission of the amendment package the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks expressed concerns over the proposed improvements to the Prescribed Instrument
Policies. A solution to the issues raised was negotiated in 2025 with the Ministry agreeing to
provide the ldentification Numbers of all existing Prescribed Instruments that are managing
significant drinking water threats. This allows Source Protection Authority staff to reach out to
the people engaged in the activity to provide Education and Outreach including that the activity
is in a vulnerable zone and any suggested best management practices.

The Ministry will also screen existing Prescribed Instruments to determine if authorized activities
are significant drinking water threats based on the most recent Technical Rules. If amendments
are required to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat, where
feasible and warranted the Ministry shall include appropriate conditions to ensure that the
activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat including identifying in the environmental
compliance approval that the activity is a significant drinking water threat located within the
wellhead protection area and/or the intake protection zone and the name of the associated
municipal drinking water system as identified in the source protection plan.

There will be some MECP staff time required to complete this review and update, but this

additional requirement is justified because it is important that the prescribed Instrument policy is
effective in managing specific drinking water threats not just general environmental threats.
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Policy 2-6-F: Prescribed Instrument for Management of Future Sewage
Infrastructure (sanitary sewer networks, pumping stations, stormwater ponds,
STP storage tanks, effluent discharges, and by-pass discharges)

The purpose of this policy is to ensure that the review and approval procedures related to future
sewage infrastructure, that would be a significant threat, provide adequate protection for
sources of municipal drinking water. The use of prescribed instruments is an existing and well-
established mechanism for addressing environmental protection for sewage infrastructure. The
Committee wanted to ensure that the approval of new instruments provided adequate protection
of municipal drinking water.

During review of the Draft Plan and discussions of financial considerations and implementation
costs the Committee revised the requirement for sanitary sewers to be constructed to an
equivalent standard of a forced main and changed it to require hydrostatic testing to ensure
compliance with the Ontario Provincial Standards for Roads and Public Works Section 410.
The Committee identified that the requirement for a forced main standard was costly when
compared to hydrostatic testing which they determined was adequate to ensure the protection
of water sources.

As a result of comments from the Ministry of the Environment, the Committee revised the
wording of the policy so as to be consistent with the approach taken in the other sewage
policies. The list of terms and conditions in the policy text was formerly required to be included
in the prescribed instrument and in the revised version it is a list for the Director to consider.
This will allow for ease of implementation by providing flexibility to the Ministry.

The Committee also removed the clause requiring the Ministry to prioritize inspections in the
monitoring section of the policy and agreed that it was not necessary to prioritize inspections as
it is understood that the inspections would have to take place. Rather the Ministry is required to
prepare an annual summary of the actions it has taken to achieve the outcomes of the policy
and make that report available to the Source Protection Authority.

During Draft Plan review, Bayside IPZ 1 was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see
Section 6).

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the applicable area of this policy was updated to include the new issues
contributing area.

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan the Ministry of the Environment requested
clarification on applicable areas which they identified did not adequately address the threat to
groundwater systems. The Committee had not included WHPAs in the applicable areas
because there are no existing sewage treatment plants in these vulnerable zones nor are there
likely to be any in the future. However, because of the possibility and to be consistent with other
policies, the Committee revised the policy to ensure it is more explicit regarding the threat being
addressed under each applicable area.
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2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 2-6-F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and
significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). Additionally,
Policy 2-6-E & F was identified in the Section 36 Work Plan as needing review for potential
policy amendments. In the list of terms and conditions to be considered by the Director when
issuing a Prescribed Instrument, a number of items in the list currently were applicable only to
Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPAs). This policy was identified in the Section 36 Work Plan as
requiring a review and revision to ensure provisions for infrastructure in Intake Protection Zones
(Intake Protection Zones) receive the same considerations. The Committee reviewed existing
similar policies in source protection plans across the province and added a number of conditions
to manage threats in intake protection zones.

Policy 2-6-F is a prescribed instrument policy that relies on the Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks to manage significant waste threats by reviewing Prescribed
Instruments to ensure adequate measures are in place to manage significant drinking water
threats. If there are not adequate measures, the MECP is required to amend the Prescribed
Instrument to include additional measures to protect drinking water sources.

The Committee felt it important to add policy text to address a new approval approach approved
by the Ministry. The purpose of the Consolidated Linear Infrastructure Permissions Approach
(CLI) is to consolidate certain municipal sewage works approvals into a single Environmental
Compliance Approval (ECA) for all of a municipality’s sewage collection works and a single ECA
for all of a municipality’s stormwater management works.

The MECP is required to report annually on the action it has taken to achieve the outcomes of
this policy. While the Committee understands that Prescribed Instruments have measures to
protect the environment, there has not been enough detailed reporting to ensure that specific
measures to protect drinking water sources are in place or have been added. The Committee
felt that a minimum requirement would be to ensure Prescribed Instruments that manage
significant threats contain a reference the applicable source protection vulnerable area and
protocols for emergency responses related to protecting drinking water.

There will be some MECP staff time required to complete this review and update, but this
additional requirement is justified because it is important that the prescribed Instrument policy is

effective in managing specific drinking water threats not just general environmental threats.

The MECP commented during early engagement that the policy text should be changed from
‘ceases to be’ to ‘does not become’ as it is a future policy. The text was updated accordingly.

Further comments were received from MECP after pre-consultation. The comment raised the
concern that a number of the conditions are very specific requirements that may not be
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applicable to every stormwater management facility. The SPC reviewed the conditions and
removed a number of conditions felt to be overly onerous on the municipality.

A comment was received from MECP staff after pre-consultation, regarding additional time
being required to update internal processes. As such, the Committee decided to provide 1 year
for future activities to allow the Ministry to update internal processes before reviewing all future
prescribed instruments.

After the submission of the amendment package the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks expressed concerns over the proposed improvements to the Prescribed Instrument
Policies. The Ministry will screen new Prescribed Instruments to determine if authorized
activities are significant drinking water threats based on the most recent Technical Rules. The
Ministry shall include appropriate conditions to ensure that the activity ceases to be a significant
drinking water threat including identifying in the environmental compliance approval that the
activity is a significant drinking water threat located within the wellhead protection area and/or
the intake protection zone and the name of the associated municipal drinking water system as
identified in the source protection plan.

Policy 2-7-E: Managing Existing Sewage Infrastructure

Sewage infrastructure may leak or fail; however, it is not reasonable or feasible to remove
municipal sewage system infrastructure. The Committee decided that municipalities must
establish appropriate management of sewage infrastructure in vulnerable areas. The purpose is
to ensure that priority is given to establishing and maintaining an inspection, maintenance, and
operational and emergency planning program to effectively manage sewage infrastructure
located in vulnerable areas where it is considered a significant threat.

Implementing this policy could be considered an added expense to municipalities but in reality,
proper inspections and maintenance plans will save money in the long run and reduce the
likelihood of catastrophic failures of the infrastructure. The likelihood of costly cleanups and
dealing with emergency situations is reduced by implementing this policy.

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the applicable area of this policy was updated to include the new issues
contributing area.

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan the Ministry of the Environment requested
clarification on applicable areas which they identified did not adequately address the threat to
groundwater systems. The Committee had not included WHPAs in the applicable areas
because there are no existing sewage treatment plants in these vulnerable zones nor are there
likely to be any in the future. However, because of the possibility and to be consistent with other
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policies, the Committee revised the policy to ensure it is more explicit regarding the threat being
addressed under each applicable area.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 2-7-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and
significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021).

The Committee felt it important to add policy text to address a new approval approach approved
by the Ministry. The purpose of the Consolidated Linear Infrastructure Permissions Approach
(CLI) is to consolidate certain municipal sewage works approvals into a single Environmental
Compliance Approval (ECA) for all of a municipality’s sewage collection works and a single ECA
for all of a municipality’s stormwater management works. The Committee felt it was also
imperative to amend the policy to address future threats as well as existing, because of this new
approval approach. The Committee felt including conditions for the municipality would assist
them in their determination that the significant threat is properly managed and will also assist in
their annual reporting to the Source Protection Authority.

Comments were received from MECP and a municipality regarding problematic wording that
directs the municipality to ensure “existing” sewage works are designed in accordance with the
conditions on the consolidated linear infrastructure — environmental compliance approval (CLI-
ECA). The problem with using “is designed in accordance with” is that it could be taken to mean
that existing infrastructure needs to be upgraded to comply with updated sewer Design Criteria
which ONLY apply to future alterations. Municipalities are not expected to upgrade existing
sewage works to meet new design requirements as this would be a large burden on these
systems, especially those with older infrastructure.

The text as worded was not the intent of the SPC. Therefore, the policy text was amended to
direct municipalities to ensure the sewage works maintain functionality.

Policy 2-8-F: Land Use Planning for Prohibition of New Sewage Treatment Plants

Land use planning tools were determined by the Committee as the policy approach to prohibit
new sewage treatment plants in vulnerable areas where they would be considered a significant
drinking water threat. The rationale is to prevent a facility with large amounts of materials that
could potentially contaminate the water source from being established in a vulnerable area.
Planning and prevention are an effective way to protect our sources of drinking water. The
purpose of this policy is to ensure that any new sewage treatment plants will be established in
areas where they will not impact the municipal drinking water supply.

This policy complements Policy 2-6-F which asks the Ministry of the Environment to issue
prescribed instruments with adequate terms and conditions to manage the drinking water threat
with the exception of new sewage treatment plants which are to be prohibited in the vulnerable
areas indicated in the policy. The intent of this policy is not to prohibit the upgrading of existing
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sewage treatment plants. It will only affect the location of new plants and the Committee
determined this to be a reasonable approach.

During Draft Plan review, Bayside IPZ 1 was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see
Section 6).

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the applicable area of this policy was updated to include the new issues
contributing area.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 2-8 F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and
significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021).

The Committee also felt it was important to add exemptions to the policy to ensure no undue
hardship to the municipality should any upgrades or additional protective measures be
required/available.

A comment was received during public consultation asking how this policy accommodates
expanding systems and whether an expansions exemption should be added. The SPC
reviewed the comment and felt, as this is a future policy, it does not affect existing systems.
Therefore, no policy amendment was required.

8.4 Agricultural Policies Approach

Agricultural activities are considered to be threats to drinking water due to the potential for
leaching or runoff of contaminants such as nutrients, pesticides and bacteria into ground and
surface water. Given the largely rural nature of the Quinte Region, agricultural activities are
widespread throughout, however the number of such activities that are a significant threat within
vulnerable areas of municipal drinking water systems is relatively small.

All of the agricultural activities that are listed as prescribed drinking water threats can be found
in one or more of the vulnerable areas of municipal drinking water systems in the Quinte
Region. The most prevalent drinking water threats appear to be associated with the typical
small mixed farming operations. Such threats include the sheltering, grazing, and pasturing of
livestock as well as application of manure (referred to as Agricultural Source Material or ASM).
The lowest number of agricultural threats is associated with the storage and application of non-
agricultural source material (NASM) (e.g. sewage biosolids). These activities do occur but are
found outside of the vulnerable areas associated with municipal drinking water systems.

The Committee invited Dr. John Fitzgibbon of the University of Guelph and Chair of the Ontario
Farm Environment Coalition and a professional planner to speak to them on November 25,

2010, on the Nutrient Management Act and agricultural drainage. Dr. Fitzgibbon teaches in the
areas of water resources and land use planning and management. This was an opportunity for
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committee members to discuss possible policy approaches with a recognized agricultural
expert. This presentation added to and complemented the knowledgeable input from the two
agricultural representatives on the Committee.

Stan Meeks of the Ontario Soil and Crop Improvement Association spoke to the Committee
about Environmental Farm Plans on June 24, 2010. He reported that approximately 500 farmers
in Hastings and Lennox and Addington Counties have completed a two-day workshop training
program and approximately 400 Environmental Farm Plans were approved for funding.

To assist in the development of agricultural policies a working group was formed to provide
input on policies for dealing with the various threats. This group was comprised of landowners,
members of the Committee and representatives of the Ontario, Hastings and Prince Edward
Federations of Agriculture, the Ontario Soil and Crop Improvement Association and the Ontario
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs. Discussions by the group confirmed that
agricultural operations that may be affected by the Plan in Quinte were relatively small scale
compared to other regions of the province. Ground truthing done by project staff confirmed this.
Vulnerable areas surrounding municipal wells are relatively small and the scale of the
agricultural operations in these areas is small. The Agricultural Working Group indicated that
farmers do not want to impact the environment or drinking water sources but also do not want to
carry the burden of the expense for protecting drinking water.

In addition to consulting with the working group the Committee also visited a farm (October 28,
2010) located in a wellhead protection area to allow members to familiarize themselves with the
nature of agricultural operations and the types of measures that can be implemented to manage
drinking water threats.

Based on input from the working group and tools available to the Committee, policies were
developed to deal with both existing and future agricultural activities that are or would be
significant drinking water threats. The general approach taken by the Committee was to raise
awareness about drinking water source protection in the agricultural community through
education and outreach and to manage both existing and future threats. An exception was for
the relatively small but highly vulnerable areas surrounding municipal wells (100 metre radius)
where the Committee deemed it necessary to prohibit agricultural activities that are significant
drinking water threats. The Committee considered that the management and prohibition of
agricultural activities in this zone is consistent with the Nutrient Management Act. This overall
approach was determined based on input from the working group and considered that many of
the small farms found in the Quinte Region generally do not require a nutrient management plan
or strategy under the Nutrient Management Act. Specific details of the approach are provided in
the actual agricultural policies.

‘Applicable Areas’ were added to policies 3-2-E & F, 3-3-E & F and 3-4-E & F, and the ‘Effective
Date’ updated for 3-2-E & F, during the updating of the Plan in 2013 to reflect the results of the
issues-based threats assessment completed for the Village of Madoc municipal wells as per the
Updated Assessment Report.
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Policy 3-1-E & F: Prohibition of Agricultural Activities

The Committee determined that the prohibition of agricultural activities that are significant
drinking water threats is to be applied in the WHPA A. This is the 100-metre radius around
municipal wells and current agricultural land use in this zone is relatively small. This was
confirmed by ground truthing and so the Committee believed that there would be little negative
economic impact to farmers. The WHPA A is highly vulnerable and the potential for
contamination of a municipal well from activities taking place in this zone is high. Therefore,
other tools such as risk management plans were not considered adequate to protect the
drinking water source. The approach is considered to be relatively consistent with the Nutrient
Management Act which restricts the application of nutrients within 100 metres of a municipal
well. However, the Nutrient Management Act generally does not apply to smaller farms. By
prohibiting agricultural activities that are significant drinking water threats in the WHPA A the
Committee applied the intent of the Nutrient Management Act equitably to all farms. This was
supported by the input from the Agricultural Working Group. Ground truthing also confirmed that
there is a non-conforming activity in this zone near one municipal well where two horses are
being kept. This land use is not consistent with the current zoning for the location and the
municipality is not enforcing that non-compliance. Manure from the horses could contaminate
the municipal well considering that this particular well is also a well that is under the influence of
surface water where contaminants could easily and quickly be transported in runoff to the water
source.

Pre-consultation comments from the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA)
supported the prohibition in this zone with the exception of grazing and pasturing of livestock.
Comments from this ministry indicated that this activity could be managed in situations where
adequate soil depth exists, and livestock density is low. However, the Committee noted that soil
depth in Quinte is characteristically shallow over fractured bedrock. The Committee determined
that to uphold the prohibition in this relatively small and sensitive zone is in the interest of the
equitable application of policies to all farming operations and adequately protecting the water
source.

Only small areas of farmland will be affected by this policy as confirmed by ground truthing and
so the Committee considered that the affected activities could be directed elsewhere on the
property out of the WHPA A. There is currently some pasturing identified in this zone. The
Committee considered that the financial implications to affected farming operations would not be
onerous.

Comments on the Draft Plan from OMAFRA differed from comments received during pre-
consultation. They requested the Committee consider management of the activity rather than
prohibition for existing outdoor agricultural source material storage and confinement because of
significant investments in infrastructure that may already be in place and also because the
prohibition of these existing facilities would result in economic hardship. Project staff followed up
with OMAFRA and determined that the comments were made in general and not specifically
respecting the situation in Quinte. The Committee noted that there are no existing outdoor
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storage and confinement facilities within the WHPA A or IPZ 1 in Quinte and so prohibition
would create no economic hardship or negative impact in Quinte.

In comments on the Proposed Plan in July 2012, OMAFRA recommended that the policy apply
only to the future storage of agricultural source material (ASM) and outdoor confinement areas.
However, as previously noted, no actual existing ASM storage and outdoor confinement areas
were identified and, the Ministry of the Environment had recommended that policies such as this
should apply to both existing and future activities where there are no transition policies in place.
As a result, it was not necessary to change this policy.

On November 6, 2013, staff provided the Ministry of the Environment details regarding the
extent of the geographical area affected by this prohibition policy in the WHPA As (less than two
hectares in the entire Quinte Region). Staff contacted affected landowners and the economic
impact was determined to be negligible.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 3-1-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new significant threat
circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy did not change with the
amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

The policy was also updated to include reference to the complementary policies in the Quinte
Source Protection Plan.

Policy 3-2-E & F: Risk Management Plan for Managing Agricultural Activities
(Agricultural Source Material (ASM), Non-Agricultural Source Material (NASM),
Grazing, Pasturing, Outdoor Confinement, Commercial Fertilizer and Pesticides)

Although there is existing legislation under the Nutrient Management Act to address the
management of the majority of drinking water threats on farms, not all farms require approval
under this Act and some of the threats are not covered. Therefore, the Committee specified the
development of risk management plans for agricultural operations as a policy approach. This
addresses any drinking water threat activities not covered by Policy 3-4-E & F.

Additional reasons for using the risk management plan approach include:

¢ Risk management measures can be identified in the plan that will manage the risks and
require compliance by the landowner and operator of the agricultural operation;

e The risk management plan will assess each property on a case-by-case basis and will
consider existing measures such as nutrient management plans, NASM plans and other
Certificate of Approvals/Environmental Compliance Approvals that are already being
used on the property;

e The risk management plan will not duplicate any existing measures but enhance or
address any circumstances not covered by other measures;

e The risk management plan allows flexibility in managing the drinking water threat; and
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e There was agreement from the working groups and similarity to the Ontario Farm
Environment Coalition approach.

The Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) supported the use of nutrient
management standards and recommended that farms with prescribed instruments not be
required to have risk management plans. The Committee determined, however, that risk
management plans were required because there was potential for there to be instances where
not all the threat activities in an agricultural operation may be covered by prescribed
instruments. An example discussed was a farm using or storing pesticides (which is not covered
under a nutrient management plan). This threat could be addressed in a risk management plan.
The Committee also noted that a risk management plan need not be a duplication of existing
requirements; rather the risk management plan can reference the requirements of existing
instruments such as a nutrient management plan and require that it be followed.

In their comments, OMAFRA also requested a prohibition of agricultural activities in the IPZ 1
with score of 10. This request would affect Ameliasburgh (existing and future) and Point Anne
and Picton (future only) which cover significantly larger areas than WHPA A zones. The
Committee was aware of an agricultural operation in the IPZ 1 of the Ameliasburgh intake with
the potential for livestock grazing. The Committee determined that for the IPZ 1s a risk
management plan would be a preferable approach and less onerous for the farmer. The
Committee noted that a risk management plan that calls for measures such as fencing the
livestock out of the lake and maintaining and /or improving the existing substantial vegetative
buffer along the shoreline would protect the water source.

During Draft Plan review, Bayside IPZ 1 was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see
Section 6).

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the applicable area of this policy was updated to include the new issues
contributing area. In consideration of the circumstances regarding these additional threats the
Committee determined that a five year ‘Effective Date’ was more appropriate than three years
(for the issues contributing area only) and that this change would reduce the financial impact on
the implementer by allowing the implementer to spread the implementation cost over five years.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 3-2-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new significant threat
circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy did not change with the
amending of significant threat circumstance wording.
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Policy 3-3-E & F: Restricted Land Use for Prohibition and Risk Management Plans
for Agricultural Activities

The Committee wanted to assist municipalities in identifying areas where agricultural activities
are prohibited or require risk management plans. The use of the restricted land use tool under
Section 59 of the Clean Water Act was specified as the approach.

Restricted land use is used to identify or ‘red flag’ vulnerable areas where Plan policies require
prohibition or risk management plans under Sections 57 and 58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.
The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities that are subject to the screening. If an application is made that is
prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an application is made for an
activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent must work with the risk
management official to finalize a risk management plan before the application can proceed.

The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

During Draft Plan review, Bayside IPZ 1 was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see
Section 6).

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the ‘Applicable Area’ of this policy pertaining to agricultural source
material, livestock grazing, pasturing and confinement was updated to include the new issues
contributing area.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 3-1-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new significant threat
circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy did not change with the
amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Explanatory Document 73



Quinte Source Protection Plan Explanatory Document

Policy 3-4-E & F: Prescribed Instrument for the Management of Agricultural
Activities (Agricultural Source Material (ASM), Non-Agricultural Source Material
(NASM), and Grazing

The Nutrient Management Act is recognized as a prescribed instrument under the Clean Water
Act, 2006. The regulations under the Nutrient Management Act address the application,
handling and storage of agricultural source material and non-agricultural source material, the
application of commercial fertilizers and the use of land for outdoor confinement. For farms
requiring approval under this Act the prescribed instrument tool is considered the preferred
approach for managing the drinking water threats that are addressed in such approvals. This
approach ensures that approvals for farms regulated by the Nutrient Management Act are
reviewed and updated to adequately protect sources of municipal drinking water.

The instruments under the Nutrient Management Act, nutrient management plans and strategies
and non-agricultural source material plans, are existing and well-established mechanisms for
addressing environmental protection of agricultural activities. Requiring the province to take
extra caution in the issue, review, and if necessary, amendment of these instruments will ensure
terms and conditions are included in the approvals to adequately manage the drinking water
threat and protect sources of municipal drinking water.

The Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) supported this approach
in their pre-consultation comments.

During Draft Plan review OMAFRA requested the removal of the storage of commercial fertilizer
from this policy because it is not regulated by OMAFRA. The Committee added the Ministry of
the Environment as an implementer for this policy so as to obtain information on policy
effectiveness through annual reports submitted to the Source Protection Authority. The
Committee removed the clause requiring the Ministry of the Environment to prioritize inspections
in the monitoring section of the policy and agreed that it was not necessary to prioritize
inspections as it is understood that the inspections would have to take place. Rather the
Ministry is required to prepare an annual summary of the actions it has taken to achieve the
outcomes of the policy and make that report available to the Source Protection Authority.

During Draft Plan review, Bayside IPZ 1 was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see
Section 6).

In comments on the Proposed Plan in July 2012, OMAFRA asked that the monitoring
requirements for this policy be changed. However, it was determined that the reporting
requirements will provide valuable information and it was considered not to be an onerous task,
so the monitoring policy was not changed.

During preparation of the updated Proposed Plan in 2013 (as a result of the updating of the
Assessment Report with the results of the issues-based threats assessment for the Village of
Madoc municipal wells), the applicable area of this policy was updated to include the new issues
contributing area.
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In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment asked the
Committee to make monitoring policies more outcome-based and where the Committee has
specific, detailed reporting requirements that the Committee consider revising the language to
make these ‘recommendations’. In addition, the Ministry of the Environment noted that,
OMAFRA requested that monitoring policies directed at them be changed to request them to
provide the Source Protection Authority with an annual summary of the actions taken to
implement a specific policy, rather than including specific reporting requirements. The
Committee considered these comments and requests and revised the policy accordingly.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 3-4-E & F

During policy review, the Committee identified a number of gaps and inefficiencies were found with Policy 3-
4-E&F: The policy did not identify that a number of agricultural activities were prohibited in the WHPA A as
per Policy 3-1-E&F; The existing wording implied OMAFRA could include a condition regarding inspections
within the prescribed instrument while in actuality MECP is responsible for the inspection component of
these prescribed instruments therefore that statement was incorrect; and generally, it was unclear which
ministry was responsible for the various duties. For these reasons, amendments to Policy 3-4-E&F were
proposed as part of the Section 36 amendment.

Similar concerns were raised by the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks during a
subsequent Section 34 amendment:

The text of this prescribed instrument policy (that is directed at the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) to implement) includes a statement that additional measures could be included
in instruments that are issued by OMAFRA such as the inspection frequency by the MECP. However,
OMAFRA does not have the legal authority to write such a term/condition into any of the instruments
they issue. As such, the part of the policy text which reads: “Additional measures could include
implementation of best management practices, increased monitoring, and inspection frequency by the
Ministry of the Environment” should be revised to remove the reference to the MECP inspection
frequency.

Since the policy is a prescribed instrument policy for OMAFRA to implement through the instruments that
it issues under the Nutrient Management Act (NMA), MECP should not be named as an implementing
body as MECP does not issue any instruments under the NMA. To ensure clarity of the roles of the two
ministries in implementing this policy, Quinte may consider drafting a separate specify action policy for
compliance inspections that is directed to the MECP. Alternatively, Quinte may wish to specify within the
“Implementer” section of the policy that OMAFRA will implement the approval aspect of this policy while
the MECP will implement the compliance/inspection aspect of this policy, and within the “Tools” section
of the policy, add “Specify Action - Inspections” under which the compliance aspect of the policy would
be carried out. The legal effect (i.e., Strategic) would also need to be indicated for the Specify Action
component of the policy and the legal effect lists would need to be updated to reflect the change if it is
made as suggested.
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Based on these comments the Committee decided to make further amendments, and split the existing
policy into two separate policies, one directed at each ministry separately. Policy 3-4-E & F remained
directed to OMAFRA, while the new Policy 3-5-E & F was addressed to MECP.

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and
significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). These amendments to the
Technical Rules affected three of the broader agricultural categories: the handling and storage of
commercial fertilizer, the handling and storage of pesticides, and the application, handling and storage
of non-agricultural source materials. While two of the three categories did not result in any required
amendments to Policy 3-4-E & F, the new categories related to the non-agricultural source materials
(NASM) did affect the policy. When reviewing the NASM categories approved by the Ontario Ministry of
Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA), the Committee decided only category 1 NASM containing
manure should be included in the Part IV agricultural policies. The Committee felt prohibiting and/or
managing materials such as leaf and yard waste will not afford any greater source water protection.

A Comment was received during pre-consultation from OMAFRA, stating that many instruments already
require a spills contingency plan, and suggested amending the text to state that instruments will include
a spills contingency plan, where not already required. This suggestion was supported by the SPC, and the
policy was amended as such.

Policy 3-5-E & F: Prescribed Instrument Inspections for the Management of
Agricultural Activities (Agricultural Source Material (ASM), Non-Agricultural
Source Material (NASM), and Grazing)

During policy review associated with the Section 36 Work Plan, the Committee identified a number of gaps
and inefficiencies were found with Policy 3-4-E&F: The policy did not identify that a number of agricultural
activities were prohibited in the WHPA A as per Policy 3-1-E&F; The existing wording implied OMAFRA could
include a condition regarding inspections within the prescribed instrument while in actuality MECP is
responsible for the inspection component of these prescribed instruments therefore that statement was
incorrect; and generally, it was unclear which ministry was responsible for the various duties. For these
reasons, amendments to Policy 3-4-E&F were proposed as part of the Section 36 amendment.

Similar concerns were raised by the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks during a
subsequent Section 34 amendment:

The text of this prescribed instrument policy (that is directed at the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) to implement) includes a statement that additional measures could be included
in instruments that are issued by OMAFRA such as the inspection frequency by the MECP. However,
OMAFRA does not have the legal authority to write such a term/condition into any of the instruments
they issue. As such, the part of the policy text which reads: “Additional measures could include
implementation of best management practices, increased monitoring, and inspection frequency by the
Ministry of the Environment” should be revised to remove the reference to the MECP inspection
frequency.
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Since the policy is a prescribed instrument policy for OMAFRA to implement through the instruments that
it issues under the Nutrient Management Act (NMA), MECP should not be named as an implementing
body as MECP does not issue any instruments under the NMA. To ensure clarity of the roles of the two
ministries in implementing this policy, Quinte may consider drafting a separate specify action policy for
compliance inspections that is directed to the MECP. Alternatively, Quinte may wish to specify within the
“Implementer” section of the policy that OMAFRA will implement the approval aspect of this policy while
the MECP will implement the compliance/inspection aspect of this policy, and within the “Tools” section
of the policy, add “Specify Action - Inspections” under which the compliance aspect of the policy would
be carried out. The legal effect (i.e., Strategic) would also need to be indicated for the Specify Action
component of the policy and the legal effect lists would need to be updated to reflect the change if it is
made as suggested.

Based on these comments the Committee decided to make further amendments, and split the existing
policy into two separate policies, one directed at each ministry separately. Policy 3-4-E & F remained
directed to OMAFRA, while this new policy, Policy 3-5-E & F was addressed to MECP.

Policy 3-6-E&F: Prescribed Instrument for the Application for the Agricultural
Application of Pesticides

During a review of existing pesticide application policies across the province, the Committee
determined a gap exists in the Quinte Source Protection Plan. In Ontario, the Ministry of the
Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) regulates the sale, storage, use, transportation,
and disposal of pesticides. MECP regulates pesticides by requiring appropriate education,
licensing and/or the issuance of a permit under the Pesticides Act and Ontario Regulation
63/09. MECP issues permits to use pesticides that may pose a higher risk to human and
environmental health, when applying pesticides to water, or applying certain pesticides by air.
These permits may contain additional conditions.

There was no policy in the Quinte Source Protection Plan related to pesticide-related Prescribed
Instruments. This is therefore a gap in the policies related to the agricultural and non-agricultural
application of pesticides (Policies 10-1-E&F to 10-3-E&F). The Committee used the draft
approved policy text from the non-agricultural prescribed instrument pesticide policy to draft a
similar agriculture pesticide policy.

After the submission of the amendment package the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks expressed concerns over the proposed improvements to the Prescribed Instrument
Policies. A solution to the issues raised was negotiated in 2025 with the Ministry agreeing to
provide the ldentification Numbers of all existing Prescribed Instruments that are managing
significant drinking water threats. This allows Source Protection Authority staff to reach out to
the people engaged in the activity to provide Education and Outreach including that the activity
is in a vulnerable zone and any suggested best management practices.

The Ministry will also screen existing Prescribed Instruments to determine if authorized activities
are significant drinking water threats based on the most recent Technical Rules. If amendments
are required to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat, or when
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issuing new prescribed instruments, where feasible and warranted the Ministry shall include
appropriate conditions to ensure that the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat
including identifying in the environmental compliance approval that the activity is a significant
drinking water threat located within the wellhead protection area and/or the intake protection
zone and the name of the associated municipal drinking water system as identified in the source
protection plan.

8.5 Aquaculture Policies Approach

Aquaculture, also known as aquafarming, is the farming of aquatic organisms such as fish. It
involves cultivation under controlled conditions in contrast to commercial harvesting of wild fish.
Aquaculture facilities may include tanks, raceways, ponds, pits and lakes and may include
equipment to re-circulate the water to add oxygen and/or remove waste.

Pathogens are identified as contaminants that could make their way into surface and
groundwater as a result of the management of agricultural source material (ASM) from
aquaculture, threatening the safety of drinking water sources in certain situations.

In general, provincial ministries are responsible for aquaculture planning, site leasing, licenses
and approvals for aquaculture sites, aquaculture training and education, the collection of
statistics, the promotion of fish and aquaculture products, and the management of the industry's
day-to-day operations. Aquaculture is considered a form of agriculture and would therefore likely
be permitted by municipalities wherever agriculture is allowed.

The Committee has specified that the Ministries of the Environment and Natural Resources
must consider the impact on drinking water sources prior to issuing approvals for any
aquaculture related activities in zones where these activities would be a moderate or low threat.
Policy 5-1-F: Management of Agricultural Source Material (Aquaculture) —
Moderate and Low Threats

The intent of this policy is to ensure that future use of land and/or water for aquaculture does not
contaminate municipal sources of drinking water. There are no existing moderate or low threats
related to aquaculture in the Quinte Source Protection Region. However, in the future if an
aquaculture operation was being considered in close proximity to a drinking water system it
could result in moderate or low threats being created. The Committee decided that careful
consideration must be given to the location of aquaculture operations in vulnerable areas. If
these operations are allowed to exist in vulnerable areas, minimum standards and performance
monitoring requirements need to be established through the use of prescribed instruments.

As a result of pre-consultation, comments from the Ministry of Natural Resources reported that
they do not anticipate receiving any applications for this activity in the intake protection zones.
The wording of this policy was changed to add ‘if any’ to for reporting to the Source Protection
Authority on an as needed basis.

This policy was originally drafted using the specify action tool. However, based on comments
from the Ministry of the Environment the tool was changed to prescribed instrument. The
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wording remained the same otherwise. The Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
pointed out during Draft Plan consultation that they do not approve aquaculture and therefore
they were removed as an implementer.

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment asked the
Committee to make monitoring policies more outcome-based and where the Committee has
specific, detailed reporting requirements that the Committee consider revising the language to
make these 'recommendations’. The Ministry also noted that O. Reg. 287/07 does not prescribe
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) instruments regarding aquaculture and therefore this
policy is not a prescribed instrument policy for MNR but rather a specify action policy.. The
Committee considered these comments and revised the policy accordingly.

8.6 Non-Agricultural Commercial Fertilizer (Application, Handling and
Storage) Policies Approach

Commercial fertilizers may threaten the safety of drinking water sources due to runoff, leaching,
and leaks or spills resulting from improper handling, storage or application. They are associated
with many land uses including agricultural, active recreational (golf courses, sports fields),
institutional, industrial, commercial and residential.

The Ministry of the Environment has identified nitrogen and total phosphorus as chemicals that
could affect drinking water sources under certain circumstances. These nutrients could threaten
the safety of drinking water sources due to runoff, leaching or spills. Increased nitrate
concentrations in groundwater sources may lead to adverse health effects while runoff rich in
nutrients can lead to algae blooms in surface water that can produce toxins that are harmful to
humans and animals.

The Committee created policies that call for risk management plans, restricted land use
designation and prohibition. In addition, the general education and outreach policy calls for
education and outreach about commercial fertilizers. The municipality will be the implementer of
these policies.

The application of non-agricultural commercial fertilizer is prohibited in the WHPA As on all
properties, including on private residential properties. However, the policy requiring risk
management plans to manage the application of commercial fertilizer in the WHPA B and IPZ 1
and 2, which is a significant threat in these areas, does not apply to residential properties. The
Committee chose to address this threat on private residential properties through education and
outreach (Policy G-1 and G-7-E & F Management of Household Hazardous Waste). See the
rationale described in these policies and also in Policy 8-2-E & F below.

Policies following address the use of non-agricultural fertilizers for commercial use on parks,
sports fields, golf courses etc. but not residential properties. In comments on the Proposed Plan
the Ministry of the Environment noted that the household use of non-agricultural commercial
fertilizer was a significant threat in the applicable vulnerable zones and that documentation was
required in the Explanatory Document regarding how the Committee had addressed this threat.
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The Committee determined that it was not appropriate or practical for the Source Protection
Plan to prohibit or require risk management plans for small quantities of non-agricultural
commercial fertilizer that may be used on private residential properties. The Committee
determined that a more effective approach would be a targeted education and outreach
program to encourage its proper use and application as called for in policy G-1. This targeted
education and outreach complements policy G-7-E & F which encourages municipalities to
provide opportunities for residents to properly dispose of household hazardous waste.

The Committee was, therefore, of the opinion that these two policies (G-1 and G-7-E & F) will
adequately address the threat from non-agricultural commercial fertilizer use by private
residential households where it is a significant threat and that these policies if implemented will
promote the achievement of the objectives of the Plan that the threat ceases to be/never
becomes significant. Further, the Committee was of the opinion that a policy to regulate or
prohibit the activity for non-agricultural commercial fertilizer in and around private residential
households was not necessary to achieve those objectives (O. Reg. 287/07 ss. 40(2)(6 ).

Policy 8-1-E & F: Prohibition of the Non-Agricultural Application of Commercial
Fertilizer

The Committee wanted to eliminate the potential for adverse effects on municipal drinking water
sources from the application of commercial fertilizer and therefore determined that prohibition of
the application of commercial fertilizers, under Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, 2006 is to be
applied to the WHPA A, which is the 100-metre radius around municipal wells. This zone is
highly vulnerable and the potential for contamination of a municipal well from activities taking
place here is high. Therefore, other tools such as risk management plans were not considered
adequate to protect the drinking water source.

This policy is consistent with Policy 3-1-E & F that prohibits the agricultural application of
fertilizer in the WHPA A. This makes the prohibition equitable to all landowners in the WHPA A.
This is also consistent with the Nutrient Management Act. The Committee determined that it
was important to be consistent and equitable in both Policy 3-1-E & F and this policy.

Policy 8-2-E & F: Risk Management Plan for Non-Agricultural Application of
Commercial Fertilizer

The Committee wanted to reduce the potential for adverse effects on municipal drinking water
supplies from the application of commercial fertilizer. Development of risk management plans
for non-agricultural related application of commercial fertilizer was specified as a policy
approach because the risk management plans allow for site specific implementation of best
management practices and mitigative measures to ensure the threat is adequately managed.
Additional benefits to the risk management plan approach are that they will:

e require compliance by the landowner;
e consider each property on a case-by-case basis;
e incorporate any other existing measures that are already being used on the property;
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¢ not duplicate any existing measures;
e enhance or address any circumstances not covered by other measures; and
o allow for flexibility in managing the drinking water threat.

This policy is consistent with Policy 3-2-E & F that requires risk management plans for
agricultural operations. This makes the policy approach equitable to all landowners.

In comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment noted that the application of
commercial fertilizer can be a significant drinking water threat in all types of land uses.
Therefore, non-agricultural application of commercial fertilizer on residential properties must
also be addressed. The Committee determined that it was not appropriate for the Source
Protection Plan to prohibit or require risk management plans for the non-agricultural application
of commercial fertilizer used by private residential households. The Committee determined that
a more effective approach would be a targeted education and outreach program to encourage
proper application that may be undertaken around private residential households.

The Committee was of the opinion that policies G-1 and G-7-E & F will adequately address the
threat from non-agricultural application of commercial fertilizer on residential properties where it
is a significant threat and that this policy if implemented will promote the achievement of the
objectives of the Plan that the threat ceases to be / never becomes significant. Further, the
Committee was of the opinion that a policy to regulate or prohibit the activity non-agricultural
application of commercial fertilizer on residential properties was not necessary to achieve those
objectives (O. Reg. 287/07 ss. 40(2)(6)).

Policy 8-3-E & F: Restricted Land Use for Prohibition and Risk Management Plans
for the Non-Agricultural Application of Commercial Fertilizer

The Committee wanted to assist municipalities to identify areas where the application of
commercial fertilizer is prohibited or requires risk management plans. The use of the restricted
land use tool under Section 59 of the Clean Water Act 2006 was specified as the approach.

Restricted land use is used to identify or ‘red flag’ vulnerable areas where Plan policies require
prohibition or risk management plans under Sections 57 and 58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.
The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities that are subject to the screening. If an application is made that is
prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an application is made for an
activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent must work with the risk
management official to finalize a risk management plan before the application can proceed.
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The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

Policy 9-1-F: Prohibition of Non-Agricultural Commercial Fertilizer Storage
(greater than 2,500 kilograms or 2,500 litres; Nitrogen and Phosphorus)

The Committee wanted to eliminate the potential for adverse effects on municipal drinking water
supplies from the storage and handling of commercial fertilizer. The Committee determined that
prohibition (under Section 57 of the Clean Water Act) of non-agricultural commercial fertilizer
storage is to be applied to the most vulnerable zones immediately surrounding municipal wells
or surface water intakes. These zones are highly vulnerable and the potential for contamination
of a municipal well or surface water intake from activities taking place in these zones is high.
Therefore, other tools such as risk management plans were not considered adequate to protect
the drinking water source. The Committee identified that it was unlikely that it would be
necessary to store this quantity of fertilizer in the applicable areas. Therefore, there would be
minimal financial impact.

This policy is consistent with the prohibition of agricultural commercial fertilizer storage, Policy
3-1-E & F. This makes the policy approach equitable to all landowners.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 9-1-F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds in the Technical
Rules (MECP, 2021). Storage quantities were removed from the policy text. The Committee felt that
implementing body, risk management officials, have been implementing policies for several years time and
know how to use the tables of drinking water threats to assess and determine the threat level on properties.
Further, the Committee felt that removing the storage quantities would reduce the likelihood of further
amendments required, should the Technical Rules be amended in the future. The Committee’s policy did not
change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 9-2-E & F: Risk Management Plan for Managing Handling and Storage of
Non-Agricultural Commercial Fertilizer (greater than 2,500 kilograms or 2,500
litres; Nitrogen and Phosphorus)

The Committee wanted to reduce the potential for adverse effects on municipal drinking water
supplies from the handling and storage of commercial fertilizer.

Development of risk management plans for non-agricultural related handling and storage of
commercial fertilizer was specified as a policy approach because the risk management plans
allow for site specific implementation of best management practices and mitigative measures to
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ensure the threat is adequately managed. Additional benefits to the risk management plan
approach are that they will:

e require compliance by the landowner;

e consider each property on a case-by-case basis;

e incorporate any other existing measures that are already being used on the property;
¢ not duplicate any existing measures;

e enhance or address any circumstances not covered by other measures; and

o allow for flexibility in managing the drinking water threat.

This policy is consistent with Policy 3-2-E & F that requires risk management plans for
agricultural operations. This makes the policy approach equitable to all landowners.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 9-2-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds in the Technical
Rules (MECP, 2021). Storage quantities were removed from the policy text. The Committee felt that
implementing body, risk management officials, have been implementing policies for several years time and
know how to use the tables of drinking water threats to assess and determine the threat level on properties.
Further, the Committee felt that removing the storage quantities would reduce the likelihood of further
amendments required, should the Technical Rules be amended in the future. The Committee’s policy did not
change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 9-3-E & F: Restricted Land Use for Prohibition and Risk Management Plans
for Handling and Storage of Non-Agricultural Commercial Fertilizer

The Committee wanted to assist municipalities in identifying areas where the handling and
storage of commercial fertilizer is prohibited or requires risk management plans. The use of the
restricted land use tool under Section 59 of the Clean Water Act was specified as the approach.

Restricted land use is used to identify or ‘red flag’ vulnerable areas where Plan policies require
prohibition or risk management plans under Sections 57 and 58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.
The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities (e.g. storage of fertilizer) that are subject to the screening. If an
application is made that is prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an
application is made for an activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent
must work with the risk management official to finalize a risk management plan before the
application can proceed.
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The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 9-3-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds in the Technical
Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy did not change with the amending of significant threat
circumstance wording.

8.7 Non-Agricultural Pesticide (Application, Handling and Storage)
Policies Approach

Pesticides may threaten the safety of drinking water sources due to runoff, leaching, leaks or
spills resulting from improper handling, storage or application. They are associated with many
land uses including agricultural, active recreational (golf courses, sports fields), institutional,
industrial, commercial and residential.

There are many kinds of pesticides, but for the Drinking Water Source Protection Program, the
pesticides of interest are the chemicals used to control weeds (herbicides), or fungi (fungicides),
or those used as a soil fumigant to control fungi, nematodes and weeds. Pesticides are
potentially toxic to humans and other animals and may cause a variety of acute and delayed
health effects in those exposed, including cancer.

The Committee has created policies that call for education and outreach, risk management
plans, restricted land use designation and prohibition. The municipality will be the implementer
of these policies.

Policy 10-1-E & F: Prohibition of the Non-Agricultural Application of Pesticides

The intent of this policy is to completely eliminate the use of pesticides in the WHPA A. The
Committee intended that non-agricultural application of pesticides be eliminated in the most
vulnerable zone immediately surrounding municipal wells. The improper application of
pesticides can result in contamination of both ground and surface water. To limit the exposure
to these dangerous chemicals and protect the environment, the province implemented a ban on
cosmetic pesticides in April of 2009 through implementation of Ontario Regulation 63/09. This
ban supersedes any local municipal bylaws and prohibits the use of certain pesticides on lawns,
gardens, patios, driveways, cemeteries, parks and school yards. However, there are exceptions
for public health and safety, invasive species, golf courses, sports fields, forestry, agriculture
and public works. Given that these potential uses still exist the Committee deemed it necessary
to extend the prohibition for all uses within the WHPA A. This was also deemed necessary to
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be fair and equitable to all parties given that a similar policy was developed to prohibit
agricultural use in the WHPA A.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 10-1-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds in the Technical
Rules (MECP, 2021). The amendments to the Technical Rules (2021) resulted in the removal of specific
pesticide chemicals. As such, the Committee was concerned that the prohibition policy would prohibit
pesticides that are not a threat to drinking water (e.g. salt or soapy water) therefore the Committee added
circumstances for exemption from the prohibition policy. The Committee’s policy did not change with the
amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 10-2-E & F: Risk Management Plan for Management of Non-Agricultural
Application of Pesticides

The intent of this policy is to reduce the potential for adverse effects on municipal drinking water
supplies from the application of pesticides. Where the application of pesticides is considered a
significant drinking water threat and is not prohibited through either the provincial cosmetic
pesticide ban (Ontario Regulation 63/09) or the Plan it is essential that their use be managed to
adequately protect drinking water. The importance of proper use is highlighted by the highly
vulnerable aquifer conditions found throughout the Quinte region where groundwater can
become contaminated very easily. To accomplish this, the Committee specified the risk
management tool to allow measures to be put in place to protect drinking water.

This approach was reviewed with the operators of golf courses. Where the application of
pesticides is permitted, the operator is required to obtain accreditation with the Integrated Pest
Management Council of Canada. This accreditation specifies how pesticides are used and
includes requirements for annual reporting. It was determined that this requirement, in addition
to best management practices and training of personnel would be minimum requirements for
risk management plans in order to permit continued use of pesticides in the vulnerable areas
and ensure protection of drinking water. This approach will also allow each property to be
considered on a case-by-case basis and will incorporate any other existing measures that are
already being used on the property (e.g. a golf course that may already have integrated pest
management accreditation).

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 10-2-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds in the Technical
Rules (MECP, 2021). The amendments to the Technical Rules (2021) resulted in the removal of specific
pesticide chemicals. As such, the Committee was concerned that the risk management policy would require
risk management plans for all pesticides, even those that do not pose a threat to drinking water (e.g. salt or
soapy water) therefore the Committee added circumstances for exemption from the risk management policy.
The Committee’s policy intent did not change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording,
rather discretion is not being given to the Risk Management Official to determine when risk management
plans are required.
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Policy 10-3-E & F: Restricted Land Use for Prohibition and Risk Management
Plans for the Non-Agricultural Application of Pesticides

The intent of this policy is to assist municipalities to identify areas where the application of
pesticides is prohibited or requires risk management plans. The Committee specified this policy
approach to assist municipalities in creating their own internal administrative processes to
ensure compliance with the Plan. In this way the municipality can ‘red flag’ the vulnerable
areas where Plan policies require prohibition or risk management plans under Sections 57 and
58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities that are subject to the screening. If an application is made that is
prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an application is made for an
activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent must work with the risk
management official to finalize a risk management plan before the application can proceed.

The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

Policy 10-4-E & F: Prescribed Instrument for the Application of Non-Agricultural
Pesticides

During a review of existing pesticide application policies across the province, staff determined a
gap exists in the Quinte Source Protection Plan. In Ontario, the Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks (MECP) regulates the sale, storage, use, transportation, and disposal
of pesticides. MECP regulates pesticides by requiring appropriate education, licensing and/or
the issuance of a permit under the Pesticides Act and Ontario Regulation 63/09. MECP issues
permits to use pesticides that may pose a higher risk to human and environmental health, when
applying pesticides to water, or applying certain pesticides by air. These permits may contain
additional conditions.

As there were no policies to address this threat in the source protection plan, the Committee
created a policy to manage the threat. Policy 10-4-E & F is a prescribed instrument policy that
relies on the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks to manage significant waste
threats by reviewing Prescribed Instruments to ensure adequate measures are in place to
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manage significant drinking water threats. If there are not adequate measures, the MECP is
required to amend the Prescribed Instrument to include additional measures to protect drinking
water sources. The MECP is required to report annually on the action it has taken to achieve the
outcomes of this policy. While the Committee understands that Prescribed Instruments have
measures to protect the environment, the Committee felt that a minimum requirement would be
to ensure Prescribed Instruments that manage significant threats contain a reference the
applicable source protection vulnerable area and protocols for emergency responses related to
protecting drinking water.

There will be some MECP staff time required to complete this review and update, but this
additional requirement is justified because it is important that the prescribed Instrument policy is
effective in managing specific drinking water threats not just general environmental threats.

A comment was received from MECP staff regarding additional time being required to update
internal processes. As such, the Committee decided to provide 1 year for future activities to
allow the Ministry to update internal processes before reviewing all future prescribed
instruments.

After the submission of the amendment package the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks expressed concerns over the proposed improvements to the Prescribed Instrument
Policies. A solution to the issues raised was negotiated in 2025 with the Ministry agreeing to
provide the ldentification Numbers of all existing Prescribed Instruments that are managing
significant drinking water threats. This allows Source Protection Authority staff to reach out to
the people engaged in the activity to provide Education and Outreach including that the activity
is in a vulnerable zone and any suggested best management practices.

The Ministry will also screen existing Prescribed Instruments to determine if authorized activities
are significant drinking water threats based on the most recent Technical Rules. If amendments
are required to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat, or when
issuing new prescribed instruments, where feasible and warranted the Ministry shall include
appropriate conditions to ensure that the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat
including identifying in the environmental compliance approval that the activity is a significant
drinking water threat located within the wellhead protection area and/or the intake protection
zone and the name of the associated municipal drinking water system as identified in the source
protection plan.

Policy 11-1-E & F: Prohibition of the Handling and Storage of Non-Agricultural
Pesticides

The intent of this policy is to ensure that there is no non-agricultural pesticide storage in the
most vulnerable zones surrounding municipal wells or surface water intakes. The Committee
determined that prohibition was the only tool to eliminate the potential for adverse effects from
spills of large quantities of pesticides in the zones exhibiting the highest vulnerability (WHPA A
and IPZ 1 with score of 10). In view of the high vulnerability of these zones and close proximity
to the drinking water sources it was deemed necessary to use prohibition to prevent

Explanatory Document 87



Quinte Source Protection Plan Explanatory Document

spills/accidents from occurring. This approach will eliminate activities in these zones which
would require the storage and handling of large volumes of pesticides such as manufacturing or
sales. Given existing land use in these zones the probability of this occurrence is low.
However, to ensure that storage of large volumes does not occur the prohibition was
determined to be an appropriate tool that is fair to all parties given that a similar policy (3-1-E &
F) was developed to prohibit the storage of agricultural pesticides.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 11-1-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds in the Technical
Rules (MECP, 2021). The amendments to the Technical Rules (2021) resulted in the removal of specific
pesticide chemicals. As such, the Committee was concerned that the prohibition policy would prohibit
pesticides that are not a threat to drinking water (e.g. salt or soapy water) therefore the Committee added
circumstances for exemption from the prohibition policy. The Committee’s policy intent did not change with
the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 11-2-E & F: Risk Management Plan for the Management of Handling and
Storage of Non-Agricultural Pesticides

The intent of this policy is to reduce the potential for adverse effects on municipal drinking water
supplies from the handling and storage of pesticides. Given the prohibition of the handling and
storage of pesticides in the zones with the highest vulnerability the Committee specified the risk
management tool to ensure adequate measures are put in place in the less sensitive zones but
where this activity is still considered a significant drinking water threat. Significant regulations
are in place for addressing the handling and storage of pesticides to protect water and prevent
spills/containment. However, to ensure that additional measures are incorporated to consider
the location of vulnerable areas around municipal drinking water systems the Committee
determined it was appropriate to request the development of risk management plans. Other
reasons include:

e measures can be identified in the plan that will manage the risks and require compliance
by the landowner and operator;

e each property will be assessed on a case-by-case basis and existing measures such as
leak detection and spill prevention will be considered;

e reduction of duplication of any existing measures and addressing any circumstances not
covered by other measures; and

o flexibility in managing the drinking water threat.

This policy is consistent with Policy 3-2-E & F that requires risk management plans for
agricultural operations. This makes the policy approach equitable to all landowners.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 11-2-E & F
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This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds in the Technical
Rules (MECP, 2021). The amendments to the Technical Rules (2021) resulted in the removal of specific
pesticide chemicals. As such, the Committee was concerned that the risk management policy would require
risk management plans for all pesticides, even those that do not pose a threat to drinking water (e.g. salt or
soapy water) therefore the Committee added circumstances for exemption from the risk management policy.
The Committee’s policy intent did not change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording,
rather discretion is not being given to the Risk Management Official to determine when risk management
plans are required.

Policy 11-3-E & F: Restricted Land Use for Prohibition and Risk Management
Plans for Handling and Storage of Non-Agricultural Pesticides

The intent of this policy is to assist municipalities in identifying areas where the application of
pesticides is prohibited or requires risk management plans; the restricted land use tool under
Section 59 of the Clean Water Act, 2006 applies.

The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan. In this way the
municipality can ‘red flag’ the vulnerable areas where Plan policies require prohibition or risk
management plans under Sections 57 and 58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities (e.g. storage of pesticides) that are subject to the screening. If an
application is made that is prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an
application is made for an activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent
must work with the risk management official to finalize a risk management plan before the
application can proceed.

Policy 11-4-E & F: Prescribed Instrument for the Application of Non-Agricultural
Pesticides

During a review of existing pesticide application policies across the province, staff determined a
gap exists in the Quinte Source Protection Plan. In Ontario, the Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks (MECP) regulates the sale, storage, use, transportation, and disposal
of pesticides. MECP regulates pesticides by requiring appropriate education, licensing and/or
the issuance of a permit under the Pesticides Act and Ontario Regulation 63/09. MECP issues
permits to use pesticides that may pose a higher risk to human and environmental health, when
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applying pesticides to water, or applying certain pesticides by air. These permits may contain
additional conditions.

As there were no policies to address this threat in the source protection plan, the Committee
created a policy to manage the threat. Policy 11-4-E & F is a prescribed instrument policy that
relies on the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks to manage significant
pesticide threats by reviewing Prescribed Instruments to ensure adequate measures are in
place to manage significant drinking water threats. If there are not adequate measures, the
MECP is required to amend the Prescribed Instrument to include additional measures to protect
drinking water sources. The MECP is required to report annually on the action it has taken to
achieve the outcomes of this policy. While the Committee understands that Prescribed
Instruments have measures to protect the environment, the Committee felt that a minimum
requirement would be to ensure Prescribed Instruments that manage significant threats contain
a reference the applicable source protection vulnerable area and protocols for emergency
responses related to protecting drinking water.

There will be some MECP staff time required to complete this review and update, but this
additional requirement is justified because it is important that the prescribed Instrument policy is
effective in managing specific drinking water threats not just general environmental threats.

A comment was received from MECP staff regarding additional time being required to update
internal processes. As such, the Committee decided to provide 1 year for future activities to
allow the Ministry to update internal processes before reviewing all future prescribed
instruments.

A pre-consultation comment from MECP advised there are a number of requirements in the
regulation and on product labels to ensure pesticides do not enter waterways/wells, etc. This is
something that is considered in an application review, and if additional precautions are
warranted, then there will be a condition included in the permit. Moreover, the MECP already
includes a standard condition within pesticide permits to report and manage spills or other
incidents related to the use of pesticides. Anyone using a pesticide has a duty to report a spill,
theft, or adverse effect to the Spills Action Centre. Most permits also include a requirement to
immediately report any incidents to the Pesticides Specialist and local District Office. Some
permits also require a summary report which requires listing any reports, complaints, etc., even
if it did not lead to an adverse effect.

This policy was added as a policy gap. The additional asks of the policy were added after a
water-based spraying event was occurring in vulnerable areas in the Bay of Quinte. The one
spraying location was directly over a municipal drinking water surface water intake. The location
of the intake was unknown to parties until CA staff pointed that out. For that reason, the SPC felt
a policy was needed to ensure parties applying pesticides were aware of locations of municipal
drinking water systems prior to spraying.

Explanatory Document 90


https://www.ontario.ca/page/permit-applicant-guide-private-land-controlling-mosquito-larvae-prevention#section-6

Quinte Source Protection Plan Explanatory Document

8.8 Road Salt (Application, Handling and Storage) Policies Approach

Road salt is used mainly as a deicer or an ice prevention agent. The most commonly used
products are sodium chloride and calcium chloride because they are effective, inexpensive,
readily available, and easy to use. Road salt is considered a threat due to the potential of these
products to run off the roads and enter sources of drinking water (both ground and surface
water). Road salting is required to maintain human safety and it is a common activity. However,
in the Quinte region the amount of road salting activities within vulnerable areas, where they
would be considered a significant drinking water threat, is relatively small.

Before writing road salt policies the Committee visited a salt storage facility and talked with the
operator. They gained valuable information regarding how salt is stored, the factors that affect
salt application, and current management practices. This information assisted the Committee
when it came time to write the policies. Policies call for the use of specify action, risk
management plans, restricted land use and prohibition. In addition to those policies, the general
education and outreach policy contains a road salt component.

Policy 12-1-E & F: Salt Management Plan for Significant, Moderate, and Low
Threats Related to Application of Road Salt

The intent of this policy is to ensure that all municipalities follow Environment Canada’s Code of
Practice for the Environmental Management of Road Salts and create, review and update their
salt management plans to manage the application of road salt in a way that minimizes the
impact on the surrounding environment while still maintaining roadway safety.

The Committee recognized that the application of road salt is an important safety practice;
however, it requires management in such a way that it does not adversely affect the municipal
drinking water supply. The salt management plan needs to identify the vulnerable areas around
the municipal drinking water sources and include increased care within those areas to protect
the water. This will not only benefit the environment but will also have the potential to result in
more efficient operations, improved roadway safety and cost savings.

During Draft Plan review, Bayside IPZ 1 was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see
Section 6).

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 12-1-E & F

The Section 36 Work Plan identified an implementation challenge as the one square kilometre grid used to
determine significant threat areas was extremely hard to interpret by implementing bodies. For this reason,
combined with amendments to the Technical Rules (2021), the Committee chose to change the
methodology. his policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with alternative impervious
surface percentage methodology in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). Thus, the reference to the impervious
surface area mapping was removed. Additionally, the Committee chose to amend the policy text to clarify
which impervious surfaces the salt management plan shall address. This clarification was added to remove
duplication within the salt management plan and risk management plans. The Committee’s policy intent did
not change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.
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Policy 12-2-E & F: Salt Management Plan for Application of Road Salt

The intent of this policy is to ensure that the Ministry of Transportation follows the Code of
Practice for the Environmental Management of Road Salts of Environment Canada, as
amended, and creates, reviews and updates their salt management plans to manage the
application of road salt in a way that minimizes the impact on the surrounding environment while
still maintaining roadway safety.

The Committee recognized that the application of road salt on provincial highways is an
important safety practice but that it requires management in such a way that it does not
adversely affect the municipal drinking water supply. The salt management plan of the Ministry
of Transportation needs to identify the vulnerable areas around our municipal water supply
sources and include increased care within those areas to protect the water. This will not only
benefit the environment but will also have the potential to result in more efficient operations,
improved roadway safety and cost savings.

As a result of pre-consultation comments from the Ministry of Transportation the wording of this
policy was changed to require that salt management plans remain up to date with standards and
that notice will be provided to the Source Protection Authority when these plans are updated.

During Draft Plan review, Bayside IPZ 1 was added to the applicable areas for this policy (see
Section 6).

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment noted that
the Ministry of Transportation (MTO) had provided comments requesting that the policy be
revised to read that the MTO will provide an up-to-date copy of their Salt Management Plan to
the SPA upon request, rather than MTO being responsible for reporting annually if
update/changes are made to the Plan during the previous calendar year as per the existing
monitoring policy. The Committee concurred and made the changes as requested, also
changing the wording of the monitoring policy from “should provide” to “shall provide” an up-to-
date copy of their Salt Management Plan to the Quinte Source Protection Authority for all
significant threats (Picton).

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 12-2-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with alternative impervious surface
percentage methodology in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). Thus, the reference to the impervious surface
area mapping was removed. Additionally, the policy text was amended to clarify the vulnerable areas where
the application of road salt could be a significant threat, based on updated methodology in the Technical
Rules (2021). The Committee’s policy intent did not change with the amending of significant threat areas.
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Policy 12-3-E & F: Risk Management Plan for the Management of Application of
Road Salit

The intent of this policy is to reduce the potential for adverse effects on the quality of municipal
drinking water supplies from the application of road salt on commercial roads and parking lots.

The Committee specified the development of risk management plans for the application of road
salt on commercial properties as a policy approach because the risk management plans will
consider each property on a case-by-case basis. This will allow the risk management official
and landowner to determine:

o where the need for salt exists;

¢ where runoff will occur and other landscape considerations like buffer strips;

e alternatives that can be used; and

e incorporate any other existing measures that are already being used on the property.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 12-3-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with alternative impervious surface
percentage methodology and the new thresholds in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). Thus, the reference to
the impervious surface area mapping was removed and applicable areas were updated.

Additionally, during implementation it was discovered Policy 12-3-E&F only applied to commercial land uses.
The original intent of applying the policy only to commercial uses was to negate the requirement of a risk
management plan on small residential driveways and parking spots. It was discovered by Risk Management
Officials that the current wording leaves significant drinking water threats related large parking lots at
condominium residences unaddressed. This data gap was identified in the Section 36 Work Plan as requiring
policy amendments to address the gap. After lengthy discussion, the Quinte Source Protection Committee
decided to amend the policy text to address all land uses while adding an exemption for personal/domestic
use. The Committee proposed further exemptions to target the large parking lots (greater than 50 parking
spaces) that would be subject to large application rates of road salt. The original policy intent did not change
and was further clarified as per the Section 36 Work Plan.

Policy 12-4-E & F: Restricted Land Use for the Application of Road Salt

The intent of this policy is to assist municipalities in identifying areas where the commercial
application of road salt requires risk management plans.

The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan. In this way the
municipality can ‘red flag’ the vulnerable areas where Plan policies require risk management
plans under Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
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Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities (e.g. storage of road salt) that are subject to the screening. If an
application is made that is prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an
application is made for an activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent
must work with the risk management official to finalize a risk management plan before the
application can proceed.

The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 12-4-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with alternative impervious
surface percentage methodology and the new thresholds in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021).
Thus, the reference to the impervious surface area mapping was removed and applicable areas
were updated.

Additionally, Policy 12-4-E&F was updated to reflect where risk management plans are required,
as per Policy 12-3-E & F.

Policy 12-5-E & F: Monitoring Road Salt in Municipal Drinking Water Sources

A new policy was added during the Section 36 amendment. Policy 12-5-E & F was created
during consultation with neighbouring Source Protection Areas. Two neighboring source
protection areas have policies related to the monitoring of road salt. The intent of these policies
is to provide municipalities and the source protection committee with a better understanding of
road salt application and runoff within vulnerable areas during spring runoff and melt seasonal
periods. To avoid any financial burden to the municipality the policy encourages the
municipality to perform required sampling at a time of the year where sampling will reflect salt
runoff as opposed to sampling after summer months when road salt is not applied.

Policy 13-1-E & F: Prohibition of Existing and Future Handling and Storage of
Road Salt (between 500 — 5,000 tonnes and greater than 5,000 tonnes)

The intent of this policy is to ensure there are no existing or future road salt storage facilities
located in the most vulnerable areas surrounding municipal wells and surface water intakes.

The Committee determined that it was necessary to prohibit new road salt storage facilities in
the areas where they would become significant threats. A spill of road salt in these areas could
quickly and easily contaminate drinking water sources. These vulnerable areas are small and
do not have a lot of land available on which to locate these facilities. The Committee was
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reasonably certain that the threat does not currently exist based on ground truthing by project
staff, so there is no adverse economic impact as a result of this policy.

Risk management plans and education and outreach cannot ensure that these facilities will not
be developed. If they were developed new significant drinking water threats would be created as
no known storage facilities currently exist in vulnerable areas. Development of any new
facilities could be directed outside the vulnerable areas.

During review of comments on the Draft Plan the Committee changed this policy to include
existing and future circumstances. The Committee was reasonably certain that there are no
existing road salt storage facilities in the applicable areas and so this would not pose a financial
or economic burden. Existing circumstances were added to the policy in the event that an
existing activity was missed, or one was established in the interim in order that no transition
policy is required for the interim period until the Plan is approved and implemented.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 13-1-E & F

Policy 13-1-E & F was identified in the Section 36 Work Plan as needing an amendment to address policy
inaccuracies. This policy included vulnerable area in the Applicable Areas which were incorrect, as the
vulnerability of that area was not high enough to trigger a road salt storage threat. The applicable areas were
corrected.

This policy was further amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and
significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy did not
change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 13-2-E & F: Restricted Land Use for the Handling and Storage of Road Salt

The intent of this policy is to assist municipalities in identifying areas where the handling and
storage of road salt is prohibited.

The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan. In this way the
municipality can ‘red flag’ the vulnerable areas where Plan policies require prohibition of an
activity under Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities (e.g. storage of road salt) that are subject to the screening. If an
application is made that is prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an
application is made for an activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent
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must work with the risk management official to finalize a risk management plan before the
application can proceed.

The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 13-2-E & F

Policy 13-2-E & F was identified in the Section 36 Work Plan as needing an amendment to address policy
inaccuracies. This policy included vulnerable area in the Applicable Areas which were incorrect, as the
vulnerability of that area was not high enough to trigger a road salt storage threat. The applicable areas were
corrected.

This policy was further amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and
significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy did not
change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

8.9 Storage of Snow Policies Approach

Snow plowed from roads and parking lots can be contaminated with road salt, oil, grease and
heavy metals from vehicles, litter, and airborne pollutants. Therefore, it is essential that snow be
stored and disposed of in an appropriate manner. Storing large quantities of snow in one
location concentrates the contaminants in melt water, which results in a greater impact on the
surrounding environment. If the storage area is large, a significant release of chemicals to
groundwater or surface water can occur. The main source of sodium and chloride in snow is
road salt. Other contaminants are generally from vehicle fluids, exhaust, brake linings, tire and
engine wear and pathogens from pet waste.

The Committee created policies that call for the use of risk management plans and restricted
land use to be implemented by the municipality. Ground truthing has shown that there are
currently no existing snow storage facilities in vulnerable areas. The Committee created
policies for future snow storage facilities to ensure the threat is adequately managed.

Policy 14-1-E & F: Risk Management Plan for the Storage of Snow

The intent of this policy is to reduce the potential for adverse effects from the existing and future
storage of snow on the quality of municipal drinking water supplies.

The Committee specified the development of risk management plans for the storage of snow as
a policy approach because the risk management plans will consider each property on a case-
by-case basis. The risk management official will be able to consider site specific conditions and
any existing measures in place. The Committee determined that prohibition was too stringent a
tool and that risk management plans would be the most appropriate as plans will cover items
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identified in the Transportation Associations of Canada’s best practices like site selection,
facility design and construction, operation, monitoring and maintenance. Risk management
plans will also incorporate any other existing measures that are already being used on the
property.

It is anticipated that this will not affect many parcels of land and so there will be little economic
impact as a result of this policy.

During review of comments on the Draft Plan the Committee changed this policy to include
existing and future circumstances. The Committee was reasonably certain that there are no
existing snow storage facilities in the applicable areas and so this would not pose a financial or
economic burden. Existing circumstances were added to the policy in the event that an existing
activity was missed, or one was established in the interim in order that no transition policy is
required for the interim period until the Plan is approved and implemented.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 14-1-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and significant
threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy did not change
with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 14-2-E & F: Restricted Land Use for Risk Management Plans for the
Storage of Snow

The intent of this policy is to assist municipalities in identifying areas where the storage of snow
requires risk management plans.

The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan. In this way the
municipality can ‘red flag’ the vulnerable areas where Plan policies require risk management
plans for the storage of snow under Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities (e.g., storage of snow) that are subject to the screening. If an
application is made that is prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an
application is made for an activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent
must work with the risk management official to finalize a risk management plan before the
application can proceed.

The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
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duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 14-2-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and significant
threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). Related to the new Technical Rules,
additional policies were required, therefore the restricted land use policy was amended to reflect all
complementary policies. The Committee’s policy did not change with the amending of significant threat
circumstance wording.

Policy 14-3-E: Prescribed Instrument for the Existing Storage of Snow

This policy was created as part of the Section 36 update to address the new thresholds and significant threat
circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). Related to the new Technical Rules, additional
policies were required to address the snow storage threats at Snow Disposal Facilities governed by the
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks with the issuance of a Prescribed Instrument.

Although no snow disposal facilities were identified in the threats enumeration exercise, due to the size and
complexity of Snow Disposal Facilities, combined with the potential contaminants that could be released
from these sites, the Committee decided to write an existing policy related to prescribed instruments, as
threats were not able to be verified during this round of planning. As no snow disposal facilities were
enumerated nor verified, the Committee felt a one-year implementation timeline was more than sufficient to
address any snow disposal facilities verified as significant threats by the implementing body. While the
Committee understands that Prescribed Instruments have measures to protect the environment, there has
not been enough detailed reporting to ensure that specific measures to protect drinking water sources are in
place or have been added. The Committee felt that a minimum requirement would be to ensure Prescribed
Instruments that manage significant threats contain a reference the applicable source protection vulnerable
area and protocols for emergency responses related to protecting drinking water.

There will be some MECP staff time required to complete this review and update, but this additional
requirement is justified because it is important that the prescribed Instrument policy is effective in managing
specific drinking water threats not just general environmental threats.

After the submission of the amendment package the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks expressed concerns over the proposed improvements to the Prescribed Instrument
Policies. A solution to the issues raised was negotiated in 2025 with the Ministry agreeing to
provide the ldentification Numbers of all existing Prescribed Instruments that are managing
significant drinking water threats. This allows Source Protection Authority staff to reach out to
the people engaged in the activity to provide Education and Outreach including that the activity
is in a vulnerable zone and any suggested best management practices.

The Ministry will also screen existing Prescribed Instruments to determine if authorized activities
are significant drinking water threats based on the most recent Technical Rules. If amendments
are required to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat, or when
issuing new prescribed instruments, where feasible and warranted the Ministry shall include
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appropriate conditions to ensure that the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat
including identifying in the environmental compliance approval that the activity is a significant
drinking water threat located within the wellhead protection area and/or the intake protection
zone and the name of the associated municipal drinking water system as identified in the source
protection plan.

Policy 14-4-F: Prescribed Instrument for the Future Storage of Snow

This policy was created as part of the Section 36 update to address the new thresholds and significant threat
circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). Related to the new Technical Rules, additional
policies were required to address the snow storage threats at Snow Disposal Facilities governed by the
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks with the issuance of a Prescribed Instrument.

Due to the size and complexity of Snow Disposal Facilities, combined with the potential contaminants that
could be released from these sites, the Committee decided to prohibit future sites in vulnerable areas
(Wellhead Protection Areas A and Intake Protection Zones 1), while all other instances are governed by the
prescribed instrument. While the Committee understands that Prescribed Instruments have measures to
protect the environment, there has not been enough detailed reporting to ensure that specific measures to
protect drinking water sources are in place or have been added. The Committee felt that a minimum
requirement would be to ensure Prescribed Instruments that manage significant threats contain a reference
the applicable source protection vulnerable area and protocols for emergency responses related to
protecting drinking water.

There will be some MECP staff time required to complete this review and update, but this additional
requirement is justified because it is important that the prescribed Instrument policy is effective in managing
specific drinking water threats not just general environmental threats.

A comment was received from MECP staff regarding additional time being required to update
internal processes. As such, the Committee decided to provide 1 year for future activities to
allow the Ministry to update internal processes before reviewing all future prescribed
instruments.

After the submission of the amendment package the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks expressed concerns over the proposed improvements to the Prescribed Instrument
Policies. A solution to the issues raised was negotiated in 2025 with the Ministry agreeing to
provide the Identification Numbers of all existing Prescribed Instruments that are managing
significant drinking water threats. This allows Source Protection Authority staff to reach out to
the people engaged in the activity to provide Education and Outreach including that the activity
is in a vulnerable zone and any suggested best management practices.

The Ministry will also screen existing Prescribed Instruments to determine if authorized activities
are significant drinking water threats based on the most recent Technical Rules. If amendments
are required to ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat, or when
issuing new prescribed instruments, where feasible and warranted the Ministry shall include
appropriate conditions to ensure that the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat
including identifying in the environmental compliance approval that the activity is a significant
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drinking water threat located within the wellhead protection area and/or the intake protection
zone and the name of the associated municipal drinking water system as identified in the source
protection plan.

Policy 14-5-E: Risk Management Plan for the Storage of Snow at Existing Snow
Dumps

This policy was created as part of the Section 36 update to address the new thresholds and
significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). As a result of the
new technical rules, only snow stored from predominantly commercial or industrial areas or a
storm water drainage system outfall that serves as a Snow Disposal Facility, can be considered
significant threats.

The Committee realized that these limitations exclude a common occurrence in the Quinte
Source Protection Area. In our smaller urban areas, quite often when snowbanks/piles become
a visibility hazard, snow is moved to an area where is out of the way and can melt. The
Committee defined these locations as “Snow Dumps”. These Snow Dumps have occurred in
vulnerable areas in the Quinte Areas in the past, therefore the Committee felt it imperative to
create policies to ensure this land use doesn’t occur in the most vulnerable areas again.

Snow Dumps can be on private or municipal land and are not managed by a prescribed
instrument. These sites were discussed with Ministry staff to determine whether Snow Dumps
could be addressed using the Technical Rules. It was decided because Snow Dumps typically
contain snow from mixed land use including Industrial and Commercial areas, that Snow Dumps
were considered significant threats. The Committee decided to write a policy requiring a risk
management plan for any existing Snow Dumps in the vulnerable areas.

Policy 14-6-F: Future Prohibition of the Storage of Snow at Snow Dumps

This policy was created as part of the Section 36 update to address the new thresholds and
significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). As a result of the
new technical rules, only snow stored from predominantly commercial or industrial areas or a
storm water drainage system outfall that serves as a Snow Disposal Facility, can be considered
significant threats.

The Committee realized that these limitations exclude a common occurrence in the Quinte
Source Protection Area. In our smaller urban areas, quite often when snowbanks/piles become
a visibility hazard, snow is moved to an area where is out of the way and can melt. The
Committee defined these locations as “Snow Dumps”. These Snow Dumps have occurred in
vulnerable areas in the Quinte Areas in the past, therefore the Committee felt it imperative to
create policies to ensure this land use doesn’t occur in the most vulnerable areas again.

Snow Dumps can be on private or municipal land and are not managed by a prescribed
instrument. These sites were discussed with Ministry staff to determine whether Snow Dumps
could be addressed using the Technical Rules. It was decided because Snow Dumps typically
contain snow from mixed land use including Industrial and Commercial areas, that Snow Dumps
were considered significant threats. The Committee decided to write a policy prohibiting future

Explanatory Document 100



Quinte Source Protection Plan Explanatory Document

occurrences in vulnerable areas. The Committee decided a Snow Disposal Facility would
manage significant drinking water threats more efficiently and effectively, thus future Snow
Dumps would not be required.

Policy 14-7-E: Existing Snow Dump Relocation Assessment

To complement Policy 14-5-E, this policy was created as part of the Section 36 update to
address the new thresholds and significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules
(MECP, 2021). As a result of the new technical rules, only snow stored from predominantly
commercial or industrial areas or a storm water drainage system outfall that serves as a Snow
Disposal Facility, can be considered significant threats.

The Committee realized that these limitations exclude a common occurrence in the Quinte
Source Protection Area. In our smaller urban areas, quite often when snowbanks/piles become
a visibility hazard, snow is moved to an area where is out of the way and can melt. The
Committee defined these locations as “Snow Dumps”. These Snow Dumps have occurred in
vulnerable areas in the Quinte Areas in the past, therefore the Committee felt it imperative to
create policies to ensure this land use doesn’t occur in the most vulnerable areas again.

Snow Dumps can be on private or municipal land and are not managed by a prescribed
instrument. These sites were discussed with Ministry staff to determine whether Snow Dumps
could be addressed using the Technical Rules. It was decided because Snow Dumps typically
contain snow from mixed land use including Industrial and Commercial areas, that Snow Dumps
were considered significant threats. The Committee decided to write a policy requesting
municipalities to assess possible relocation of the Snow Dump to lands outside the vulnerable
areas. There are no known Snow Dump locations within vulnerable areas, however threats were
not verified in this round of planning, therefore the Committee felt it important to create a policy
to cover that potential.

8.10 Fuel Policies Approach

Handling and storage of fuel are considered to be threats to drinking water due to the potential
for spills and leaking of fuel. The need for fuel to heat homes and power vehicles and
machinery means the presence of fuel storage tanks is common throughout the Quinte Region.
The handling and storage of fuel is one of the most numerous significant threats to drinking
water sources identified in the Quinte Region primarily because of the number of home heating
oil tanks. Fuel storage tanks have the potential to leak and contaminate both ground and
surface water. Once spilled, fuels can be highly mobile and flow with groundwater or surface
water for great distances making them difficult and very costly to clean up. Fuels are persistent
in the environment and spills can have a major negative impact on surface and groundwater
quality. Without adequate cleanup or management, these contaminants can impair our water
sources.

About 60 percent of Canada’s contaminated sites involve petroleum hydrocarbon contamination
(CCME, 2001)*. Spills related to the handling and storage of fuel have resulted in many
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expensive insurance claims that have caused insurance companies to increase premiums for
homes heated with oil.

In developing policies to address the threats from the handling and storage of fuel, the
Committee gathered background information about this activity and called on the expertise of
local experts serving on the Fuel Working Group.

*Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment (CCME).(April 30-May 1, 2001). Canadian Council
of Ministers of the Environment, Canada-Wide Standards for Petroleum Hydrocarbons (PHC) in Soil. 8

pp.
Fuel storage tanks, from 250 to 2,500 litres capacity that have been installed partially below or

below grade may be used for many purposes. In the Quinte Region the most common use of
tanks of this size is for home heating oil. Such tanks are usually 900 litres capacity and are
commonly installed in the basements of homes thereby meeting the Ministry of the Environment
definition of partially below or below grade. Heating oil tanks that are installed above grade,
typically outside of homes, do not meet this circumstance and are not considered significant
threats but rather, are classified as a moderate drinking water threat. Storage volume refers to
the total storage of fuel on the property and not just tank capacity.

Heating oil tanks that are partially below or below grade are considered a significant drinking
water threat if they are located in Wellhead Protection Areas A or B with a vulnerability score of
10.

The Committee considered a number of regulations and requirements already in place to
attempt to prevent and reduce the impact of spills and leaks. These include regulations under
the Technical Standards and Safety Authority (TSSA) and the Environmental Protection Act and
the Water Resources Act.

The TSSA Regulation 213/01 requires that furnace oil tanks be inspected every 10 years by the
fuel delivery agent or when changing fuel delivery companies, whichever comes first. It was
the opinion of the Fuel Working Group that an inspection every ten years was not adequate to
address the threat. Some, but not all, fuel distributors conduct yearly inspections for insurance
purposes.

The Ontario Installation Code for Qil-Burning Equipment (based on CSA B139, with Ontario
amendments) specifies that the homeowner is responsible for maintenance of oil burning
equipment on an annual basis. However, many homeowners are not aware of this requirement,
and it is not enforced.

Furnace oil tanks tend to leak from the inside out in the bottom few inches of the tanks where
water can accumulate. This water develops from condensation inside the tank and reacts with
bacteria to result in corrosion. Prediction of leaks is difficult, however regular inspection and
maintenance of the tank can assist in prevention of leaks by ensuring the tank is installed and
maintained properly. A new methodology that uses ultrasonic testing has been developed to
assist in testing the thickness of metal to identify weak spots where the tank may breach. The
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thickness of steel in the tanks can also have a bearing on when tanks corrode. The new code
requires the installation of single wall tanks of 12-gauge steel, however there are many tanks
that were installed under the previous code which are single wall 14-gauge steel. The
Canadian Oil Heat Association estimates that 80 percent of the tanks in homes today are
thinner 14-gauge steel.

Table 8.2 below based on information provided by the Canadian Oil Heat Association, shows
the other factors that present potential for leaks.

Table 8.2: Home Heating Oil Spills

Item % of Total Spills
Overfilling of tanks during fuel delivery 11
Piping connecting tank to furnace 29
Corrosion of tanks 45
Other (installation error/vandalism, etc.) 15

Working Group Meetings

To provide input on policy development a working group was formed to discuss various policy
concepts and options. This group was comprised of heating oil contractors, fuel delivery agents
and insurance industry representatives. A meeting was held on February 18, 2011, where
policy options were discussed, and input received.

The experts on the working group agreed that fuel tanks located outside failed at a much higher
rate than tanks found in basements. This fact was forwarded to the Ministry of the Environment,
and it is anticipated that above grade tanks will be considered as significant threats in the next
source protection planning cycle.

During discussions, it was noted that there has been vast improvement in the regulations for the
installation of new heating oil systems and the licensing of contractors. The need to educate
homeowners as well as industry professionals about maintenance and best management
practices was identified. The overall opinion was that, with changes in regulations, available
technology and best management practices, the threat from heating oil tanks could be
managed. Quinte Conservation staff attended training from the Canadian Oil Heat Association
to learn about best practices of fuel oil storage tank installation.

Policy Development

The Committee identified that outdoor above grade tanks posed a greater risk than tanks in the
basement, but the outdoor tanks were not considered significant threats under current
prescribed drinking water threats. The Committee originally decided the best option would be
an education and outreach approach to make owners of tanks aware of the requirement to
maintain and inspect tanks annually. However, the experts on the Fuel Working Group were
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concerned that that was not a strong enough approach. Much consideration was then given to
the development of risk management plans for homeowners with oil tanks. The plans would
include maintenance and inspection requirements, as well as the use of double bottom or
double wall tanks.

Based on all the information received and reviewed it was determined that the best available
options were to manage the threat from existing fuel tanks in the WHPA A through risk
management plans and to prohibit future tanks in the WHPA A to avoid increasing the number
of drinking water threats. It was also determined that education and outreach would be the only
tool used to address the threat from home heating oil tanks in the WHPA B (PolicyG-1 and
Policy 15-4).

Policy 15-1-F: Prohibition of the Future Handling and Storage of Fuel

The intent of this policy is to eliminate the likelihood of future fuel oil spills in the most vulnerable
areas by prohibiting new fuel storage tanks in the applicable vulnerable areas where they would
be a significant drinking water threat.

The Committee wrote a policy to prohibit future fuel storage in the applicable vulnerable areas
after considering spill response time and the potential for fuel to contaminate municipal drinking
water supplies. There are regulations in place to address the handling and storage of large
volumes of fuel (e.g. gas station); however, the Committee considered that the existing
protection under these regulations was not adequate to protect the most vulnerable zones
closest to municipal wells and intakes. Regulations also exist for small fuel tanks (e.g.
residential); however, the Committee considered that the requirement for inspections, leak
detection, etc., were not sufficient to address the risk. Therefore, the Committee determined
that prohibition was the safest and best tool to eliminate future threats. To prevent the release of
fuel in vulnerable areas, future fuel storage tanks are prohibited through Section 57 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006, where they would be significant threats.

In pre-consultation comments the Ministry of Natural Resources stated that prohibition of fuel
tanks in WHPA B would be too restrictive for aggregate operators. The Committee determined
that the policy would not be changed as it only prohibits large fuel tanks and development of
aggregate operations can occur in less vulnerable areas.

Through pre-consultation TSSA indicated that they cannot uphold the prohibition of fuel tanks.
This heightened the need for the Committee to include this policy.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 15-1-F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds, applicable areas,
and significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). Additionally, while updating
the policy text to align with the Technical Rules, the Committee decided to further clarify the list of
conditions for exemption. The Committee’s policy intent did not change with the amending of significant
threat circumstance wording.
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Policy 15-2-E & F: Management of Existing and Future Handling and Storage of
Fuel (above grade storage tanks greater than 250 and less than 2,500 litres) —
Moderate Drinking Water Threat

The intent of this policy is to ensure that adequate measures are taken to manage above grade
fuel storage tanks installed in the wellhead protection area, WHPA A, where they are, or could
become, a moderate drinking water threat. The policy encourages municipalities to require a
higher standard of oil tank installation in the applicable area.

Fuel storage tanks have the potential to leak and cause widespread contamination of both
ground and surface water. The Committee consulted with experts in the home heating oil
business and discovered that home heating oil tanks located outside, and above grade fail 23
times more often than those inside the dwelling. The Committee was concerned that adequate
measures be taken to prevent leaks from existing and new fuel tanks installed outside or above
grade. The use of double bottom tanks installed outside is a mandatory requirement of the CSA
code in most of Canada with the exception of the Province of Ontario. To minimize the potential
threat, the Committee decided to recommend that double-bottom or double-walled tanks with
leak protection be required for installations above grade.

In the next source protection planning cycle it is anticipated that the outdoor above grade tanks
will be elevated to significant threats in the applicable zones and will therefore require risk
management plans as per Policy 15-4-E.

The Ministry of the Environment commented (July 2012) on the effective date for this policy with
respect to future oil tank installations. However, it was determined that for future policies, the
implementation should begin when the Plan takes effect. None of the implementing
municipalities expressed this concern and so no change was made.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 15-2-F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update. During the original round of policy
creation, there was some concern that the above-grade outdoor tanks were not considered
significant drinking water threats, even though they were more likely to fail over indoor tanks.
The concern was that homeowners would move or install their tanks outside to negate the
requirement of a risk management plan. The intent of the policy was to ensure that, at a
minimum, the outdoor tanks would be held to industry standard and with a double wall of
protection. With the recent amendments to the Technical Rules, these outdoor, above-ground
tanks are now considered a significant drinking water threat, and the original intent of this policy
is no longer required. The Committee decided to replace the moderate threat policy with the
risk management plan policy required to address the lowered thresholds for larger fuel tanks.
The conditions for the risk management official to consider including in the risk management
plan were conditions similar to existing risk management plan policies for fuel.
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Policy 15-3-E: Risk Management Plan for Existing Handling and Storage of Fuel
(storage tanks greater than 2,500 litres above and below grade)

The intent of this policy is to reduce the potential for adverse effects from large fuel storage
tanks on municipal drinking water supplies.

The Committee determined that the development of risk management plans for large fuel
storage tanks was a good policy approach because the risk management plans will consider
each situation on a case-by-case basis and will incorporate existing measures that may already
be used on the property.

There are only two known situations for these fuel tanks in the Quinte Region. Through
consultation with the operator of a marina at a working group meeting it was reported that many
best management practices to minimize risk are already mandatory requirements. The
Committee also became aware of additional measures for managing the risk of leaks and spills
through the recent staff review of a site plan agreement regarding the development of a gas
station. This information assisted in providing the Committee with assurance that risk
management plans would assist in managing the threat from existing activities.

The Committee expected that the financial implications of ensuring the threats are managed
properly will be reasonable.

In their comments on the Draft Plan the Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs requested
a prohibition on farms for fuel related activities in the IPZ 1 with score of 10. This request would
affect Ameliasburgh, Point Anne and Picton. The Committee specified that it wanted to be fair
and equitable and treat fuel-related activities the same regardless of land use and so the
Committee determined that for the IPZ 1s a risk management plan would be a preferable
approach.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 15-3-E

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and significant
threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy intent did not
change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 15-4-E: Risk Management Plan for Existing Handling and Storage of Fuel
(storage tanks greater than 250 and less than 2,500 litres below and partially
below grade)

The intent of this policy is to reduce the potential for adverse effects from existing small fuel
storage tanks (greater than 250 and less than 2,500 litres) on municipal drinking water supplies.

The Committee specified the development of risk management plans for small fuel storage
tanks as the policy approach as the risk management plans will consider each situation on a
case-by-case basis and will incorporate any existing measures that are already being used on
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the property. The Committee initially chose education and outreach as the tool to manage this
activity. However, upon consultation it was decided that this approach was not adequate to
address the activity in close proximity to municipal wells. Therefore, risk management plans
were chosen as the preferred tool to manage this threat in the WHPA A.

The Committee recommended that a risk management plan template, for landowners with home
heating oil tanks in the WHPA A, be developed that will outline the minimum requirement for risk
management plans and include inspection requirements. This will assist in minimizing the cost
of implementing the policy.

In their comments on the Draft Plan the Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs requested
a prohibition on farms for fuel related activities in the IPZ 1 with score of 10. This request would
affect Ameliasburgh, Point Anne and Picton. The Committee specified that it wanted to be fair
and equitable and treat fuel-related activities the same regardless of land use and so the
Committee determined that for the IPZ 1s a risk management plan would be a preferable
approach.

As the Committee had originally considered a targeted education and outreach program to be
effective to address threats from home heating oil, the Committee determined that it was
appropriate for the Source Protection Plan to specify education and outreach to address the
threats from home heating oil tanks within the WHPA B. The Committee determined that
education and outreach within the WHPA B would promote the achievement of the objectives of
the Plan that the threat is managed and therefore ceases to be/never becomes significant within
the WHPA B. Further, the Committee was of the opinion that a policy to regulate the activity of
handling and storage of fuel for storage tanks greater than 250 and less than 2,500 litres below
and partially below grade in in the WHPA B was not necessary to achieve those objectives (O.
Reg. 287/07 ss. 40(2)(6 ).

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 15-4-E

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds, applicable areas,
and significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy
intent did not change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 15-5-E & F: Restricted Land Use Designation Prohibition and Risk
Management Plans for Handling and Storage of Fuel

The intent of this policy is to assist municipalities in identifying areas where storage of fuel
activities are prohibited or require risk management plans.

The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan. In this way the
municipality can ‘red flag’ the vulnerable areas where Plan policies prohibit fuel tanks or require
risk management plans under Sections 57 and 58 of the Clean Water Act, 2006.
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Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities (e.g. storage of fuel) that are subject to the screening. If an
application is made that is prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an
application is made for an activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent
must work with the risk management official to finalize a risk management plan before the
application can proceed.

The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 15-5-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds, applicable
areas, and significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The
Committee’s policy intent did not change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

During early engagement the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks requested that the
policy reference complementary Policy 15-2-F. The policy was updated to include said reference.

Policy 15-6-E: Code Review for Handling and Storage of Fuel (storage tanks
greater than 250 litres, installed above or below grade)

The intent of this policy is to assess the effectiveness of the policies to protect sources of
municipal drinking water from potential spills or leaks of fuel oil from commercial scale activities
such as gas stations and marinas, through the review of information from the Ministry of
Consumer Services. It requires the Ministry and the Technical Standards and Safety Authority
(TSSA) to recognize the vulnerable zones surrounding public water sources in the execution of
their work.

The Committee created this policy because they identified a gap in the availability of information
about spills related to large fuel storage tanks. For instance, the Ministry of the Environment is
only notified if a spill goes off a property. The Committee noted that information about spills is
vital to adequately protect vulnerable areas. Information and statistics available over time may
gauge existing policy effectiveness and show trends that can point to new actions that may be
taken by the Committee to improve the effectiveness of source protection policies. The reports
required by this policy include details on inspections and other items such as unsafe conditions,
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fuel spills, or other compliance issues and were not considered to create an onerous financial
impact on the reporting agency. Initially this policy named the Technical Standards and Safety
Authority as the implementing body, however as a result of pre-consultation the implementer
was changed to the Ministry of Consumer Services.

Comments received from the Ministry of Consumer Services (MCS) and the Technical
Standards and Safety Authority (TSSA) on the Draft Plan stated that neither MCS nor TSSA
have an environmental protection mandate and that source water protection falls beyond the
respective expertise and authority of MCS and TSSA. Comments requested that the Committee
consider the existing regulatory framework for fuels works to manage the risk to source water
and that, in the opinion of MCS and TSSA, the government of Ontario has no plans to review
that regulatory framework. The letter referred the Committee to the Ministry of the Environment
for provincial action to protect source water and encouraged the Committee to establish
measures at the local level and assign responsibility to the appropriate municipality. The letter
further indicated that information about licensed fuel storage and handling facilities and training
sessions on fuel oil tanks could be provided for a fee.

The Committee identified three options in reviewing the comments from MCS and TSSA and
considered that the policy could be omitted, left as is, or modified. During discussions, the
Committee expressed concern that the Draft Plan comments from MCS and TSSA illustrated a
lack of understanding of the scope and importance of the Clean Water Act, 2006 and also that
action was required within the provincial government to ensure that all ministries are aware of
and heed the requirements of the Clean Water Act, 2006 to protect sources of public drinking
water. The Committee further identified that compliance with the Act is not only the job of the
Ministry of the Environment and municipalities. The Committee identified that MCS and TSSA
have an important role in fuel management and therefore it was appropriate to create a policy
requiring their participation in protecting water sources.

The Committee noted that gaps exist in the “existing regulatory framework for fuel works” as
described by MCS and TSSA, and that simple improvements could be made to the framework
so as to improve the protection of water sources. As an example of such simple improvements,
the Committee noted that actions such as geo-referencing the actual location of fuel storage
facilities rather than recording such sites by property address only, would be an easy low-cost
improvement. Another gap identified by the Committee in the “existing regulatory framework for
fuel works” was a number of costly and detrimental leaks and spills that have occurred in the
Quinte Region since 2007, one within the IPZ 1 of a municipal water source. The Committee
also noted that many people remain unaware of the requirement for regular inspection of fuel
tanks.

The Committee identified that the government of Ontario, in creating and passing the Clean
Water Act, 2006, had clearly demonstrated that everyone in Ontario has a role to play in
protecting water sources. The Committee noted that there is an approved and accepted
scientific report (Updated Assessment Report, 2011) that shows where and how drinking water
sources are vulnerable and that, now that the information is known and available there is a duty
to act. The Committee further determined that it is important for MCS and TSSA to recognize
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the vulnerable zones surrounding water sources identified in the Updated Assessment Report,
2011 and, as required by this policy in the Plan.

As a result of all the above determinations the Committee did not change the implementer of
this policy, nor make the changes requested by MCS and TSSA.

On August 1, 2012, comments received from MCS and TSSA requested that they be removed
as implementers of this policy. The reasons given were that they do not have an environmental
mandate and that they could not provide the requested information because of their Information
and Privacy Policy. They also suggested that the Committee achieve its objectives through Part
IV tools. The Committee previously received similar comments and after careful consideration
chose to include this policy because:

e The policy only asks MSC to beware of the vulnerable zones and to provide any
information that they or TSSA have related to concerns or noncompliance in the
applicable areas;

o The Information and Privacy Policy is not a concern because the Source Protection
Authority is also bound by the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act and the information could be presented in such a way to protect personal
privacy; and

¢ The Committee has written policies to address fuel threats using Part IV powers but the
policy pertaining to MSC and TSSA is meant to supplement other polices and ensure
that all the ministries and agencies involved in the storage and handling of fuel are
aware of the goals and objectives of the Source Protection Plan.

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment noted that
this policy was not a permissible policy under the Clean Water Act as currently written as it did
not address a significant drinking water threat, nor meets the intent of section 22 of O. Reg.
287/07. Comments stated that the policy, as worded in the Proposed Plan would be more
applicable to a monitoring policy because it asks MCS to provide information to assess the
effectiveness of risk management measures to address fuel storage.

The comments state further that with regards to MCS providing spill, inspection and non-
compliance information to the Source Protection Authority, the Ontario Installation Code for Oil-
burning Equipment currently requires fuel spills or leaks to be reported to the Ministry of the
Environment’s Spills Action Centre; therefore, requiring MCS to report on fuel spills and leaks
would establish a costly and redundant system that would duplicate an already existing
mechanism that has proven highly cost-effective. In addition, TSSA inspections and
investigation reports outlining any non-compliances and orders issued are currently available as
per TSSA's access to information and privacy policy. Similarly, any site assessments and
remediation reports prepared following clean up of spills and leaks by environmental
engineering firms retained to oversee clean up are available through TSSA's access to
information and privacy policy.

As a result, the Ministry recommended the revision of the policy to align with the Source
Protection Committee’s intent. MCS acknowledged that the code review process is the
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appropriate vehicle for Source Protection Committees to provide recommendations and
suggested revisions to the codes. The fuel codes are developed by Code Committees made up
of technical experts representing a broad spectrum of stakeholders including industry,
regulatory authorities and consumers.

The policy wording was revised to recognize and encourage the incorporation of source water
information in general terms to allow the policy to stay relevant over time and recognize the
Code Committee’s role in the code review and development process. As a result of these
comments, the Committee revised the policy wording to strongly encourage the consideration
of source water protection when codes are reviewed. The Committee also strongly encouraged
TSSA to continue to include information regarding new code requirements and leak resistant
technology in its communications products and request that fuel suppliers, promote to their
customers, the importance of regular maintenance as described in Section 13 of the Ontario
Installation Code for Oil-burning Equipment, to increase awareness of and compliance with this
requirement (e.g. a reminder printed on the fuel bill). The policy title was updated to reflect
these changes.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 15-6-E

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds, applicable areas,
and significant threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy
intent did not change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 15-7-E & F: Handling and Storage of Fuel at Aggregate Operations

Sand and gravel pits (aggregate extraction sites) are generally located in hydrogeologically
sensitive areas because they contain highly permeable sand and gravel deposits. They can be
considered transport pathways for contaminants since the protective soil layer is removed to
extract the sand and gravel. It's important to have risk management measures in place at these
sites to reduce groundwater contamination.

Through Risk Management Official (RMO) feedback and consultation with various ministries
during negotiation stages of risk management plans, it was discovered that gaps exist related
to the handling and storage of fuel in aggregate extraction sites as well as transport pathways,
despite multiple pieces of legislation. Ministry staff explained having a prescribed instrument
policy outlining terms and conditions to be considered related to the handling and storage of
fuel at pit and quarry locations when updating or issuing a prescribed instrument would help
address the gap in management of this complicated threat.

Quinte’s Section 36 Work Plan stated a further review of information is required to determine
best approach to address aggregate extraction sites gap. The work plan suggested a review of
existing policies related to aggregate extraction sites in neighboring Source Protection Plans to
aid in determining whether to add Prescribed Instrument policies related to the handling and
storage of fuel at aggregate extraction sites threats or adjust transport pathways related
policies accordingly.

Explanatory Document 111



Quinte Source Protection Plan Explanatory Document

The Committee reviewed aggregate policies in other source protection plans across the
province and created a Prescribed Instrument policy to address the potential fuel threats at
aggregate operations.

8.11 Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLSs) Policies Approach

Dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLs) are chemicals that are heavier or denser than
water and do not dissolve easily in water. When spilled on the ground, these substances sink
below the water table, creating contamination of the groundwater that can last for decades or
centuries. DNAPLs are extremely difficult to locate and remove from below the ground and
complete cleanup is considered unattainable.

Some common DNAPLs are dry cleaning chemicals, cleaning and degreasing solvents and
varnishes. DNAPLs are used widely in many industries and are found in smaller quantities in
common household products like adhesives and cleaners. The most common DNAPLs are
chlorinated solvents, for example, Trichloroethylene (TCE), which is used to clean metal
products, and is also found in paint removers or strippers, spot removers and rug-cleaning
fluids.

Because they are persistent in the environment, DNAPLs pose a threat at greater distances
from wells than some other chemical threats. DNAPLs are also considered a very high risk
based on the likely inability to remediate the aquifer and the time needed to replace a well. The
best way to protect the water source is to make sure that DNAPLs do not get into it in the first
place, which is the goal of source water protection. The rules state that the presence of DNAPLs
in any quantity in the WHPA A, B and C are a threat.

The Committee created policies that call for the use of risk management plans, restricted land
use and prohibition. In addition, the Committee decided that an education and outreach program
will increase awareness in vulnerable areas regarding the importance of protecting drinking
water from contamination from DNAPLSs. It will encourage and promote, through voluntary
action, the proper storage and handling of DNAPLs. The municipality will be the implementer of
these policies.

The Committee decided that the commercial and industrial storage and handling of DNAPLs,
now and in the future, will be prohibited in the vulnerable area immediately surrounding a
municipal well (WHPA A).

In other areas risk management plans will be required for existing commercial and industrial
handling and storage of DNAPLs. The plans will consider each property on a case-by-case
basis and incorporate any other existing measures that are already in place. The risk
management official will work with the property or business owner to develop a plan to ensure
the safe handling and storage of DNAPLSs.

Restricted land use calls for municipalities to ‘red flag’ the areas where the handling and storage
of DNAPLs are either prohibited or require a risk management plan. This will assist the
municipalities to create their own internal process to ensure compliance with the Plan.
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The Committee also developed a related policy (Policy G-7-E & F) that calls for municipalities to
provide opportunities for residents to dispose of hazardous materials in an appropriate manner
such as through household hazardous waste collection programs.

Policies following address the handling and storage of DNPALS in commercial or industrial use
but not in private residential households. In comments on the Proposed Plan the Ministry of the
Environment noted that the DNAPLs are a significant threat at any quantity in WHPA A, Band C
and that documentation was required in the Explanatory Document regarding how the
Committee had addressed the threat from DNAPLS in private residential households.

The Committee determined that it was not appropriate or practical for the Source Protection
Plan to prohibit or require risk management plans for small quantities of DNAPLs in products
like nail polish remover or furniture stripper that may be found in private residential properties.
The Committee determined that a more effective approach would be a targeted education and
outreach program to encourage its proper use and application as called for in policy G-1. This
targeted education and outreach complements policy G-7-E & F which encourages
municipalities to provide opportunities for residents to properly dispose of household hazardous
waste.

The Committee was, therefore, of the opinion that these two policies (G-1 and G-7-E & F) will
adequately address the threat from small quantities of DNAPLs for household use where it is a
significant threat and that these policies if implemented will promote the achievement of the
objectives of the Plan that the threat ceases to be/never becomes significant. Further, the
Committee was of the opinion that a policy to regulate or prohibit the activity for DNAPLs in
private residential households was not necessary to achieve those objectives (O. Reg. 287/07
ss. 40(2)(6 ).

2023 Section 36 Amendments Related to Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLs)

During implementation, policies related to the prohibition and risk management plan for dense
non aqueous phase liquids (DNAPL) were found hard to interpret by Risk Management Officials
and little guidance was available to assist in the interpretation of policies. The Section 36 Work
Plan identified a need for policy review and possible amendments for clarification. In 2021 the
Technical Rules were amended. A list of activities adapted from Ontario Regulation 153/04
(Records of Site Conditions, also known as the brownfields regulation) where DNAPLs may be
stored or handled as part of their operations, has been added to the Technical Rules. This list of
activities assists Risk Management Officials identify activities that likely use DNAPLs instead of
attempting to identify specific liquids that exhibit DNAPL characteristics and behaviour in the
environment.

The Committee recognized the list does not limit Risk Management Officials from adding other
activities to their local list of DNAPL activities. The list does not change the policy approaches
implemented in the first round of planning. Upon review, taking into account the policy
amendments related to the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021) amendments, the Committee felt no
further updates were required.
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During the Section 36 Work Plan review the Committee also discovered that DNAPL policies
only applied to Wellhead Protection Areas and did not address DNAPL threats in Intake
Protection Zones. The Committee therefore identified the need to amend policies to address all
DNAPL significant drinking water threats in vulnerable areas. Additionally, the thresholds for
significant drinking water threats were lowered significantly as part of the 2021 Technical Rule
amendments. Policies were updated to align with the 2021 Technical Rule amendments.

Policy 16-1-E & F: Prohibition of Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLSs)

The intent of this policy is to ensure that no commercial or industrial handling and storage of
dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) occurs in the WHPA A (100 metres radius around
the well) where it is or would be a significant drinking water threat.

The Committee considered that given the serious nature of the impact to the drinking water
source from the entry of dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLS), it is imperative to prohibit
the handling and storage of commercial or industrial DNAPLs in the WHPA A. As the WHPA A
is the most vulnerable zone around a municipal drinking well and no other tool could guarantee
that DNAPLs will not be stored in this area, prohibition was determined to be the most
appropriate tool. Prohibition will ensure that DNAPLs cease to be a significant threat within the
WHPA A. WHPA As are small areas that contain very few properties. The Committee
determined it was reasonable that the development of any new commercial/industrial facilities
could be directed outside the vulnerable areas and any existing storage could be moved to an
area on the property that was not within the WHPA A.

In comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment noted that DNAPLs are a
significant drinking water threat at any volume and in any land use. Therefore, the handling and
storage of DNAPLs in a residential setting must be addressed.

DNAPLs are a significant threat at any quantity in WHPA A, B and C. However, the Committee
determined that it was not appropriate for the Source Protect ion Plan to prohibit or require risk
management plans for small quantities of DNAPLs that may be found in private residential
households. The Committee determined that a more effective approach would be a targeted
education and outreach program to encourage proper storage and disposal of small quantities
of DNAPLs that may be found in private residential households. This targeted education and
outreach complements policy G-7-E & F which encourages municipalities to provide
opportunities for residents to properly dispose of household hazardous waste.

The Committee was of the opinion that these two policies (G-1 and G-7-E & F) will adequately
address the threat from small quantities of DNAPLs in private residential households where they
are a significant threat and that these policies if implemented will promote the achievement of
the objectives of the Plan that the threat ceases to be / never becomes significant. Further, the
Committee was of the opinion that a policy to regulate or prohibit the activity for small quantities
of DNAPLs in private residential households was not necessary to achieve those objectives (O.
Reg. 287/07 ss. 40(2)(6)).
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2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 16-1-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and significant
threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy intent did not
change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 16-2-E & F: Risk Management Plan for Managing the Handling and Storage
of Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLSs)

The intent of this policy is to reduce the potential for adverse effects from the handling and
storage of dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLSs) outside the WHPA A where the activity
is prohibited by Policy 16-1-E & F.

The Committee specified the development of risk management plans for commercial and
industrial handling and storage of DNAPLSs as a policy approach because risk management
measures can be identified in the plan that will manage the risks and will require compliance by
the landowner and operator of the commercial operation. These plans could address practices
including containment, training, and spill contingency plans. The risk management plans will
consider each property on a case-by-case basis, will incorporate any other existing measures
that are already being used on the property, and will require regular inspections as part of the
plan.

In January 2014 comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment noted that
DNAPLs are a significant drinking water threat at any volume and in any land use and so the
handling and storage of DNAPLs in a residential setting must be addressed.

DNAPLs are a significant threat at any quantity in WHPA A, B and C. However, the Committee
determined that it was not appropriate for the Source Protect ion Plan to prohibit or require risk
management plans for small quantities of DNAPLs that may be found in private residential
households. The Committee determined that a more effective approach would be a targeted
education and outreach program to encourage proper storage and disposal of small quantities
of DNAPLs that may be found in private residential households. This targeted education and
outreach complements policy G-7-E & F which encourages municipalities to provide
opportunities for residents to properly dispose of household hazardous waste.

The Committee was of the opinion that these two policies (G-1 and G-7-E & F) will adequately
address the threat from small quantities of DNAPLs in private residential households where they
are a significant threat and that these policies if implemented will promote the achievement of
the objectives of the Plan that the threat ceases to be / never becomes significant. Further, the
Committee was of the opinion that a policy to regulate or prohibit the activity for small quantities
of DNAPLs in private residential households was not necessary to achieve those objectives (O.
Reg. 287/07 ss. 40(2)(6)).

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 16-2-E & F
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This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and significant
threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy intent did not
change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.

Policy 16-3-E & F: Restricted Land Use for Handling and Storage of Dense Non-
Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLs)

The intent of this policy is to assist municipalities in identifying areas where the handling and
storage of dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLS) is prohibited or requires a risk
management plan.

The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan. In this way the
municipality can ‘red flag’ the vulnerable areas where Plan policies prohibit the handling and
storage of DNAPLS or require risk management plans under Sections 57 and 58 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities that are subject to the screening. If an application is made that is
prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an application is made for an
activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent must work with the risk
management official to finalize a risk management plan before the application can proceed.

The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

2023 Section 36 Amendment for Policy 16-3-E & F

This policy was amended as part of the Section 36 update to align with the new thresholds and significant
threat circumstance wording in the Technical Rules (MECP, 2021). The Committee’s policy intent did not
change with the amending of significant threat circumstance wording.
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Policy 16-4-E: Prescribed Instrument — Management of DNAPL Condition Site

The Committee determined it was necessary that significant drinking water threats related to the
former industrial site in Picton (be managed by the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation
and Parks. This site was identified as preexisting ‘conditions’ in the Assessment Report. The
Committee specified the prescribed instrument approach because currently there is no formal
mechanism, agreement or closure plan in place to monitor these sites on a regular basis. The
Committee determined that monitoring was necessary to ascertain if contaminants from the
sites are reaching the intakes and to ensure public safety related to the sources of drinking
water. The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks has the authority to identify
specific monitoring requirements to adequately manage the sites and protect the sources of
drinking water through the use of instruments.

The Committee also added policy text encouraging the Ministry and Municipality to mutually
share information related to the former industrial site.

From the review of financial considerations, the Committee identified that there would be no
financial implications for the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks.

During the Early Engagement consultation period of the Section 36 amendment process, the
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) commented that the policy as
currently written would need to be revisited by the Committee and required further engagement
with the MECP. The MECP suggested wording based on the monitoring policy. The Committee
reviewed the MECP comments and decided to modify the wording of the policy to clarify the
policy only applies where a Prescribed Instrument had been previously issued. The Committee
felt it was important that the Prescribed Instrument be reviewed and amended, if necessary to
manage the drinking water threat so that it ceases to be a significant drinking water threat.

During the pre-consultation period of the Section 36 amendment process, the Ministry of the
Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) commented the policy text should be both
specific and directed to the site identified in the AR without listing the actual address or postal
code. The current policy text is very generic, and it could be misinterpreted as applying to any
DNAPL site within the Picton IPZ-2.

The policy text was revised to only reference the site identified in the Assessment Report.

Comments received during pre-consultation required further amendments. MECP was
concerned that the policy could apply to other condition sites in the future that may not have a
prescribed instrument, or a prescribed instrument that does not contain the considerations in the
policy. Itis the Minister’s prerogative what is included in the prescribed instrument. The policy
was further amended to become a strategic policy, requesting MECP advise the SPA of any
changes related to the condition. The MECP is also asked to share information with the
municipality.
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Policy 16-5-E: Management of DNAPL Condition Site

The Committee determined it was essential that significant drinking water threats related to the
former industrial sites in Picton be managed by the municipality and the Ministry of the
Environment, Conservation and Parks. As the owner of the drinking water system, the
municipality is required to conduct water sampling. However, contaminants that may be
leaching from the former industrial site may not typically be tested for in the raw water.
Therefore, additional sampling of the raw water is required to determine if contamination from
the former industrial site is present at the intake. This requires an analysis and comparison of
contaminants identified at the industrial site with parameters identified in the raw water. If it is
determined that there are contaminants in the raw water that originate from the former industrial
site, actions must be undertaken to ensure that the contamination is adequately managed.

During review of financial considerations, the Committee identified that the relatively small cost
to monitor these closed industrial sites is justifiable because of the importance of knowing the
effect they have on the water sources. If monitoring identifies that remedial action is required
appropriate and informed decisions may be made.

Comments were received from the municipality during public consultation. The municipality was
concerned about the requests being made of them versus what was the responsibility of the
MECP.

The Committee reviewed the policy text and amended it for further clarification. The policy was
amended to clarify that raw water samples are to be used as an indicator to assist in the
determination if contaminates are reaching the intake. The Committee further amended the text
to state the municipality is strongly encouraged to investigate treatment options as a proactive
protection step.

8.12 Organic Solvents Policies Approach

A solvent is a substance capable of dissolving another substance to form a solution. Organic
solvents contain carbon as their base (petroleum based). Organic solvents are used routinely in
commercial industries. They are useful because they can dissolve oils, fats, resins, rubber, and
plastics. For example, solvents can be used to dissolve dirt on machinery. They are found in
paints, varnishes, lacquers, adhesives, glues, and degreasing/cleaning agents, and in the
production of dyes, polymers, plastics, textiles, printing inks, agricultural products, and
pharmaceuticals. Many organic solvents are recognized as carcinogens, reproductive hazards
and neurotoxins. The specific organic solvents to which to policies apply are set out in the Plan.

The Committee created policies that call for the use of risk management plans, prohibition and
restricted land use. In addition, the Committee decided that an education and outreach program
(Policy G-1) will increase awareness in vulnerable areas regarding the importance of protecting
drinking water from contamination from organic solvents. It will encourage and promote, through
voluntary action, the proper handling and storage of organic solvents. The municipality will be
the implementer of these policies.
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Policy 17-1-F: Prohibition for Future Handling and Storage of Organic Solvents

The intent of this policy is to ensure there are no commercial or industrial organic solvent
storage facilities in the vulnerable areas where it would be a significant drinking water threat.

The Committee determined that given the risk posed by the handling and storage of organic
solvents it is imperative to prohibit the handling and storage of commercial or industrial organic
solvents in the vulnerable areas where they would become significant threats. The use of any
other tool, such as risk management or education and outreach would manage the threat but
given that the vulnerable areas this policy applies to are the most vulnerable around drinking
water supplies, prohibition was determined to be the only tool that will guarantee that the
handling and storage of organic solvents ceases to be a significant threat. Risk management
plans could address items of operating practice, but the possibility of leaks or spills would still
exist. The Committee determined that as this policy is for future storage facilities, development
of any new facilities could be directed outside the vulnerable areas.

The Committee identified that the potential impact resulting from a spill of these dangerous
chemicals justifies their prohibition. The resulting cost of this policy is negligible because it
applies to future activities.

Policy 17-2-E: Risk Management Plan for Handling and Storage of Organic
Solvents

The intent of this policy is to reduce the potential for adverse effects from the handling and
storage of organic solvents on municipal drinking water supplies.

The Committee specified the development of risk management plans for commercial and
industrial handling and storage of organic solvents as a policy approach because risk
management measures can be identified in the plan that will manage the threat and that will
require annual inspections. The risk management plans will consider each property on a case-
by-case basis, be created with the landowner, address items of operating practice, and
incorporate measures already used on the property.

The Committee identified that the cost of implementing this policy would outweigh the cost of
remediation of contamination resulting from a spill.

Policy 17-3-E & F: Restricted Land Use for Handling and Storage of Organic
Solvents

The intent of this policy is to assist municipalities in identifying areas where the handling and
storage of organic solvents is prohibited or requires a risk management plan.

The Committee specified this policy approach to assist municipalities in creating their own
internal administrative processes to ensure compliance with the Plan. In this way the
municipality can ‘red flag’ the vulnerable areas where Plan policies prohibit the handling and
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storage of organic solvents or require risk management plans under Sections 57 and 58 of the
Clean Water Act, 2006.

Restricted land use policies require municipalities to screen planning applications and
applications under the Building Code to determine if the proposed activities are subject to
Section 57 (Prohibition) or Section 58 (Risk Management Plan) policies. The purpose is to help
municipalities avoid inadvertently approving an application without complying with Source
Protection Plan policies first. Restricted land use policies (through Section 59 of the Clean
Water Act, 2006) reference the land use types where applications need to be screened and the
types of proposed activities that are subject to the screening. If an application is made that is
prohibited by this plan, then the application cannot proceed. If an application is made for an
activity that is subject to a risk management plan, then the proponent must work with the risk
management official to finalize a risk management plan before the application can proceed.

The Committee designated this policy as applying to both existing and future activities. They
identified that restricted land use will assist municipal staff when, during the fulfillment of other
duties, they may encounter an existing activity that is prohibited or requires a risk management
plan. The staff member may then notify the risk management official in order that the threat is
addressed as required in the Plan.

8.13 Airplane De-lcing Approach

The major concern with the practice of airplane de-icing is that runoff not properly managed can
contaminate surface water or groundwater. There are no existing aircraft de-icing activities
identified as significant threats to municipal drinking water supplies. The likelihood of this
happening is small but nevertheless the Plan needed to address the possibility. In the future if
an airport with de-icing facilities is proposed in a WHPA A or B, or an IPZ 1 or 2 with a
vulnerability score of 9 or higher it will be considered a significant threat.

Policy 18-1-F: Management of Runoff Containing Airplane De-icing Fluid

The intent of this policy is to ensure that chemicals used in the de-icing of aircraft do not
contaminate municipal sources of drinking water.

The Committee looked at a number of considerations when developing the approach to address
aircraft de-icing. Airplane de-icing is an important safety activity and is currently regulated
under the Canadian Aviation Regulations. Airplane de-icing fluid management plans are used
to mitigate the risk of aircraft de-icing.

The Committee considered prohibition but if an airport was ever built in a vulnerable area
prohibition would deprive that airport of an important safety function. The Committee
considered land use planning to prohibit airports from being built in those vulnerable zones, but
a municipality would likely never recommend an airport in that location.

The approach chosen was for the municipality to be involved in the development of the airplane
de-icing fluid management plan to ensure that the airplane de-icing fluid management plan
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recognizes, and addresses concerns related to the drinking water supply. This could include
the storage, handling and use of de-icing fluid as well as emergency contingency plans in the
event of a spill.

This approach will ensure that the operators of the de-icing facility are aware of the vulnerable
areas and that proper emergency measures are in place in the event of a containment breach.
A specify action policy was chosen to achieve this result. In the unlikely event that an airport
was considered in Well Head Protection Areas or Intake Protection Zones the policy requires
that the municipality shall work with all parties responsible for the use of de-icing fluid to ensure
that the required measures are in place.

Municipalities would be involved in the planning and development of an airport on many levels
so taking the extra step of being involved in preparing the airplane de-icing fluid management
plan would be a reasonable, workable and affordable solution.

In comments on the Proposed Plan, the Ministry of the Environment noted that Transport
Canada had recently indicated they do not have a role in the approval of glycol plans as they
are removed from the day-to-day management of airport facilities. Given this, the Committee
changed the policy text to replace “Transport Canada” with “airport authority, operator, de-icing
service provider, air carriers, companies and or individuals” responsible to ensure that
concerns with respect to de-icing fluid management and the drinking water supply are
addressed.

8.14 The Establishment and Operation of a Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline

The establishment and operation of a liquid hydrocarbon pipeline was added as a prescribed drinking
water threat under the Clean Water Act, 2006, in July 2018. Liquid hydrocarbon pipelines consist of the
pipeline and associated equipment including compressors and pumps needed to convey liquid
hydrocarbon.

Pipelines are federally and provincially regulated outside of the Clean Water Act, 2006. The main
consideration for reducing or eliminating drinking water threats related to this threat is to prevent spills
as a result of pipeline ruptures or other emergencies and to have an appropriate spill response.

There are three large pipelines that cross the Quinte Watershed boundaries: the Trans-Northern,
TransCanada’s Canadian Mainline, and the Enbridge Pipeline. The Committee reviewed where these
pipelines cross vulnerable areas and determined that none of the pipelines cross vulnerable areas where
they are/would be a significant threat. The committee felt, however, that the potential for additional
pipelines to be created within the Quinte Source Protection Area and the vulnerable areas, especially
those close to Lake Ontario and the major transportation corridors. For this reason, the Committee
created future policies related to significant threat pipelines and two other existing and future policies
to address significant and moderate threats.
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Policy 22-1-F: Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline Application Considerations

The policy was developed by the Committee, as a non-legally binding policy, asking Pipeline Regulatory
Boards and/or the proponent to ensure the proposed pipeline conforms to all regulations and
standards. The Committee also asked that the Source Protection Authority be circulated for information
and feedback purposes.

Policy 22-2-E & F: Management of Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipelines

The Committee created this policy to outline a number of conditions the pipeline owner should consider
when monitoring, maintaining, or upgrading the pipeline.

Policy 22-3-E& F: Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline Application Considerations

This policy was created as a result of consultation with pipeline owners. When consulting with Source
Protection Authority and additional Conservation Authority staff, it was determined that the Source
Protection Authority could provide information like flow rates, erosion hazards, and other significant
threat information to the pipeline owners that would help with their prevention of a potential spill.
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Appendix

Appendix A: Ministry of the Environment Comments on the Proposed
Source Protection Plan
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Ministry of Ministére de

the Environmant I'Environnemant f\ .

Sawrce Protecian Programs Direcion dos programmes de projaction 2] )—>

Branch des sources r .
e Ontario
4D SL Clalr Ave, West 40, avenue St Clalr Ouest

Toranka ON M4V 1N2 Toronto (Ontaric) MAV 1M2

January 6, 2014

Mr. Terry Murphy

General Manager/Secretary Treasurer
Quinte Conservation Authority

2061 Ol Highway 2, RR #2

Bellevilla, Ontario K8N 4Z2

Mr. Max Christie

Chair, Quinte Region Source Protection Commitlee
79 River Road

Napanee, Ontario K7R 3H3

Dear Mr. Murphy and Mr. Christie:

Thank you for submitting the Proposed Source Protection Plan for the Quinte Region on
August 7th, 2012. We have completed our review of the submitted proposed plan and
we thank you, the committee and the source protection authority staff for all your hard
work.

This lefter provides you with the recommended revisions and next steps. | understand
that staff from my office have been in contact with SPA staff lo discuss the next sieps
and where appropriale the outcome of these discussions have baen incorporated here.

The purpose of these recommended revisions is to halp ensure the plan and
Explanatory Document (ED) are compliant with the legislation and that the policies in the
plan are appropriate and implementable. Please note that the ED will require revision o
reflect changes made to the plan.

\We encourage you to assess the impacts of the ravisions and lo discuss them wiith
relevant stakeholders as you deem appropriate. A briaf summary of any further
consultation or informal notifications you carry out as a result of these revisions lo the
plan should be submitied as well.

Please keep in contact with your Liaison Officer, Wendy Lavender as you work towards
addressing these revisions.

Please also note that you do not need to update the policies as they appear in the policy

database at this time. We will work with you at a later date to determine if and how any
future changes to the database entries are made.
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Thank you again for your strong efforis lo pretect Onlario’s source water. Your
committee members and slafls dedication and commilment lo achiave this milestone is
valued and appreciated.

Sincerely,

-

e~

Ling Mark

Director

Source Protection Programs Branch
Ministry of the Environment

cC.

Keith Taylor, Project Manager, Quinle Source Proleclion Region
Wendy Lavender, Liaison Officer, SPPB

Lul Hassan, Review Coordinator, SPPB

Melanie Ward, Manager, Source Protection Approvals

~
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Appendix A. Recommended Revisions for Quinte's Proposed Source Protection
Plan

1. With regards to monitoring policies, the province is committed to working with the
source protection authorities and source protaction commiltee in the Quinte
Region to deliver on a reporting framework to enable consislent reporting on the
environmental outcomes of the program. As you know, the Minister will In turn
have to report on progress and program effectiveness.

Source protection committees have identified a wide range of reporting
requirements. To enable consistent reporting, we are asking commiltees to make
thelr monitoring policies more outcome-based. For example, “The ministry shall
prepare an annual summary of the actions it has taken to achieve the outcomes
of the source protection plan policies and make that report availabie to the

SPA™ Where the commitiee has specific, detailed reporting requiremants, we
request that the committee revise the language to make these
“recommendations” (i.e., monitoring policies in policies 3-4-E&F,

1-2-E, G-2-F, and 5-1-F).

The province is developing performance metrics, informed by input from the
source protection authorities and committees, which will help formalize the
provincial reporting framework, We will continue to build additional reparting
elements over time 1o address reporting needs and make this information
available publicly.

As you consider revising your monitoring policies, it may be helpful for you to
know that the province is already delivering on some of the reporting elements
through our existing Access Environment. This is a geospalially enabled
database allows the public to access any Environmental Compliance Approval
issued since the late 1990s - hitp://ontario.ca/imB1. We will continue to work with
source protection authorities to look at opportunities (o increase access o
information to address local reporting needs.

In addition, OMAF has requested that monitoring policies directed at them (i.e.,
policy 3-4-E&F) ba changed to request them to provide the Source Prolaction
Authority with an annual summary of the actions taken to Implement a specific
policy, rather than Including specific reporting requirements. Please consider
making this change to the policy.

2. Policy 2-4-E directs MOE to include specific tarms and conditions in
environmental compliance approvals. As wrilten, the policy may not achieve the
environmental outcomes intended and may not be relevant over time.
Specifically the policy would prevent the province from considaring more
approaches moving forward and may not allow the consideration of local
conditions.

Please amend your policy 1o focus an the intended outcome of the policy. Where
the SPC wants to include specific terms and conditions, please amend the policy
to indicate the province “should consider including”, rather than requiring specific
terms and conditions in prescribed instruments. MOE is developing outcome-
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based business processes for issuing or amending prescribed instruments for
drinking water threat activities, In developing this process, we are considering
the terms and conditions proposed by the source protection committees.

3. In discussions with SPPB staff, it was indicated that the SFC had in fact intended
to address the handling and storage of DNAPLs and the non-agricultural
application of commercial fertillizer in a residential setting using Policy G-1, the
general education and outreach policy.

If you are utilizing an education/outreach/ incentive policy, section 22(7) of the Act
requires that where education/outreach is the only policy set out in the plan to deal
with significant drinking water threals (i.e. handling and storage of DNAPLs and
the non-agricultural application of commercial fertilizer on residential properties), a
statement is required in the ED that the SPC is of the opinion that:

i) the policy, if implemented, will promote the achievement of the objectives
of the plan that the threat ceases to be / never becomes significant;

ii) a policy to regulate or prohibit the activity is not necessary to achieve those
objectives (O. Reg. 287/07 ss. 40(2)(6)).

Please add the siatement and additional rationale to the ED to meet this
regulatory requirement if you intend to use G-1 to address significant threats.

4. Palicies G-4-E and G-6-F are transport pathway policies that have idenlified the
MOE as the implementing body addressing well decommission/upgrading and
inspections of wells, respectively. The oversight of wells is an imporiant part of
the Government of Onlario objeclives lo protect Ontario's aquifers and
groundwater supplies used by Ontarians for present and future drinking water
users, The MOE continues to be responsible for all complianca and enforcement
aclivities related to the construction, mainienance and abandonment of wells.

The ministry has been asked by six committees to undertake different
approaches to further enhance the wells program. The MOE has reviewed the
committees’ recommendations and timelines, and requesting that the policy be
revised to allow for a provincially consistent approach that we believe will meet
the intent of the original local policy.

5. The Clean Water Act and associated legislation requires that source protection
plans include policies to address significant threals and meet the Onlario
Regulation 287/07 section 22 test of “cease to be a significant drinking water
threat”. Policy 15-6-E Is not a permissible policy under the Clean Water Act
(CWA) as it does not address a significant drinking waler threat, nor meet the
Intent of section 22 of O. Reg, 287/07. The policy, as currently worded would be
more applicable lo & menitoring policy because it asks MCS to provide
information to assess the effectiveness of risk management measures to address
a fuel.
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In addition, with regards to MCS providing splll, inspection and non-compliance
information to the Source Protection Authority, the Onlario Installation Code for
Oil-burning Equipment currently requires fuel spills or leaks to be reported to the
MOE's Spllls Action Centre; therefore, requiring MCS to report on fuel spilis and
leaks would establish a costly and redundant system that would duplicate an
already existing mechanism that has proven highly cosl-effeclive. In addition,
TSSA inspections and investigation reports outlining any non-compliances and
orders issued are currently available as per TSSA's access lo information and
privacy policy. Similarly, any site assessments and remediation reports prepared
following clean-up of spills and leaks by environmental engineering firms relained
to oversight clean up are available through TSSA's accass to information and
privacy policy.

As such, we recommend revisions to policy 15-6-E to align with the source
protection commitlee's intent. MCS acknowledged that the code review process
is the appropriate vehicle for source protection commitlees to provide
recommendations and suggested revisions to the codes. The fuel codes are
developed by Code Commitiees made up of tachnical experls representing a
broed spectrum of stakeholders including industry, regulatory authorities and
CONsuUmers.

Revising the policy wording to recognize and encourage the incorporation of
source water information in general terms allows the policy to stay relevant over
time and recognizes the Code Committee's role in the code review and
development process.

6. Policies 1-1-F (P1) and 1-3-F (LUP) prohibit future waste disposal sites or the
expansion of an existing waste disposal site while policy 1-2-E is a Pl policy
intended to manage existing wasle disposal sites.

We would like to ensure that you are aware of how (hese policies/tools will work
on the ground during implemantation and that you consider whether you have
used appropriate tools to address this drinking water threal.

First, the waste threat includes ten sub-categories as per the Table of
Circumstances. The Pl (i.e., Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) under
the Enviranmental Protection Act (EPA)) that addrasses wasle s available for
seven of the ten waste sub-calegories. For the remaining three waste sub-
categories, Ontario Regulation (O.Reg.) 347 under the EPA provides
exemptions from requiring an ECA for certain activities where the wasle is
generaled. However, these threa sub-categories are siill identified as significant
threats to sources of drinking water under the Clean Waler Act (CWA) for
facilities that generate this waste and store it on site. The circumstances where
an ECA s typically not available for these three waste sub-calegories are:

1. Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),

2. Storage of hazardous waste or liquid industrial waste; and

3. Storage of wastes described in clause (p), (), (r), (s), (t), or (u) of the
definition of hazardous waste as defined by O. Reg. 347 (General — Wasle
Management).
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Some examples of actual land uses thal may be considered a threat under
these three sub-categories include: auto mechanic/service stations that produce
waste oil; salvage yards; commercial industrial/manufacturing properties that
process high end photography/pheto finishing, laborateries, including
laboratories associated with institutions, welding works, elc.

Given the foregoing, policy 1-2-E, which uses the Pl tool, does not fully cover
the three sub-categories of waste. Therefore, there are no existing threat
policies for waste that address exisling threats of the three wasle sub-
calegaries.

We also note that in policy 1-3-F you have used LUP as a policy tool o address
{he future waste threats by prohibiting the establishment of new wasle disposal
sites where they would be significant. This policy does address the three waste
sub-categories that cannot be covered by policy 1-1-F; however, depending on
the types of uses that are present or planned in the vulnerable areas, using the
LUP tool could pose some challenges during implementation.

LUP policy 1-3-F could broadly prohibit both the larger facilities such as landfilis
and transfer stations, as well as potentially all future small generalors of wasle,
e.g., service slations and indusltrial uses. Given this, the source protection
commitlee should assess how to cover all sub-categories of waste and whether
policy 1-3-F is too broad, as written. For example, in rural or residential settings,
where growth and development is not anticipated to occur, restricting these
types of waslte using LUP may be bolh appropriate and effective. However, if
areas of growth and development are proposed, the SPC should consider the
impact of prohibiting future land uses, such as commercial and
industriallemployment land uses.

Please also consider if additional consultation would be required based on the
changes made to the palicy(ies).

7. Wa note that sewage policies 2-5-E (PI), 2-5-F (P1) and 2-7-E (Specify Action)
may not capture all the areas where threals could be significant for the threat
subcalegory “Sewage System Or Sewage Works - Storage Of Sewage (E.G.
Treatment Plant Tanks)". From your policy, we have interpreted this threat
subcategory to be encompassed under Part b) and more specifically under “STP
Storage Tanks".

Policies 2-5-E and policles 2-7-E:

The applicable areas in these policies for *...STP Storage tanks® are in IPZ 1 and
2 with vulnerability scores of 9 or higher. This captures the surface water
circumstances for both pathogens and chemicals for the threat subcalegory.
However, these policies do not address groundwater systems.

The minimum wulnerability score is 8 for this threat subcalegory to be significant in

a groundwater sysiem (chemical). Mapping indicates that all 4 of the groundwater
systems in the Quinte Source Prolection Area have a vulnerability score of 8 or
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higher in WHPA A, B, C (Peats Point and Madoc also have a score of 8.1 in
WHPA E). Therefore a policy is required to address this threat subcalegory in
groundwater systems.

It may be the case that none of these aclivilies were existing threats at the time of
drafting the policies; however there is the chance that following the completion of
drafting the policies and prior to the plan coming into effect, such existing threats
may have been established. If the SPC is reasonably sure thal this threat will not
come into existence between now and when the Plan takes effect then you are not
required to add a policy to address this threat for groundwaler systems, but this
rationale neads to be clearly indicated in the Explanatory Document. However, if
the SPC is not confident that there won't be any new lhreats established in these
areas then it is necessary to ensure that the policy is applicable In all areas where
the threal could be significant.

Policy 2-6-F

This policy captures all the applicable areas for ... STP Storage tanks” in IPZ 1
and 2 for both the pathogen and chemical circumstances. It also captures
groundwater systems for WHPA A and B (vulnerability score of 10) in Deforo,
Peats Point, Point Anne, Madoc and Tweed. However, as staled above, the
minimum vulnerzbility score is 8 for this threat subcategory (o be significant in &
groundwater system (chemical). Therefora, in order for this policy to address this
threat subcategory in groundwaler systems it must include areas with vulnerability
scores of 8 and 9 as well.

8. The MTO has provided a comment on the monitoring policy for policy 12-2-E&F.
The policy is in regards to “Sall Management Plans for Application of Road Sell.*

The MTO has requested that the associated monitaring policy for 12-2-E&F be
revised o read that the MTO will provide an up-to-date copy of their Salt
Management Plan to the SPA upon request, rather than MTO being responsible
for reporting annually if update/changes are made to the Plan during the previous
calendar year as per the existing monitoring policy. Flease consider making this
change to the policy.

9. There are challenges with how the prescribed instrument policy (1-6-E&F) for
existing moderate threats Is presented in the plan. The current policy wording
implias that all existing instruments (i.e., already issued by the ministry) for this
moderate threat will be reviewed and amended as necessary to manage the
risk, however this scope of review is not provided for in the CWA. Rather, once
the plan takes effact, the CWA requires MOE lo “have regard" to policies
addressing moderate threals that are exisling (aclivilies already underway)
whenever it makes (i) a decision on any new instrumenls and (ii) on
amendments to the ECA associated with an application lo change the site or
operations. To address this, the timeline for this policy should state “When the
Plan takes effect’, and text or a footnote shoukd be added to clarify the policy
applies when decisions are made on amendments to the ECA associated with
changes 1o the waste site or cperations.
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10. Various MOE Divisions have been working logether in reviewing policies
towards having policies that are implementable, balance the ministry's programs
and mandates, and still mainiain the intent of the policies. Further lo the
conversation Ministry staff have had with the project manager and CA staff we
are providing additional context and rationale for the revision of policy G-9-F in
your plan that identifies MOE as the implementing body.

MOE understands {hal the inlent of this policy is to provide municipal drinking
waler system owners an opporiunity to monifor and access the potential impact
of land-based aclivities/threats on the raw water quality. However, this does not
align with the current mandate of the Drinking Water Survelllance Program
(DWSP). MOE Is interested In the science available in the approved
Assessment Reports and would like 1o invastigate the need to evaluate the
current program In relation to the source protection science. That said,
underiaking a significant expansion of the program is also likely fo create a
significant resource pressura. The ministry’s allocation for running DWSP is
quite limited, and typically systems join because they received an invitation 1o do
so from MOE (because we have an interest in the particular system), or because
a system owner independently engaged in the program. Undertaking proactive
outreach of this sort could result in significant pressure to add systems to the
program that we could not appropriately support given our existing allocation.

The DWSP, undertaken by the MOE's Environmental Monitoring and Reporting
Branch, monitors trends and contaminant levals for a wide variety of
parameters, improving our knowledge of new emerging contaminants and
supporting standards and policy development. The program focuses largely on
monitoring for chemicals and radionuclides that are not currently regulated and
are emerging contaminants. As scientific advances identify more healih impacts
of chemicals and radionuclides, standards and guidelines are reassessed or
developed.

11. Policy 18-1-F requires the municipality to work with Transport Canada in lhe
management of runolff containing airplane de-icing fluld. Transport Canada has
recently indicated they do not have a role in the approval of glycol plans as they
ara removed from the day to day management of airport facilities. Given this,
the policy text should be changed to replace Transport Canada with airport
authority/operator since this body is responsible for approval of glycol
management pians.
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