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January 15, 2013

Martin Keller, Source Protection Program Manager

Lake Erie Source Protection Region

c/o Grand River Conservation Authority

400 Clyde Road, P.O. Box 729
Cambridge ON N1R 5W6

comments@sourcewater.ca
Grand River Environmental Network (GREN)
Comments on Proposed Source Water Protection Plan, Dec. 16, 2012

Dear Mr. Keller,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above Plan. We appreciate the depth and breadth of the work required for this massive undertaking to protect our precious water resources and look forward to continued involvement as the plan is implemented. GREN’s three general comments are more fully elaborated below. 
General Comments
A. The introduction to the report acknowledges the need “to protect current and future sources of drinking water” (Exec–i), yet the Plan fails to assess additional drinking water sources that may be needed by the community; 
B. The Plan falls short on assessing future threats, new threats or escalated threats that would necessitate additional sources of drinking water; and
C. Some recommendations are inadequate to protect drinking water resources due to weak language. 
A: Future drinking water sources

Lake Erie 

The report says that “no Great Lake Policies will be included in the Grand River Source Protection Plan at this time” (6-5) despite the fact that the previous paragraph, discussing the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, says “the Grand River watershed drains directly into Lake Erie and has the potential to contribute pollutants to the lake” (6-5). This statement is misleading. The Grand River is already one of the largest sources of phosphorus to Lake Erie, creating a plume that extends 12 km down the coast and 3 km offshore.
 These phosphorus discharges are resulting in increasing blue-green algae growth in Lake Erie, “natural toxins that are dangerous to humans and wildlife.”
 

It is a serious failure of this plan to not include protection of Lake Erie, since some municipalities along the Grand River, including Waterloo Region, identify it as a potential major source of drinking water

Focus on current “intake protection zones” only

No source water protection plan is failsafe. Having already experienced spectacular disasters in Elmira and Cambridge, it is critical that all potential future sources of drinking water be designated as “significant”.  The Plan should include aggressive protective actions for all recharge areas where the water is of a quality to be used as a drinking water supply, all potential intake areas in Lake Erie, closed well-fields that could be brought back into use in the future, and potential new well fields.

B: Threats to Drinking Water Sources

The Clean Water Act identifies 19 drinking water quality threats and two drinking water quantity threats (6-2). Some of these are defined too strictly, others not included at all. We are concerned that items, referred to as “optional content” (6-4), have been dropped from this plan and recommend their re-inclusion.
Threats to recharge not addressed

The report says that concerns about “an activity that reduces the recharge of an aquifer” are only an issue in the Townships of Amaranth and East Garafraxa (6-3).  Significant barriers also exist in highly developed urban areas. Although the draft Plan recognizes that certain types of potentially contaminating facilities should not be allowed in these recharge areas, it does not address the quantity aspect. Requirements to reduce impervious surfaces and diversion of water into storm sewers for each existing recharge area should be included.  

 Other threats not addressed

This plan fails to include risks GREN identified in our previous submission to the Committee. Although considered by the MoE to be “optional content,” they substantially weaken the ability of the plan to protect our drinking water supplies. We repeat the list here (as follows) and have appended our 2010 brief. 

· Prescription drugs, household chemicals, hormonally active substances

· Excavation activities, especially aggregate extraction

· Abandoned private wells that have not been properly sealed
· Abandoned and existing service stations with inadequate underground storage tanks

· No longer in use hazardous waste sites and brownfields

· Residential, institutional, and commercial treatment of their lawns

· Golf courses

· Dumping of industrial chemicals into municipal sewers

· Air sources of contamination

· Contaminated sites with industrial facilities still operating

· Climate change 

C: Weakening of otherwise good action items

Included below are examples of weak language that cripple good action items. Words such as “request” and “encourage” should be replaced with “require” in the action plans for all municipalities.

· Requirement to change the municipalities’ official plans to reflect the Source Protection Plan apply only where there is a “significant threat” (9-4). Official plans should also require incorporating changes to address threats designated as of lesser significance. 

· If complete applications for a site plan, environmental compliance approval, or building permit have been received before the Source Protection Plan provisions come into effect, the “significant threat activity” shall be permitted (9-5). The problems created by past inappropriate development should not be compounded by allowing further exemptions. 

· “Encourages” notification of the local source water protection authority of proposals for new underground oil pipelines in “vulnerable areas” (9-6). Change to “require” and do not allow new or expanded underground pipelines in “vulnerable areas”.
· Within five years, municipalities will be “requested” to include locations of wellhead protection areas into their Emergency Response Plans (9-8). Again, change to “required” and tighten up the deadline.
There are more, but these should serve as representative examples. 
Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment. We will continue to support you in strengthening and implementing the Plan and in anticipating future threats. 

Sincerely,

John Jackson

Chair

Grand River Environmental Network













� Lake Erie Binational Nutrient Management Strategy, 2011, pg. 10


� Ibid, pg. 8
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