
Halton-Hamilton Source Protection Region (HHSPR) 
Pre-consultation Comments and Responses, December 7, 2021 

 
Table 1: Comments on the Halton Assessment Report 

No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Halton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

1.  MECP We have reviewed the amended versions of the 
plan and assessment reports, and note that 
comments we provided during early engagement 
have been addressed. 

Acknowledged. No action required. 

2.  MECP Figures 6-1 to 6-5: To clarify that IPZ-1s are still 
scored under Section 36 updates, please include 
the IPZ-1 vulnerability scores, as was done in Figure 
6.1 of the updated Hamilton Assessment Report 
2021, and in the Halton Assessment Report (2017). 

Addressed. Figures 6-1 to 6-5 in Appendix H. 

3.  MECP Table 6.6: Correct the value range (# of storm 
outfalls) to read “(0-3)” instead of “(0-34)“. 

Addressed. Section 6.1.4. Table 6.6. Page 197 

4.  City of 
Hamilton 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 
Assessment Reports and the Source Protection 
Plan as part of the pre-consultation process. The 
fact that the early engagement comments and the 
reports with track changes were provided as part 
of the pre-consultation package, proved to be very 
useful. 
I also want to acknowledge that the changes in the 
reports are the result of the on-going collaboration 
with the municipal members and builds on 
feedback from Source Protection Committee as 
well as technical studies developed in the last few 
years. Therefore, the major up-dates within the 
Assessment Report (AR) and Source Protection 

Acknowledged. Further discussions took 
place with City of Hamilton staff in November 
2021 to discuss which comments can be 
addressed in a future Section 34 update. 
While these are not part of the current 
Section 36 update and need detailed 
planning and comprehensive data analysis 
and discussions to address, they can be 
considered for a future update. These 
comments are indicated as such in the 
response column. 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Halton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

Plan (SPP) are consistent with the information 
exchange ahead. 
The overall comment for both ARs relates to the 
fact that – in our opinion – the ARs should reflect 
best information available to date, including the 
climate change work. On this note, I have several 
places through out the report that I suggest being 
up-dated if not in this round, then through an up-
date in the next year or so. 

5.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 248 – section 7.1.2 Freelton Water Supply 
Well FDF03 is a new well that was permitted to 
take water in 2010. Accordingly, little water quality 
data are available and trends cannot be assessed 
at this time. 
Water quality analysis results for various periods 
between 1999 and 2010 were reviewed to assess 
the potential for issues with the source water for 
the Freelton well, FDF01. 
The annual reports contain data readily available 
for these two wells. Up-to-date information should 
be provided especially that the bulk of the current 
AR revisions stem from the Freelton new WHPAs.  
 
Carlisle Water Supply - same comment as above 

Addressed. Section 7.1.2. Data from 2017-
2021 annual reports for the drinking water 
systems were reviewed and summaries 
added to pages 248-250. 

6.  City of 
Hamilton 

Table 7.2. - Please provide the addresses that 
correspond to the Drinking Water Threats in table 
7.2. 

Addressed. Sent data as confidential files.  

7.  City of 
Hamilton 

Executive Summary  Addressed. The Executive Summary “Follow 
up” section is revised to indicate that the 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Halton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

Page ii - the Follow up paragraph - consider to 
revisit the wording so it can reflect the current AR 
up-date work. 
 
(note: this comment was received on the Hamilton 
assessment report. It is applied to the Halton 
assessment report for consistency). 

document is updated from time to time, 
including per Section 36 of the Clean Water 
Act.  

8.  City of 
Hamilton 

Table 2.3 Populations and population densities by 
watershed/subwatershed - up-date population and 
/ wards based on 2016 Census. 
(note: this comment was received on the Hamilton 
assessment report. It is applied to the Halton 
assessment report for consistency). 

Addressed. Section 2.2.2. Table 2.3. 
Populations updated based on 2016 Census. 
Pages 42-44. 

 

  



Table 2: Comments on the Hamilton Assessment Report 
No. Comm-

enter 
Comment on the Hamilton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 

page numbers are approximate) 
1.  City of 

Hamilton 
Executive Summary  
Page i - The Woodward system and neighbouring 
Grimsby system take water from Lake Ontario and 
distribute it to approximately 96.7 percent of the 
population within the Hamilton Region Source 
Protection Area. 
The Greensville well system, situated within Middle 
Spencer Creek, a subwatershed of the Spencer Creek 
watershed, serves 0.03 percent 
Not sure if the percentage was revised within table 
2.1 especially that the data is reported per SPA. 
Please know that: 
• Woodward Drinking Water Subsystem is a large 
municipal residential system that supplies a 
significant portion of Hamilton’s population with 
drinking water including Stoney Creek, Dundas, 
Ancaster, Waterdown, and Glanbrook. The 
population served is estimated at 536,917. 
• Greensville municipal system provides water to 36 
homes. 
Source: Annual Drinking Water report (2020). 
 
Page ii - the Follow up paragraph - consider to revisit 
the wording so it can reflect the current AR up-date 
work. 

Addressed. Section 2. Table 2.1 was updated 
for 2016 census data. An explanatory note is 
added near the table to indicate the actual 
population (Woodward system) and numbers 
of homes (Greensville system) served, not cut 
to the source protection area boundary. Page 
11. 
 
 
 
 
Addressed. The Executive Summary “Follow 
up” section is revised to indicate that the 
document is updated from time to time, 
including per Section 36 of the Clean Water 
Act.  

2.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 36 - Section 2.2.2 - The settlement of 
Greensville, located on the escarpment above 
Dundas, is growing based on its serviced by private 

Addressed. Section 2.2.2. Text is updated as 
suggested. Page 36 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Hamilton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

well water supplies. One municipal well supplies 
water to about 127 108 people in this community, 
while the others rely on private wells. 
(Source: Annual Drinking Water report (2020)) 

3.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 36 - Section 2.2.2 - Consider including wording 
related to the fact that the City is looking into 2051 
targets.  
Potential wording: The City is planning for a 
significant amount of growth over the next 30 years 
to the year 2051.The Province of Ontario provides 
the growth forecasts that the City must plan for:  
• An increase of 236,000 people (total population of 
820,000 by 2051)  
• An increase of 110,000 housing units  
• An increase of 122,000 jobs  
Through the update to the City’s growth strategy, 
known as GRIDS 2 and the Municipal Comprehensive 
Review (MCR), the City must determine if all this 
forecasted growth can be planned within the existing 
urban boundary through intensification and 
redevelopment, or if an expansion to the urban 
boundary is required to plan for a portion of this 
growth in new greenfield communities.  
For more information: 
https://www.hamilton.ca/city-planning/official-plan-
zoning-by-law/grids-2-and-municipal-
comprehensive-review 

Addressed. Section 2.2.2. Text is updated as 
suggested. Page 37 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Hamilton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

4.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 39 - Table 2.3 Populations and population 
densities by watershed/subwatershed - up-date 
population and / wards based on 2016 Census. 

Addressed. Section 2.2.2. Populations 
updated based on 2016 Census. Pages 39-41. 

5.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 64, Section 3.7.2 Randle reef - the text should 
reflect the fact that stage one is now complete and 
Stage 2 activities are expected to be complete for 
August 2021.  
(Source: Council Communication re Randle Reef 
Sediment Remediation Project update, June 15, 
2021; http://randlereef.ca/) 

Addressed. Section 3.7.2. Text is updated on 
page 64. 

6.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 76 - Watershed water quality - The up-dated 
water quality charts are welcome as the trends seem 
to show more variability in the last 10 years.  

Acknowledged. No action required. 

7.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 85, Section 4 - Monitoring Programs  
Are Station 258 and 3051 still active? A map and 
graphs with the trends at different stations similar to 
the watershed surface water data would help 
visualize the information and present the 
information in a consistent manner. 
Based on 1997 data, the Ministry of the Environment 
reported that Lake Ontario water quality near 
Hamilton is typically poorer than the general lake 
quality. - The data is 25 years old. We know that in 
general water quality is poorer in the nearshore area 
of major cities, but it should cite more recent data or 
a range of years. i.e. based on data collected in the 
last 30years, …  
Plus, this statement seems to conflict with another 
one – within the above paragraph - Although the 

Acknowledged. Discussed with City of 
Hamilton staff in November 2021. Work and 
resources are being identified for 
consideration in a future Section 34 update, 
requiring analyses of updated information 
and data. 
 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Hamilton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

Lake Ontario nearshore zone (from which the 
municipality takes its water) is impacted, it has 
relatively good quality water. 

8.  City of 
Hamilton 

Pg 87 - Algae - The report includes the following 
sentence: There are no microcystin data available for 
review for the Woodward source water. Data 
available for review for the Burlington source water 
indicated microcystin has not been detected.  
Hamilton Water has protocols in place for 
monitoring and sampling of microcystin since 2011 
(it has been always below MAC). Please let me know 
if data is needed as this statement is not accurate. Is 
the statement related to Burlington intake reflecting 
the current situation? 

Addressed. Section 4.2.2. Text is updated on 
page 85. Sentence on Burlington is removed. 
 
Discussed further with City of Hamilton staff 
in November 2021. Water treatment plant 
licences include conditions to monitor and 
address algae issues, which can be discussed 
with water treatment plant operators and 
considered in a future Section 34 update. 

9.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 87 - Pathogens - In 2009, the City of Hamilton’s 
health department collected samples. The report 
should reflect 2020 or a range of year (i.e. 2010 - 
2020) as this is an on-going program. 

Acknowledged. Discussed with City of 
Hamilton staff in November 2021. Work and 
resources are being identified for 
consideration in a future Section 34 update, 
requiring analyses of updated information 
and data. 

10.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 88 - In 2007 and 2008, Environment Canada 
collected water samples - the study continued for 
Woodward intake until 2012. The data is available if 
needed. 

Acknowledged. Discussed with City of 
Hamilton staff in November 2021. Work and 
resources are being identified for 
consideration in a future Section 34 update, 
requiring analyses of updated information 
and data. 

11.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 89 - there are new studies since 2005 regarding 
pharmaceuticals. i.e. 

Acknowledged. Discussed with City of 
Hamilton staff in November 2021. Work and 
resources are being identified for 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Hamilton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

https://www.watercanada.net/study-examines-
impact-of-pharmaceuticals-on-the-great-lakes/ 

consideration in a future Section 34 update, 
requiring analyses of updated information 
and data. 

12.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 93: section 4.3.2 Groundwater Quality: " The 
quality of groundwater is monitored primarily using 
the nine wells of the Provincial Groundwater 
Monitoring Network (PGMN), the municipal wells, 
and the municipal and private studies, as required." 
Hamilton Water also maintains a network of 
monitoring wells that are being sampled every other 
year through a collaborative program with Hamilton 
CA. Please consider mentioning these monitoring 
wells. 

Addressed. Section 4.3.2. Text updated. Page 
92 

13.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 99, Section 4.5 Last paragraph re to Ancaster 
wells. The well does not meet the new drinking 
water regulation (2018) for arsenic so the access is 
now restricted. I think that it should not be 
considered as a source of drinking water. 
https://conservationhamilton.ca/ancaster-well-faq/ 

Addressed. Section 4.5. Sentence removed. 
Page 98 

14.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 94 - Chart 4.5 - information is aggregated, not 
clear which ones are the shallow wells. 

Addressed. Section 4.3.2. Text updated to 
identify the shallow well. Page 93 

15.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 100 - Table 4.3 - please see comments re to 
table 2.1. 

Addressed. Section 4.5.1. Text updated to 
identify the population served by Woodward 
Drinking Water Subsystem and the homes 
served by the Greensville municipal system. 
A note is added at the bottom of Table 4.3: 
capacity and users are based on the drinking 
water system, not source protection area 
boundaries. Page 99. 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Hamilton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

16.  City of 
Hamilton 

Section 4.5.1. "The City of Hamilton is studying the 
possible relocation of an intake to reduce negative 
impacts from poorer water quality due to 
downwelling events and turbidity." The City studied 
this option over 10 years ago. The study concluded 
that there are no benefits in extending the intake. I 
suggest that the sentence can be removed. 

Addressed. Section 4.5.1. Text is deleted on 
page 101. 

17.  City of 
Hamilton 

Table 4.6 Municipal wastewater treatment plant 
information should be up-dated based on the most 
recent annual report (2020). Please let me know if 
you do not have access to it. 

Addressed. Section 4.6. Table 4.6. Daily 
average flow is updated to 2020 data. Page 
107. 

18.  City of 
Hamilton 

Section 5. Groundwater budget – this section was 
written based on a specific assessment done by 
EarthFx that was not revisited in this round of up-
dates, so I did not review this section. Nevertheless, 
it seems that the section includes a lot of details 
abound the technical aspects of that study. Should 
we rather focus on the findings of the assessment 
and the details / study be part of the appendixes? 

Acknowledged. Discussed with City of 
Hamilton staff in November 2021. Needs to 
be discussed with MECP. Work and resources 
may then be identified for consideration in a 
future Section 34 update. 

19.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 162 - sect 6 - Table 6.2. - we looked at the last 
10 years of data and there are no exceedances of 
ODWQS for treated drinking water. 
The typical concerns that the treatment plant 
operators mentioned regarding the raw water 
quality are still consistent with the last AR and the 
general opinion is that the pathogens and algae 
bloom are top concerns:  
1.The presence of pathogens in the source water  

Acknowledged. Discussed with City of 
Hamilton staff in November 2021. Work and 
resources are being identified for 
consideration in a future Section 34 update, 
requiring consideration of monitoring gaps, 
analyses of updated information and data, 
and detailed discussions with water 
treatment plant operators. 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Hamilton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

2. Taste and other issues associated with geosmin 
producing microbes  
3. Industrial wastewater discharges  
4. Urban runoff and storm sewer discharge  
5. Contaminated sediment disrupted by dredging 
activities and bank and shoreline modifications or 
spills  
6. Climate change and increasing lake temperature 

20.  City of 
Hamilton 

Tables 6.4 - 6.7 - capture well the criteria used to 
determine the vulnerability score for IPZ2 

Acknowledged. No action required. 

21.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 189 - Well transport pathways - will this 
assessment method be applied by a case-by-case by 
SPA for future notifications of potential 
transportation pathways moving forward? 

Any new proposed wells would not meet the 
criteria for well transport pathways (i.e. the 
cluster of older wells), as the new wells 
would be constructed per O. Reg. 903 
requirements under the Ontario Water 
Resources Act. All other transport pathways 
will be screened by the municipalities using 
the GIS screening tool provided by HHSPR, 
and the regulation followed.  

22.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 197 - Greensville - consider adding charts 
related to water quality. The residents had been 
interested in this information / requested it at the 
open houses in the past. 

Acknowledged. Discussed with City of 
Hamilton staff in November 2021. Work and 
resources are being identified for 
consideration in a future Section 34 update, 
requiring analyses of updated information 
and data. 

23.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 201- Greensville - Significant threats to 
groundwater: " The verification process will 
continue, and the significant threat counts may be 
revised in an updated report". Furthermore in table 

Addressed. Section 7.4.1. Table 7.1. Page 
220. Also Section 7.2.1. Page 200. Text is 
edited to indicate that yearly updates from 
field verification are provided in annual 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Hamilton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

7.1 (page 221) there is a note saying that " The 
threat count is the result of an air photo 
interpretation and has not been verified". I believe 
that this is wording from the original report. Should 
this report contain revised threat count based on the 
current (field verified, annual reporting) 
information? 

progress reports. The assessment report 
reports potential significant threat counts.  

24.  City of 
Hamilton 

Table 7.1. - 1 chemical threat DWT -was this related 
to the school large septic system? The septic system 
is now outside of the WHPA. Please clarify. 

Addressed. Section 7.4.1. Table 7.1. Text is 
edited to indicate that yearly updates from 
field verification are provided in annual 
progress reports. Page 220. Property level 
detail provided confidentially to City of 
Hamilton staff. 

25.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 207 - Section 7, Sewage systems - "The City of 
Hamilton reported that in 2009 there were 23 
bypasses at the Woodward Wastewater Treatment 
Plant and 56 discharges from four combined sewer 
overflows." Information to be up-dated to 2020 or 
range of years. 

Addressed. Section 7.2.3. Daily average flow 
is updated to 2020 data. Page 207. 

26.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 221 - The liquid hydrocarbons pipes that cross 
an open body of water can represent SDWT without 
a modelling exercise. Will other crossings be 
considered in the shore area at a later point? There 
are the hydrocarbon pipelines along the shore and 
within the Harbour.  
"The release of oil liquid hydrocarbons into one 
creek at one location was modelled, however, by 
extending the results upstream the number of 

Acknowledged. No further action needed. 
Based on the modelling studies, pipeline 
significant drinking water threats (SDWT) 
occur in the IPZ-3, which does not extend 
into the lake. Pipelines threats were also 
examined for the changed technical rules. No 
pipelines currently cross our WHPAs, so no 
new SDWTs are found in WHPAs. IPZ-1s and 
2s do  not have vulnerability scores high 
enough for SDWT. 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Hamilton Assessment Report HHSPR Response (edits in green highlight, 
page numbers are approximate) 

pipeline crossings of the creek increases to 111 
locations where the threat activity occurs." 

27.  City of 
Hamilton 

Page 222- Table 7.3. - it shows questions marks. 
Probably the table from word did not convert well 
into pdf. 

Addressed. Section 7.5. Table 7.3 updated to 
use “x” marks. Page 222 

28.  City of 
Hamilton 

Climate change scenarios, interpretation and 
municipal well implications should be included. 

Acknowledged. Discussed with City of 
Hamilton staff in November 2021. Work and 
resources are being identified for 
consideration in a future Section 34 update, 
requiring analyses of updated information 
and data. 

 

  



Table 3: Comments on the Source Protection Plan 
No. Comm-

enter 
Comment on the Source Protection Plan Response (edits in green highlight, page 

numbers are approximate) 
1.  MECP Section 3.2 – Policies addressing the application of 

agricultural source material (ASM) and the 
application of commercial fertilizer 
 
Policies T-21-C and T-26-C: These two prescribed 
instrument policies rely on nutrient management 
plans (NMPs) to address the application of ASM and 
commercial fertilizer where these prescribed threat 
activities are significant threats to sources of drinking 
water. In their pre-consultation comments, both the 
Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 
Affairs (OMAFRA) and MECP (Southwest Region, 
DWECD) have expressed concerns with policies T-21-
C and T-26-C. More specifically, OMAFRA has 
reasserted that that it “does not have an active role” 
with NMPs, and therefore, does not and cannot 
ensure NMPs include measures to protect sources of 
drinking water. In addition, OMAFRA does not 
conduct inspections, document the number and 
locations of NMPs nor ensure compliance. 
 
MECP (Southwest Region, DWECD) has also 
expressed concern regarding the expections set out 
in these prescribed instrument (PI) policies regarding 
their compliance role for addressing NMPs. 
Specifically, while Agricultural Environmental Officers 
(Ag EOs) are able to conduct inspections, they do not 
and cannot check NMPs for compliance with source 

Acknowledged. As discussed at the 
October 2021 Halton-Hamilton Source 
Protection Committee (HHSPC) meeting, 
the pre-consultation comments from 
OMAFRA and MECP on NMP policies will 
be addressed in a subsequent section 34. 
This approach and timing would allow 
for MECP to sort out the details and 
logistics for consistency across the 
province with other SPCs. 
 
Confirmation was received from MECP 
on Nov. 23, 2021 by email, HHSPR and 
the SPC can move forward with the 
Section 36 update without including 
those changes to NMP policies, with the 
caveat that the update to those policies 
will have to happen as a future Section 
34 amendment. 
 
Until then, the NMP and NMS policies 
will remain as approved originally in 
2015. (i.e. proposed edits made under 
the Section 36 process are removed).  
 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Source Protection Plan Response (edits in green highlight, page 
numbers are approximate) 

protection plan policies. In addition, Ag EOs have no 
enforcement powers under the Nutrient 
Management Act, 2002 (NMA) nor the CWA. This 
means that should they come across a compliance 
issue, they cannot change the PI - but could simply 
encourage the creator of the instrument to amend it. 
 
Given this, to address the aforementioned 
implementation challenges, we recommend the 
following policy amendments: 

• Policies T-21-C and T-26-C (part a) could be 
revised to name the person or body 
responsible for issuing, amending or 
otherwise creating the nutrient management 
plan, as responsible for ensuring it conforms 
with the significant threat policy. This would 
be the person with an Agricultural Operation 
Strategy/Plan Development Certificate from 
OMAFRA, that is certified to prepare nutrient 
management plans. Note: Policies that 
identify this ‘certified person’ as the 
implementer, would be legally binding. 

• Policy T-21-C addresses both the application 
and storage of ASM; however, given that 
these activities require different prescribed 
instruments (nutrient management plans for 
application and nutrient management 
strategies for storage), they also have 
different implementing bodies (certified 



No. Comm-
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Comment on the Source Protection Plan Response (edits in green highlight, page 
numbers are approximate) 

person vs. OMAFRA). We recommend 
splitting these policies into two separate 
policies to assist with accuracy and 
implementation. 

• Policies T-21-C and T-26-C (part b) could be 
revised to identify the person responsible for 
creating the nutrient management plan as 
the person responsible for monitoring and 
reporting on compliance. MECP (Ag EOs) 
could continue to be included, but only to 
report on the outcome of inspections 
conducted under the NMA. That can include 
assessing compliance with an assortment of 
requirements set out under the NMA and it’s 
regulations plus it may include assessing 
whether a farm is operating in compliance 
with a current instrument, such as a NMP. Ag 
EO inspections do not include a compliance 
assessment under the CWA or with source 
protection plan policies. 

2.  MECP Policies T-20-C and T-25-C: These two policies rely on 
risk management plans (RMPs) to address existing 
and future application of ASM and commercial 
fertilizer where these prescribed threat activities are 
significant threats to sources of drinking water. 
However, given that they only apply to farms that 
are not phased-in under the NMA, the risk 
management official (RMO) has no authority to 
establish an RMP to address these threats where a PI 

Acknowledged. No further action. This 
was discussed with the municipal 
working group. Addressing the comment 
could result in duplication of policy tools 
for farms (phased in under the NMA), 
through RMPs and prescribed 
instruments (PIs). It was recommended 
to not change the policy at this time (i.e. 



No. Comm-
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Comment on the Source Protection Plan Response (edits in green highlight, page 
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already exists. Given that there is no enforcement 
authority for these threats, the committee may wish 
to discuss the merits of amending this policy so that 
RMOs have the authority to establish an RMP, and 
would have the authority to enforce it. 

not apply RMPs to farms phased in under 
the NMP). 

3.  MECP In addition, we note that policy T-26-C only 
addresses the future application of commercial 
fertilizer. Given the equivalent RMP policy only 
addresses non phased-in farms, this means that 
there is no policy requiring existing PIs to be 
amended for this activity to ensure it ceases to be, or 
never becomes a significant drinking water threat. 

Addressed. Policy T-26-C is updated.  

4.  MECP Environmental Assessment and Permissions Division 
(EAPD): 
Policy T-52-C (part b): MECP is generally supportive 
of this prescribed instrument policy that addresses 
discharges from sewage treatment plants. However, 
the current policy now states that: “by February 1 of 
each year, the Ministry of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks shall prepare and submit to 
the Source Protection Authority a report 
summarizing their actions for the previous year to 
adjust thresholds.” With ‘to adjust thresholds’ being 
a new requirement. 

• If the ministry adjusts a limit or reporting 
requirement it would be included in the 
environmental compliance approval (ECA) 
and would then be posted on Access 
Environment. This information is publicly 

Addressed. Policy T-52-C (part b) is 
revised to direct MECP to make all 
monitoring and reporting requirements 
publicly available at Access Environment 
to determine if any changes were made 
to effluent limits and monitoring 
requirements. However, the Source 
Protection Authority is not identified as 
the body making that determination, as 
it is unknown if provincial funding will be 
provided to carry out the task of 
manually reviewing and comparing 
individual reports (current and previous) 
to determine if any changes were made 
to the effluent limits thresholds (and to 
what degree) and changes to the 
monitoring requirements. 



No. Comm-
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Comment on the Source Protection Plan Response (edits in green highlight, page 
numbers are approximate) 

available, as the ECA posted to Access 
Environment would include all monitoring 
and reporting requirements, and would be 
the best resource for determining what the 
required effluent limits are. 

• Given this, and that EAPD is unable to 
manually review individual files every year to 
summarize all amendments which involved 
adjusted effluent limits or monitoring 
requirements, we request that the 
monitoring policy language be revised to 
identify that MECP makes all monitoring and 
reporting requirements publicly available, 
and direct the SPA to Access Environment to 
determine if any changes were made to 
effluent limits and monitoring requirements. 
 
 

5.  MECP Drinking Water and Environmental Compliance 
Division (DWECD): 
Policy T-26-C (part a): The policy in part a addresses 
the creation of NMPs to ensure they include 
measures that prevent the application of commercial 
fertilizer from being/becoming a significant drinking 
water threat. Given that OMAFRA does not review or 
approve NMPs (nor does MECP), the implementation 
body for part a should not be OMAFRA or MECP. The 
body responsible for the creation of NMPs is the 
farmer and/or the certified consultant; they should 

Acknowledged. As discussed at the 
October 2021 Halton-Hamilton Source 
Protection Committee (HHSPC) meeting, 
the pre-consultation comments from 
OMAFRA and MECP on NMP policies will 
be addressed in a subsequent section 34. 
This approach and timing would allow 
for MECP to sort out the details and 
logistics for consistency across the 
province with other SPCs. 
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be identified as the implementation body for the 
purpose of part a. 

• It is our understanding that part b of the 
policy is meant to be a monitoring policy 
linked to part a. That is, the purpose of part b 
is to have a party report back to confirm that 
the NMP was in fact created in accordance 
with the requirement of part a. If our 
understanding of the purpose of part b is 
correct, then the only party who can 
reasonably provide that monitoring report is 
the farmer and/or consultant who prepared 
the NMP. 

• MECP Ag EOs are not able to report on when 
an NMP complies with the part a policy 
because they were not involved in the 
creation of the NMP and MECP Ag EOs do not 
carry out assessments to determine whether 
an NMP is in compliance with a CWA policy. 
MECP is not in a position to provide a 
monitoring report on this particular subject 
matter. 

• If a committee wishes MECP to report on the 
outcome of inspections we conduct under the 
NMA that are relevant for the purposes of a 
source protection plan policy, it must be 
understood that when we report on 
inspection findings in the agriculture 
program, we are reporting on the result of 

Confirmation was received from MECP 
on Nov. 23, 2021 by email, HHSPR and 
the SPC can move forward with the 
Section 36 update without including 
those changes to NMP policies, with the 
caveat that the update to those policies 
will have to happen as a future Section 
34 amendment. 
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compliance assessments we have undertaken 
under the NMA. That can include assessing 
compliance with an assortment of 
requirements set out under the NMA and it’s 
regulations, plus it may include assessing 
whether a farm is operating in compliance 
with a current instrument, such as an NMP. 
Our inspections do not include a compliance 
assessment under the CWA or with source 
protection plan policies. 

• In summary, it is our assertion that the policy 
currently set out in part b is entirely 
unrelated to the policy set out in part a, and 
therefore, is not an appropriate monitoring 
policy in this case. We encourage the 
committee to update part b so that their 
monitoring policy is directed at the proper 
implementation body who is responsible for 
creating NMPs. These are the only parties 
able to provide a proper report back with 
regard to part a of the policy. 

6.  MECP We also recommend including a note in the plan to 
clarify how plan amendments relate to existing or 
new policies with explicit implementation timelines 
(e.g., within 3 years of the effective date). Being 
silent on this is interpreted to mean that these 
implementation timelines will apply to the 
amendment (i.e., within 3 years of the effective date 
of the amendment). While not essential, being 

Through this comment and discussion 
with MECP, it was identified that policies 
using RMPs to address existing threats 
cannot come into effect on the same day 
as the effective date of the Source 
Protection Plan. Policy G-1 is edited 
accordingly. Policy G-1 also specifies a 5 
year timeline to establish an RMP - and 
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explicit in the plan about the authority’s expectations 
for implementation timelines could help avoid 
confusion or misunderstanding for implementing 
bodies. 

this is a policy implementation date, not 
the policy effective date.  
Note that future threat policies come 
into effect on the same day as the plan. 

7.  OMAFRA Policy T-26-C: I believe that (b) is consistent with the 
feedback we have provided over the years that 
OMAFRA so that makes sense me to. Regarding (a) – 
I want to note that OMAFRA does not have an active 
role in Nutrient Management Plans. There are 
requirements set out in the Reg as to when a farm 
requires an NMP and what has to be included in an 
NMP but OMAFRA does not ensure compliance with 
those sections, that would be MECP. I interpret the 
phrasing of  “OMAFRA shall ensure NMPs include 
measures…” to mean that OMAFRA must include 
measures above and beyond the regulatory 
requirements of an NMP, which we cannot do. I just 
want to note that if that is the intent of the policy 
wording, we will not be able to conform to the 
policy. The current wording of (a) makes it sound like 
(to me) OMAFRA is being directed to actively review 
and impose possible conditions when we cannot do 
that.  
My points above would also apply to policies for ASM 
application. 

Acknowledged. As discussed at the 
October 2021 Halton-Hamilton Source 
Protection Committee (HHSPC) meeting, 
the pre-consultation comments from 
OMAFRA and MECP on NMP policies will 
be addressed in a subsequent section 34. 
This approach and timing would allow 
for MECP to sort out the details and 
logistics for consistency across the 
province with other SPCs. 
 
Confirmation was received from MECP 
on Nov. 23, 2021 by email, HHSPR and 
the SPC can move forward with the 
Section 36 update without including 
those changes to NMP policies, with the 
caveat that the update to those policies 
will have to happen as a future Section 
34 amendment. 
 

8.  City of 
Hamilton 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 
Assessment Reports and the Source Protection Plan 
as part of the pre-consultation process. The fact that 
the early engagement comments and the reports 

Acknowledged. No action required. 
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with track changes were provided as part of the pre-
consultation package, proved to be very useful. 
I also want to acknowledge that the changes in the 
reports are the result of the on-going collaboration 
with the municipal members and builds on feedback 
from Source Protection Committee as well as 
technical studies developed in the last few years. 
Therefore, the major up-dates within the Assessment 
Report (AR) and Source Protection Plan (SPP) are 
consistent with the information exchange ahead. 

9.  City of 
Hamilton 

The E&O policies (T-2-C, T-13-C, T-27-C and T-31-C) 
refer to a two years implementation period of the 
date the Source Protection Plan comes into effect. 
I see the applicability in the case of new SDWTs but it 
would apply to the up-dated SPP rather than the 
original effective date (2015). 
 
I think that this comments ties back to G-1 policy 
that needs to clearly outline that the up-dated SPP 
timelines only applies to the new SDWT unless it is a 
new policy all together. 
 
Nevertheless, I think it will be very difficult for 
someone to figure out if a certain property falls 
under the initial or up-dated SPP. 

Addressed. Policies T-2-C, T-13-C, T-27-C, 
T-31-C, T-43-C, T-54-C. MECP has 
provided clarification that the SPP or 
within the policy it should be clarified if 
the policy implementation date is 
relevant to the updated SPP’s effective 
date. The E&O policies address existing 
and future threats, therefore the policy 
text can recommend (i) the continuation 
of existing programs and (ii) E&O for 
newly identified significant drinking 
water threat (SDWT). 
Alternately, the two year timelines can 
be removed since E&O programs are 
established. 

10.  City of 
Hamilton 

Definitions - Revise the definition of existing threat 
based on the latest discussions with the 
implementers and the SPC. 

Addressed. Appendix D. Page 152. In the 
second round of planning in 2021, it was 
discussed with the municipal working 
group about the definition of “existing 



No. Comm-
enter 

Comment on the Source Protection Plan Response (edits in green highlight, page 
numbers are approximate) 

threat”, such that the ten-year window is 
proposed to be removed. Further, a 
proponent would need to demonstrate 
intent of resuming an activity. It would 
be subject to policies to manage risks. 
This will help prevent unintended 
prohibitions, given the high growth and 
development area that HHSPR is 
characterized by. Examples of 
“demonstrated intent” are included in 
the Explanatory Document. Section 2.4. 
Page 16.  

11.  MTO In the documentation provided, Policy # O-5-S is 
being updated to say that MTO is requested to 
implement an education and outreach program to 
encourage all transportation businesses that ship 
goods through wellhead protection areas and intake 
protection zones to prepare spill prevention plans 
and spill contingency plans, to review these plans 
annually, and to update them, and train staff as 
required. 
It is not MTO’s position or responsibility to conduct 
mandatory training as it relates to commercial motor 
vehicles or spill prevention. MTO has conducted 
higher level presentations to safety councils such as 
the Fleet Safety Council and Infrastructure Health 
and Safety Association as it relates to topics such as 
commercial vehicle general requirements, daily 
vehicle inspections and cargo securement. MTO is 

Addressed. While MTO does not enforce 
spill prevention requirements, it appears 
that they carry out high level 
presentations to safety councils. The 
Policy O-5-S is updated accordingly, to 
recommend that MTO, Transport Canada 
and the MECP Spills Action Centre work 
together to develop and implement an 
E&O program. 
 
There are two road signs installed in 
HHSPR, on the 401 close to the Walkers 
Line and Kelso WHPA. Further 
opportunities to install signs on highways 
will be explored with MTO. 
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responsible for moving people and goods safely, 
efficiently, and sustainably across Ontario but does 
not enforce spill prevention requirements under the 
Environmental Protection Act. This responsibility 
would fall under the Ministry of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks. 
 
Alternatively, Transport Canada offers information 
related to dangerous goods through its 
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Safety 
Awareness Program to target audiences of 
municipalities (elected officials and technical services 
staff), first responders and industry, including 
manufacturers, shippers and carriers. They can be 
contacted at TC.TDGSafetyAwareness-
SensibilisationalasecuriteduTMD.TC@tc.gc.ca. 
 
MTO does not have a sign policy currently in place 
for the Halton-Hamilton Source Protection Region 
and there are no signs installed on provincial 
highways in the source protection area. The 
installation of drinking water protection zone signs 
may be considered on provincial highways only 
where specific criteria (vulnerability scores) have 
been reached, as outlined in the signage policies 
MTO has with other Source Protection Areas. Please 
indicate whether the proposed updates will result in 
the request for signs on provincial highways (i.e. the 
vulnerable areas cross the provincial highway). 

mailto:TC.TDGSafetyAwareness-SensibilisationalasecuriteduTMD.TC@tc.gc.ca
mailto:TC.TDGSafetyAwareness-SensibilisationalasecuriteduTMD.TC@tc.gc.ca
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12.   AWSA has reviewed the proposed updates to the 
Halton-Hamilton Source Protection Region’s Source 
Protection Plan and provides the following 
information relevant to the January 2019 
Warehousing Audit Protocols and User Guide. The 
guide and bulletins are attached with the relevant 
sections highlighted. 
 
Buffer Areas 
Protocol A1 specifies that all new storage buildings 
be at least 50 metres from zoned residential 
property lot lines, hospitals, schools, shopping 
centres, restaurants, processing facilities for feed or 
food (not storage) and other buildings with high 
occupancy. Protocol A2 applies to existing structures 
and requires pre-approval from AWSA for all 
renovations or new construction, which will infringe 
on the 50 metre buffer to the aforementioned 
features. 
 
While not specific to all municipal drinking water 
sources, protocol E1 specifies that buildings 
constructed on flood plain land have written 
authorization from local authorities including local 
Conservation Authorities as appropriate. This should 
serve to protect intake-based water sources. 
 
We recognize that drinking water sources are absent 
from the aforementioned list of features and we will 

Acknowledged. HHSPR and the SPC will 
continue to collaboratively engage AWSA 
in order to incorporate the protection of 
drinking water sources into the AWSA 
standards to satisfy Policy T-30-S.  
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consider this in future revisions of the standard. 
Given the containment and mitigation measures in 
place (as described below), and the need for 
Conservation Authority engagement during the 
building and permitting process, we believe that the 
risk associated with new builds and 
renovations/expansions has been addressed until 
such time as the standard is updated. 
Containment 
Protocols B17 and B18 address curbing in certified 
warehouse areas to ensure a minimum retention 
curbing of 10 cm for all areas certified after 
December 31, 1996. Facilities certified before the 
aforementioned date may use a sloped floor system 
provided that drains do not lead to any site or 
municipal sanitary (septic) or storm sewage system. 
 
Protocol E3 requires a plan be in the place to contain 
volumes of contaminated water such as might be 
created during the extinguishing of a fire. This is 
included in the Emergency Response (ER) plan. 
Bulletin 6 also describes fire control tactics that 
should be implemented to reduce the volumes of 
water created as a result of fire extinguishing events 
thereby reducing potential environmental impact. A 
controlled burn is the recommended approach for 
agrichemical fire incidents. 
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Protocol E12 requires that the facility has in place a 
plan for the disposal of contaminated products and 
hazardous waste, as might be created during the 
extinguishing of a fire. Protocol F4 requires that 
employees are trained on Protocol E12. 
 
Protocols H3, H5 and H6 address containment during 
the transfer and storage of bulk products to ensure 
spills are contained in manner appropriate to the 
volume of the storage. Protocol H13 prohibits the 
use of underground storage tanks or piping thereby 
mitigating risks to groundwater contamination. 
 
Emergency Response 
In addition to the many embedded fire control 
measures within the standard, there are protocols 
specific to emergency response (Section G), let-it-
burn policies (Bulletin 6) and to the control of water 
created during fire response activities (Protocol E3). 
 
Section G contains several protocols related to the 
development and implementation of the ER plan. 
Specific to this consultation is the requirement for 
G1(e) a written containment plan for volumes of 
contaminated fire fighting /spilled liquids (E3) and G2 
that a representative from the local fire department 
has visited the site and reviewed the ER plan and 
Bulletin 6. If the fire department fails to attend, the 
facility must document their efforts to extend an 
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invitation. Protocol G8 also requires that the local 
fire department has a copy of the total potential 
(maximum) inventories which includes flammable 
and combustible liquids and all other agrichemicals. 
Protocol D8 requires employees be trained on the ER 
plan and Protocol F2 tests employee knowledge of 
the ER plan. 
 
Communications 
AWSA remains in constant communication with 
certified sites and auditors and provides updates and 
clarity on emerging issues. Any changes required to 
the standard or issues requiring clarity can be 
specified in a Bulletin which remains in effect until 
such time as the standard is updated to a new 
version. Furthermore, any evolving issues in the 
Halton-Hamilton Source Protection Region can be 
easily communicated to sites in that region through 
the AWSA mailing list. 

 

  



Table 4: Other Changes 
 Edit made Document 

1.  Edits to the term “importation of fill”, per discussions at the 
October 5, 2021 Source Protection Committee meeting. 
Replaced with: “excess fill/excess soil including but not limited 
to contaminated soil” 

Source Protection Plan Policy   
O-4-S, Explanatory Document 
page 7-8, Section 4.3 page 252-
256 

2.  Cover page graphics updated to include the drinking water 
protection zone road sign and updated logo for Drinking Water 
Source Protection. Older provincial logo removed. Temporary 
note on public consultation added to enhance clarity 

Assessment Reports, Source 
Protection Plan, Explanatory 
Document 

3.  Statement of acknowledgement of provincial funding on 
second page (after cover page) 

Assessment Reports, Source 
Protection Plan, Explanatory 
Document 

4.  Note about potential COVID-19 restrictions to view printed 
copies on third page (after cover page) 

Assessment Reports, Source 
Protection Plan, Explanatory 
Document 

5.  Conservation Halton and the Hamilton Conservation Authority 
logos added on third page (after the cover page) 

Explanatory Document 

6.  Appendix A: Collaboration and Consultation updated for 
Source Protection Committee memberships, descriptions 
about continual updates to Assessment Reports and Source 
Protection Plan under the Clean Water Act, 2006, and the 
Section 36 comprehensive updates consultation process.  

Assessment Reports, Source 
Protection Plan 

7.  Appendix H: Maps and Figures for ease of updates and to 
efficiently comply with AODA requirements 

Assessment Reports 

 


