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Advisory Council on Drinking Water Quality and Testing Standards

Executive Summary

In May 2004, The Honourable Leona Dombrowsky, Minister of the Environment, established the
Advisory Council on Drinking Water Quality and Testing Standards (Council) and asked for
recommendations regarding the province’s drinking water standards and related measures that may
be needed to improve the safety and quality of Ontario’s drinking water supply.

On June 30, 2004, Minister Dombrowsky specifically asked the Council to provide advice on the
Drinking Water Systems Regulation (O. Reg.170/03) (“Regulation” for the purposes of this report)
with respect to the appropriateness of requirements for small water systems, and particularly private
ones, keeping in mind the province’s commitment to implement all of Commissioner O'Connor's
recommendations. The Safe Drinking Water Act, the Regulation, and other regulations were
developed to address those recommendations.

The Council, with the assistance of an internal working group, undertook an initial review and
concluded that the Regulation, as it applies to smaller and private systems, is considered to be costly
and complex. Although the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) is targeting information to specific
groups, the Regulation is not well understood by the regulated community.

Therefore, the Council needed to gain a broader understanding of the range of issues arising from the
Regulation as it relates to smaller, private systems, and its potential implications for affected and
interested parties, before providing recommendations to the Minister. The Council also felt it needed
more information on the health risks posed by small systems.

In its review, the Council examined the Regulation from a variety of perspectives, including:

e A review of the Walkerton Reports and discussions with people who participated in the
development of the Part Two report. Particular attention was given to Chapter 14, Small
Drinking Water Systems and the Recommendations in this Chapter.

e An extensive Consultation Process where Council members heard from over 120
presenters in 12 locations. In addition, the Council received over 100 written
submissions. The Council heard a wide range of concerns with the Regulation and a
number of suggestions for improvement.

e The Council collected information on how other jurisdictions and countries were
endeavoring to enhance and regulate the safety of drinking water provided by small
communal systems and systems that provide water to the public.

e The Council also heard from experts in the drinking water field in addition to the expert
knowledge of the Council’s own members. A number of actual cases of drinking water
contamination were analyzed.

After this careful review of the current Regulation as it applies to smaller, private systems, the
Council has concluded the problems with the Regulation cannot be remedied through specific
changes to the current Regulation.
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The Council found that the Regulation seemed to be effective for larger systems serving larger
communities and even for larger private operations that had the scale and revenue base and size
of business to manage the complexities of the Regulation and install and operate treatment
systems. Very small services such as bed and breakfast operations, church and community
centres, small lodges, camps and cabins, trailer parks, seasonal operations and a wide range small
businesses did not have the resources, knowledge or skills to be able to follow or comply with
the type of regulatory structure as set out in the Regulation. The Council believes that the
approach it is recommending will ensure that small systems are robust with respect to the
provision of safe drinking water.

As such the Council finds that an alternative approach is needed for these smaller systems. The
basic drinking water quality standards and level of safety should not be reduced. However, they
can be better implemented through an approach that addresses the capacities and abilities of the
small service owners and operators

Through the development of a new regulation, under the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Public
Health Units would be empowered to allow them to administer safe drinking water programs for
these smaller systems.

The Council’s recommended approach consists of the following key elements:

e A rrisk-based, site-specific approach for 5 of the 8 “Categories of System” under
Regulation 170/03, which include: Large Municipal Non-Residential, Small
Municipal Non-Residential, Non-Municipal Seasonal Residential, Large Non-
Municipal Non-Residential, and Small Non-Municipal Non-Residential; as well as
any Designated Facilities within these 5 categories

e The remaining 3 categories under Regulation 170/03, which include: Large
Municipal Residential, Small Municipal Residential, and Non-Municipal Year-Round
Residential, are to continue to be regulated under the current Regulation 170/03

e Risk-based, site-specific approach to be outcome-based, anchored by compliance
with the Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standards

e Transfer of responsibility to Public Health Units to administer the safe drinking
water programs for all commercial and institutional systems that serve the
public

e Extension of the provincial grant program to assist local municipalities in
providing assistance to Non-Municipal, Year-Round Residential systems

Additional recommendations are included in this report, and can be found in the “Summary of
Recommendations” section.
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The Council believes that implementation of its recommendations will help Ontario ensure that
its drinking water meets the dual objective of placing the highest priority on health and safety,
while ensuring that implementation is timely, effective and clearly understood by all involved.
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Introduction and Issues

On June 30, 2004, the Minister of the Environment asked the Advisory Council on Drinking
Water Quality and Testing Standards (Council) to provide advice on the Drinking-Water
Systems Regulation (O. Reg.170/03) (“Regulation” for the purposes of this report) with respect
to the appropriateness of requirements for small water systems, and particularly private ones.

The government of Ontario has committed to implement all of Commissioner O'Connor's
recommendations and the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Regulation, and other regulations were
developed to address those recommendations.

However, the Regulation, as it applies to smaller and private systems, is considered to be costly,
complex and not well understood by the regulated community. These factors, and the resulting

inconsistent interpretations, may lead to either non-compliance or a withdrawal of service to the
public. In either case, the quality of drinking water to consumers could be compromised.

The Ministry of the Environment (MOE) has made efforts to explain the regulatory requirements
by targeting information papers to specific groups. However, greater efforts are needed to
directly reach the regulated community, which are not represented by formal associations that
generally assist in distributing and sharing information and advice. As well, regulated
individuals need a point of contact in order to get consistent advice and support.

It has been determined that in developing the Regulation there has only been a limited
assessment of the risk to public health, in regards to smaller and private water systems.

It has also been determined that there has been little research into how other jurisdictions have
addressed risk for these types of systems.

The Part Two Walkerton Inquiry report made several recommendations with respect to small
systems. However, these recommendations need to be reassessed, due to inconsistencies in
interpretation.

The issues identified above have guided the Council in its assessment of this matter. The
Council’s advice presented in this report focuses on identifying solutions that address the need
for safe drinking water and the protection of public health within the means and capability of
water providers. This advice includes both broader policy recommendations on regulatory,
administrative and economic approaches, and specific suggestions for amending aspects of the
current Regulation.
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Context
Risk in Relation to Small Systems

The risks from consuming drinking water can generally be classified as either acute (i.e. short
term) or long term. Long term risks are normally associated with chemical contaminants for
which health outcomes such as cancer may occur following long term exposure (perhaps over
several decades) to low levels of the contaminant. Short term or acute risks are normally caused
by microbial contaminants (bacteria, viruses or protozoans such as Cryptosporidium and
Giardia). Illness occurs rapidly and may result from a single exposure. In severe cases with
certain organisms death may occur, especially in susceptible groups such as immuno-
compromised individuals, infants, and the elderly.

The following five elements can be considered necessary for the provision of safe drinking
water:

Start with the best possible source,

Design and operate adequate treatment,

Provide secure distribution,

Conduct appropriate monitoring, and

Respond appropriately to any adverse monitoring result.

The sufficiency of these elements is predicated on the existence of an appropriate regulatory
framework.

To minimize risks to public health, drinking water systems must be robust. A robust system is
one that performs well under normal conditions and maintains an acceptable level of
performance under adverse conditions. The term ‘adverse conditions’ implies that there is some
type of change or challenge to the system; a flood for example.

In the case of drinking water, a low level of robustness in one of the five elements must be
compensated for by increased robustness in other elements to achieve a given level of robustness
for the overall system. The robustness of systems includes human and institutional aspects as
well as physical components.

In considering and defining the level of robustness required in drinking water systems, concepts
from risk assessment and management are helpful. For example, the Ministry of the
Environment proposal "Guideline for the Implementation of Air Standards in Ontario™ (EBR
Registry Number PAO4E0010) states that the Ministry of the Environment "is proposing to adopt
a risk-based decision making process that can be used to address implementation barriers
associated with the introduction of new standards, new models and contaminants for which there
are dose set limits."”
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Page 18 of that document notes that the concept of risk comprises five components:

The hazard inherent in an activity that is otherwise deemed beneficial,

A potential undesirable event, which brings out the hazard,

Adverse consequences (and severity) of the undesirable event,

Likelihood of whether the undesirable event will happen or not,

Perception about the combination of the above components (perceptions arise because of
the uncertainty about the hazard, likelihood and consequence components of risk)."

Page 19 of the document states that "Conceptually, risk decisions are made based on the premise
that the higher the likelihood or consequence of the event, the greater the significance of it and
the need for action.” In other words, both the probability of failure and its consequence must be
considered to define risk. Often risk discussions focus only or primarily on the former.

The application of risk considerations to drinking water systems is well illustrated in the
approach used in New Zealand? (Details can be found in Appendix 4). Both a Likelihood Scale
and a Consequence Scale are used to determine risk. For example, risk is defined as ‘low’ for an
unlikely event (one which could occur once in 100 years) considered to be of minor consequence
(i.e. having a minor impact on a small population). However, risk is defined as ‘extreme’ for a
likely event (one that will probably occur once every one or two years) of major consequence
(i.e. having a major impact on a small population).

The consideration of drinking water systems from a robustness perspective provides a framework
for discussion of reducing the risk to acceptable levels. While the risks from all types of
contaminants are important, of particular concern is the risk of an outbreak of microbial disease,
i.e. a potential undesirable event.

To illustrate the consideration of drinking water systems using a robustness approach, two
examples are shown in the accompanying figures. This is done in a simplified way for illustrative
purposes only, so no numerical values are shown. To make the discussion more relevant to very
small private systems, a distribution system has not been included - i.e. all the piping is
contained within a single building, such as a church or bed and breakfast establishment. A
‘required’ level of robustness is shown, corresponding to some level of risk deemed to be
acceptable.

Figure 1 shows a system where treatment is provided and all four elements contribute a
component of the robustness such that the sum (i.e. the robustness of the overall system) exceeds
the level required. Figure 2 shows a system where no treatment is provided. The source is
considerably more robust than in Figure 1, and in fact provides almost the entire robustness of
the system. (Because of the reduced monitoring that would be associated with the lack of
treatment, the robustness of the monitoring and response components is reduced.) Overall, the
robustness of the system is somewhat lower than the first system, but still meets the level
required. The lower level of robustness in the second system means a somewhat increased risk,
but this risk is still considered acceptable.
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Systems with a distribution system are, other things being equal, at somewhat higher risk than
systems without one, because of the opportunity for possible breaches in the system (broken
pipes, cross connections, being struck by a backhoe, etc.) However, it is reasonable to consider
that small distribution systems, such as might exist on a resort property, generally present fewer
opportunities for contamination than municipal distribution systems because they are smaller and
simpler.

In formulating the Regulation, the Ministry of the Environment required treatment for all
systems unless, as a result of a fairly rigorous process, an exemption could be justified. It
became evident to the Council that this meant, in practice, that individual systems had to undergo
a costly procedure to demonstrate the high contribution to robustness provided by a secure
groundwater source. As we will indicate, there must be a reliable yet feasible way of
distinguishing between secure and non-secure sources.

Figure 1. A small system where all four elements contribute to robustness
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Figure 2. A small system without the treatment contribution to robustness
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Regardless of the size of the system, a special set of unusual circumstances must normally occur
for an outbreak to happen. Microbial disease requires a source of contamination, a route or
vector of transmission, and a receptor population. The vector must be able to transmit an
infectious dose to the receptor. Drinking water can be the vector when the source is/becomes
contaminated and either there is no treatment or it is not adequate for the challenge. (In some
cases, of course, contamination can occur directly in the distribution system.) Because outbreaks
normally result from a combination of unusual circumstances, the simple fact that an outbreak
has not occurred in a given system is no guarantee that one will not happen in the future.

The Council has utilized the concept of risk in its consideration of the Regulation as it applies to
small systems. However, there has not been the opportunity for a formal risk assessment. As will
be discussed in more detail later, one of our recommendations will be that the Ministry of the
Environment conduct formal generic risk assessments for small systems going forward, to
provide a more rigorous basis for an improved Regulation.

Special Challenges Faced by Small Systems

Small systems often face special challenges in the provision of safe drinking water. For small
municipal systems, the challenges normally ultimately are based on the fact that such systems
simply do not have the financial resources available to larger systems. For small non-municipal
systems, these challenges are even greater than for the municipal systems. It is helpful to
summarize these challenges in terms of each of the five elements mentioned above:
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Source

Although the source for many small systems is groundwater, there may not have been the
financial resources available to undertake the more extensive investigations and installations
done for larger systems. A particular issue arises with respect to systems where the source is
considered as GUDI (groundwater under the direct influence of surface water).

Treatment

Many small non-municipal systems have operated without treatment at all. Thus installation of
treatment represents a capital cost, and operation of treatment is an ongoing cost and
responsibility. Depending on the technology used, it may be difficult for small systems to
provide the required level of operator skill for continuous reliable operation. Many treatment
technologies are best suited to continuous operation and may face additional challenges when
operated intermittently, for example in facilities such as churches and some recreational
facilities.

Distribution

Some small systems do not have a distribution system in the traditional sense. In other cases it
may be very small and the residence time of the water in it very short. This reduces the
opportunity for intrusion of contaminants into the system and for deterioration of water quality.

Monitoring
The frequency of monitoring required in larger systems is not necessarily viable or practical in
smaller ones.

Response

Small systems typically do not have the resources for response to an incident that larger systems
do. An additional issue for remote systems is the logistics of getting samples to a laboratory in a
timely manner.

One particular issue with respect to monitoring and response that is relevant for all systems bears
particular mention for smaller systems. This is the distinction between operational parameters
such as a disinfectant residual and turbidity that can be monitored in "real time" and
microbiological testing for which the results are normally available several days later.

Because of the generally short retention time of water in small distribution systems (often on the
order of hours or less) it is highly likely that contaminated water would have been consumed by
the time microbiological test results were available.

Although microbiological testing plays an important role in providing safe drinking water,
outbreak prevention in cases were treatment is provided must rely on the engineering surrogate
parameters (disinfectant residual or UV dose, and/or turbidity) that can provide an assurance of
adequate treatment as the water leaves the treatment facility.
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Once the water leaves the plant it is essentially impossible in most cases to divert it from
consumption. In other words "*There is no product recall for drinking water**. The lack of “real
time” testing results is one reason that systems without treatment provide lower levels of
robustness.

The point discussed just above becomes important later because, as will become apparent in the
summary of the results of the public consultations, many participants advocated substantial
reliance on testing. In almost all cases they were referring to bacterial testing. However, it was
not always clear that they fully appreciated the significance of the ‘after the fact’ nature of such
test results in the case of sudden contamination of a system.
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Approach

Following receipt of the Minister’s letter of June 30, 2004 the Council initiated its work on this
matter by forming a Working Group. The Working Group began consideration of the matter,
including holding an informal meeting with Ministry of the Environment staff. Based on this
initial assessment, the Council concluded that it required more information to be able to make a
recommendation to the Minister.

The Council therefore undertook additional activities in the fall of 2004. These included:

e Stakeholder / public consultation sessions all across Ontario. Twelve sessions were held
from October 25 to November 8 (Arnprior, Dunnville, Chatham, Kemptville, Goderich,
Belleville, Elora, Bracebridge, Lindsay, Thunder Bay, Sudbury and Alfred), as well as
well as another seven by videoconference (Geraldton, Nipigon, Fort Frances, Kenora,
North Bay, Sault Ste. Marie, and South Porcupine). Interested parties were invited to
make a presentation to a panel of the Council. In addition, other groups were welcome
and the sessions were open to the public. A summary report for each of these
consultations has been posted on the Council’s website.

e Consultation with other experts in the area of drinking water, and specifically the area of
risk presented by smaller systems;

e A review of how other jurisdictions address risk for smaller, private systems; and

e A reassessment of the Part 2 Walkerton Inquiry report regarding the interpretation of
recommendations with respect to small systems.

The information obtained as a result of these activities is summarized in the next section.
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Information Supporting Our Recommendations

This section summarizes the key information obtained by the Council over the several months
that we have been engaged with this matter. We begin by summarizing relevant conclusions
from Part 1 of the Walkerton Inquiry (O'Connor, 2002). We next provide insights obtained by
informal discussions with staff of the Inquiry in relation to small systems. Following this, we
provide several examples of microbial disease outbreaks that have occurred in small systems of
the type we are considering. We then summarize the results of our public consultations and of
our review of how small systems are dealt with in regulations in other jurisdictions. Finally we
summarize the key points in all of the information — it is these that guide us in formulating our
recommendations.

Summary of Relevant Conclusions from the Walkerton Inquiry (Part 1)

The report from Part One of the Walkerton Inquiry? is sub titled “the Events of May 2000 and
Related Issues”, since Part One of the inquiry dealt with the circumstances that caused the
outbreak. The most significant conclusions from Part One are summarized at the beginning of
the report (pp. 3 to 5). Because of their relevance to the Council's evaluation of the Regulation,
they are reproduced in appendix 1 of our report.

Of particular relevance to our considerations is the fact that the conclusions clearly state that a
variety of factors contributed to the outbreak. These include human and institutional factors as
well as physical factors such as the absence of continuous monitoring equipment on the well by
which the contaminants entered the system. In fact, the only conclusion which speaks of
preventing the outbreak, as opposed to reducing its scope, is the one relating to the continuous
monitoring equipment. This is of significance in the current discussion because any system with
a vulnerable source, regardless of its size or whether it is public or private, can only be made
robust with appropriate treatment and monitoring.

Review of Walkerton Inquiry Part 2 Report and Recommendations

Chapter 14 of the Part Two Report of the Walkerton Inquiry addresses the issue of small
drinking water systems. The report recognized three types of small systems: small communal
residential systems, commercial and institutional systems that serve the public, and individual
private systems. The report also noted that the cost for water treatment for small systems was
significantly larger on a per unit basis and such systems need some special considerations.

For the small communal residential systems, the concept of a size limit or cut off was accepted
and the Ministry of the Environment’s current level of 5 or fewer residences was deemed
reasonable. To further address the question of cost, the report recommended that an opportunity
for variance should be provided, if justified. It was also noted that the Regulation of the time (O.
Reg. 459/01) was “more rigid and universal than it needed to be”.
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Requirements could be relaxed for secure wells based on an assessment of risk. The report
further noted that financial assistance should be made available for cases where all other
opportunities had been explored.

For other water systems serving the public the requirements in Regulation 505 were appropriate.
The public had a right to expect that the water supplied by these types of facilities should be safe.
The application of this regulation should be expanded to cover all water supplies that serve the
public. It noted that some form of relief would be needed and this could take the form of posting
notices and providing alternate potable water.

With respect to private and individual systems the report noted the need to revise the well
regulation and the need to provide information to owners about drinking water safety.
Homeowners should have access to water testing facilities capable of testing for E. coli. Further,
well drillers should be licensed.

Particular attention was given to technology. It was recognized that traditional water treatment
systems were based on ‘big-system’ standards that may not be affordable or practical for small
systems. There was an assumption that small appropriate technologies were either available or
would soon be available such as membrane filtration and UV disinfection. These new treatment
technologies could make water treatment affordable for the small commercial and institutional
water systems that served the public.

The Council, as part of its review, followed-up with some people who had participated in the
development of the Part Two Report to better understand the intent of the recommendations
related to small systems. The response indicated that the Regulation went much further than was
intended in terms of detail and the degree of prescription in law. There was a view that a more
risk-based approach would be followed but that the regulation had taken a risk-adverse approach.
Complexity had become an issue. There had been a real expectation that affordable treatment
technology would be available and that assessment and system development cost would not be
high.

Other organizations such as the Technical Standards and Safety Authority (TSSA) or local
Health Units may be better structured to undertake the inspection and administration role for
small systems rather than the Ministry of the Environment. Testing for small systems was not
envisaged to be as comprehensive as required in the Regulation and that the application of a
chlorine residual was not envisaged for these small systems. There was an outstanding need for
public information on drinking water safety and access to technical advice to assist small system
owners, and that those providing the advice would be separate from inspection and enforcement
functions.
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Examples of Disease Outbreaks in Small Systems

A recently published book titled Safe Drinking Water — Lessons from Recent Outbreaks in
Affluent Countries® provides information that is extremely relevant to the matter of small systems
and the Regulation. The first author (Dr. S. E. Hrudey) was a member of the Research Advisory
Panel for Part Two of the Walkerton Inquiry. This book grew out of that experience and
documents more than 70 waterborne disease outbreaks occurring in affluent countries since the
1970s. An additional 25 cases are listed but were not developed into case studies in the book for
reasons of length.

As part of its work, the Council held a discussion with Dr. Hrudey. In his presentation he
discussed incidents described in the book that involve the types of small systems being
considered by the Council. Incidents occurred in the following situations and locations:

Trailer Park, Australia, 1989-90
Nursery School, Japan, 1990

Village, Scotland, 1995
Restaurant/Motel, Yukon, 1995

Resort Village (Wyoming), USA, 1998
County Fair, USA, 1999

Boarding School, New Zealand, 2001

A brief summary of these incidents is provided in Appendix 2. With the exception of the village
in Scotland and the resort village in the US, all of these situations involved non-municipal
systems. All of the incidents included substantial illness, and in two of them (the nursery school
and the County Fair) deaths occurred. Three of the incidents, including two where deaths
occurred, involved E. coli O157:H7, one of the organisms implicated in the Walkerton incident.
One of the incidents where deaths occurred (the County Fair) also involved Campylobacter
jejuni, the other organism implicated in Walkerton.

It is thus evident that serious outbreaks, although rare, can occur in small systems. In many
cases these systems may have operated for a number of years without incident. However, special
circumstances can overwhelm the system and have serious consequences. The more vulnerable
the system is, the greater the likelihood of this happening.

Public Consultation Summary

As noted earlier, from October 25 to November 8, 2004, the Council held stakeholder / public
consultation sessions all across Ontario in order to gather further input and insights on the
Regulation, as it relates to smaller, private water systems.
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Twelve sessions were held (Arnprior, Dunnville, Chatham, Kemptville, Goderich, Belleville,
Elora, Bracebridge, Lindsay, Thunder Bay, Sudbury and Alfred), as well as well as another
seven by videoconference (Geraldton, Nipigon, Fort Frances, Kenora, North Bay, Sault Ste.
Marie, South Porcupine).

While the Council heard from a diverse range of groups and individuals, several key issues and
concerns were common to both stakeholder organizations and members of the public; those
issues tended to dominate the sessions, regardless of geographic location. Those key concerns
are summarized briefly below. A more detailed summary of the consultations is provided in
Appendix 3. Generally there did not seem to be a good understanding of the risks of unsafe
water or the potential for health problems caused by a local water supply.

Cost

The cost of complying with the Regulation for small private systems was the major concern
expressed at the consultation sessions. Many presenters indicated that costs related to initial
system installation or upgrades (including the requirement for the involvement of a professional
engineer), testing and monitoring and ongoing maintenance would be prohibitive. This concern
was heard in regard to community centres, churches, fair grounds, conservation authorities, small
businesses, mobile home parks, remote tourism operators, and camp grounds. Presenters
indicated that the costs were sufficiently onerous that a number of these institutions or facilities
would be forced to close. As well, people could become homeless if mobile home parks are
forced to close.

Funding

A commonly expressed viewpoint was that, if the requirements of the Regulation for small
systems were to go ahead, provincial funding should be provided. Several specific mechanisms
were suggested for this.

Responsibility

A widely expressed opinion was that public health inspectors and Health Units (both part of the
Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC)) should have the lead role with regard to
small systems. This would include providing advice, providing water testing and providing
enforcement. Presenters who expressed this opinion acknowledged that these services would
have a cost associated with them and were generally accepting of an appropriate user fee.

Implementation
Requests for extension of implementation deadlines were made.

Communication and Training

A number of presenters indicated that the Ministry of the Environment should considerably
improve its communication with those impacted by the Regulation and that the Regulation
should be made easier to understand. It was stated that Ministry of the Environment should
provide, or arrange for, training for system operators and should also give advice and guidance
on acceptable treatment systems.
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Legislation
Opinions were expressed that bottled water should be better regulated and that the contribution
of source water protection regulations should be taken into account for small systems.

Exemptions/Options

Exemptions were suggested for various organizations or entities (churches and community
centres, remote tourism operators, bed and breakfasts, small businesses, and in certain cases
mining operations). Cost was the primary reason for the request, but feasibility of obtaining
laboratory analyses was also cited in some instances. The option of permanent sign posting was
requested by some, although others were opposed. Some speakers asked for more flexibility in
how the desired endpoint (safe water) could be arrived at.

Reporting
Requests were made to simplify the reporting process and make it less onerous.

Wells

Several recommendations were made in this area, including placing more emphasis on well
inspections following construction, considering a well permitting system and more frequent
testing of the structural integrity of wells.

Treatment Options
Some participants expressed concerns about chlorination, citing health and environmental effects
as well as its potential impact on septic systems.

Liability
The matter of liability and insurance issues for operators and owners of small systems was
raised.

In Appendix 6, a number of specific suggestions and proposals arising from the consultation
sessions are noted, along with the Council’s responses.

Review of Other Jurisdictions

The Council engaged an environmental consultant to undertake a review of the regulatory and
risk management practices used in other jurisdictions, other than Ontario, to manage smaller,
private water systems.

Multi-jurisdictional literature search and direct contact research was completed, including a
description of approval by each jurisdiction found, the approach taken to assess or mitigate risk
(if applicable), and information on how well the system works. This research served to
complement the Council’s broader review of the Regulation.

An e-mail transmission was sent to all of the selected jurisdictions, outlining in some detail the
nature of the project and the type of information that was being sought.
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Responses were obtained from six Canadian provinces (Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba,
Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland and Labrador); the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA); four U.S. States (Illinois, Indiana, New York and
Washington); and New Zealand.

Although there is considerable variation among the approaches followed by the jurisdictions that
were contacted, some common themes emerged.

Firstly, it was found that several jurisdictions impose less stringent requirements on small private
drinking water systems than does Ontario, under the current legislative and regulatory

framework.

Secondly, it was found that there is generally a lack of a requirement for a formal engineering
report as part of the process.

Thirdly, some jurisdictions are currently reviewing their existing programs with a view to
relaxing their current requirements, to make them less of a financial burden for small systems.
Table 1 summarizes the practices governing smaller, private drinking water systems.

None of the other jurisdictions have taken as formal and detailed an approach as Ontario, but
many of them have elements similar to Ontario’s legislative and regulatory framework.

Table 1
Jurisdiction Type of Control Definition of “Small” Comments
Alberta Regulation Less than 15 connections or Guidance document under
registration only Some small private systems
fall under provincial health
jurisdiction
Manitoba Proposed Regulations | Less than 15 service

connections are exempt

2 Supporting Regulations
under development

Newfoundland
and Labrador

None at present

Not defined

Requirements for small
systems under development

Nova Scotia

Regulation

Less than 15