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1 Introduction 

A Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) (Schedule B) was completed in 2017 to consider 

alternatives for the Bayshore Village effluent spray irrigation system.  The Class EA was 

documented in the Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class Environmental 

Assessment Phases 1 and 2 Project File (Tatham, September 2017), referred herein as the 2017 

Class EA report.   

The Township of Ramara (Township) requested that Tatham Engineering Limited (Tatham) 

update the Class EA to address the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) 

comments and consider current conditions and concerns. 

This report for the Class EA Update presents relevant information from the 2017 Class EA report, 

additional studies and consultation, an updated evaluation of alternative solutions, and updated 

recommendations for addressing the issues with the Bayshore Village effluent disposal system.  

This report is intended to be a stand-alone report, not an addendum to the 2017 Class EA report. 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Bayshore Village is a residential community located on the east shore of Lake Simcoe.  It was 

built by a developer and assumed by the Township in 1991.  Figure 1 presents the study area.   

The community is almost fully built-out.  In 2024, there were 353 built lots of the 372 serviced 

lots (95% of lots are built).  At the Township’s average occupancy of 2.6 people per dwelling, the 

total estimated population currently connected to the municipal sewer system is 918 residents. 

The Bayshore Village Sewage Works consist of a gravity sanitary sewer system with a satellite 

sewage pumping station and a main sewage pumping station, a two-cell waste stabilization pond, 

referred to as lagoons in this report, and an effluent spray irrigation system on two fields referred 

to as the South Field and the North Field that are located adjacent to the lagoons near the Lake 

Simcoe shoreline.   

  



Figure 1: Study Area 

 

 

  



1.2 STUDY OBJECTIVES AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

1.2.1 Project History 

The Class EA was originally initiated in October 2010 to consider the expansion of the effluent 

spray irrigation fields serving the Bayshore Village Sewage Works.  Over the years, it had been 

observed that the soils of the spray fields had become compacted, and their infiltrative capacity 

had deteriorated.  Spare spray irrigation capacity was needed to provide operational flexibility 

to take spray fields out of service for aeration and/or tilling as needed to maintain their capacity 

for the disposal of the lagoons content.   

Following the first Public Information Centre (PIC) in February 2011 and consultation with the 

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (now MECP), the project evolved, and the 

Township decided to widen the scope of the Class EA to consider alternatives to effluent spray 

irrigation.  The problem statement was revised to: 

Bayshore Village effluent spray irrigation fields have been in continuous operation for 25 to 38 

years.  Soils have become compacted and have reduced absorption capacity.  A longer spray 

irrigation period is often required.  There is no spare capacity in the spray irrigation system to 

temporarily take spray irrigation fields out of service for aerating and/or tilling the soils as needed 

to restore and maintain their original effluent absorption capacity.  The effluent disposal system 

must have sufficient capacity to adequately dispose of the effluent from the Bayshore Village 

lagoons.  The effluent disposal system should minimize impacts on the environment and on 

adjacent residents and farms, meet current regulatory requirements, satisfy the Township’s 

operational needs, and be affordable. 

Following public and agency consultation, which included numerous meetings and a second PIC 

in November 2016, the Class EA report and the Notice of Completion were issued in September 

2017.  The Class EA report recommended that in the short term the Township establish an 

additional spray field to provide spare capacity and concurrently advance the preferred long-

term solution of abandoning spray irrigation and constructing a new tertiary treatment facility 

with effluent discharge to Lake Simcoe.   

The Ministry of the Environment’s (now MECP) main comment on the 2017 Class EA Report was 

that the preferred solution had to fit within the current policy and regulatory requirements, 

mainly the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP) policies, which do not allow a new municipal 

sewage treatment plant discharging to Lake Simcoe.  

The Township pursued their request for the Ministry of the Environment (now MECP) to review 

the wording of the LSPP policies as part of the 10-year review, and to consider the Bayshore 

Village sewage works as an existing municipal system that discharge, albeit indirectly, to Lake 



Simcoe.  This would eliminate the regulatory constraint to establishing the long-term preferred 

solution. 

In 2022, considering the urgent need to address concerns with the effluent spray irrigation system 

and the unsuccessful discussions with the MECP, the Township resolved to abandon the preferred 

long-term solution of establishing a tertiary sewage treatment plant with direct discharge to Lake 

Simcoe, and requested that Tatham update the Class EA to identify an alternate preferred 

solution for the long term.   

1.2.2 Class EA Update Problem Statement 

For this Class EA Update, the problem statement is essentially unchanged, as follows: 

The Bayshore Village effluent is spray irrigated on fields that have been in continuous operation 

since the 1980s.  Soils have become compacted and have reduced infiltration capacity.  It is 

increasingly difficult to dispose of the effluent from May to October.  There are concerns by the 

adjacent residents about runoff from the spray irrigation operation and potential impacts on 

humans and farm animals, as well as aerosols and drainage.  There is a need to find the most 

appropriate solution for the disposal of lagoon effluent. 

The preferred solution needs to:  

▪ Provide the required effluent disposal capacity without runoff to adjacent properties, ditches 

and Wainman Creek/Lake Simcoe. 

▪ Provide some spare capacity for operational flexibility. 

▪ Involve reasonable level of effort for operation and maintenance. 

▪ Address adjacent residents’ concerns. 

▪ Have reasonable capital costs for construction, equipment and land. 

▪ Be acceptable to the MECP so that approval can be obtained. 

Growth beyond the 372 registered lots in Bayshore Village is not planned, considering the 

limitations of the sewage system.  As the sewage system has reserve capacity, there is no need 

to expand the sewage system beyond its approved capacity of 399 m3/day.  

1.3 REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This Class EA Update report summarizes the Class EA from its inception in 2010.  It presents the 

relevant information from the 2017 Class EA report and the analysis and consultation completed 

for the Class EA Update.  The report is organized as follows: 



▪ Section 2 presents the existing environmental conditions in the study area that could be 

impacted by the alternative solutions. 

▪ Section 3 describes the sewage works and effluent spray irrigation system.  

▪ Section 4 outlines the regulatory context in which the Class EA study was completed. 

▪ Section 5 presents the alternative solutions that were considered during the 2017 Class EA 

and Class EA Update, and their assessment. 

▪ Section 6 summarizes the public and review agency consultation and the comments that 

were received.    

▪ Section 7 presents the final evaluation and recommendations.  

1.4 REFERENCES 

The following documents were referred to in the preparation of the Class EA Update report: 

▪ Preliminary Report for the Proposed Bayshore Village Waste Water Spray Irrigation Site, 

Beak Consultants Limited, November 1988. 

▪ Hydrogeological and Spray Lands Operation Report for the Proposed Bayshore Village 

Waste Water Spray Irrigation Site, Beak Consultants Limited (undated).   

▪ Bayshore Village Sewage Treatment System Spray Irrigation Pilot Study, Totten Sims 

Hubicki Associates, March 1996. 

▪ Subsurface Investigation, Proposed Expansion Areas, Bayshore Village Sewage Treatment 

Works, Concession 7, Lot 22 and Concession 7 Lot 20, Township of Ramara, Ontario, 

Terraprobe Inc., May 3, 2010. 

▪ Approved Assessment Report: Lake Simcoe and Couchiching-Black River Source Protection 

Area, Part 1: Lake Simcoe Watershed, South Georgian Bay - Lake Simcoe Source Protection 

Committee, January 2015.  

▪ Bayshore Village Sewage Works Annual Performance Reports. 

▪ Township of Ramara Staff Reports. 



2 Environmental Conditions 

The Bayshore Village effluent spray fields are located at the intersection of Concession Road 8 

and Sideroad 20, north of Bayshore Village, as shown on Figure 1. 

2.1 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

The Bayshore Village lagoon and effluent spray fields are surrounded by the Barnstable Bay 

wetland, which is a Class 2 Provincially Significant Wetland on the shore of Lake Simcoe.  

Barnstable Bay is noted to have significant fisheries.   

There is also a regionally significant Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (McGinnis Point ANSI) 

to the south and west of the spray fields.  The ANSI is a 200-ha shoreline swamp; no specific 

species occurrences are noted for this area.   

The Bayshore Village spray irrigation fields are approximately 1.2 km to 1.6 km east of the Lake 

Simcoe shoreline.  They are located on both sides of Wainman’s Creek, which flows from 

upstream wetlands and agricultural areas to Barnstable Bay in Lake Simcoe.  Wainman’s Creek 

crosses Concession Rd. 8 between the South Field and the North Field.  Stream flows have not 

been measured.  Stream water quality upstream and downstream of the Bayshore Village spray 

irrigation fields has been monitored since 1994.   

A small ditch drains the northern portion of the North Field to a central wooded and low-lying 

area.  Two small ditches drain this central area: one flows south to the Concession Rd. 8 ditch, 

which drains to Wainman’s Creek, and one flows east to another low-lying area connected to 

Wainman’s Creek.  The South Field drains towards the northwest to Wainman’s Creek and to the 

east into the Sideroad 20 ditch.   

Ground elevations on the spray irrigation lands range from 220 m to 222 m in the North Field and 

from 220 m to 224 m in the South Field (TSH, 1993, 1995).  The areas around the spray fields are 

similarly flat with lower areas in proximity to Wainman’s Creek.  The spray fields are located on 

lands that have slopes that are less than 3%. 

2.2 ADJACENT LAND USES 

As per the Township of Ramara zoning map, the Bayshore Village Sewage Works site is 

designated Rural.  It is surrounded by Natural Areas and other lands designated Rural.  Lands 

outside of the wetlands to the east, north and west of the spray irrigation lands are mostly in 

active agricultural use, except for some low-lying areas covered in bush or small trees. 



There are residences and farm operations in proximity to the spray irrigation fields on Concession 

Rd. 8: one residence is immediately north of the South Field; the other residences are west of the 

North Field. 

2.3 GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGY   

2.3.1 1988 Investigations 

Boreholes drilled for the design of the Bayshore Village spray fields (Beak, 1988) indicated the 

soils on the existing site are varved and compact glacio-lacustrine clays overlying glacial till, 

which in turn lies on bedrock.  The soils in the North Field are slightly heavier than in the South 

Field.  The clay type soils are moderately well to poorly drained.  Depth to the groundwater table 

is low in the spring in both the South and North Fields but increases in the summer.  Upward 

vertical gradients were greater than horizontal gradients; as such, water moving from the site is 

not expected to enter the deep groundwater. 

The soil’s saturated hydraulic conductivities were measured in May 1988 using a Guelph 

Permeameter.  In the South Field, they ranged between 2.1 x 10-6 cm/s and 2.1 x 10-4 cm/s at 15 

cm depth and were lower at 50 cm depth (1.3 x 10-6 to 8.6 x 10-6 cm/s).  In the North Field, the 

saturated hydraulic conductivities ranged between 1.9 x 10-6 to 5.4 x 10-5 cm/s at shallow depth 

and were lower at 50 cm depth (8.6 x 10-7 to 2.5 x 10-5 cm/s).   

2.3.2 2009 Subsurface Investigation 

Terraprobe conducted in 2009 a subsurface investigation of two areas adjacent to the Bayshore 

Village lagoons and spray fields: the area immediately to the west of the lagoons, and the area 

east of the South Field.   

Drilled boreholes showed the presence of sandy or clayey silt over sandy silty gravel.  Depth to 

bedrock ranged from 2.5 m to 7.9 m below ground surface.  The soil’s hydraulic conductivity was 

estimated based on the grain size distribution to range between 1 x 10-7 to 2 x 10-5 cm/s.  Static 

groundwater level in the west area was 0.3 m to 1.4 m below ground, and in the east area, was 

0.2 m to 0.8 m below ground, in November. 

2.3.3 2023 Infiltration Testing   

Tatham conducted a field investigation of the South Field and of the area immediately west of 

the lagoons in December 2023 to determine if the hydraulic conductivity of the soils in the South 

Field had changed since 1988 and to determine the hydraulic conductivity of the soils in the area 

west of the lagoons, where a future effluent disposal system could potentially be established.     

In situ Guelph Permeameter testing was carried out in hand-augured holes, 0.4 m to 0.6 m below 

surface.  The field saturated hydraulic conductivities in the South Field were found to range 



between 9.5 x 10-5 to 5.7 x 10-4 cm/s, indicating the near surface infiltration capacity of the soils 

has not changed significantly since 1988.  The west area’s saturated hydraulic conductivities 

ranged between 1.9 x 10-4 and 3.8 x 10-4 cm/s, slightly higher than in the South Field.   

2.4 ARCHAEOLOGY AND HERITAGE RESOURCES 

An archaeological assessment of the field immediately west of the Bayshore Village sewage 

lagoons and spray irrigation fields was conducted to evaluate its archaeological potential and 

determine if further archaeological assessment is required.   

The Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment (Archeoworks Inc, January 2024) attached in Appendix 

A indicated that the background research on the area’s geography and history identified features 

in proximity to the study area that contribute to establishing the site’s archaeological potential, 

including water sources, i.e., wetlands associated with creeks draining to Lake Simcoe, and 19th 

century settlement.  Review of mapping and aerial imagery from the 20th and 21st centuries 

revealed observable changes in the study area, but the depth and extent of these alterations 

could not be confirmed to fully classify the study area as being fully disturbed.   

Accordingly, a Stage 2 archaeological assessment, in the form of a pedestrian survey of the field 

immediately west of the sewage lagoons, was conducted on August 2, 2024, after the field had 

been plowed and disced multiple times.  During the survey, a collection of 174 historic artifacts 

was encountered that suggest a mid-19th century habitation.  The material recovered was 

determined to likely be associated with a Euro-Canadian domestic structure built in the 1850s 

and utilized through the 1860s into the 1870s.   

As the site has further cultural heritage value and interest, a Stage 3 archaeological assessment 

was completed to determine the full extent and characteristics of the site.  The field work for the 

Stage 3 archaeological assessment was completed in November 2024.  The Stage 3 

Archaeological Assessment report indicates that a comprehensive Stage 4 archaeological 

excavation must be completed prior to any construction activity. 

There is low potential for built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes in the study 

area, based on a screening completed in accordance with the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and 

Sport Form, attached in Appendix A.   



3 Existing Sewage Works 

3.1 APPROVALS 

The Bayshore Village Sewage Works were originally constructed under Certificate of Approval 

(C of A) No. 3-0304-77-006, dated June 1, 1977.  They were upgraded under C of A No. 3-1337-

81-827, dated November 25, 1982, and amended by notices dated June 6, 1985, July 7, 1992, 

April 18, 1994, and November 1, 1995.  The system currently operates under C of A No. 3-1337-

81-968 issued July 17, 1996.  The C of A is attached in Appendix B.    

The C of A limits the sewage average daily flow to 399 m3/day.  The C of A describes the sewage 

works as they were designed, lists the monitoring requirements and the conditions under which 

the system must operate, including the maximum effluent application rate (55 m3/ha/day 

averaged over the number of spray days each season), the allowed spray period (May 18 to 

September 28), and that it should preclude ponding, runoff and aerosol drift beyond the 

property.   

3.2 SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

3.2.1 Wastewater Collection and Pumping 

Two pumping stations collect the wastewater generated in Bayshore Village: the West Sewage 

Pumping Station (SPS), which serves approximately 30% of the development, and the East SPS, 

which serves the entire development.  Two 16.7 L/s submersible pumps (one duty, one stand-

by) in the East SPS convey wastewater via a 150 mm forcemain to the lagoons.  Raw wastewater 

flows to the lagoons are measured at the East SPS.   

3.2.2 Wastewater Treatment 

The wastewater treatment system consists of a two-cell facultative waste stabilization pond, 

located 2.5 km north of Bayshore Village on Sideroad 20, on Lot 21, Concession 7.  

The average daily flow rated capacity of the wastewater treatment system is 399 m3/day.    

Raw wastewater is pumped from the East SPS to Cell B (small lagoon) from where it flows by 

gravity to Cell A (large lagoon).  The lagoons provide biological treatment of the wastewater, 

and storage during the winter months when the effluent spray irrigation system is not in 

operation.   

An aerial view of the existing sewage works is shown on Figure 2.    



Figure 2: Existing Sewage Works 

 

 
One lagoon cell was constructed in 1977, and the second lagoon cell was constructed in 1982.  

Cell A was relined with imported clay in 1995 (TSH, 1996). 

The effective volume (excluding freeboard and sludge storage) of Cell B was estimated at 30,000 

m3 in 2014.  The effective volume of Cell A was estimated at 110,000 m3 in 1995.  A hydrographic 

acoustic sonar survey of the two lagoon cells conducted in April 2022 indicated the average 

depth of sludge was 150 mm in both cells.  

3.2.3 Effluent Disposal 

During the spray irrigation season, effluent from Cell A is drawn from a concrete sump via a 250 

mm diameter pipe to the effluent pump house.  The pipe is equipped with a rotating self-cleaning 

strainer.  



The effluent pump house consists of a 3 m by 3.6 m wood frame building that houses a 132 L/s 

effluent pump with variable speed drive, a pressure reducing valve, and a magnetic flow meter 

on a 150 mm diameter discharge line.   

The lagoon effluent is spray irrigated on the South Field and the North Field, adjacent to the 

lagoons.  The fields are equipped with above-ground irrigation piping and sprinklers. 

From the late 1980s to 1993, the Township utilized the South Field only for effluent spray 

irrigation.  A two-year pilot testing program on the North Field was conducted in 1994 and 1995.  

As of 2024, the South Field has been in operation for approximately 35 years, and the North Field 

has been in operation for 30 years.  

The South Field covers an area of approximately 23 ha immediately north of the lagoons on Lot 

21, Concession 7.  The North Field has an approximate area of 18 ha and is north of Concession 

Rd. 8 on Lot 22, Concession 8.  Not all the land on these fields is used for spray irrigation.   

The original design (Beak, TSH) determined that a total of 26 ha could be used for spray irrigation 

(14 ha on the South Field and 12 ha on the North Field), as described in the C of A.  The 2017 

Class EA and the Class EA Update have been based on the Township utilizing 25 ha for spray 

irrigation (13.6 ha in the South Field and 11.4 ha in the North Field), based on aerial photography.  

The Township determined in April 2024 (Staff Report ID-25-24) that the current spray areas 

covered 10.5 ha on the South Field and 10 ha on the North Field, and that piping to a 3.7 ha area 

in the South Field had been disconnected in 2020.  Therefore, the total available spray irrigation 

area is 24.2 ha.  However, the adjacent residents who have lived beside the spray fields since 

their installation have noted that the spray irrigation piping and spigot layout has been altered 

numerous times over the years, and the actual area that is sprayed is less than the total available 

spray area.  Confirmation of the current area used for spray irrigation is required to verify that 

the volume of effluent applied meets the C of A requirements.  

3.3 SPRAY IRRIGATION SYSTEM DESIGN AND PILOT TESTING 

The effluent spray irrigation system was designed in 1988, following a hydrogeological study by 

Beak Consultants Limited (1988).  Beak recommended that the South and North spray fields be 

divided into four management zones for the purposes of designing and operating the spray 

irrigation system.  These zones were established based on the soil’s ability to accommodate the 

application of effluent and on the depth to the water table.  Beak suggested a schedule of 

application rates as a starting point for the design, subject to further pilot testing and soil 

moisture measurements.  The application rates, which included precipitation, ranged between 

3.75 mm to 9.4 mm per application period.  The suggested total volume of effluent applied per 

year over 100 spray days was 157,800 m3.  



In 1994, Totten Sims Hubicki (TSH) conducted a spray irrigation pilot study as requested by the 

MOE (now MECP) prior to the use of the North Field.  Their pilot study report (TSH, 1996), relying 

extensively on Beak’s hydrogeological investigation, established maximum hourly effluent 

application rates based on the soils’ unsaturated hydraulic conductivities.  These maximum hourly 

application rates ranged from 0.072 mm/hr to 3.6 mm/hr.  The pilot study concluded a volume 

of 132,000 m3 could be disposed of on the available 26 ha of spray lands over 98 spray days at 

the suggested spray irrigation rates.  TSH recommended that the effluent be sprayed at the 

design maximum rates for a short period of time, ranging from 1.5 hour to 4.1 hour, on each of 

these 98 days, so as not to exceed the maximum allowable rate of 55 m3/ha/day specified in the 

C of A.   

With 134 available days between the May 18 to September 28 spray season, this approach 

included 36 days for drying up the soil between applications and for rainy and/or windy days 

when spraying is not permitted. 

During the 1994-1995 pilot study, instances of aerosol drift, ponding and runoff to the ditches 

along Sideroad 20 were observed and recorded.  The Township addressed these issues by hiring 

a full-time inspector, whose responsibilities were to monitor and control the spray irrigation 

program closely.  If ponding was observed, the area was allowed to dry up before spraying was 

resumed. 

The TSH pilot study report also recommended annual aeration of the spray fields to improve the 

absorption capacity of the surficial soils and prevent consolidation with time, which would 

promote runoff. 

3.4 SPRAY IRRIGATION SYSTEM OPERATION 

At the time, Township staff found the TSH-recommended part-time operation of the Bayshore 

spray irrigation system difficult to implement.  Spraying for short periods of time daily and 

varying the spraying duration between the various spray areas was difficult because of the labour 

involved and the pumping/piping design.  Operators found that shutting off sprinklers in some 

areas caused excessive pressure in the piping in other areas resulting in breaks.  The operating 

practice evolved to a system whereby the operators typically spray irrigated for 7 or 8-hour days 

over most of the available spraying land but allowed longer drying and recuperation periods 

between spray days.   

The typical method of operation of the spray irrigation system is as follows: 

▪ Spray irrigation piping, including the piping across Wainman’s Creek, and the spray nozzles 

are installed and pressure-tested in May. 



▪ Spray irrigation fields are inspected daily to determine whether conditions are favourable 

for spray irrigation.  Spray irrigation is carried out when there is good weather (i.e., no rain 

and wind velocity less than 15 km/hr), no ponding of surface water on site, and sufficiently 

dry soil. 

▪ If spraying is possible, the operator starts the effluent pump.  A further inspection of the 

field is made to verify that sprinkler heads are operational.  If problems are found such as 

broken pipes, clogged sprinkler heads, surface ponding, and aerosol drift, then the spray 

operation is modified, discontinued or repairs are completed as needed. 

▪ Operation staff maintain a daily log of the spray irrigation operation. 

During periods when the fields are left to dry, the grass is cut to promote evapotranspiration.  

The grass is not removed from the fields.   

The typical spray irrigation season is from May 18 to September 28 each year.   

It has become increasingly difficult for Township operators to spray irrigate the entire content of 

lagoon Cell A within the allowed 4.5-month spray irrigation period while meeting the operational 

guidelines to minimize runoff and the average effluent application rate specified in the C of A.  

Requests to extend the spray period to the end of October or early November to dispose of the 

lagoon content were approved by MECP six times in the past 10 years.  Runoff from less 

permeable areas occurs more frequently.  During rainy summers when there is a limited 

opportunity to let the fields dry up between spray irrigation days, the effluent has been sprayed 

when the soils are still wet and saturated, which reduces significantly their infiltration capacity, 

and when the weather conditions were unfavourable, resulting in runoff to adjacent properties, 

drainage ditches and Wainman’s Creek, and/or aerosols. 

In the past 10 years, the number of favourable days for spray irrigation appears to have 

diminished: the spray fields were used 65 days per season on average, compared with the design 

basis of 98 days.    

The spray fields were not aerated in many years.  In 2016, deep aeration was completed on the 

South Field.  No significant improvement in the soil’s ability to infiltrate the effluent applied was 

noted. 

During the 2023 winter, 55,000 m3 of effluent was removed from Cell A and hauled to the Lagoon 

City STP for final treatment and disposal because the lagoon liquid level had not been sufficiently 

lowered through the 2023 spray season to ensure there would be sufficient volume to store the 

effluent over the winter and spring months before the start of the 2024 spray season.   



3.5 PERFORMANCE MONITORING 

3.5.1 Influent Wastewater Flows and I/I Control 

The Bayshore Village lagoons received on average 312 m3/day of wastewater in the 5-year period 

of 2020 to 2024.  This represents 78% of the system’s rated capacity of 399 m3/day.  Wastewater 

flows have decreased since 2022, with a 3-year average of 264 m3/day because of reductions in 

inflow and infiltration into the sanitary sewer system.    

The Bayshore Village sewage works are designed to serve 343 residential lots in Bayshore Village 

and 29 residential lots on Southview Drive, for a total of 372 lots.  According to the 2024 Annual 

Report, there were 353 connected lots in 2024.  Considering the influent flow data for the 5-year 

period of 2020 to 2025 that show an average wastewater generation rate of 347 L/person/day, 

the sewage works have an uncommitted residual capacity of 18% or 77 lots at 2.6 ppu. 

The Township developed and implemented an inflow and infiltration control program for the 

Bayshore Village sewage collection system.  Video inspections of the sewers and lateral pipes, 

maintenance hole inspections, and property inspections, were completed in 2022.  Findings 

included active infiltration in some sewer sections, laterals and maintenance holes, as well as 

evidence, and potential sources, of infiltration at joints and in laterals.  Sump pumps connected 

to the sanitary sewers were also found.  To date, the Township has repaired the laterals and 

disconnected the sump pumps.  Repairs on the main sewer lines are planned to be completed 

concurrently with road replacement work. 

3.5.2 Raw Wastewater and Lagoon Effluent Quality  

The raw (influent) wastewater quality, the Cell B (small lagoon) quality, and the Cell A (effluent) 

quality for the past 10 years (2015 to 2024) are summarized in Table 1.  The data shows that the 

Bayshore Village lagoons produce effluent typical of secondary treatment facilities. 

Table 1: Raw Wastewater and Effluent Characteristics (2015-2024 Averages) 

PARAMETER 

QUALITY (mg/L) 
REMOVAL 

(%) Raw 
Wastewater  

Cell B  
(Small Lagoon)  

Cell A 
(Large Lagoon)  

BOD5  144 27 15 90% 

Total Suspended Solids  152 28 32 79% 

Total Phosphorus  2.5 2.3 0.8 68% 

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen  28 15 3 89% 

Total Ammonia   12 2  



3.5.3 Groundwater, Surface Water and Soil Quality 

The impact of the effluent disposal on groundwater quality, surface water quality and soil 

characteristics is monitored by the following sampling program, which has been in place since 

1995, in accordance with the C of A: 

▪ groundwater samples taken in six boreholes in and around the North and South fields;  

▪ water samples taken in Wainman’s Creek upstream and downstream of the spray fields; and, 

▪ soil samples taken in the North and South fields. 

Samples are taken: 

▪ In May, before the start of the spray irrigation season; 

▪ In August, during spraying; and, 

▪ In October, after spraying is completed. 

The locations of the sampling points are shown on Figure 3.  All laboratory results from the 

monitoring program are tabulated and presented in graphs attached in Appendix C.  

Groundwater quality is compared annually with the Ontario Drinking Water Standards, 

Objectives and Guidelines (ODWS) and with previous monitoring data to assess potential 

impacts and trends.  High chloride levels have been noted, particularly at locations close to the 

road in the South Field.  Concentrations of nitrogen, including TKN and TAN, are mostly 

undetectable during and after the spray irrigation season.  Nitrate levels are very low.  Effluent 

spray irrigation during the growing season does not add nitrogen because of the plants’ nitrogen 

uptake.  The overall average Total Phosphorus concentration in groundwater is 0.2 mg/L. 

  



Figure 3: Spray Irrigation System Monitoring Locations 

 

  



Wainman’s Creek water quality has frequently exceeded the phosphorus Provincial Water Quality 

Objective (PWQO) for streams of 0.03 mg/L.  The data shows very consistent water quality 

between the upstream and downstream sampling locations, indicating no measurable impact 

from the spray irrigation operation.  Using the ammonia results obtained from the upstream and 

downstream samples, unionized ammonia concentrations in Wainman’s Creek are below the 

PWQO.  Surface water quality does not appear to have been impacted by the spray irrigation 

operation. 

Soil core samples show localized increases in the concentration of some contaminants during the 

spray irrigation season.  However, the concentration levels are consistent with levels recorded in 

previous years, and therefore do not show increases over the years.  Higher concentrations of 

phosphorus are measured in the South Field than in the North Field. 



4 Regulatory Context 

4.1 LAKE SIMCOE PROTECTION PLAN 

The construction and operation of sewage treatment facilities in Ontario are regulated under the 

Ontario Water Resources Act, 1990 (OWRA).   

As the Bayshore Village Sewage Works are located within the Lake Simcoe watershed, they are 

also governed by the Lake Simcoe Protection Act, 2008 (LSPA), which provides the framework 

for the development of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP).  The LSPP, issued in June 2009, 

is a watershed-based plan that established objectives to protect and enhance the Lake Simcoe 

water quality, including reducing loadings of phosphorus and other nutrients of concern to Lake 

Simcoe and its tributaries.   

The LSPP sets out policy 4.3-DP to prohibit the establishment of new municipal sewage treatment 

plants in the Lake Simcoe watershed unless: the new plant replaces an existing municipal sewage 

treatment plant, or it services a development where one or more subsurface sewage systems are 

failing.   

The Lake Simcoe Phosphorus Reduction Strategy, issued in 2010, was developed in the first year 

of the LSPP to achieve the reductions in phosphorus loadings that are required to restore Lake 

Simcoe’s water quality and ecological health.  The Lake Simcoe Phosphorus Reduction Strategy 

lists in Table A2 the 15 municipal and industrial sewage treatment plants in the watershed for 

which phosphorus compliance limits and loads were established.  The Bayshore Village Sewage 

Works are not listed in Table A2 as one of the existing municipal sewage treatment plants in the 

Lake Simcoe watershed.  This is because the facility does not have a direct effluent discharge to 

the lake.   

However, the LSPP objectives and policies to protect the lake’s water quality and reduce 

phosphorus loadings, apply to the Bayshore Village Sewage Works as they are within the 

watershed and near Lake Simcoe.   

4.2 SOURCE WATER PROTECTION 

Under the Clean Water Act, 2006, source water protection plans were developed to protect 

municipal water supplies from various threats including sewage works.  The Source Protection 

Plan for the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Protection Region has defined the Well Head 

Protection Areas (WHPA) for the Bayshore Village municipal wells.   

The groundwater vulnerability for the Bayshore Village water supply was delineated, and the 

areas determined to contribute groundwater to the wells within the 25-year capture zone were 



defined as WHPA.  The Bayshore Village municipal sanitary sewer system was identified as a 

potential Significant Drinking Water Threat.  The existing sewage lagoons and part of the South 

Field are within the WHPA-C 5-year capture zone.  The North Field, the area west of the lagoons, 

and Wainman Creek are outside of the WHPA.  



5 Alternative Solutions 

This section lists the alternative solutions previously considered in the 2017 Class EA Report.  For 

the Class EA Update, these alternative solutions were updated and screened, and the updated 

short list of alternative solutions were evaluated.  The updated alternative solutions are described 

and assessed in the following sections. 

5.1 2017 CLASS EA LIST OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS CONSIDERED 

At the first PIC in February 2011, two alternative solutions were presented to address the original 

Problem Statement:  

▪ Do Nothing 

▪ Acquire additional land for effluent spray irrigation 

Following the receipt of comments and concerns with the operation of the spray fields (see 

Chapter 6), the Problem Statement was expanded and as a result, new alternative solutions were 

considered, and alternatives were modified.  The long list of all alternatives considered during 

the 2017 Class EA study was as follows: 

▪ 2017 Alt. 1 Do nothing 

▪ 2017 Alt. 2 Alter spray irrigation practices 

▪ 2017 Alt. 3A Establish one new spray irrigation field 

▪ 2017 Alt. 3B Establish two new spray irrigation fields and abandon the North Field 

▪ 2017 Alt. 4 Build an effluent disposal bed and abandon the North Field only 

▪ 2017 Alt. 5 Discontinue spray irrigation and build an effluent disposal bed 

▪ 2017 Alt. 6 Discontinue spray irrigation, upgrade sewage treatment and discharge to 

Wainman’s Creek 

▪ 2017 Alt. 7 Pump sewage or effluent to the Lagoon City STP 

▪ 2017 Alt. 8 Plant trees on the spray fields    

5.2 CLASS EA UPDATE LONG LIST OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

For this Class EA Update, the following long list of alternative solutions was considered, then 

screened: 

▪ Do Nothing 



▪ Alt. 1: Reduce Inflow and Infiltration in Bayshore Village sewers  

▪ Alt. 2: Increase spray irrigation rate on existing spray fields, and add effluent UV disinfection 

▪ Alt. 3: Establish 1 new spray irrigation field (West), and add effluent UV disinfection 

▪ Alt. 4: Establish 1 new spray irrigation field (West), decommission North Field, and add 

effluent UV disinfection 

▪ Alt. 5: Establish 2 new spray irrigation fields (West and other), decommission North Field, 

and add effluent UV disinfection 

▪ Alt. 6: Build effluent disposal bed on West field, continue spray irrigation on South Field, 

decommission North Field and add effluent UV disinfection 

▪ Alt. 7: Build effluent disposal bed on the South Field, establish spray irrigation on West field, 

decommission North Field and add effluent UV disinfection 

▪ Alt. 8: Discontinue spray irrigation, and build effluent disposal bed on the West field  

▪ Alt. 9: Discontinue spray irrigation, pump lagoon effluent to Lagoon City STP, and expand 

Lagoon City STP 

▪ Alt. 10: Discontinue spray irrigation, upgrade lagoons with tertiary sewage treatment plant 

with effluent discharged to Wainman’s Creek to Lake Simcoe 

A brief description of each of the above alternative solutions is provided below.   

Only one alternative from the 2017 Class EA was not carried forth in this Class EA Update: 

planting trees on the spray fields.  Although trees can uptake nutrients, it was determined that 

the evapotranspiration rate achieved with a willow or poplar plantation only results in a small 

increase in effluent disposal capacity.  Further, the trees do not grow well in clay soils, and there 

is no market for the wood once it is harvested.      

5.2.1 Do Nothing 

Do Nothing is considered for comparison purposes.  Do Nothing at the Bayshore Village Sewage 

Works would involve continuing with the current spray irrigation operation with the existing 

equipment on the existing spray fields.  The issues and concerns with the capacity and operation 

of the spray irrigation system would continue and likely worsen over time as the system ages.  

The Township would need to haul lagoon effluent to the Lagoon City STP if the weather during 

the spray season does not provide sufficient favourable spray days.  Do Nothing would incur 

additional operating costs for hauling, as well as ongoing maintenance and replacement costs.   



5.2.2 Alternative 1: Reduce Inflow and Infiltration 

This alternative consists of continuing with the ongoing efforts to monitor and control inflow and 

infiltration (I/I) into the Bayshore Village sanitary sewers.  Measurable reductions in wastewater 

flows have been noted in the past two years, however, are not sufficient to consistently address 

the concerns with the spray irrigation system capacity.  Monitoring and controlling I/I requires 

annual budgets for sewer system inspections, repairs and rehabilitation.  

5.2.3 Alternative 2: Increase Spray Irrigation Rate and Add UV Disinfection 

Alternative 2 involves increasing the spray irrigation application rate on the existing spray fields 

such that all the annual effluent volume could be disposed on the typically available number of 

good spray days within the allowed May to October spray season.  All existing spray fields and 

equipment would be maintained.  The spray irrigation scheduling would be modified to provide 

more time between spray irrigation events to allow the soils to dry up between applications to 

maximize infiltration.  Lagoon effluent UV disinfection would be implemented at the spray 

irrigation pumping station to mitigate concerns with the health impacts of aerosols from the 

spraying of effluent.   

Assuming the number of available spray days per season is 65 days, the application rate would 

need to be 90 m3/ha/day over 25 ha, to dispose of the annual volume of effluent.  This application 

rate is 60% higher than the currently allowed rate of 55 m3/ha/day and would likely result in more 

runoff from the spray fields.  The estimated project cost to upgrade the effluent pumping station 

to implement UV disinfection is $500,000.  

5.2.4 Alternative 3: Establish One New Spray Irrigation Field (West) and Add UV Disinfection 

This alternative involves establishing one additional spray irrigation area of 16 ha on the field 

west of the sewage lagoons, which the Township owns.  With the existing South and North Fields, 

a total of 41 ha would be available for effluent spray irrigation.  The entire annual effluent volume 

could be disposed by spray irrigation over this area assuming there are 65 favourable spray days 

per season.  With an extended season, which on average provides 75 spray days, there could be 

a 15% buffer that would allow part of a field to be taken out of service on a rotational basis for a 

year, to till it and rebuild its infiltration capacity.  UV disinfection of the lagoon effluent prior to 

spray irrigation would be provided, and tree buffers would be planted along Concession Road 8 

and Sideroad 20 to mitigate aerosols from the spray irrigation operation. 

This alternative would maintain and expand the current effluent disposal approach in a manner 

that provides some spare capacity and reduces runoff to adjacent properties and Wainman’s 

Creek.  However, if the weather conditions during a spray season are not favourable for 

infiltration and evapotranspiration, and fields cannot dry sufficiently between spray applications, 



surface runoff may still occur and hauling of effluent from the lagoons to the Lagoon City STP 

would still be needed.  The estimated project cost of this alternative is $1.6 million. 

5.2.5 Alternative 4: Establish One New Spray Irrigation Field (West), Decommission North Field, and Add 
Effluent UV Disinfection 

Alternative 4 is like Alternative 3, with the exception that the North Field is taken out of operation 

due to the immediately adjacent residents’ concerns with the impacts on their properties.  The 

existing South field (13.6 ha) plus a new 16 ha spray field would provide 29.6 ha of available 

irrigation area.  At the maximum allowable application rate of 55 m3/ha/day, it would take 89 

spray days per season to dispose of the total annual effluent volume.  Historically, considering 

the past 10 years, the number of favourable spray days per season has been much lower.  This 

alternative would not provide adequate effluent disposal capacity at the MECP-allowed spray 

irrigation rate.  

5.2.6 Alternative 5: Establish Two New Spray Irrigation Fields (West and Other), Decommission North 
Field, and Add Effluent UV Disinfection 

With Alternative 5, spray irrigation would continue on the South Field and be discontinued on 

the North Field, and two additional spray fields would be established, 16 ha on the West field 

and one other field at a location to be determined.  The second additional field would need to 

have a spray area of at least 13 ha to provide the required disposal capacity at the MECP-allowed 

application rate.  The closest agricultural lands that are not environmentally protected (wetland 

areas) and that could potentially be used for spray irrigation are 3 to 4 km from the Bayshore 

Village lagoons via existing roads.  The project would include expanding the effluent pumping 

station to provide the capacity to pump to the remote field and a 3 to 4 km long forcemain.  The 

effluent would be UV-disinfected before spraying and tree buffers would be planted where 

required.  The estimated project cost is $11.3 million, excluding land acquisition costs. 

5.2.7 Alternative 6: Build Effluent Disposal Bed on West Field, Maintain South Spray Field, Decommission 
North Field, and Add Effluent UV Disinfection 

This alternative involves utilizing two effluent disposal approaches: spray irrigation and 

subsurface disposal.  Spray irrigation would continue on the South Field.  The spray irrigation 

equipment on the North Field would be removed.  A fully raised effluent disposal bed would be 

constructed on the Township-owned field west of the sewage lagoons. 

During the summer months, lagoon effluent, disinfected by UV, would be sprayed on the South 

Field at a reduced spray irrigation frequency that provides a drying period between spray 

irrigation events.  Tree buffers would be planted along Concession Road 8 and Sideroad 20.   



The effluent disposal bed, with a capacity of 292 m3/day, would receive pumped lagoon effluent, 

after the required minimum lagoon retention time (30 days), year-round.  Due to the clay soils 

and high groundwater table, the bed would be raised and have a large sand mantle, covering a 

total area of about 4 ha.   

This approach would be designed to provide approximately 20% spare spray irrigation capacity 

so that spray irrigation areas could be rotated.  As this alternative would reduce the volume of 

effluent that is spray irrigated, the potential for effluent runoff and negative impacts on the 

adjacent residents would be reduced.  However, there would remain the potential for effluent 

breakout from a fully raised bed built on relatively impermeable soils.  As the life of a disposal 

bed is limited, the bed may need to be rehabilitated or replaced in 30 to 40 years.  The estimated 

project cost of this alternative is $6.2 million.  

5.2.8 Alternative 7: Build Effluent Disposal Bed on South Field, Establish Spray Irrigation on West Field, 
Decommission North Field, and Add Effluent UV Disinfection 

Alternative 7 is like Alternative 6 in that it combines two effluent disposal approaches, and the 

North spray field is decommissioned.  In this alternative however, the new effluent disposal bed 

would be constructed on the South Field, and new spray irrigation equipment would be installed 

on the new West field.  As the West field is larger, more of the effluent could be disposed by 

spray irrigation, and the effluent disposal bed could be slightly smaller than in Alternative 6.  The 

disposal bed would have a capacity of 274 m3/day and a total loading area of 4.4 ha. 

Alternative 7 would take longer to be implemented than Alternative 6 as the project would need 

to be phased: spray irrigation equipment on the West field would need to be installed and 

commissioned before the new effluent disposal bed could be constructed on the South Field.  

The estimated project cost of this alternative is $8.3 million.   

5.2.9 Alternative 8: Discontinue Spray Irrigation and Build Effluent Disposal Bed on the West Field 

Alternative 8 involves abandoning spray irrigation for the disposal of the effluent and replacing 

it with a large (399 m3/day to match the existing sewage works’ rated capacity) raised disposal 

bed built on the Township-owned West field.  The treated lagoon effluent would be pumped 

year-round to the disposal bed, which would have a total loading area of 6 ha.  All spray irrigation 

equipment would be removed from the South and North Fields.   

This approach would eliminate the restriction of weather on effluent disposal capacity and the 

runoff and negative impacts of spray irrigation on the adjacent residents.  However, there would 

remain the potential for effluent breakout from a fully raised bed built on relatively impermeable 

soils.  As the life of a disposal bed is limited, the bed may need to be rehabilitated or replaced in 

30 to 40 years.  The estimated project cost of Alternative 8 is $7.3 million.   



5.2.10 Alternative 9: Discontinue Spray Irrigation and Discharge Effluent to the Lagoon City STP 

Alternative 9 involves abandoning spray irrigation as the effluent disposal method and pumping 

all the treated lagoon effluent to the Lagoon City STP for tertiary treatment and discharge to 

Lake Simcoe.  This alternative would require the construction of an effluent pumping station, the 

installation of a 150 mm diameter forcemain, and a 399 m3/day expansion of the Lagoon City 

STP.  Although there is currently available capacity at the STP, this capacity is allocated for 

growth in Brechin.   

Two effluent forcemain routes were assessed from the Bayshore Village lagoons to the Lagoon 

City STP, as follows: 

▪ Route follows Concession Road 7 and the abandoned railway line to the STP site.  The 

approximate length of forcemain is 7,300 m.   

▪ Route follows Concession Road 7, Highway 12, Simcoe Road, and Laguna Parkway to the 

STP site.  The approximate length of forcemain is 15,000 m.    

This alternative would eliminate the restriction of weather on effluent disposal capacity and the 

runoff and negative impacts of spray irrigation on the adjacent residents, but would require 

extensive construction, either through a wetland area, or through existing roads.  The estimated 

project cost if the effluent forcemain is constructed along the short route is $21 million.  The 

estimated project cost for the long forcemain route is $36 million. 

5.2.11 Alternative 10: Discontinue Spray Irrigation and Upgrade Lagoons with STP with Effluent 
Discharged to Wainman’s Creek to Lake Simcoe 

This alternative involves abandoning effluent spray irrigation and replacing it with the discharge 

of tertiary treated effluent to Wainman’s Creek, which drains to Lake Simcoe.  It would require 

upgrading the Bayshore Village lagoon system to a 399 m3/day tertiary sewage treatment 

facility.  LSPP Policy 4.3DP prohibits new municipal sewage treatment plants in the Lake Simcoe 

watershed, unless it replaces an existing plant, or it services a development where one or more 

subsurface sewage systems are failing.  Further, the phosphorus load to Lake Simcoe from the 

new effluent discharge would need to be less than from the spray irrigation effluent disposal 

system.  Further, an assimilative capacity of Wainman’s Creek would be required to determine if 

the provincial surface water quality objectives could be met.  Consultation with MECP confirmed 

that a surface effluent discharge from the Bayshore Village sewage system would not be 

approved because of the LSPP policies.  The project cost of this alternative was estimated at 

$10.2 million in 2022.   



5.3 SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

5.3.1 Screening Assessment 

The alternatives were screened to identify the ones that meet the following criteria: 

▪ Must meet the Problem Statement. 

▪ Must conform to current MECP guidelines and policies. 

▪ Must be financially feasible, which was considered for this screening as having an estimated 

project cost less than $10 million. 

As shown in Table 2, seven alternatives and Do Nothing were screened out.  Four alternatives 

were short-listed for further assessment. 

Table 2: Alternative Screening Summary 

ALTERNATIVES 
MEETS 

PROBLEM 
STATEMENT 

COULD BE 
APPROVED 

BY MECP 

FINANCIALLY 
VIABLE 

SCREENED 
OUT 

Do Nothing No No Yes X 

1 Reduce I/I only No Yes Yes X 

2 Increase Spray Irrigation Rate No No Yes X 

3 Add West Spray Field Yes Yes Yes  

4 Add West Spray Field & 
Decommission North Field 

No No Yes X 

5 Add West Spray Field & Additional 
Field, and Decommission North Field 

Yes Yes No X 

6 Build Bed on West Field, Keep 
South Field & Decommission North 
Field  

Yes Yes Yes  

7 Build Bed on South Field, Add 
West Field & Decommission North 
Field  

Yes Yes Yes   

8 Build Bed on West Field & 
Decommission All Spray Fields 

Yes Yes Yes  

9 Decommission Spray Fields & 
Pump Effluent to Lagoon City STP 

Yes Yes No X 

10 Decommission Spray Fields & 
Treat Effluent at Tertiary STP to Lake  

Yes No No X 



The main rationales for screening out seven of the 10 alternatives are summarized as follows:  

▪ Do Nothing: It does not meet the Problem Statement because it does not provide a solution 

for the disposal of the annual volume of effluent within the typically available number of 

favourable spray days at the allowed spray irrigation rate and does not address issues with 

the existing spray irrigation system.  

▪ Alternative 1: Reduce I/I.  On its own, I/I reduction in the sanitary sewers cannot reduce the 

wastewater flows to the point that the effluent spray irrigation capacity issues are resolved.  

However, measures to monitor and control I/I must continue and be part of the 

recommended solution.   

▪ Alternative 2:  Increase the spray irrigation rate of application.  This option is expected to 

exacerbate the existing issues with the spray irrigation operation.    

▪ Alternative 4: Use the South Field, add a West spray field and abandon the North Field.  This 

option does not provide sufficient spray irrigation area to dispose of the effluent volume 

within the typically available number of good spray days and at the allowed spray irrigation 

rate and does not address issues with the existing spray irrigation system. 

▪ Alternative 5: Establish two new spray irrigation fields, one at a remote location.  This 

alternative was screened out because potentially suitable land for spray irrigation is distant 

from the lagoons, resulting in a high project cost, and because of the uncertainty in finding 

available and suitable land. 

▪ Alternative 9: Pump the effluent to Lagoon City STP.  This option has a very high project 

cost mainly due to the length and construction of the forcemain and the need to expand the 

Lagoon City STP.  

▪ Alternative 10: Build a tertiary STP and discharge to Lake Simcoe.  This alternative cannot 

be implemented under the LSPP policies and would not be approved by the MECP.   

5.4 ASSESSMENT OF SHORT LIST OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

Following the screening, four alternatives were considered for further comparative assessment:  

▪ Alternative 3: Establish an additional spray irrigation area in the West field and maintain the 

existing South and North Fields.  

▪ Alternative 6:  Build an effluent disposal bed on the West field, maintain the South Field, and 

decommission the North Field. 

▪ Alternative 7: Build an effluent disposal bed on the South Field, establish a new spray 

irrigation area on the West field, and decommission the North Field. 



▪ Alternative 8. Discontinue spray irrigation and build an effluent disposal bed on the West 

field. 

5.4.1 Comparative Assessment 

The alternative solutions on the short list were assessed against the evaluation criteria listed in 

Table 3.  

Table 3: Alternative Solutions Evaluation Criteria 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Technical Socio-Economic Environment Impacts 

▪ Provides Required Effluent Disposal 
Capacity? 

▪ Provides Operational Flexibility? 
▪ Operation and Maintenance Requirements 
▪ Construction Timeline 
▪ Permits and Approval Requirements 

▪ Public Health 
▪ Adjacent Land Uses and Property Values 

▪ Air Quality Impacts 
▪ Aesthetic Impacts (Noise, Visual, Odour) 
▪ Temporary Construction Impacts 
▪ Estimated Capital Costs 
▪ Land Acquisition 
▪ Estimated Operating and Maintenance 

Costs 

Natural Environment and Cultural/Heritage Impacts 

▪ Surface Water Quality   
▪ Groundwater Quality 
▪ Woodlands, Wetlands and Vegetation 
▪ Wildlife and Habitat 
▪ Archaeological and Heritage Resources 

 

 

Air quality impacts of Alternative 3 and Alternative 6 were determined by air quality modelling 

and compared with Do Nothing.  This analysis is presented in Appendix D.  Under existing 

conditions (Do Nothing), the spray irrigation operation’s modelled emissions for ammonia, 

hydrogen sulphide and suspended solids are all below the MECP criteria at the property limits.  

The emissions of all three parameters for Alternatives 3 and 6 are lower than for Do Nothing.  

Project construction cost estimates for the short list of alternative solutions are enclosed in 

Appendix E. 

Table 4 overleaf presents the comparative assessment of the alternative solutions.  The Do 

Nothing alternative is included in this table for comparative purposes.  The following summarizes 

the conclusions of the assessment of alternative solutions: 

▪ Alternative 3, which involves continuing with effluent spray irrigation by expanding the spray 

irrigation area, is the lowest capital cost alternative, however it offers the least protection 



against the risk that all the lagoon effluent cannot be disposed of every year due to 

unfavourable weather conditions for spray irrigation.  The additional land would allow a 

reduction in the spray application rate and/or the application frequency, however, there 

remains the potential for runoff from the spray fields if the spray operation is not very closely 

monitored to ensure it meets all the MECP approval conditions.  This runoff is a significant 

issue for the adjacent residents and as a potential source of pollutants to the environment.  

▪ Alternatives 6 and 7, which involve utilizing one spray irrigation field seasonally, as well as 

an effluent disposal bed year-round, have significantly higher capital costs than Alternative 

3.  However, they result in a much lower risk of insufficient disposal capacity if the weather 

is unfavourable for spray irrigation, and of runoff from the spray field, because the spray 

irrigation rate and the application frequency would be reduced.  The disadvantage of these 

alternatives includes the increase in the operation and maintenance requirements associated 

with running two effluent disposal systems, which translates into the highest total costs over 

20 years.    

▪ Alternative 6 offers the advantage over Alterative 7 of potentially phasing the project, such 

that over time, the South Field could be abandoned, and the new disposal bed could be 

expanded. 

▪ Alternative 7 offers the advantage over Alternative 6 of moving the spray irrigation 

operation further from adjacent residents and in a new area where adequate buffers could 

be provided.  However, as this alternative involves establishing a new spray field with new 

equipment, it has the highest capital costs and would have a longer implementation period.  

▪ Alternative 8, which consists of replacing seasonal spray irrigation with year-round effluent 

disposal in a large bed, provides a solution with the required capacity without being affected 

by weather conditions.  It addresses the issues with effluent runoff to adjacent properties 

and Wainman’s Creek.  The capital costs are high, due to the large amount of imported sand 

that will be required to build the raised bed, however, the annual operating costs will be less 

than for a spray irrigation system.  Over a 20-year period, the total costs are estimated to 

be lower than for Alternatives 6 and 7.     
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Table 4: Assessment of Alternative Solutions 

  Alternative 3 Alternative 6 Alternative 7 Alternative 8 

 Do Nothing 
Establish One New Spray Irrigation Field 

(West) and Maintain North and South 
Fields 

Build Effluent Disposal Bed on West Field, 
Keep South Spray Field only 

Build Effluent Disposal Bed on South Field, 
Establish Spray on West Field only 

Build Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue 
Spray Irrigation 

Description 

Continue with current spray 
irrigation operations on existing 
fields. 

Maintain existing spray fields. Establish 
16 ha spray field (West). Add effluent UV 
disinfection and tree buffers.  

Decommission North spray field. Maintain 
South spray field. Build raised effluent 
disposal bed on West field. Add UV 
disinfection and tree buffers. 

Decommission North and South spray 
fields. Establish spray field (West). Build 
raised effluent disposal bed on South 
field. Add UV disinfection.  

Discontinue spray irrigation. Build raised 
effluent disposal bed on West field. 

TECHNICAL CRITERIA      

Provides Required 
Effluent Disposal 
Capacity? 

Insufficient spray area 
considering typical available 
spray days.    

Total spray area is sufficient if the 
effluent can be irrigated over 65 days or 
more.  

Effluent disposal bed + spray field would 
be designed to meet total effluent 
disposal capacity  

Effluent disposal bed + spray field would 
be designed to meet total effluent 
disposal capacity. 

Effluent disposal bed would be designed 
to meet total effluent disposal capacity. 

 No Improved Yes Yes Yes 

Provides Operational 
Flexibility? 

Does not improve operational 
flexibility.   

If 75 spray irrigation days are available, 
could provide 16% spare capacity to take 
areas out of service for aerating or tilling. 

System would be designed to provide 
spare capacity to take out of service 
spray areas for aerating or tilling, or 
disposal bed cells for a rest. 

System would be designed to provide 
spare capacity to take out of service 
spray areas for aerating or tilling, or 
disposal bed cells for a rest. 

System would be designed to provide 
spare capacity to take disposal bed cells 
out of service for a rest. 

 No Improved Yes Yes Yes 

Operation and 
Maintenance 
Requirements 

O&M to set-up and maintain 
existing piping/nozzles and 
pump station, supervise spray 
days, and harvest hay. 

O&M to set-up and maintain existing 
piping/nozzles, pump station, and new 
irrigation system, supervise spray days. 
O&M for UV system. 

Less O&M of existing irrigation system 
(smaller).  O&M for UV system and new 
pump station to disposal bed, and 
inspection of bed.  

Less O&M of irrigation system (new). 
O&M for UV system and new pump 
station to disposal bed, and inspection of 
bed. 

O&M for new pump station to disposal 
bed, and inspection of bed. 

 High Higher Highest Highest Less 

Construction Timeline 
Not applicable Short timeline to install new spray 

irrigation equipment 
Longer timeline to construct new 

pumping station and disposal bed.   
Adds one year to construction timeline 

for new bed then installation of new 
equipment on South Field. 

Longer timeline to construct new 
pumping station and disposal bed.   

 Not applicable Short Longer Longest Longer 

Permits and Approval 
Requirements 

Continue with existing C of A. Amended ECA required for additional 
field and UV equipment. 

Amended ECA required for UV 
equipment, new pumping station and 
disposal bed. 

Amended ECA required for new spray 
field, UV equipment, new pumping station 
and disposal bed. 

ECA required for new pumping station 
and disposal bed. 

 None Obtainable Obtainable Obtainable Obtainable 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND CULTURAL/HERITAGE IMPACTS    

Surface Water Quality 

Potential contamination of 
ditches, Wainman’s Creek and 
Lake if runoff occurs during spray 
irrigation.  

Lower spray application rate and/or 
frequency would reduce potential for 
surface water contamination from spray 
field runoff.   

Lower spray application rate and/or 
frequency would reduce potential for 
surface water contamination from spray 
field runoff.  Low potential for effluent 
breakout from disposal bed. 

Lower spray application rate and/or 
frequency would reduce potential for 
surface water contamination from spray 
field runoff.  Low potential for effluent 
breakout from disposal bed. 

Eliminates potential for surface water 
contamination from spray field runoff.  
Low potential for effluent breakout from 
disposal bed. 

 Potential Negative Impact Less Potential Negative Impact Lower Potential Negative Impact Lower Potential Negative Impact Least Potential Negative Impact 
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  Alternative 3 Alternative 6 Alternative 7 Alternative 8 

 Do Nothing 
Establish One New Spray Irrigation Field 

(West) and Maintain North and South 
Fields 

Build Effluent Disposal Bed on West Field, 
Keep South Spray Field only 

Build Effluent Disposal Bed on South Field, 
Establish Spray on West Field only 

Build Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue 
Spray Irrigation 

Groundwater Quality Spray irrigation of treated 
effluent has low potential for 
contamination of groundwater. 

Spray irrigation of treated effluent has 
low potential for contamination of 
groundwater. 

Spray irrigation and in-bed disposal of 
treated effluent has low potential for 
contamination of groundwater. 

Spray irrigation and in-bed disposal of 
treated effluent has low potential for 
contamination of groundwater. 

In-bed disposal of treated effluent has low 
potential for contamination of 
groundwater. 

 Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact 

Woodlands, Wetlands 
and Vegetation  

Existing spray fields are near but 
outside a wetland area. 

West field is near but outside wetland 
area and has no significant woodlands or 
vegetation. 

West field is near but outside wetland 
area and has no significant woodlands or 
vegetation. 

West field is near but outside wetland 
area and has no significant woodlands or 
vegetation. 

West field is near but outside wetland 
area and has no significant woodlands or 
vegetation. 

 Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact 

Wildlife and Habitat 

Existing spray fields are near but 
outside potential wildlife habitat 
of wetland and Barnstable Bay 
ANSI. 

West field is near but outside potential 
wildlife habitat of wetland and 
Barnstable Bay ANSI. 

West field is near but outside potential 
wildlife habitat of wetland and Barnstable 
Bay ANSI. 

West field is near but outside potential 
wildlife habitat of wetland and Barnstable 
Bay ANSI. 

West field is near but outside potential 
wildlife habitat of wetland and Barnstable 
Bay ANSI. 

 Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact 

Archaeological and 
Heritage Resources 

No proposed change. Stage 2 archaeological assessment found 
artifacts from an early pioneer site on 
west field.  Full mitigation will be 
completed.  No built heritage resources.    

Stage 2 archaeological assessment found 
artifacts from an early pioneer site on 
west field.  Full mitigation will be 
completed.  No built heritage resources.    

Stage 2 archaeological assessment found 
artifacts from an early pioneer site on 
west field.  Full mitigation will be 
completed.  No built heritage resources.    

Stage 2 archaeological assessment found 
artifacts from an early pioneer site on 
west field.  Full mitigation will be 
completed.  No built heritage resources.    

 No Potential Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT IMPACTS    

Public Health 

Runoff causes localized bacterial 
contamination of adjacent wells, 
ditches, creek and lake. Potential 
wind dispersion of 
microbiological aerosols. 

Lower public health risk because 
reduced potential for ponding and 
runoff, and effluent disinfection.  

Lower public health risk because 
significantly reduced potential for 
ponding and runoff, and effluent 
disinfection. 

Lower public health risk because 
significantly reduced potential for 
ponding and runoff, and effluent 
disinfection. Spray field further from 
residences and road. 

Minimal public health risk as potential for 
ponding, runoff off site and aerosols is 
eliminated.  

 Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Low Risk Low Risk No Risk 

Adjacent Land Uses 
and Property Values 

Potential negative impact to 
existing farming operations. 
Adjacent property values 
affected by effluent spray 
operation.  

Minor reduction in impacts to adjacent 
properties from improved effluent spray 
operation.  

Change to existing land use on West field: 
used for effluent disposal bed. Reduction 
in impact to adjacent properties from 
reduced effluent spray operation. 

Change to existing land use on West field: 
used for effluent spray irrigation. More 
reduction in impact to adjacent properties 
because of reduced and further effluent 
spray operation. 

Change to existing land use on West field: 
used for effluent disposal bed.  Adjacent 
property values not expected to be 
affected by effluent disposal bed. 

 Potential Negative Impact Potential Negative Impact Less Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Improvement 

Air Quality Impacts 

No change to air quality impacts. 
Dispersion modelling shows 
levels of contaminants in aerosols 
are below MECP limits at 
property line.  

Improvements to air quality. Dispersion 
modelling shows lower levels of 
contaminants, all below MECP limits at 
property line.   

Further improvements to air quality. 
Dispersion modelling shows lower levels 
of contaminants, all below MECP limits at 
property line. 

Improvements to air quality. Dispersion 
modelling shows lower levels of 
contaminants, all below MECP limits at 
property line. 

No aerosols associated with an effluent 
disposal bed. 

 Low Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Lower Potential Negative Impact Lower Potential Negative Impact Improvement 
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  Alternative 3 Alternative 6 Alternative 7 Alternative 8 

 Do Nothing 
Establish One New Spray Irrigation Field 

(West) and Maintain North and South 
Fields 

Build Effluent Disposal Bed on West Field, 
Keep South Spray Field only 

Build Effluent Disposal Bed on South Field, 
Establish Spray on West Field only 

Build Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue 
Spray Irrigation 

Aesthetic Impacts 
(Noise, Visual, Odour) 

Odours associated with lagoons 
or effluent spray irrigation 
operation noted by adjacent 
residents. Sprinklers visible from 
road & adjacent properties.    

Visual impacts from sprinklers minimized 
by proposed tree buffers. New West field 
less visible to adjacent residents. No 
change to potential for odours. 

Visual impacts from sprinklers minimized 
by tree buffer. Reduced extent of spray 
area would decrease potential for odours 
and visual impacts. Disposal bed doesn’t 
cause noise or have odours. Bed on West 
field less visible to adjacent residents. 

Spraying on West field less visible to 
adjacent residents. Reduced extent of 
spray area would decrease potential for 
odours. Disposal bed doesn’t cause noise 
or have odours. Bed on South field would 
be visible to adjacent residents. 

Disposal bed doesn’t cause noise or have 
odours. Bed on West field less visible to 
neighbouring residents.   

 Potential Negative Impact Potential Negative Impact Less Potential Negative Impact Low Potential Negative Impact Improvement 

Temporary 
Construction Impacts 

No construction required. Installation of piping and equipment for 
West spray field would cause very minor 
disruption to residents or traffic. 

Construction of disposal bed, incl. hauling 
of septic sand, would cause some 
temporary disruption to residents or 
traffic along the haul route. 

Construction of disposal bed, incl. hauling 
of septic sand, would cause some 
temporary disruption to residents or 
traffic along the haul route. 

Construction of disposal bed, incl. hauling 
of septic sand, would cause some 
temporary disruption to residents and 
traffic along the haul route. More impact 
due to longer construction period. 

 No Potential Impact Very Minor Potential Impact Less Temporary Impact Less Temporary Impact Most Potential Temporary Impact 

Estimated Capital 
Costs 

None. Irrigation equipment, piping and UV 
equipment in pump house expansion. 
Estimated capital cost: $1.6 M 

Disposal bed, piping and pumps to bed, 
plus UV equipment in pump house 
expansion. 
Estimated capital cost: $6.2 M  

Disposal bed, piping and pumps to bed, 
plus new irrigation equipment & piping, 
Estimated capital cost: $8.3 M  

Disposal bed, and piping and pumps to 
bed. 
Estimated capital cost: $7.3 M 

 None Lower Cost High Cost Highest Capital Cost High Cost 

Land Acquisition None None None None None 

 None None None None None 

Estimated Operating 
and Maintenance 
Costs 

Approx. $150k/year + haulage 
costs ($700k in 2023) 

Costs to pump to new field.  Labour 
costs to operate and maintain additional 
irrigation field and equipment.  
Approx. $230k/year + potential haulage 
costs 

Costs to pump to new bed.  Labour costs 
for additional dosing equipment and for 
cutting grass. Less labour for O&M of 
spray irrigation equipment and fields.  
Approx. $150k/year 

Costs to pump to new bed.  Labour costs 
for additional dosing equipment and for 
cutting grass. Less labour for O&M of 
spray irrigation equipment and fields.  
Approx. $150k/year 

Costs to pump to new bed.  Labour costs 
for additional dosing equipment, bed 
maintenance and inspection, and grass 
cutting.  Eliminates O&M of spray 
irrigation equipment and fields.   
Approx. $80k/year 

 No Change Increase Net Decrease Net Decrease Most Decrease 

Total Estimated Costs 
over 20 years (Capital 
+ O&M) 

$3M, plus equipment replacement 
and haulage $6.2 M, plus equipment replacement  $9.2 M, plus equipment replacement $11.3 M $8.9 M 

 No Change Lower Cost High Cost Highest Total Cost High Cost 

 



5.4.2 Preliminary Preferred Solution  

Following the comparative assessment described above, Alternative 8 - Replace effluent spray 

irrigation with an effluent disposal bed operated year-round, was identified as the preliminary 

preferred solution, and presented at the PIC. 

Continuing to monitor and control extraneous flows from inflow and infiltration into the sanitary 

sewers, was also recommended to maintain the incoming wastewater flows well within the 

capacity of the treatment and disposal system.   



6 Public and Agency Consultation 

6.1 SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION PROCESS UP TO 2017 CLASS EA REPORT 

The public and agency consultation process that was completed for the 2017 Class EA is 

presented in detail in the 2017 Class EA Report.  It is summarized below: 

▪ A Notice of Study Commencement was mailed on October 1, 2010, and published in the 

Orillia Packet and Times on October 14, 2010. 

▪ A Notice of PIC and Comments Invited was mailed on February 10, 2011, and published in 

the Orillia Packet and Times on February 10 and 17, 2011. 

▪ A PIC was held on February 24, 2011 at the Joyland Beach Community Centre in the 

Township of Ramara.  The PIC open house was attended by 18 residents and Township 

councillors. 

▪ Comments were received from residents indicating concerns with the spray irrigation 

capacity and operation, runoff to Wainman’s Creek, flooding, odours, aerosols during 

spraying, proximity to Wainman’s Creek, and impact on the water quality in Wainman’s 

Creek and Lake Simcoe.  

▪ A meeting was held on March 25, 2011, with Township staff, three residents and Tatham 

(then CCTA), to obtain clarifications on the adjacent residents’ concerns and discuss how 

these could be addressed.  Concerns with observed surface runoff and the quality of the 

effluent sprayed onto the fields, and property values, were discussed. 

▪ The Township authorized a topographic survey and assessment of the overall drainage in 

the area, and the remedial of the municipal drainage ditches and culverts and some private 

drainage channels.  This work was completed in 2011 and 2012.   

▪ The Township asked Tatham (then CCTA) to develop a list of alternatives to effluent spray 

irrigation and assess their feasibility. 

▪ Meetings were held with MOECC (now MECP) and the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation 

Authority (LSRCA) to discuss potential alternatives for effluent disposal and establish their 

feasibility, and presentations were made to Township Council to provide updates on the 

Class EA study, as follows: 

▪ Meeting with MOECC on May 9, 2013, to discuss the alternative solution of building a 

wastewater treatment plant with a direct discharge to Lake Simcoe.  MOECC stated the 

policies of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan prohibit new municipal STPs discharging to 

Lake Simcoe.   



▪ Deputation to Ramara Council on September 15, 2014, to provide an update on the 

Class EA; present the revised Problem Statement, the new list of alternative solutions 

and their assessment and identify the preliminary preferred solution; and obtain the 

Township’s concurrence on the next steps. 

▪ Meeting with LSRCA on November 25, 2014, to present the issues at the Bayshore 

Village spray irrigation fields and the alternatives under consideration.  Specific input 

was requested on the alternative of a direct effluent discharge to Lake Simcoe.  The 

LSRCA considered a direct effluent discharge to the lake a viable and preferable option 

to the status quo. 

▪ Conference call with MOECC and LSRCA on July 29, 2015, to present the alternatives 

under consideration and discuss the legal status of the Bayshore Village Sewage Works.  

MOECC indicated that amendments to the LSPP and/or O. Reg.130/09 would be 

required to obtain approval for a new discharge to Lake Simcoe and it would need to 

be demonstrated that the phosphorus load will not increase.  

▪ Meeting with the MOECC Barrie District Office on November 27, 2015, to discuss 

potential other alternatives to improve or replace the effluent spray irrigation system.  

MOECC suggested consideration of planting hydrophilic plants such as poplars, and of 

short-term measures such as adding organic material.  MOECC confirmed that sub-

drains were not allowed.    

▪ Meeting on February 26, 2016 between the Township’s Mayor and Deputy Mayor with 

MOECC Minister, Assistant Deputy Minister and Senior Policy Advisor, to discuss the 

Bayshore Village STP effluent disposal Class EA and request changes to the LSPP 

and/or O. Reg. 60/08 as amended by O. Reg. 130/09.  MOECC expressed the 

importance of the LSPP, and indicated a long-term solution needs to be resolved 

through the Class EA in consultation with MOECC.  A benefit to Lake Simcoe must be 

firmly realized to rationalize and justify a new point source discharge to Lake Simcoe. 

▪ Presentation to Ramara Council on September 19, 2016, to provide an update on the 

Class EA and the consultation meetings to date, and to present the preliminary 

preferred long-term solution and the recommended short-term solution.  Township 

authorized CCTA to proceed with a second PIC to obtain public comments.  

▪ Letter submitted by the Township of Ramara to the MOECC Minister on October 24, 

2016 to respond to questions from the February 2016 delegation; express their concern 

with the difficulty in finding a solution that is acceptable to MOECC; present a resolution 

of Ramara Council to request amendments to LSPP policies and regulations; and invite 

the Minister to visit the Bayshore Village spray irrigation site.  The MOECC responded 



on April 5, 2017 that the preferred solution must fit within existing policy and regulatory 

requirements.   

▪ A Notice of PIC and Comments Invited for PIC No. 2 was mailed to the updated mailing list 

on October 27, 2016, and published in the Packet and Times on October 27, November 3, 

and November 10, 2016.  

▪ PIC No. 2 was held on November 15, 2016 at the Township Council Chambers.  The PIC was 

attended by 36 residents, Township councillors and staff.  A summary of the questions and 

answers at the PIC was posted on the Township’s website.  The PIC presentation material 

was sent to the Bayshore Village Association for distribution to members.  

▪ The questions and comments expressed by the PIC attendees reflected a wide range of 

opinions on the preferred approach to resolving the effluent spray irrigation issue, from 

preferring a STP with direct discharge to Lake Simcoe to total opposition to any effluent 

discharge to Wainman’s Creek and Lake Simcoe due to concerns with water quality, and 

from strong concerns with the operation of the existing spray fields to preferring the status 

quo.  Overall, residents expressed the need to protect the lake’s water quality. 

▪ A presentation was made to the Township of Ramara Committee of Council on September 

18, 2017, to present the conclusions of the Class EA.      

▪ The Notice of Completion of the Class EA Study was issued on October 11, 2017.  It was 

posted on the Township of Ramara website, in the Packet and Times, and mailed to all on 

the updated mailing list, as well as to the Regional MOECC EA Coordinator.   

6.2 COMMENTS ON 2017 CLASS EA REPORT 

Comments were received from the LSRCA and the MECP following the issue of the Notice of 

Completion in October 2017.  These comments are summarized in Table 5.  Correspondence is 

attached in Appendix F.  

  



Table 5: Comments Received Following 2017 Class EA Report 

DATE FROM COMMENT RESPONSE 

Oct. 23, 
2017 

Jim and 
June 
Newlands 

Agree with report recommendation to build a STP.  It is 
unfortunate that considerable sum of taxpayers’ money 
needs to be spent on a temporary fix.  Noted water in 
pasture east of North Field and across from South Field 
from spray irrigation activity.  Looking to Township to 
address runoff issue through ditch improvements.  

No letter 
response 
required. 

Nov. 9, 
2017 

Mike Wilson, 
LSRCA 

A portion of the South Field is within the WHPA for the 
Bayshore Village Well Supply.  The policies of the South 
Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan and 
the circumstances and vulnerability score for the effluent 
discharge to be considered a significant drinking water 
threat should be reviewed to ensure the proposed 
activity will be permitted.  

Letter 
response on 
Oct. 3, 2018  

Nov. 28, 
2017 

Paul Martin, 
MOE 

As it is impossible to determine if or when the preferred 
long-term solution could be implemented, MOE 
recommends that a solution that fits within the existing 
policy and regulatory requirements be identified as the 
long-term solution. 

The costs of implementing a new STP and outfall need to 
be reviewed.  Capital and operating costs of pumping 
sewage to the Lagoon City STP should be reconsidered. 

MOE does not have any objection in principle to the 
proposed short-term solution but will require a 
hydrogeological study to confirm spray irrigation meets 
the MOECC Reasonable Use policy. 

Recommends an air quality impact assessment to ensure 
the short-term solution will not result in odour impacts 
off-site, and to identify mitigating measures. 

Anticipates that adding spray fields will alleviate 
problems with the many requests for extending the spray 
season, and with other concerns. 

Recommends an evaluation of the spray irrigation system 
and operations to ensure integrity and that established 
procedures are followed.  

MOE comments should be addressed, and studies 
completed before completion of the Class EA.   

Letter 
response on 
October 3, 
2018 

 

Nov. 21, 
2018 

Paul Martin, 
MECP 

As the additional West spray field is no longer available, 
the preferred option must be revised to include lands 
that will be identified for use as spray fields.  Without this 
info, the EA process is not complete.  Impacts from the 
proposed solution must be evaluated and a 
hydrogeological study must be completed at the EA 
stage. A contingency plan is required to address 
potential exceedance of the system’s rated capacity.  

No response 
letter 
submitted 



6.3 PUBLIC AND AGENCY CONSULTATION DURING CLASS EA UPDATE 

Following a deputation to Township Council on December 11, 2023, the public and agency 

consultation for the Class EA Update was initiated, as described below.   

6.3.1 Deputation to Council – December 2023 

Tatham made a deputation to Township Council on December 11, 2023 to provide an update on 

the Class EA.  Following this deputation, the residents adjacent to the spray irrigation fields sent 

Tatham correspondence (emails and letters) that had been previously submitted to the MECP, 

to the Township Mayor and Councilors, and to OCWA.  The letter sent to the Minister of the MECP 

in January 2024 expressed their significant concerns with the operation of the spray irrigation 

fields and to indicate their support for abandoning effluent spray irrigation, particularly on the 

North Field, and replacing it with an effluent disposal bed.  All correspondence received from the 

adjacent residents is attached in Appendix H. 

In summary, their concerns, expressed to Township Council and to Tatham during the 2017 Class 

EA and the Class EA Update, are:   

▪ Recurrent and frequent effluent spills onto their properties, which they attribute to runoff 

from over spraying, spraying in a manner that does not follow the conditions of the 

Certificate of Approval, and to problems with inefficient and faulty equipment. 

▪ The actual spray application rate is higher than the calculated and reported rate because the 

actual spray irrigation area is less than the original area due to changes in the piping and 

sprinkler layout and numbers.   

▪ Effluent runoff flows through their properties and to ditches that drain to Lake Simcoe.  

▪ One drinking water well has high bacteriological counts during the spray season. 

▪ Spray irrigation near the property lines has caused spraying of effluent onto their properties. 

▪ Effluent spraying, ponding and runoff on their properties has caused the loss of useable 

farmland.   

▪ The spray irrigation system has been operated without due consideration and concern for 

their health, the health of the animals, and the farms, which are their livelihood.   

▪ The lagoon effluent is not disinfected or adequately treated before spraying.  Also, concern 

with bypassing of flow from the small lagoon into the large lagoon in 2023, as this may cause 

untreated sewage to be sprayed.   

▪ Odours from the lagoons and spray irrigation.  



6.3.2 Public Information Centre for Class EA Update 

A Notice of Public Information Centre was posted on May 6, 2024 on the Township of Ramara 

website as well as in the online newspaper Orillia Matters from May 8 to May 22, 2024, and mailed 

and e-mailed to an updated mailing list on May 6, 2024.  The Notice and the PIC mailing list are 

attached in Appendix G.   

Invitations to the PIC were sent to 16 First Nations and Metis Councils that are in proximity to 

Bayshore Village and/or that have treaty or other rights.  They are listed in the mailing list in 

Appendix G.  

The PIC was held on May 22, 2024, at the Township Council Chambers and was also available via 

a Zoom link.  The PIC consisted of a PowerPoint presentation, followed by a question-and-answer 

period from in-person and virtual attendees.  There were 57 residents at the PIC.  The 

presentation and the sign-in sheets are attached in Appendix G.   The presentation as well as the 

recording of the presentation are available on the Township website. 

6.3.3 Comments Received 

Comments from Public 

Comments were received verbally and in writing at the PIC, in letters to the Township, and by 

email during the two-week review period.  All received comments supported the preliminary 

preferred solution of abandoning spray irrigation and implementing an effluent disposal bed 

(Alternative 8).  In summary, the main points made in the comments received were: 

▪ Spray irrigation should not be considered as a viable option because of past and current 

issues and impacts on adjacent families and properties. 

▪ Spray irrigation system should be decommissioned to address the adjacent residents’ 

concerns and their witnessing of ponding, runoff and other problems. 

▪ Concern that MECP may shut down the spray irrigation system. 

▪ Urgency to address the issues with effluent disposal. 

▪ Township needs to seek grants to assist with construction costs.   

The adjacent residents to the Bayshore Village spray irrigation fields provided numerous and 

extensive letters and emails, with photos, videos and other documents, to express their concerns 

with the spray irrigation operation, and dissatisfaction that spray irrigation was considered as an 

alternative solution considering the harm it has caused.   

From June 1 to June 5, 2024, similar emails were received from 41 Bayshore Village households, 

all stating their support for Alternative 8 and requesting that the Township seek provincial and 



federal grants to assist with construction costs and that the project move rapidly so that it is 

shovel-ready by the end of the current term of Council.   

Table 6 summarizes the comments received from the public.  All correspondence received and 

responses are attached in Appendix H. 

Table 6: Class EA Update PIC – Summary of Public Comments Received    

DATE FROM COMMENT RESPONSE 

May 11, 
2024 

Jim and June 
Newlands 

Asking Tatham opinion re operation, management and 
effectiveness of spray irrigation system and request 
that options that include spray irrigation be screened 
out.  Over spraying has resulted in effluent flooding on 
their beef farm, causing lost productivity and undue 
stress and concern.  They reported spills to MECP.  
Referring to deputation to Council of Dec 11, 2023: 
concerns are real not just potential.  Spray area is 
much less than 26 ha.  How important is the 55 
m3/ha/day? Could Tatham recommend a safe and 
effective amount that could be sprayed until a 
permanent solution can be implemented? Only viable 
option is #8.  Concern that sewage is not adequately 
treated and of bypass of flow from small lagoon to 
large lagoon.  Concern that effluent sprayed when 
windy, rainy and when there is ponding.  Concern that 
lagoons are in WHPA for Bayshore municipal wells.  
Spray system has always been operated from an 
economically efficient priority without considering the 
safety and concerns of the two adjacent families.  
Spray spigots are very close to the property lines.  
Continuing with spray irrigation would require 
minimum setbacks.  Extremely concerned that spray 
irrigation will continue to cause harm to their farms, 
their health, their animals' heath, and their livelihood. 

Letter 
response 
on Sept. 5, 
2024  

May 13, 
2024 

Greg McIsaac Witnessed ponding on land surrounding the ponds 
and creating its path to lower ground. Will be 
watching with care how the Township handles this.  

Thank you 
email 

May 16, 
2024 

Anna Bourgeois 
(Concerned 
Citizens of 
Ramara), 
Margaret Prophet 
(Simcoe County 
Greenbelt 
Coalition), Claire 
Malcomson 
(Rescue Lake 
Simcoe Coalition) 

Recommend that Ramara Council pursue Option 8. 
Spray fields should not be an option.  Can’t afford to 
ship wastewater. 

 



DATE FROM COMMENT RESPONSE 

May 19, 
2024 

Mark Wainman If operators had met operating conditions 3.1, 3.2 and 
3.3 of C of A and reported spills when they occurred 
to ditches and surrounding properties, there would 
have been fewer days than the number of spray days 
used in the calculations.  

Letter 
response 
on Sept. 5, 
2024 

May 20, 
2024 

Jamie Wainman Lives on property that borders the spray fields and has 
seen the damage they are causing. Constant 
overspray and broken pipes result in property being 
flooded from 4 sides. Concerned when unable to walk 
through our fields due to large amounts of ponding 
effluent from the spray fields. It makes parts of our 
property and field completely unusable for farming. 
Extremely concerned about the safety of our well. The 
spray fields do not operate safely. Fears they have 
caused irreversible damage to our property.  

 

May 20, 
2024 

Michael Douglas The most viable long-term solution is Alt. 8. All spray 
fields must be decommissioned.  

 

May 21, 
2024 

Neil Wainman Cell B (small lagoon) was bypassed for at least April 5 
to June 22, 2023, meaning that untreated sewage was 
pumped into Cell A (large lagoon), which was then 
pumped out to the spray fields. Cell B was also 
bypassed recently to Cell A.  Please explain. 

Letter 
response 
on Sept. 5, 
2024 

May 22, 
2024 

Michael Douglas No more spraying. Build effluent disposal bed on west 
field. Advantages: used year-round, can dispose of 
annual volume of effluent, eliminates current constant 
runoff contaminating local properties and Lake 
Simcoe, out of sight, out of mind, minimizes potential 
impacts on groundwater quality. Township has had 
opportunity to find funding. Alt. 8 finally attempts to 
address surrounding area residents' concerns. 
Township residents must not continue to be subjected 
to substandard method of handling effluent. Alt. 8 is 
the most cost effective. Spray fields and Township 
adherence to approved management practices cannot 
be trusted.  

 

May 22, 
2024 

Anna Bourgeois Timeline for archaeology study? Will materials for the 
construction of a disposal bed need to be brought in?  
Timeline for MECP approval? Why consider spray field 
alternatives if apparent that climate is unreliable factor 
in success of dealing with effluent?  

 

May 24, 
2024 

Kathy Guillemette 
and J. Tom 
Hamilton 

Effluent disposal bed and discontinue spray irrigation 
appears to solve disposal problem and address 
concerns of persons living near the fields.  Question re 
potential for effluent breakout, O&M for dosing 
system.  Township missed out on grant opportunities. 
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May 24, 
2024 

Ross Fidler Agree with Alt. 8. Concern that if spray fields become 
more ineffective, MECP will shut it down.  Need a 
decision this June.  

 

May 25, 
2024 

Jamie Wainman Lives on property that borders North field. Overspray 
constantly floods our property. Has witnessed things, 
including broken pipes spraying up in the air that go 
unfixed for days, and lawn mower stuck that required 
backhoe to assist.  Supports option 8.  Additional 
action must be taken in mean time to address 
concerns with spray irrigation system.  

 

May 25, 
2024 

Mark Wainman Disappointed that spray irrigation still presented as a 
viable option, which shows a total disregard for all the 
problems the systems has experienced in the past 30 
years. Answers to questions were weak or inaccurate, 
including about treatment, bypass, future trucking of 
effluent.  

Letter 
response 
on Sept. 5, 
2024 

May 26, 
2024 

Konrad Brenner Alternative of disposal in a tile field and abandoning 
spray irrigation is reasonable, if accepted that a STP 
will not be approved by the Province.  

Thank you 
email 

June 1, 
2024 

Jim and June 
Newlands 

Disappointed and angry that their comments 
expressed in the May 11 letter not addressed in the 
PIC.  PIC refers to treated effluent, ignoring the 
bypasses of the small lagoon that occur regularly. 
How could the sewage be partially treated? Soils are 
compacted. They cannot absorb 55 m3/ha/day.  Land 
area used for spray irrigation is overstated.  Considers 
that the spray alternatives should have been screened 
out because of their lack of capacity and that MECP 
would not approve them based on past poor 
performance.  Spray irrigation area calculation by 
Township is not accurate.  Do not believe in Township 
commitment to operate system in compliance with 
approval, based on past and on May 31 when 
conditions were not favourable.  

Letter 
response 
on Sept. 5, 
2024 

June 1 
to June 
5, 2024 

41 households in 
Bayshore Village 

Support Alt. 8. Request that Township seek provincial 
and federal grants to support construction costs.  
Hopeful that project be shovel ready by end of current 
term of this Council. 

Thank you 
emails 

June 3, 
2024 

Ken Szijarto Township should abandon any option that would 
invest in expanding the use of the spray field 
technology.  The best option is one that prevents 
effluent runoff, can be expanded, and minimizes O&M 
costs. 

Thank you 
email 
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June 3, 
2024 

Jim and June 
Newlands 

Although 55 m3/ha/day (5.5 mm/day) is a small 
amount, soils cannot absorb it because they are 
compacted.  Also, the spray area is much less than 
used in calculations.  Township, in Staff Report ID24-
25, calculates 20 ha, but that is land area available, not 
area sprayed on, which he calculates at 10 ha, based 
on number of spray heads used.  This results in a much 
higher volume of effluent sprayed per ha.   

Letter 
response 
on Sept. 5, 
2024 

June 4, 
2024 

Joseph and Laura 
Lee 

Only Alt 8 is viable.  Spray irrigation options are not.  
They should have been screened out. Land area is 
incorrect. Would not meet C of A.  Need to address 
the concerns of the adjacent farm owners. Timeline is 
unacceptable. Need to fast track the project. 

Email on 
Aug. 20, 
2024 

June 4, 
2024 

Margaret Sharpe Suggest that wastewater system be moved across 
Sideroad 8 and utilize a tertiary treatment plant.  

by Dyana 
Marks, 
Township 
of Ramara 

June 5, 
2024 

Pat and Linda 
Richardson 

Why has this problem not been corrected years ago?  
Concerns about impacts on two neighbouring farms 
and on wildlife, health of the lake. Concern about 
bypasses between the lagoons caused untreated 
sewage to be sprayed. Alt 8 is the only option. Alt 3,6 
and 7 should be removed from consideration. Object 
to proposed timeline.  

Email on 
Aug. 20, 
2024 

June 5, 
2024 

Jim and June 
Newlands 

Email from veterinarian about health and 
environmental risks associated with effluent from 
Bayshore Village spray fields.  Have previously been 
forced to take pasture and cropland out of production 
for safety of cattle and ourselves, reduce the size of 
herd., and buy hay from other farmers. 

 

June 5, 
2024 

Geraldine Toebes Totally opposed to expanding effluent spray 
irrigation. Concerns with depending on weather, clay 
soils, risk of lagoons overwhelmed by sewage, 
Wainman Creek water quality, more building permits 
in Bayshore Village, impacts on adjacent property 
owners, costs to taxpayers. In favour of Alt. 8.  

Thank you 
email  

June 5, 
2024 

Rick Matthews It is time to replace the spray irrigation fields.  
Supports Alt. 8.  The effluent disposal bed should be 
Council's priority and this issue be resolved before the 
term of this council.  Urges Township to lobby for 
funds for construction.  A task force of Council, 
engineer and support staff should be formed, and a 
project plan should be developed.  A single individual 
should be responsible to make this project happen.  
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June 6, 
2024 

Drew Fulford If phosphorus from private septic systems is more 
concentrated than in treated effluent, wouldn’t it be 
best for Lake Simcoe to implement the most 
environmentally beneficial solution to reduce 
phosphorus loading? Could the chosen solution 
include capacity for additional connections and 
reduce the financial burden?  

Email on 
Aug. 20, 
2024 

June 6, 
2024 

Neil Wainman Request clarification of bypass of small lagoon.  Was 
raw sewage being pumped directly into the large 
lagoon? 

Township 
responded 
verbally 

June 7, 
2024 

Mark Wainman Concern with recent operation of spray irrigation 
system: spills from North field occur daily across his 
property when spraying, then to ditches, creek and 
lake.  2023 Annual Report mentions many non-
compliance items. 2023 MECP inspection report 
presents more issues, including 2 spills that were not 
reported and that caused effluent to enter creek.  
Requests that Township not spray in the North field.  

Letter 
response 
on Sept. 5, 
2024 

June 7, 
2024 

Jim and June 
Newlands 

Sent letter to MECP Barrie District Office regarding 
inspection report of March 4, 2024. The Bayshore 
system had not been inspected since 2018.  Concern 
that spills had not been reported.  Requested that no 
further exemptions be issued.  Spray irrigation should 
not continue in any form. 

 

June 7, 
2024 

Jim and June 
Newlands 

Re Staff Report ID-25-24: Area of South and North 
Fields were estimated at 20 ha plus 3.7 ha at south end 
of South Field that has not been used in many years.  
Challenges these calculations.  Estimates it is 10 ha.  If 
pipes had been evenly spaced, it would not change 
the volume sprayed but it would reduce over spraying 
on the North Field and would show runoff at SR 20for 
all to see.  Township is spraying directly on half the 
available land, therefore over spraying, operating over 
the design capacity, out of compliance with C of A and 
spraying on their property. Request that MECP or a 
third-party survey the spray fields currently in use to 
determine actual acreage used not just available for 
use.   

 

June 7, 
2024 

Jim and June 
Newlands 

Township calculations of spray area in Staff Report 
ID24-25 include portions of the fields that do not have 
pipes so can’t be receiving effluent. There is also 
overlap between the spray circles, which compounds 
the amount of effluent applied in some areas.  Would 
the spray irrigation option operate effectively as built? 
Would the new area have a similar layout?  As spray 
irrigation will have to continue for foreseeable future, 
the area used for spray irrigation is paramount to 
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determine the safe application rate.  Rows of pipes 
have been added in the North Field even though the 
soils have less capacity. Changing the piping 
distribution between the North Field and the South 
Field would help distribute the spraying more evenly 
and reduce the effluent load near the property lines 
and drinking water well. Alternatives that include 
spray irrigation are not acceptable.  Do nothing is not 
an option.  Waiting 3 years for implementing a proper 
solution is not acceptable.     

July 1, 
2024 

Jim and June 
Newlands 

As of July 1, there has been minimal spraying on South 
Field and none on North Field. Concerned there will be 
excessive spraying at the end of the season.  Township 
has been digging a ditch on east side, during which 
drainage pipe has been found.  This ditch may lessen 
spills on their property but will not solve overspraying, 
mismanagement, and non-compliance.  Waiting for 
response on calculations of spray areas. 

 

July 9, 
2024  

Jim and June 
Newlands 

Email to MECP re OCWA presentation of Staff Report 
ID-33-24 to Council and request clarification about 
exemptions in 2024.   Staff Report states the content 
of the sewage lagoons will need to be hauled to 
Lagoon City STP because levels are high. Challenges 
in trying to use the spray fields this year support the 
position that the spray fields are not a feasible, 
economical or efficient system to lawfully dispose of 
Bayshore Village sewage. Wants to know if 
applications for exemptions or relief have been 
requested, as there is concern they may exacerbate 
the problems.  

 

 

Comments from Agencies and First Nations 

The agencies and indigenous communities listed on the mailing list in Appendix G were invited 

to attend the PIC and submit comments on the Class EA Update.  Comments received are 

summarized in Table 7.   

A draft of the Project File Update Report was submitted to MECP on October 25, 2024.  All 

comments received have been addressed in this Final Report.   



Table 7: Class EA Update – Summary of Agency Comments Received 

DATE FROM COMMENT RESPONSE 

May 14, 
2024 

Georgia Lumley, 
Historic 
Saugeen Metis 

The project is well beyond the boundaries of the 
traditional harvesting territory of the Historic 
Saugeen Metis and cannot comment. 

 

May 21, 
2024 

Krish 
Selvakumar, 
MECP 

Acknowledged receipt of Notice of PIC  

June 5, 
2024 

Liam Smythe, 
Ministry of 
Citizenship and 
Multiculturalism 

Acknowledges receipt of Stage 1 archaeological 
assessment report and that Stage 2 assessment has 
been recommended. Requests confirmation that 
study area has been screened for built heritage 
resources or cultural heritage landscapes.  Include 
screening check list in EA report.  

 

June 7, 
2024 

Dave Ritchie, 
Simcoe County 
Federation of 
Agriculture 

Effluent spray irrigation is causing significant 
negative impacts on neighbouring farmers and this 
cannot be permitted to continue. The most 
environmentally sound long-term solution is to 
process the sewage in an appropriate wastewater 
treatment plant with a tertiary level or greater 
treatment system.  The system must include 
assurances that oversight and monitoring will be 
critical components.  Request that hydrogeological 
studies be completed.  Time is of the essence. 

 

June 7, 
2024 

Thomas 
Brandstetter, 
Beef Farmers of 
Ontario 

Our members with farms neighbouring the effluent 
spray fields have communicated their serious 
concerns and the negative impacts.  Continuing with 
current effluent spray process is unacceptable. The 
most environmentally sound long-term solution is to 
process the sewage in an appropriate wastewater 
treatment plant with a tertiary level or greater 
treatment system. The chosen solution must ensure 
long term protection from pollution to neighbouring 
properties, ground and surface water and the 
environment.  

 

June 13, 
2024 

Chief Taynar 
Simpson, 
Alderville First 
Nation 

Study area is within the Traditional Territory of 
Alderville First Nation, within the Williams Treaties 
Territory. The First Nations within this Territory have 
had their harvesting rights legally reaffirmed.  
Provide a Notice of Request to Consult with relevant 
information to assist in preparing a meaningful 
response.  There may be burial or archaeological sites 
in the study area.  An Archaeological Liaison must be 
involved in any Stages 2 to 4 assessments. 

Township 
communicat
ions for 
involvement 
during 
Stage 2 AA 

 



6.3.4 Deputation to Council – August 12, 2024 

At a presentation to Council on August 12, 2024, Tatham summarized the comments received at 

and following the PIC and presented the preferred and recommended solutions (as described in 

the following Section 7) and a preliminary schedule to implementation.   

Council concurred with the findings of the Class EA Update.  



7 Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.1 FINAL ASSESSMENT  

The comments received during the Class EA Update consultation were reviewed and considered 

in the final assessment of the alternative solutions to identify the preferred solution that is 

recommended to be advanced to design, approvals, and implementation.   

The responses from the residents of the properties adjacent to the spray irrigation fields, 

Bayshore Village, and neighbouring areas, indicate their strong support for abandoning seasonal 

spray irrigation as the means of effluent disposal and transitioning to a subsurface effluent 

disposal system utilized year-round (Alternative 8).   

The technical evaluation and impact assessment also lead to the same conclusion to ensure the 

Bayshore Village effluent disposal system has sufficient capacity and can be operated in a manner 

that has acceptable impacts on adjacent residents and properties and on the natural 

environment.   

The estimated costs for the implementation of a large subsurface disposal system are significant.  

However, considering the spray irrigation system’s operational difficulties and impacts on 

adjacent residents over the past 35-40 years, and the expected ongoing costs to haul excess 

effluent to the Lagoon City STP for further treatment and discharge, the benefits outweigh the 

costs.  Further, there is no other viable alternative for effluent disposal considering the site 

location and the policies of the LSPP.   

In summary, the preferred solution is: 

▪ Alternative 8, Discontinue Spray Irrigation and Build Effluent Disposal Bed on the West Field.  

In conjunction, continuing efforts to reduce inflow and infiltration into the Bayshore Village 

sanitary sewers is essential to minimize the flows to the sewage lagoons and thus reduce the 

volume of effluent that needs to be disposed.    

7.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PREFERRED SOLUTION  

7.2.1 Effluent Disposal Bed 

The design concept for the recommended effluent disposal bed consists of the following: 

▪ Retain Cell B (small lagoon) for secondary treatment of sewage from Bayshore Village.  With 

an operating volume of 30,000 m3, and at the design flow of 399 m3/day, Cell B provides 75 

days of retention, which exceeds the minimum treatment requirement of 30 days for 

facultative stabilization ponds.  Sewage treatment through Cell B provides an effluent quality 



that meets the pre-treatment criterion (cBOD5: 30 mg/L) of the Design Guidelines for 

Sewage Works (MOE, 2008) for applying higher loading rates in the design of large 

subsurface disposal systems.  

▪ Retain Cell A (large lagoon) to provide some additional treatment and significant effluent 

storage (up to 110,000 m3) for flow equalization prior to disposal and for contingency in the 

event of operational issues or unexpected changes.   

▪ Construct a new effluent pumping station with multiple duty/stand-by pumps to dose the 

lagoon effluent to the new disposal bed.  The effluent will be pumped from an intake 

structure and intake pipe with a strainer in Cell A. 

▪ Construct a fully-raised conventional disposal bed with distribution pipes on the field west 

of the lagoons.  The bed will be designed in accordance with the Design Guidelines for 

Sewage Works (MOE, 2008) and OBC (2024).  The design criteria are: 

▪ Average daily design flow: 399 m3/day plus a minimum 10% contingency 

▪ Native soil T-time: 50 min/cm 

▪ Imported sand fill T-time of 8 min/cm 

▪ Maximum hydraulic loading rate for the contact area: 8 L/m2/day 

▪ Maximum hydraulic loading rate for the gravel distribution area: 18 L/m2/day  

The conceptual design consists of constructing two fully raised conventional disposal beds 

with distribution pipes in a stone layer, divided into 10 zones, each with 6 cells.  Each bed 

will include one extra zone for contingency.  Effluent distribution to the cells in each bed will 

be through multiple automatic distribution valves.  The imported sand fill will have a 

minimum height of 1.7 m to maintain a minimum of 600 mm unsaturated soil above the 

calculated mounding height.  The beds will have 15 m mantle areas.  The total contact area 

will be approximately 6.5 ha.     

▪ Decommission and remove all spray irrigation equipment and piping from the South and 

North Fields. 

▪ Decommission the effluent irrigation pumping station.  

7.2.2 Hydrogeological Assessment of the Proposed Effluent Disposal Bed 

In response to comments from MECP, a hydrogeological assessment of the proposed effluent 

subsurface disposal bed on the West Field was completed.  The assessment, included in 

Appendix I, concluded that the 22 ha West Field can accommodate the proposed large effluent 

subsurface disposal bed with 300 m offsets to Lake Simcoe and Wainman’s Creek, that the 



proposed conservative loading rates are appropriate for the low permeability native soils, and 

that if the proposed bed is constructed with sand with a high aluminosilicate content, the 

phosphorus loading to Wainman Creek and Lake Simcoe is expected to be lower than with the 

existing effluent spray irrigation system.  

7.2.3 Inflow and Infiltration Control 

The recent reduction in wastewater flows from Bayshore Village needs to be maintained or 

improved to reduce to the extent possible the loading on the treatment and disposal system to 

extend its life.  It is recommended that the Township: 

▪ Repair the main sewers, maintenance holes and laterals to remove known and potential 

sources of inflow and infiltration.  

▪ Continue annual monitoring and disconnecting illegal sump pump discharges to the sanitary 

sewer system. 

▪ Set up a regular schedule of video inspections of the sewer system to identify any new 

potential sources of inflow and infiltration.  

▪ Maintain an annual sanitary sewer system repair budget. 

7.3 INTERIM OPERATION AND MITIGATING MEASURES FOR SPRAY IRRIGATION SYSTEM  

Until the effluent disposal bed is designed, approved and constructed, the Township must 

continue to operate the spray fields in a manner that meets all conditions of the C of A.  This 

includes: 

▪ inspection prior to starting a spray day to verify that the conditions are favourable for spray 

irrigation (no ponding indicating the soils are saturated, and no rain or high wind); and  

▪ supervision of the spray irrigation operation so that if ponding and/or runoff is observed, 

the spray irrigation in the affected area is shut-off to allow the area to dry.  

To prepare for the 2025 spray season, the following measures are recommended to mitigate 

issues and concerns with the past operation of the spray irrigation system: 

▪ Thorough inspection of the spray area piping to identify required repairs. 

▪ Confirmation/survey of the piping and spigot layout, preparation of a plan of the existing 

layout, and determination of the existing spray area. 

▪ Relocate spigots that are close to adjacent properties and adjust the location of piping as 

required and feasible to optimize the spray area and minimize the potential for runoff.   



▪ Determine the revised actual spray area, which should be used to calculate and verify that 

the actual average spray irrigation rate meets the C of A allowed rate. 

▪ Update the O&M manual to include as a minimum:  

▪ clear description of the conditions and measures to be taken for spray irrigation; 

▪ spill reporting and management instructions; and 

▪ triggers for initiating the contingency plan.  

▪ Enter a contract for provisional hauling of effluent to Lagoon City. 

In addition, it is recommended that the Township develop an odour mitigation and management 

plan for the sewage lagoons and effluent spray irrigation operation (in the interim) and effluent 

disposal beds (recommended solutions).   

To mitigate air impacts during construction and hauling of fill for the beds, dust mitigation 

measures should be included in the construction contract requirements.   

7.4 CONFIRMATION OF CLASS EA SCHEDULE 

The construction of a large subsurface disposal system is considered a Schedule B undertaking 

under the MEA Class EA process.  No further Class EA activity is required.  

7.5 NEXT STEPS AND SCHEDULE 

Upon completion of the Class EA Update, advancing the design and implementation of the 

preferred solution will involve the following steps: 

▪ Detailed topographic survey of the proposed bed area. 

▪ Stages 3 and 4 archaeological assessments of the early pioneer site and mitigation by 

excavation and removal of the artifacts.   

▪ Geotechnical and hydrogeological investigations as needed for design purposes.   

▪ Preliminary design and pre-consultation with MECP. 

▪ Detailed design. 

▪ Application for MECP approval and request for accelerated review. 

▪ Applications for government funding.   

▪ Preparation of drawings for tendering. 

▪ Tendering and construction. 



A preliminary schedule up to construction of the new effluent disposal bed is presented in Table 

8, starting from the issuing of the Notice of Completion of the Class EA.  The schedule is 

contingent on the timelines to obtain an ECA for the wastewater system and to complete the 

Stage 4 archaeological excavation and mitigation.   

Table 8: Preliminary Implementation Schedule 

 COMPLETED BY END OF 

Class EA 30-day Public Review April 2025 

Preliminary design and application for MECP approval June 2025 

Detailed design and tendering September 2025 

Stage 4 archaeological excavation and report  Summer/Fall 2025 

Construction period (contingent on receipt of ECA and 
completion of Stage 4 archaeological excavation)  

Late Fall 2025 to end of 2026 
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STAGE 1 AA FOR BAYSHORE VILLAGE EFFLUENT SPRAY IRRIGATION CLASS EA 
TOWNSHIP OF RAMARA, SIMCOE COUNTY, ONTARIO 

ARCHEOWORKS INC. i 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Archeoworks Inc. was retained to conduct a Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment (AA) for the 
proposed West Spray Irrigation Field (the “study area”) within the property municipally 
addressed 3700 Concession Road 8, Township of Ramara, County of Simcoe, as part of the 
Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class Environmental Assessment Update. The study 
area is located within parts of Lots 22 and 23, Concession 7, Geographic Township of Mara, 
historic County of Ontario.  
 
The objectives of this Stage 1 AA are to provide information about the study area’s geography, 
history, previous archaeological fieldwork and current land conditions, to evaluate the 
archaeological potential of the study area, and to recommend appropriate strategies for further 
archaeological assessment consistent with the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 
Archaeologists (‘2011 S&G’) produced by the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM). 
 
The background research identified a number of different features in proximity to the study area 
that contribute to establishing archaeological potential, including water sources (i.e., wetlands 
associated with creeks draining into Lake Simcoe) and 19th century settlement. The County of 
Simcoe’s Archaeology Management Plan also identifies archaeological potential within the 
majority of the study area.  
 
Further review of mapping and aerial imagery from 20th and 21st centuries was conducted to 
determine if the archaeological potential classification is relevant across the study area. This 
review revealed that observable changes within the study area appeared to accompany the 
developments happening in the nearby Bayshore Village sewage treatment facility, but the depth 
and extent of these alterations cannot be confirmed to fully classify the study area as being fully 
disturbed.  
 
Based on the collected background research, the entirety of the study area has been identified 
as retaining archaeological potential and requires a Stage 2 AA in the form of pedestrian survey, 
or, if not viable or feasible, test pit survey. 
 
No construction activities shall take place within the study area prior to the MCM (Archaeology 
Programs Unit) confirming in writing that all archaeological licensing and technical review 
requirements have been satisfied.
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STAGE 1 AA FOR BAYSHORE VILLAGE EFFLUENT SPRAY IRRIGATION CLASS EA 
TOWNSHIP OF RAMARA, SIMCOE COUNTY, ONTARIO 

ARCHEOWORKS INC. 1 

1.0 PROJECT CONTEXT  
 
1.1 Objectives 
 
The objectives of a Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment (AA), as outlined by the 2011 Standards 
and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (‘2011 S&G’) published by the Ministry of 
Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM) (2011), are as follows: 
 

• To provide information about the property’s geography, history, previous archaeological 
fieldwork and current land condition; 

• To evaluate in detail the property’s archaeological potential, which will support 
recommendations for a Stage 2 survey for all or parts of the property; and 

• To recommend appropriate strategies for a Stage 2 survey. 
 
1.2 Development Context 
 
Archeoworks Inc. was retained to conduct a Stage 1 AA for the proposed West Spray Irrigation 
Field within the property municipally addressed 3700 Concession Road 8, in the Township of 
Ramara, County of Simcoe, Ontario (see Appendix A – Map 1). This land will be the subject of the 
report documented herein and referred to as the “study area.” The study area is located within 
part of Lots 22 and 23, Concession 7, Geographic Township of Mara, historic County of Ontario. 
 
The establishment of the West Spray Irrigation Field, and the construction of an Effluent Disposal 
Bed in the same area, both form part of several solutions being explored as part of the Bayshore 
Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class Environmental Assessment (EA) Update, which seeks to find 
the most appropriate solution for the disposal of lagoon effluent from nearby Bayshore Village 
sewage treatment facility.  
 
This study was triggered by the Environmental Assessment Act in support of the Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment regulatory process. The Stage 1 AA was conducted under the project 
direction of Ms. Kassandra Aldridge, under the archaeological consultant licence number P4399, 
in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act (1990; amended 2022) and 2011 S&G. Permission to 
investigate the study area was granted by Tatham Engineering on January 8th, 2024. 
 
1.3 Historical Context 
 
To establish the historical context and archaeological potential of the study area, Archeoworks 
Inc. conducted a comprehensive review of Indigenous and Euro-Canadian settlement history, and 
a review of available historical mapping, topographic mapping and orthophotographs. The results 
of this background research are documented below and summarized in Appendix B – Summary 
of Background Research. 
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The pre-contact period of Southern Ontario includes numerous Indigenous groups that 
continually progressed and developed within the environment they inhabited (Ferris, 2013, p.13). 
Table 1 includes a brief overview and summary of the pre-contact Indigenous history of Southern 
Ontario. 
 
Table 1: Pre-Contact Period  

Periods Date 
Range Overview and Attributes 

PALEO-INDIAN (Early) 

Early 

ca. 
11000 
to 8500 
BC 

Small groups of nomadic hunter-gatherers who utilized seasonal and naturally available 
resources; sites are rare; hunted in small family groups who periodically gathered into 
larger groups/bands during favourable periods in the hunting cycle; campsites used 
during travel episodes and found in well-drained soils in elevated situations; sites also 
found along glacial features (e.g., glacial lake shorelines/strandlines) due to current 
understanding of regional geological history; artifacts include fluted and lanceolate 
stone points, scrapers and dart heads.  
- Gainey, Barnes, Crowfield Fluted Points (Early Paleo-Indian) 
- Holcombe, Hi-Lo, Lanceolates (Late Paleo-Indian) 
(Ellis and Deller, 1990, pp.37-64; Ellis, 2013, p.37; Wright, 1994, p.25). 

Late  

ca. 
8500 to 
7500 
BC 

ARCHAIC (Middle) 

Early  

ca. 
7800 to 
6000 
BC 

Descendants of Paleo-Indian ancestors; lithic scatters are the most commonly 
encountered site type; trade networks appear; artifacts include reformed fluted and 
lanceolate stone points with notched bases to attach to wooden shaft; ground-stone 
tools shaped by grinding and polishing; stone axes, adzes and bow and arrow; Shield 
Archaic in Northern Ontario introduced copper tools. 
- Side-notched, corner-notched, bifurcate projectile points (Early Archaic) 
- Stemmed, Otter Creek/Other Side-notched, Brewerton side and corner-notched 
projectile points (Middle Archaic) 
- Narrow Point, Broad Point, Small Point projectile points (Late Archaic) 
(Dawson, 1983, pp.8-14; Ellis et al., 1990, pp.65-124; Ellis, 2013, pp.41-46; Wright, 
1994, pp.26-28). 

Oral Traditions 
Oral traditions of the Algonquian-speaking Michi Saagiig (Mississauga 
Anishinaabeg) assert that they, “are the descendants of the ancient peoples who 
lived in Ontario during the Archaic and Paleo-Indian periods” (Gitiga Migizi and 
Kapyrka, 2015, p.1). 

 

Middle 

ca. 
6000 to 
2000 
BC 

Late 
ca. 
2500 to 
500 BC 

WOODLAND (Late) 

Early  
ca. 800 
to 
AD 1 

Evolved out of the Late Archaic Period; introduction of pottery (ceramic) where the 
earliest were coil-formed, under fired and likely utility usage; two primary cultural 
complexes: Meadowood (broad extent of occupation in southern Ontario) and 
Middlesex (restricted to Eastern Ontario); poorly understood settlement-subsistence 
patterns; artifacts include cache blades, and side-notched points that were often 
recycled into other tool forms; primarily Onondaga chert; intensive exploitation of 
quarries in southeastern Ontario; commonly associated with Saugeen and Point 
Peninsula complexes.  
- Meadowood side-notched projectile points 
(Dawson, 1983, pp.15-19; Ferris and Spence, 1995, pp.89-97; Gagné, 2015; Spence et 
al., 1990, pp.125-142; Williamson, 2013, pp.48-61; Wright, 1994, pp.29-30). 
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Periods Date 
Range Overview and Attributes 

Middle 
ca. 200 
BC to 
AD 700 

Three primary cultural complexes in Southern Ontario: Point Peninsula (generally 
located throughout south-central and eastern Southern Ontario), Saugeen (generally 
located southwestern Southern Ontario), and Couture (generally located in 
southwestern-most part of Ontario); “given the dynamics of hunter-gatherer societies, 
with high levels of interaction and intermarriage among neighbouring groups, one 
would not expect the existence of discrete cultures” and the “homogeneity of these 
complexes have been challenged” (Ferris and Spence, 1995, p.98); introduction of large 
“house” structures and substantial middens; settlements have dense debris cover 
indicating increased degree of sedentism; incipient horticulture; burial mounds 
present; shared preference for stamped, scallop-edged or tooth-like decoration, but 
each cultural complex had distinct pottery forms; Laurel Culture (ca. 500 BC to AD 1000) 
established in boreal forests of Northern Ontario. 
- Saugeen Point projectile points (Saugeen) 
- Vanport Point projectile points (Couture) 
- Snyder Point projectile points 
- Laurel stemmed and corner-notched projectile points 
(Dawson, 1983, pp.15-19; Ferris and Spence, 1995, pp.97-102; Gagné, 2015; Hessel, 
1993, pp.8-9; Spence et al., 1990, pp.142-170; Williamson, 2013, pp.48-61; Wright, 
1994, pp.28-33; Wright, 1999, pp.629-649). 

Late Woodland 

Late 
(Transitional) 

ca. AD 
600 to 
1000 

Earliest Iroquoian development in Southern Ontario is Princess Point which exhibits 
few continuities from earlier developments with no apparent predecessors; 
hypothesized to have migrated into Ontario, but more recent research of ceramic data 
from the Rice Lake-Trent River region determined early Iroquoian development to be 
an in situ cultural development (Curtis, 2014, p.190); the settlement data is limited, but 
oval houses are present; introduction of maize/corn horticulture; artifacts include 
‘Princess Point Ware’ vessels that are cord roughened, with horizontal lines and 
exterior punctation; smoking pipes and ground stone tools are rare; continuity of 
Princess Point and Late Woodland Iroquoian groups. 
- Triangular projectile points 
(Ferris and Spence, 1995, pp.102-106; Fox, 1990, pp.171-188; Gitiga Migizi and 
Kapyrka, 2015, pp.1-3). 

Early 
ca. AD 
900 to 
1300 

Two Iroquoian cultures in Southern Ontario: Glen Meyer (located primarily in 
southwestern Ontario from Long Point on Lake Erie to southwestern shore of Lake 
Huron) and Pickering (encompassed north of Lake Ontario to Georgian Bay and Lake 
Nipissing); the abandonment of these two phases “were expressed early on, with the 
recognition that local site sequences were more or less continuous through what has 
been classified as distinct phases” (Birch, 2015, p.271); early houses were small and 
elliptical; developed into multi-family longhouses and some small, semi-permanent 
palisade villages; adoption of greater variety of harvest goods; increase in corn-yielding 
sites; well-made and thin-walled clay vessels with stamping, incising and punctation; 
crudely made smoking pipes, and worked bone/antler present; evolution of ossuary 
burials; grave goods are rare and not usually associated with a specific individual.  
- Triangular-shaped, basally concave projectile points with downward projecting 
corners or spurs 
(Ferris and Spence, 1995, pp.106-109; Williamson, 1990, pp.291-320). 

Middle 
ca. AD 
1300 to 
1400 

Two Iroquoian cultures in Southern Ontario: Uren and Middleport; increase in village 
sizes (0.5 to 1.7 hectares) and campsites (0.1 to 0.6 hectares) appear; some with 
palisades; classic longhouse takes form; increasing reliance on maize and other 
cultigens such as beans and squash; intensive exploitation of locally available land and 
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Periods Date 
Range Overview and Attributes 

water resources; decorated clay vessels decrease; well-developed clay pipe complex 
that includes effigy pipes; from Middleport emerged the Huron-Wendat, Petun, 
Neutral Natives and the Erie. 
- Triangular and (side of corner or corner removed) notched projectile points  
- Middleport Triangular and Middleport Notched projectile points 
(Dodd et al., 1990, pp.321-360; Ferris and Spence, 1995, pp.109-115). 

Late 
ca. AD 
1400 to 
1600 

Two major Iroquoian groups: the Neutral Natives to the west of the Niagara 
Escarpment and the Huron-Wendat to the east; traditionally, the Huron-Wendat 
territory stretched “from the Gaspé Peninsula in the Gulf of Saint Lawrence and up 
along the Saint Lawrence Valley on both sides of the Saint Lawrence River all the way 
up to the Great Lakes. Huronia, included in Wendake South, represents a part of the 
ancestral territory of the Huron-Wendat Nation in Ontario. It extends from Lake 
Nipissing in the North to Lake Ontario in the south and Île Perrot in the East and Owend 
[sic] Sound in the West” and they “formed alliances and traded goods with other First 
Nations among the networks that stretched across the continent” (per.comm. 
R.Gaudreau-Couture, 21 June 2022); within this large area, Huron-Wendat 
“concentrations of sites occur in the areas of the Humber River valley, the Rouge and 
Duffin Creek valleys, the lower Trent valley, Lake Scugog, the upper Trent River and 
Simcoe County” (Ramsden, 1990, p.363); longhouses; villages enlarged to 100 
longhouses clustered together as horticulture (maize, squash and beans) gained 
importance in subsistence patterns; villages chosen for proximity to water, arable soils, 
available fire wood and defendable position; diet supplemented with fish; ossuaries; 
tribe/band formation; gradual relocation to north of Lake Simcoe. 
(Ferris and Spence, 1995, pp.115-122; Heidenreich, 1978, pp.368-388; Ramsden, 1990, 
pp.361-384; Warrick, 2000, p.446; Warrick, 2008, p.15). 

Oral Traditions 
According to their oral traditions, the north shore of Lake Ontario in Southern 
Ontario was occupied throughout the entire Late Woodland Period by the Michi 
Saagiig (Mississauga Anishinaabeg); their traditional territory extended north where 
they would hunt and trap during the winter months, followed by a return to Lake 
Ontario in the spring and summer; “the traditional territories of the Michi Saagiig 
span from Gananoque in the east, all along the north shore of Lake Ontario, west to 
the north shore of Lake Erie at Long Point. The territory spreads as far north as the 
tributaries that flow into these lakes, from Bancroft and north of the Haliburton 
highlands” (Gitiga Migizi and Kapyrka, 2015, p.1); oral traditions speak of people (the 
Iroquois) coming into their territory between AD 500-1000 who wished to establish 
villages and grow corn; treaties were made allowing the Iroquois to stay in their 
traditional territories (Gitiga Migizi and Kapyrka, 2015, pp.1-3); the Algonquian-
speaking groups of the Anishinaabeg (e.g., Ojibway/Chippewa, Odawa, 
Mississaugas, Algonquin, and others) maintained stable relations with Iroquoian-
speaking groups (e.g., Huron-Wendat, Neutral, Petun) who continued to establish 
settlements in Southern Ontario, according to Michi Saagig oral tradition (Gitiga 
Migizi and Kapyrka, 2015, p.1).  
 

This oral tradition is contrary to other First Nation communities, particularly the 
Huron-Wendat, based on both archaeological evidence and their oral traditions (see 
Appendix C). 
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1.3.2 Contact Period  
The contact period of Southern Ontario is defined by European arrival, interaction and influence 
with the established Indigenous communities of Southern Ontario. Table 2 includes an overview 
of some of the main developments that occurred during the contact period of Southern Ontario. 
 
Table 2: Contact Period  

Periods 
Date 

Range 
Overview and Attributes 

European 
Contact 

ca. AD 
1600s 

The Anishinaabeg (i.e., Algonquin, Chippewa, Mississauga, Odawa, Ojibway, 
and others) continued to inhabit Ontario, alongside Iroquoian-speaking groups 
such as the Huron-Wendat north of Lake Simcoe; inter-marriage between 
Algonquian- and Iroquoian-speaking groups; numerous Huron-Wendat villages 
north of Lake Simcoe in and around the City of Barrie (“Huronia”); French 
arrival into Ontario; in 1615, Samuel de Champlain is believed to have traveled 
through the southern limits of the Township of Mara, along the Talbot River, 
on his way to Huron-Wendat villages north of Lake Simcoe; extensive trade 
relationship with Huron-Wendat and French established; trade goods begin to 
replace traditional tools/items; Jesuit and Récollets missionaries; epidemics 
(Fox and Garrad, 2004, p.124; Gitiga Migizi and Kapyrka, 2015, pp.1-3; 
Heidenreich, 1978, pp.368-388; Ritchie, 1952, p.27; Trigger, 1994, pp.47-55; 
Warrick, 2008, pp.12, 245). 

Oral Traditions 
Mississauga Anishinaabeg oral traditions tell of Algonquian-speaking groups 
wintering with Iroquoian neighbours, resulting in a complex archaeological 
record; oral traditions also speak of Anishinaabeg “paddling away” to their 
northern hunting territories to escape disease and warfare in southern 
Ontario at this time (Gitiga Migizi and Kapyrka, 2015, pp.1-3). 

 

Five Nations of 
Iroquois 
(Haudenosaunee) 

ca. AD 
1650s 

The Five (later Six) Nations (Cayuga, Mohawk, Oneida, Onondaga and Seneca; 
later included the Tuscarora) of Iroquois (or Haudenosaunee), originally 
located south of the Great Lakes, engaged in warfare with Huron-Wendat 
neighbours as their territory no longer yielded enough furs; the Five Nations, 
armed with Dutch firearms, attacked and destroyed numerous Huron-Wendat 
villages in 1649-50; the groups that remained became widely dispersed 
throughout the Great Lakes region but remained an independent Nation; the 
Huron-Wendat ultimately resettled near Quebec City (forming the oldest First 
Nations community in Canada), in southwestern Ontario and in America 
(per.comm. R.Gaudreau-Couture, 21 June 2022); the Five Nations established 
settlements along the northern shoreline of Lake Ontario at strategic locations 
along canoe-and-portage routes and used territory for extensive fur trade; Five 
Nations believed to have established a settlement near Orillia after driving out 
the Huron-Wendat, but this is unconfirmed; European fur trade and 
exploration continues (Abler and Tooker, 1978, p.506; Gitiga Migizi and 
Kapyrka, 2015, p.2; Hunter, 1909a, p.10; Robinson, 1965, pp.15-16; Schmalz, 
1991, pp.12-34; Trigger, 1994, pp.53-59; Warrick, 2008, p.208; Williamson, 
2013, p.60). 

Anishinaabeg 
Return (and 
Arrival) 

ca. AD 
1650s to 
1700s 

Some narratives tell of Anishinaabeg groups either returning (Gitiga Migizi and 
Kapyrka, 2015, p.2) or moving by military conquest (MCFN, 2017) to southern 
Ontario in the 1690s; “some writers have asserted that these Algonquin tribes 
came from the north shore of Georgian Bay and spread over the abandoned 
country of the Hurons’ but one should not forget the populous tribes of 
Algonquins who, in the time of the early Jesuits had a mission among them, 
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Periods 
Date 

Range 
Overview and Attributes 

lived in the Townships of North and South Orillia” (Hunter, 1909a, p.10); “there 
are no existing records to show that these tribes were ever completely 
displaced from their ancient possessions, although it is natural to suppose the 
massacres perpetrated by the Iroquois in their neighbourhood would inspire 
them to fear and cause them to retreat for at least a brief period” (Hunter, 
1909a, p.10); an alternative oral tradition states communities within the 
Anishinaabe, particularly the Mississaugas, had migrated from north of Lake 
Superior and Georgian Bay area during this time and had arrived following the 
dispersal of the Huron-Wendat people (MCFN, 2017); battles fought 
throughout, ultimately resulting in most of the Five Nations being driven out of 
Southern Ontario and returning to their lands south of the Great Lakes (some 
remained in parts of Southern Ontario); the English referred to those 
Algonquian-speaking groups that settled in the area bounded by Lakes Ontario, 
Erie, and Huron as Chippewas or Ojibwas (Smith, 2002, p.107); the Ojibway and 
Chippewa settled in the County of Simcoe by the 18th century; ‘Mississauga’ 
term applied to Anishinaabeg bands living on the north shore of Lake Ontario 
(Gibson, 2006, pp.35-41; Hathaway, 1930, p.433; Hunter, 1909a, p.10; 
Johnston, 2004, pp.9-10; Smith, 2013, pp.16-20; Trigger, 1994, pp.57-59; 
Williamson, 2013, p.60). 

Trade, Peace and 
Conflict 

ca. AD 
1700 to 
1770s 

Great Peace negotiations of 1701 in Montreal established peace around the 
Great Lakes; collectively referred to the Anishinaabeg and Five Nations of 
Iroquois as the First Nations; European commerce and exploration resumed; 
the Anishinaabeg continued to trade with both the English and the French; 
beginnings of the Métis and their communities; skirmishes between France and 
Britain as well as their respective First Nations allies erupt in 1754 (“French and 
Indian Wars”) and forms part of the larger Seven Years’ War; French defeat 
transferred the territory of New France to British control; Treaty of Paris 
(1763); Royal Proclamation of 1763 “states explicitly that Indigenous people 
reserved all land not ceded by or purchased from them” (Hall, 2019a); the 
Proclamation established framework for how treaties were negotiated (by only 
the King or an assigned representative of the King, and only at a public meeting 
called for this specific purpose) and established the “constitutional basis for 
the future negotiations of Indigenous treaties in British North America” (Hall, 
2019a); the Proclamation established the British administration of North 
American territories ceded by France to Britain; uprising by several First 
Nations groups against British (“Pontiac’s War”); fur trade continued until 
Euro-Canadian settlement (Abler and Tooker, 1978, pp.505-517; Hall, 2019a; 
Jaenen, 2013; Johnston, 2004, pp.13-14; Schmalz, 1991, pp.35-62, 81; Surtees, 
1994, pp.92-97; Tooker, 1978, pp.418-441). 

Early British 
Administration 
and Euro-
Canadian 
Settlement 

ca. AD 
1770s to 
1790s 

American Revolutionary War (1775-1783) drove large numbers of United 
Empire Loyalists (those who were loyal to the British Crown), military 
petitioners, and groups who faced persecution in the United States to re-settle 
in Upper Canada; Treaty of Paris (1783) formally recognized the independence 
of the United States; Province of Quebec divided in 1791 into sparsely 
populated Upper Canada (now southern Ontario) and culturally French Lower 
Canada (now southern Quebec); Jay’s Treaty of 1795 establishes 
American/Canadian border along the Great Lakes; large parts of Upper Canada 
opened to settlement from the British Isles and continental Europe after land 
cession treaties were negotiated by the British Crown with various First Nations 
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Periods 
Date 

Range 
Overview and Attributes 

groups (Government of Ontario, 2021; Hall, 2019b; Jaenen, 2014; Surtees, 
1994, p.110; Sutherland, 2014). 

 
1.3.3 Euro-Canadian Settlement Period (1800s to present) 
 

1.3.3.1 Land Treaties 
After the War of 1812, the second wave of immigration from British Isle occurred and the 
population of Euro-Canadians doubled in Upper Canada (Surtees, 1994, p.112). The land situated 
between the Ottawa River and Lake Erie and inland was sought after by the British Government 
to secure internal waterway transportation routes should another war occur with America as well 
as providing land to new settlers. “The Crown believed that all of this land had been included in 
the Crawford Purchased back in 1783-84, but this was disputed by the Mississauga, and it was 
decided to simply make a new Treaty with them to avoid any doubts arising” (Shanahan, 2020). 
In 1818, William Claus, on behalf of the British Crown, assembled several Anishinaabe peoples at 
Smith’s Creek (Port Hope) to purchase the land situated around Rice Lake (Government of 
Ontario, 2021; Surtees, 1994, p.113). Treaty No. 20, also known as the ‘Rice Lake Purchase,’ was 
ceded to the British Government on the 5th of November 1818 and included the Township of 
Mara (Government of Ontario, 2021; Department of Indian Affairs, 1891, p.xxxvii). This tract of 
land included 1,951,00 acres, and the Rice Lake Mississauga were to receive, “the yearly sum of 
the seven hundred and forty pounds Province currency in goods at the Montreal price to be well 
and truly paid yearly, and every year, by His said Majesty to the said Chippewa Nation” 
(Shanahan, 2020). At a subsequent meeting, William Claus clarified that the “£740 would be 
distributed on a per capita basis, each man, woman and child receiving $10” (Shanahan, 2020). 
 
The study area also fell within the Williams Treaties (1923) lands. The “territory covered by the 
Williams Treaties stretched from the northern shore of Lake Ontario to Lake Nipissing, and 
together cover approximately 52,000km2” (Government of Ontario, 2021).  
 

1.3.3.2 Township of Mara 
The Township of Mara was partially surveyed by J.G. Chewitt in 1821 and completed in 1836 by 
Robert Ross. The township is believed to have been, “named after Madam Mara, a favourite 
public singer in England at the time” (Armstrong, 1930, pp.179-180). Until after the Rebellion in 
1837, there were few settlements along the Lake Simcoe shore since the soil at that time had the 
appearance of a cedar swamp. With drainage, the Township of Mara contained fertile farmland 
of excellent quality soil (J.H. Beers & Co., 1877, p.xi; Farewell, 1907, p.58).  
 
The central portion of the township largely consisted of Irish and Catholic settlers and the north 
and south portions were occupied by Scottish Highlanders. The first settler in the township was 
Patrick Corrigan, from Ireland, who settled on Lot 15, Concession 7 in 1823. By 1839, 112 
individuals resided in the Township of Mara. Within five years, 278 individuals resided in the 
Township of Mara, which was united with the Township of Rama. The Township of Mara was 
described as, “a new township not long settled, but it contains some very good land, and on the 
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lake shore there are some good clearings” (Smith, 1846, p.110). By 1850, the population had 
increased in the Township of Mara to 966 individuals, a sawmill had been erected and 1,832 acres 
were under cultivation (Farewell, 1907, p.58; Mika and Mika, 1981, pp.611-612; Smith, 1851, 
p.34).  
 
By the late 1870s, the Midland Railway (now part of the Canadian National Railway) was 
completed through the Township and eventually, four additional railways were built through the 
Township. However, some of these railways have ceased to operate as modern highways have 
replaced their purpose (J.H. Beers & Co., 1877, p.xi; Mika and Mika, 1981, pp.611-612; County of 
Ontario, 1955, pp.12-13). 
 
For purpose of administration, the Township of Mara and the Township of Rama were united 
from 1850 to 1868-69. After 1869, the two townships were separated. In 1974, the Township of 
Mara was annexed by the County of Simcoe and in 1994, the Township of Ramara was formed 
after the amalgamation of the Township of Rama and Mara (Mika and Mika, 1983, p.277; 
Township of Ramara, 2020). 
 

1.3.3.3 Village of Uptergrove 
The hamlet of Uptergrove was located northwest of the study area at the intersection of the 
Trans-Canada Highway/Highway 12 and Side Road 25/Plum Point Road. A post office was 
established in 1870 and the first postmaster was Thomas Byrne (LAC, 2024). In 1873, Uptergrove 
was described as “a post village in Ontario co., Ont. 2½ miles from Atherley. It contains 4 stores. 
Pop. 185” (Crossby, 1873, p.344). By 1900, the population of the community had decreased to 
100 individuals (Union Publishing Co., 1900, p.181). 
 
1.3.4 Study Area Land Use History (AD 1800s to present) 
 

1.3.4.1 Pre-1900 Land Use 
Several documents were reviewed to gain an understanding of the land use history and of the 
study area’s potential for the recovery of historic pre-1900 remains, namely J. Shier’s 1860 
Tremaine’s Map of the County of Ontario, J.H. Beers & Co.’s 1877 Illustrated Historical Atlas of 
the County of Ontario, and C.E. Goad’s 1895 Atlas of Ontario County (see Maps 2-4; Table 3). 
 
Table 3: Summary of Structures and Property Owners/Occupants documented in Historical Maps 

Con. Lot Owner/Occupant Structure(s) in the Study Area 
1860 1877 1895 1860 1877 1895 

7 
22 (not listed) 

Peter Thompson 
(not depicted) 1 homestead 

within 300m of 
study area 

(not depicted) 
23 (not listed) (not depicted) 

 
The 1860, the study area was depicted within land owned by an unnamed individual, and no 
structures (i.e., homesteads, schoolhouses, churches, etc.) were depicted in or within 300 metres 
of the study area. The west end of the study area appears to encompass part of Lake Simcoe. 
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By 1877, the study area was depicted in land owned by Peter Thompson, who was a farmer from 
Scotland and arrived in the township in 1855 (McGill University Library, 2001). He was an owner 
of multiple lots in the township that, in addition to the lots noted above, also included 200 acres 
of Lot 23, Concession 8 and 100 acres of Lot 22, Concession 8. According to the Abstract Land 
Indexes, the Thompson family first settled on the south half of Lot 23, Concession 8 in 1855 
(Abstract Index Books, ca. 1800-1958, Ontario County (Ontario): Mara Township: film 179174). 
One of Peter Thompson’s homesteads is depicted within 300 metres of the study area, on the 
south part of Lot 22, Concession 7.  
 
The 1895 Atlas of Ontario County only gives information on landowners and their acreage owned 
but does not depict private structures. The study area is depicted on lands owned by Peter 
Thompson on Lots 22 and 23, Concession 7 of Mara Township.  
 
In Ontario, the 2011 S&G considers areas of early Euro-Canadian settlements (e.g., pioneer 
homesteads, isolated cabins, farmstead complexes, early wharf or dock complexes, pioneer 
churches, and early cemeteries), early historic transportation routes (e.g., trails, passes, roads, 
railways, portage routes), and properties that local histories or informants have identified with 
possible archaeological sites, historical events, activities, or occupations, as features or 
characteristics that indicate archaeological potential (per Section 1.3.1). While the study area is 
not located within 100 metres of an early historic transportation route established during the 
survey of Mara Township, it is located within 300 metres of a historic homestead. Therefore, 
based on the proximity of early Euro-Canadian settlement, this feature contributes to 
establishing the archaeological potential of the study area. 
 

1.3.4.2 Post-1900 Land Use 
To facilitate further evaluation of the established archaeological potential within the study area, 
a detailed review of a topographic map from 1914 (see Map 5), and aerial imagery from 1945 to 
2023 (see Maps 6-14) was undertaken.  
 
The study area appears to have remained clear of vegetation since at least the early 20th century. 
The 1914 military topographic map depicts the study area as encompassing land which had been 
cleared of overgrown vegetation flanked by marsh areas. No structures were depicted in the 
study area.  
 
Aerial imagery from the rest of the 20th century, as well as the early 21st century, show that the 
study area has remained clear of vegetation till the present day, although there appears to be 
aerially observable changes to the surface that may be related to the changes in the nearby 
Bayshore Village sewage treatment facility. 
 
1.3.5 Present Land Use 
The present land use of the study area is categorized as Natural Area Protection and Shoreline 
Residential in the Township of Ramara Official Plan (Township of Ramara, 2022). 
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1.4 Archaeological Context 
 
To establish the archaeological context and further establish the archaeological potential of the 
study area, Archeoworks Inc. conducted a comprehensive review of the municipal archaeological 
management plan, designated and listed cultural heritage resources, heritage conservation 
districts, commemorative markers and pioneer churches and early cemeteries in relation to the 
study area. Furthermore, an examination of registered archaeological sites and previous AAs 
within proximity to the study area limits, and a review of the physiography of the study area were 
performed. The results of this background research are documented below and summarized in 
Appendix B – Summary of Background Research. 
 
1.4.1 Archaeological Management Plan 
Per Section 1.1, Standard 1 of the 2011 S&G, when available, an archaeological management plan 
(AMP) or other archaeological potential mapping must be reviewed. Per the County of Simcoe’s 
AMP, the entirety of the study area has archaeological potential (County of Simcoe, 2023; see 
Map 15). 
 
1.4.2 Designated and Listed (or Non-Designated) Cultural Heritage Resources  
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, properties listed on a municipal register or designated under 
the Ontario Heritage Act, or that is a federal, provincial, or municipal historic landmark or site are 
considered features or characteristics that indicate archaeological potential. The study area is 
not located within 300 metres of designated or listed heritage properties (OHT, 2024). Therefore, 
this feature does not contribute to establishing the archaeological potential of the study area.  
 
1.4.3 Heritage Conservation Districts 
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, heritage resources listed on a municipal register or designated 
under the Ontario Heritage Act, are considered features or characteristics that indicate 
archaeological potential. The study area is not located in or within 300 metres of a Heritage 
Conservation District (OHT, 2024). Therefore, this feature does not contribute to establishing the 
archaeological potential of the study area. 
 
1.4.4 Commemorative Plaques or Monuments 
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, commemorative markers of Indigenous and Euro-Canadian 
settlements and history, which may include local, provincial, or federal monuments, cairns or 
plaques, or heritage parks, are considered features or characteristics that indicate archaeological 
potential. There are no such markers within 300 metres of the study area (Read the Plaque, 
2024). Therefore, this feature does not contribute to establishing the archaeological potential of 
the study area. 
 
1.4.5 Pioneer/Historic Cemeteries 
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, pioneer churches and early cemeteries are considered features 
or characteristics that indicate archaeological potential. No pioneer churches or early cemeteries 
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are located in or within 300 metres of the study area (OGS, 2024). Therefore, this feature does 
not contribute to establishing the archaeological potential of the study area. 
 
1.4.6 Registered Archaeological Sites  
Per Section 1.1, Standard 1 and Section 7.5.8, Standard 1 of the 2011 S&G, the Ontario 
Archaeological Sites Database (OASD) maintained by the MCM was consulted in order to provide 
a summary of registered or known archaeological sites within a minimum one-kilometre distance 
of the study area limits. According to the OASD there are no archaeological sites within a one-
kilometre radius of the study area (MCM, 2024).  
 
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, previously registered archaeological sites in close proximity 
are considered to be features or characteristics that indicate archaeological potential. Therefore, 
given the absence of registered archaeological sites within 300 metres of the study area, this 
feature does not contribute to establishing the archaeological potential of the study area.  
 
1.4.7 Previous Archaeological Assessments 
Per Section 1.1, Standard 1 and Section 7.5.8, Standards 4-5 of the 2011 S&G, to further establish 
the archaeological context of the study area, a review of previous AAs carried out within the 
limits of, or immediately adjacent (i.e., within 50 metres) to the study area (as documented by 
all available reports) was undertaken. No reports were identified. 
 
1.4.8 Physical Features 
An investigation of the study area’s physical features was conducted to aid in the development 
of an argument for archaeological potential. Environmental factors such as close proximity to 
water, soil type, and nature of the terrain, for example, can be used as predictors to determine 
where human occupation may have occurred in the past. 
 

1.4.8.1 Physiographic Region 
The study area is located within the Lake Simcoe Basin of the Simcoe Lowlands physiographic 
region of Southern Ontario. The Lake Simcoe Basin is characterized by the lowlands surrounding 
Lake Simcoe and is separated from the Nottawasaga Basin to the west by the uplands of Simcoe 
County. The lowlands were flooded by glacial Lake Algonquin and are bordered by shorecliffs, 
beaches and boulder terraces, and floored by sand, silt and clay. On the northern and western 
shores of Lake Simcoe, the lowland consists of a narrow bouldery terrace for the most part 
confined by a low bluff cut by the highest stage of Lake Algonquin. On the south and east shores 
of Lake Simcoe are broader plains. Directly south of Lake Simcoe a low, swampy, sandy plain 
covers most of Georgina. The Black River and Pefferlaw Creek are important streams in this area 
although they have failed to provide good drainage. Overall, the Lake Simcoe Basin is a poorer 
farming district than the Nottawasaga Basin. Extensive areas of bogs and wet sand permeate the 
basin, but the soils could be useful if drained and developed for vegetables, like the Holland 
Marsh (Chapman & Putnam, 1984, pp.177-182). 
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1.4.8.2 Soil Type and Topography 
Two native soil types are found within the study area. Lovering clay loam forms the majority of 
the study area; it is characterized as a Grey-Brown Podzolic, with imperfect drainage, gently 
undulating to level and stonefree topography. The southern edge of the study area encompasses 
Muck, which is bog soil composed of well-decomposed organic deposits with very poor drainage 
and on depressional and stonefree topography (Ontario Agricultural College and Dominion 
Department of Agriculture, 1979).  
 
The topography within the study area is generally level, with an elevation of 220 metres above 
sea level.  
 

1.4.8.3 Water Sources 
Hydrological features such as primary water sources (e.g., lakes, rivers, creeks, streams) and 
secondary water sources (e.g., intermittent streams and creeks, springs, marshes, swamps) 
would have helped supply plant and food resources to the surrounding area and are indicators 
of archaeological potential (per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G). The study area is flanked by the 
wooded wetlands of short creeks that drain directly into Lake Simcoe. Therefore, this feature 
contributes to establishing the archaeological potential of the study area.  
 
1.4.9 Current Land Conditions 
The study area is situated in a rural area north of the Bayshore Village subdivision. The study area 
encompasses a vacant land flanked to the north and south by wooded wetlands, to the east by 
the secondary lagoon of the extant Bayshore Village sewage treatment facility, and to the west 
by a narrow strip of mixed wooded and cleared land by the shores of Barnstable Bay of Lake 
Simcoe.  
 
1.4.10 Dates of Desktop Review 
A desktop review of field conditions using past and current maps and imagery was undertaken 
on January 26th, 2024.  
 
1.5 Confirmation of Archaeological Potential 
 
Based on the information gathered from the background research documented in the preceding 
sections, elevated archaeological potential has been established within the study area limits. 
Features contributing to archaeological potential are summarized in Appendix B. Further 
assessment of conditions within the study area will be addressed in Section 2.0.  
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2.0 ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
In combination with data gathered from the background research, including a review of mapping 
and aerial imagery (see Sections 1.3 and 1.4), an evaluation of the established archaeological 
potential of the study area was performed. The results of this evaluation are presented in Map 
16.  
 
2.1 Analysis 
 
2.1.1 Identified Areas of Archaeological Potential 
The study area consists of a clearing flanked by wooded wetlands to the north and south. The 
land has been clear of vegetation since at least 1914 (see Map 5). The establishment of the 
nearby Bayshore Village sewage treatment facility’s primary lagoon cell (sometime between 
1965 and 1978) and secondary lagoon cell (sometime between 1978 and 1989) appears to have 
resulted in aerially visible surface changes to the study area (see Maps 8-10). There also appears 
to have been some landscaping-related alterations performed in the 2010s (see Map 13). 
However, the depth and extent of the actual impacts to the soil as a result of these activities 
cannot be confirmed.  
 
2.2 Conclusions 
 
In the absence of information confirming that the clearing within which the study area is situated 
has been deeply and extensively disturbed by previous developmental activities related to the 
establishment and expansion of the nearby Bayshore Village sewage treatment facility, the 
entirety of the study area is therefore considered to retain the established archaeological 
potential, and a Stage 2 property survey will be required. 
 
Given that the land within the study area appears to have been ploughed historically, a 
pedestrian survey at five-metre intervals must be carried out throughout the study area in 
accordance with the standards outlined in Section 2.1.1 of the 2011 S&G. However, should the 
nature of the terrain (presence of buried utilities/alignments, high rock content, etc.) make 
ploughing not possible or viable, a systematic Stage 2 test pit survey at five-metre intervals can 
instead be performed, in accordance with the standards outlined in Section 2.1.2 of the 2011 
S&G.  
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3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Considering the findings outlined within this report, the following recommendations are 
presented: 
 

1. The entire study area, identified as retaining archaeological potential, must be subjected 
to a Stage 2 AA, specifically a pedestrian survey at five-metre intervals in accordance with 
the standards outlined in Section 2.1.1 of the 2011 S&G. However, should the nature of 
the terrain (presence of buried utilities/alignments, high rock content, etc.) make 
ploughing not possible or viable, a systematic Stage 2 test pit survey at five-metre 
intervals can instead be performed, in accordance with the standards outlined in Section 
2.1.2 of the 2011 S&G. 

 
No construction activities shall take place within the study area prior to the MCM (Archaeology 
Programs Unit) confirming in writing that all archaeological licensing and technical review 
requirements have been satisfied. 
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4.0 ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATION 
 

1. This report is submitted to the MCM as a condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI 
of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 0.18. The report is reviewed to ensure that it 
complies with the standards and guidelines that are issued by the Minister, and that the 
archaeological fieldwork and report recommendations ensure the conservation, 
protection and preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario. When all matters relating 
to archaeological sites within the project area of a development proposal have been 
addressed to the satisfaction of the MCM, a letter will be issued by the ministry stating 
that there are no further concerns with regard to alterations to archaeological sites by 
the proposed development. 
 

2. It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of the Ontario Heritage Act for any party other 
than a licensed archaeologist to make any alteration to a known archaeological site or to 
remove any artifact or other physical evidence of past human use or activity from the site, 
until such time as a licensed archaeologist has completed archaeological fieldwork on the 
site, submitted a report to the Minister stating that the site has no further cultural 
heritage value or interest, and the report has been filed in the Ontario Public Register of 
Archaeology Reports referred to in Section 65.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 

3. Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be a 
new archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage 
Act. The proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources must cease 
alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to carry 
out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage 
Act. 
 

4. The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 requires that any 
person discovering human remains must notify the police or coroner and the Registrar at 
the Ministry of Public and Business Service Delivery. 
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APPENDIX A: MAPS  

Map 1: National Topographic Map, 1:30,000, identifying the Stage 1 AA study area. 
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Map 2: Stage 1 AA study area within the 1860 Tremaine’s Map of the County of Ontario. 
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Map 3: Stage 1 AA study area within the 1877 Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Ontario. 
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Map 4: Stage 1 AA study area within the 1895 Atlas of the County of Ontario. 
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Map 5: Stage 1 AA study area within a 1914 military topographic map. 
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Map 6: Stage 1 AA study area within a 1945 aerial photograph. 
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Map 7: Stage 1 AA study area within 1954 aerial orthoimagery. 
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Map 8: Stage 1 AA study area within a 1965 aerial photograph. 
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Map 9: Stage 1 AA study area within 1978 aerial orthoimagery. 
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Map 10: Stage 1 AA study area within 1989 aerial orthoimagery. 
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Map 11: Stage 1 AA study area within 1997 aerial orthoimagery. 
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Map 12: Stage 1 AA study area within 2008 aerial orthoimagery. 
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Map 13: Stage 1 AA study area within 2016 aerial orthoimagery. 
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Map 14: Stage 1 AA study area within 2023 aerial orthoimagery. 
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Map 15: Stage 1 AA study area within the County of Simcoe’s official archaeological potential mapping.    
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Map 16: Stage 1 AA results.    
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APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF BACKGROUND RESEARCH 
 

Feature of Archaeological Potential Results 
Physical Features Yes No Unknown Comment 

1 Water on or adjacent to the study area X   If Yes, potential confirmed 

1a Presence of primary water source within 300 metres of the study area (lakes, rivers, streams, 
creeks) X   If Yes, potential confirmed 

1b Presence of secondary water source within 300 metres (intermittent creeks and streams, 
springs, marshes, swamps) X   If Yes, potential confirmed 

1c Features indicating past presence of water source within 300 metres (former shorelines, relic 
water channels, beach ridges, etc.)  X  If Yes, potential confirmed 

1d Accessible or inaccessible shoreline within 300 metres (high bluffs, swamp or marsh fields by 
the edge of a lake, sandbars stretching into marsh, etc.)  X  If Yes, potential confirmed 

2 Elevated topography (eskers, drumlins, knolls, plateaus, etc.)  X  If Yes to two or more of 2-4 or 7-
10, potential confirmed 

3 Pockets of well-drained sandy soil, especially near areas of heavy soil or rocky ground  X  If Yes to two or more of 2-4 or 7-
10, potential confirmed 

4 Distinctive land formations (mounds, caverns, waterfalls, peninsulas, etc.)  X  If Yes to two or more of 2-4 or 7-
10, potential confirmed 

Cultural Features Yes No Unknown Comment 
5 Previously identified archaeological site(s) within 300 metres  X  If Yes, potential confirmed 
6 Known burial site or cemetery on or directly adjacent to the property  X  If Yes, potential confirmed 

7 Associated with resource areas related to food or medicinal plants, scarce raw materials, 
early Euro-Canadian industry   X  If Yes to two or more of 2-4 or 7-

10, potential confirmed 

8 Indications of early Euro-Canadian settlement (monuments, cemeteries, structures, etc.) 
within 300 metres X   If Yes to two or more of 2-4 or 7-

10, potential confirmed 

9 Historic transportation route (historic road, trail, portage, rail area, etc.) within 100 metres  X  If Yes to two or more of 2-4 or 7-
10, potential confirmed 

10 Property listed on a municipal register or designated under the Ontario Heritage Act or that 
is a federal, provincial or municipal historic landmark or site within 300 metres  X  If Yes to two or more of 2-4 or 7-

10, potential confirmed 
Property-specific Information Yes No Unknown Comment 

11 Contains property listed or designated (under the Ontario Heritage Act) by the municipality  X  If Yes, potential confirmed 

12 Local knowledge (Indigenous communities, heritage organizations, municipal heritage 
committees, etc.)  X  If Yes, potential confirmed 

13 Archaeological Management Plan (AMP) illustrating archaeological potential for all or parts 
of the study area   X – no 

AMP If Yes, potential confirmed 

14 Recent ground disturbance, not including agricultural cultivation (post-1960, extensive and 
deep land alterations)  X  If Yes, low archaeological 

potential is determined 
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APPENDIX C: HURON-WENDAT NATION HISTORY  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Archeoworks Inc. was previously retained to conduct a Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment (AA) 
in support of the proposed West Spray Irrigation Field within a portion of the property 
municipally addressed 3700 Concession Road 8 (the “property boundary”), in the Township of 
Ramara, County of Simcoe, Ontario. The Stage 1 AA identified archaeological potential, and a 
Stage 2 AA was recommended (Archeoworks Inc., 2024 – P439-0197-2024) as required by the 
2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (‘2011 S&G’) published by the 
Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM).  
 
Archeoworks Inc. was subsequently retained to conduct the Stage 2 AA of an area of proposed 
impact within the larger property boundary, totalling approximately 16.37 hectares. This land will 
be the subject of the report documented herein and referred to as the “study area.” The study 
area is located within part of Lots 22 and 23, Concession 7, in the Geographic Township of Mara, 
historic County of Ontario, now in the Township of Township of Ramara, County of Simcoe, 
Ontario.  
 
A Stage 2 property survey of the study area was conducted under ideal weather and lighting 
conditions. Two minor areas of saturated soil conditions were identified within the study area. 
The systematic survey of these areas was not undertaken due to their low to no archaeological 
potential classification. The remainder of the study area, comprising a large, cultivated field, was 
subjected to a pedestrian survey at five-metre intervals. One collection of historic artifacts – 
designated as H1 – was encountered during the pedestrian survey within part of Lot 22, 
Concession 7.  
 
A total of 174 artifacts were recovered from 105 findspots spread across an area measuring 84 
metres north-south by 101 metres east-west in size. Most material recovered suggests a mid-
19th century peak habitation. It is likely that the material is associated with a domestic structure 
built in the 1850s and utilized through the 1860s into the 1870s. The first two owners of the lot 
were non-residents, and the first documented settlement is of tenant James Carey and his wife 
Mary Steele from ca. 1869 to 1876. By 1876, Peter Thomson is listed as the owner with a 
homestead depicted south of the site area in the 1878 Illustrated Historical Atlas. Peter Thomson 
owned 500 acres in this area, however, is not documented to have resided on Lot 22, Concession 
7. 
 
The H1 site, registered under the Borden number BdGt-30, has further cultural heritage value 
and interest (CHVI) and requires a Stage 3 AA, per Section 2.2, Standard 1.c of the 2011 S&G and 
per Section 2.3, RHF Standard 2.a of the draft 2021 19th Century Rural Historical Farmstead (RHF) 
Sites Standards for Consultant Archaeologists.  
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1.0 PROJECT CONTEXT  
 
1.1 Objectives 
 
The objectives of a Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment (AA), as outlined by the 2011 Standards 
and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (‘2011 S&G’) published by the Ministry of 
Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM) (2011), are as follows: 
 

• To document all archaeological resources on the property;  
• To determine whether the property contains archaeological resources requiring further 

assessment; and, 
• To recommend appropriate Stage 3 assessment strategies for archaeological sites 

identified. 
 
1.2 Development Context 
 
Archeoworks Inc. was previously retained to conduct a Stage 1 AA for the proposed West Spray 
Irrigation Field within a portion of the property municipally addressed 3700 Concession Road 8, 
in the Township of Ramara, County of Simcoe, Ontario. The establishment of the West Spray 
Irrigation Field, and the construction of an Effluent Disposal Bed in the same area, both form part 
of several solutions being explored as part of the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class 
Environmental Assessment (EA) Update, which seeks to find the most appropriate solution for 
the disposal of lagoon effluent from the nearby Bayshore Village sewage treatment facility. The 
Stage 1 AA identified archaeological potential on the property, thereby necessitating a Stage 2 
AA (Archeoworks Inc., 2024 – P439-0197-2024).  
 
Archeoworks Inc. was subsequently retained by Tatham Engineering to conduct the Stage 2 AA 
of a portion of 3700 Concession Road 8. The approximately 16.37 hectares wherein there are 
proposed impacts will be the subject of the report documented herein and referred to as the 
“study area”; the larger property will herein be referred to as the “property boundary” and will 
be discussed as relevant. The study area is located within part of Lots 22 and 23, Concession 7, in 
the Geographic Township of Mara, historic County of Ontario, now in the Township of Township 
of Ramara, County of Simcoe, Ontario (see Appendix A – Map 1).  
 
This study was triggered by the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act in support of the 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment regulatory process. The Stage 2 AA was conducted 
pre-submission under the project direction of Mr. Ian Boyce, under the archaeological consultant 
licence number P1059, in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act (1990; amended 2024) and 
2011 S&G. Permission to investigate the study area was granted by Tatham Engineering on 
January 8th, 2024. 
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1.3 Historical Context 
 
To establish the historical context and archaeological potential of the study area, Archeoworks 
Inc. previously conducted the Stage 1 AA (2024). This report included a comprehensive review of 
Indigenous and Euro-Canadian settlement history, available historical mapping, topographic 
mapping, aerial photographs and orthophotographs. The results of this background research, 
along with additional archival research pertaining to the one historic archaeological site (named 
H1) discovered during the Stage 2 property survey, are summarized below.  
 
1.3.1 Euro-Canadian Settlement Period (AD 1800s to present) 
 

1.3.1.1 Land Treaties 
After the War of 1812, the second wave of immigration from the British Isles occurred and the 
population of Euro-Canadians doubled in Upper Canada (Surtees, 1994, p.112). The lands 
situated between the Ottawa River and Lake Erie and inland were sought after by the British 
Government to secure internal waterway transportation routes should another war occur with 
America as well as providing land to new settlers. “The Crown believed that all of this land had 
been included in the Crawford Purchase back in 1783-84, but this was disputed by the 
Mississauga, and it was decided to simply make a new Treaty with them to avoid any doubts 
arising” (Shanahan, 2020). In 1818, William Claus, on behalf of the British Crown, assembled 
several Anishinaabe peoples at Smith’s Creek (Port Hope) to purchase the land situated around 
Rice Lake (Government of Ontario, 2024; Surtees, 1994, p.113). Treaty No. 20, also known as the 
‘Rice Lake Purchase,’ was ceded to the British Government on the 5th of November 1818 and 
included the Township of Mara (Government of Ontario, 2024; Department of Indian Affairs, 
1891, p.xxxvii). This tract of land included 1,951,00 acres, and the Rice Lake Mississauga were to 
receive, “the yearly sum of the seven hundred and forty pounds Province currency in goods at 
the Montreal price to be well and truly paid yearly, and every year, by His said Majesty to the 
said Chippewa Nation” (Shanahan, 2020). At a subsequent meeting, William Claus clarified that 
the “£740 would be distributed on a per capita basis, each man, woman and child receiving $10” 
(Shanahan, 2020). 
 
The study area also falls within the Williams Treaties (1923) lands. The “territory covered by the 
Williams Treaties stretched from the northern shore of Lake Ontario to Lake Nipissing, and 
together cover approximately 52,000km2” (Government of Ontario, 2024).  
 

1.3.1.2 Township of Mara 
The Township of Mara was partially surveyed by James Grant (J.G.) Chewitt in 1821 and 
completed in 1836 by Robert Ross. The township is believed to have been, “named after Madam 
Mara, a favourite public singer in England at the time” (Armstrong, 1930, pp.179-180). Until after 
the Rebellion in 1837, there were few settlements along the Lake Simcoe shore since the soil at 
that time had the appearance of a cedar swamp. With drainage, the Township of Mara contained 
fertile farmland of excellent quality soil (J.H. Beers & Co., 1877, p.xi; Farewell, 1907, p.58).  
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The central portion of the township largely consisted of Irish and Catholic settlers and the north 
and south portions were occupied by Scottish Highlanders. The first settler in the township was 
Patrick Corrigan, from Ireland, who settled on Lot 15, Concession 7 in 1823. By 1839, 112 
individuals resided in the Township of Mara. Within five years, 278 individuals resided in the 
Township of Mara, which was united with the Township of Rama. The Township of Mara was 
described as, “a new township not long settled, but it contains some very good land, and on the 
lake shore there are some good clearings” (Smith, 1846, p.110). By 1850, the population had 
increased in the Township of Mara to 966 individuals, a sawmill had been erected and 1,832 acres 
were under cultivation (Farewell, 1907, p.58; Mika and Mika, 1981, pp.611-612; Smith, 1851, 
p.34).  
 
By the late 1870s, the Midland Railway (now part of the Canadian National Railway) was 
completed through the township and eventually, four additional railways were built through the 
township. However, some of these railways have ceased to operate as modern highways have 
replaced their purpose (J.H. Beers & Co., 1877, p.xi; Mika and Mika, 1981, pp.611-612; County of 
Ontario, 1955, pp.12-13). 
 
For purposes of administration, the Township of Mara and the Township of Rama were united 
from 1850 to 1868-69. After 1869, the two townships were again separated. In 1974, the 
Township of Mara was annexed by the County of Simcoe and in 1994, the Township of Ramara 
was formed after the official amalgamation of the Township of Rama and Mara (Mika and Mika, 
1983, p.277; Township of Ramara, 2020). 
 

1.3.1.3 Village of Uptergrove 
The hamlet of Uptergrove is located northwest of the study area at the intersection of the Trans-
Canada Highway/Highway 12 and Side Road 25/Plum Point Road. A post office was established 
in 1870, and the first postmaster was Thomas Byrne (LAC, 2024). In 1873, Uptergrove was 
described as “a post village in Ontario co., Ont. 2½ miles from Atherley. It contains 4 stores. Pop. 
185” (Crossby, 1873, p.344). By 1900, the population of the community had decreased to 100 
individuals (Union Publishing Co., 1900, p.181). 
 
1.3.2 Land Use History of the Study Area (AD 1800s to present) 
 

1.3.2.1 Pre-1900 Land Use – Historic Map Review 
Several documents were reviewed to gain an understanding of the land use history and of the 
study area’s potential for the recovery of historic pre-1900 remains, namely J. Shier’s 1860 
Tremaine’s Map of the County of Ontario, J.H. Beers & Co.’s 1877 Illustrated Historical Atlas of 
the County of Ontario, and C.E. Goad’s 1895 Atlas of Ontario County (see Maps 2-4; Table 1). 
 
Table 1: Summary of Structures and Property Owners/Occupants Documented in Historical Maps 

Con. Lot Owner/Occupant Structure(s) in the Study Area 
1860 1877 1895 1860 1877 1895 

7 22 (not listed) Peter Thompson (not depicted) (not depicted) 
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Con. Lot Owner/Occupant Structure(s) in the Study Area 
1860 1877 1895 1860 1877 1895 

23 (not listed) (not depicted) 
1 homestead 
within 300m of 
study area 

 
In 1860, the study area was depicted within land owned by an unnamed individual, and no 
structures (e.g., homesteads, schoolhouses, churches, etc.) were depicted in or within 300 
metres of the study area. The west end of the study area appeared to encompass part of Lake 
Simcoe. 
 
By 1877, the study area was depicted in land owned by Peter Thompson, who was a farmer from 
Scotland and arrived in the township in 1855 (McGill University Library, 2001). He was an owner 
of multiple lots in the township that, in addition to the lots noted above, also included 200 acres 
of Lot 23, Concession 8 and 100 acres of Lot 22, Concession 8. According to the Abstract Land 
Indexes, the Thompson family first settled on the south half of Lot 23, Concession 8 in 1855 
(Abstract Index Books, ca. 1800-1958, Ontario County (Ontario): Mara Township: film 179174). 
One of Peter Thompson’s homesteads was depicted within 300 metres of the study area on the 
1877 map, in the south part of Lot 22, Concession 7.  
 
The 1895 Atlas of Ontario County only gives information on landowners and their acreage owned 
but does not depict private structures. In this map the study area was depicted in lands owned 
by Peter Thompson, in Lots 22 and 23, Concession 7.  
 
The study area is not located within 100 metres of an early historic transportation route 
established during the survey of the Township of Mara.  
 

1.3.2.2 Pre-1900 Land Use – Archival Data Review 
In accordance with Section 3.1, Standard 1 of the 2011 S&G, a review of available archival data 
pertaining to the H1 site area was conducted via various online sources, at the Archives of Ontario 
and at the Simcoe County Archives (see Appendix B – Table 1). After discussions with the Archivist 
at the Simcoe County Archives, many of the early pre-1850s records of the Township of Mara 
were lost likely during the amalgamation of the Townships of Rama and Mara, and the 
incorporation into Simcoe County. The H1 site area is located within historic Lot 22, Concession 
7 in the Township of Mara.  
 
SUMMARY: Lot 22, Concession 7, Township of Mara 
Lot 22, Concession 7 (L22C7) in the Township of Mara, in the County of Ontario originally 
encompassed 200 acres.  
 
James Grant Chewett, who had surveyed the Township of Mara and was a resident of the Town 
of York, received the crown patent for all 200 acres of L22C7 in April 1826. This crown patent 
included a total of 2,484 acres throughout the township as payment for his surveying duties.  
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In 1833, all 200 acres of L22C7 was sold to Henry Vansittart. A total of 1,045 acres in the Township 
of Mara was also included in this purchase, all situated around McGinnis Point (present-day 
Bayshore Village and Lagoon City). Henry Vansittart, the Rear-Admiral of the Blue (the British 
Royal Army) was born in England in 1777 and entered the British Royal Navy in 1791. He served 
on numerous ships during the French Revolution, Napoleonic Wars and War of 812 before 
moving near Woodstock in Oxford County in 1834. He resided in the village of Eastwood with his 
sister, Caroline A. East, until his death in 1843. In 1838, likely as a means to support his daughter 
should she be widowed young, he issued a marriage settlement which transferred all 1,045 acres 
of land in the Township of Mara to his daughter, Mary Charity Vansittart, when she married her 
husband, Spencer MacKay, that same year.  
 
In 1843, Henry Vansittart died and was buried in Woodstock. After his death, Mary Charity and 
Spencer MacKay appear to have returned to England by 1849, and in 1860 Spencer MacKay died. 
Mary Charity died in 1866. After their deaths, her landholdings (which included all 1,045 acres in 
the Township of Mara and additional lands in the Township of Mariposa) were bequeathed to 
her children. In 1876, all 200 acres of L22C7 was sold to Peter Thomson, a resident of the 
Township of Mara who lived on Lot 23, Concession 8.  
 
During Henry Vansittart and Mary Charity MacKay’s ownership of L22C7, the land remained 
vacant. No occupants were noted in the 1837, 1846 and 1850-1 County Directories and 
unfortunately, the Agricultural Census of the 1851 Census Record did not survive. Additionally, 
no early Tax Assessment and Collectors Rolls that date earlier than 1894 have survived. By 1869, 
a tenant, James Carey, was noted to occupy the south half of L22C7 and appears to have resided 
there until about 1876. Since he was a tenant, no structural details of the house occupied are 
available. James Carey was a settler from Ireland who had married Mary Steele in 1860. Mary 
Steele and her family occupied Lot 26, Concession 10 in the Township of Mara and they appear 
to have resided there with her father until relocating to L22C7 by 1869.  
 
Peter Thomson arrived from Scotland in the Township of Mara in 1855 with his father, George, 
mother, Barbara, and sister, Bothia, and settled on Lot 23, Concession 8. During Peter Thomson’s 
ownership of L22C7, the land appears to have been vacant. He lived initially on Lot 23, Concession 
8 before constructing a large homestead across the street in Lot 23, Concession 7. L22C7 appears 
to have been used as additional farmland with only 40 acres cleared in 1894 which had decreased 
to 20 acres by 1900. 
 
The complete timeline of recorded occupation of L22C7 associated with the site area to the year 
1906 is presented in Table 2 below. 
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Table 2: Historic Ownership of All of Lot 22, Concession 7 up to 1906 

Year Name of 
Owner 

Name of 
Tenant Site Affiliation Details 

All of Lot 22, Concession 7 (L22C7), Township of Mara, County of Ontario – 200 acres 

1826-
1833 

James Grant Chewett 
▪ resident of Town of York 

Site area: 
vacant 

* According to the Land Patent Index, on the 8th of March 1826, James Grant Chewett received 2,484 acres of land in the 
Township of Mara as compensation for surveying the Township of Mara. His residence was noted as the Township of York (Index 
to Land Patents Arranged by Township 1793-1852, RG 53-55: microfiche 041: 01 C13 033 043, MS 693, reel 46). 
  
* According to the Abstract Land Indexes, on the 5th of April 1826, James Grant Chewett had obtained the crown patent for all 
200 acres of L22C7. 
 

* James Grant Chewett was born in New Johnston (present-day Cornwall) in 1793 and died in Toronto in 1862. In 1797, James 
Grant Chewett and his family moved to the Town of York (present-day Toronto) and in 1810, he entered the surveyor general’s 
office where his father, William Chewett, was deputy surveyor general. After his service during the War of 1812, in 1819 he 
became the deputy surveyor and after his father retired in 1832, became the deputy surveyor general. James Grant Chewett 
was “responsible for the surveys of several townships located north and west of York, around Lake Simcoe, and near Kingston” 
(Burns, 1976). In 1841, he retired from surveying and turned his interests to Toronto’s financial developments (Burns, 1976). 
  
* In June 1833, James Grant Chewett (who was of the Town of York) sold all of L22C7 to Henry Vansittart (who was of Bisham 
Abbey in the County of Berks, England and the Rear-Admiral of the Blue) (Instrument and Deed, No.711: GS 5500). This 
transaction also included a total of 1,045 acres in the Township of Mara valued at £500: Lot 15, Concession 4; Lots 21, 22, 23, 
24 and 25, Concession 6; Lots 22, 23, 24, 26 and 27, Concession 7. This land encompasses McGinnis Point (present-day Bayshore 
Village), and part of present-day Lagoon City. 

1833-
1877 

 
 
Henry 
Vansittart 
(1833 to 1838) 
▪ resident of the 
Eastwood Farm, 
Oxford County, 
Upper Canada 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MacKay Estate 
(1838 to 1876) 
▪ residents of 
Oxford County, 
Upper Canada 
and England 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* Henry Vansittart was born in Hanover Square, England in 1777 to George Vansittart and Sarah Stonhouse. He entered the 
British Royal Navy in 1791, served during the French Revolution, Napoleonic Wars and the War of 1812. In 1809, he married 
Mary Charity Pennefather. In 1830, he was appointed Rear-Admiral, and in 1841, Vice-Admiral. In 1834, Henry Vansittart moved 
to Eastwood, a village eight kilometres east of Woodstock, in the County of Oxford. A year earlier, Caroline A. East, a wealthy 
widow and sister to Henry Vansittart had arrived in the area. “The admiral took up a large area of land on the north side of the 
road and built extensive buildings. The wife of Admiral Vansittart, died on route to Canada and Mrs. East came to supervise his 
servants and household and to maintain the dignity of the family” (Ingersoll Times, 1978). In 1843, Vice-Admiral Henry Vansittart 
died and is buried in the Old St. Paul’s graveyard (Ingersoll Times, 1978; Stephen, 1899, p.140). 
 

* Between June 1837 and November 1838, Henry Vansittart (who was now listed of Eastwood in the County of Oxford, District 
of London, Upper Canada and Rear-Admiral of the Blue) sold all 1,045 acres of Lot 15, Concession 4, Lots 21, 22, 23, 24 and 25, 
Concession 6 and Lots 22, 23, 24, 26 and 27, Concession 7 of the Township of Mara to Caroline A. East (who was also of 
Eastwood) for £500, who then sold it back to Henry Vansittart (Instrument and Deeds, No.2689, 2786: GS 5502). 
 

* No individuals are listed on L22C7 in Walton’s 1837 The City of Toronto and the Home District Commercial Directory and 
Register (p.100). Furthermore, only 153 individuals resided in the Township of Mara at this time. 
 

* In June 1838, a settlement on the intended marriage of Spencer MacKay and Mary Charity Vansittart was made between 
Henry Vansittart (who was of Eastwood Park in the Township of Blandford, County of Oxford in Upper Canada, Rear-Admiral of 
the Red), Spencer MacKay (of Eastwood Farm), Mary Charity Vansittart (the 18-year-old daughter of Henry Vansittart), Robert 
Riddle of the Township of Yonge, Henry Vansittart (Junior) and Roger Rollo Hunter (Instrument and Deeds, No.2946: GS 5502). 
This marriage settlement included land in the Township of Mariposa and all 1,045 acres of Lot 15, Concession 4, Lots 21, 22, 23, 
24 and 25, Concession 6 and Lots 22, 23, 24, 26 and 27, Concession 7 of the Township of Mara. 
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Year Name of 
Owner 

Name of 
Tenant Site Affiliation Details 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
James Carey 
(ca. 1869 to 
1876) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site Area: 
dwelling house 
(unknown 
structural type) 
occupied by James 
Carey 
 

- In 1838, Spencer MacKay and Mary Charity Vansittart married and together they had five children: Mary L. MacKay (born 
1839), Elizabeth L. MacKay (born 1845), Rosa M. MacKay (born 1846), Gertrude MacKay (born 1847) and Edward Vansittart 
MacKay (born 1849). Mary L. was born in England, Elizabeth L., Rosa M., and Gertrude were born in Canada, and Edward 
was born in England. It appears that by the late 1840s, Spencer and Mary Charity MacKay had returned to England 
(ancestry.ca, 2024a). 

- Mary Charity died in Devon, England in 1866 and Spencer died in France in 1860 (ancestry.ca, 2024a). 
- This marriage settlement was completed in lieu of and bar of dower in the event that Mary Charity survived her husband, 

and he did not provide her with sufficient funds when he died.  
 

* No individuals are listed on L22C7 in Brown’s 1846-7 Toronto-City and Home District Directory (pp.55-56). 
 

* No individuals are listed on L22C7 in Rowsell’s 1850-1 City of Toronto and County of York Directory (pp.52-54). 
- Due to the small population size of the Townships of Mara and Rama, this resource combined both townships. 

 

* The agricultural portion of the 1851 Census Record for the Township of Mara did not survive and therefore, no direct 
correlations between land owned and the owners of that land can be made from this resource (1851 Census Record, Township 
of Mara and Rama: microfilm c-11743).   
 

* Review of the 1860 Tremaine’s Map of the County of Ontario – Township of Mara (see Map 2) depicts the site area within 
lands owned by an individual who is not depicted. No structures are depicted in or within 300 metres of the site area.  
 

* No farms were listed on L22C7 in the 1861 Census Record (1861 Census Record, Township of Mara, Agricultural Census, 
Enumeration District No.1 and 2, pp.14-19: microfilm c-1059). Consequently, as there are no farms noted in the Agricultural 
Census, determining who resided on L22C7 and the details contained within the Personal Census is not possible. 
 

* One individual was listed on L22C7 in Conner & Coltson’s 1869-70 County of Ontario Directory: James Carey, a householder 
on part of the south half (p.113).  
 

* James Carey, a settler who was born in Ireland in 1836, married Mary Steele in 1860 (ancestry.ca, 2024b). They are listed in 
the Township of Mara in the 1861 Census Record with her father, John Steele. However, John Steele was listed in the Agricultural 
Census on Lot 26, Concession 10 (1861 Census Record, Township of Mara, Agricultural Census, Enumeration District No. 2, p.16, 
line 23: microfilm c-1059) and is depicted on Lot 26, Concession 10 in the 1877 Illustrated Historical Atlas.  

- It is likely that prior to moving onto the south half of L22C7 ca. 1869, James and Mary Steele lived with her father on Lot 26, 
Concession 10. 

 

* Only one farm was listed on L22C7 in the 1871 Census Record: 100 acres occupied (as a tenant) by James Carey (1871 Census 
Record, Township of Mara, Schedule No. 4, Division No.1, p.10, line 17: microfilm c-9977). 

- James Carey was listed as a 32-year-old farmer born in Ireland, who lived with his 40-year-old wife, Mary, and their two 
children (Joseph and Catherine) (1871 Census Record, Township of Mara, Schedule No.1, Division No.1, p.57, lines 16-20: 
microfilm c-9976).  

- Of the 100 acres occupied, 20 acres were improved, and three acres were in pasture. He farmed wheat, oats, potatoes, and 
maple sugar (1871 Census Record, Township of Mara, Schedule No.4, Division No.1, p.10, line 17: microfilm c-9977).  

- Since James Carey was listed as a tenant, he was not listed as owning any land or dwelling structures (1871 Census Record, 
Township of Mara, Schedule No.3, Division No.1, p.10, line 16: microfilm c-9977).  
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Year Name of 
Owner 

Name of 
Tenant Site Affiliation Details 

* One individual was listed on L22C7 in Crawford’s 1876 Gazetteer and Directory of the County of Ontario: James Carry (a 
freeholder on the south half) (pp.146). 
 

* Between 1870 and 1876, members of the MacKay family, particularly Mary L. and Edward MacKay, attempted to sell L22C7, 
likely as a means to resolve the wills of Henry Vansittart and Mary Charity MacKay (née Vansittart).  

- In April 1870, Edward MacKay (who was temporarily staying at 20 Ryder Street, St. James, Middlesex in England) sold L22C7 
to Mary L. MacKay (his sister who was residing in Torquay, England) (Instrument and Deeds, No.418: film 179178). This 
transaction included 1,400 acres in the Township of Mariposa, and 1,045 acres of Lot 15, Concession 4, Lots 21, 22, 23, 24 
and 25, Concession 6 and Lots 22, 23, 24, 26 and 27, Concession 7 of the Township of Mara. 

- In 1872, Spencer H. MacKay (who resided at 6 Ryder Street, St. James, Middlesex in England) sold L22C7 to Elizabeth L. 
MacKay (who resided at 4 Victoria Road, St. Leonards in the County of Sussex in England) (Instrument and Deed, No.520: 
film 179178). This transaction includes the same acreage as was noted in Deed No. 418. 

- In 1872, Roger Rollo Hunter (who was of Auchterarder, County of Perthshire in Scotland but residing at 4 West Mall Clifton 
near Bristol in England) and the sole surviving Trustee of the marriage settlement between Spencer MacKay and Mary 
Charity MacKay, issued a power of attorney over the lands owned by Mary Charity MacKay at the time of her death 
(Instrument and Deed, No.1209: film 179179). This included all the land in the Township of Mariposa and the Township of 
Mara and was transferred to Frederick D. Barwick, a barrister of the City of Toronto. 

- In 1875, Arthur H. Bowles (who resided in Killarney in the County of Kerry, Ireland), and was the husband of Gertrude 
MacKay, issued a power of attorney to Frederick D. Barwick. 

- In April 1876, Mary L. MacKay and members of her family, sold all of L22C7 to Peter Thomson (Instrument and Deed, 
No.1657). 

1876-
1906 Peter Thomson (1876 to 1906)  

Site Area: 
likely vacant, 
possibly returned 
to farmland 
 

* Peter Thomson arrived with his father, George Thomson, from Aberdeenshire, Scotland in the spring of 1855 and arrived in 
the Township of Mara by summer of 1855. George Thomson, his wife Barbara (née Smith), and children Peter and Bothia, settled 
on the south half of Lot 23, Concession 8 in 1855 and lived there for many years. Peter Thomson married Amelia Giles in 1860 
(ancestry.ca, 2024c; The Corporation of the Township of Mara, 1993, pp.866-867). 
 

* Review of the 1877 Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Ontario – Township of Mara depicts the site area in property 
owned by the P[eter] Thomson (spelled Thompson) (see Map 3). No historic homesteads are depicted at the site area, while 
one homestead is depicted south of the site area in the same lot. It is possible this depiction is incorrect due to the hand-drawn 
nature of the map.  

- Additionally, Peter Thomson was depicted across 500 acres that included L22C7 (200 acres), Lot 23, Concession 7 (100 acres) 
and the southern halves of Lots 22 and 23, Concession 8 (100 acres each). Two houses, the farmstead of Peter Thomson, 
were depicted fronting along Concession Road 8 in Lot 23, Concession 8. 

 

* Peter Thomson was listed in the 1881 Census Record as a 46-year-old farmer, who was born in Scotland, and lived with his 44-
year-old wife, Amelia, their 12 children (George, James M., Peter Joshua, William, Charles J., Donald, Isabella, Hector, Margaret, 
Christina, James and John), and 82-year-old Hector Thomson and 80-year old Isabella Thomson (1881 Census Record, Township 
of Mara, Division No.1, p.68, lines 19-25; p.69, lines 1-9, lines 4-5: microfilm c-13245). 
 

* In an article included in The Orilla Packet from May 25, 1883, Peter Thomson’s farmstead operation was described in detail: 
“Mr. Thomson’s beautiful farm contains six hundred acres, two hundred of which are highly cultivated. The large barn, which is 
almost new, is 72 x 48 feet, with 20 foot posts and heavy stone foundation. The roof is constructed in the now popular double 
angle or hip roof, and is surmounted by a bell tower, in which Mr. Thomson intends to have a bell hung, which at the height of 
about sixty feet will be sufficient to announce the dinner hour to half the township. From the floor of the barn to the top of the 
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Year Name of 
Owner 

Name of 
Tenant Site Affiliation Details 

roof is 49 feet…in the western end of this barn is the stable…at the eastern end, running north and south, is the cow stable, 100 
feet long, capable of holding thirty cattle. Then there is the storeroom and the chopping room, underneath which is the stone-
roof cellar in which can be stored thousands of bushels of roots. The total cost of this barn was $1,500…the hay barn is separated 
from the others by a lane, and is specially for the storing of hay. The size is 60x36 feet…Here also is another fine stable…Both 
the barns have tramways a few feet from the roofs inside, running the entire length of the [sic] each barn” (The Corporation of 
the Township of Mara, 1993, p.871). 

- This resource further describes Peter Thomson’s residence as, “at present, is in an unfinished state. The kitchen is a frame 
building 20x22, marking the total size of the finished building 47x22, all sheeted off outside with clapboards tongued and 
grooved and painted white. A beautiful piazza is on the west side, running from the north end, and will be constructed 
around the three sides of the front building. The latter will be of white brick, 32x34, with spacious dinning-room, halls, etc., 
and will be two storeys high. The parlour, bed-rooms, and closets, are in the upper storey of the present building, where 
magnificent views of the surrounding country can be had on one side, while on the other hand the vision meets the waters 
and matchless scenery of Lake Simcoe. This handsome pile of buildings will all be on stone foundations” (The Corporation 
of the Township of Mara, 1993, p.371).  

- This house is located within Lot 23, Concession 7, northwest of the site area, located on the south side of Concession Road 
8 across the street of the original farmstead on Lot 23, Concession 8.  

 

* No individuals are listed on L22C7 in Union Publishing Co.’s 1884-5 Farmers’ and Business Directory of the Counties of Ontario, 
Peel and York (pp.52-58). 

- Peter Thomson was listed on Lot 23, Concession 8 (p.58). 
 

* No individuals are listed on L22C7 in Union Publishing Co.’s 1886-7 Farmers’ and Business Directory of the Counties of Ontario, 
Peel and York (pp.82-88). 

- Peter Thomson was listed on Lot 23, Concession 8 (p.87). 
 

* Peter Thomson was listed in the 1891 Census Record. He was listed as a 56-year-old farmer who was born in Scotland and 
lived with his 53-year-old wife, Amelia, their six children (George, Murison, Joshua, Willie, Charlie and Barbara), Effie who is 
married to George, and John Robinson, a domestic labourer from Ontario, in a 15-room, one-and-a-half storey brick house (1891 
Census Record, Township of Mara, p.37, lines 24-25; p.38, lines 1-8: microfilm t-6486). 
 

* One individual is listed on L22C7 in Union Publishing Co.’s 1893 Farmers and Business Directory for the Counties of Ontario, 
Peel and York (pp.62-69). 

- Peter Thomson was listed on Lot 23, Concession 7 (p.69). 
 

* According to the Tax Assessment and Collector’s Rolls from 1894 to 1900, Peter Thomson was listed as the freeholder of all 
200 acres of L22C7 where the total value of real property of L22C7 was listed at $1,300. Peter Thomson was also listed on 100 
acres of Lot 23, Concession 7 valued at $1,200, 100 acres of Lot 22, Concession 8 valued at $3,400 and 100 acres of Lot 23, 
Concession 8 valued at $3,500, and his sons (Charles, George and Murison) were listed with him.  

- Since the total value of real property for Lots 23 and 22, Concession 8 were significantly higher than L22C7, it is likely that 
there was no structural development within L22C7 and the Thomson family constructed their homes in Lots 22 and 23, 
Concession 8. 

- in 1894, only 40 acres were cleared of the total 200 acres, and in 1900, only 20 acres were cleared of timber resources. 
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* Review of the 1895 Atlas of Ontario County (see Map 4) depicts the site area in 200 acres of land owned by Peter Thompson. 
No structures are depicted within the site area; however, this resource only depicts the name of those property owners and 
does not depict private structures. At this time, 100 acres of Lot 23, Concession 7 was also depicted under the ownership of 
Peter Thompson, while the 100-acre parcels in the south halves of Lots 22 and 23, Concession 8 were depicted under the 
ownership of G. & M. Thompson, likely Peter’s eldest sons.  
 

* No individuals are listed on L22C7 in Union Publishing Co.’s 1896 Farmer’s and Business Directory for the Counties of Bruce, 
Grey, Muskoka, Ontario and Simcoe (pp.A12-19).  

- Peter Thomson was listed on Lot 23, Concession 7 (p.A19). 
 

* No individuals are listed on L22C7 in Union Publishing Co.’s 1900 Farmers’ and Business Directory of the Counties of Dufferin, 
Ontario, Peel and York (pp.A58-67). 

- Peter Thomson was listed on Lot 23, Concession 7 (p.A66). 
 

* No farms were enumerated on L22C7 in the 1901 Census Record. However, although Peter Thomson was listed on Lot 23, 
Concession 7, his total acreage held included 600 acres, which likely encompassed all 200 acres of L22C7 (1901 Census Record, 
Township of Mara, Schedule No. 1, Enumeration District No.3, p.3, line 41: microfilm t-6486). 

- Peter Thomson was listed as a 67-year-old farmer who was born in Scotland and lived with his 65-year-old wife, Amelia, and 
two of their children (James and Peter). He owned 600 acres where a two-storey brick house with 11 rooms that was 
inhabited was located, and he also had a second dwelling house and five barns/stables/outbuildings (1901 Census Record, 
Township of Albion, Schedule No. 2, Enumeration District No.3, p.14, lines 38-41; Schedule No. 1, Enumeration District No.3, 
p.3, line 41: microfilm t-6486). 

 

* In March 1905, William H. Beatty (a trustee of the Estate of James Gooderham Worts) entered into an agreement with Peter 
Thomson to extend the mortgage of $5,800 he took out against his property in 1893 to construct his new house in Lot 23, 
Concession 7 (Instrument and Deeds No. 6305). A collateral security charge for $5,000 was charged to Peter Thomson the 
following year (Instrument and Deeds, No.6517).  
 

* In December 1906, by way of conveyance, Peter and Amelia Thomson sold all 200 acres of L22C7 to their son, Charles J. 
Thomson for $1.00 (Instrument and Deed, No. 6955). 
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1.3.2.3 Post-1900 Land Use 
To facilitate further evaluation of the post-1900 land use within the study area, a detailed review 
of a topographic map from 1914 (see Map 5), and orthophotographs from 1945 to 2023 (see 
Maps 6-14) was undertaken.  
 
The study area appears to have remained clear of vegetation since at least the early 20th century. 
The 1914 military topographic map depicts the study area as encompassing land which had been 
cleared of overgrown vegetation flanked by marsh areas. No structures were depicted in the 
study area. A trail was located travelling across the river and wetland from Concession Road 8 to 
the north and four structures are depicted fronting along this roadway.  
 
Aerial imagery from the rest of the 20th century, as well as the early 21st century, show that the 
study area has remained clear of vegetation till the present day, although there appears to be 
aerially observable changes to the surface that may be related to the changes in the nearby 
Bayshore Village sewage treatment facility. 
 
1.3.3 Present Land Use 
The present land use of the study area is categorized as Natural Area Protection and Shoreline 
Residential in the Township of Ramara Official Plan (Township of Ramara, 2022). 
 
1.4 Archaeological Context 
 
To establish the archaeological context and further establish the archaeological potential of the 
study area, Archeoworks Inc. previously conducted a comprehensive review of the municipal 
archaeological management plan, designated and listed cultural heritage resources, heritage 
conservation districts, and pioneer churches and early cemeteries in relation to the study area; 
furthermore, an examination of registered archaeological sites and previous AAs within proximity 
to the study area limits, and a review of the physiography of the study area were performed 
(Archeoworks Inc., 2024). The results of this background research are summarized below. 
 
1.4.1 Archaeological Management Plan 
Per Section 1.1, Standard 1 of the 2011 S&G, when available, an archaeological management plan 
(AMP) or other archaeological potential mapping must be reviewed. Per the County of Simcoe’s 
AMP, the entirety of the study area has archaeological potential (County of Simcoe, 2024).  
 
1.4.2 Designated and Listed (or Non-Designated) Cultural Heritage Resources  
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, properties listed on a municipal register or designated under 
the Ontario Heritage Act, or that is a federal, provincial, or municipal historic landmark or site are 
considered features or characteristics that indicate archaeological potential. The study area is 
not located within 300 metres of any designated or listed heritage properties (OHT, 2024).  
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1.4.3 Heritage Conservation Districts 
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, heritage resources listed on a municipal register or designated 
under the Ontario Heritage Act, are considered features or characteristics that indicate 
archaeological potential. The study area is not located in or within 300 metres of a Heritage 
Conservation District (OHT, 2024).  
 
1.4.4 Commemorative Plaques or Monuments 
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, commemorative markers of Indigenous and Euro-Canadian 
settlements and history, which may include local, provincial, or federal monuments, cairns or 
plaques, or heritage parks, are considered features or characteristics that indicate archaeological 
potential. There are no such markers within 300 metres of the study area (Read the Plaque, 
2024).  
 
1.4.5 Pioneer/Historic Cemeteries 
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, pioneer churches and early cemeteries are considered features 
or characteristics that indicate archaeological potential. No pioneer churches or early cemeteries 
are located in or within 300 metres of the study area (OGS, 2024). 
 
1.4.6 Registered Archaeological Sites  
Per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G, previously registered archaeological sites in close proximity 
are considered to be features or characteristics that indicate archaeological potential. In 
accordance with Section 1.1, Standard 1 and Section 7.5.8, Standard 1 of the 2011 S&G, the 
Ontario Archaeological Sites Database (OASD) maintained by the MCM was consulted in order to 
provide a summary of registered or known archaeological sites within a minimum one-kilometre 
distance of the study area limits. According to the OASD there are no archaeological sites within 
a one-kilometre radius of the study area (MCM, 2024).  
 
1.4.7 Previous Archaeological Assessments 
Per Section 1.1, Standard 1 and Section 7.5.8, Standards 4-5 of the 2011 S&G, to further establish 
the archaeological context of the study area, a review of previous AAs carried out within the 
limits of, or immediately adjacent (i.e., within 50 metres) to the study area (as documented by 
all available reports) was undertaken. Only one report was identified (see Table 3).  
 
Table 3: Previous Archaeological Assessments Within Proximity to the Study Area 

Company, Report Date Stage of 
Work Relation to Current Study Area Details and 

Recommendations 
Archeoworks Inc., 2024 1 AA Encompasses entire study area. Stage 2 AA recommended.  

 
1.4.8 Physical Features 
 

1.4.8.1 Physiographic Region 
The study area is located within the Lake Simcoe Basin of the Simcoe Lowlands physiographic 
region of Southern Ontario. The Lake Simcoe Basin is characterized by the lowlands surrounding 
Lake Simcoe and is separated from the Nottawasaga Basin to the west by the uplands of Simcoe 
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County. The lowlands were flooded by glacial Lake Algonquin and are bordered by shorecliffs, 
beaches and boulder terraces, and floored by sand, silt and clay. On the northern and western 
shores of Lake Simcoe, the lowlands consist of a narrow bouldery terrace for the most part 
confined by a low bluff cut by the highest stage of Lake Algonquin. On the south and east shores 
of Lake Simcoe are broader plains. Directly south of Lake Simcoe a low, swampy, sandy plain 
covers most of Georgina. The Black River and Pefferlaw Creek are important streams in this area 
although they have failed to provide good drainage. Overall, the Lake Simcoe Basin is a poorer 
farming district than the Nottawasaga Basin. Extensive areas of bogs and wet sand permeate the 
basin, but the soils could be useful if drained and developed for vegetables, like the Holland 
Marsh (Chapman & Putnam, 1984, pp.177-182). 
 

1.4.8.2 Soil Types and Topography 
Two native soil types are found within the study area. Lovering clay loam forms the majority of 
the study area; it is characterized as a Grey-Brown Podzolic, with imperfect drainage, gently 
undulating to level and stonefree topography. The southern edge of the study area encompasses 
Muck, which is bog soil composed of well-decomposed organic deposits with very poor drainage 
and on depressional and stonefree topography (Ontario Agricultural College and Dominion 
Department of Agriculture, 1979).  
 
The topography within the study area is generally level, with an elevation of 220 metres above 
sea level.  
 

1.4.8.3 Water Sources 
Hydrological features such as primary water sources (e.g., lakes, rivers, creeks, streams) and 
secondary water sources (e.g., intermittent streams and creeks, springs, marshes, swamps) 
would have helped supply plant and food resources to the surrounding area and are indicators 
of archaeological potential (per Section 1.3.1 of the 2011 S&G). The study area is flanked by the 
wooded wetlands of short creeks (Wainman’s Creek) that drain directly into Lake Simcoe at 
Barnstable Bay.  
 
1.4.9 Current Land Conditions 
The study area is situated in a rural area north of the Bayshore Village subdivision. The study area 
encompasses vacant land flanked to the north and south by wooded wetlands, to the east by the 
secondary lagoon of the extant Bayshore Village sewage treatment facility, and to the west by a 
narrow strip of mixed wooded and cleared land by the shores of Barnstable Bay of Lake Simcoe.  
 
1.4.10 Dates of Fieldwork 
The Stage 2 AA of the study area was undertaken on August 2nd, 2024.  
 
1.4.11 Stage 2 Fieldwork Strategy 
The recommendations from the Stage 1 AA (Archeoworks Inc., 2024) are as follows: 
 

1. “The entire study area, identified as retaining archaeological potential, must be subjected 
to a Stage 2 AA, specifically a pedestrian survey at five-metre intervals in accordance with 
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the standards outlined in Section 2.1.1 of the 2011 S&G. However, should the nature of 
the terrain (presence of buried utilities/alignments, high rock content, etc.) make 
ploughing not possible or viable, a systematic Stage 2 test pit survey at five-metre 
intervals can instead be performed, in accordance with the standards outlined in Section 
2.1.2 of the 2011 S&G.” 
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2.0 FIELD METHODS 
 
This field assessment was conducted in compliance with the 2011 S&G. The results of the Stage 
2 AA are provided within Maps 15-16. A representative sample of photographic images 
documenting field conditions during the Stage 2 property assessment are presented within 
Appendix C and photographic image locations are presented within Map 17. The study area is 
approximately 16.37 hectares in size.  
 
The weather and lighting conditions – sunny with a few clouds, and a temperature of 29°C – 
permitted good visibility of all parts of the study area and were conducive to the identification 
and recovery of archaeological resources (per Section 2.1, Standard 3 of the 2011 S&G).  
 
Detailed maps and site location information identifying the exact location of the one encountered 
archaeological site within the study area are provided in the attached Supplementary Document 
– Sections 1.0 and 2.0, respectively. The supplementary document tables and figures are referred 
to in this report with the S prefix., e.g., Table S1 or Map S2. 
 
2.1 Indigenous Engagement 
 
Representatives from Alderville First Nation (AFN) were invited to monitor Stage 2 fieldwork 
within the study area. Details regarding communications with this Indigenous group is provided 
in the Indigenous Engagement Document, per Section 7.6.2 of the 2011 S&G. 
 
2.2 Physical Features of No or Low Archaeological Potential 
 
The study area was evaluated for physical features of no or low archaeological potential. Section 
2.1, Standard 2.a of the 2011 S&G considers such features to include: permanently wet areas 
(i.e., saturated soil conditions), exposed bedrock, and steep slopes (greater than 20o) except in 
locations likely to contain pictographs or petroglyphs.  
 
Physical features of no or low archaeological potential documented within the study area 
included small areas of saturated soil conditions (wetlands) (see Image 1). These areas were 
documented and photographed; however, a systematic Stage 2 archaeological survey was not 
required due to their low to no archaeological potential classification.  
 
Saturated soil conditions amounted to approximately 0.21 hectares or 1.28% of the study area. 
 
2.3 Pedestrian Survey 
 
Given the location of the study area on a vacant piece of land surrounded by wooded wetlands, 
all testable areas within and beyond the study area were cultivated and subjected to a pedestrian 
form of survey (see Images 2-6) as per Section 2.1.1 of the 2011 S&G. This form of survey involves 
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systematically walking the recently ploughed areas, and mapping and collecting any artifacts 
found on the ground surface. Ploughing was conducted deep enough to provide total topsoil 
exposure, but not deeper than previous ploughing and was subjected to the appropriate 
weathering requirements. Greater than 80% of the ploughed ground surface was visible at the 
time of survey and the ploughed areas were tested at survey transects spaced at five-metre 
intervals (per Section 2.1.1, Standards 1-6 of the 2011 S&G). Approximately 16.16 hectares or 
98.72% of the study area was subjected to pedestrian survey at five-metre intervals in clay loam 
soil. An additional 5.59 hectares were surveyed beyond the limits of the study area within the 
larger property boundary.  
 
During the pedestrian survey, one historic 19th century artifact scatter (designated as H1) was 
encountered (see Section 3.0 for Record of Finds). Upon encountering the initial artifact, survey 
intervals were reduced to one metre over a minimum 20-metre radius around the find to 
determine whether it was an isolated find or part of a larger scatter. When additional artifacts 
were encountered, this intensification was continued until the full extent of the surface scatter 
was defined within the limits of the study area (per Section 2.1.1, Standard 7 of the 2011 S&G). 
All observed artifacts were collected and recorded by their GPS coordinates (per Section 2.1.1, 
Standards 8-9 of the 2011 S&G). 
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3.0 RECORD OF FINDS 
 
3.1 H1 Site  
 
3.1.1 Location 
A total of 174 artifacts were recovered from 105 findspots during the Stage 2 pedestrian survey 
at the H1 site within the study area (see Map 18). Counts per findspot ranged from one to five 
per location. The artifacts were all recovered from a single soil layer, the ploughzone. The site 
was encountered in an agricultural field, with the findspots dispersed over an area measuring 
approximately 84 metres north-south by 101 metres east-west in size. The site area is situated 
approximately 220 metres above sea level.  
 
Maps detailing the extent of the H1 site and the location of findspots within the study area are 
provided within the Supplementary Document as Maps S1-S3. Photographs of a representative 
sample of artifacts from the H1 site assemblage are provided in Appendix C – Images 7-8. 
Additional detailed site location information, including GPS coordinates, is provided within Table 
S1 in the Supplementary Document, and a catalogue of the artifacts collected from the H1 site 
is provided within Appendix D – Table 1. An inventory of the documentary record generated in 
the field can be found within Appendix E. All artifacts are stored within one plastic bin (L: 40.0 
cm x W: 31.0 cm x H: 30.0 cm) identified as Box: 258-RA9591-23-ST2-01. 
 
All encountered artifacts were collected, and the GPS readings of each findspot were recorded. 
A Trimble GeoExplorer handheld GPS device was employed, and the North American Datum 
(NAD) 1983 Canadian Spatial Reference System (CSRS) was utilized to record all GPS readings to 
an accuracy of less than one metre. A Base Differential Correction method was applied to all GPS 
data. 
 
3.1.2 Artifact Analysis 
The majority of the assemblage appears to represent a mid-19th century domestic habitation.   
 
The Parks Canada’s Database Artifact Inventory Guide was used as a template during the 
cataloguing phase of the analysis and was modified accordingly. All artifacts were classified 
according to specific functional classes. These classes are intended to reflect related behaviour 
and general functionally related activities. The “Foodways” class, for example, includes all aspects 
of food preparation, storage and consumption. Likewise, the “Architectural” class is a catch-all 
category for items such as brick, nails, window pane glass, etc. These Classes are further 
subdivided into Groups reflecting more specialized activities. The “Architectural” class, for 
example, includes groups such as construction materials, nails and window pane glass. The 
Groups are then further refined into Types defined by attributes that are either functionally or 
temporally diagnostic, and so on. By classifying archaeological material in this manner, general 
trends on how an area was used may be discernible. Breakdown of the artifacts by artifact class 
is shown in Table 4 below.  
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Table 4: H1 Site Stage 2 Artifacts by Class 
Class FQ % of Total 

Architectural 24 14 
Clothing 1 <1 
Faunal 15 9 
Foodways 86 49 
Furnishings 1 <1 
Smoking 11 6 
Unassigned 36 21 
Total: 174 100 

 
Architectural Class 
The Architectural Class (n=24) recovered at H1 consists of six nails (five machine cut and one too 
corroded to identify), 17 sherds of thick pane glass and one sherd of coarse ceramic drainage tile.  
 
Machine cut nails became available ca. 1790 to 1820, with hand-made heads (often a ‘rose’ head 
as on a wrought nail). While sprigs and brads (trim nails) were completely machine cut ca. 1805, 
completely machine cut common nails were not in production until ca. 1815. The difference 
between the ‘early’ machine cut (ca. 1815 to late 1830s) and ‘modern’ (post- late 1830s to early 
20th century) machine cut nails is sometimes discernible (Nelson, 1968, pp.6-7; Phillips, 1994). All 
of the cut nails in this assemblage appear to be of this later variety. Machine cut nails were still 
in use into the 20th century, preferred by many builders because they did not split the wood on 
entry as the wire nails were apt to do.  
 
Sheet glass underwent technological improvements in the 19th century, ultimately enabling the 
development of thicker, larger windows. This change allows us to make statements regarding the 
relative date of window glass depending on its thickness (Pacey, 1981). The average thickness 
prior to 1850 was less than 1.55 mm. All pane glass in this assemblage is of the post-1850 variety.  
 
Clothing Class 
The Clothing Class (n=1) in this assemblage is made up of one 20th century plastic button. 
 
Faunal Class 
The Faunal Class (n=15) in this assemblage consists of mammal bone and tooth fragments, avian 
bone, fish bone, unsorted calcined bone and one piece of a mussel or clam shell. All are most 
likely related to historic food consumption in the area.  
 
Foodways Class 
The Foodways Class (n=86) is, in general, one of the largest and most temporally diagnostic 
artifact classes in the material culture assemblage recovered from a domestic site. It is the best-
represented class in this collection, making up 49% of the entire historic assemblage. The 
Foodways Class at this site consists of ceramic tableware (n=64), ceramic utilitarian ware (n=20), 
and glass beverage containers (n=2). 
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Foodways Ceramics 
Of the ceramic utilitarian ware recovered from H1, all were sherds of lead glazed and unglazed 
coarse red and buff earthenware. The breakdown of ceramic tableware by type is as follows: 
Refined White Earthenware (n=51) and Ironstone (n=13). 
 
White-bodied tablewares developed as British potters in the 18th and 19th centuries were seeking 
to duplicate the appearance of the expensive Chinese export porcelains. It was through these 
efforts that the general tablewares of the period developed. Refined white earthenware (RWE) 
became the most popular white-bodied tableware in Ontario in the 1830s when it supplanted 
pearlware as the most common tableware type in households, and is still manufactured today 
(Kenyon, 1995). Ironstone, a harder and stronger white-bodied ware than RWE, was first created 
in the late 1840s and reached peak popularity during the 1870s in Ontario (ibid.).  
 
Decorated tablewares (n=28) make up approximately 44% of the tableware ceramics on this site. 
Decorative styles by style and ware are listed below in Table 5.  
 
Table 5: H1 Site Stage 2 Decorated Tableware Ceramics by Style and Ware 

Decorative Style IRO RWE Subtotal Total by Style 
Edged  3 3 3 
Moulded 2  2 2 
Sponged, stamped  11 11 11 
Slip, banded 3  3 3 
Transfer, blue 2 5 7 

9 Transfer, flow black  1 1 
Transfer, flow blue  1 1 
Total: 28 

 
Edged ware was introduced in the mid-1770s and variations on that theme can still be found 
today. Blue edge was popular throughout the 19th century, with variation on the style of edging 
from rococo to scalloped and impressed to unscalloped and unmoulded that are an aid to dating 
and/or quality of manufacture. The edged sherds in this assemblage, blue and seen on RWE, are 
unscalloped and impressed, a style manufactured ca. 1840-1890 (Miller and Hunter, 1990; Miller, 
1988). 
 
Moulding as a technique is not diagnostic, although moulded patterns, such as were popular on 
Ironstone, are sometimes recognizable. Moulding became quite popular on tablewares with the 
rise of Ironstone in the latter half of the 19th century. Moulded patterns observed in this 
collection are seen on Ironstone and are too fragmented to identify. One of these sherds is a 
moulded jug handle. 
 
Slipwares produced during the first half of the 19th century tended to be more elaborately 
decorated and more varied in colour, often earthen colours, compared to those from the mid-
to-late 19th century. The slipped ware in this assemblage is of the simple banded variety that was 
common post-1850 (Sussman, 1997), seen on Ironstone. 
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In 1842, sponged ware was introduced to Ontario, increasing in popularity post-1850 (Kenyon, 
1995; Majewski and O’Brien, 1987). Stamping (with a sponge) was introduced in 1843 as an 
alternative to hand-painting and overall sponging, and continued until 1920 (Kenyon, 1995), 
however it was not generally popular in Ontario until ca. 1850. Stamping is quite prominent in 
the decorative tableware assemblage at the H1 site. 
 
Transfer printing was a common decorative technique from 1800 onwards, and is still used today 
(Kenyon, 1995). Blue transfer prints were available from the end of the 18th century onwards.  
Black, brown, purple, and red were all available ca. 1830. Brown and black were not produced 
for a period of years: brown, ca. 1860-1880s, and black, ca. 1845-1900 (ibid.). Flow-blue, was 
available in 1845 to the 1920s, and flow mulberry between 1851 and 1868 (ibid.). This 
assemblage includes floral and Chinoiserie transfer motifs.  
 
A few cross matches, where the sherds do not physically mend but are extremely similar 
suggesting they may belong to the same vessel, were noted in the ceramic tableware assemblage. 
No actual physical mends between sherds were discernible. The edged, sponged and slip-
decorated earthenwares recovered were some of the cheapest types of decorated ceramics 
available throughout the 19th century, and were stocked by most local stores even in the most 
rural of areas. These inexpensive tableware varieties comprise around two thirds of the 
decorated tableware type assemblage in terms of sherd numbers. The costlier transfer printed 
wares and moulded Ironstones make up most of the rest.  
 

Foodways Glass 
Foodways Glass in this assemblage consists of two glass bottle sherds:  one mould blown and one 
unidentifiable to manufacture.  
 
Manufacturing technique and design are the two main methods for dating glassware. In the 19th 
century, mould blown glass was a standard method of manufacture for bottle and container 
glass. The glass was mouth blown into the mould to form the vessel shape, and then “finished” 
by hand (the finish is that part of a bottle or container from the top of the neck to the top of the 
lip). Some of the early moulds, such as the dip-mould, required free-blowing for the shoulder and 
finish, thus small sherds from the same vessel may indicate different manufacturing techniques.   
A standard mould blown bottle has a broad date range from the 19th into the early 20th century 
(Jones and Sullivan, 1989).  
 
Furnishings Class 
The Furnishings Class (n=1) in this assemblage consists of a sherd of oil lamp chimney glass.  
 
Though they did exist prior to 1860, oil lamps and lamp chimneys experienced a production surge 
in 1859 due to the sudden oil boom and consequent availability of affordable kerosene (Miller et 
al, 2000, p.15).  
 



STAGE 2 AA FOR BAYSHORE VILLAGE EFFLUENT SPRAY IRRIGATION CLASS EA UPDATE 
TOWNSHIP OF RAMARA, COUNTY OF SIMCOE, ONTARIO 

 

ARCHEOWORKS INC. 21 

Smoking Class 
The Smoking Class in this assemblage (n=11) consists of a marked white clay pipe bowl sherd, six 
unmarked white clay pipe bowl sherds and four plain white clay pipe stem sherds. The long-term 
usage of the clay pipe (pre-19th into the early 20th centuries) limits its usefulness as a diagnostic 
artifact without makers’ marks or patterns of any kind. The marked bowl is too fragmentary to 
identify any specific decorative style.  
 
Unassigned Class 
This class (n=36) is a catch-all for those items that do not easily fit into the other categories, and 
for glass fragments that are not identifiable to purpose (i.e., is it a beverage bottle, 
pharmaceutical jar, decorative lighting?). The Unassigned Class in this assemblage is made up of 
container glass (n=26, including 23 mould blown sherds, one hand-applied finish and one tooled 
finish, and one sherd unidentifiable to manufacture), miscellaneous items (n=2, including a 
ferrous bucket rim and metal plate) and miscellaneous material (n=8, including ferrous scrap and 
strapping).  
 
One manufacturing technique useful for dating or identification of bottle glass is the method of 
‘finishing’ the bottle. The quality of the finish is a reflection both of advanced tool capabilities 
and of the bottle’s purpose. Finishing tools came into use in Britain during the 1820s, and 
continued, with modifications, until machine-made production took over (Jones and Sullivan, 
1989, p.43). Though there is some variation by bottle type, it has been observed that the switch 
from hand-applied to tooled finishes took place sometime after 1870, peaking in the 1880s (ibid.). 
This places the hand-applied finish in this assemblage prior to 1870 approximately, and the tooled 
finish in the 1870s to 1880s approximately.  
 
Container glass prior to the 1840s in Canada was all imported, as the first glassmaking factories 
on Canadian soil were not built until 1845 (the Canada Glass Works at St Jean, Canada East) and 
1847 (the Ottawa Glass Works at Como) (Holmes, 2013). Average households in the 19th century 
thus did not utilize large amounts of pricey glass. The relatively low amount of glass on this site 
thus corroborates a mid-19th century habitation.  
 
Analysis and Conclusions 
The assemblage at H1 contains domestic and architectural material associated with a structure 
near the site area. Aside from the plastic button, the assemblage is discretely 19th century in 
origin. With the cut nails, smoking pipes, lamp glass, tableware assemblage dominated by RWE 
and Ironstone as well as mid-19th century decorative styles such as sponging and sponge 
stamping and a relatively low amount of container glass, a mid-19th century peak habitation is 
likely. The lack of any particularly early or late material also corroborates this. Material recovered 
during the Stage 2 survey at H1 suggests a nearby structure for domestic use. Based on the 
material in the assemblage, it is likely that this structure was built in the 1850s, and utilized 
through the 1860s into the 1870s. 
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4.0 ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The assemblage at H1 suggests a mid-19th century domestic habitation in the area. The pre-1850s 
archival records available for Lot 22, Concession 7 where the site area lies are quite limited. The 
first two owners of the lot were non-residents. James Grant Chewett initially received the crown 
patent to the lot in 1826, which was included in a total of 2,484 acres of land in the Township of 
Mara, as compensation for surveying the township. He resided in the Town of York (present-day 
Toronto) and sold all of Lot 22, Concession 7, which was included in a total of 1,045 acres in the 
Township of Mara, to Henry Vansittart in 1833. Henry Vansittart resided in Oxford County, Upper 
Canada and issued a marriage settlement to his daughter Mary Charity Vansittart in 1838, which 
transferred all 1,045 acres in the Township of Mara upon her marriage to Spencer MacKay. The 
marriage settlement was completed in the case that Mary Charity survived her husband and he 
did not provide her sufficient funds when he died. The MacKay’s were also residents of Oxford 
County and eventually moved back to England.  
 
During the ownership of the MacKay’s/MacKay Estate, historical records list tenant James Carey 
and his wife Mary Steele on the south half of Lot 22, Concession 7 from ca. 1869 to 1876. James 
Carey and Mary Steele were the first recorded occupants of the lot. They resided with their two 
children and had improved 20 of the 100 acres, with three acres in pasture, and were farming 
wheat, oats, potatoes, and maple sugar. By 1876 Peter Thomson is listed as the owner with a 
homestead depicted south of the site area in the 1878 Illustrated Historical Atlas. Peter Thomson 
owned 500 acres in this area, spread across Lot 22, Concession 7 (200 acres), Lot 23, Concession 
7 (100 acres) and the southern halves of Lots 22 and 23, Concession 8 (100 acres each). He is not 
documented to have resided on Lot 22, Concession 7, but rather built his home on Lot 23, 
Concession 8, and later Lot 23, Concession 7.  
 
Although James Carey and Mary Steele are listed on the south half of Lot 22, Concession 7 and 
the structure depicted on the 1878 map is also located in the south part of the lot, it is likely that 
the H1 site is associated with the initial occupation by James and Mary on the lot. Aside from the 
study area, surrounding lands on the lot to the north and south consist of swamp lands and, 
therefore, not suitable for settlement. Given the timeframe of the artifact assemblage, it is also 
quite likely that their homestead was built prior to their listed occupation; the area of this 
homestead corresponding to a slight rise identified in the field which would have been the most 
suitable area of settlement given the surrounding wetlands. It is also noteworthy that the area 
containing the heaviest concentration of artifacts was also mixed with a dense scattering of small 
stones, possibly placed underneath the cabin to facilitate drainage.  
 
In accordance with Section 2.2 (Determining the requirement for Stage 3 assessment), Standard 
1.c of the 2011 S&G, as a post-contact site containing at least 20 artifacts that date the period of 
use to before 1900, the H1 site has further CHVI and therefore requires a Stage 3 AA. A Stage 3 
AA is also required for this site in accordance with Section 2.3, RHF Standard 2.a, given that the 
analysis of historical documentation and artifacts has determined that at least 80% of the site’s 
occupation dates to before 1900.  
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At this stage the site does also exhibit evidence of a high level of CHVI, and a Stage 4 mitigation 
will likely be required, in accordance with Section 3.4.2 (Determining whether a domestic 
archaeological site dating after 1830 requires mitigation of development impacts) of the 2011 
S&G, and Section 3.4, RHF Standard 2. Based on the archival data consulted and the results of 
artifact analysis, the time span of H1 site’s occupation corresponds to the mid-19th century and 
is also associated with the first documented settler on the lot. 
 
As a collection of ten or more 19th century artifacts found within a ten-metre radius, the H1 site 
was registered with the MCM under the Borden number BdGt-30, in accordance with Section 
7.12, Standard 1.b of the 2011 S&G.  
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5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Considering the findings outlined within this report, the following recommendations are 
presented: 
 

1. H1 (BdGt-30): As per Section 2.2, Standard 1.c of the 2011 S&G and per Section 2.3, RHF 
Standard 2.a, this site is considered to have cultural heritage value and interest; a 
comprehensive Stage 3 AA must be undertaken in accordance with the 2011 S&G prior to 
any intrusive activity that may result in the destruction or disturbance to the 
archaeological site documented in this assessment.  
 
The primary objectives of the Stage 3 AA are to: collect a representative sample of 
artifacts, determine the extent of the site and characteristics of recovered artifacts, 
determine any patterning within the site, and assess the cultural heritage value or interest 
of the site and the potential need for mitigation of development impacts. Although H1 
was initially documented through a pedestrian survey, additional Stage 3 controlled-
surface pick-up (CSP) is not necessary since the intensified Stage 2 CSP survey with GPS 
recording meets the requirements of Section 3.2.1 of the 2011 S&G. Therefore, the Stage 
3 AA must commence with the establishment of a site datum at the centre of the site (or 
the centres of any localities or concentrations identified from the Stage 2 CSP) and grid 
system, followed by test unit excavation in accordance with Section 3.2.2 of the 2011 S&G.  
 
The Stage 3 AA should include the hand excavation of a series of one-metre by one-metre 
test units, to gather a larger sample of artifacts and determine the nature and extent of 
the cultural deposit. The level of cultural heritage value and interest is evident that this 
site will likely require a Stage 4 mitigation of development impacts. Therefore, the Stage 
3 AA should include excavation of a series of test units within a ten-metre grid across the 
site, in accordance with the methodology outlined in Section 3.2.3, Table 3.1, Standard 3 
of the 2011 S&G. Furthermore, additional test units, amounting to 40% of the grid unit 
total, need to be hand-excavated, focusing on areas of interest within the site extent 
(Section 3.2.3, Table 3.1, Standard 4 of the 2011 S&G). Should it become evident during 
the Stage 3 AA that the site will not result in a recommendation for Stage 4 mitigation of 
development impacts, the Stage 3 strategy may be amended as per the 2011 S&G.  
 
All test units must be excavated by systematic levels into five centimetres of sterile 
subsoil, unless cultural features are encountered, and all excavated soil must be screened 
through six-millimetre wire mesh to facilitate artifact recovery. The exposed subsoil must 
be cleaned by shovel or trowel and all soil profiles examined for undisturbed cultural 
deposits. If test unit excavation uncovers a cultural feature, the exposed plan of the 
feature must be recorded, and geotextile fabric is to be placed over the unit floor prior to 
backfilling the unit.  
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A thorough photographic record of on-site investigations must be maintained. Finally, a 
report documenting the methods and results of excavation and laboratory analysis, 
together with an artifact inventory, all necessary cartographic and photographic 
documentation must be produced in accordance with the licensing requirements of the 
MCM. 

 
No construction activities shall take place within the study area prior to the MCM (Archaeology 
Programs Unit) confirming in writing that all archaeological licensing and technical review 
requirements have been satisfied. 
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6.0 ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH LEGISLATION 
 

1. This report is submitted to the MCM as a condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI 
of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 0.18. The report is reviewed to ensure that it 
complies with the standards and guidelines that are issued by the Minister, and that the 
archaeological fieldwork and report recommendations ensure the conservation, 
protection and preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario. When all matters relating 
to archaeological sites within the project area of a development proposal have been 
addressed to the satisfaction of the MCM, a letter will be issued by the ministry stating 
that there are no further concerns with regard to alterations to archaeological sites by 
the proposed development. 
 

2. It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of the Ontario Heritage Act for any party other 
than a licensed archaeologist to make any alteration to a known archaeological site or to 
remove any artifact or other physical evidence of past human use or activity from the site, 
until such time as a licensed archaeologist has completed archaeological fieldwork on the 
site, submitted a report to the Minister stating that the site has no further cultural 
heritage value or interest, and the report has been filed in the Ontario Public Register of 
Archaeology Reports referred to in Section 65.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 

3. Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be a 
new archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage 
Act. The proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources must cease 
alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to carry 
out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage 
Act. 
 

4. The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 requires that any 
person discovering human remains must notify the police or coroner and the Registrar of 
Burial Sites at the Ministry of Public and Business Service Delivery. 

 
5. Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection 

remain subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and may not be altered, or 
have artifacts removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeological licence.   
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APPENDIX A: MAPS  

Map 1: National Topographic Map, 1:30,000, identifying the Stage 2 AA study area. 
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Map 2: Stage 2 AA study area within the 1860 Tremaine’s Map of the County of Ontario. 
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Map 3: Stage 2 AA study area within the 1877 Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Ontario. 
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Map 4: Stage 2 AA study area within the 1895 Atlas of Ontario County. 
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Map 5: Stage 2 AA study area within a 1914 military topographic map. 
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Map 6: Stage 2 AA study area within a 1945 aerial photograph. 
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Map 7: Stage 2 AA study area within a 1954 aerial orthophotograph. 
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Map 8: Stage 2 AA study area within a 1965 aerial photograph. 
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Map 9: Stage 2 AA study area within a 1978 aerial orthophotograph. 
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Map 10: Stage 2 AA study area within a 1989 aerial orthophotograph. 
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Map 11: Stage 2 AA study area within a 1997 aerial orthophotograph. 
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Map 12: Stage 2 AA study area within a 2008 aerial orthophotograph. 
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Map 13: Stage 2 AA study area within a 2016 aerial orthophotograph. 
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Map 14: Stage 2 AA study area within a 2023 aerial orthophotograph. 
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Map 15: Stage 2 AA results of the study area within the larger property boundary.  
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Map 16: Stage 2 AA results.    
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Map 17: Stage 2 AA results with photo locations.  
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Map 18: Locations of findspots at the H1 site.     
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APPENDIX B: ARCHIVAL DATA 
 
Table 1: Abstract Index Books, ca. 1820-1902 – Lot 22, Concession 7, Township of Mara, County of Ontario 

No. of 
Instrument Instrument Its Date Date of 

Registry Grantor Grantee Quantity 
of Land 

Consideration 
of Amount of 

Mortgage 
Remarks 

  Patent 5Apr1826     James G. Chewett All     
711 B&S 27June1833 1Aug1833 James G. Chewett Henry Vansittart All     
2689 B&S 18June1837 17Oct1838 Henry Vansittart Caroline A. East All     
2786 B&S 8Nov1838 25Jan1839 Caroline A. East Henry Vansittart All     
2946 Marriage Sett 8June1838 25May1839 Henry Vansittart Robt. Reddie & others All     
418 B&S 8Apr1870 17May1871 Edw. MacKay, et al Mary L. MacKay All     
520 B&S 2Jan1872 13Feb1872 Spencer K. MacKay Elizabeth J. MacKay, et al All     
1209 P. of Attorney 31Dec1872 8Jan1876 R. Rollo Hunter, et al Frederick D.  Barwick All     
1215 P. of Attorney 4Mar1875 18Jan1876 Arthur H. Bowles Frederick D.  Barwick All     
1657 B&S 1Apr1876 26Apr1877 Mary L. MacKay, et al Peter Thomson All     
1658 Mort 1Apr1876 26Apr1877 Peter Thomson Mary L. MacKay, et al All $1,600 disd by No.3599 
3581 Mort 5May1886 7May1886 Peter Thomson Thomas Holcroft All $1,200 disd by No.5077 
3599 Dis of Mort 29Mar1886 7May1886 Mary L. MacKay, et al Peter Thomson All   dis of No.1658 

4835 Mort 5Dec1893 11Dec1893 Peter & Geo. Thomson 
Wm. H. Beatty, et al 
(trustee) All $5,800 disd of No.6939 

4876 Assg of Mort 1Mar1894 3Mar1894 Wm. M. Holcroft, et ux Henry S. Holcroft All   assg of No.3581 
4906 Mort 21Mar1894 5Apr1894 Peter & Geo. Thomson Charlotte L. Beatty All $1,300 disd of no.6938 
5077 Dis of Mort 22Apr1895 27Apr1895 Henry S. Holcroft Peter Thomson All   dis of No.3581 

6304 Assg of Mort  3Mar1904  6Apr1904 Charlotte L. Beatty 
Wm. H. Beatty, et al 
(trustee) All   assg of No.4906 

6305 Agreement  5Mar1904  6Apr1904 Wm. H. Beatty, et al (trustee) Peter Thomson All   extending mortgages 

6517 Agreement  4Nov1905  25Nov1905 Peter Thomson 
Wm. H. Beatty, et al 
(trustee) All   

charged by way of 
collateral security for 
$5000 

6938 Dis of Mort  18Nov1907  6Dec1907 

Wm. H. Beatty, Edward S. Cox, 
Robert Myles: Trustees of Will of 
James Gooderham Worts, 
deceased Peter & George Thomson All   dis of No.4976 

6939 Dis of Mort  18Nov1907  6Dec1907 

Wm. H. Beatty, Edward S. Cox, 
Robert Myles: Trustees of Will of 
James Gooderham Worts, 
deceased Peter & George Thomson All   dis of No.4835 
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No. of 
Instrument Instrument Its Date Date of 

Registry Grantor Grantee Quantity 
of Land 

Consideration 
of Amount of 

Mortgage 
Remarks 

6955 Conveyance  5Dec1906  31Dec1907 Peter Thomson & wife Charles J. Thomson All premise & $1.00 subject to annunity 



STAGE 2 AA FOR BAYSHORE VILLAGE EFFLUENT SPRAY IRRIGATION CLASS EA UPDATE 
TOWNSHIP OF RAMARA, COUNTY OF SIMCOE, ONTARIO 

 

ARCHEOWORKS INC. 56 

APPENDIX C: IMAGES 

 
Image 1: View of an area of saturated soil conditions.       

 
Image 2: View of excellent field conditions during pedestrian 
survey.    

 
Image 3: View of excellent field conditions during pedestrian 
survey.    

 
Image 4: View of excellent field conditions during pedestrian 
survey.    
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Image 5: View of excellent field conditions during pedestrian 
survey.  

Image 6: View of pedestrian survey conducted at five-metre 
intervals.       
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Image 7: Representative sample of artifacts from the H1 site. Top row: edged RWE unscalloped impressed, 
edged RWE unscalloped “chickenfoot”, stamped RWE, stamped RWE, stamped RWE, blue transfer RWE, 
blue transfer ironstone; Bottom row: slip banded ironstone, moulded ironstone jug handle. 
 

  
Image 8: Representative sample of artifacts from the H1 site. Top row: tooled bottle finish, hand applied 
bottle finish, white clay pipe stem, white clay pipe bowl, decorated white clay pipe bowl, cut nail. 
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APPENDIX D: ARTIFACT CATALOGUE1 
 
Table 1: H1 Site Artifact Catalogue  

Cat. # Provenience FQ Material Class Group Object Datable Attribute Colour Alt. Comments 
01 FS52 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red unglazed    
02 FS52 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
03 FS53 1 Plastic Clothing Fasteners Button 20th Century    
04 FS51 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
05 FS69 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Ironstone    
06 FS69 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
07 FS69 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped brown   
08 FS49 2 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
09 FS49 2 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
10 FS49 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
11 FS89 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Hollowware IRO, banded    
12 FS67 2 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
13 FS67 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
14 FS68 1 Ferrous Architectural Nails Nail Machine Cut    
15 FS68 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
16 FS76 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
17 FS76 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped green   
18 FS87 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Stem     
19 FS85 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Mammal Bone     
20 FS85 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Fish Bone     
21 FS85 2 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
22 FS73 3 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
23 FS71 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Mammalian Tooth     
24 FS71 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Avian Long Bone     
25 FS100 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Jug Handle IRO, moulded    
26 FS103 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware IRO, blue transfer   Chinoiserie 
27 FS103 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
28 FS92 1 Ferrous Architectural Nails Nail Machine Cut    
29 FS96 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
30 FS96 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Hollowware IRO, banded    
31 FS07 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Bowl     
32 FS07 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW  B  
33 FS07 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
34 FS45 2 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
35 FS46 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
36 FS41 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped    
37 FS41 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Mammalian Tooth     
38 FS40 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Ironstone    
39 FS40 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
40 FS31 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Mammalian Tooth     

 
1 All artifacts are stored within one plastic bin (L: 40.0 cm x W: 31.0 cm x H: 30.0 cm), identified as Box: 258-RA9591-23-ST2-01. 
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Cat. # Provenience FQ Material Class Group Object Datable Attribute Colour Alt. Comments 
41 FS56 2 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
42 FS56 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, flow black    
43 FS54 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Bottle Hand Applied Finish aqua   
44 FS54 2 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
45 FS54 1 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
46 FS37 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
47 FS81 1 Shell Faunal/Floral Bone Mussel     
48 FS81 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
49 FS11 1 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
50 FS88 2 Ferrous Unassigned Misc. Material Scrap Metal     
51 FS42 2 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
52 FS57 1 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
53 FS57 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
54 FS59 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Stem     
55 FS64 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Bowl     
56 FS64 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Marked Bowl     
57 FS61 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Mammal Bone     
58 FS72 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
59 FS72 1 Ceramic Architectural Construction Materials Drainage Tile CEW, red unglazed    
60 FS32 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, edged blue  Unscalloped, impressed 
61 FS32 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware IRO, blue transfer   Chinoiserie 
62 FS32 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, blue transfer    
63 FS91 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, blue transfer    
64 FS91 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped blue   
65 FS91 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Unidentifiable colourless   
66 FS10 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped    
67 FS10 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
68 FS86 3 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
69 FS95 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
70 FS95 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Bowl     
71 FS04 2 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
72 FS05 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, glazed    
73 FS05 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
74 FS05 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Bowl     
75 FS12 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Bowl     
76 FS12 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Ironstone    
77 FS12 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, edged blue  Unscalloped 
78 FS97 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Stem     
79 FS97 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Ironstone    
80 FS65 3 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
81 FS63 2 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
82 FS14 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, flow blue    
83 FS14 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
84 FS75 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Ironstone    
85 FS75 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Hollowware IRO, banded    
86 FS99 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware IRO, moulded    
87 FS99 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Bowl     
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Cat. # Provenience FQ Material Class Group Object Datable Attribute Colour Alt. Comments 
88 FS35 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, blue transfer   Chinoiserie 
89 FS20 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, glazed    
90 FS26 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
91 FS27 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
92 FS23 2 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
93 FS25 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
94 FS21 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
95 FS19 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped brown   
96 FS22 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, blue transfer   Chinoiserie 
97 FS22 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Mammal Bone     
98 FS29 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Unsorted Bone   B  
99 FS29 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
100 FS24 2 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Unsorted Bone   B  
101 FS28 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Unsorted Bone   B  
102 FS30 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Unsorted Bone   B  
103 FS101 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
104 FS02 1 Glass Furnishings Lighting Devices Oil Lamp Chimney  colourless   
105 FS03 2 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
106 FS36 1 Glass Architectural Window Glass Pane Glass Thick    
107 FS90 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Bottle Tooled Finish aqua   
108 FS39 2 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
109 FS38 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
110 FS17 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
111 FS33 2 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
112 FS47 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
113 FS66 2 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
114 FS82 2 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
115 FS70 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
116 FS83 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
117 FS83 1 Glass Foodways Glass Bev.Containers Bottle Mould blown olive   
118 FS44 1 Glass Foodways Glass Bev.Containers Bottle Unidentifiable green   
119 FS105 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown cobalt   
120 FS09 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown amber   
121 FS09 1 Ferrous Architectural Nails Nail Unidentifiable    
122 FS58 2 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
123 FS62 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, blue transfer    
124 FS50 2 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped blue, red   
125 FS50 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped red and green   
126 FS18 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped brown   
127 FS16 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, edged   Unscalloped, impressed "chickenfoot" 
128 FS77 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
129 FS77 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware RWE, stamped green   
130 FS43 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Ironstone    
131 FS43 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
132 FS94 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red glazed    
133 FS15 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Util. Ware Hollowware CEW, red unglazed    
134 FS08 1 Ceramic Smoking Smoking Pipes White Clay, Plain Stem     
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Cat. # Provenience FQ Material Class Group Object Datable Attribute Colour Alt. Comments 
135 FS08 1 Ferrous Unassigned Misc. Material Scrap Metal     
136 FS06 1 Glass Unassigned Unid.Glass Containers Unid. Bottle/Cont. Glass Mould blown aqua   
137 FS06 1 Bone Faunal/Floral Bone Mammal Bone     
138 FS34 1 Ferrous Architectural Nails Nail Machine Cut    
139 FS98 1 Ferrous Architectural Nails Nail Machine Cut    
140 FS79 1 Ferrous Architectural Nails Nail Machine Cut    
141 FS55 1 Ceramic Foodways Ceramic Tableware Tableware Refined White EW    
142 FS55 1 Ferrous Unassigned Misc. Material Strapping     
143 FS93 1 Ferrous Unassigned Misc. Material Strapping     
144 FS78 1 Ferrous Unassigned Misc. Material Strapping     
145 FS13 1 Ferrous Unassigned Misc. Material Strapping     
146 FS80 1 Ferrous Unassigned Misc. Material Strapping     
147 FS80 1 Ferrous Unassigned Misc. Items Metal Plate     
148 FS60 1 Ferrous Unassigned Misc. Items Bucket Rim     
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APPENDIX E: INVENTORY OF DOCUMENTARY AND MATERIAL RECORD 
 

Project Information: 
Project Number:  258-RA9591-23 
Licensee:  Ian Boyce (P1059) 
MCM PIF:  P1059-0151-2024 
Document/ Material Details Location 
1. Research/ 

Analysis/ 
Reporting Material 

Digital files stored in: 
/2023/258-RA9591-23 - 
Bayshore Village Effluent 
Spray Irrigation Class EA 
Update/Stage 2 

Archeoworks Inc., 16715-12 
Yonge Street, Suite 1029, 
Newmarket, ON, Canada, 
L3X 1X4 

Stored on Archeoworks 
network servers 

2. Written Field 
Notes/ Annotated 
Field Maps 

Field Notes/Maps: two (2) 
pages 

Archeoworks Inc., 16715-12 
Yonge Street, Suite 1029, 
Newmarket, ON, Canada, 
L3X 1X4 

Stored on Archeoworks 
network servers 

3. Fieldwork 
Photographs 

Digital Images: 27 digital 
photos 
 

Archeoworks Inc., 16715-12 
Yonge Street, Suite 1029, 
Newmarket, ON, Canada, 
L3X 1X4 

Stored on Archeoworks 
network servers 

4. Artifacts 174 artifacts stored in Box: 
258-RA9591-23-ST2-01 

Archeoworks Inc., 16715-12 
Yonge Street, Suite 1029, 
Newmarket, ON, Canada, 
L3X 1X4 

Collection may be 
transferred to one of 
Archeoworks’ secure, 
off-site storage facilities 
if deemed necessary. 

 
Under Section 14 of the Terms and Conditions for Archaeological Licences issued under the 
Ontario Heritage Act, “the licensee shall hold in safekeeping all artifacts and records of 
archaeological fieldwork carried out under this licence, except where those artifacts and records 
are transferred by the licensee to His Majesty the King in right of Ontario or the licensee is 
directed to deposit them in a public institution in accordance with subsection 66(1) of the Act." 
The collections are being stored at Archeoworks Inc. on the licensee's behalf. 
 
 
 



0500E (2022/11) © King's Printer for Ontario, 2022 Disponible en français Page 1 of 8

Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport

Programs & Services Branch
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7

Criteria for Evaluating Potential
for Built Heritage Resources and
Cultural Heritage Landscapes
A Checklist for the Non-Specialist

The purpose of the checklist is to determine:

• if a property(ies) or project area:

• is a recognized heritage property

• may be of cultural heritage value

• it includes all areas that may be impacted by project activities, including – but not limited to:

• the main project area

• temporary storage

• staging and working areas

• temporary roads and detours

Processes covered under this checklist, such as:

• Planning Act

• Environmental Assessment Act

• Aggregates Resources Act

• Ontario Heritage Act – Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)

If you are not sure how to answer one or more of the questions on the checklist, you may want to hire a qualified person(s)
(see page 5 for definitions) to undertake a cultural heritage evaluation report (CHER).

The CHER will help you:

• identify, evaluate and protect cultural heritage resources on your property or project area

• reduce potential delays and risks to a project

Other checklists

Please use a separate checklist for your project, if:

• you are seeking a Renewable Energy Approval under Ontario Regulation 359/09 – separate checklist

• your Parent Class EA document has an approved screening criteria (as referenced in Question 1)

Please refer to the Instructions pages for more detailed information and when completing this form.
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Project or Property Name

Bayshore Village Sewage Works - Effluent Disposal
Project or Property Location (upper and lower or single tier municipality)

Bayshore Village, Township of Ramara
Proponent Name

Township of Ramara
Proponent Contact Information

Josh Kavanagh

Screening Questions

Yes No

1. Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?

If Yes, please follow the pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process.

If No, continue to Question 2.

Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value

Yes No

2. Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?

If Yes, do not complete the rest of the checklist.

The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:

• summarize the previous evaluation and

• add this checklist to the project file, with the appropriate documents that demonstrate a cultural heritage
evaluation was undertaken

The summary and appropriate documentation may be:

• submitted as part of a report requirement

• maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority

If No, continue to Question 3.

Yes No

3. Is the property (or project area):

a. identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as being of cultural heritage
value?

b. a National Historic Site (or part of)?

c. designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?

d. designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?

e. identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO)?

f. located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World
Heritage Site?

If Yes to any of the above questions, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

• a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, if a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has not previously been
prepared or the statement needs to be updated

If a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has been prepared previously and if alterations or development are
proposed, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

• a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts

If No, continue to Question 4.
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Part B: Screening for Potential Cultural Heritage Value

Yes No

4. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that:

a. is the subject of a municipal, provincial or federal commemorative or interpretive plaque?

b. has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or cemetery?

c. is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?

d. contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more years old?

Part C: Other Considerations

Yes No

5. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area):

a. is considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important in
defining the character of the area?

b. has a special association with a community, person or historical event?

c. contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape?

If Yes to one or more of the above questions (Part B and C), there is potential for cultural heritage resources on the
property or within the project area.

You need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

• a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)

If the property is determined to be of cultural heritage value and alterations or development is proposed, you need to
hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

• a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts

If No to all of the above questions, there is low potential for built heritage or cultural heritage landscape on the
property.

The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:

• summarize the conclusion

• add this checklist with the appropriate documentation to the project file

The summary and appropriate documentation may be:

• submitted as part of a report requirement e.g. under the Environmental Assessment Act, Planning Act
processes

• maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority
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Instructions

Please have the following available, when requesting information related to the screening questions below:

• a clear map showing the location and boundary of the property or project area

• large scale and small scale showing nearby township names for context purposes

• the municipal addresses of all properties within the project area

• the lot(s), concession(s), and parcel number(s) of all properties within a project area

For more information, see the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Ontario Heritage Toolkit or Standards and Guidelines for
Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties.

In this context, the following definitions apply:

• qualified person(s) means individuals – professional engineers, architects, archaeologists, etc. – having relevant,
recent experience in the conservation of cultural heritage resources.

• proponent means a person, agency, group or organization that carries out or proposes to carry out an undertaking or
is the owner or person having charge, management or control of an undertaking.

1. Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?

An existing checklist, methodology or process may already be in place for identifying potential cultural heritage resources,
including:

• one endorsed by a municipality

• an environmental assessment process e.g. screening checklist for municipal bridges

• one that is approved by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) under the Ontario government’s
Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties [s.B.2.]

Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value

2. Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?

Respond ‘yes’ to this question, if all of the following are true:

A property can be considered not to be of cultural heritage value if:

• a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) - or equivalent - has been prepared for the property with the advice of
a qualified person and it has been determined not to be of cultural heritage value and/or

• the municipal heritage committee has evaluated the property for its cultural heritage value or interest and determined
that the property is not of cultural heritage value or interest

A property may need to be re-evaluated, if:

• there is evidence that its heritage attributes may have changed

• new information is available

• the existing Statement of Cultural Heritage Value does not provide the information necessary to manage the property

• the evaluation took place after 2005 and did not use the criteria in Regulations 9/06 and 10/06

Note: Ontario government ministries and public bodies [prescribed under Regulation 157/10] may continue to use their existing
evaluation processes, until the evaluation process required under section B.2 of the Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of
Provincial Heritage Properties has been developed and approved by MTCS.

To determine if your property or project area has been evaluated, contact:

• the approval authority

• the proponent

• the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport

3a. Is the property (or project area) identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as being
of cultural heritage value e.g.:

i. designated under the Ontario Heritage Act

• individual designation (Part IV)

• part of a heritage conservation district (Part V)
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Individual Designation – Part IV

A property that is designated:

• by a municipal by-law as being of cultural heritage value or interest [s.29 of the Ontario Heritage Act]

• by order of the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport as being of cultural heritage value or interest of provincial
significance [s.34.5]. Note: To date, no properties have been designated by the Minister.

Heritage Conservation District – Part V

A property or project area that is located within an area designated by a municipal by-law as a heritage conservation district [s. 41
of the Ontario Heritage Act].

For more information on Parts IV and V, contact:

• municipal clerk

• Ontario Heritage Trust

• local land registry office (for a title search)

ii. subject of an agreement, covenant or easement entered into under Parts II or IV of the Ontario Heritage Act

An agreement, covenant or easement is usually between the owner of a property and a conservation body or level of government.
It is usually registered on title.

The primary purpose of the agreement is to:

• preserve, conserve, and maintain a cultural heritage resource

• prevent its destruction, demolition or loss

For more information, contact:

• Ontario Heritage Trust - for an agreement, covenant or easement [clause 10 (1) (c) of the Ontario Heritage Act]

• municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of an easement or a covenant [s.37 of the Ontario Heritage Act]

• local land registry office (for a title search)

iii. listed on a register of heritage properties maintained by the municipality

Municipal registers are the official lists - or record - of cultural heritage properties identified as being important to the community.

Registers include:

• all properties that are designated under the Ontario Heritage Act (Part IV or V)

• properties that have not been formally designated, but have been identified as having cultural heritage value or
interest to the community

For more information, contact:

• municipal clerk

• municipal heritage planning staff

• municipal heritage committee

iv. subject to a notice of:

• intention to designate (under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act)

• a Heritage Conservation District study area bylaw (under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act)

A property that is subject to a notice of intention to designate as a property of cultural heritage value or interest and the notice
is in accordance with:

• section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act

• section 34.6 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Note: To date, the only applicable property is Meldrum Bay Inn, Manitoulin
Island. [s.34.6]

An area designated by a municipal by-law made under section 40.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act as a heritage conservation
district study area.

For more information, contact:

• municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of notice of intention [s. 29 and s. 40.1]

• Ontario Heritage Trust
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v. included in the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s list of provincial heritage properties

Provincial heritage properties are properties the Government of Ontario owns or controls that have cultural heritage value or
interest.

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) maintains a list of all provincial heritage properties based on information
provided by ministries and prescribed public bodies. As they are identified, MTCS adds properties to the list of provincial heritage
properties.

For more information, contact the MTCS Registrar at registrar@ontario.ca.

3b. Is the property (or project area) a National Historic Site (or part of)?

National Historic Sites are properties or districts of national historic significance that are designated by the Federal Minister of the
Environment, under the Canada National Parks Act, based on the advice of the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada.

For more information, see the National Historic Sites website.

3c. Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?

The Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act protects heritage railway stations that are owned by a railway company under
federal jurisdiction. Designated railway stations that pass from federal ownership may continue to have cultural heritage value.

For more information, see the Directory of Designated Heritage Railway Stations.

3d. Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?

The Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act helps preserve historically significant Canadian lighthouses. The Act sets up a public
nomination process and includes heritage building conservation standards for lighthouses which are officially designated.

For more information, see the Heritage Lighthouses of Canada website.

3e. Is the property (or project area) identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review
Office?

The role of the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO) is to help the federal government protect the heritage buildings
it owns. The policy applies to all federal government departments that administer real property, but not to federal Crown
Corporations.

For more information, contact the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office.

See a directory of all federal heritage designations.

3f. Is the property (or project area) located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) World Heritage Site?

A UNESCO World Heritage Site is a place listed by UNESCO as having outstanding universal value to humanity under the
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. In order to retain the status of a World Heritage
Site, each site must maintain its character defining features.

Currently, the Rideau Canal is the only World Heritage Site in Ontario.

For more information, see Parks Canada – World Heritage Site website.

Part B: Screening for potential Cultural Heritage Value

4a. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has a municipal, provincial or federal
commemorative or interpretive plaque?

Heritage resources are often recognized with formal plaques or markers.

Plaques are prepared by:

• municipalities

• provincial ministries or agencies

• federal ministries or agencies

• local non-government or non-profit organizations
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For more information, contact:

• municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations – for information on the location of plaques in their
community

• Ontario Historical Society’s Heritage directory – for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations

• Ontario Heritage Trust – for a list of plaques commemorating Ontario’s history

• Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada – for a list of plaques commemorating Canada’s history

4b. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or
cemetery?

For more information on known cemeteries and/or burial sites, see:

• Cemeteries Regulations, Ontario Ministry of Consumer Services – for a database of registered cemeteries

• Ontario Genealogical Society (OGS) – to locate records of Ontario cemeteries, both currently and no longer in
existence; cairns, family plots and burial registers

• Canadian County Atlas Digital Project – to locate early cemeteries

In this context, adjacent means contiguous or as otherwise defined in a municipal official plan.

4c. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?

The Canadian Heritage River System is a national river conservation program that promotes, protects and enhances the best
examples of Canada’s river heritage.

Canadian Heritage Rivers must have, and maintain, outstanding natural, cultural and/or recreational values, and a high level of
public support.

For more information, contact the Canadian Heritage River System.

If you have questions regarding the boundaries of a watershed, please contact:

• your conservation authority

• municipal staff

4d. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more
years old?

A 40 year ‘rule of thumb’ is typically used to indicate the potential of a site to be of cultural heritage value. The approximate age
of buildings and/or structures may be estimated based on:

• history of the development of the area

• fire insurance maps

• architectural style

• building methods

Property owners may have information on the age of any buildings or structures on their property. The municipality, local land
registry office or library may also have background information on the property.

Note: 40+ year old buildings or structure do not necessarily hold cultural heritage value or interest; their age simply indicates a
higher potential.

A building or structure can include:

• residential structure

• farm building or outbuilding

• industrial, commercial, or institutional building

• remnant or ruin

• engineering work such as a bridge, canal, dams, etc.

For more information on researching the age of buildings or properties, see the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit Guide Heritage
Property Evaluation.
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Part C: Other Considerations

5a. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) is
considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important to defining the
character of the area?

Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has potential landmarks or
defining structures and sites, for instance:

• buildings or landscape features accessible to the public or readily noticeable and widely known

• complexes of buildings

• monuments

• ruins

5b. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area)
has a special association with a community, person or historical event?

Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has a special association
with a community, person or event of historic interest, for instance:

• Aboriginal sacred site

• traditional-use area

• battlefield

• birthplace of an individual of importance to the community

5c. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area)
contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape?

Landscapes (which may include a combination of archaeological resources, built heritage resources and landscape elements)
may be of cultural heritage value or interest to a community.

For example, an Aboriginal trail, historic road or rail corridor may have been established as a key transportation or trade route
and may have been important to the early settlement of an area. Parks, designed gardens or unique landforms such as
waterfalls, rock faces, caverns, or mounds are areas that may have connections to a particular event, group or belief.

For more information on Questions 5.a., 5.b. and 5.c., contact:

• Elders in Aboriginal Communities or community researchers who may have information on potential cultural heritage
resources. Please note that Aboriginal traditional knowledge may be considered sensitive.

• municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations

• Ontario Historical Society’s “Heritage Directory” - for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations in the
province

An internet search may find helpful resources, including:

• historical maps

• historical walking tours

• municipal heritage management plans

• cultural heritage landscape studies

• municipal cultural plans

Information specific to trails may be obtained through Ontario Trails.
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PE?.¡-OPJÍÀÌ:ICZ

Tne Owler sial I a:a-=.i:-e -..=r-- ¿-¡-É-= --¿=.t :b= 
=-l:rr. ci s?_r/v.ag= :r¿o lne.seçag= :==ã:n=pl-a:r: cces ro; ex:eei ¿be aì:=:agr= åa1fy Írcw1 oi 3_o-o;,/d:c= ãäw 3=;ic:- ::me c=eã:er :ha= c::e (i) =.I"_d:= .r===. - -_,



t JGì ìv{:ni;¡-v oí
I Yl I =nvi;'cn¡n:ni

I \]_ =:: r:=::.

i.2

2. MON=TOF-î}TE À}TÐ P.3CORÐÐÍG

2'! The owaer sha'll.. ensu=ê- t'hat ¡-he foLLoîr-ng moaito=ing p=cg=am:s ca==j-eioì-1! .LlÞOn ccmmeilcement oi ope=atlon of ¿ir--= wo=.]._s:

(a) Ðai ly quantiti'es sr sewagre berng ccnveyed Èo the sewagre ::satmen:' Pr an¿ a¡d the'.1agoon eifllent Èãí"g-å_==j""==à;n by rp=ãïirr!.saiion' oIlto incj-vidual- .q'!')1-Þ\.' i --ì -¿¡ j 6i aa;l 'l- 
- -ì^-.i'r' -i^-*:-

esrimaied, . anC ,=,iliåJ.-rrrrgiai!.on f i elcs si:al_I ie rneasu=ão cr

(b) SampJ.es of =aw 
' sewage,. Lagoon eifl,uent anead ef the . å:r_=r..lrriglt':-Pn sysiem, giroundwa:er j-n *ot r-:o=.rrg wel-l-s *j:jiri";ä' a=ound ;he strral¡ '.ì:r:i cal- i nn rc=etuä;ã;;t"ãã;'å::??;;l?]1"::ïå$i:1i?"å1;:?"iã:i-=å

t.he soii wii'hin the sor-ãr¡ .i r-
fcca:ions sa¡isj:ä"-Tl:Sigation :iLLås shal-1 be coriec¡ed ;;a'uL\J-y Le cr-le Dlst.ric: Mar"aoe:.and anaiyzei io= a:I east' '¿he icilowin! pe=ametê-=s ai the lncicated m: nimu¡ri===:=_-c:=s:

;::ji::=;ï-1*=:t_::.: .j,:: the ei:iuen1-- sÞ=av i:=:_gia:loa sys:em r_. c:tv
;il;ïå=i.=i"'l:-^=;t=- ;Tt perlois between Ma-v i8 and -""p==*=-= 

-l¡.
s e¡ r ernbe : 2 I ï;.= ==ïï-";:, ln . nï =o#; "t";:Jî n;=ã ; 

o 

=nT, ;t, 
o;- : : -- = =a¡orovar icr such an ei:end.ed ;p=t..l; i=om r.i:e Ðj.=.ti"J'*ïå=i=t;;=;cese-by-case basls

Tlre owrer snalL ensu=e Ènai ---he eiiLuer: sp=ay i==igaiion s)¿s:em i s
:?:="t:* t",:*T=::11t preclud.=. tr,ã- spralec- eirt-uenr poa.ins, =rr-o;- ¡ a]]o ê€- vpv¿ .. r-¡.- :: r beyond ¡he Liñj-¿Ë 9F Lhe a.o=o=ovei sÞ:avi --i ,+:- i an €i elcs ai . alL timãs ei

Aay 'o!ve:sj-on oi sew'aEe irom any po=tion, of -..be sewaoe *o=t. ist;:3ã:=Ilu:.,,iiî:p.;.îî:iã :. is .nãîoiãLrã l" p=..,är,t,.r,s t;"" oJ''L j_.==,rr-ã*¿y=: uL) i)r.r-e¿¿v ¡¿=s..j-s¿¡, ¡.tersonal j-njury o= seve=e p=opãrty oamis=.

.¿-þEhu Ð C=?.JI F i C.!-= O i ...:-p-Þ.R O i :*
srñ:iG:

¡i-J M B ZA. :ì - -i -:-ì i- cç 
j - 9iô

peg.e : o: c

Sii:ã'ü 
_ 
::=ica: i C:: _=:,,S:=_ì : s:a:= cj =iÍ:..:=:,: ----ì j^=- j,

Írerês d;=; -;: -;ï.-=J=;;
/ na/ è,ay* ,

i'ne ok:l=: sl:aLl ensu=a :ba: the e=iLuer..:
oÐe=e;ê-i in sucn a ìÌìe-¡e: :¡=: ;he a-oe=aEe-'c ã-:\¡ oi ¡ne a;p=owed S!l=a.\¡ i==i3ia:1cn
ev==agie eiÍLuert a¡lplica:toa =e:e o: 15 nr

Mi¡,.,.èr= de
!'3nrri.^^^Ã---¿. _¡ rYr¡vt t¡ l-¡rr=t t!
=- ¡i= l'É^---;^,. vv ¡ _j rv-: ul=

P.aw Sewage
D a -:rna t- s-¡+--

5IJIJ:
susie-cec Soiies
T'o:al Phcspno='rs
io¡al I'.j e3-äahi- N:-:=c3ie-

il.'

il

il

I
I
I
I
t
T

I
I
!

'i'\¡-ìê -.-
Q=r¡nl =

v- eJ
r-=À
\.-AJ

Mi rri,-rlrm
F-amto¡a*

Ë^*L'-1.-t(r\J¡¿;lll y

mon;::Ly
man- nì rtr. !v¡¡ L ¿_; Y

m^-- n t..¡



?n:=i'io

t
il
il
r
I
t
t
t
t
I
I
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¡Yl¡l l¡àr¡ y .Jr

Snvir¡nmer::
a,ri 3n=igy

Min.. .cre d=
f 'Envircnneñìstì.i

='t 
i: I'inei-¡i=

O-:.:JF,?Oi.r.-
-Èrr.o: li I r:=

.t- 7:ìì ",."^-.1e ¿-¿ /-c-'-voL\
P:g: -i ,r; ç

,4ùØ-,Ð c:¿Tiîic.!-=

Ìv7iL/l>=2.'v.t-r_¿\

LaEcon rifluen:
Pa=ame:er

Sus.oeniei Sciiis
TotaL Pi:ospho:rrs
To¿aL Kj el,da-11 Ni::coen
(ÀnmoeiF. + Àmmoni um) Nlt=osen

'f-t-ìê F,-

S>::.l=l -

u - =¿.,

:- c;,
F--ì^v- aJ

!- cJ

T\na nf¿ J _vr. v¡

S¡m¡l o

l-'rr- =

nr--ê

lr{ j -l -..-. :--:_ t¡tUlr¡
?-s-1s- -..

a:-:u=1iv*
e:ìlual1vr
arnuai-1yi
a-:rual'L-,;*
eîtuã11v*

Mirrimlr*
F-sa!ìla¡^.'

J Þe= season**
3 Þer seaso:l**
3 pe: season**
.3 pe= seasonrr
3 pe= s.eason**
3 Þe= seasol)**
3 p== seasonr*
3 per seasonr*
3 Ðe= seasoe**

Mi nlmum
F-aæren¡.t
-1- 

-v 
s-:¡!v

ennuaf 1r'* * *
ânirually* * *
anrruaLly* * *

. ennpel LV***
annu.aLl.y* **
èililuaLly* * *'
¿¡1¡1g¿lly* * *
ârrnua11y* * *
âËËa!.1y* r *

I

Su=iace Waie:
D=*=ma¡ar

i'

¿vJ3

Suspenoed SoLics
Tot.aL Pi:ospho=:s.
Tot,a1 Kj eld.ahl Ni--=ooen
(-Þ¡nmonia + Ammonium) Nltrogen

ñi1'-=l-oe

Nic=it'es.
pIi
Temperatu=e

\ar.! I

Ð=:-:ma,l- ar

To¿aL O=ganic Ca=bon
Tot.aL Pbos=oironrs'To-'al Kj eId.ah3_ Nit=ogen
Amnronia + Àmmcntum Nit.rcq,en
Ì{j-tr!t,e + Niiraie Nli.rogãn.Chl,orides
Soiiurn
t^anÄr.^r i ¡-..i r--gv¡¡gBeLlV.l.LV

Pi1

The a:rnuai san:] ìrc'nj
--he hoci nn i --'=,-:--:==:;

-59_¿

th.e iagoon e:íLu-_:tt sjial_i :a¡:e pl=,ce e:sP=ay i==!Eat.icn seaso::.

ît,--ra n--
.Q=mnl e

v:æ

:l r- 4,.,¡-,

Y- c';)

:J- c.i-J
r-r=h

5¿ õå,

** The su=:ace tn'e:ê-='sampJ.inE. sbral-J. take Ì)la¡o n-.irnroi'f e , a,'d .a::a= ---; 
-sprav i=rig-ïi?J;iï;":"ît3;"î-i¡=ã".;::.tire=e is iLow in ihe s-L=e'am

t
T

I
I
I
I
I

*** Tne a¡.=uar- scj-1 sainpl:rg shar.r_ ieke orace p=ic: tc =acn sÐ:ev' ir=igia:1on seasoi:..

lne seìr'-:IinE ani ana,ys'-s :erd.:=ei b-v clause (b) ai:v: s¡ia1r b=:-rs-:.¡-cÄ i -v=--J-rrr=r-,r, ::: aCCC=.anCe ç::n ihe . Mi_.i S:-¡¡, S e"f aa:. NO. 0E_0é;"P=o-.cccl jc= ¿ne Sam¡l_:'ns a:rd _\¡a]_y==, oi Ln.usc=:_aL _ l4r.:::.i:i:a¿was¿ewa:==r', Mtr':s:: ¡*-c= ri'"-li;*-=;ï-]iiv i993,. c= as iesc=; beå :."s:anca=c ivle:rcc-< ic: r>:a;iìai:on oi waie: a::: !.jas:ewa:=:,,, i?::3c': i!c:- , '-ggo , es anenceå 
=="* 

-'=]ã= "'=., _-i m. h.r¡ n:-r¡'¡ì i e'ncÄ oÄi i-i a¡o - --e¡rr u-tltË ,nc:= 
=¿cg-:fr''___ __Y-__ .



I ltgl I\J
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¿-iví=tr,.,=) r=>TT=i,-:- ñr ¡ ¡-^'v¿ u_¿\-:.ti Jv.--:: W!- -1::RCi:i' Sirì'¡ '::Ì\7i^/?=2 ì-;.':- . '---! | vtr:¿);_¿\ -.- j J _: , _.tj _-O¡5

icge ó c; .c

2.2 ?be owir=r s;aii :::aa= ic: a n:ninunr o: t¡:ee våâ:.= :-.rn
-v 

La- ; - -.vrri -:e C=:e C::bei= c:åa:!on, alJ. =ecc:ås ani:ntorTr¡ã--lcî. =ele:--c:o c: =es..:::i::c:-^--'-^ É^-j-^-.:-- -Ã!.'--.,1 -j -_Lr]= mo-:;o=:ilg ec-Lrvr;ies =eq'c::ed by inis c-_=:.r:!3a:€.

2'3 FoLLow:ng ==v:-ew of a::-v oi tbe a¡iafyt.icaL 
=esul--rs =3c.'..i:È_d bv cc:rdir.i^-2.-¿ o= a-y oi ¡;re =e=o=:s:equ.::eo by ccne:i;;;.t;Ë-=;j.;;å=-:ilì.:f;':

¿he Ðis::ic: M=¡:'ag¡ei may a1-'ãr tbe ==equ*c:-ã=--a-¿ L.oca:ions oj Sâ,=:l ¡:;
::î_.1::1"=.,-=:^:::__1-:.^{:=_:._ =esriirãc by ccnè1;ion z .L i=, -iã7=L=
Çir¡l.s:c.=5s :L ¡l=c=ssa¡/ =C: P=CÐef assessment, Oi ¿he Ope:a:lon n:'_._=
Q3L:= ã2 | rea:meä: pLani and iÈs i-mpact on '-ire .o.r.="r*å"4--;; .i;;/:l='i:' 
=eqrre-'3ed, ¿o d.c so by ihe owaei and ccnsideri i; -å;;;:l¡r. 

hr., :ì.=. :-r¡r de¡-e oi !::'io-na:'ion Sr¡5¡¡r1::ed i ¡ èu-nn-- nf ' ¿: L¿:=_ 9_ :t¡_riJnetlclI sll."inl::3c _¿¡ Þr¿JÈr(J_; (J.L tre =3C¡JeS: .

..i3. OPSRÀTION .}NÐ }'Í}-INTEIIÀrÍCE

3.1 Tne orr:ne= snouiC ensì:re t,hai the a::j;e='-ion ni eiiluen: Eo .i¡dì---i¡ì,,:ì
-v¡¡ vi =;_:g=:¡e t-L) __._- v ¿ss<_i==!.gia:ion si¿es w!t,nì n üire a¡¡rã?ed spral, :_-igat.i-n tleld (s ) a¡rcroi--aiion ci .'ne r=riga:j-on siaås is cå==i"a ooi in a *;*rå;' t;.:ma:cj-mizes- - evaDoÈ=anspiration and al-Iows the soil t,o .iry -;;=

pe=ioêi-ca3.1y

3.2 Tne owner si:or:l-d ensrfre'that who-neve: pond!-ng or =¡¡r-off of st=ayedeif I u=n: occr:=S, the applica-.-lon oi eÍf l_rieni. co tne aÍiected .area oi i.Ì:esPfa--- i==igiation iieLd !s'irnmeCia-ue1y te:-nlnated, and aoequaie tlme :safLoweâ bejo=e =esumÞ¿ion'or :ne appl-i:a=ion.oi eiil,.1=r,.i1.o ¿i:a: e=eaior tne a=ea tc d.:¡¡ iãÉ-=q sv r¿J 'ù a oeg=e'- i'ha-' wouLd p=ec'l-uêe immeciate ==cu=renceof .i¡caè5-ng o= =-rn-ofi 
-----

3 ' 3 Tne . Û¡rner shouf'd ensurè t.ha-' rro ei jluen-. applica:lon .t.o t.ire sÐ:ãv." !==igaÉ!on f i eld.s :akes '¡rl_ace ouring i"r-:J:-i, w.rren r,he ;;;""d 
-li

" satu:a.:ed, a.nd When t,ne wrnd veJ.oclty exco_eis f.5 lcm/h¡. :

.3.4 The Owner. shaLL p=ovide and nalntaln:
a) Ðê-rTrrêrl'ent Éences a=ouna --¡e entlre sp=ay j-==igati.on iielcs, ani
b) su::abLy p??r?+ sigr:ns a: arL pciats of ac3ess ro aLL sÞ=ãvl==igration iielCs, j-ndj.ce:ino th;', i,=eat^-d. sewage eiiLuenl-i= ;;l;;usei rc i:=iga:e 

=.::.= =lerâ a-ni :la: :=esirass:n-E i s p=""-i=-J=ãl-"=
3 ' 3 3asei on r¡:e pe=Ío:-aance =ecu.j-==me-t:s a-d onera--:cnaf n'nìo-- r,-^^

s:ipur a:ed abovJ r: ccnåi:lons i.i- --n=cugn t. 4 ."ã-ã:i-=;;;".i"'r:;;'.;;owre: slaf.l- p=epa:e an" oÐe=a:icns ma:rúaL *==l=tr =il 
-l;i= 

å"-==-l= 
-"=

ccnnlssic=ing of ine s-eç'ase wc=ks anC keep ii up ;c d.a:e.. üoo¡ e=-ììêq-
¡b'e or*:re: s::all ri,ake -.re nalual avai iabl-e-Íc= iisp=.=:-oi br--¿-= rql=:==_=.!:e=sonnel anc iu=lls¡t e cop:\¡ ;c rne l'!:-!s:-¡.

lV¡¡l l¡ÞU y vr

invircn;':re;:
ani lner¡v

Mir, .àre i=
i'invironnem=ni
ei de l'3n=i':i:

t
il,
il

I
t
t
T

T

T

I
t
t
t



Eil: ,ñT lwl Y:lx:^.
il çz ="Y,,=?#;;'

4 ¿' P.EPORTING

Min.- ..¡re de
l'Inrrirn-^Ã-^-¿vt t¡ t=¡¡ l=l ¡r

ei oe l'3n=¡:¡ie

fu)[:h- :a a=Þ::=Iat-;a] , ¡-^v_¿ -_ :.i I \--:_ : tl,_ -::..R O\--t
SJil'.^-

À,7,',Ifì;Þ ì- ; ..-'-'r'-'v-i'Y u !r!5.=-f\ -1 -.1 J -a.. -6j_ 9C.î
ro.?e 7 ôi ct

t
il
t
il
il
il
I
I
I
t
I
t
I
I
t
t

3 ' 5 Tno- ors:re: s¡iarl Ð=3-:a=s -rc äraks evã:ja.bie ic= irs¡ec::c; :!. J,,li::s:-çpe:sc=Ie!. u¡ron :ågr:ãst, a ccin:Ie:e -qê: .ìi Ä-=r.ri
ó= su-bs:-r:iar. comþr.=:jr; J=:"å"= "="-+ î"å:"."ii-: Ë-;-;*r'=-;;.1 :i::¡ne sswage wc=ks as ccns:=L¡c:ed a: È¡ietr t:me

3,.iAcom¡1e:eseioi:ne=eco=j'c'=aw:::c,s.ir'¡n--^9=ii¡æ=-.'
i=cm lime io iime, sirarr ¡ã i*J. lf îl="ã,ä#-.;- ;f=Ti.Ïï-R't=="H::wcrks ior as long a-q tbe sev¡eg:e rvorks e:e xùJ ,-" ope=a:icn. t

? e Ìq ^-.:^-i'Õ;l="äã="ã:"o==ä?l:f;""=r1'.xi1å=.ï=.ïåïä,ïiåi^iF_,uo=ff 
ïffi ;:==rliieiLsu=e inat con¿inqea? p.Lans a¡d p=ã"ãã"=ã= e=e es:Lbf :-si:ed ancad'ecruat'e eqr:ipmen-' and. ni-t ==l.i a=è avall,abLe,. icr -ã".i.rrg 

wiii: :erma-oanel and uPset cond"i:ions rncLuiing 
"q-i"meni breakåowìxs. at ;nese*ale wð=ks, Ífoocing, .ove=frows of =aw-andEår-.iv r=ea¿ed se\þ.age a:rcspiLrs sF sludge :-nto c= ouc oi .¡= 

==t;" 
=w'o=x!. T¡e õ*ru, sj:al_Les¿abl-ish noi':-iica--ion.p=ocedu=== .o t= ;==å';" contac; ¿ne Dis;:ic:' Manaoer anc otner =e'ì er,tánt au¿hc:iiies in ti¡e. .=.= oi a:l eme=gency andupse: conij_tlons.

j ' -c The owner sha1l es-ual¡Ij-sh p=oceiu=es Íor =eceir,-!ng _and" =esponiing ÈocompLainis lnciuding a rep.drcing sysiem whi cb record,s whai st=ps were-uaken Èc d'ete:rnlne Èb'e cause or- ccþiãi.r-r--ãã t¡= co==eciive measu=est.aken ''c a1'l ev:a-'e the cause arrc ¡l=event lts recccrf==ence.
3 . - 0 The Owne: si:a1L ¡=c¡,-i äo '€a'- r'n.

:=ee:me*prä:*ií¡'S;?=::;=ï;"i:-iã:t:r"r"J--_=i;?î=."i=Ë;rl;S;:
to:nai ii?e oi =aciLitit ane ehat !s oi ci:e same classa', o=-highe: thanthe cfass of the faciL:;y !n """"ã"rrce wj--.h on¿a:io Reguia:j-cn 43 s/93.

op"_ week r¡:io= tc tb.e sia=i up oi tbe o¡erai,lon oiSh¡ I I nn.t- i ir¡ .l-ho ñi ci--i a-:i::" noLf,ry J-re-¿su Manage: (in wri¿ing) of
the worrs, -uhe Owne=
rne penilag s-uãl-g uÐ

1'.2 The Oqnre: snalL D=3;ã:-Þ : :nrì 1,-,.t'Iaaager .a¡auaf "==ioåä-"'= :lå-:Ìon' :ecues:' su'Ðrnr-' '-o' ..ne Ðis¿:'ic:
=-:-=sI il;-;;pã=l-ïJ5r'= 

"ï;=-5=in"='i-jjå"==:1?= 
;=ea.'me:rt ::Lan¡. ih;

r.-.r-ê?=-i ^- ^i -.1 ^ 
t1t. 

-^_ir]_"---- lI¡= rr=-:(Jr-'¡. :JgIÌì ti:e Commencemgn: Civv-b¿as.¡'.,¡.! L)i Life sewagre wc=rcs :o ine áno oi -uhe car_eria= .rea= and sì-,¡l ìbe p=e::a:eo w:-:hln É.¡:e =of_lãi.:n- -i _^_. , t on - b-¿s -¡¿=ii-

:::-'*?nc aru:uai =e?cl: =i'.rï ;'=p=;--"T-=î ,I:II" :1;1ïi s;iäi=;3:;c=-\¡s icLl-cv¡1rg :ne ccm:¡ierion oi :ie Jarenea= v=F* \.in-,- eâñ^

"ire =ê-Ðo::s sraì r- con;ain. rn= :or rl-.;- ,---.11J-=-i]9" :epo;:ei=T?ll-
ac:e::a¡ie ¿c :re D-s:::ci ua_====, ::-:v-r.=-.r-J:: ;-= s :Jr-ir¡ã--
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Cntai-ic

Minisrry oí
Ia',i¡aaq^¡¿
-¡tvil|J¡ilt¡=¡tt
ano'=nergy

Mir. ér= de
l'Snvironneme¡.i
ci ¡ic l'3^^--:-u. r_ | _¿ ¡=t Ul=

AM=,. :n t-=---=i/- /- ^-\¿.¿_/ v-íu:tjItv_._: _ Oî -_-.o-)ìO;.¿
S:-,i'.:,-::

ii-ù Mts;¡ j- j _ì_r ;_ 
"c,, 

_ .o;
Fag: g c:. .o

tnat aL1 pertinest
Der=o=Tnance o: ihe

(b) a iabura-*io¡ ô,i =tìd,.,-i "- -il'l;="=,i:t- mc-::o=::rq T: ã:ãi-v-:-a3¿1 :es.;l:_q cb:a:::i
iãtä:=;= =ePc=:i:-rl -:e=icd, r;::-fui:¡g sa,n¡i:--jf*"...:o=1--:g :cca::::

( c ) il::";iu"i"'Jå "5;=å=ï:Li:.'"i :ì:1:: i:'-q==ion sv.s;em, ircf uci:-
e : : r ; =;- 

-.;; 
r. i 

= = 
:I 

";:= =ã';3i "il 
;' 3i = 

å l="= i; :=.5; i i ; ã : 
+, 

- ;;. ; ;- ; :
(d) e:l acccìs1': oi irï enwa=o¡r.nenial arrd ope=ailnE. *oblerns .r"å-. -c:a: t'hs sj'¡e ard rhe mitigeai;"-.1ä!.=== iakei ãuring che re¡. -i-=--¡re-i nri

Tne reasotu ior therimposition of tizese rcmt a¡zd, coruibíons are as iollows:....

'i ' conii':i cns i ' L i'hrough !.1 a=e r:rci-uoeâ -'c ens:i=e tiiar ii:e :-r_cwsewage -,_o:he trea:ñen¡ pfaa:, are =i.=;i",";, ma¡ite: and,:e¡eseiír-uenr app!-i,carj-on to t¡re sp=ay .:ig,=;r;;-.!er.i.s a=e r,ei;h!napprovê-d. t=eaiment capacicy 
"=-iirã works

2 ' coaêi tlons z,'1 t'bougir z -2 rer.äti-no !o m¡rnì,r-¿q;*arity ano 
î=i=tìå=i; :l_:, î::Ìiï,Ë"=r;=;* 
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Appendix D: 
Air Quality Modelling 

  



 

BAYSHORE VILLAGE EFFLUENT SPRAY IRRIGATION CLASS EA 

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Introduction 

Potential air quality concerns from the Bayshore Village lagoon effluent spray irrigation during the spray 

season of May to September were reviewed for the existing conditions (Do Nothing alternative) and the 

following effluent disposal alternatives: 

 Alternative 3: Establish one new spray irrigation field (West) 

 Alternative 6: Build effluent disposal bed on West field, spray irrigate on South Field, and 

decommission North Field 

Four alternatives were short listed during the Class EA: Alternatives 3, 6, 7 and 8.  Alternatives 3 and 7 

both involve establishing spray irrigation on a new field (West Field), therefore air impact assessment of 

Alternative 3 was considered representative of Alternative 7.  Alternative 8, which involves the complete 

replacement of the effluent spray irrigation system with a subsurface effluent disposal bed, was not 

modelled for air quality impacts because there are no anticipated air emissions from the below-ground 

system.  

The Do Nothing alternative is to maintain the existing conditions, i.e., dispose of the effluent from the 

lagoons by spray irrigation on the existing South Field and North Field.  Irrespective of the outcome of the 

Class EA, it is expected that the spray irrigation operation will be in place for the 2025 operating season 

and part of the 2026 season.  

The existing sewage lagoons will remain in operation and are not the subject of the Class EA, therefore 

assessment of their air quality impacts was excluded from this study.   

The treated effluent from the sewage lagoons is treated wastewater that is anticipated to contain some 

odorous components in limited quantities, mainly hydrogen sulphide (H2S), which is a toxic and odorous 

gas, and ammonia, which is a pungent gas.  These are the main contaminants that can be quantified and 

that may contribute to odour during effluent spray irrigation.   

The main processes of odour release into the atmosphere from spray irrigation are: 

 during wastewater spray application through wind drift, when fine effluent droplets evaporate; and 

 when water is evaporated from the surface of the soil, releasing dissolved odorous gases into the 

atmosphere.  
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In addition to odour, particulate matter (total suspended solids (TSS)) release to the air and transfer to 

neighboring properties due to wind drift, was reviewed.   

Factors that affect drift, odour, and particulate matter (PM) release include discharge pressure of the 

spray irrigation equipment; nozzle size and type, which can affect droplet size; contact time between 

wastewater and air; and weather conditions (wind, humidity, temperature, stability level).  

We quantified the emission rates for the above-mentioned contaminants and completed air dispersion 

modeling and an off-property impact assessment at the closest sensitive receptors (i.e. residential 

dwellings) for the three above-mentioned scenarios.  The methodology, sample calculation and results 

presented below. 

Odour and Particulate Matter Emissions from Wind Drift and Evaporation 

Methodology 

Based on the South Field and North Field spray irrigation drawings (TSH, 1994 and 1995), available aerial 

imagery and Google street view, the existing spray irrigation system is a sprinkler solid set system with 1 

to 1.5 m risers.  The system is a permanent sprinkler installation consisting of above and below ground 

piping.  It includes impact sprinklers with nozzles operating at 40 to 60 psi.  The efficiency of this type of 

system (defined as percentage of water applied by the irrigation system that is available to the soil) is in 

the range of 70% to 75% (Ref. No. 1).  This means that only 70% to 75% of water remains in the soil and the 

rest is lost during the application process to evaporation, wind drift or runoff.   

For Alternatives 3 and 6, in which additional or replacement spray irrigation equipment will be installed, it 

was assumed that spray irrigation heads like the existing heads will be used.   

Emission Rate Assessment  

Emission rates were calculated using a mass balance methodology.  To calculate the worst-case emission 

rate for the contaminants, it was assumed that the efficiency of the effluent irrigation system is 70%.  It 

was also assumed that the remaining 30% is transferred completely to the air by wind drift and evaporation, 

and that the amount being drifted is completely evaporated before hitting the ground at a further distance.  

This creates the worst-case emission rate for ammonia, H2S and PM from wind drift.  

For the worst-case assessment, we also used the highest historical daily spray rate, which is approximately 

80% higher than the average daily spray rate.  The maximum annual average ammonia and TSS 

concentrations in the lagoon effluent for the past 10 years were used in this assessment.   

In a study completed by Environment and Climate Change Canada and Health Canada, for different 

sources of H2S (Ref. No. 2), two large urban secondary treatment systems with facultative lagoons were 

reviewed and H2S concentrations were found to be undetectable.  It was concluded that a wastewater 

treatment system that is “secondary or equivalent”, i.e., achieving reductions of BOD and TSS specified in 
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the Wastewater Systems Effluent Regulations (Canada 2012b), will also remove hydrogen sulphide to non-

detectable levels (detection limit of 2 µg/L) (ECCC 2015).  Therefore, the H2S detection limit was used for 

this assessment.   

The historical lagoon effluent parameters that were used for this assessment are summarized below. 

Lagoon Effluent Parameters 

PARAMETER VALUE UNIT COMMENTS SOURCE 

Maximum historical 
daily spray rate 4,039 m3/day Occurred on 

9/24/2022 

"Bayshore Village 
Lagoons Flows 2022" 
provided by Township 

Maximum volume to 
be applied in a season 145,635 m3 

System rated capacity 
of 399 m3/day x 365 
days 

 

Average spray days 
per season 65 days from 2014 to 2023 

historical data Township Annual Reports 

Average daily spray 
rate (existing) 2,241 m3/day   

Maximum operating 
hours per day 8 hrs/day   

Annual Average 
Ammonia in Cell A 
Effluent 

2.75 mg/L 
Annual Avg Lagoon 
Quality for 2012 to 
2022 

Tatham Updated Data 
Compilation Spreadsheet 

Annual Average TSS 
in Cell A Effluent 88 mg/L  Tatham Updated Data 

Compilation Spreadsheet 

Maximum H2S in 
Lagoon Effluent 2 µg/L  Detection limit 

Sample Calculation 

24-hr ammonia emission rate for existing (Do Nothing) scenario = maximum historical daily spray 

rate x irrigation system efficiency x maximum annual average ammonia concentration / 24 / 3600 

= 3.86E-02 g/s 

Odour Emission from Soil Evaporation 

Methodology and Emission Rate Assessment  

Evaporation of water from an unsaturated soil surface is known as actual evaporation, AE.  The amount of 

evaporation depends on the soil type and its water conductivity as well as the pore sizes.  Weather 

conditions also affect the water content above the surface and evaporation amount.  Denser soils have 

lower water conductivity as well as lower evaporation rates due to less pores.  The South and North Fields’ 

soils are silty clay, which is a denser soil.  The thermodynamic relationship between soil suction and the 

partial pressure of pore-water vapor can be determined by Lord Kelvin’s equilibrium equation.  The 

calculated and measured evaporation rates for a soil column of natural silt was published in Reference No. 

3.  The measured evaporation is in the range of 3.5 mm/day.  This experiment was completed for a bare 
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soil column.  Soil in the North and South Fields is covered with vegetation, which reduces the evaporation 

rate from the soil surface.  However, to be conservative, we used the bare soil evaporation rate in the 

evaporation calculation and ammonia and H2S emission rate assessment.  

Sample Calculation 

Evaporation rate 3.50 mm/day 

South Field spray area (existing) 13.6 Ha 

North Field spray area (existing) 11.4 Ha 

Evaporation amount 875 m3/d 

24-hr ammonia emission rate 2.79E-02 g/s 

Air Dispersion Modelling 

To determine the impact of the contaminants on the surrounding sensitive receptors, air dispersion 

modelling using the most recent regulatory version of AERMOD air dispersion model was completed and 

the highest point of impingement (POI) concentrations were determined.  Air dispersion modelling was 

completed in accordance with the Guideline A-11- Air Dispersion Modelling Guide for Ontario.  The results 

were compared to the applicable MECP compliance limits.   

The following approved dispersion model and pre-processors were used: 

 AERMOD dispersion model (v. 22112) 

 AERMAP surface pre-processor 

 BPIP building downwash pre-processor 

The AERMET pre-processor was not used, because a pre-processed MECP meteorological dataset was 

utilized. 

As required by sub-paragraph 10 of s.26(1) of O. Reg. 419/05, this section describes the local land use 

conditions and meteorological data used in dispersion modelling. 

For this assessment, the AERMOD model was run using a MECP pre-processed 5-year meteorological 

dataset (surface and profile files), following paragraph 1 of s.13(1) of O. Reg. 419/05.  The MECP 

preprocessed regional meteorological data set for Southwest Ontario- Crops processed with AERMET 

22112 (April 2023) was used.  

The terrain data used in this assessment was obtained from MECP. The file used in this assessment is 

cdem_dem_031D_tif. 

Results 

Emission rate calculation and air dispersion modelling were completed for the Do Nothing scenario and 

two alternative solutions for the period of May to September.  The findings are summarized below.   
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 Under existing conditions (Do Nothing), the spray irrigation operation’s modelled POI concentrations 

for ammonia, H2S and particulate matter are all below the MECP criteria at the property limits. 

 The POI concentrations of all three parameters are lower for Alternatives 3 and 6 than for the Do 

Nothing scenario. 

Modelling results are presented in the tables overleaf.  

References 
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Air Dispersion Modelling Results – Emissions Summary 

Contaminant 
Name 

Contaminant 
CAS # 

Total 
Emission 

Rate (g/s) 

Air Dispersion 
Model Used 

Maximum POI1 
Concentration 

(µg/m3) 

MECP 
Criteria 
(µg/m3) 

Averaging 
Period 

Limiting 
Effect 

Percentage of 
Criteria (%) 

Do Nothing (Existing Conditions) 

Ammonia 7664-41-7 0.0664 AERMOD 22112 4.46 100 24-hr Health 4.46% 
Particulate 
Matter NA-PM 1.24 AERMOD 22112 83.2 120 24-hr Visibility 69.33% 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 7783-06-4 

0.0000483 AERMOD 22112 0.00324 7 24-hr Health 0.05% 

0.000145 AERMOD 22112 0.0584 13 10-min Odour 0.45% 

Alternative 3: Add Spray Irrigation on West Field 

Ammonia 7664-41-7 0.0842 AERMOD 22112 3.50 100 24-hr Health 3.50% 
Particulate 
Matter NA-PM 1.24 AERMOD 22112 51.5 120 24-hr Visibility 42.91% 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 7783-06-4 

0.0000613 AERMOD 22112 0.00255 7 24-hr Health 0.04% 

0.000184 AERMOD 22112 0.0472 13 10-min Odour 0.36% 

Alternative 6: Abandon North Field, Keep South Field, Effluent Bed on West Field 

Ammonia 7664-41-7 0.0223 AERMOD 22112 4.16 100 24-hr Health 4.16% 
Particulate 
Matter NA-PM 0.184 AERMOD 22112 42.2 120 24-hr Visibility 35.20% 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 7783-06-4 

0.0000162 AERMOD 22112 0.00910 7 24-hr Health 0.13% 

0.0000487 AERMOD 22112 0.0314 13 10-min Odour 0.24% 
 

Modeling was completed for the months of May to September only. 

CAS Number = Chemical Abstract Series Number 

g/s = grams per second 

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic metre 

POI = Point of Impingement 
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Project: Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA

File No.: 100080-2

Subject: EA Cost Estimates

Date:

Design: KES
KES Revised Aug. 29, 2014

KES Revised Dec. 10, 2015

KES Revised Nov 9, 2016

EP Revised Aug 3, 2023

Checked: ST, Sept 7, 2023, Revised Oct 18, 2023 

Item
No. Description Units

Estimated
Quantity

Estimated
Unit Price Total Cost

1.0 Mobilization/demobilization L.S. 1 15,000$       15,000$               

2.0 Spray irrigation on West Field

   Spray irrigation equipment L.S. 1 500,000$     500,000$             

   Seed field m2 160,000 1.00$          160,000$             

3.0 Upgrade pumphouse with UV disinfection

   Pumphouse (process piping, etc.) L.S. 1 200,000$     200,000$             

   UV disinfection equipment L.S. 1 150,000$     150,000$             

4.0 Tree line ea. 275 600$           165,000$             

5.0 Additional monitoring wells L.S. 1 10,000$       10,000$               

6.0 Bonds and insurance % 2% 24,000$       24,000$               

7.0 Estimate allowance/contingency % 25% 306,000$     306,000$             

Estimated construction cost 1,530,000$           

8.0 Engineering and approvals % 5% 77,000$       77,000$               

Estimated project cost w engineering 1,607,000$           

Notes: Excludes land acquisition and ex. equipment refurbishment costs

Excludes rehabilitation of North and South spray fields

ALTERNATIVE 3: ESTABLISH NEW SPRAY IRRIGATION FIELD (WEST) AND MAINTAIN SOUTH AND NORTH FIELDS

1/25/2013



Project: Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA

File No.: 100080-2

Subject: EA Cost Estimates

Date:

Design: KES
EP Revised Aug 3, 2023

Checked: ST, Sept. 7, 2023

Item
No. Description Units

Estimated
Quantity

Estimated
Unit Price Total Cost

1.0 Mobilization/demobilization L.S. 1 15,000$       15,000$               

2.0 Effluent pumping station to disposal bed

   Pumping station L.S. 1 800,000$     800,000$             

   Effluent forcemains m 796 100$           80,000$               

   Distribution valves and chambers ea. 14 1,500$        32,000$               

3.0 Recharge bed

   Site preparation hrs 80 380$           31,000$               

   Sand layer (septic sand) tonne 123,376 16$             1,975,000$          

   Stone layer (septic stone) tonne 10,398 39$             406,000$             

   Distribution piping m 12,096 10$             121,000$             

   General labourers hrs 480 570$           274,000$             

   Cover, grade, topsoil and seed m2 5,000 12$             60,000$               

4.0 Upgrade Pumphouse with UV disinfection to spray field L.S. 1 350,000$     350,000$             

5.0 Tree line ea. 200 600$           120,000$             

6.0 Remove spray equip in North Field m2 100,000 4$               400,000$             

7.0 Additional monitoring wells L.S. 1 10,000$       10,000$               

8.0 Bonds and insurance % 2% 93,000$       93,000$               

9.0 Estimate allowance/contingency % 25% 1,169,000$  1,169,000$          

Estimated construction cost 5,936,000$           

10.0 Engineering and approvals % 5% 297,000$     297,000$             

Estimated project cost w engineering 6,233,000$           

Notes: Exclude land acquisition and ex. Equipment refurbishment costs

Excludes rehabilitation of South spray field

ALTERNATIVE 6:   KEEP SPRAY IRRIGATION ON SOUTH FIELD.  ABANDON  NORTH FIELD. BUILD DISPOSAL BED ON 
WEST FIELD

7/2/2013



Project: Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA

File No.: 100080-2

Subject: EA Cost Estimates

Date:

Design: KES
EP Revised Aug 3, 2023

Checked: ST, Sept. 7, 2023

Item
No.

Description Units Estimated
Quantity

Estimated
Unit Price

Total Cost

1.0 Mobilization/demobilization L.S. 1 15,000$      15,000$               

2.0 Spray irrigation on West Field

   Spray irrigation equipment L.S. 1 480,000$    480,000$             

   Seed field m2 160,000 1.00$          160,000$             

2.0 Effluent pumping station to disposal bed

   Pumping station L.S. 1 800,000$    800,000$             

   Effluent forcemains m 539 100$           54,000$               

   Distribution valves and chambers ea. 14 1,500$        32,000$               

3.0 Recharge bed

   Site preparation hrs 80 380$           31,000$               

   Sand layer (septic sand) tonne 151,712 16$             2,428,000$          

   Stone layer (septic stone) tonne 11,642 39$             455,000$             

   Distribution piping m 12,096 10$             121,000$             

   General labourers hrs 480 570$           274,000$             

   Cover, grade, topsoil and seed m2 5,000 12$             60,000$               

4.0 Upgrade Pumphouse with UV disinfection to spray field L.S. 1 350,000$    350,000$             

5.0 Remove spray equip in North Field m2 100,000 4$               400,000$             

Remove spray equip in South Field m2 136,000 4$               544,000$             

6.0 Additional monitoring wells L.S. 1 10,000$      10,000$               

7.0 Bonds and insurance % 2% 124,000$    124,000$             

8.0 Estimate allowance/contingency % 25% 1,554,000$ 1,554,000$          

Estimated construction cost 7,892,000$          

9.0 Engineering and approvals % 5% 395,000$    395,000$             

Estimated project cost w engineering 8,287,000$          

Notes: Exclude land acquisition and ex. equipment refurbishment costs

7/2/2013

ALTERNATIVE 7:   ESTABLISH SPRAY IRRIGATION ON WEST FIELD.  ABANDON  NORTH FIELD. BUILD DISPOSAL BED 
ON SOUTH FIELD



Project: Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA

File No.: 100080-2

Subject: EA Cost Estimates

Date:

Design: KES
KES Revised Aug. 29, 2014

KES Revised Dec. 10, 2015

KES Revised Nov 9, 2016

EP Revised Aug 10, 2023

Checked: ST, Sept 7, 2023 

Item
No. Description Units

Estimated
Quantity

Estimated
Unit Price Total Cost

1.0 Mobilization/demobilization L.S. 1 15,000$      15,000$               

2.0 Effluent pumping station

   Pumping station L.S. 1 800,000$    800,000$             

   Effluent forcemains m 1,221 100$           122,000$             

   Distribution valves and chambers ea. 14 1,500$        32,000$               

3.0 Recharge bed

   Site preparation hrs 80 380$           31,000$               

   Sand layer (septic sand) tonne 148,720 16$             2,380,000$          

   Stone layer (septic stone) tonne 15,941 39$             622,000$             

   Distribution piping m 18,144 10$             181,000$             

   General labourers hrs 480 570$           274,000$             

   Cover, grade, topsoil and seed m2 5,000 12$             60,000$               

4.0
Decommission/remove spray equip in North and South 
Fields
   North field m2 100,000 4$               400,000$             

   South field m2 136,000 4$               544,000$             

5.0 Additional monitoring wells L.S. 1 10,000$      10,000$               

6.0 Bonds and insurance % 2% 109,000$    109,000$             

7.0 Estimate allowance/contingency % 25% 1,368,000$ 1,368,000$          

Estimated construction cost 6,948,000$          

8.0 Engineering and approvals % 5% 347,000$    347,000$             

Estimated project cost w engineering 7,295,000$          

Notes: Exclude land acquisition and ex. equipment refurbishment costs

7/2/2013

ALTERNATIVE 8:  BUILD EFFLUENT RECHARGE BED AND DISCONTINUE SPRAY IRRIGATION



 

 

 

Appendix F: 
Pre-PIC Correspondence 

  



 

 

Township of Ramara                                                                                                                November 9, 2017 
Attn: Ms. Jennifer Connor 
Township Clerk 
2297 Highway 12, PO Box 130 
Brechin, ON, L0K 1B0 
 
Re:  Notice of Completion of Class Environmental Assessment Study Bayshore Village Effluent Spray 
Irrigation System – LSRCA Comments 
 
Dear Ms. Connor, 
 
I have reviewed the Bayshore Villiage Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class Environmental 
Assessment Phases 1 and 2 Project File and offer the following comments: 
 
Source Water Protection 
The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that collects, stores, transmits, treats or 
disposes of sewage is one of the prescribed drinking water threats under the Clean Water Act, 2006.  A 
portion of the south effluent spray irrigation field is within the wellhead protection area for the 
Bayshore Village Subdivision Well Supply (see Appendix A).  Policies SEWG(b)-1 to SEWG(b)-3 of the 
South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan and the circumstances and vulnerability score 
needed for the effluent discharge to be considered a significant drinking water threat should be 
reviewed to ensure that the proposed activity will be permitted.  The recommended short term solution 
of establishing an additional spray irrigation field (Alternative 3A from the abovementioned report) 
adjacent to the existing field should be scrutinized in the same way.  
 
If sewage biosolids are applied to land then policies NASM(App)-1 to NASM(App)-4 of the South 
Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan and the circumstances and vulnerability score needed 
for the land application of sewage biosolids to be considered a significant drinking water threat should 
be reviewed to ensure that the proposed activity will be permitted. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Class EA study.  Should you have any questions 
concerning our comments above, please contact the undersigned. 
 
For further policy review, the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan can be found at 
www.ourwatershed.ca. 
  
Sincerely, 

 
Mike Wilson, P. Geo. 
Source Water Protection Coordinator 
 
cc. Bill Thompson, Program Manager, South Georgina Bay – Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region  

http://www.ourwatershed.ca/
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    Taylor Knapp,  Development Planner, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority 
    Dyana Marks, Resources Technician/ RMO, Township of Ramara 



WHPA-A (100m)

WHPA-B (2 yr)

WHPA-C (5 yr)

WHPA-D (25 yr)

Bayshore Village Subdivision Well Supply
Wellhead Protection Areas

±

This product was produced by the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority and some information depicted 
on this map may have been compiled from various sources.

While every effort has been made to accurately depict the information, data / mapping errors may exist. 
This map has been produced for illustrative purposes only.

LSRCA GIS Services DRAFT created KZ Nov. 2017. © LAKE SIMCOE REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY. All Rights Reserved.
The following datasets municipal boundary, ORN are © Queens Printer for Ontario, 2016. Reproduced with Permission.
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October 3, 2018  via e-mail 
 CCTA File 100080 
 
Mike Wilson 
Source Water Protection Coordinator 
Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority 
120 Bayview Parkway 
Newmarket, ON   L3Y 3W3 
 
 
Re: Township of Ramara 
 Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA 
 Response to Comments 
 
Dear Mr. Wilson: 

We wish to provide responses to the comments you provided on the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray 

Irrigation Class EA Project File.  

During the Class EA study, we reviewed the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan 

and table of circumstances leading to a significant threat, and how these may affect the alternative 

approaches to resolving the issues with the Bayshore Village effluent spray irrigation system.  Part of 

the existing sewage lagoons and effluent spray irrigation fields are within the WHPA-C (5-year time of 

travel) or WHPA-D (25-year time of travel) for the Bayshore Village municipal wells.  

The existing sewage lagoons and spray irrigation system are approved by an MOE Certificate of 

Approval.  The C of A includes terms and conditions and monitoring requirements, which are consistently 

met by the Township of Ramara.  Therefore, Policy SEWG(b)-1 does not apply and Policy SEWG(b)-2 

is met.  Further, as a small sewage treatment plant discharging less than 400 m3/day of treated effluent, 

the Bayshore Village facility is not considered a significant threat to the municipal drinking water supply. 

Some of the additional effluent spray irrigation areas adjacent to the lagoons that were suggested in the 

Class EA study would be within the WHPA-C or D and others would be outside the wellhead protection 

areas.  It is acknowledged that it would be preferable for any new effluent spray irrigation field to be 

located outside of the wellhead protection area.  We note however that the activity would not be a 

significant threat (due to the small volume of effluent applied) and that any ECA amendment that will be 

issued approving additional effluent spray fields would contain terms and conditions to ensure the new 

works are built, operated and monitored such that they do not become a significant threat to the 



Mike Wilson 
Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority 
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Bayshore Village well supply.  Therefore, Policy SEWG(b)-3 does not apply under the circumstances at 

this site.  

Sewage biosolids are not applied to land at the Bayshore Village sewage works site, therefore Policies 

NASM(App)-1 to 4 do not apply.  

Thank you very much for your comments.     

Yours truly, 
C.C. Tatham & Associates Ltd. 
 

 
 
Suzanne Troxler, B.Eng., M.Sc., P.Eng. 
Director, Manager – Environmental Engineering  
ST:rlh 
 
copy: Dave Readman, Township of Ramara (via e-mail dreadman@ramara.ca) 
 Jennifer Connor, Township of Ramara, (via e-mail jconnor@ramara.ca) 
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Ministry of the Environment  Ministère de l’Environnement 
 
Central Region Région du Centre 
Technical Support Section  Section d'appui technique 
  
5775 Yonge Street, 8

th
 Floor 5775, rue Yonge, 8

ième
 étage 

North York, OntarioM2M 4J1 North York, Ontario M2M 4J1 
 
Tel.: (416) 326-6700 Tél. :     (416) 326-6700 
Fax: (416) 325-6347 Téléc. : (416) 325-6347 

 
 

 
November 28, 2017         EA 01-06-03 
 
Suzanne Troxler 
Project Manager 
C.C. Tatham and Associates Ltd. 
115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200 
Collingwood, L9Y 5A6 
 
RE: Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation 
 Township of Ramara 
 Class Environmental Assessment 

Final Project File, September 26, 2017 
 
Dear Ms. Troxler, 
 
We have reviewed the final Project File report for the above-noted Class Environmental Assessment 
(EA) project located in the Township of Ramara. The following comments are provided for 
consideration: 
 
Project Description 
 
The Project File concluded that there should be both a long-term and short-term solution 
implemented. The long-term preferred solution (Alternative 6) is to discontinue the current mode of 
effluent disposal via spray irrigation, upgrade the sewage treatment plant (STP) and discharge the 
effluent to Wainman’s Creek. This is deemed a long-term solution due to the fact that obtaining 
approval to discharge the effluent to the Creek is reliant upon revisions being made to policies of the 
Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP) and Phosphorus Reduction Strategy (PRS). The project file 
also concluded that the short-term preferred solution (Alternative 3A) is to establish a new spray 
irrigation field, in addition to the existing fields.  
 
Long-term Solution 
 
 The EA notes that, before the proposed long-term preferred solution can be implemented, 

amendments to the LSPP are required. However, it is not possible to determine if or when the 
necessary amendments would be approved or what additional conditions may have to be met. It 
is therefore impossible to determine if or when the long term solution could be implemented.  
 
It is recommended that a solution that fits within the existing policy and regulatory requirements, 
including the LSPP and PRS, be identified for the long-term solution. 
 

 Cost is a significant factor in the selection of the preferred alternative. The Project File states that 
the preferred long-term solution (Alternative 6) would cost $3 M. However, this is largely 
dependent on the level of treatment required. Even if the necessary amendment(s) to the LSPP 
are obtained at some point in the future, it is highly likely that the direct discharge option would be 
required to meet a very high level of treatment. This would significantly increase the cost for 
implementing this alternative, making it a much less attractive option. Properly re-assessing the 
cost to implement this alternative would require a more in-depth review of factors such as: 
effluent quality targets likely to be required and the treatment technologies needed to achieve 
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these; infrastructure needs including plant upgrades and potentially, a new outfall in the lake; the 
cost of the environmental impact and engineering studies; etc.  
 

 During the Class EA study, pumping sewage to the Lagoon City STP was included in the long list 
of alternative solutions (alternative 7).  However, this alternative was not considered viable due to 
cost, operational concerns and expected requirements to upgrade the STP. As a result, this 
alternative was not considered further. When weighing the new STP (alternative 6) versus 
pumping sewage to the existing Lagoon City STP (alternative 7), the Township should consider 
realistic estimates of all capital costs and operating costs that are reasonably expected to arise 
over the expected useful life of the infrastructure asset. 

 
 

Short-term Solution 
 
 From a surface water perspective, no significant concerns have been identified at this time. The 

ministry also recognizes that there is no increase in capacity being considered with this interim 
solution.  
 

 From a groundwater perspective, the ministry does not have an objection in principle with the 
addition of or replacement of the effluent spray beds. However, in order to support this option, the 
ministry requires a hydrogeological study of the existing spray fields and of the areas for new 
spray fields and whether or not these new areas would meet “reasonable use” as defined in 
Guideline B-7 Incorporation of the Reasonable Use Concept into MOEE Groundwater 
Management Activities. This hydrogeological study should include the monitoring data collected 
from the North Fields and the South Fields. 

 
 Table 4 “Assessment of Alternatives” states that for Alternative 3A “spray irrigation operation 

does not cause noise or have odours”. However, Table 5 “Summary of Written Comments 
Received at PIC No.1 and Responses” indicates that a resident “finds the spray irrigation 
operation results in very bad odour causing headaches”.  

 
Considering that Alternative 3A involves increasing the land used for spray irrigation by 16 ha, it 
is recommended to conduct an Air Quality Impact Assessment to ensure that the short-term 
solution will not result in odour impacts off-site at nearby sensitive receptors. The assessment 
should also discuss any mitigation measures that may be required.  

 
 The approval for this system limits the spray irrigation operation to the period between May 18 

and September 28 each year. However, requests for extension of the spraying period past the 
September 28th window have been common. This has been necessary due to weather and a 
reduced absorption capacity of the spray fields due to compaction. Although aeration of the fields 
was undertaken in an attempt to increase the absorption capacity, it has not been successful. We 
anticipate the addition of new field(s) will alleviate this problem. 
 

 In the past, ministry staff have received calls regarding potential discharge of lagoon effluent into 
Wainman’s Creek. There have also been concerns from neighbouring residents regarding 
aerosols and drift from the spray sites.  Staff have also been informed that the piping in the spray 
fields requires frequent maintenance due to breaks. We expect the addition of new spray fields 
along with the addition of UV treatment will address these concerns. The ministry recommends 
an evaluation of the system and its operation be undertaken to ensure the integrity of the system 
(e.g., maintanerance of conveyance pipes) and to ensure operations follow established 
procedures (e.g., timing of spraying, rates of application, regular inspections etc.).   
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Conclusion  
 
It is recommended that the above comments be addressed along with the addition of the 
hydrogeological study and the Air Quality Impact Assessment be submitted prior to the completion of 
the EA.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.  Should your team have any questions 
regarding the above, please contact me at 416-326-3477 or via email: paul.d.martin@ontario.ca.  
  
Yours truly, 
 

  
 
  
Paul Martin, Supervisor 
Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning 
 
c. C. Hood, Manager, Barrie District Office, MOECC 
 T. Dufresne, Technical Support Manager, MOECC 
 Central Region EA File 

A & P File  



 

 

October 3, 2018  via e-mail 
 CCTA File 100080 
 
Paul Martin  
Supervisor, Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning 
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
Central Region 
Technical Support Section  
5775 Yonge Street, 8th Floor 
North York, ON   M2M 4J1 
 
 
Re: Township of Ramara 
 Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA 
 Response to Comments   
 
Dear Mr. Martin: 

We have reviewed the comments you provided on the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class 

EA Project File.  We wish to provide our responses to these comments and present the Township of 

Ramara’s proposed next steps on this project. 

Response to Comments on Preferred Long-Term Solution  

We acknowledge that the Class EA’s preferred long term solution does not fit well within the current 

ministry policies with regards to Lake Simcoe.  However, it is the intent of the Township to pursue their 

request to have the Ministry review the wording of Policy 4.3 of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan as part 

of the 10-year review that is mandated by the Lake Simcoe Protection Act.  The Township hopes to 

obtain an acknowledgment that the Bayshore Village sewage works is an existing municipal system on 

the shore of Lake Simcoe that should be considered in the LSPP.  The Township concurs with the Class 

EA conclusion that upgrading the Bayshore Village STP to a tertiary facility with a surface effluent 

discharge is the best approach to address the issues caused by an inappropriate effluent disposal 

system at this location, and can be implemented without any negative impacts on lake water quality. 

The estimated project cost of the preferred solution is for adding a tertiary treatment facility downstream 

of the existing secondary treatment lagoons.  This facility will house coagulant addition, a tertiary filter 

to achieve an effluent TP of 0.05 mg/L, and UV disinfection.  The proposed outfall would be to the creek 

or to the wetland, not directly into Lake Simcoe.  Therefore, we believe our preliminary cost estimate of 

$3M is appropriate.   



Paul Martin  
MECP 
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The option of pumping sewage or effluent to the Lagoon City STP would involve an 8 km to 15 km long 

forcemain, depending on available easements and feasibility of crossing wetlands.  In the Class EA 

report we indicate concern with the very high estimated cost of constructing this forcemain and pumping 

station (currently estimated at $7M to $12M), and the ongoing operation and energy costs.  We do not 

see the potential benefits to the environment of ongoing pumping of effluent from Bayshore Village for 

discharge at an alternate location on Lake Simcoe.  In our analysis, a more cost-effective solution is to 

provide tertiary treatment for phosphorus removal at the existing Bayshore Village treatment facility and 

utilize a small share (7 kg/year) of the Lagoon City STP’s maximum phosphorus load (249 kg/year) to 

discharge the effluent to Lake Simcoe at Bayshore Village.   

Response to Comments on Preferred Short Term Solution 

The existing spray irrigation fields were designed and built in the 1980s and 1990s and were approved 

by the Ministry of the Environment.  The addition of a new field to supplement the existing spray fields 

will require a hydrogeological study, a design brief and ECA application to describe how the new spray 

field design will meet MOE Sewage Works Design Guidelines.  This work is intended to be completed 

during the design of the new spray field rather than during the Class EA study.  At this time, the property 

immediately west of the municipal lagoons that was being considered for the additional spray field during 

the Class EA has been recently purchased by a third party and is not currently for sale or lease.  Review 

of available lands at a greater distance from the lagoons is now necessary to identify potential new spray 

field locations.   

With respect to odours from the effluent spray irrigation system, there has not been odour complaints in 

the past.  The comment from one resident about odours has not been confirmed.  We will require further 

direction from the MECP on the terms of reference for the requested Air Quality Impact Assessment and 

mitigating measures study for the lagoons and effluent spray irrigation.  This assessment will be 

conducted when a new spray irrigation field is identified.  We also note that the preferred short term 

solution includes the addition of tree buffers to mitigate concerns with aerosols from the existing spray 

irrigation operation.  

The Township operates and maintains its spray irrigation system in accordance with the Certificate of 

Approval, and is aware of the need to replace equipment and facilities as they age and before they fail.  

The costs associated with the maintenance of its spray equipment on the existing fields is in the 

Township’s operating budgets.  

Interim Upgrades to the Bayshore Village Sewage Treatment and Effluent Disposal Works 

The Township is planning to apply to the MECP for approval of interim upgrades to the Bayshore Village 

sewage treatment and effluent disposal system in order to reduce its potential phosphorus impact to 

Lake Simcoe and start to address the residents’ concerns with the spray irrigation system.  These 

measures will not directly address the capacity issue, however are intended to minimize, on an interim 
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MECP 

Page 3 of 3 
October 3, 2018  

 

basis, the potential impacts if the soil absorption capacity of the spray irrigation fields is temporarily 

exceeded. 

The proposal will consist of: 

 Adding a coagulant feed and mixing system to provide phosphorus precipitation in the lagoons.  Alum 
or PAC is proposed to be injected into the incoming forcemain to the first lagoon cell.  Metering pumps 
and a coagulant storage tank would be housed in a shed adjacent to the lagoon and provide year-
round coagulant addition.  The design objective is to reduce the phosphorus content of the lagoon 
effluent from the historical average of 0.9 mg/L to 0.3 mg/L. 

 Disinfecting the lagoon effluent by UV light.  An in-line UV system would be installed on the existing 
effluent pump station discharge pipe to the spray fields, with a design objective of 200 counts per 
100 mL.         

We will submit a letter to the MECP in the near future requesting technical comments in advance of 

submitting an ECA application for these interim measures. 

We trust this letter provides adequate clarifications to your comments.  We are available to meet with 

the MECP Barrie District Office and the Technical Support Section to discuss potential next steps to 

resolve the Bayshore Village effluent spray irrigation issues.   

Yours truly, 
C.C. Tatham & Associates Ltd. 
 

 
 
Suzanne Troxler, B.Eng., M.Sc., P.Eng. 
Director, Manager – Environmental Engineering  
ST:rlh 
 
copy: Dave Readman, Township of Ramara, via e-mail (dreadman@ramara.ca) 
 Jennifer Connor, Township of Ramara, via e-mail (jconnor@ramara.ca) 
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Ministry of the Environment, 

Conservation and Parks 

Drinking Water and Environmental 
Compliance Division  
 
Central Region,  
Technical Support Section 
5775 Yonge Street, 9th Floor 
North York, ON  M2M 4J1 
Tel. (416) 326-6700 
Fax (416) 325-6347 

Ministère de l'Environnement, de la Protection 

de la nature et des Parcs 

Division de la conformité en matière d’eau 
potable et d’environnement 
 
Région du Centre 
Section d'appui technique  
5775, rue Yonge, 8ième étage  
North York, Ontario M2M 4J1 
Tél. :     (416) 326-6700 
Téléc. : (416) 325-6347 

 

November 21, 2018                    File No.: EA 01-06-03 
 
Suzanne Troxler   
Project Manager   
C.C. Tatham and Associates Ltd.   
115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200 
Collingwood, Ontario L9Y 5A6 
 
Re: Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation 
 Township of Ramara 
 Class Environmental Assessment 
 Response to the Ministry’s November 28, 2017 Comments on the Project File 
 
Dear Ms. Troxler, 
 
Thank you for your October 3, 2018 response to our comments dated November 28, 2017 for the 
above noted Class Environmental Assessment (EA) project. The ministry has reviewed your response 
and provides further comments below regarding the preferred short-term solution identified in your 
letter: 
 
Based on the provisions of the Municipal Engineers Association’s Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment, and the purpose of the Environmental Assessment Act (Act), it is our view that further 
work must be done to verify the feasibility of the preferred short-term solution prior to its 
implementation.  As the additional spray fields which were identified as the preferred option are no 
longer available for sale or lease (as mentioned in your October 3 letter), the preferred option must be 
revised to include actual lands that will be identified for use as spray fields. In the absence of this 
information, it is the ministry’s view that the EA process for this project is not complete. 
 
The ministry acknowledges that the proponent has committed to undertake a review of all available 
lands at a greater distance from the lagoons than previously considered; however this assessment 
must be completed as part of the EA process in order to select the preferred short-term solution. Any 
impacts on surrounding communities or nearby sensitive receptors from the proposed short-term 
solution must also be evaluated. As per our November 28, 2017 comments, once the additional spray 
fields are evaluated, a hydrogeological study must also be conducted at the EA stage. 
 
The ministry’s Barrie District office has expressed concerns with the existing sewage treatment 
system and the potential for failure while the EA process is ongoing.  In 2017, the facility was 
operating at 97% of the rated capacity, which is an increase from 90% in 2016.  Based on these 
concerns, in their recent inspection report of the wastewater system the district office strongly 
recommended developing a contingency plan for exceedance of rated capacity, as well as potentially 
restricting or suspending further development within the subdivision until these issues have been 
addressed. Once a contingency plan has been developed, please ensure that a copy is circulated to 
my attention, as well as to the district office.   
 
Once these issues have been addressed to the ministry’s satisfaction, the Township of Ramara must 
issue a Revised Notice of Completion for the Project File Report under A.4.1.1 Revisions to Schedule 



B Projects of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. The Township must ensure that the 
requirements of the Class EA process for this project are satisfied prior to submitting an application 
for an Environmental Compliance Approval.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the project. If you have any questions regarding the 
comments above, please feel free to contact me directly at 416-326-3477 or by email at 
paul.d.martin@ontario.ca  
 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
 
Paul Martin, Supervisor 
Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning 
 
cc: Dave Readman, Manager of Environmental Services, Township of Ramara 
 Cindy Hood, Manager, Barrie District Office, MECP 
 Lubna I. Hussain, Technical Support Manager, Central Region, MECP 
 Central Region EA File 

A & P File 

mailto:paul.d.martin@ontario.ca
mailto:dreadman@ramara.ca


 

 

 

Appendix G: 
PIC Notice and Presentation 

  



 

Issued May 6, 2024 

TOWNSHIP OF RAMARA  

BAYSHORE VILLAGE EFFLUENT SPRAY IRRIGATION SYSTEM 
MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT UPDATE 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE 

The Township of Ramara is updating the Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) that 
was previously completed in 2017 for the effluent spray irrigation system at the Bayshore 
Village Sewage Works.  Treated effluent from the Bayshore Village sewage treatment 
lagoons is spray irrigated on two fields near Concession Road 8 and Sideroad 20.  The 
Class EA is updating the evaluation of alternatives for effluent disposal to address current 
capacity and operational issues.  

The Class EA update follows the Schedule B requirements of the Municipal Engineers 
Association (MEA) Municipal Class Environmental Assessment, as amended in 2023. 

A Public Information Centre (PIC) will be held in person and virtually to present the 
alternative solutions under consideration and the preliminary recommendations, for public 
input.  There will be a presentation followed by a question-and-answer period.  Attendees 
can also join the PIC online by accessing the Zoom link that will be available on the 
Township website at www.ramara.ca/news.  The recorded presentation will be available on 
the Township’s YouTube Channel. 

Public Information Centre 

Date: Wednesday May 22, 2024 

Time: 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm  

Location: Township of Ramara Council Chambers, 2297 Highway 12, Brechin 

Written comments are invited and can be submitted during the PIC or by e-mail to the 
contacts below.  Comments will be accepted until June 7, 2024, to be considered in the 
study.  Following the PIC and upon review of comments, the preferred solution will be 
selected, and a study report will be prepared.   

Josh Kavanagh   Suzanne Troxler 
Township of Ramara  Tatham Engineering Limited 
Director of Infrastructure  Senior Engineer 
2297 Highway 12   115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200 
Brechin, Ontario, L0K 1B0  Collingwood, Ontario, L9Y 5A6 
Tel: 705-484-5374 ext. 290  Tel: 705-444-2565 ext. 2089 
Email: jkavanagh@ramara.ca Email: stroxler@tathameng.com 

Comments and information received during this Class EA are collected in accordance with 
the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.  All comments will be 
part of the public record. 



100080 Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA
Mailing List
Last updated 2024-05-07 for Notice of PIC 

Municipalities Job Title Contact Suffix Contact First Name Contact Last Name Address Mailing City PC
Township of Ramara Chief Administrative Officer Mr. Zach Drinkwalter Box 130 Brechin L0K1B0
Township of Ramara Director of Infrastructure and Drainage Superintendent Mr. Josh Kavanagh Box 130 Brechin L0K1B0
Township of Ramara Mayor Mr. Basil Clarke Box 130 Brechin L0K1B0
Township of Ramara Deputy Mayor Mr. Keith Bell Box 130 Brechin L0K1B0
Township of Ramara Councillor Ward 1 Mr. David Snutch Box 130 Brechin L0K1B0
Township of Ramara Councillor Ward 2 Mrs. Jennifer Fisher Box 130 Brechin L0K1B0
Township of Ramara Councillor Ward 3 Mrs. Dana Tuju Box 130 Brechin L0K1B0
Township of Ramara Councillor Ward 4 - Currently Vacant
Township of Ramara Councillor Ward 5 Mrs. Sherri Bell Box 130 Brechin L0K1B0

City of Orillia - Chief Administrative Office Chief Administrative Officer Ms. Gayle Jackson 50 Andrew Street South Suite 300 Orillia L3V 7T5
City of Orillia - Environment and Infrastructure Services Manager of Environmental Services Mr. Roger Young 50 Andrew Street South Suite 300 Orillia L3V 7T5
County of Simcoe - Administration Centre Chief Administrative Officer Mr. Mark Aitken 1110 Highway 26 Midhurst L9X 1N6
Local Agencies Job Title Contact Suffix Contact First Name Contact Last Name Address Mailing City PC
Simcoe County District School Board Manager of Planning Mr. Andrew Keuken 1170 Highway 26 Midhurst L0L 1X0
Simcoe Muskoka Catholic District School Board Manager of Planning and Properties Ms. Jennifer Sharpe 46 Alliance Boulevard Barrie L4M 5K3
Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit Medical Officer of Health Mr. Charles Gardner 15 Sperling Drive Barrie L4M 6K9
Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority Director, Watershed Management
Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority Director, Planning and Development Services
Provincial Agencies Job Title Contact Suffix Contact First Name Contact Last Name Address Mailing City PC
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks - Barrie District Office District Manager Mr. Chris Hyde 54 Cedar Pointe Drive Unit 1201 Barrie L4N 5R7
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks - Environmental Assessment Branch Regional EA Coordinator Ms. Chunmei Liu 135 St. Clair Ave. 1st Floor Toronto M4V 1P5
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks - Central Region EA Notices Central Region EA Notices
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing Manager (acting), Community Planning and Development Mr. Erick Boyd Exeter Road Complex 2nd Flr, 659 Exeter Rd London N6E 1L3
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing - Provincial Policies and Planning Unit Senior Planner Mr. John M. Taylor 777 Bay Street College Park 13th FlrToronto M7A 2J3
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry - Midhurst District District Manager Mr. Dan L Thompson 2284 Nursery Road Midhurst L9X 1N8
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry - Midhurst District District Planner Mr. Ken Mott 2284 Nursery Road Midhurst L9X 1N8
Ministry of Transportation - Central Operations Division Director Ms. Becca Lane 159 Sir William Hearst Ave 2nd Flr Toronto M3M 0B7
Ministry of Transportation Project Engineer 1202 Wilson Avenue 7th Floor, Building DDownsview M3M 1J8
Ministry of Indigenous Affairs - Indigenous Relations and Programs Division Executive Advisor Ayn Cooney 160 Bloor St E 4th Floor Toronto M7A 2E6
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries Team Lead (A), Heritage Ms. Karla Barbozza 400 University Ave. 5th Floor Toronto M7A 2R9
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries- Regional and Corporate Services Division, Midhurst OfficeRegional Development Advisor Ms. Caitlin Andrews 2284 Nursery Road Midhurst L0L 1X0
Ontario Heritage Trust Sir/Madam 10 Adelaide Street E Suite 203 Toronto M5C 1J3
Infrastructure Ontario President, Real Estate Mr. Toni Rossi 1 Dundas Street West Suite 2000 Toronto M5G 1Z3
Ministry of Indigenous Relations and Reconciliation - Assistant Deputy Minister's Office - Strategic Policy and Planning DivisionManager Lareina Rising 160 Bloor St E, 4th Floor 4th Floor Toronto M7A 2E6
Ministry of Indigenous Relations and Reconciliation Special Policy Advisor Ms. Emma Jarvis 1600 Bloor Street E, 4th Floor 4th floor Toronto M7A 2E6
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs - Central Region Land Use Policy & Stewardship Mr. David Marriott 6484 Wellington Road 7, Unit 10 Elora N0B 1S0
Federal Agencies Job Title Contact Suffix Contact First Name Contact Last Name Address Mailing City PC
Indigenous Services Canada - Sustainable Infrastructure Planning, Regional Program Manager Mr. Derek Nadeau 10 Wellington Street, North Tower, 18th floor Gatineau, QC K1A 0H4
Environment and Climate Change Canada Manager Mr. Rob Dobos 867 Lakeshore Road Box 5050 Burlington L7S 1A1
Environment and Climate Change Canada Manager, Environmental Assessment Section Environmental Protection Branch – Ontario RegionMr. Wes Plant 4905 Dufferin St. Downsview M3H 5T4
Fisheries and Oceans Canada 28 Waubeek Street Parry Sound P2A 1B9
Utilities Job Title Contact Suffix Contact First Name Contact Last Name Address Mailing City PC
Bell Specialist, Network Provisioning Mr. Andrew Klein
Enbridge Advisor, Construction and Project Management Mr. Kevin Schimus 603 Kumpf Drive Waterloo N2V 1K3
Hydro One Supervising Planning Technician Ms. Sarah Szymczak 420 Welham Road Barrie L4N 8Z2
First Nations Groups Job Title Contact Suffix Contact First Name Contact Last Name Address Mailing City PC
Chippewas of Georgina Island Chief Donna Big Canoe R.R. #2 P.O. Box N-13 Sutton West L0E 1R0
Beausoleil First Nation Chief Joanne Sandy 11 O'Gemaa Miikaans Christian Island L0K1C0
Chippewas of Mnjikaning First Nation (Rama) Chief Ted Williams 5884 Rama Road Suite 200 Rama L0K 1T0
Williams Treaties First Nations Coordinator/Barrister, Solicitor Ms. Karry Sandy-McKenzie 8 Creswick Court Barrie L4M 2J7
Huron-Wendat Nation Grand Chief Rémy Vincent 255 Place Chef Michel Laveau Wendake (Québec) G0A 4V0
Great Lakes Metis Council President Peter Coture 380 9th St E Owen Sound N4K 1P3
Saugeen Ojibway Nation Environment Office (SON) Resources and Infrastructure Manager Emily Martin 25 Maadookii Subdivision Neyaashiinigmiing N0H 2T0
Métis Nation of Ontario - Gravenhurst Branch 385 Bethune Drive North Unit A Gravenhurst P1P 1B8
Alderville First Nations Chief Dave Simpson 11696 2nd Line Road P.O. Box 46 Alderville K0K 2X0
Chippewas of Rama First Nation Community Consultation Worker, Communications Sharday James 5884 Rama Road, Suite 200 Rama  L3V 6H6
Curve Lake First Nations Consultation Liason Kaitlin Hill 22 Winookeedaa Road Curve Lake K0L 1R0
Georgian Bay Metis Council President 10-845 King St Midland L4R 0B7
Great Lakes Métis Council Consultation Assessment Coordinator James Wagar 380 9th Street E Owen Sound N4K 1P1
Hiawatha First Nation Lands and Resource Consultation Sean Davison 431 Hiawatha Line Hiawatha First NationK9J 0E6
Historic Saugeen Métis President Archie Indoe 204 High Street Box 1492 Southampton N0H 2L0
Mississaugas of Scugog Island Chief Kelly Larocca 22521 Island Road Port Perry L9L 1B6
Community Associations Job Title Contact Suffix Contact First Name Contact Last Name Address Mailing City PC
Bayshore Village Association President Mr. Gunther Gratzer 1 Hayloft Lane RR3 Brechin L0K 1B0
Bayshore Village Association Editor Mrs. Susan Hazlett 1 Hayloft Lane RR3 Brechin L0K 1B0
Joyland Beach Association 4303 McRae Park Road RR3, Box 225 Ramara L3V 0S2
North Mara Beach Association 3628 Amelia Drive RR3 Brechin L0K 1B0
Lagoon City Community Association President Mr. Rob LePage 84 Laguna Parkway RR4, Suite 1 Brechin L0K 1B0

Adjacent Properties and Other (from previous PIC) Job Title Contact Suffix Contact First Name Contact Last Name Address Mailing City PC
Jan Toebes 3733 Con Rd 8 Ramara L3V 0M4
Ellen Andruszczyszyn 4155 Muley Point Rd Ramara L3V 0L4

CANERIA HOLDINGS INC. 4551 Plum Point Rd Ramara L3V 0L4
Andrew Bucking 3815 Leo Cres Ramara L3V 0L1
Charlene Martin 3811 Leo Cres Ramara L3V 0L1
Norman Cooper 3803 Leo Cres Ramara L3V 0L1
Seyedmohammad Hosseini 3799 Leo Cres Ramara L3V 0L1
Randy Dobbs 3793 Leo Cres Ramara L3V 0L1
George Cho-chak-wing 3787 Leo Cres Ramara L3V 0L1
Tammy Kindler 3736 Con Rd 8 Ramara L4V 0M4
Mark Wainman 3628 Con Rd 8 Ramara L3V 0M4
James Newlands 3456 Con Rd 8 Ramara L3V 0M4
Edward Chambers 12 Dawson Rd Orangeville L9W 2W2
Archibald Estate Smith John 4129 Sideroad 20 Ramara L3V 0S7
Kenneth Bodenstein 85 Woodland Acres Cres Maple L6A 1G1
Iqbal Hossen 6 Coral Cove Cres Toronto M3A 1G8
Robert Hirst 3946 Glenrest Dr Brechin L0K 1B0
Calvin Smith 3677 Con Rd 9 Ramara L3V 0M5
Kenneth Szijarto 4478 Orkney Heights Ramara L3V 0S1
Wesley Trinier 40 Orchard Point Rd Orillia L3V 1C6
Konrad Brenner 5498 Fawn Bay Rd Ramara L3V 0N2
Elizabeth Barker 50 Park Blvd Etobicoke M8W 1H2
Paul Stott 1881 Yonge St Suite 201 Toronto M4S 3C4
Sandra McCreith 4049 Bonnie Beach Rd Ramara L3V 0L1
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Public Information Centre 
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BACKGROUND: EXISTING SEWAGE WORKS

 Sewage from Bayshore Village is 
pumped to 2 treatment and storage 
ponds (lagoons)

 Treated effluent is spray irrigated 
on the South and North fields from 
May to October

 Effluent disposal is by 
evapotranspiration and infiltration 
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CLASS EA PROBLEM STATEMENT

 The treated effluent is spray irrigated on fields that have been in continuous 
operation since the 1980s

 Soils appear to have become compacted and to have less infiltration capacity

 Increasingly difficult to dispose of all effluent from May to October due to 
weather.  Available # spray days less than # design spray days

 Public concerns with occasional runoff and potential impacts on humans/farm 
animals, aerosols, drainage 

Need to find the most appropriate solution for the disposal of the lagoon effluent 
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MAIN CONSIDERATIONS

The preferred solution needs to:

Provide the required 
effluent disposal 
capacity without 

runoff to ditches and 
Wainman Creek

Provide some spare 
capacity for 

operational flexibility

Involve reasonable 
level of effort and 
costs for operation 
and maintenance

Have reasonable 
capital costs for 

construction, 
equipment and land

Address adjacent 
residents’ concerns 

Be acceptable to 
MECP so that an 
approval can be 

obtained 
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PROJECT HISTORY

Class EA Study Report issued in 2017 
 Preferred solutions in 2017 report:
 Immediate: Establish one additional spray area on field west of lagoons 
 Long Term: Abandon spray irrigation, build tertiary STP with effluent discharge to 

Wainman Creek/Lake Simcoe
 MECP did not approve the EA Report

From 2017 to 2022
 Township discussions with politicians and MECP for a tertiary STP  
 Identified sources of inflow & infiltration, and conducted repairs 

2022
 Township resolved to abandon the STP solution
 Tatham retained to update and finalize the Class EA 
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS SCREENING

Screened out alternative solutions:

• 1- Reduce inflow and infiltration in sewers

• 4- Establish 1 new spray irrigation field (West)
and decommission North Field

• 5- Establish 2 new spray irrigation fields and
decommission North field

• 9- Pump effluent from lagoons to an expanded
Lagoon City STP

• 10- Upgrade lagoons with tertiary STP and
discharge effluent to Wainman Creek/Lake
Simcoe

Alternative solutions considered further:

• Do nothing (for comparison)

• 3- Establish 1 new spray irrigation field
(West)

• 6- Build effluent disposal bed on the West
field and continue spray irrigation on the
South field only

• 7- Build effluent disposal bed on the South
field and establish new spray irrigation field
(West)

• 8- Build effluent disposal bed and discontinue
spray irrigation

 Meets Problem Statement

 Meets current MECP guidelines and LSPP policies

 Could be financially viable

Criteria for 
Screening:
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SCREENED OUT ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

Main Rationale for ScreeningScreened out Alternatives
Helps but cannot on its own address Problem 
Statement.  Must continue I/I monitoring and 
control.

Reduce inflow and infiltration in sewers, on its 
own

Insufficient spray area to dispose of annual 
volume in less than 75 days.

Spray Irrigation: Add West Field, use South Field , 
abandon North Field 

Closest well drained fields outside EP land are 3 -
4 km away. High estimated cost ($11M) to convey 
effluent.

Spray Irrigation: Add West Field plus another 
field TBD, use South Field, abandon North Field

Very high project costs ($20M if forcemain route 
through wetland; $36M if forcemain along road 
ROWs).

Pump lagoon effluent to expanded Lagoon City 
STP, abandon spray irrigation

Does not meet Lake Simcoe Protection Plan 
policies. Will not be approved by MECP

Upgrade lagoons with tertiary STP with 
Discharge to Wainman Creek/Lake Simcoe, 
abandon spray irrigation



DO NOTHING 
(FOR COMPARISON)

8



ALTERNATIVE 3: USE THE SOUTH & NORTH 
FIELDS AND ADD THE WEST FIELD

9



ALTERNATIVE 6: BUILD DISPOSAL BED ON 
WEST FIELD AND KEEP SPRAY IRRIGATION 
ON SOUTH FIELD

10



ALTERNATIVE 7: BUILD EFFLUENT DISPOSAL BED 
ON SOUTH FIELD AND SPRAY IRRIGATE ON 
WEST FIELD

11



ALTERNATIVE 8: BUILD EFFLUENT 
DISPOSAL BED AND DISCONTINUE SPRAY 
IRRIGATION

12
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ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

Alt. 3: Continue with spray irrigation on existing fields and add a new field to the west 

•Lowest 20-year cost alternative
•Risk remains that weather could prevent disposal of all effluent each year

Alt. 6 or 7: Adding a large effluent disposal bed and keeping a spray irrigation field 

•Higher 20-year cost than Alt. 3
•Very low risk of insufficient disposal capacity
•Reduces risk of impacts to environment and residents   
•Requires operation and maintenance of 2 systems
•Spray irrigation could be replaced with disposal bed in a second phase (Alt. 7)

Alt. 8: Abandoning spray irrigation and building a large effluent disposal bed 

•20-year cost is between Alt. 3 and Alt. 6 costs
•Eliminates risk of insufficient capacity due to weather
•Reduces O&M requirements
•Reduces risk of impacts to environment and residents   
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PRELIMINARY PREFERRED SOLUTION

Build effluent 
disposal bed on 

West field

Abandon effluent 
spray irrigation 

Continue 
monitoring I/I 

and addressing 
sources of I/I  
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NEXT STEPS TIMELINE

June 2024

 Obtain comments from public and 
agencies

 Additional field investigations 
(archaeological, geotechnical) of West 
field

 Final evaluation of alternatives and 
identification of preferred solution

Summer 2024

 Draft Class EA Report to Township 
Council and to MECP

 Final Class EA Report and Notice 
of Study Completion

 30-day review period 

2024–2025

 Design of  preferred solution
 Application for MECP approval 

2026

 Construction



16TATHAM ENGINEERING

IN THE INTERIM

The Township is committed to:

 Operate the spray fields in strict compliance with the Certificate of Approval

 Supervise the spray irrigation operation as per MECP requirements

 Repair piping and adjust spray heads in spray fields as needed 

 Continue sanitary sewer repairs in Bayshore Village

 Implement the contingency plan (haulage) if needed   
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YOUR INPUT

 Please give us your comments in writing

 Use comment sheet

 Or send us an email

 By June 7, 2024 

 PIC presentation available on Township website: www.ramara.ca

ANY QUESTIONS? 
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Appendix H: 
Consultation Correspondence 

  



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Public Comments 

 
  



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Greg McIsaac
Josh Kavanagh
Dyana Marks; Suzanne Troxler;
Re: Bayshore Spray Fields
5/14/2024 7:22:36 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Thank you for your confirmation.

Get Outlook for Android

From: Josh Kavanagh <JKavanagh@ramara.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2024 6:30:09 AM
To: Greg McIsaac <g.mcisaac@hotmail.ca>
Cc: Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca>; Suzanne Troxler <stroxler@tathameng.com>
Subject: RE: Bayshore Spray Fields
 
Good Morning Greg
 
Thank you for the letter of concern regarding the sprayfields, we have received it and will be adding it to the comment listing and sheet to be included
with the EA.
 
Regards,
 

Josh Kavanagh | Director of Infrastructure / Drainage
Superintendent 
P.O. Box 130, 2297 Highway 12, Brechin, Ontario L0K 1B0 
P: 705-484-5374 ext. 290 | F: 705-484-0441
E: jkavanagh@ramara.ca | W: www.ramara.ca
 
 
 
 

From: Greg McIsaac <g.mcisaac@hotmail.ca> 
 Sent: May 13, 2024 8:26 PM

 To: Josh Kavanagh <JKavanagh@ramara.ca>
 Subject: [EXTERNAL] Bayshore Spray Fields

 
To Mr Josh Kavanagh
 Re.the recent concerns voiced by residents of the township directed towards the utilization of spray fields as a method of disposing of
effluent produced specifically by Bayshore Village.
 As a resident of the township I have over the years frequented the areas in and around the effluent settling ponds.Many years ago I
witnessed, during a seasonably dry period, ponding of liquid on the land surrounding the settling ponds. At the time this raised eyebrows
but ultimately no more than that.At other times the liquid was much more visible and creating it's own path to lower ground.At this point
an off handed question was raised about whether this "stuff" should be running to the lake.
 It is with grave concern and a good deal of incredulity that I recently heard of these practices ,of over pumping, have not only been
continued but increased to the point of producing large areas of standing effluent. I have taken an interest in this matter and will watch with
care as the Township handles this history of negligence from one of it's major departments. 
 Thanks for Your Attention 
    Greg McIsaac 
 
Get Outlook for Android

mailto:g.mcisaac@hotmail.ca
mailto:JKavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:DMarks@ramara.ca
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
https://aka.ms/AAb9ysg
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.ramara.ca%2f&c=E,1,KEh4d4cftiDlBuWswwN2MLuEZRrJ5bfFJUJy01EVU3-SS6Gskaj9j8V6Wt-zTmRiZ85AG0TxmxljFt6e4S9zACY70NA3HEHIVq_KJeHXNQ,,&typo=1
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/aka.ms/AAb9ysg__;!!MPCK0opJ!7ASPxm0erYF2BDfpmjBHWvPfJ84e2MzFmY6Q09-rGwo2a8eq16F4QZKJltcg8wtCEv-jBLqz6_nSd1po8NF2nqw$


Ramara Township 
2297 Hwy 12, PO Box 130, Brechin, ON  L0K1B0 
May 16, 2024 
 
Dear Mayor Clark, Council and Clerk and Staff, 
 

RE: Tatum Engineering Presentation December 11, 2023 – 10 options 
Staff Report: #ID-23-24 – Annual Wastewater Performance Reports 

 
We are writing to recommend that Ramara Council pursue option 8 for managing the effluent from Bayshore Village. Now that the 
Province of Ontario is allowing communal wastewater systems, I believe one of the barriers to adopting this solution has been 
removed.  
 
Spray fields should be seen as a non-option. Take them off the table. We can’t depend on them. The four non-compliances in the 
public reports are not to be ignored. We will not always be “granted relief” for the proper certificate approvals. There are four 
Requirement(s) system failed to meet items reported. According to the most recent Performance Report, the required actions and 
status remain in progress.  
 
These are the comments made by Tatum in their report: 

• Abandoning spray irrigation and building a large effluent disposal bed (Alt. 8) 
o Higher cost than Alt 3 and Alt 6 
o Eliminates risk of insufficient capacity due to weather 
o Reduces O&M requirements 
o Reduces risk of potential impacts to environment and residents 

 
When asked at a recent Ward 4 by-election candidate’s meeting regarding the options for fixing this issue, none of the candidates 
were aware that it was on the table. This is the Ward they want to represent, and they didn’t know about the decision that is ahead 
with the Tatum recommendations from December 11, 2023?  As citizens of Ramara we are very concerned about this. This is BIG. 
Everyone should know about it.  
 
Mayor Clarke, you have been on council for more than 20 years. You are now the Warden of Simcoe County. You know the right 
thing to do is to opt for option 8: Build effluent disposal bed and discontinue spray irrigation. 
 
The spray irrigation has already cost the taxpayers money. Do the right thing, find the funding for Option 8, use it to our advantage.   

• Option 8: Build effluent disposal bed and discontinue spray irrigation 
o Decommission all spray fields 
o Build 399 m3/day effluent disposal bed on West field used year-round  
o Estimate project cost: $7.3M  

 
We can’t afford to be shipping wastewater and paying from reserves. We know the spray fields do not work. We can’t afford not to 
build it right if we are planning for future Ramara. 
 
Sincerely,  
   

 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

cc: Jill Dunlop MPP Simcoe North 
 
 
 
 

Co-signer 
Margaret Prophet 
Executive Director 
Simcoe County Greenbelt Coalition 
 

 

Co-signer 
Claire Malcolmson 
Executive Director 
Rescue Lake Simcoe Coalition 
 

 
 

Anna Bourgeois 
Concerned Citizen of Ramara 
3905 County Rd 47, Brechin 
 

          
 

 



 
Following are reference materials highlights:  
 
In the Bayshore Village Sewage Works Performance report. 
“The extended spray season was requested in 2023. During the summer months, the weather conditions were consistently poor for 
spray irrigation to be carried out. Due the factor mentioned above, as well as a bypass event in Spring 2023 and high cell levels, 
regulatory relief was obtained for spray application rate for the 2023 season and an extension was granted to extend the length of 
the spray season to bring down the level in the lagoons to accommodate the flows expected in the winter months.” 
 
“A total effluent volume of 93, 481 m³ was applied to the spray fields. The average effluent application rate for the reporting period 
was: 

• 38.55 m³/ha/day on the 14 ha utilized for 3 days 

• 57.92 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for 61 days* 

• 56.18 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for the total 64 days* 
*These values exceed the Certificate of Approval limit of 55 m³/ha/day, although relief was given from Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 during 
the 2023 spray season. See Appendix I: Regulatory Relief and Extension Approval Letters” 
 
“Granted relief from Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 in (C of A) No. 3-1337-81-968 were subject to the following conditions: 

• The relief is only applicable during the 2023 spray season; 

• Spray can only occur when wind speeds are less than 15 km/hour; 

• The Township shall submit a progress report to the MECP on or before January 15, 2024, updating the following: 

• Efforts made to reduce inflow and infiltrations in the collection system; 

• Monitoring records documenting enhanced spray practices (e.g. shorter periods of spraying and longer drying periods); 

• Efforts and plans undertaken by Council to develop a permanent long term solution needed to prevent future 
exceedances of the spray application rate. 

 
The Township of Ramara sent the progress report with the above information to the MECP on January 10, 2024, see Appendix II: 
Progress Report for Extension Approval” 
 
Here are the four non-compliances 

1. Requirement (s) system failed to meet  
NC-1: All required verbal notifications of spills were not provided forthwith as per O. Reg. 675/98 section 13. Actions 
Required; 1) Uncontrolled effluent discharge from the spray irrigation system that enters the natural environment (ie. flows 
off the spray irrigation fields) is considered a spill and must be reported as per the Environmental Protection Act and its 
regulations. Training was provided to ensure all staff are aware of 

what constitutes a spill and when and how to report it to the Ministry. Confirmation was provided that OCWA operations staff have 
participated in OCWA's EC101 training which covers spills and overflows. As well at OCWA monthly cluster meeting spills was a topic 
of 
conversation. 2)The drainage piping that appears to be draining the low-lying area between the two north fields was not part of the 
original design of the spray fields. 
 
Required Action - Provide details of this pipe’s purpose to the Provincial Officer 
Status – In progress 
 
 
2. Requirement 9s) system failed to meet 
For Lagoon Systems, the owner is not in compliance with the freeboard and/or supernatant cover conditions prescribed by the 
Environmental Compliance Approval or an Order. 
 
Required Action – Restore freeboard to the 0.6 m height required by the Environmental Compliance Approval. Starting immediately 
and continuing until such time as freeboard is restored to 0.6 m, conduct weekly inspections of the berm to ensure structural 
integrity is being maintained and that there are no breaches. 
Status – In progress 
 
 
3. Requirement (s) system failed to meet 

The works, related equipment and appurtenances were not being operated and maintained to achieve compliance 
prescribed by the Environmental Compliance Approval 



 
Required Action - The holes in the pipe between the 
two north fields need to be plugged in such a manner as to prevent the discharge of effluent at all times before the start-up of 2024 
season and the Provincial Officer notified of its completion. As well prior to the start-up of the spray irrigation system for the 2024 
season, inspect all the piping and ensure any holes/leaks are repaired. Routine inspections should be regularly conducted while the 
spray irrigation system is operating to ensure that leaks are identified and repaired immediately. 
Status – In progress 
 
 
4. Requirement (s) system failed to meet 
The operator-in-charge had not ensured that all equipment used in the processes was monitored, maintained, inspected, tested, and 
evaluated. 
 
Required Action - To conduct inspections of the spray irrigation equipment and piping network each day that the equipment is 
operated to ensure it is in good working order and to conduct regular inspections during and after spray irrigating to ensure the 
application rate is appropriate and no run off or ponding is occurring. Any issues identified during the daily inspections should be 
promptly addressed. Documentation should be carried out in the logbooks, or other record-keeping mechanism. 
Status – In progress 
 
The Bayshore wastewater information / research 
 
Recent meeting April 29, 2024 Committee of the whole meeting. 
Staff report #ID-23-24 
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/91301/Public%20Meeting%20Report_Municipal%20Initiated%20Offic.pdf?handle=AFD5D16
11AB64EB0A268F46AF0943F82 
 
Links to Annual Performance Reports 
 
Bayshore Village Sewage Works - Annual Wastewater Performance Report 
Jan 1st - Dec 31st , 2023 
March 28, 2024. OCWA - Ontario Clean Water Agency 
 
https://www.ramara.ca/en/living-here/resources/Documents/Bayshore-Village-Sewage-Works-Performance-Report-2023.pdf 
 
Brechin/Lagoon City Sewage Treatment Plant 
Annual Wastewater Performance Report 
Jan1st to Dec 21, 2023 - Issued March 28, 2024 
https://www.ramara.ca/en/living-here/resources/Documents/Brechin_Lagoon-City-Performance-Report-2023.pdf 
 
Tatum Engineering Presentation December 11, 2023 
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/86194/BV%20Presentation%20Dec%2011%20Final.pdf?handle=BC5B840CAF384797B1A2FA
66C578F306 
 
The following slide show presentation was presented. 
 
Existing Sewage works: 

• Sewage from Bayshore Village is pumped to 2 stabilization and storage ponds (lagoons) 

• Treated effluent is spray irrigated on the South and North fields from May to October 

• Effluent disposal by evapotranspiration and infiltration 
 
Problem Statement 

• The effluent is spray irrigated on fields that have been in continuous operation since the 1980’s 

• Soils have become compacted and have reduced infiltration capacity 

• Increasingly difficult to dispose of effluent from May to October 

• Public concerns with potential runoff and impact on humans and farm animals, aerosols, drainage 

• Need to find the most appropriate solution for the disposal of the lagoon effluent 
 
Main Considerations 

https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/91301/Public%20Meeting%20Report_Municipal%20Initiated%20Offic.pdf?handle=AFD5D1611AB64EB0A268F46AF0943F82
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/91301/Public%20Meeting%20Report_Municipal%20Initiated%20Offic.pdf?handle=AFD5D1611AB64EB0A268F46AF0943F82
about:blank
https://www.ramara.ca/en/living-here/resources/Documents/Brechin_Lagoon-City-Performance-Report-2023.pdf
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/86194/BV%20Presentation%20Dec%2011%20Final.pdf?handle=BC5B840CAF384797B1A2FA66C578F306
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/86194/BV%20Presentation%20Dec%2011%20Final.pdf?handle=BC5B840CAF384797B1A2FA66C578F306


The preferred solution needs to: 

• Provide the required effluent disposal capacity without runoff to ditched and Wainman Creek 

• Provide some spare capacity for operational flexibility 

• Involve reasonable capital costs for construction, equipment and land 

• Address adjacent residents’ concerns 

• Be acceptable to the MECP so that an approval can be obtained 
 
Project History 

• Class EA Study Report issued 2017 

• Preferred solutions were in 2017 

• Immediate: Establish on additional spray area on field west of lagoons 

• Long Term: Abandon spray irrigation, build tertiary STP with effluent discharged to Wainman Creek/Lake Simcoe 

• MECP comments: EA cannot recommend solution that does not meet the LSPP policies, and further analysis of spray 
irrigation option is required 

• Over many years, Township discussed and argued project with provincial politicians and MECP staff 

• In 2022, Township resolved to abandon the long term STP solution and asked Tatum to update and finalize the Class EA 
 
UPDATES 

• Bayshore Village inflow and infiltration study 

• Sources of flows identified 

• Ongoing repairs 

• Inflow and infiltration currently under control 

• Spray irrigation days 

• Fields designed for 100 spray days per season 

• Average number of spray days since 2014: 65 days 

• When spray season extended to tend of October: 75 days 

• Allowable application rate: 55 m3/ha/day 
 
Left over Alternatives (4) Options 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 10 screened out. 
 
(Option 3) Establish 1 new spray irrigation field (West) 
• Use South and North fields and add West field,  
• 41 ha is sufficient to dispose of annual volume in 65 spray days  
• Estimated project cost: $1.6M 
 
(Option 6) Build effluent disposal bed on the West field and continue to spray irrigation on the South field 
• Continue spray on the South field; decommission the North field  
• Build 292 m3/day effluent disposal bed on the West field used year-round.  
• Estimated project cost $6.2M 
 
(Option 7) Build effluent disposal bed on the South field and establish new spray irrigation field (West) 
• Establish spray irrigation on West field  
• Decommission spray irrigation on South and North fields  
• Build 274 m3/day effluent disposal bed on South field used year-round  
• Phased project - Estimated project cost: $8.3M 
 
(Option 8) Build effluent disposal bed and discontinue spray irrigation 
• Decommission all spray fields  
• Build 399 m3/day effluent disposal bed on West field used year-round  
• Estimate project cost: $7.3M  
 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 
 
• Continue with spray irrigation on existing fields and add a new field to the west (Alt. 3) 

• Lowest cost solution 
• Risk that weather prevents disposal of all effluent each year 

• Adding a large effluent disposal bed and keeping a spray irrigation field (Alt 6. or Alt. 7) 
• Significantly higher cost than Alt. 3 



• Very low risk of insufficient disposal capacity 
• Reduces risk of potential impacts to environment and residents 
• Operation and maintenance of 2 systems 
• Spray irrigation could be replaced with disposal bed in a second phase 

• Abandoning spray irrigation and building a large effluent disposal bed (Alt. 8) 
• Higher cost than Alt 3 and Alt 6 
• Eliminates risk of insufficient capacity due to weather 
• Reduces O&M requirements 
• Reduces risk of potential impacts to environment and residents 

 
NEXT STEPS 

• Air quality assessment of existing and proposed spray irrigation fields 

• Archaeological assessment of West field 

• Additional geotechnical investigation of West Field 

• Consultation with residents and review agencies 

• Information package 

• PIC early in 2024 

• Final evaluation of alternatives 

• Class EA Report 
 
 



Ramara Township 
2297 Hwy 12, PO Box 130, Brechin, ON  L0K1B0 
May 16, 2024 
 
Dear Mayor Clark, Council and Clerk and Staff, 
 

RE: Tatum Engineering Presentation December 11, 2023 – 10 options 
Staff Report: #ID-23-24 – Annual Wastewater Performance Reports 

 
We are writing to recommend that Ramara Council pursue option 8 for managing the effluent from Bayshore Village. Now that the 
Province of Ontario is allowing communal wastewater systems, I believe one of the barriers to adopting this solution has been 
removed.  
 
Spray fields should be seen as a non-option. Take them off the table. We can’t depend on them. The four non-compliances in the 
public reports are not to be ignored. We will not always be “granted relief” for the proper certificate approvals. There are four 
Requirement(s) system failed to meet items reported. According to the most recent Performance Report, the required actions and 
status remain in progress.  
 
These are the comments made by Tatum in their report: 

• Abandoning spray irrigation and building a large effluent disposal bed (Alt. 8) 
o Higher cost than Alt 3 and Alt 6 
o Eliminates risk of insufficient capacity due to weather 
o Reduces O&M requirements 
o Reduces risk of potential impacts to environment and residents 

 
When asked at a recent Ward 4 by-election candidate’s meeting regarding the options for fixing this issue, none of the candidates 
were aware that it was on the table. This is the Ward they want to represent, and they didn’t know about the decision that is ahead 
with the Tatum recommendations from December 11, 2023?  As citizens of Ramara we are very concerned about this. This is BIG. 
Everyone should know about it.  
 
Mayor Clarke, you have been on council for more than 20 years. You are now the Warden of Simcoe County. You know the right 
thing to do is to opt for option 8: Build effluent disposal bed and discontinue spray irrigation. 
 
The spray irrigation has already cost the taxpayers money. Do the right thing, find the funding for Option 8, use it to our advantage.   

• Option 8: Build effluent disposal bed and discontinue spray irrigation 
o Decommission all spray fields 
o Build 399 m3/day effluent disposal bed on West field used year-round  
o Estimate project cost: $7.3M  

 
We can’t afford to be shipping wastewater and paying from reserves. We know the spray fields do not work. We can’t afford not to 
build it right if we are planning for future Ramara. 
 
Sincerely,  
   

 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

cc: Jill Dunlop MPP Simcoe North 
 
 
 
 

Co-signer 
Margaret Prophet 
Executive Director 
Simcoe County Greenbelt Coalition 
 

 

Co-signer 
Claire Malcolmson 
Executive Director 
Rescue Lake Simcoe Coalition 
 

 
 

Anna Bourgeois 
Concerned Citizen of Ramara 
3905 County Rd 47, Brechin 
 

          
 

 



 
Following are reference materials highlights:  
 
In the Bayshore Village Sewage Works Performance report. 
“The extended spray season was requested in 2023. During the summer months, the weather conditions were consistently poor for 
spray irrigation to be carried out. Due the factor mentioned above, as well as a bypass event in Spring 2023 and high cell levels, 
regulatory relief was obtained for spray application rate for the 2023 season and an extension was granted to extend the length of 
the spray season to bring down the level in the lagoons to accommodate the flows expected in the winter months.” 
 
“A total effluent volume of 93, 481 m³ was applied to the spray fields. The average effluent application rate for the reporting period 
was: 

• 38.55 m³/ha/day on the 14 ha utilized for 3 days 

• 57.92 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for 61 days* 

• 56.18 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for the total 64 days* 
*These values exceed the Certificate of Approval limit of 55 m³/ha/day, although relief was given from Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 during 
the 2023 spray season. See Appendix I: Regulatory Relief and Extension Approval Letters” 
 
“Granted relief from Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 in (C of A) No. 3-1337-81-968 were subject to the following conditions: 

• The relief is only applicable during the 2023 spray season; 

• Spray can only occur when wind speeds are less than 15 km/hour; 

• The Township shall submit a progress report to the MECP on or before January 15, 2024, updating the following: 

• Efforts made to reduce inflow and infiltrations in the collection system; 

• Monitoring records documenting enhanced spray practices (e.g. shorter periods of spraying and longer drying periods); 

• Efforts and plans undertaken by Council to develop a permanent long term solution needed to prevent future 
exceedances of the spray application rate. 

 
The Township of Ramara sent the progress report with the above information to the MECP on January 10, 2024, see Appendix II: 
Progress Report for Extension Approval” 
 
Here are the four non-compliances 

1. Requirement (s) system failed to meet  
NC-1: All required verbal notifications of spills were not provided forthwith as per O. Reg. 675/98 section 13. Actions 
Required; 1) Uncontrolled effluent discharge from the spray irrigation system that enters the natural environment (ie. flows 
off the spray irrigation fields) is considered a spill and must be reported as per the Environmental Protection Act and its 
regulations. Training was provided to ensure all staff are aware of 

what constitutes a spill and when and how to report it to the Ministry. Confirmation was provided that OCWA operations staff have 
participated in OCWA's EC101 training which covers spills and overflows. As well at OCWA monthly cluster meeting spills was a topic 
of 
conversation. 2)The drainage piping that appears to be draining the low-lying area between the two north fields was not part of the 
original design of the spray fields. 
 
Required Action - Provide details of this pipe’s purpose to the Provincial Officer 
Status – In progress 
 
 
2. Requirement 9s) system failed to meet 
For Lagoon Systems, the owner is not in compliance with the freeboard and/or supernatant cover conditions prescribed by the 
Environmental Compliance Approval or an Order. 
 
Required Action – Restore freeboard to the 0.6 m height required by the Environmental Compliance Approval. Starting immediately 
and continuing until such time as freeboard is restored to 0.6 m, conduct weekly inspections of the berm to ensure structural 
integrity is being maintained and that there are no breaches. 
Status – In progress 
 
 
3. Requirement (s) system failed to meet 

The works, related equipment and appurtenances were not being operated and maintained to achieve compliance 
prescribed by the Environmental Compliance Approval 



 
Required Action - The holes in the pipe between the 
two north fields need to be plugged in such a manner as to prevent the discharge of effluent at all times before the start-up of 2024 
season and the Provincial Officer notified of its completion. As well prior to the start-up of the spray irrigation system for the 2024 
season, inspect all the piping and ensure any holes/leaks are repaired. Routine inspections should be regularly conducted while the 
spray irrigation system is operating to ensure that leaks are identified and repaired immediately. 
Status – In progress 
 
 
4. Requirement (s) system failed to meet 
The operator-in-charge had not ensured that all equipment used in the processes was monitored, maintained, inspected, tested, and 
evaluated. 
 
Required Action - To conduct inspections of the spray irrigation equipment and piping network each day that the equipment is 
operated to ensure it is in good working order and to conduct regular inspections during and after spray irrigating to ensure the 
application rate is appropriate and no run off or ponding is occurring. Any issues identified during the daily inspections should be 
promptly addressed. Documentation should be carried out in the logbooks, or other record-keeping mechanism. 
Status – In progress 
 
The Bayshore wastewater information / research 
 
Recent meeting April 29, 2024 Committee of the whole meeting. 
Staff report #ID-23-24 
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/91301/Public%20Meeting%20Report_Municipal%20Initiated%20Offic.pdf?handle=AFD5D16
11AB64EB0A268F46AF0943F82 
 
Links to Annual Performance Reports 
 
Bayshore Village Sewage Works - Annual Wastewater Performance Report 
Jan 1st - Dec 31st , 2023 
March 28, 2024. OCWA - Ontario Clean Water Agency 
 
https://www.ramara.ca/en/living-here/resources/Documents/Bayshore-Village-Sewage-Works-Performance-Report-2023.pdf 
 
Brechin/Lagoon City Sewage Treatment Plant 
Annual Wastewater Performance Report 
Jan1st to Dec 21, 2023 - Issued March 28, 2024 
https://www.ramara.ca/en/living-here/resources/Documents/Brechin_Lagoon-City-Performance-Report-2023.pdf 
 
Tatum Engineering Presentation December 11, 2023 
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/86194/BV%20Presentation%20Dec%2011%20Final.pdf?handle=BC5B840CAF384797B1A2FA
66C578F306 
 
The following slide show presentation was presented. 
 
Existing Sewage works: 

• Sewage from Bayshore Village is pumped to 2 stabilization and storage ponds (lagoons) 

• Treated effluent is spray irrigated on the South and North fields from May to October 

• Effluent disposal by evapotranspiration and infiltration 
 
Problem Statement 

• The effluent is spray irrigated on fields that have been in continuous operation since the 1980’s 

• Soils have become compacted and have reduced infiltration capacity 

• Increasingly difficult to dispose of effluent from May to October 

• Public concerns with potential runoff and impact on humans and farm animals, aerosols, drainage 

• Need to find the most appropriate solution for the disposal of the lagoon effluent 
 
Main Considerations 

https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/91301/Public%20Meeting%20Report_Municipal%20Initiated%20Offic.pdf?handle=AFD5D1611AB64EB0A268F46AF0943F82
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/91301/Public%20Meeting%20Report_Municipal%20Initiated%20Offic.pdf?handle=AFD5D1611AB64EB0A268F46AF0943F82
about:blank
https://www.ramara.ca/en/living-here/resources/Documents/Brechin_Lagoon-City-Performance-Report-2023.pdf
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/86194/BV%20Presentation%20Dec%2011%20Final.pdf?handle=BC5B840CAF384797B1A2FA66C578F306
https://ramara.civicweb.net/document/86194/BV%20Presentation%20Dec%2011%20Final.pdf?handle=BC5B840CAF384797B1A2FA66C578F306


The preferred solution needs to: 

• Provide the required effluent disposal capacity without runoff to ditched and Wainman Creek 

• Provide some spare capacity for operational flexibility 

• Involve reasonable capital costs for construction, equipment and land 

• Address adjacent residents’ concerns 

• Be acceptable to the MECP so that an approval can be obtained 
 
Project History 

• Class EA Study Report issued 2017 

• Preferred solutions were in 2017 

• Immediate: Establish on additional spray area on field west of lagoons 

• Long Term: Abandon spray irrigation, build tertiary STP with effluent discharged to Wainman Creek/Lake Simcoe 

• MECP comments: EA cannot recommend solution that does not meet the LSPP policies, and further analysis of spray 
irrigation option is required 

• Over many years, Township discussed and argued project with provincial politicians and MECP staff 

• In 2022, Township resolved to abandon the long term STP solution and asked Tatum to update and finalize the Class EA 
 
UPDATES 

• Bayshore Village inflow and infiltration study 

• Sources of flows identified 

• Ongoing repairs 

• Inflow and infiltration currently under control 

• Spray irrigation days 

• Fields designed for 100 spray days per season 

• Average number of spray days since 2014: 65 days 

• When spray season extended to tend of October: 75 days 

• Allowable application rate: 55 m3/ha/day 
 
Left over Alternatives (4) Options 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 10 screened out. 
 
(Option 3) Establish 1 new spray irrigation field (West) 
• Use South and North fields and add West field,  
• 41 ha is sufficient to dispose of annual volume in 65 spray days  
• Estimated project cost: $1.6M 
 
(Option 6) Build effluent disposal bed on the West field and continue to spray irrigation on the South field 
• Continue spray on the South field; decommission the North field  
• Build 292 m3/day effluent disposal bed on the West field used year-round.  
• Estimated project cost $6.2M 
 
(Option 7) Build effluent disposal bed on the South field and establish new spray irrigation field (West) 
• Establish spray irrigation on West field  
• Decommission spray irrigation on South and North fields  
• Build 274 m3/day effluent disposal bed on South field used year-round  
• Phased project - Estimated project cost: $8.3M 
 
(Option 8) Build effluent disposal bed and discontinue spray irrigation 
• Decommission all spray fields  
• Build 399 m3/day effluent disposal bed on West field used year-round  
• Estimate project cost: $7.3M  
 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 
 
• Continue with spray irrigation on existing fields and add a new field to the west (Alt. 3) 

• Lowest cost solution 
• Risk that weather prevents disposal of all effluent each year 

• Adding a large effluent disposal bed and keeping a spray irrigation field (Alt 6. or Alt. 7) 
• Significantly higher cost than Alt. 3 



• Very low risk of insufficient disposal capacity 
• Reduces risk of potential impacts to environment and residents 
• Operation and maintenance of 2 systems 
• Spray irrigation could be replaced with disposal bed in a second phase 

• Abandoning spray irrigation and building a large effluent disposal bed (Alt. 8) 
• Higher cost than Alt 3 and Alt 6 
• Eliminates risk of insufficient capacity due to weather 
• Reduces O&M requirements 
• Reduces risk of potential impacts to environment and residents 

 
NEXT STEPS 

• Air quality assessment of existing and proposed spray irrigation fields 

• Archaeological assessment of West field 

• Additional geotechnical investigation of West Field 

• Consultation with residents and review agencies 

• Information package 

• PIC early in 2024 

• Final evaluation of alternatives 

• Class EA Report 
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Please complete the form and submit it to us today, or if you wish to complete this sheet at
your convenience, return by June 7,2024, to:

Tatham Engineering Limited
Suzanne Troxler

1-15 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200
Collingwood, ON LgY 546

Email : stroxler@tathameng.com

Thank you for your Involvement in this study. Comments and information supplied by the
public, agencies and interested parties are being collected to assist the proponent in
meeting requirements under the Environmental ,Assessment Act. This information will be
kept on file for use during the study and may be included in study reports. lt will become
public information and will be used to forward further documentation to you in the future.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Ross FIDLER
Suzanne Troxler
Bayshore Spray Fields
5/24/2024 12:28:13 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

HI Suzanne, Thanks for the informative presentation.  I agree with you recommendation (#8) as it has low annual fees and all season service although $7.3
million is a lot of cash. I am concerned that if the spray fields become more ineffective, the ministry will shut us down and we will have to go to expensive
trucking or shut down bayshore village. The sewage problem is a risk to our community and the value of our homes. Year after year, the council has kicked
this can down the road and this must stop now - we need a decision this June. if not, we will work to change the council and mayor. Ross Fidler, 2 Lavender
court, Brechin, On - 705-484-0755

mailto:mrpres@rogers.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com


From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Kathy Guillemette
Suzanne Troxler
Bayshore Village Effluence
5/24/2024 10:15:15 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

mailto:katetrueblue@gmail.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com








From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

K Brenner
Suzanne Troxler
Bay Shore Sewage - Public meeting May 22
5/26/2024 7:21:03 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
Hi 
Considering the uncertainty in the weather particularly due to Global Warming, it is my opinion that the alternative of all disposal in a tile
field  and abandoning spraying is reasonable.  That is if is accepted that a new sewage treatment plant will not be approved by the
Province .

Konrad Brenner
5498 Fawn Bay Road
Ramara, L3V 0N2

PH. 705 326 6844

mailto:kabrenner@sympatico.ca
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com


From:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:
Sent:

Dyana Marks
Charlene Martin
Surface Water Question - Bayshore Village Sprayfields PIC
2023beachreports_ramara.pdf;Field locations.png;Bayshore Village Sewage Works Performance Report 2023.pdf;
5/27/2024 12:43:08 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hi Charlene,
 
I wanted to follow up a bit more on the surface water monitoring that takes place on Wainman’s Creek.  The Township owns and operates 2 effluent
spray irrigation fields – one is located at 3582 Concession Road 8 (North Field) and one is located at 3820 Sideroad 20 (South Field).
 
We are required to monitor the ground water, surface water and soils in and around the site by taking water and soil samples before, during and after
spray operations, on an annual basis.  This has been occurring since 1996.  The sample results are summarized in an Annual Performance report and
can be found here - https://www.ramara.ca/en/living-here/sewer-systems.aspx#2023 direct link to the 2023 annual report is here:
https://www.ramara.ca/en/living-here/resources/Documents/Bayshore-Village-Sewage-Works-Performance-Report-2023.pdf
 
The surface water monitoring takes place at Wainman’s Creek, upstream and downstream of the spray fields. Samples were taken in May, August and
November of 2023. The sample results from Wainman’s Creek are shown in Tables 13 and 14 in the attached annual report.   The upstream and
downstream sample location results show water quality is consistent, signifying little to no impact from the spray irrigation process.
 
However, there are many factors that influence water quality – like rain, wind, geese, farm animals and water temperature.  The Health Unit has great
resources on water quality and making an informed decision before swimming – in any lake, river or stream.
https://www.simcoemuskokahealth.org/Topics/SafeWater/BeachWater/beachwaterquality.aspx
 
The Health Unit regularly tests lake water at public beaches throughout the summer – more on that program here -
https://www.simcoemuskokahealth.org/Topics/SafeWater/BeachWater/BeachPostings
Water samples are tested for E.coli bacteria and the beach may be posted with a swim advisory when levels exceed 200 cfu per 100 mL of water.  The
posting has the general warning of:
 
“During a swimming advisory, the beach is posted with warning signs indicating that the most recent water samples showed
bacteria in numbers that may increase your risk of developing minor skin, eye, ear, nose or throat infections or stomach
illness. If you choose to swim during a swimming advisory, avoid dunking your head or swallowing the water.” 
 
As you will see in the annual report, the August upstream sample was 340 cfu/100mL and the downstream sample was 400 cfu/100mL.  If this area
was a public swimming location, a swim advisory would have been posted since they were above the guideline of 200 cfu/100mL.  For context, I
attached the 2023 public beach monitoring summary report for Ramara Township.  We monitor water quality at 4 public beaches in the Township.
 The report includes individual sample results for each beach.  We see poorer water quality at the Atherley Beach due to the large presence of geese
there.  We’ll see higher then normal counts at the Lagoon City beaches after heavy rains.  I’m just adding this so you’re aware of different factors when
it comes to water quality and the decision to swim. Even when beaches are posted with a swim advisory, people still swim, it’s an individual choice. 
 
My intent is not to overwhelm you with information, so if you have any questions at all, please give me a call anytime.  I just wanted to make you
aware of where we sample in Wainman’s Creek and to provide some more information on water quality.
 
Thank you,

 
Dyana Marks
Resources Technician

           Township of Ramara
P.O. Box 130    Brechin, Ontario    L0K 1B0
P: 705-484-5374 ext. 285 | F: 705-484-0441
E: dmarks@ramara.ca | W: www.ramara.ca |          

 
We are open Monday through Friday from 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. We will respond to all email or call inquiries or concerns within two business days
unless stated otherwise. To access services after hours, visit our online services page or visit our website for all the latest news and
information. Remember to stay informed and subscribe to receive up to date information by email.
 
Confidentiality Note:  This email message and any attachments are intended only for the named recipient(s) above and may contain privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure
under the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email message
from your computer. Thank you.
 
 

mailto:DMarks@ramara.ca
mailto:char_red11@hotmail.com



Public Beach Monitoring Summary Report


Township of Ramara
About this report:


Background:


Report Notes:


Area Inspector: Rachel Blackwell


Phone: (705) 721-7520 7766Ext. Phone: 705-721-7520 Ext. 7565


Program Manager: Karen Kivilahti


Text84:The Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit (SMDHU) provides a final report to municipal partners each year when 
the public beach monitoring program concludes for the season. This report summarizes the sampling results and 
posting history for each beach located within your municipality that was monitored during the 2023 public beach 
season. 


This report includes:
1.   All individual sample results for each beach;
2.   The geometric mean for each sampling event; and
3.   The beach status for each sampling event.


Text84:The SMDHU is committed to preventing and reducing the burden of water-borne illnesses and injuries related to 
recreational water use within the County of Simcoe and District of Muskoka in accordance with the Ministry of 
Health’s Ontario Public Health Standards and associated guidelines. 


Routine water testing and environmental surveillance of public beaches is conducted by the SMDHU, along with 
partnering municipalities, beginning in mid-June and continuing until the first weekend of September (Labour Day 
weekend). Designated public beaches are sampled for E. Coli bacteria and scanned for safety on a weekly or 
monthly basis. For beaches with historically good water quality, sample frequencies may be reduced to monthly, 
in accordance with the Operational Approaches for Recreational Water Guideline, 2018. Beach sampling 
frequencies may also be modified based on environmental conditions such as inclement weather and poor air 
quality. 


The provincial water quality threshold for E. coli at public beaches is a geometric mean concentration greater than 
200 E. coli per 100mL. When E. coli levels are greater than the provincial threshold for public beaches, a risk 
assessment is completed using environmental data collected at the time of sampling combined with the E. coli
results to determine if the beach should be posted with a swimming advisory. A swimming advisory is a 
precautionary notice to swimmers, not a beach closure. The swimming advisory remains posted until sample 
results show E. coli levels have decreased below the provincial water quality threshold.  


The SMDHU beach water testing webpage makes it easy for people to make informed decisions about 
recreational water quality and what beaches to visit.  All beaches on the webpage have an address with a map, 
and symbols for “open”, “swimming advisory is posted”, and “closed”.  The webpage had over 34,000 views from 
June to September 2023. 


webpage


Text84:⦁   Geometric mean is a calculation used to obtain an accurate assessment of water quality in a way that reduces 
the influence of a single sample that may not represent the average  E. coli concentration in a body of water. A 
single grab sample of water at the beach does not represent the average  E. coli concentration in a waterbody 
due to the uneven distribution of bacteria throughout the water. To obtain an accurate assessment of the 
recreational water quality, a minimum of  5 water samples are collected within the designated swimming area and 
analyzed for the  E. coli concentration. 


⦁ All sample results are reported by the lab in colony forming units (cfu).  


⦁ The monitoring program considers available evidence and historical data to inform the public health risk 
assessment of the beach. 


⦁ The beach water quality monitoring program started the week of June 19th and ended August 31, 2023.


15:1728-Sep-23



https://www.simcoemuskokahealth.org/Topics/SafeWater/BeachWater/BeachPostings





Township of Ramara


Public Beach Monitoring Summary Report


ATHERLEY BALL PARK BEACH


Date StatusIndividual Sample Results G-Mean


20-Jun-23 10 170 150 230 350 115.47 Open


27-Jun-23 720 480 320 260 200 356.41 Advisory


04-Jul-23 1,000 1,000 440 1,000 1,000 848.58 Advisory


11-Jul-23 420 460 430 240 210 334.49 Advisory


18-Jul-23 200 170 170 160 260 188.89 Open


25-Jul-23 290 50 200 230 80 139.78 Open


01-Aug-23 10 30 40 120 10 27.02 Open


08-Aug-23 370 190 250 230 230 247.55 Advisory


15-Aug-23 190 220 130 190 230 188.42 Open


22-Aug-23 100 100 180 60 210 117.8 Open


29-Aug-23 60 30 50 50 170 59.8 Open


15:1728-Sep-23







Township of Ramara


Public Beach Monitoring Summary Report


BRECHIN BEACH


Date StatusIndividual Sample Results G-Mean


20-Jun-23 60 60 70 110 100 77.37 Open


27-Jun-23 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1000 Advisory


04-Jul-23 10 10 10 10 10 10 Open


11-Jul-23 320 1,000 600 340 220 428 Advisory


18-Jul-23 30 50 60 70 10 36.3 Open


25-Jul-23 30 10 10 20 10 14.31 Open


01-Aug-23 10 10 20 10 10 11.49 Open


08-Aug-23 60 70 10 80 90 49.67 Open


15-Aug-23 10 10 10 10 10 10 Open


22-Aug-23 10 10 10 10 20 11.49 Open


29-Aug-23 10 10 10 10 10 10 Open


15:1728-Sep-23







Township of Ramara


Public Beach Monitoring Summary Report


LAGOON CITY PARK BEACH


Date StatusIndividual Sample Results G-Mean


20-Jun-23 10 10 50 30 10 17.19 Open


27-Jun-23 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1000 Advisory


04-Jul-23 900 980 620 780 660 776.07 Advisory


11-Jul-23 1,000 1,000 490 830 770 792.78 Advisory


18-Jul-23 90 30 70 60 130 68.19 Open


25-Jul-23 170 140 130 250 160 165.39 Open


01-Aug-23 30 130 30 160 20 51.84 Open


08-Aug-23 850 790 720 940 800 816.81 Advisory


15-Aug-23 260 340 450 330 420 353.42 Advisory


22-Aug-23 640 630 100 380 160 300.53 Advisory


29-Aug-23 510 580 1,000 670 710 675.56 Advisory


05-Sep-23 0 Open


15:1728-Sep-23







Township of Ramara


Public Beach Monitoring Summary Report


THE STEPS


Date StatusIndividual Sample Results G-Mean


20-Jun-23 70 90 100 50 10 50.08 Open


27-Jun-23 290 1,000 1,000 1,000 390 646.68 Advisory


04-Jul-23 750 750 620 350 180 465.98 Advisory


11-Jul-23 410 460 350 370 540 420.77 Advisory


18-Jul-23 400 330 220 370 290 315.3 Advisory


25-Jul-23 60 210 50 140 90 95.49 Open


01-Aug-23 30 10 40 30 40 27.02 Open


08-Aug-23 260 80 120 80 120 119.1 Open


15-Aug-23 10 10 10 20 10 11.49 Open


22-Aug-23 10 10 10 20 10 11.49 Open


29-Aug-23 30 10 10 10 10 12.46 Open


15:1728-Sep-23
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Background: 
 
The Ontario Clean Water Agency (OCWA) operates and maintains the Bayshore Village Sewage Works behalf of 
the Township of Ramara. During the reporting period January 1st, 2023-December 31st, 2023 the Ontario Clean 
Water Agency was the operating authority. 
 


The facility is a Class 1 Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
 


The facility's allowable average daily flow is 399m³/day.  The average day raw flow for the year 2023 was 
270.73 m3/day. 
 


The Bayshore Village Sewage Works complies with all requirements of the regulating authorities and operates 
under: 


 Certificate of Approval (C of A) ) No. 3-1337-81-968 issued July 17, 1996 
 Environmental Compliance Approval (CLI-ECA) No. 147-W601 issued April 5, 2023  
 


Certificate of Approval (C of A) No. 3-1337-81-968 issued July 17, 1996 Section 4(2) requires the Performance 
Report to contain the following: 
 


a) A summary of all monitoring data, including an overview of the success and adequacy of the sewage 
treatment program; 
  


b) a tabulation of all monitoring and analytical results obtained during the reporting period, including 
sampling/monitoring location and date; 


 
c) a record of the operation of the spray irrigation system, including dates and hours of operation, 


irrigation system, including dates and hours of operations, irrigation areas utilized, rates of effluent 
application, and volumes of effluent applied; 
 


d) an account of any environmental and operating problems encountered at the site and the mitigative 
measures taken during the reporting period.  


 
Environmental Compliance Approval (CLI-ECA) No. 147-W601 issued April 5, 2023 Section 4.6 requires the 
Performance Report to contain the following: 


 
a) A summary of all required monitoring data along with an interpretation of the data and any conclusion 


drawn from the data evaluation about the need for future modifications to the Authorized System or 
system operations. 
 


b) A summary of any operating problems encountered and corrective actions taken. 
 


c) A summary of all calibration, maintenance and repairs carried out on any major structure, Equipment, 
apparatus, mechanism, or thing forming part of the Municipal Sewage Collection System. 
 


d) A summary of complaints related to the Sewage Works received during the reporting period and nay 
steps taken to address the complaints. 
 


e) A summary of Alterations to the Authorized System within the reporting period that are authorized by 
this Approval including a list of Alterations that pose a Significant Drinking Water Threat. 
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f) A summary of all Collection System Overflow(s) and Spill(s) of Sewage, including: 
i) Dates; 
ii) Volumes and durations 
iii) If applicable, loading for total suspended solids, BOD, total phosphorus, and total Kjeldahl nitrogen, 
and sampling results for E. coli; 
iv) Disinfection, if any; and 
v) Any adverse impact(s) and corrective actions, if applicable. 
 


g) A summary of efforts made to reduce Collection System Overflows, Spills, STP Overflows, and/or STP 
Bypasses, including items, as applicable: 
i) A description of projects undertaken and completed in the Authorized System that result in overall 
overflow reduction or elimination including expenditures and proposed projects to eliminate overflows 
with estimated budget forecast for the year following that for which the report is submitted. 
ii) Details of the establishment and maintenance of a PPCP, including a summary of project progresses 
compared to the PPCP’s timelines. 
iii) An assessment of the effectiveness of each action taken. 
iv) An assessment of the ability to meet Procedure F-5-1 or Procedure F-5-5 objectives (as applicable) 
and if able to meet the objectives, an overview of next steps and estimated timelines to meet the 
objectives. 
v) Public reporting approach including proactive efforts. 


 
Bayshore Sewage Works consists of two irrigation spray field where the effluent from the lagoons is sprayed at 
a maximum rate of 55 m³/ha/day from May 18 to October 28 for each calendar year. The timeframe of the 
spray irrigation may be extended each year upon written request. Relief was granted for Conditions 1.2 and 
1.3 of the Certificate of Approval (C of A) No. 3-1337-81-968 for the 2023 spray irrigation season by the 
Ministry of the Environment Conservation and Parks as per the letter from the Environmental Permissions 
Branch sent on September 26, 2023. Within the relief, the spray season was extended until December 15, 
2023. See Appendix I: Regulatory Relief and Extension Approval Letters. 


 
This report will show that the Ontario Clean Water Agency has made every attempt to achieve its goals 
through its operational performance. This performance was enhanced through the use of an electronic process 
data collection database, an electronic maintenance and work order database, an electronic operational 
excellence database, a training program focused on providing the right skills to staff - also captured and 
tracked by the use of an electronic database and a multi-skilled, flexible workforce.          
 
This report will show that the requirements of the facility C of A including effluent monitoring and reporting 
requirements were consistently met and that effluent quality was consistently within C of A requirements.  


 
Summary of Influent Flow Data 
 
Condition 1.1 of the (C of A) No. 3-1337-81-968 indicates “The Owner Shall ensure that the flow of sewage into 
the sewage treatment plant foes not exceed the average daily flow of 399 m³/day for any part of time greater 
than one (1) calendar year.” The annual average daily influent flow was 270.73 m3/day or 67.9 % of the rated 
capacity in 2023.  


The total Influent flow in 2023 was 98, 817.02 m³ 


The extended spray season was requested in 2023. During the summer months, the weather conditions were 
consistently poor for spray irrigation to be carried out. Due the factor mentioned above, as well as a bypass 
event in Spring 2023 and high cell levels, regulatory relief was obtained for spray application rate for the 2023 
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season and an extension was granted to extend the length of the spray season to bring down the level in the 
lagoons to accommodate the flows expected in the winter months.  


 


Graph 1: 2023 Influent Flow Monthly Totals 


 
Note: The above flows are calculated based upon manual flow meter readings and was averaged.  
 
 


Graph 2: Influent Daily Minimum, Maximum and Average Flows 


 
Note: Seasonally a significant fluctuation in flow trends shows higher sewage flows which indicates there is 
ongoing infiltration into the sewer systems. The Ontario Clean Water Agency has maintenance 
schedules/programs to inspect service laterals, new connections and manholes.   


 
 
Bayshore Village Sewage Works Historical Flows 
Historical sewage flows and sewage generation rates for Bayshore Village Sewage Works are summarized in 
Table 1.  
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Table 1: Historical Sewage Flows and Generation Rates 


Year Number of 
Connections 


Average 
Daily Flow 
(mᶟ/day) 


Sewage 
Generation 
Rate 
(L/cap/day) 


2013 319 315 379 


2014 319 334 402 


2015 320 338 406 


2016 322 358 428 


2017 328 387 454 


2018 335 365 419 


2019 340 374 423 


2020 342 401 451 


2021 342 370 416 


2022 342 251 282 


2023 342 271 305 


3 Year Average 297 334 


*Based on 2.6 people per dwelling 
Note: This calculation was completed based on current connections in the system, growth within the collection 
system has not been considered.  
 


System Reserve Capacity 
 
In accordance with the MECP Procedure D-5-1, the hydraulic reserve capacity is calculated by the following 
formula:  
 
Hydraulic Reserve Capacity= Design Flow- Committed Flow 
 
The design flow is equal to the maximum permissible flow approved by the Certificate of Approval. (C of A) No. 
3-1337-81-968 maximum permissible flow is: 399 mᶟ/day. The committed flow is equal to the total expected 
flow by the existing and proposed connections based on the previous 3-year average daily flow.   
 
The built-out service area of the Bayshore Village Sewage Works has a total of 382 units. The three-year (2021-
2023) average sewage generation rate is: 334 L/cap/day. With the committed population of 993, there is a 
projection of 332 mᶟ/day of sewage at full build out.  
 
As a result, the reserve capacity at this system is 67 mᶟ/day. 
 
 


Effluent Spray Irrigation  
 
Effluent spray irrigation was carried out between May 18 and November 6, 2023. Each day while utilizing the 
spray irrigation system logs were kept for: weather conditions, which field was being utilized and the volume 
of effluent that was applied each day.  
 
During the spray irrigation season, approximately 14 ha from the South fields were utilized from May 24-26, 
and approximately 26 ha from the North and South fields were utilized on May 18 and from May 27 through 
the remainder of the spray season 61 days for a total of 64 days. From May 24 - 26 an effluent volume of 1, 
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619 m³ was applied to the South fields (14 ha). On May 18 and from May 27 - November 6, an effluent volume 
of 91, 862 m³ was applied to both the North and South fields (26 ha). 
 
A total effluent volume of 93, 481 m³ was applied to the spray fields. The average effluent application rate for 
the reporting period was: 


 38.55 m³/ha/day on the 14 ha utilized for 3 days 
 57.92 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for 61 days* 
 56.18 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for the total 64 days* 


*These values exceed the Certificate of Approval limit of 55 m³/ha/day, although relief was given from 
Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 during the 2023 spray season. See Appendix I: Regulatory Relief and Extension Approval 
Letters. 
 
The average effluent application rate has been calculated as per the definition in the (C of A) No. 3-1337-81- 
968: “Average Effluent Application rate” means the total volume of effluent applied to a spray irrigation 


field during a particular spray irrigation season divided by the number of days within that season 
during which effluent was actually applied to that field.” 
 


Granted relief from Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 in (C of A) No. 3-1337-81-968 were subject to the following 
conditions:  


 The relief is only applicable during the 2023 spray season; 
 Spray can only occur when wind speeds are less than 15 km/hour; 
 The Township shall submit a progress report to the MECP on or before January 15, 2024, updating 


the following: 
o Efforts made to reduce inflow and infiltrations in the collection system; 
o Monitoring records documenting enhanced spray practices (e.g. shorter periods of 


spraying and longer drying periods);  
o Efforts and plans undertaken by Council to develop a permanent long term solution 


needed to prevent future exceedances of the spray application rate.  
The Township of Ramara sent the progress report with the above information to the MECP on January 10, 
2024, see Appendix II: Progress Report for Extension Approval. 
 
The operation of the spray irrigation system consists of the following seasonally: 


 Seasonal spray irrigation piping and spray nozzles are installed and pressure tested prior to the 
beginning of the spray season.   


 The spray irrigation fields are inspected daily along with weather conditions (i.e. no rain and wind 
velocity less than 15 km/hr) to determine if conditions are favourable for spray irrigation. 


 If spray irrigation is favourable, the operator starts the effluent pump. The operator verifies the 
sprinkler heads are operational. If issues arise such as broken pipes, clogged sprinkler heads, 
surface ponding and aerosol drift, then the spray operation is modified, discontinued or repaired 
as required.   


 Operations staff maintains daily logs during the spray irrigation operation.  


 
Lagoon Cell Content Removal 
 
As a result of the poor weather conditions limiting sprayfield operation and high cell levels at the end of the 
spray season, lagoon cell contents were removed to allow sufficient storage for the estimated volume of 
sewage that would accumulate prior to the start of the 2024 spray season. From December 11, 2023 to 
February 7, 2024 a total volume of 54, 972m3 was removed from the large cell at the Bayshore Village Sewage 
Works and taken to the Brechin and Lagoon City Wastewater Treatment Facility.  
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Summary of Sampling Frequency 
 
(C of A) No. 3-1337-81-968 Condition 2.1 (b) describes the requirement for sample collection at the following 
locations, frequencies and by means of the specified sample type and analyzed for each parameter listed and 
all results recorded: 
 
Table 2: Minimum Raw Sewage Sampling Requirements 


Influent Sampling Point 


Parameters Sample Type Frequency 


BOD5  Grab Monthly 


Total Suspended Solids Grab Monthly 


Total Phosphorus Grab Monthly 


Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen Grab Monthly 


 
Table 3: Minimum Lagoon Effluent Sampling Requirements 


Influent Sampling Point 


Parameters Sample Type Frequency 


BOD5  Grab Annually 


Total Suspended Solids Grab Annually 


Total Phosphorus Grab Annually 


Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen Grab Annually 


(Ammonia + Ammonium) Nitrogen Grab Annually 


Note: The annual sampling of the lagoons effluent shall take place at the beginning of each spray irrigation 
season.  
 
Table 4: Minimum Surface Water Parameter Sampling Requirements 


Final Effluent Sampling Point 


Parameters Sample Type Frequency 


BOD5 Grab 3 per season 


Total Suspended Solids Grab 3 per season 


Total Phosphorus Grab 3 per season 


Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen Grab 3 per season 


(Ammonia + Ammonium) Nitrogen Grab 3 per season 


Nitrates Grab 3 per season 


Nitrites Grab 3 per season 


pH Grab 3 per season 


Temperature Grab 3 per season 


Note: The surface water sampling shall take place prior to, in the middle, and after each spray irrigation 
season, provided that there is flow in the stream.   
 
 
Table 5: Minimum Soil Parameter Sampling Requirements 


Final Effluent Sampling Point 


Parameters Sample Type Frequency 


Total Organic Carbon Core Annually 


Total Phosphorus  Core Annually 


Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen Core Annually 


(Ammonia + Ammonium) Nitrogen Core Annually 


Nitrite and Nitrate Nitrogen Core Annually 
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Chlorides Core Annually 


Sodium Core Annually 


Conductivity Core Annually 


pH Core Annually 


Note: The annual soil sampling shall take place prior to each spray irrigation season.  


 
Sewage and Effluent Quality 
 


Raw Sewage Characteristics  
Detailed below are raw sewage characteristics for the 2023 reporting period.  
 
A summary of the 2023 Raw Sewage monitoring data is contained in Appendix II of this report.  
 


Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD5) 
BOD5 Monthly Average Concentration 
Graph 3: 2023 Monthly BOD5 Raw Sewage Concentration 


 
 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 
Total Suspended Solids Monthly Average Concentration 
Graph 4: 2023 Monthly TSS Raw Sewage Concentration
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Total Phosphorus (TP) 
Total Phosphorus Monthly Average Concentration 
Graph 5: 2023 Monthly Total Phosphorus Raw Sewage Concentration 


 
 


 
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen TKN (mg/L) 
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (TKN) Monthly Raw Average Concentration 
Graph 6: 2023 Monthly Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (TKN) Monthly Raw Sewage Concentration Comparison  


 
 
Effluent Quality  
 
Grab samples were collected from each lagoon prior to the start of the spray irrigation season on May 03, 
2023. The samples were collected as per the Certificate of Approval No. 3-1337-81-968 Condition 2.1 (b). The 
laboratory results are summarized in Table 6.  
 
There are no effluent limits or objectives in the Certificate of Approval. 
 
Table 6: Lagoon Content Characteristics  


Parameter May 


Large Lagoon (Cell A- 
West Location) 


Large Lagoon (Cell 
A- Dock Location) 


Small Lagoon (Cell B) 


BOD5 (mg/L) 8 11 16 


Total Suspended Solids (mg/L) 10 12 62 
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Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 1.33 1.26 2.08 


TKN (mg/L) 6.7 6.5 13.4 


TAN (mg/L) 5.6 5.7 12.0 


 


Effluent Spray Irrigation 
 


Groundwater Monitoring  
 
Groundwater samples were collected in May, August and November for groundwater monitoring in six 
boreholes in and around the North and South spray irrigation fields. The results for the ground water 
monitoring samples are summarized below in Tables 7-12. The results were compared with the Ontario 
Drinking Water Standards, Objectives and Guidelines (ODWS). Chloride concentrations ranged from 16 mg/L to 
200 mg/L, which is slightly higher than levels measured in 2022. Nitrate levels were low, comparable to 
samples collected in 2022, with one exception to one sample results being higher taken in November 2023.  
Most other parameters measured (nitrogen, TKN and TAN) were typically undetectable. The results received 
indicate the low impact the spray irrigation fields are having on the groundwater.  
 
Table 7: Groundwater Monitoring - 1‐1 (East South Field) 


Parameter  Location May 02 August 01 November 07 
Diss. Organic Carbon (mg/L) 1‐1 (East South Field) 2 2 2 
Nitrite (mg/L) 1‐1 (East South Field) <0.03 <0.03 <0.03 
Nitrate (mg/L) 1‐1 (East South Field) <0.06 <0.06 <0.06 
Chloride (mg/L) 1‐1 (East South Field) 200 160 160 
TKN (mg/L) 1‐1 (East South Field) <0.5 0.9 1.6 
TAN (mg/L) 1‐1 (East South Field) <0.1 <0.1 1.2 
Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 1‐1 (East South Field) <0.03 0.04 0.04 


 
Table 8: Groundwater Monitoring - 1‐3 (South Field) 


Parameter Location May 02 August 01 November 07 
Diss. Organic Carbon (mg/L) 1‐3 (South Field) 2 2 2 
Nitrite (mg/L) 1‐3 (South Field) <0.03 <0.03 <0.03 
Nitrate (mg/L) 1‐3 (South Field) <0.06 <0.06 0.17 
Chloride (mg/L) 1‐3 (South Field) 68 150 99 
TKN (mg/L) 1‐3 (South Field) <0.5 <0.5 0.7 
TAN (mg/L) 1‐3 (South Field) 0.2 <0.1 <0.1 
Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 1‐3 (South Field) <0.03 0.04 0.40 


 
Table 9: Groundwater Monitoring - 1‐4 (North Field) 


Parameter  Location May 02 August 01 November 07 
Diss. Organic Carbon (mg/L) 1‐4 (North Field) 2 2 2 
Nitrite (mg/L) 1‐4  (North Field) <0.03 <0.03 <0.03 
Nitrate (mg/L) 1‐4 (North Field) <0.06 <0.06 <0.06 
Chloride (mg/L) 1‐4 (North Field) 58 59 70 
TKN (mg/L) 1‐4 (North Field) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 
TAN (mg/L) 1‐4 (North Field) <0.1 <0.1 0.1 
Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 1‐4 (North Field) <0.03 <0.03 0.03 
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Table 10: Groundwater Monitoring - 1‐5 (North Field) 


Parameter  Location May 02 August 01 November 07 
Diss. Organic Carbon (mg/L) 1‐5 (North Field) 2 2 2 
Nitrite (mg/L) 1‐5  (North Field) <0.03 <0.03 <0.03 
Nitrate (mg/L) 1‐5 (North Field) <0.06 0.09 <0.06 
Chloride (mg/L) 1‐5 (North Field) 18 16 43 
TKN (mg/L) 1‐5 (North Field) <0.05 <0.5 <0.5 
TAN (mg/L) 1‐5 (North Field) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 
Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 1‐5 (North Field) <0.03 0.06 0.05 


 
Table 11: Groundwater Monitoring - 1‐7 (North Field) 


Parameter  Location May 02 August 01 November 07 
Diss. Organic Carbon (mg/L) 1‐7 (North Field) 3 6 14 
Nitrite (mg/L) 1‐7  (North Field) <0.03 <0.03 <0.03 
Nitrate (mg/L) 1‐7 (North Field) <0.06 <0.06 <0.06 
Chloride (mg/L) 1‐7 (North Field) 71 83 96 
TKN (mg/L) 1‐7 (North Field) 1.4 3.9 40.2 
TAN (mg/L) 1‐7 (North Field) 1.3 3.6 40.5 
Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 1‐7 (North Field) 0.14 0.57 2.74 


 
Table 12: Groundwater Monitoring - 1‐1 (West North Field) 


Parameter  Location May 02 August 01 November 07 
Diss. Organic Carbon (mg/L) 1‐1 (West North Field) 2 3 2 
Nitrite (mg/L) 1‐1 (West North Field) <0.03 0.18 <0.03 
Nitrate (mg/L) 1‐1 (West North Field) 0.07 <0.06 <0.06 
Chloride (mg/L) 1‐1 (West North Field) 33 53 59 
TKN (mg/L) 1‐1 (West North Field) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 
TAN (mg/L) 1‐1 (West North Field) <0.1 <0.1 0.2 
Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 1‐1 (West North Field) <0.03 0.06 0.11 


 
 
Surface Water Monitoring 
 
The surface water monitoring takes place at Wainman Creek, upstream and downstream of the spray fields. 
Samples were taken in May, August and November of 2023. All samples were taken as per (C of A) No. 3-1337-
81-968 Condition 2.1 (b).  
 
The sample results from Wainman’s Creek are shown in Tables 13 and 14. The upstream and downstream 
sample location results show water quality is consistent, signifying little to no impact from the spray irrigation 
process.  
 
Table 13: Surface Water Monitoring- Wainman’s Creek (Upstream) 


Parameter  Location May 02 & 03 August 01 & 02 November 07 


BOD5 (mg/L) Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


<4 <4 <4 


Total Suspended 
Solids (mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


10 5 6 


pH Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


8.23 7.94 7.87 
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Total Kjeldahl 
Nitrogen (as N mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


<0.05 0.6 0.6 


Ammonia+Ammonium 
(N) (as N mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


<0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


Nitrite (mg/L) Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


<0.03 <0.03 <0.3 


Nitrate (mg/L) Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


1.21 0.46 1.16 


Nitrite + Nitrate 
(mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


1.21 0.46 1.16 


Phosphorus (total) 
(mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


0.026 0.038 0.029 


E.coli (cfu/100mL) Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


38 340 30 


Total Coliforms 
(cfu/100mL) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Upstream) 


960 1240 2500 


 
Table 14: Surface Water Monitoring- Wainman’s Creek (Downstream) 


Parameter  Location May 01 & 02 August 01 & 02 November 07 


BOD5 (mg/L) Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


<4 <4 <4 


Total Suspended 
Solids (mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


11 6 8 


pH Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


8.12 7.94 8.06 


Total Kjeldahl 
Nitrogen (as N mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


0.6 1.1 0.7 


Ammonia+Ammonium 
(N) (as N mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


<0.1 <0.1 <0.1 


Nitrite (mg/L) Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


<0.03 <0.03 <0.03 


Nitrate (mg/L) Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


1.21 0.36 0.60 


Nitrite + Nitrate 
(mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


1.21 0.36 0.60 


Phosphorus (total) 
(mg/L) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


0.30 0.038 0.027 


E.coli (cfu/100mL) Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


36 400 44 


Total Coliforms 
(cfu/100mL) 


Wainman’s Creek 
(Downstream) 


360 1460 2800 


 


Soil Core Monitoring 
 
The soil core monitoring samples are taken in the North and South spray fields. All samples were taken as per 
(C of A) No. 3-1337-81-968 Condition 2.1 (b) during the 2023 reporting period.  
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Table 15: Soil Core Monitoring- North Field Upper 


Parameter  Location May 02 


pH North Field Upper 5.98 


Conductivity (μS/cm) North Field Upper 31 


Chloride (μg/g) North Field Upper 22 


Nitrate + Nitrite as N 
(μg/g) 


North Field Upper 0.1 


TKN (μg/g) North Field Upper 0.15 


TAN (μg/g) North Field Upper <0.01 


Total Organic Carbon 
(μg/g) 


North Field Upper 2.7 


Phosphorus (μg/g) North Field Upper 320 


Sodium (μg/g) North Field Upper 330 


 
Table 16: Soil Core Monitoring-- North Field Lower 


Parameter  Location May 02 


pH North Field Lower 7.48 


Conductivity (μS/cm) North Field Lower 109 


Chloride (μg/g) North Field Lower 8.2 


Nitrate + Nitrite as N 
(μg/g) 


North Field Lower 0.5 


TKN (μg/g) North Field Lower 0.13 


TAN (μg/g) North Field Lower <0.01 


Total Organic Carbon 
(μg/g) 


North Field Lower 1.9 


Phosphorus (μg/g) North Field Lower 500 


Sodium (μg/g) North Field Lower 380 


 
Table 17: Soil Core Monitoring- South Field 


Parameter  Location May 02 


pH South Field 7.20 


Conductivity (μS/cm) South Field 135 


Chloride (μg/g) South Field 7.3 


Nitrate + Nitrite as N 
(μg/g) 


South Field <0.2 


TKN (μg/g) South Field 0.39 


TAN (μg/g) South Field <0.01 


Total Organic Carbon 
(μg/g) 


South Field 5.4 


Phosphorus (μg/g) South Field 960 


Sodium (μg/g) South Field 120 
 


 


Description of Operating Problems  
The following details describe all operating problems encountered at the Bayshore Sewage Works and 
Collection System during the reporting period and the corrective actions taken: 
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Table 18: Bayshore Village Sewer Works Operational Challenges 


Month Challenges Corrective Actions 


April 
Elevated pond levels Bypass small cell and plug overflow pipe to 


allow large cell to fill.  


May Pipe leak Isolate and repair. 


 
June 


Pipe leak Isolate and repair. 


Bypass ended Remove plug from cross culvert. 


East station backup Call contractor, replace wetwell level sensor. 


July Pipe leak Isolate and repair. 


August Pipe leaks Isolate and repair. 


September Pipe leak Isolate and repair. 


October Leaking connection south of 
Wainmans Creek 


Pump shut down, connection repaired and 
pressure tested. Leak reported when it was 
identified flow had entered creek. 


November East Station bell line issues. Contact tech for testing and repair. 


 


Summary of Maintenance  
 
Routine maintenance and operation of the Bayshore Village Sewage Works and Collection System in 2023 
consisted of the following: 


 Install and inspect intake 


 Install and inspect bridge and pipe to north field 


 Pressure test field piping 


 Attended Hydro failures 


 Install new wet end on effluent pump 


 Replaced damaged bearings in electrical motor 


 Collected samples as per the C of A  


 Inflow and infiltration repairs completed in collection system 


 Exercised, tested and performed maintenance on East Station generator 


 Cleaned pumping stations 


 Monitored levels in lagoons 


 Monitored weather conditions 


 Repaired leaks in pipes 


 Repair plugged sprinkler heads 


 Replace east station milltronics 


 Reinstate laterals for new build connections 


 


Summary of Effluent Quality Assurance or Control Measures Undertaken 
 
All final effluent samples collected during the reporting period to meet C of A sampling requirements were 
submitted to SGS Lakefield Research Ltd. laboratory for analysis. SGS Lakefield Research has been deemed 
accredited by the Canadian Association for Laboratory Accreditation (CALA), meeting strict provincial 
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guidelines including an extensive quality assurance/quality control program. By choosing this laboratory, the 
Ontario Clean Water Agency is ensuring appropriate control measures are undertaken during sample analysis.  
 
Effluent quality assurance is maintained in several ways. Laboratory samples are sent to an accredited 
laboratory (SGS Canada Inc. - Lakefield) for analysis of all effluent parameters. Sampling calendars issued to the 
operator which denote frequency of sampling. Calendars are used as a tracking mechanism throughout the 
month to ensure all required samples are collected. These calendars are submitted to the Process Compliance 
Technician at the end of each month for review.  Raw and effluent samples are collected as per the Amended C 
of A and the results are reviewed on a regular basis to ensure compliance.   
 
Work orders illustrating all scheduled and preventative maintenance to be completed are issued to the 
operator and/or mechanic. OCWA conducts internal audits of the facility and develops Action Plans to ensure 
deficiencies are identified.   
 


Summary of Calibration and Maintenance  
 
Calibrations on effluent monitoring equipment were performed by Flowmetrix Technical Services Inc. on June 
21, 2023 for equipment located at the Bayshore Village Sewage Works and relevant Collection System 
Components. Please see Appendix III: Calibration Report. 
 
Table 19: Calibration and Maintenance  


Table 19: Bayshore Village Sewage Works – Summary of Calibration and Maintenance – 2023 


Influent Monitoring Equipment Date of Completion 


Influent Flow Meter June 21, 2023 


Final Effluent Monitoring Equipment Date of completion 


Final Effluent Spray Fields Flow Meter June 21, 2023 


Bayshore Village East Pump Station Date of completion 


Flow Meter June 21, 2023 


 
Sludge Accumulation 
 
Sludge measurements were completed on the small and large lagoons through a biosolids volume modeling 
and distribution survey in April 2022. The average depth of biosolids sludge throughout the Ramara biosolids 
Cell #1 in April 2022 was approximately 6.2 inches. The average depth of biosolids sludge throughout the 
Ramara biosolids Cell #2 in April 2022 was approximately 5.9 inches. A few locations within the Cells were a bit 
higher, there was no recommendation for required cleaning during the time of this survey. 


Community Complaints   
 


Date Issue Actions Taken 


April 24, 2023 Concern of CofA not 
being met 


Responded to customer via email to clarify any concerns 


May – October Multiple concerns of 
pipe leaks in 
sprayfields 


Investigated on-site. If leak identified, isolated and repaired 
pipe. 


August Two complaints of 
effluent 


pooling/running 


Investigated on-site. Sprayfields shut off in one case due to 
rainfall. 
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Summary of Bypass, Spills or Abnormal Discharge Events 
Table 20 summarizes all Bypasses, spills and abnormal discharge events that occurred at the Bayshore Village 
Sewage Works and Collection System in 2023. All were reported to MOH and MECP. Copies of these reports 
are provided in Appendix IV. 
 
Table 20: 2023 Summary of Events: 


Date 


2021 


Type of 


Event 


Total 


Estimated 


Volume (mᶟ) 


Disinfect 


(Y/N) 


Samples Collected 


(Y/N) 


Reason 


April 05 – 


June 22 


Bypass 


 


~22, 818 N N 


Not required as per the 


C of A 


High flows causing Cells A & 


B to equalize putting Cell B’s 


berms at risk of being 


breached. The overflow pipe 


for Cell B was plugged and 


influent flow directed 


straight to Cell A until Cell A 


was lowered enough through 


Sprayfield operation to 


remove the plug. 


 


 


 


 


 


June 26 Spill ~5” of sewage 


in basement 


N N 


 


Miltronics level sensor failed 


at the East Pump Station 


causing the pumps to not 


operate when they should 


have. Pumps were run in 


hand to decrease the level in 


the pump chamber and a 


new miltronics controller 


was installed.   


October 2 Spill ~5 N N Leak in the effluent spray 


irrigation system. System 


was shut down and leaks 


repaired before resuming 


normal operations. 


 


Summary of Efforts Made to Reduce Overflows, Spills and Bypasses – ECA 147-W601 
a) A description of projects undertaken and completed in the Authorized System that result in overall 
overflow reduction or elimination including expenditures and proposed projects to eliminate overflows 
with estimated budget forecast for the year following that for which the report is submitted. 


 Disconnected two sump pumps and one downspout connection to the sanitary sewers. 


 Repaired infiltration points in three sewer laterals. 


 Repaired 11 sections of mainline with active infiltration or offset joints. 


 Grouted 18 manholes with active infiltration. 


 Weekly inspections of the lagoon cells. 
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 Completed a lagoon capacity assessment in November 2023 to estimate storage volume in the lagoons 
for the 2023/2024 winter season. 


 Approved budget to haul required effluent from the lagoons as required based on the lagoon capacity 
assessment in order to prevent a spill or bypass from the lagoons prior to the 2024 spray season. 


 
b) Details of the establishment and maintenance of a PPCP, including a summary of project progresses 
compared to the PPCP’s timelines. 
The Ramara Sanitary Sewage Collection system does not contain combined sewers and therefore is not 
required to complete a Pollution Prevention and Control Plan (PPCP). 
 


c) An assessment of the effectiveness of each action taken. 
Nothing to report at this time. 
 


d) An assessment of the ability to meet Procedure F-5-1 or Procedure F-5-5 objectives (as applicable) 
and if able to meet the objectives, an overview of next steps and estimated timelines to meet the 
objectives. 
Not applicable. 


 
e) Public reporting approach including proactive efforts. 
The Township of Ramara utilizes their website and social media platforms to post Media Releases. Residents 


have the ability to subscribe to receive Media Releases from the Township of Ramara to an email address. 


They Township of Ramara also distributes a quarterly publication as well as randomized campaigns that bring 


awareness to the Sewer Use Bylaw and other information related to municipal sewer use such as sump pump 


connections.  


 


MECP Inspections 
The Bayshore Village Sewage Works was inspected by the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks on 
November 14, 2023 and the final report was received on March 4, 2024. Table 21 summarizes the non-
compliances identified in the inspection. 
 
Table 21: Non-Compliance Identified in a Ministry Inspection 


Requirement(s) system failed to meet Required Action Status 
NC-1: All required verbal notifications of spills were not 
provided forthwith as per O. Reg. 675/98 section 13. 
Actions Required; 1) Uncontrolled effluent discharge 
from the spray irrigation system that enters the natural 
environment (ie. flows off the spray irrigation fields) is 
considered a spill and must be reported as per the 
Environmental Protection Act and its regulations. 
Training was provided to ensure all staff are aware of 
what constitutes a spill and when and how to report it 
to the Ministry. Confirmation was provided that OCWA 
operations staff have participated in OCWA's EC101 
training which covers spills and overflows. As well at 
OCWA monthly cluster meeting spills was a topic of 
conversation. 2)The drainage piping that appears to be 
draining the low lying area between the two north 
fields was not part of the original design of the spray 
fields.  


Provide details of this pipe’s purpose 
to the Provincial Officer 


In progress 
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For Lagoon Systems, the owner is not in compliance 
with the freeboard and/or supernatant cover 
conditions prescribed by the Environmental 
Compliance Approval or an Order.  


Restore freeboard to the 0.6 m 
height required by the 
Environmental Compliance Approval.  
Starting immediately and continuing 
until such time as freeboard is 
restored to 0.6 m, conduct weekly 
inspections of the berm to ensure 
structural integrity is being 
maintained and that there are no 
breaches.  


 


In progress 


The works, related equipment and appurtenances 
were not being operated and maintained to achieve 
compliance prescribed by the Environmental 
Compliance Approval. 


The holes in the pipe between the 
two north fields need to be 
plugged in such a manner as to 
prevent the discharge of effluent at 
all times before the start-up of 
2024 season and the Provincial 
Officer notified of its completion. 
As well prior to the start-up of the 
spray irrigation system for the 
2024 season, inspect all the piping 
and ensure any holes/leaks are 
repaired. Routine inspections 
should be regularly conducted 
while the spray irrigation system is 
operating to ensure that leaks are 
identified and repaired 
immediately.  


 


In progress 


The operator-in-charge had not ensured that all 
equipment used in the processes was monitored, 
maintained, inspected, tested and evaluated. 


To conduct inspections of the spray 
irrigation equipment and piping 
network each day that the 
equipment is operated to ensure it 
is in good working order and to 
conduct regular inspections during 
and after spray irrigating to ensure 
the application rate is appropriate 
and no run off or ponding is 
occurring. Any issues identified 
during the daily inspections should 
be promptly addressed. 
Documentation should be carried 
out in the logbooks, or other record-
keeping mechanism. 


In progress 
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Ministry of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks 
 
 
Environmental Permissions 
Branch 
 
1st Floor 
135 St. Clair Avenue W 
Toronto ON  M4V 1P5 
Tel.:  416 314-8001 
Fax.: 416 314-8452 


Ministère de l’Environnement, 
de la Protection de la nature 
et des Parcs 
 
Direction des permissions 
environnementales 
 
Rez-de-chaussée 
135, avenue St. Clair Ouest 
Toronto ON  M4V 1P5 
Tél. : 416 314-8001 
Téléc. : 416 314-8452


May 4, 2023 
 
Township of Ramara 
2297 Highway 12 
PO Box 130 
Brechin, Ontario 
L0K 1B0 
 
Dear Mr Kavanagh, 
 
RE:  Bayshore Village Sewage Works 
 Temporary Relief - Township of Ramara C of A #3-1337-81-968  
 
We are in receipt of the Township’s May 3, 2023 request for relief from Condition 1.2 of the 
above-mentioned Certificate of Approval dated July 17, 1996.  The conditions 1.2 and 1.3 limit 
the application spray rate to 55 m3/ha/day during frost free period ending September 28th , at 
wind speeds of less than 15 km/hour. 
 
Temporary relief is granted from Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 until October 29, 2023 subject to the 
following conditions:  


1) The relief is only applicable during the 2023 spray season; 


2) Spraying can only occur when wind speeds are 15 km/hour or less; 


3) The Township shall submit a progress report to the Barrie District office of MECP on or 
before January 15, 2024, updating the following; 


 Efforts made to reduce inflow and infiltrations in the collection system; 
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 Monitoring records documenting enhanced spray practices (e.g. shorter periods of 
spraying and longer drying periods); 


 Efforts and plans undertaken by Council to develop a permanent long - term solution 
needed to prevent future exceedances of the spray application rate. 


 
We trust this relief will be sufficient for your purposes.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
Aziz Ahmed, P.Eng. 
Director, appointed for the purposes of Part II.1 of the EPA 
cc: Sheri Broeckel , DWECD – Barrie District Office 







 


  


Ministry  
of the Environment,  
Conservation and Parks 
1201-54 Cedar Pointe Drive 
Barrie ON  L4N 5R7 
Tel:  (705) 739-6441 
1-800-890-8511 
Fax: (705) 739-6440 


Ministère  
de l’Environment de la Protection de la 
nature et des Parcs  
1201-54 chemin Cedar Pointe 
Barrie ON  L4N 5R7 
Tél:      (705) 739-6441 
1-800-890-8511 
Téléc:  (705) 739-6440 


 
 


 


 
September 26, 2023 
 
 
Josh Kavanagh 
Director of Infrastructure 
Township of Ramara 
JKavanagh@ramara.ca   
 
 
Dear Josh Kavanagh: 
 
 
Re:  Request to extend effluent spray irrigation period for Bayshore Village Sewage 


Works 
 
 
I have received your request dated September 21, 2023 in which you request an extension to 
the effluent spray irrigation period for the Bayshore Village Sewage Works. 
 
As a result, I have considered your request to extend the fall spray irrigation period and have 
decided to approve an extension to the 2023 fall irrigation period per your request to allow for 
emergency disposal of effluent until weather conditions such as frost or snow arrive. 
 
Please accept this letter as permission to extend the period of effluent spray irrigation at the 
works until December 15, 2023.  During the period of October 30, 2023 to December 15, 2023, 
all conditions of Environmental Compliance Approval #3-1337-81-968 (ECA) will continue to 
apply to the operations of the sewage works and the spray irrigation system.  In addition to the 
existing conditions within the ECA, the effluent spray irrigation system must also be operated 
in accordance with the following conditions during this period: 
 


1. The application of effluent to the spray irrigation field shall not be conducted 
during a precipitation event; 


2. The application of effluent to the spray irrigation field shall not be conducted 
when there is frost in the ground or when there is snow cover. 
 
 


Please feel free to contact Sheri Broeckel, Water Compliance Supervisor at (705) 716-3712 
with any questions or concerns.  



mailto:JKavanagh@ramara.ca





 


  


 
Yours truly, 


 
Chris Hyde 
District Manager 
 
 
 


  


 


September 14, 2018 
 
Dave Readman 
Manager of Environmental 
Services 
Township of Ramara 
PO Box 130 
Brechin, ON  L0K 1B0 
 
 
Dear Mr. Readman: 
 
Re:  Request to extend 


effluent spray 
irrigation period for 
Bayshore Village 
Sewage Works 


 
 
I have received your letter 
dated September 11, 2018 
in which you request an 
extension to the effluent 
spray irrigation period for the 
Bayshore Village Sewage 
Works.  With the transfer of 
the municipal wastewater 
compliance program to my 
Division in April 2013, my 
position has been deemed 
to be the equivalent to the 
“District Manager” named in 
any conditions in existing 
Certificates of Approval. 
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January 10, 2024 


Sheri Broeckel 
Drinking Water Program Supervisor 
Barrie District Office 
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
54 Cedar Point Drive, Unit 1201 
Barrie, ON L4N 5R7 


RE: Bayshore Village Sewage Works – Township of Ramara C of A #3-1337-81-968 


The Township of Ramara applied for, and was granted, temporary relief from Conditions 1.2 
and 1.3 of the above mentioned Certificate of Approval on May 4, 2023.  Relief was granted 
until October 29, 2023 subject to the following conditions: 


1. The relief is only applicable during the 2023 spray season; 


2. Spraying can only occur when wind speeds are 15 km/hour or less; 


3. The Township shall submit a progress report to the Barrie District office of MECP on or 
before January 15, 2024, updating the following; 


 Efforts made to reduce inflow and infiltrations in the collection system; 


 Monitoring records documenting enhanced spray practices (e.g. shorter periods of 
spraying and longer drying periods); 


 Efforts and plans undertaken by Council to develop a permanent long term 
solution needed to prevent future exceedances of the spray application rate. 


We are hereby submitting a progress report, as required, to update the MECP on the above 
mentioned points.  


The Township of Ramara retained the Ontario Clean Water Agency to develop a program to 
reduce inflow and infiltration in the Bayshore Village sewage collection system. CCTV 
inspections, property inspections and manhole inspections were completed between May and 
September, 2022.  Analysis of data and recommendations for repairs and rehabilitation was 
received in March 2023.  Recommended repairs were completed throughout the summer 2023 
that included disconnecting two sump pumps and one downspout connection and repairing 
infiltration points in three private sewer laterals.  Rehabilitation activities included repairing 11 







   


sections of mainline (either active infiltration or offset joints) and grouting 18 manholes with 
active infiltration. Manhole grade adjustments will be completed as roads are re-surfaced. 


Effluent spray irrigation was carried out between May 18 and November 6, 2023. The Ontario 
Clean Water Agency made every attempt to achieve compliance through its operational 
performance. Logs were kept for weather conditions, which field was being utilized and the 
volume of effluent that was applied each day.  Enhanced practices for the 2023 season 
included spraying 7 days a week, when weather permitted.  A major limiting factor during the 
2023 spray season was rain. A complete 2023 Performance Report will be submitted to the 
MECP by March 31, 2024. 


In regards to the ongoing Class EA, an updated list of alternative solutions was prepared and 
presented to Council along with the MECP for discussion.  The Township purchased land 
directly adjacent to the sewage works that could be used for either an additional spray field or a 
subsurface disposal system. The following studies are complete or underway: air quality 
assessment, geotechnical investigations and archaeological assessments. Next steps will be to 
agree on a preferred solution, public consultation, finalize report and issue a notice of study 
completion.   


We trust this information is satisfactory, but we are more then happy to provide additional 
information to satisfy your needs.  We thank you for your continued support with this project and 
we look forward to completing required work in 2024 to finish the EA process in order to 
implement a permanent long term solution to our effluent disposal needs in Bayshore Village.  


Yours truly 
Township of Ramara 


 


 


Josh Kavanagh 
Director of Infrastructure 


cc:  Zach Drinkwalter, CAO – Township of Ramara 
Nick Leroux, Senior Operations Manager, OCWA Kawartha Lakes West Cluster 







 


 


 


 
 
 
 


 


 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 


 
Appendix III 


Performance Assessment Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 2/ 2023  4/ 2023  5/ 2023  6/ 2023  7/ 2023  8/ 2023  9/ 2023 10/ 2023 11/ 2023 12/ 2023 <--Avg--> <--Max--> <-Criteria->


Raw Flow: Total - Raw Sewage m³/d     7,429.77     10,879.71   8,951.02   7,517.06   9,093.76   7,742.48   5,754.70   6,360.57   6,468.84   8,964.68   0.00


Raw Flow: Avg - Raw Sewage m³/d     265.35     362.66   288.74   250.57   293.35   249.76   191.82   205.18   215.63   289.18  270.73  


Raw Flow: Max - Raw Sewage m³/d     417.04     598.95   510.23   457.41   437.84   381.91   235.91   304.82   247.94   465.65   747.59 0.00


Raw Flow: Count - Raw Sewage m³/d     28.00     30.00   31.00   30.00   31.00   31.00   30.00   31.00   30.00   31.00   0.00


Eff. Flow: Total - Final Effluent m³/d 0.00 0.00   8,243.00   24,499.00   13,678.00   17,032.00   23,210.00   8,242.00 0.00 0.00   0.00


Eff. Flow: Avg - Final Effluent m³/d 0.00 0.00   915.89   1,531.19   1,519.78   1,419.33   1,934.17   1,030.25 0.00 0.00  718.97  


Eff. Flow: Max - Final Effluent m³/d 0.00 0.00   1,748.00   2,447.00   2,029.00   2,086.00   2,626.00   1,870.00 0.00 0.00   2,626.00 0.00


Eff Flow: Count - Final Effluent m³/d     0.00     0.00   18.00   32.00   18.00   24.00   24.00   16.00 0.00 0.00   0.00


Raw: Avg BOD5 - Raw Sewage mg/L     152.00     40.00   56.00   124.00   113.00   436.00   134.00   288.00   151.00   159.00  158.00  436.00 0.00


Raw: # of samples of BOD5 - Raw Sewage      1.00     1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   0.00


Percent Removal: BOD5 - Raw Sewage %     0.00     0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00  0.00  0.00


Raw: Avg TSS - Raw Sewage mg/L     159.00     54.00   97.00   85.00   68.00   593.00   128.00   210.00   238.00   209.00  209.75  593.00 0.00


Raw: # of samples of TSS - Raw Sewage      1.00     1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   0.00


Percent Removal: TSS - Raw Sewage %     0.00     0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00  0.00  0.00


Raw: Avg TP - Raw Sewage mg/L     2.95     0.60   1.04   2.42   1.87   9.40   5.22   5.97   4.50   2.34  3.39  9.40 0.00


Raw: # of samples of TP - Raw Sewage      1.00     1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   0.00


Percent Removal: TP - Raw Sewage %     0.00     0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00   0.00  0.00  0.00


Raw: Avg TKN - Raw Sewage mg/L     24.80     7.30   11.30   24.40   20.90   52.10   50.10   59.70   41.00   23.40  29.43  59.70 0.00


Raw: # of samples of TKN - Raw Sewage      1.00     1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   1.00   0.00


Performance Assessment Report 02/20/2024


From 1/1/2023 to 12/31/2023 Page 1 of  1


1616 BAYSHORE VILLAGE LAGOONS  120002264


 1 /  2023  3/ 2023 <--Total-->


Flows


9,786.49 9,867.94 98,817.02


315.69 318.32


747.59 557.83


31.00 31.00 365.00


0.00 0.00 94,904.00


0.00 0.00


0.00 0.00


0.00 0.00 132.00


Biochemical Oxygen Demand: BOD5


128.00 115.00


1.00 1.00 12.00


0.00 0.00


Total Suspended Solids: TSS


353.00 323.00


1.00 1.00 12.00


0.00 0.00


Total Phosphorus: TP


2.17 2.17


1.00 1.00 12.00


0.00 0.00


Nitrogen Series


17.30 20.90


1.00 1.00 12.00







 


 


 


 
 
 


 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 


Appendix IV 
Calibration Reports 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 























 


 


 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix V 
Bypass and Spill Event Reporting 
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West Cluster Operations Event Form 
 


Project: Bayshore Village Spray Irrigation Lagoons, 120002264     
Location: 3820 Side Road 20, Ramara 


Date: April 05, 2023 


 


Nature of Event: Treatment Process Component Bypass 


Details of Event: Under normal operation at the Bayshore Village Lagoons, flow is directed to Cell B from 


the East Pump Station in Bayshore Village. Once Cell B is full, the flow travels by gravity through an 


oveflow pipe into Cell A, the larger storage cell. The berms on Cell A are higher than Cell B, but as the 


cells are connected by an overflow pipe, the storage volume of Cell A is limited by the berm height of Cell 


B. The height of the berms on Cell B are approximately 0.5m less than Cell A. Due to a high amount of 


snow and rainfall, the two Cells have equalized and the Cell B berms are currently at risk of being 


breached. 


In order to prevent an overflow of Cell B, an emergency bypass was initiated. The overflow pipe was 


plugged with two expandable plugs to prevent flow between the Cells. The Cell B isolation valve was 


closed and the Cell A isolation valve was opened to direct flow from the East Pump Station in Bayshore 


Village directly into Cell A.  


The hope is that this will provide enough storage capacity to prevent lagoon overflow. Once the spray 


season begins, the plant will draw from Cell A (normal operation) until the cell is low enough to permit the 


removal of the plug. At that time the valves will be placed back in their original position and the Cell B 


bypass will stop. 


 


Call SAC: 1-800-268-6060                Time SAC notified: 15:15             SAC Incident Number: 1-34ITD3 


Name of Person at SAC: Mark Harris 


MECP District Manager Barrie Notified 705-309-5874 (time): Notified MECP Inspector Brian 


Stuhlemmer at 15:36 


District Health Unit Notified (time): Left voicemail at 15:51   Name of Person at Health Unit: N/A 


All Other Notifications (Managers, Client, MECP, MOH): 


OCWA: N. Leroux Sr. Ops. Mgr., R. Smith Team Lead/ORO, E. Campbell PCT, D. O’Connell Operator, 


W. Henneberry SPC Mgr, G. Redden General Manager, K. Lorente Regional Mgr, & R. Junkin VP 


Operations. 


Township of Ramara: D. Marks Resources Technician & J. Kavanagh Director of Infrastructure / Drainage 


Superintendent. 
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Volume of By-pass or Spill: ~ 22,818m3 (Calculated using flow data from the East Pump Station) 


Bypass Time: 


Start: April 5th, 2023 at 14:27  Finish: June 22, 2023 at 9:00 


Duration: 1866 hours 33 minutes 


Samples Taken? (BOD,TSS,Phos,NH3+NH4, e-coli): Sampling is not required as per the C of A 


however regularly monthly sampling was conducted that morning. 


Samples collected on April 4, May 2 and June 7, 2023. Certificates of Analysis are attached. 


Corrective Action Taken: 


The overflow pipe between Cell A and Cell B was plugged on April 5, 2023 to prevent flow between the 


two cells. Once the plug was installed, flow was directed from the East Pump Station in East Village 


directly to Cell A. The drawdown of Cell A began on May 18, 2023 with the commencement of spray 


irrigation. The level in Cell A had sufficiently reduced to allow the plug to be removed from the overflow 


pipe between Cell A and Cell B on June 22, 2023 at 9:00 ending the bypass of Cell B. Normal operation 


of the Bayshore Village Spray Irrigation Lagoons has resumed. 


Date of Resolution Notification: June 26th, 2023 


Call SAC: 1-800-268-6060          Time SAC Notified: 13:10    Name of Person at SAC: Aaron Daya 


MECP District Manager Barrie Notified 705-309-5874 (time): Left voicemail with MECP Inspector Carly 


Munce at 14:08 


District Health Unit Notified (time): Left voicemail at 13:52    Name of Person at Health Unit: N/A 


All Other Notifications (Managers, Client, MECP, MOH): 


OCWA: N. Leroux Sr. Ops. Mgr., R. Smith Team Lead/ORO, E. Campbell PCT, D. O’Connell Operator, 


W. Henneberry SPC Mgr, G. Redden General Manager, K. Lorente Regional Mgr, & R. Junkin VP 


Operations. 


Township of Ramara: D. Marks Resources Technician & J. Kavanagh Director of Infrastructure / Drainage 


Superintendent. 


A follow up email summarizing resolution of the bypass was sent to MECP staff C. Munce 


Inspector, S. Broeckel Supervisor, Drinking Water Inspection Program, B. Struhlemmer 


Inspector and SMDHU staff R. Blackwell Senior Public Health Inspector and hc.phi@smdhu.org.  


 


Prepared By: Ellen Campbell 


Updated By: Julie Mulligan 
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West Cluster Operations Event Form 
 


Project: Bayshore Village Spray Irrigation Lagoons, 120002264     
Location: 211 Bayshore Drive, Ramara 


Date: June 26, 2023 


 


Nature of Event: Sewage Backup (Spill) 


Details of Event: At 12:07pm, Nick Leroux, Senior Operations Manager at OCWA, received a call from a 


resident reporting a sewage back up on behalf of the owner of 211 Bayshore Drive. The operations team 


was notified and responded to the East Pump Station to investigate. Based on their observations, it was 


suspected that there was an issue with pump station controls. The pumps were run in manual at 12:25pm 


to prevent further damage from spills and an electrician was called in.  


Call SAC: 1-800-268-6060                Time SAC notified: 15:36          SAC Incident Number: 1-3KUJPM 


Name of Person at SAC: Jeremy Weiss 


MECP District Manager Barrie Notified 705-309-5874 (time): Notified Barrie District Duty Officer Mark 


Bailey at 15:44 (MECP Inspector Carly Munce on vacation) 


District Health Unit Notified (time): 15:52          Name of Person at Health Unit: Pauline Loo 


All Other Notifications (Managers, Client, MECP, MOH): 


OCWA: N. Leroux Sr. Ops. Mgr., R. Smith Team Lead/ORO, E. Campbell PCT, D. O’Connell Operator, J. 


Mulligan SPC Mgr., G. Redden General Manager, W. Henneberry Regional Mgr., & R. Junkin VP 


Operations. 


 


Township of Ramara: D. Marks Resources Technician & J. Kavanagh Director of Infrastructure / Drainage 


Superintendent. 


 


Volume of By-pass or Spill: ~ 5” of sewage in the resident’s basement (as per the resident) 


Bypass Time: 


Start:                 Finish:  


Duration:  


Samples Taken? (BOD,TSS,Phos,NH3+NH4, e-coli): Not practical to collect a grab sample. 


 


Corrective Action Taken: 
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After the pumps had been turned on manually, the affected resident stopped by the pump station to let 


the operations team know that the sewage was draining from their home. There had been 


approximately 5” of sewage in the resident’s basement. The resident is connected to the municipal 


water system and does not receive their water from a private well. No additional reports of sewage 


spills have been received by OCWA or the Township and there have been no reports of spills outside of 


the affected home. 


The Township has sent an email out to the Home Owner’s Association and posted information about the 
incident on their website.  
 
The electrician determined that the Miltronics (level sensor) had failed and the value was frozen. The 


Miltronics control when the pumps turn on/off and the high level alarm. At 4:00pm, the level in the 


pump chamber had been reduced to a sufficient level to allow for the station to be shut down. The 


power was isolated and a new Miltronics controller was installed. At 4:20pm, the power was restored to 


the station and the pumps were run until 7:00pm to bring the level in the chamber to regular operating 


level. The Miltronics controller was then commissioned and tested along with the station alarms. At 


8:30pm the station was returned to normal operation. 


Date of Resolution Notification: June 27th, 2023 


Call SAC: 1-800-268-6060         Time SAC Notified: 15:46    Name of Person at SAC: Stephanie McGill 


MECP District Manager Barrie Notified 705-309-5874 (time): Provided update to MECP Inspector 


Carly Munce during MECP inspection of Parklane DWS and Somerset DS. 


District Health Unit Notified (time): 15:53            Name of Person at Health Unit: Pauline Loo 


All Other Notifications (Managers, Client, MECP, MOH): 


OCWA: N. Leroux Sr. Ops. Mgr., R. Smith Team Lead/ORO, E. Campbell PCT, D. O’Connell Operator, J. 


Mulligan SPC Mgr., G. Redden General Manager, W. Henneberry Regional Mgr., & R. Junkin VP 


Operations. 


 


Township of Ramara: D. Marks Resources Technician & J. Kavanagh Director of Infrastructure / Drainage 


Superintendent. 


 


A follow up email summarizing the incident and corrective actions was sent to C. Munce MECP Inspector 


and SMDHU (hc.phi@smdhu.org).  


 


Prepared By: Ellen Campbell 
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West Cluster Operations Event Form 
 


Project: Bayshore Spray Irrigation System    
Location: 3820 Side Road 20, Ramara 


Date: October 02, 2023 


 


Nature of Event: Spill 


Details of Event: Operator turned on spray field at approximately 08:23AM and ramped it up to full 


running speed at 09:48AM. Operator received a call at 10:11AM from Josh Kavanagh with the Township 


of Ramara to notify of a leak in the effluent spray system near the dock area that crosses the Wainman 


Creek. Operator responded and turned spray fields off at 11:29AM.  


Call SAC: 1-800-268-6060 


Time SAC notified: 14:35 (Oct 3/23)         SAC Incident Number: 1-3WC3FB               


Name of Person at SAC: Grace S. 


MECP Local Inspector Carly Munce:  October 3/23 @ 15:02 (voicemail left) 


District Health Unit Notified (time): 14:57 (voicemail left) 


Name of Person at Health Unit: Call returned at 15:03, Oct 3 – Pauline Loo, phi 


All Other Phone calls placed (Managers, Client, MECP, MOH): Emailed Sr. Operations Manager N. 


Leroux, Owner Township of Ramara, appropriate OCWA staff, MECP inspector.  


Volume of Spill: Estimated volume based upon total flow of final effluent from sprayfield for duration of 


run plus visual quantity coming from leaking area: ~5 mᶟ 


Start: October 2/23 @ ~10:10AM Finish: October 3/23 @ ~11:29AM Duration: ~1 hour, 20 minutes 


Corrective Action Taken: 


-  repair leak location 


 


Prepared By: Megan Lockwood 





		Appendix III - Performance Assessment Report.pdf

		Wiski7 WWTF Performance Assessm









FileAttachment



From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Kathy Alden
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore spray field issue
6/1/2024 1:31:28 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

This has gone on too long without a proper solution.  Alternative Solution #8 seems to be the most sensible and cost efficient choice. 
Please look into provincial and federal grants that can help make this solution happen this term.  
Let's get this done, hopefully with the help of both provincial and federal grants.  Alternative #8 will save money, stop all toxic spraying
and prevent the need for costly sewage hauling to a treatment plant.  
Kathy Alden 
16 Maple Gate
Brechin, Ontario
L0K 1B0
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Linda Bridges
Suzanne Troxler
Bayshore spray field option
6/1/2024 2:07:30 PM

________________________________

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know
the content is safe.

________________________________

I would like to support alternative #8 for the Bayshore spray fields. I request that Ramara township seeks
Provincial and federal grants to support construction costs. I also request that this project be “shovel ready” by
the end of the current term of council. Thank you
Linda and Jim Bridges
84 Bayshore Drive
Sent from my iPad

mailto:linda.bridges78@yahoo.ca
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Ken Szijarto
Suzanne Troxler
Ramara - Council; info@ramara.ca;
Ramara Township – Bayshore Village Sprayfields – PIC May 22, 2024
6/3/2024 8:48:15 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

June 03, 2024
 
Suzanne Troxler
Tatham Engineering
115 Sandford Dr – Suite 200
Collingwood, ON
L9Y 5A6
stroxler@tathameng.com
 
Re: Ramara Township – Bayshore Village Sprayfields – PIC May 22, 2024
 
Ramara Township should abandon any option that would invest in expanding the use of spray field technology.
 
The best option, for Ramara Township is one that:

Prevents effluent running off and spilling into Lake Simcoe via feeder watercourses; and
is forward looking towards potential expansion of the number of users; and
is scalable in design so that it can be expanded in phases, as growth demands; and
designed to minimize ongoing operational and maintenance costs.

 
Ken Szijarto
4478 Orkney Heights
Ramara, ON
Canada L3V 0S1
 
(C) +1 (705)984-2373
(E)    wtok4me@gmail.com
 
A Ward 3 resident who operates his own private well and septic system, who desires not to be held liable for subsidizing User Rates for
municipal services that I can’t be accessed.
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To:

Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Jon Wagner
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Deborah Wagner
Support alternative #8: Build Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue Spray Irrigation.
6/3/2024 9:13:58 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
We are and have been residents of Bayshore Village for 29 years:
 
Jon and Deborah Wagner
42 Thicketwood Place support alternative #8: Build Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue Spray Irrigation.
Brechin, Ontario
 
We support alternative #8: Build Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue Spray Irrigation.

We request that Ramara Township seek provincial and federal grants to support construction costs.
 
We request that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council.
 
Regards
 
 

Jon & Deb
Jon and Deb Wagner
42 Thicketwood Place, Brechin, ON, L0K 1B0
Phone: (705) 484-0888 / Cell: 705-323-7736 / Deb Cell: 705-305-3773
jonwagner.ffLakeSimcoe@gmail.com ; deborahwagner1953@gmail.com
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To:

Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Mary Andrews
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; dtuju@ramara.ca;
jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Association
Bayshore Village Spray Fields Environmental Assessment Update
6/4/2024 11:00:46 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

To:
Suzanne Troxler, Senior Engineer, Tatham Engineering
Josh Kavanagh, Director of Infrastructure, Township of Ramara
Ramara Council Members

From:
Mary M. Andrews
18 Thicketwood Place, Brechin, ON  L0K 1B0
marymva511@gmail.com

As a resident member of Bayshore Village Association since 1996, I was a very keen attendee at the Bayshore Village
Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Update Public Information Session held at
Ramara Township offices at 6:00 to 8:00 pm on May 22, 2024 - following which:

- I wish to confirm my support for Alternative #8, the Effluent Disposal Bed, and,
- I firmly request that Ramara Township seek Provincial and Federal grants to support construction costs, and
-That the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council.

Please add my name to the project mailing list so that I will be notified when the study report is available for review.

Sincerely,

Mary M. Andrews
18 Thicketwood Place,
Brechin, ON  L0K 1B0
marymva511@gmail.com
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To:

Subject:
Sent:

Simpson Cherry
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca;
kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Spray field
6/4/2024 3:05:47 PM

________________________________

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know
the content is safe.

________________________________

I totally support option #8 for the Bayshore Village spray field . I request that Ramara Township seek
provincial and federal grants to support construction costs and that the project be shovel ready by the end of
the current term of council.

Simpson Cherry
20 Park Lane
Brechin

Sent from my iPad
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Sent:

M.A.Foghi
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Supporting Alternative #8 , the effluent Disposal Bed
6/4/2024 10:58:16 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

My name is Matthew Foghi  residing at Bayshore Village -  146 Bayshore Drive,  Brechin ON L0K 1B0

I support "Alternative #8", the Effluent Disposal Bed
I am requesting that Ramara Township seeks provincial and federal grants to support construction costs
I am requesting  that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council

Regards,

Matthew Foghi
---

University of Toronto: (B.Sc. 1998)
 Foghi Legal Services PC: (LSO - P11933)

 Notary Public: 2019
TREB: 2003

 
PH: (416) 930-3191 

 E-mail: mfoghi@yahoo.com
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To:

Subject:
Sent:

Janice Latorre
Suzanne Troxler; Josh Kavanagh; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; Jennifer Fisher; dtuju@ramara.ca;
jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Spray Fields
6/4/2024 2:39:31 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

I attended the May 22 evening information session/presentation at the town hall on the above matter.  

After considering the alternatives presented, we are strongly in support of ALTERNATIVE #8  for many reasons,  including the lower
annual operating costs and it being operated 24/7 - 365 days a year.  As well, this option will terminate all the spraying activity and
eliminate the possibility of costly sewage hauling in the future. 

The disaster in Walkerton Ontario with respect to municipal water in 2000 and the deaths of residents there should be a reminder as to how
important it is to have a proper and safe system in place.  Ramara Township should strongly pursue both federal and provincial grants to
support the construction costs involved for Alternative 8.  The fact that we live on Lake Simcoe only further impacts the environmental
issues faced.

Time is of the essence and would like to see this project be ready to implement by the end of the current term of counsel.  Please act
quickly and take proper responsibility.  

Our water rates are among the highest in the country and should not be put on the shoulders of the residents!   Thank you.

Janice and Joe Latorre
187 Bayshore Drive
Brechin, Ontario 
L0K 1B0
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Ian Mead
jkavanagh@ramara.ca; Suzanne Troxler; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Spray Field Alternative #8
6/4/2024 6:26:43 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
I understand that the June 6th meeting has been cancelled however, please accept this E-mail as our
full support for Alternative 8.
We are Ian and Lynda Mead, 167 Bayshore Drive.
We fully support Ramara Township seeking Provincial and Federal grants to help/cover construction
costs and we request that the project be shovel ready by the end of this Council term.
 
Cheers
Ian
 
We don’t inherit the earth from our ancestors
We borrow it from our children

-          David Brower
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Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca;
kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; JFisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Spray Fields
6/4/2024 4:08:42 PM

________________________________

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know
the content is safe.

________________________________

After much consideration the alternatives presented, we strongly support Alternative
#8. We are in agreement with the lower annual operating costs and it being operated 24/7 and 365 days a year.
Also, the terminating of the spraying activity.
          The biggest situation that impacts us seniors living on a fixed income are the water rates. Just to think
that less than 20 years ago we didn’t pay for water in Bayshore. This made sense because we are surrounded
by water. Now we are paying and astronomical amount, the highest in the country. This is really unfair.

Thank you.

Rocco and Maria Morra
24 Sandlewood Trail
Brechin, Ontario
Sent from my iPad
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Jeff Nolan
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
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Bayshore Village Sprayfield
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
We would like to share our thoughts and our request to staff and council concerning the Bayshore Village spray field. We believe that the current
method of processing the effluent from Bayshore Village is no longer a viable option and that spraying effluent is not the correct solution for present
day and certainly not for the future.

We support Alternative 8: Build Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue Spray Irrigation as presented by Tathum Engineering on May 22. We request
that Ramara Township approves this option and seeks provincial and federal grants to support construction costs to offset the cost of this to the
residents of Ramara Township who are on sewer services. We further request that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of
council, to avoid unnecessary delays associated with bringing possible new council members up to speed on the situation.

Thank you.
Jeff and Mary Nolan
16 Misty Court, Brechin. 
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Jenna McDonald
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Steven Sasseville
Spray Fields
6/4/2024 9:02:42 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Good evening,

In response to the meeting held May 22, 2024, we have considered the alternatives presented, however are are strongly in support of
ALTERNATIVE #8 for many reasons such as:

-Lower annual operating costs
-Ability to operate 24/7 - 365 days a year
-Terminate all the spraying activity
-Eliminate the possibility of costly sewage hauling in the future. 

The disaster in Walkerton Ontario with respect to municipal water in 2000 and the deaths of residents there should be a reminder as to how
important it is to have a proper and safe system in place. Ramara Township should strongly pursue both federal and provincial grants to
support the construction costs involved for Alternative 8. The fact that we live on Lake Simcoe only further impacts the environmental
issues faced.

Time is of the essence and would like to see this project be ready to implement by the end of the current term of counsel. Please act quickly
and take proper responsibility.  

Our water rates are among the highest in the country and should not be put on the shoulders of the residents! 

Many Thanks, 

Jenna and Steve Sasseville
9 Sandlewood Trail, 
Brechin, Ontario 
L0K 1B0
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From:

To:

Sent:

Merv Scott
Suzanne Troxler; Josh Kavanagh; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
6/4/2024 10:04:05 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Good morning all,

My name is Merv Scott and I live at 12 Maple Gate in Bayshore Village.

I would like to confirm my support for alternative #8

I would also request that Ramara Township seek provincial and Federal grants to support the construction costs.

Furthermore I would also request that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council.

Respectfully

Merv Scott

(416) 873-3019
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From:

To:

Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Gord Semple
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
gfsemple@rogers.com
Bayshore Village Spray Field
6/4/2024 5:17:56 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 Hello
 
I am a resident of Bayshore Village. My wife and I reside at 98 Bayshore Drive and have been a resident for the past 2-1/2 years. We
have also owned a recreational property at 3350 Amilia Drive for approximately the past 10 years.  
 
I would like you to know that I support the option of an effluent disposal bed to replace the current spray field that is nearing it’s end of life
cycle.
 
The benefits are many:
 
●    lower annual operating costs
●    discontinuation of all spraying activity
●    operation 24/7, 365 days a year
●    eliminate future possibility of costly sewage hauling
 
I would request that Ramara Township seek provincial and federal grants to support this initiative. The project should be “shovel ready” by
the end of the current term of council.
 
I believe it’s incumbent on all council members to get behind this solution to an issue that is not going away. Before it becomes a bigger
issue let’s put the tax dollars of Bayshore residents to work and get this project moving forward. A project that is long term sensible
solution for many years to come.
 
Best Regards
 
Gord and Karen Semple
98 Bayshore Drive
Brechin, Ontario
L0K1B0
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:
Sent:

Margaret Sharpe
Dyana Marks
Suzanne Troxler; Josh Kavanagh;
Re: Bayshore Village Wastewater Proposal
BV Presentation PIC May 22, 2024.pdf;357-2023-892 - Signed Letter.pdf;
6/5/2024 2:06:03 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hi Dyana
Thank you for getting back to me. I’m sorry I should have had you on the original email  
I will respond to you once I speak with my contact. 
Again thank you for your quick response 
Marg Sharpe

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 5, 2024, at 12:53 PM, Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca> wrote:

Hi Marg,
Thank you for your email.  It will form part of the public consultation for this Class EA.
The option of building a mechanical sewage treatment plant to replace the spray fields was screened out as an alternative
during the Class EA process.
Bayshore Village and the surrounding area is located in the Lake Simcoe watershed.  Map attached for your reference – area
shaded in green is within the Lake Simcoe watershed.
 
Subject to the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP) Policy 4.3-DP: no new municipal sewage treatment plants shall be
established in the Lake Simcoe watershed unless:
 
a) the new plant is intended to replace an existing municipal sewage treatment plant; or
b) the new sewage treatment plant will provide sewage services to,
i. a development that is on partial services, or
ii. a development where one or more subsurface sewage works or on-site sewage systems are failing.
 
The Bayshore Village sewage works is not considered an existing municipal sewage treatment plant as it does not dispose of
treated effluent in a surface water body (O. Reg.60/08, amended by O. Reg.130/09).  It doesn’t matter if the effluent doesn’t
go directly into Lake Simcoe.  The prohibition is for all water bodies in the watershed – no discharge of effluent to a river, lake,
creek, drain, wetland anywhere in the watershed – that area in the green.
 
Treated effluent from the Bayshore Village sewage works is spray irrigated onto 2 fields for disposal by infiltration.  It is not
discharged to surface water. 
The LSPP was prepared and approved under the Lake Simcoe Protection Act, 2008 and took effect on June 2, 2009.  The
Act requires the MECP to conform with designated policies in the LSPP.  This means that the MECP will not/can not approve
a new sewage treatment plant in this location that disposes effluent to surface water.  We did receive a letter from the Minister
of Environment to this effect in 2023 (attached).
The Township also looked into extending services to Val Harbour, which is a partially serviced development, in order to meet
requirement 4.3 b) i. in order to build a new sewage treatment plant, however it was screened out due to the timeline and cost
associated with that option – 5+ years and $23 million dollars. It worked out to be around $150,000 per home to connect Val
Harbour which is not reasonable.
Please have a read through of the slides presented on May 22 for the Class EA.  There are currently 8 alternatives
presented.  Building a tertiary STP that discharges effluent to surface water has been screened out.  It is off the table for
discussion.  We have exhausted all resources in trying to get an approval for a new STP.  The Township needs to move
forward with a solution that meets the problem statement (find a solution for the disposal of lagoon effluent), meets current
MECP guidelines and LSPP policies and is financially viable.
We appreciate you taking the time to present this proposal, however, it has been investigated and it has been screened out. 
If I can provide further information or clarification on anything though, please let me know. We are happy to explain the EA
study as much as we can.
Thank you,

Dyana Marks
Resources Technician

            Township of Ramara
P.O. Box 130    Brechin, Ontario    L0K 1B0
P: 705-484-5374 ext. 285 | F: 705-484-0441
E: dmarks@ramara.ca | W: www.ramara.ca | 
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BACKGROUND: EXISTING SEWAGE WORKS


 Sewage from Bayshore Village is 
pumped to 2 treatment and storage 
ponds (lagoons)


 Treated effluent is spray irrigated 
on the South and North fields from 
May to October


 Effluent disposal is by 
evapotranspiration and infiltration 
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CLASS EA PROBLEM STATEMENT


 The treated effluent is spray irrigated on fields that have been in continuous 
operation since the 1980s


 Soils appear to have become compacted and to have less infiltration capacity


 Increasingly difficult to dispose of all effluent from May to October due to 
weather.  Available # spray days less than # design spray days


 Public concerns with occasional runoff and potential impacts on humans/farm 
animals, aerosols, drainage 


Need to find the most appropriate solution for the disposal of the lagoon effluent 
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MAIN CONSIDERATIONS


The preferred solution needs to:


Provide the required 
effluent disposal 
capacity without 


runoff to ditches and 
Wainman Creek


Provide some spare 
capacity for 


operational flexibility


Involve reasonable 
level of effort and 
costs for operation 
and maintenance


Have reasonable 
capital costs for 


construction, 
equipment and land


Address adjacent 
residents’ concerns 


Be acceptable to 
MECP so that an 
approval can be 


obtained 
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PROJECT HISTORY


Class EA Study Report issued in 2017 
 Preferred solutions in 2017 report:
 Immediate: Establish one additional spray area on field west of lagoons 
 Long Term: Abandon spray irrigation, build tertiary STP with effluent discharge to 


Wainman Creek/Lake Simcoe
 MECP did not approve the EA Report


From 2017 to 2022
 Township discussions with politicians and MECP for a tertiary STP  
 Identified sources of inflow & infiltration, and conducted repairs 


2022
 Township resolved to abandon the STP solution
 Tatham retained to update and finalize the Class EA 
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ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS SCREENING


Screened out alternative solutions:


• 1- Reduce inflow and infiltration in sewers


• 4- Establish 1 new spray irrigation field (West)
and decommission North Field


• 5- Establish 2 new spray irrigation fields and
decommission North field


• 9- Pump effluent from lagoons to an expanded
Lagoon City STP


• 10- Upgrade lagoons with tertiary STP and
discharge effluent to Wainman Creek/Lake
Simcoe


Alternative solutions considered further:


• Do nothing (for comparison)


• 3- Establish 1 new spray irrigation field
(West)


• 6- Build effluent disposal bed on the West
field and continue spray irrigation on the
South field only


• 7- Build effluent disposal bed on the South
field and establish new spray irrigation field
(West)


• 8- Build effluent disposal bed and discontinue
spray irrigation


 Meets Problem Statement


 Meets current MECP guidelines and LSPP policies


 Could be financially viable


Criteria for 
Screening:
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SCREENED OUT ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 


Main Rationale for ScreeningScreened out Alternatives
Helps but cannot on its own address Problem 
Statement.  Must continue I/I monitoring and 
control.


Reduce inflow and infiltration in sewers, on its 
own


Insufficient spray area to dispose of annual 
volume in less than 75 days.


Spray Irrigation: Add West Field, use South Field , 
abandon North Field 


Closest well drained fields outside EP land are 3 -
4 km away. High estimated cost ($11M) to convey 
effluent.


Spray Irrigation: Add West Field plus another 
field TBD, use South Field, abandon North Field


Very high project costs ($20M if forcemain route 
through wetland; $36M if forcemain along road 
ROWs).


Pump lagoon effluent to expanded Lagoon City 
STP, abandon spray irrigation


Does not meet Lake Simcoe Protection Plan 
policies. Will not be approved by MECP


Upgrade lagoons with tertiary STP with 
Discharge to Wainman Creek/Lake Simcoe, 
abandon spray irrigation







DO NOTHING 
(FOR COMPARISON)
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ALTERNATIVE 3: USE THE SOUTH & NORTH 
FIELDS AND ADD THE WEST FIELD
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ALTERNATIVE 6: BUILD DISPOSAL BED ON 
WEST FIELD AND KEEP SPRAY IRRIGATION 
ON SOUTH FIELD
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ALTERNATIVE 7: BUILD EFFLUENT DISPOSAL BED 
ON SOUTH FIELD AND SPRAY IRRIGATE ON 
WEST FIELD
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ALTERNATIVE 8: BUILD EFFLUENT 
DISPOSAL BED AND DISCONTINUE SPRAY 
IRRIGATION
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ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES


Alt. 3: Continue with spray irrigation on existing fields and add a new field to the west 


•Lowest 20-year cost alternative
•Risk remains that weather could prevent disposal of all effluent each year


Alt. 6 or 7: Adding a large effluent disposal bed and keeping a spray irrigation field 


•Higher 20-year cost than Alt. 3
•Very low risk of insufficient disposal capacity
•Reduces risk of impacts to environment and residents   
•Requires operation and maintenance of 2 systems
•Spray irrigation could be replaced with disposal bed in a second phase (Alt. 7)


Alt. 8: Abandoning spray irrigation and building a large effluent disposal bed 


•20-year cost is between Alt. 3 and Alt. 6 costs
•Eliminates risk of insufficient capacity due to weather
•Reduces O&M requirements
•Reduces risk of impacts to environment and residents   
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PRELIMINARY PREFERRED SOLUTION


Build effluent 
disposal bed on 


West field


Abandon effluent 
spray irrigation 


Continue 
monitoring I/I 


and addressing 
sources of I/I  
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NEXT STEPS TIMELINE


June 2024


 Obtain comments from public and 
agencies


 Additional field investigations 
(archaeological, geotechnical) of West 
field


 Final evaluation of alternatives and 
identification of preferred solution


Summer 2024


 Draft Class EA Report to Township 
Council and to MECP


 Final Class EA Report and Notice 
of Study Completion


 30-day review period 


2024–2025


 Design of  preferred solution
 Application for MECP approval 


2026


 Construction
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IN THE INTERIM


The Township is committed to:


 Operate the spray fields in strict compliance with the Certificate of Approval


 Supervise the spray irrigation operation as per MECP requirements


 Repair piping and adjust spray heads in spray fields as needed 


 Continue sanitary sewer repairs in Bayshore Village


 Implement the contingency plan (haulage) if needed   
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YOUR INPUT


 Please give us your comments in writing


 Use comment sheet


 Or send us an email


 By June 7, 2024 


 PIC presentation available on Township website: www.ramara.ca


ANY QUESTIONS? 
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Ministry of the Environment,  
Conservation and Parks 
 
 
Office of the Minister 
 
777 Bay Street, 5th Floor 
Toronto ON  M7A 2J3 
Tel.: 416-314-6790 
 


 
Ministère de l'Environnement,  
de la Protection de la nature et des 
Parcs  
 
Bureau du ministre 
 
777, rue Bay, 5e étage 
Toronto (Ontario)  M7A 2J3 
Tél. : 416.314.6790 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 
 


 
357-2023-892 


July 10, 2023 
 
Mr. Zach Drinkwalter, CA, CPA 
Chief Administrative Officer 
Township of Ramara 
Email:  ZDrinkwalter@ramara.ca  
 
Dear Mr. Drinkwalter: 
 
Thank you for your email of May 12, 2023, following the discussion that my ministry had with 
Township of Ramara officials at the Rural Ontario Municipal Association Conference in January 
2023. 
 
Ontario is committed to protecting and restoring the province’s water resources, including Lake 
Simcoe and its watershed. Together, we are advancing the objectives of the Lake Simcoe 
Protection Act through collaboration with watershed partners and Indigenous communities. 
Protecting the lake is a shared responsibility involving the implementation of watershed-specific 
requirements designed to protect and restore watershed health over the long term.  
 
The Lake Simcoe Protection Plan restricts new phosphorus loadings and prohibits new 
municipal sewage treatment plants unless they are replacing an existing municipal sewage 
treatment plant. The Bayshore Village Sewage Works is not an existing sewage treatment plant 
approved to dispose of treated sewage in a surface water body in the Lake Simcoe watershed. 
As such, the construction of a new municipal sewage treatment plant for Bayshore Village that 
discharges to Wainman’s Creek, which is a tributary of Lake Simcoe, is not a viable option. It 
should be excluded from the ongoing Class Environmental Assessment process being 
undertaken by the township. 
 
Continuing with the Class Environmental Assessment process will assist the township in 
identifying a preferred alternative for treatment capacity at the Bayshore Village Sewage Works. 
 
Ministry staff continue to be available to provide guidance on the Environmental Assessment 
process and compliance issues. Please contact Sheri Broeckel, Water Compliance Supervisor 
with my ministry’s Barrie District Office, by email at sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca or by phone at 
705-716-3712, if you have any questions. 
 
Thank you again for writing.  
 
Sincerely, 


 
David Piccini 
Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
 
c: Sheri Broeckel, Compliance Supervisor, Barrie District Office, MECP 
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------- Original message --------
From: Margaret Sharpe <sharpemw22@gmail.com>
Date: 2024-06-04 8:24 p.m. (GMT-05:00)
To: stroxler@tathamengineering.com, jkavanaugh@ramara.ca, Basil Clarke <BClarke@ramara.ca>, Keith Bell
<KBell@ramara.ca>, David Snutch <DSnutch@ramara.ca>, Dana Tuju <DTuju@ramara.ca>, Sherri Bell
<SBell@ramara.ca>, Jennifer Fisher <JFisher@ramara.ca>, Joe Gough <JGough@ramara.ca>, Zach Drinkwalter
<ZDrinkwalter@ramara.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Bayshore Village Wastewater Proposal
Suzanne Troxler
Tatham Engineering
Senior Engineer
 
Josh Kavanagh
Township of Ramara
Director of Infrastructure
 
Zack Drinkwater
Ramara Township CAO
 
Ramara Council
Mayor Clarke, Deputy Mayor Bell, Councillors, Snutch, Tuju, Bell, Fisher, Gough
 
I would like to put forth another proposal for the Bayshore Village Wastewater System.
 
I am fully aware that our Spray fields are at the end of their effective life and a new solution must be made to ensure a system
that does not directly discharge into Lake Simcoe is put in place. I am in full support of protecting the Lake.
 
With the purchase of new Land that would be considered waterfront on Barnstable Bay (Lake Simcoe) to enhance our Spray
fields and the land that has been in use for the Spray Fields for many years goes down to Lake Simcoe, the proposed solutions
put forward is basically on Waterfront property.  There is little to no waterfront vacant land around Lake Simcoe and it is
concerning that we are using good development land for a Sewage System.
 
Please bear with me as I have a proposal that is more palatable and feasible. 
 
Move the Bayshore Wastewater System across the road on the other side of sideroad 8.  Looking at the map it appears that
Ramara has a piece of land or could get a piece of land where a tertiary sewage plant could be placed and NOT directly
be discharged into Lake Simcoe. Lagoon City Plant is not that far from Lake Simcoe and does not discharge directly into the
lake. 
By using a Tertiary wastewater system, effluent discharge can be monitored to ensure the phosphorus upload to Lake Simcoe
would be at an acceptable level as per MOECP regulations imposed on us. Bayshore Village is not considered to have
phosphorus loading into lake Simcoe, this is why they have not been considered for a tertiary treatment system  In the past it
was considered that phosphorus loading between Bayshore Village and Lagoon City could be shared as an alternative. This
system would allow for future growth /development. 
 
Consideration: 
 Sell off the Sprayfield site and newly acquired Waterfront property for development for affordable housing. 
Put the money into the development of the new tertiary sewage system.
More users on our Sewer system.  
Would be able to service new users such as Val Harbour etc. in the future.
 Let's think forward into the future and ensure we have the best solution and make it happen.
 A response would be appreciated. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 Thank you for your consideration.
 Margaret Sharpe
135 Bayshore Dr.,
Bayshore Village
sharpemw22@gmail.com
705 484 5786
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

jeff.switzer@sympatico.ca
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Spray Field Replacement
6/4/2024 9:34:36 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
Hello,
 
I am a Bayshore Village resident. Recently, there have been a number of presentations on the options to replacing the current spray
fields. In the absence of the ability to put in a full sewage treatment facility (Alternative #10), I support Alternative #8. I would also request
that Ramara seek all available alternative forms of funding for this project, such as provincial and federal grants.
 
As this has been a long-standing issue with a great deal of debate and false leads, I would also request that this be moved along as
quickly as possible with the goal of actually under construction within the next 2 years. The time for talking about this is long over – it is
now time for action!
 
Respectfully, Jeff
 
Jeff Switzer
152 Bayshore Dr
Brechin, ON
 
(705) 484-0160
(Cell) (416) 525-9193
jeff.switzer@sympatico.ca
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Joey Torchia
Suzanne Troxler; Josh Kavanagh; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; Jennifer Fisher; dtuju@ramara.ca;
jgough@ramara.ca; Sherri Bell;
Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA
6/4/2024 6:47:05 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hello,

I am writing today to lend my support to Option 8 (effluent bed and discontinued spray irrigation) for the Bayshore Sewage works EA.

In addition, I'm encouraging council to seek and apply for any available provincial and federal grants to offset some of the construction
costs.

Finally, I'm asking council to work towards a "shovel-ready" solution prior to the end of the current council.  Given the length of this
project to-date, it would be a real travesty to "start over" with a new council and possible new faces around the table.

Regards,
Joey Torchia
23 Park Lane
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From:

To:

Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Deborah Antenore
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Association
Bayshore Village Effluent Disposal Bed
6/5/2024 7:19:07 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

To all concerned,

I am a home owner in the Bayshore Village area and I am writing in support of "Alternative #8" - the effluent disposal bed, as the optimal
means with which to address the coming end of life of our current situation.  

I respectfully suggest the Ramara Township should seek financial support for this infrastructure investment, including provincial and
federal grants to offset construction costs.  

The age and stage of the current solution, and the significant disruption to the local area to remove overflow, are very concerning.  I request
that this project be planned, funded and "shovel ready" before the end of term for the current council members.  

Your time and attention are greatly appreciated.  

Deborah Antenore
12 Thicketwood Place 
Brechin Ontario
L0K 1B0

Get Outlook for iOS

mailto:deborah@antenore.ca
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:bclarke@ramara.ca
mailto:kbell@ramara.ca
mailto:dsnutch@ramara.ca
mailto:jfisher@ramara.ca
mailto:dtuju@ramara.ca
mailto:jgough@ramara.ca
mailto:sbell@ramara.ca
mailto:office@bayshorevillage.ca
https://aka.ms/o0ukef


From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Kay Beacham
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca;
kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Water and Wastewater Meeting June 6, 2024
6/5/2024 3:42:41 PM

________________________________

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know
the content is safe.

________________________________

We support Alternative #8, the Effluent Disposal Bed. We also request that Ramara Township seeks provincial
and federal grants to support construction costs. The project should be shovel ready by the end of the current
term of council. This has dragged out long enough.
Lorne McCaig
Kathryn Beacham
194 Bayshore Drive
Brechin, Ontario

Sent from my iPad
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Keith Bellamy
bclarke@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; dtuju@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; jkavanagh@ramara.ca;
kbell@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca; Suzanne Troxler;
Water and waste water
6/5/2024 11:54:40 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Keith Bellamy. 121 Bayshore Dr.  Was looking forward to meeting June 6th that is now cancelled?
I support Alternative #8 as to the best solution to your problem with Bayshore 
     wastewater.
Since the reserve monies are no longer available for this project we must ask for help from all  agencies as the residents are under heavy
burdens already in regards to water and sewer costs.
You need to act now!
   Pat and Keith Bellamy
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

julie.brancatella julie.brancatella
Suzanne Troxler
Fwd: Effluent Disposal Bed
6/5/2024 4:44:06 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Resending since I had an error in your email address. :)

 

------ Original Message ------
From: julie.brancatella@sympatico.ca
To: jkavanagh@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
stroxler@tathamenb.com; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca
Sent: Wednesday, June 5th 2024, 16:41
Subject: Effluent Disposal Bed
 

Dear all, 

 

We have been longtime residents of Bayshore Village. Please note that my husband, Vito Brancatella, and I fully
support Alternative #8, the effluent disposal bed instead of the existing sprayfields. 

We request that Ramara Township seeks provincial and federal grants to support the construction costs. 

We also request that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council. 

 

Best regards,

Julie and Vito Brancatella

19 Sandlewood Trail

Brechin, ON 

L0K 1B0

 

mailto:julie.brancatella@sympatico.ca
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Velma Burley
Suzanne Troxler; Josh Kavanagh; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; Jennifer Fisher; dtuju@ramara.ca;
jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Action needed on Bayshore effluent
6/5/2024 9:05:55 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

After attending the May 22nd meeting regarding a solution for Bayshore's aging spray fields, my husband and I both support going ahead
with alternative #8.  We ask you, our council, to seek provincial and federal grants to support construction costs.  We are very hopeful that
the project will be "shovel ready by the end of the current term of this council.

Thank you.

Velma and Paul Burley
6 Lavender Court
Bayshore Village
L0K 1B0
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Doug Davies
kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca;
jkavanagh@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; Suzanne Troxler;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
The Future of Bayshore Village Sewage
6/5/2024 1:43:59 PM

________________________________

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know
the content is safe.

________________________________

The future of Bayshore sewage disposal had been a subject of discussion for most of the decade that we have
lived in Bayshore. At this point in time, it is becoming obvious that weather does not allow a spray field to be
a viable option. We don’t have enough dry days, warm days or the right soil conditions. The only alternative
now that a tertiary treatment plant is disallowed, is a tile bed. We need the largest bed to handle Bayshore
effluent without supplementary spray fields. Option 8 would seem to be the best option.

The construction of a large tile bed as described in option 8 of the Tatham presentation should be pursued.
Zoning changes, environmental assessment and approvals from various government agencies should be
ongoing immediately. There should be infrastructure grants available at the Federal and Provincial levels.

We want to see progress in terms of funding and approvals such that construction can begin before the current
council term ends. Having to start over with new councillors will just ensure that momentum is lost again.

In summary, Option 8, federal and provincial funding, all zoning and governmental approvals, ready for
construction within 2 years and regular progress updates.

Thanks,

Jane and Doug Davies
20 Thicketwood Place
Bayshore Village
Brechin Ontario
Sent from my iPhone
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Laurel Dewar
Suzanne Troxler; Josh Kavanagh; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Ramara spray field solution
6/5/2024 8:14:12 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

To the Municipality of Ramara Township;
I am writing today to indicate that my husband and I want to see the effluent disposal bed as the preferred long-term solution for the waste
water from Bayshore and area.   The current spray field is nearing the end of its effective life-cycle.  As a resident of Bayshore Village we
have been paying our taxes and high water costs for over 10 years and this issue has been at the forefront for much longer.  It's time for a
long term solution.

We also ask that Ramara Township seek provincial and federal grants to support construction costs.  This seems like a logical course of
action and I hope the municipality follows through.

One more request is that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council.
Thank you for your consideration,
Laurel Dewar
7 Thicketwood Pl, Brechin, ON L0K 1B0
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Anne Harwood
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Spray Fields
6/5/2024 1:46:17 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Greetings All

We are extremely disappointed that The Water and Wastewater meeting scheduled for June 6th is cancelled.
We respectfully request that each question that was submitted be fully answered and not just FAQ's as indicated on the Ramara website. 
Time was spent to research questions and therefore each one deserves an answer from the Council.

We support Alternative #8, the Effluent Disposal Bed and request that Ramara Township seeks provincial and federal grants to support
construction costs. Also, we request that  the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of Council.

We look forward to your responses.

Respectfully
Rick and Anne Harwood
26 Thicketwood Place
Bayshore Village
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From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Sent:

Karma
Suzanne Troxler
javanagh@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca;
sbell@ramara.ca;
Fwd: Spray fields
6/5/2024 7:25:34 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Karma <hepbk1980@gmail.com>
Date: June 5, 2024 at 7:20:43 AM EDT
To: clarke@ramara.ca
Subject: Spray fields

I support alternative 8 for a disposal septic bed that can handle the volume for our community and discontinue the spray fields.
Please seek funding from federal and provincial sources and preferably as soon as possible 
Thank you 
Karma and Bob Hepburn
12 Fernwood Lane
Sent from my iPhone
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Ken Hill
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Spray Field
6/5/2024 9:43:01 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Good morning,

We wish to express our support for Alternative #8, the effluent disposal bed.
We also request that Ramara Township seek any and all grants provincially, federally and otherwise that may be available, to support
construction costs; and, that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council.

Regards,

Ken and Sylvia Hill
1 Park Lane
Brechin ON
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

David Horbay
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
spray Field
6/5/2024 3:53:00 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Here are our choices for the Spray Fields
David and Heather Horbay
11 Maple Gate, Brechin, ON L0K 1B0

We:    support of "Alternative #8", the Effluent Disposal Bed
     : request that Ramara Township seek provincial grants to support construction costs.
      :request that the project be shovel ready by the end of the current term of council.

We are very disappointed by the council canceling  the meeting regarding our water billis
We elected you and we have the right to be heard, this is totally unacceptable.
 
Yours Truly
David and Heather Horbay

David Horbay
Sales Representative
Century 21 Leading Edge
Realty Inc., Brokerage
Office: 905 666-0000
Direct: 905 903-3760
www.DavidHorbay.com
dhorbay@gmail.com
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Artena Hutchison
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca;
kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Ramara Water and Wastewater Issues
6/5/2024 11:46:25 AM

________________________________

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know
the content is safe.

________________________________

My name is Artena Hutchison and I am writing on behalf of my husband and I. We reside at 25 Maple Gate in
Bayshore Village and have been keeping informed of the current issues surrounding water and wastewater in
Ramara. We consider this to be a very serious issue, not only because water is our most precious resource but
also because our home is our most valuable asset and we cannot afford to lose value in it. If this issue isn’t
resolved in a fiscally responsible manner,  no one will want to buy homes in this township. Of course, that will
have a huge impact on the township as well as many individuals.
I am sorry to hear of the cancellation of the Open House meeting on June 6; however, I do understand your
reasons as this is a hot topic and emotions tend to run high. I would like all the misinformation to be cleared up
as Bayshore residents have unfairly taken some verbal abuse over this issue. In addition, I sincerely hope
council is working hard to resolve this issue in such a way that water rates will be affordable now and in
future.
To us, the best solution would be to build an Effluent Disposal Bed and still maintain some sprayfield as back
up (Alternative #8). Bayshore has had a dedicated group of residents working hard on this issue and feel this is
the best solution. I trust that Ramara staff and council will seek out any government monies to support the
township in paying for this solution and would hope that much of this is resolved by the end of council’s
current term in office.
And, please, keep your residents informed! Communication within Ramara has been pretty bad in the past -
you can do much better.
Thank you.
Artena Hutchison

Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:
Sent:

Laura S. Lee
Suzanne Troxler
bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; Dana Tuju; sbell@ramara.ca;
jgough@ramara.ca; Jennifer Connor; zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca; Josh Kavanagh; DMarks@ramara.ca; Aziz.Ahmed@ntario.ca;
Chris.Hyde@ontario.ca; Sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca; Carly.Munce@ontario.ca;
Response to Notice of PIC and Request for Comments - Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System
240604 Bayshore letter.docx
6/5/2024 9:50:20 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Dear Ms. Troxler:

Please see the attached letter submitting our comments regarding the above.

Thank you.................Joe and Laura S. Lee

-- 
Joseph J. Lee
Laura S. Lee
Maple Grove Farm
3642 Concession Road 9
Ramara ON   L3V 0M5
705 325-4050
lsl.maplegrove@gmail.com
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June 4, 2024



Suzanne Troxler

Tatham Engineering Limited

Senior Engineer

115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200

Collingwood ON L9Y 5A6



Via email:  stroxler@tathameng.com



Dear Ms. Troxler:



Re:  Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Update – Notice of Public Information Centre – May 22, 2024



We are responding to the above-noted Notice of Public Information Centre, issued on the Township’s website on May 6, 2024, and request for comments.



We have been following the lack of progress on this issue for some time.  Interestingly enough, the arrows in Alternative 5 Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA Update, dated and presented to Committee of the Whole Council on December 11, 2023, (which has been screened out) point directly to the front yards of our property and our sister’s property on Concession 9.  



The residents who live adjacent to the spray fields are the ones most affected by the thirty-year plus Bayshore Village spray experiment.  They are not newcomers complaining about an inconvenience.  They are generational farm owners who have watched the Township and OCWA spread unwanted human waste on their land for years, harming their land, their farming income and their health.  Their complaints to the Township about these spills onto their property have not been addressed or corrected.



Laura attended the December 11, 2023, and the May 22, 2024, meetings and listened to the review of the ten listed alternative solutions (plus a do-nothing option) for the disposal of lagoon effluent. The review stated that the do-nothing option and six alternatives had been screened out.   Alternatives 3,6,7 and 8 were left.



[bookmark: _Hlk167714685]We submit that, of these four alternatives, only Alternative 8 is viable. Alternatives 3,6 and 7 all involve spray irrigation and do not meet the requirements of the Main Considerations listed on Slide 4 of this updated report.



Taking the words from the Problem Statement in Slide 3 of your May 22 presentation, we submit that runoff and impacts on humans/farm animals, aerosols and drainage all have occurred.  Overspray, runoff and drainage from the south field, and especially from the north field, have been documented and captured in picture and video and submitted to your office, MECP, and the Township. The two neighbouring farms on Concession 8 directly affected have submitted tomes of evidence.  The runoff includes over-sprayed effluent spilling into Wainman’s Creek which empties into Lake Simcoe.



The Class EA Problem Statement further states that there is a “need to find the most appropriate solution for the disposal of the lagoon effluent.”  Spray irrigation is not the most appropriate solution.  The spray irrigation system does not have the required capacity and is completely dependent upon the weather.  Hauling the effluent has not solved the problem.  How will continuing spray irrigation in Alternatives 3,6 and 7 not also breach the Certificate of Approval?  Continuing with any form of spray irrigation will not meet the Main Considerations listed in Slide 4 of your May 22 presentation.   



We have read the Certificate of Approval and note the following sections:



“1.4	The Owner shall ensure that the effluent spray irrigation system is operated in a manner that precludes the sprayed effluent ponding, run-off, and aerosol drift beyond the limits of the approved spray irrigation fields at all times.

1.5	Any diversion of sewage from any portion of the sewage works is prohibited, except where it is unavoidable in preventing loss of life, danger to public health, personal injury or severe property damage.”



We submit that the current system has breached sections 1.4 and 1.5 of the C of A by allowing run-off onto neighbouring properties and into Lake Simcoe.  



On April 29, 2024, representatives of OCWA presented their annual report, dated March 28, 2024, to Ramara Council. Just prior to this presentation, all members of Council had received correspondence from the affected farm owners, pointing out that the total acreage of spray area used was an incorrect figure, thereby skewing the overall spray average calculations in the report. We attended that April 29 meeting and heard from the OCWA Operations Manager that, despite using an incorrect calculation, they were still in compliance no matter the acreage because they had received an exemption. As Councillor Snutch stated at that meeting, ‘What I’m hearing is it doesn’t matter how much you spray.’ The response from the OCWA Operations Manager was ‘The past few years it wouldn’t have because there was an exemption.’  Would MECP perhaps not have given these exemptions over the years if they had received the correct calculations?  This is such a betrayal to the stakeholders.



As stated, the adjacent landowners have documented many breaches of the C of A.  You have written and visual evidence of those breaches.  Other agencies beyond the Township have now been contacted, including the Beef Farmers of Ontario, the Ontario Federation of Agriculture, the local MPP, various levels of the MECP, including the current and previous Ministers.  The owners have also been in consultation with their farm veterinarian.



We own a farm located on Concession 9 in Ramara.  As farmers, with cattle, horses and poultry, we are subject to stringent rules and regulations regarding nutrient management.  The Bayshore Village spray fields are subject to regulations, but human waste, with little or no treatment, is spilling onto privately owned fields outside the approved spray area, with no permission granted, and allowed to run into a creek which exits into Lake Simcoe.   The residential water well belonging to one of the affected owners has been contaminated; cattle pasturing has had to be altered to protect animals in the food chain; tillable land has had to be abandoned; human physical and mental health is at risk.



We have seen the detailed documentation provided to you, to MECP, and to the Township by these adjacent farm owners.  The owners have remained very factual in their submissions.  Their arguments have been backed up by defendable evidence.  Both families have deep roots in this community – perhaps not the wisest move on the part of the Township Council, OCWA, and Tatham to treat so lightly the concerns of stakeholders that extend back four generations on these properties.



Alternatives 3,6 and 7 should be screened out as they all include spray irrigation.   Alternative 8 is the only alternative that meets the Main Considerations set out in your May 22 presentation slide.  We submit that it is the only alternative that would meet today’s health and environmental standards.



We submit that the timeline presented on Slide 15 of your presentation is unacceptable.  These issues were raised by the affected property owners going back to at least 2011.  A concerted effort to fast track the timeline would be the responsible and appropriate action to take.



We submit the following:



1. Alternative #8 is the only option to present and is the only logical course of action. Council cannot be solely depended upon to do the right thing.



2. Permanently remove Alternatives #3, 6 and 7 or any variation of spray fields from consideration as they do not meet the Main Considerations in your presentation.



3. We object to the proposed timeline. This environmental disaster has been years in the making and is getting worse with time. Residents have been waiting for a resolution since 2011. How much more must be endured?



Yours,



Joseph J. Lee

Laura S. Lee



Joseph J and Laura S. Lee

3642 Concession Road 9

Ramara, Ontario   L3V 0M5

lsl.maplegrove@gmail.com
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Suzanne Troxler

June 4, 2024
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June 4, 2024 
 
Suzanne Troxler 
Tatham Engineering Limited 
Senior Engineer 
115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200 
Collingwood ON L9Y 5A6 
 
Via email:  stroxler@tathameng.com 
 
Dear Ms. Troxler: 
 
Re:  Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment Update – Notice of Public Information Centre – May 22, 2024 
 
We are responding to the above-noted Notice of Public Information Centre, issued on the Township’s 
website on May 6, 2024, and request for comments. 
 
We have been following the lack of progress on this issue for some time.  Interestingly enough, the 
arrows in Alternative 5 Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA Update, dated and 
presented to Committee of the Whole Council on December 11, 2023, (which has been screened 
out) point directly to the front yards of our property and our sister’s property on Concession 9.   
 
The residents who live adjacent to the spray fields are the ones most affected by the thirty-year plus 
Bayshore Village spray experiment.  They are not newcomers complaining about an inconvenience.  
They are generational farm owners who have watched the Township and OCWA spread unwanted 
human waste on their land for years, harming their land, their farming income and their health.  Their 
complaints to the Township about these spills onto their property have not been addressed or 
corrected. 
 
Laura attended the December 11, 2023, and the May 22, 2024, meetings and listened to the review 
of the ten listed alternative solutions (plus a do-nothing option) for the disposal of lagoon effluent. 
The review stated that the do-nothing option and six alternatives had been screened out.   
Alternatives 3,6,7 and 8 were left. 
 
We submit that, of these four alternatives, only Alternative 8 is viable. Alternatives 3,6 and 7 all involve 
spray irrigation and do not meet the requirements of the Main Considerations listed on Slide 4 of this 
updated report. 
 
Taking the words from the Problem Statement in Slide 3 of your May 22 presentation, we submit that 
runoff and impacts on humans/farm animals, aerosols and drainage all have occurred.  Overspray, 
runoff and drainage from the south field, and especially from the north field, have been documented 
and captured in picture and video and submitted to your office, MECP, and the Township. The two 
neighbouring farms on Concession 8 directly affected have submitted tomes of evidence.  The runoff 
includes over-sprayed effluent spilling into Wainman’s Creek which empties into Lake Simcoe. 
 
The Class EA Problem Statement further states that there is a “need to find the most appropriate 
solution for the disposal of the lagoon effluent.”  Spray irrigation is not the most appropriate solution.  



 
Suzanne Troxler 
June 4, 2024 
 

2 
 

The spray irrigation system does not have the required capacity and is completely dependent upon 
the weather.  Hauling the effluent has not solved the problem.  How will continuing spray irrigation in 
Alternatives 3,6 and 7 not also breach the Certificate of Approval?  Continuing with any form of spray 
irrigation will not meet the Main Considerations listed in Slide 4 of your May 22 presentation.    
 
We have read the Certificate of Approval and note the following sections: 
 

“1.4 The Owner shall ensure that the effluent spray irrigation system is 
operated in a manner that precludes the sprayed effluent ponding, run-
off, and aerosol drift beyond the limits of the approved spray irrigation 
fields at all times. 

1.5 Any diversion of sewage from any portion of the sewage works is 
prohibited, except where it is unavoidable in preventing loss of life, danger 
to public health, personal injury or severe property damage.” 

 
We submit that the current system has breached sections 1.4 and 1.5 of the C of A by allowing 
run-off onto neighbouring properties and into Lake Simcoe.   
 
On April 29, 2024, representatives of OCWA presented their annual report, dated March 28, 2024, to 
Ramara Council. Just prior to this presentation, all members of Council had received 
correspondence from the affected farm owners, pointing out that the total acreage of spray area used 
was an incorrect figure, thereby skewing the overall spray average calculations in the report. We 
attended that April 29 meeting and heard from the OCWA Operations Manager that, despite using an 
incorrect calculation, they were still in compliance no matter the acreage because they had received 
an exemption. As Councillor Snutch stated at that meeting, ‘What I’m hearing is it doesn’t matter how 
much you spray.’ The response from the OCWA Operations Manager was ‘The past few years it 
wouldn’t have because there was an exemption.’  Would MECP perhaps not have given these 
exemptions over the years if they had received the correct calculations?  This is such a betrayal to 
the stakeholders. 
 
As stated, the adjacent landowners have documented many breaches of the C of A.  You have written 
and visual evidence of those breaches.  Other agencies beyond the Township have now been 
contacted, including the Beef Farmers of Ontario, the Ontario Federation of Agriculture, the local 
MPP, various levels of the MECP, including the current and previous Ministers.  The owners have also 
been in consultation with their farm veterinarian. 
 
We own a farm located on Concession 9 in Ramara.  As farmers, with cattle, horses and poultry, we 
are subject to stringent rules and regulations regarding nutrient management.  The Bayshore Village 
spray fields are subject to regulations, but human waste, with little or no treatment, is spilling onto 
privately owned fields outside the approved spray area, with no permission granted, and allowed to 
run into a creek which exits into Lake Simcoe.   The residential water well belonging to one of the 
affected owners has been contaminated; cattle pasturing has had to be altered to protect animals in 
the food chain; tillable land has had to be abandoned; human physical and mental health is at risk. 
 
We have seen the detailed documentation provided to you, to MECP, and to the Township by these 
adjacent farm owners.  The owners have remained very factual in their submissions.  Their arguments 
have been backed up by defendable evidence.  Both families have deep roots in this community – 
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perhaps not the wisest move on the part of the Township Council, OCWA, and Tatham to treat so 
lightly the concerns of stakeholders that extend back four generations on these properties. 
 
Alternatives 3,6 and 7 should be screened out as they all include spray irrigation.   Alternative 8 is the 
only alternative that meets the Main Considerations set out in your May 22 presentation slide.  We 
submit that it is the only alternative that would meet today’s health and environmental standards. 
 
We submit that the timeline presented on Slide 15 of your presentation is unacceptable.  These 
issues were raised by the affected property owners going back to at least 2011.  A concerted effort to 
fast track the timeline would be the responsible and appropriate action to take. 
 
We submit the following: 
 
1. Alternative #8 is the only option to present and is the only logical course of action. Council cannot 
be solely depended upon to do the right thing. 
 
2. Permanently remove Alternatives #3, 6 and 7 or any variation of spray fields from consideration as 
they do not meet the Main Considerations in your presentation. 
 
3. We object to the proposed timeline. This environmental disaster has been years in the making and 
is getting worse with time. Residents have been waiting for a resolution since 2011. How much more 
must be endured? 
 
Yours, 
 
Joseph J. Lee 

Laura S. Lee 

 
Joseph J and Laura S. Lee 
3642 Concession Road 9 
Ramara, Ontario   L3V 0M5 
lsl.maplegrove@gmail.com 
 
 
cc: 
 
bclarke@ramara.ca 

 kbell@ramara.ca < 
dsnutch@ramara.ca 

 jfisher@ramara.ca 

dtuju@ramara.ca 

 sbell@ramara.ca 

jgough@ramara.ca 
jconnor@ramara.ca 
 

zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca 

jkavanagh@ramara.ca  
DMarks@ramara.ca 
Aziz.Ahmed@ntario.ca 
Chris.Hyde@ontario.ca 
Sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca 
Carly.Munce@ontario.ca 
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From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Sent:

Suzanne Troxler
Laura S. Lee
bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; Dana Tuju;
sbell@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; Jennifer Connor; zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca; Josh Kavanagh;
DMarks@ramara.ca; Aziz.Ahmed@ntario.ca; Chris.Hyde@ontario.ca; Sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca;
Carly.Munce@ontario.ca;
RE: Response to Notice of PIC and Request for Comments - Bayshore Village Effluent Spray
Irrigation System
8/20/2024 8:48:00 AM

Laura and Joseph Lee,
 
Thank you for your detailed letter of comments on the Bayshore Village Effluent Disposal Class EA.
 
The Class EA process requires that we consider all potential alternatives to compare their impacts,
positive and negative. Your comments, as well as the comments of other affected residents and farm
owners, have been considered and integrated in the assessment and evaluation of alternatives.  Your
comments were significant contributions to the assessment and recommendations of the Draft Class
EA report that were presented to Township Council on August 12.  These recommendations include
abandoning effluent spray irrigation and accelerating the schedule to implementation of the effluent
disposal bed solution.
 
You will be directly notified when the Final Class EA Report is available for public review.  
 
Sincerely,
 
Suzanne
 
 

Suzanne Troxler   P.Eng.
Senior Engineer

stroxler@tathameng.com   T   705-444-2565 x2089   C   705-888-0898
115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200, Collingwood, Ontario   L9Y 5A6

 

From: Laura S. Lee <lsl.maplegrove@gmail.com> 
 Sent: Wednesday, June 5, 2024 9:50 PM

 To: Suzanne Troxler <stroxler@tathameng.com>
 Cc: bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; Dana Tuju <dtuju@ramara.ca>;

sbell@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; Jennifer Connor <jconnor@ramara.ca>; zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca; Josh Kavanagh
<jkavanagh@ramara.ca>; DMarks@ramara.ca; Aziz.Ahmed@ntario.ca; Chris.Hyde@ontario.ca;
Sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca; Carly.Munce@ontario.ca

 Subject: Response to Notice of PIC and Request for Comments - Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know
the content is safe.

 

Dear Ms. Troxler:
 
Please see the attached letter submitting our comments regarding the above.
 
Thank you.................Joe and Laura S. Lee

  
--
Joseph J. Lee
Laura S. Lee
Maple Grove Farm
3642 Concession Road 9
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Ramara ON   L3V 0M5
705 325-4050
lsl.maplegrove@gmail.com
 

 

mailto:lsl.maplegrove@gmail.com


From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

GLENN.LUCAS@SYMPATICO.CA
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Spray Field Request
6/5/2024 4:47:12 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
Our names are Wendy & Glenn Lucas from 226 Bayshore Dr. in Bayshore Village. We attended the Public Information session at the
Ramara Council Chambers on May 22 regarding the spray field project.  We are in support of the long-term solution of an effluent
disposal bed alternative #8. We are in support of #8 because of the lower annual operating costs, discontinuation of all spraying activity,
the operation can be handled 24/7, 365 days a year and elimination of costly sewage hauling. 

We have been paying a large water bill for years that mostly pays for new infrastructure and are extremely disappointed that nothing
constructive has been done by the current Mayor and Council. We have known for years now that the current spray field is at the end of
its effective life-cycle and to be told at the meeting that another 2 years of waiting is unacceptable.  We request that Ramara Township
seek provincial and federal grants to support construction costs and that the project be started immediately because of the severity of
the situation.

Wendy & Glenn Lucas
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Rick Matthews
Suzanne Troxler; Josh Kavanagh; Basil; Keith Bell; David Snutch; Jennifer Fisher; dtuju@ramara.ca; Joe Gough; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Spray Field Replacement: Option 8 - Effluent Disposal Bed
6/5/2024 9:51:05 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
As member of the Board of Directors for the Bayshore Village Association for over eight years, I believe it is time for Ramara to finalizes the
replacement of the Spray Irrigation Fields. 

I am in support of the engineering recommendation to develop an Effluent Disposal Bed, Option #8,  and terminate any form of Spray Irrigation.

Given the added cost of trucking associated with the failing spray field, the development, approval and replacement, with option 8, the Effluent Bed,
should be one of the highest priorities for this council. In fact the council should ensure this issue is resolved before the term of this council. 

During the approval process I urge the Council to lobby Provincial and Federal representatives of our area to secure funds to construct this new facility.
Funds are not granted until projects are "shovel ready" but our MP and MPP need to be engaged early in the process to help secure any grants/ funds.

I believe our local Councillor will continue to support this project, but I believe a task force of council, external engineer and Ramara support staff
should be formed to focus resources on this initiative with regular communications and status reports to the community and council. This does not
have to be a large team. A project plan with clear milestone dates and objectives should be developed. Most importantly a single individual should be
responsible to make this Effluent Field happen. I am concerned the timeline of this council will not meet the target completion without this type of
focus on the project especially with a new CAO being injected into the organization.   
 

Rick Matthews
128 Bayshore Drive 
Ex-Officio of Bayshore Village Association 

mailto:rickematthews@outlook.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:JKavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:bclarke@ramara.ca
mailto:KBell@ramara.ca
mailto:DSnutch@ramara.ca
mailto:JFisher@ramara.ca
mailto:dtuju@ramara.ca
mailto:jgough@ramara.ca
mailto:sbell@ramara.ca


From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Bruce McWilliam
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore spray field
6/5/2024 11:44:40 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hello, 

We would like to express our strong support for alternative # 8 (effluent disposal bed with no further spray irrigation). This option has
the benefits of lower annual operating costs, discontinuation of all spraying activity (with its impact on neighbouring residents), operation
24/7, 365 days a year, and elimination of the future possibility of costly sewage hauling. 

We ask that Ramara Township seek provincial and federal grants to support the construction costs of this project. Also, we ask that the
project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council. 

Also, consideration should be given to Simcoe County taking over responsibility for Ramara water and wastewater.  

Yours truly 
Bruce and Lynn McWilliam 
13 Park Lane
Brechin, ON
L0K1B0
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Dave and Liz
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; Basil Clarke; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; Joe Gough; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore spray fields
6/5/2024 9:13:00 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

I strongly support "alternative 8" for an effluent disposal bed.
I would encourage the council to immediately and  aggressively  pursue financial support for all levels of government county, provincial and federal.
The time for stalling has passed.
Get this shovel ready and underway before the next election.
Regards
Dave Meharg
90 Bayshore Dr
Brechin 
L0K1B0

mailto:daveandlizmeharg@gmail.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:bclarke@ramara.ca
mailto:kbell@ramara.ca
mailto:dsnutch@ramara.ca
mailto:jfisher@ramara.ca
mailto:dtuju@ramara.ca
mailto:jgough@ramara.ca
mailto:sbell@ramara.ca


From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

millertyme
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh; bclarke; kbell; dsnutch; jfisher; dtuju; jgough; sbell;
Water and Waste Water for Bayshore Village
6/5/2024 7:45:17 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hello

My name is Steve Miller and my wife and I live at 30 Southview Drive in Brechin (Bayshore Village).
I recently attended the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation meeting. As a result of the information gained  at that meeting, I would
like to confirm my support for Option # 8, Build an effluent disposal bed and discontinue the current spray irrigation system.
I would also like to request that the Township of Ramara seek Provincial and Federal grants as well as any other financial support and
request that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of Council.
At the meeting, it was stated that the soil in the existing spray fields had become compacted as a result of years of spraying. My
understanding is that the fields were never worked because they could not get equipment between the pipes. However, I see farm tractors
cutting the grass during the summer and I don't understand why these same tractors couldn't be used to pull ploughs and disks in the spring
or fall. Farming equipment could fit in the same area that you are currently operating the hay cutting equipment. Wouldn't this have
extended the life of the system?
Regardless, given the situation we are currently at, I highly recommend proceeding with Option 8.

Thank you.

Steve Miller

Sent on an Android device
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

patrick j Murphy
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
kbell@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; dtuju@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Spray Fields
6/5/2024 8:49:45 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

From:  Patrick Murphy & Elaine Ney
            3 Misty Court
            Doug & Sally McPherson
            9 Misty Court

We are writing to voice our support for a preferred long term solution of an effluent disposal bed as the Bayshore Spray Fields are ending
their effective life-cycle. 

We support proposal #8 as its benefits are lower annual operating costs, operation 24/7, 365 days a year, discontinue all spraying activity
which benefits all the nearby residents and eliminate the costly hauling of sewage.

We request that Ramara seek provincial and federal grants to support construction costs and also have the project shovel-ready by the end
of the current term of council.

Elaine Ney & Patrick Murphy
Doug & Sally McPherson
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Lori King
Suzanne Troxler; Josh Kavanagh; Basil Clarke; kbell@ramara.ca; David Snutch; Jennifer Fisher; dtuju@ramara.ca; Joe Gough;
sbell@ramara.ca;
We Support Alternative #8 - Effluent Disposal Bed
6/5/2024 6:40:41 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hi,

We, Lori King and Paul Presseault of 22 Maple Gate, Bayshore Village are in support of the Alternative #8 for the Effluent Disposal Bed.

We request that Ramara Township seeks provincial and federal grants to support the construction costs.
We also request that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council.

Thank you.

Lori King and Paul Presseault

Lori King,
E-RYT200, RYT500, YACEP

“When a woman rises up in glory, her energy is magnetic and her sense of possibility contagious.” 
  Marianne Williamson, A Woman's Worth
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From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:
Sent:

Linda Richardson
Suzanne Troxler
bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; dtuju@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
jgough@ramara.ca; jconnor@ramara.ca; zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; DMarks@ramara.ca;
Aziz.Ahmed@ntario.ca; Chris.Hyde@ontario.ca; Sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca; mhgwainman@gmail.com;
Bayshore Village Spray Fields Response
Spray Fields .docx
6/6/2024 7:06:46 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Please see attached response to Bayshore Village spray fields PIC May 22, 2024.

Linda Richardson 
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June 5, 2024



Suzanne Troxler

Senior Engineer

Tatham Engineering Limited

115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200

Collingwood ON L9Y 5A6



Via email:  stroxler@tathameng.com



Re:  Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Update - Notice of Public Information Centre - May 22, 2024

· IN SUPPORT OF ALTERNATIVE #8   -



We attended the December 11, 2023, Committee of the Whole meeting where alternatives for the Bayshore Village spray fields were presented. At that meeting only Alternatives #3, 6, 7 and 8 were left for consideration. Fortunately, Alternative #8 was left in but sadly Alternatives #3, 6 and 7 were not eliminated. (On a personal note, we were shocked to see Alternative #5 on the original mapping showed an arrow pointing directly at our property on Concession 9 indicating locations for future spray fields. This was outrageous and completely unacceptable.)  



We also attended the Public Information meeting on May 22, 2024, where the remaining alternatives were discussed. What we cannot fathom is why the Council has not corrected this problem long ago. They have years of information and empirical data proving that the spray fields are not working as designed and have negatively impacted two farms for years.



The contractor, OCWA, responsible for the operation and maintenance of the spray fields seems to flaunt regulations, gets continuing exemptions from the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks, and continues to alter the system regardless of consequences.  And why hasn’t the contracted engineering firm, Tatham Engineering Limited, stepped up to stop the unauthorized alterations that have not improved or corrected the problem? Contractors who do not do their jobs would be fired in any other world. 



Where is the oversight, common sense and accountability?







There is certainly enough incompetence to go around. Council is elected to do the right 

things. If they don’t there is always another election, and they are sadly mistaken if they think there are only four votes involved from the two impacted farms.  However, there is no time to wait for a new Council.



The runoff and overspray from both the south and north spray fields have significantly and negatively impacted the two neighbouring farms. Their properties and a drinking water well are now contaminated. They have had to alter the management of their livestock and tillable land due to loss of viable acreage. This impacts their incomes and livelihoods. Nor should the amount of personal stress and risk of harmful health effects be overlooked.



Has Council even considered compensation for the loss of acreage or rehabilitation of their properties or what this has meant to their mental and physical health?  How many Councillors or Bayshore Village residents would be OK with sewage being constantly pumped onto their front yard?



Additionally, there was no information on what effects this contamination has had on local wildlife, birds or insects. As the untreated runoff also spills directly into Lake Simcoe through Wainman’s Creek, what is it doing to the health of the lake, fish and waterfowl? And yes we mean “untreated”. At the meeting on May 22nd, we learned that the treated lagoon is bypassed when overfull and what gets sprayed is not treated. Another way of saying it’s raw sewage.



The Township has spent and is continuing to spend hundreds of thousands of our tax dollars (not Bayshore Village dollars) on a system that has failed badly and created an environmental disaster. Spending more on hauling as a stopgap measure is only spitting in the wind. At the Public Information meeting there was consensus that the spray field alternatives were not an option moving forward. Alternative #8 is the only option that meets today’s rigorous health and environmental standards and stops further contamination on the adjacent farms. This is outlined in the Main Considerations on Page 4 of your presentation from the May 22nd Public Information meeting.



This is a huge problem that the Bayshore Village spray fields have created. We also learned that MECP will not allow a sewage treatment plant to be built so that eliminates the best solution. We suggest that another option is for the residents of Bayshore Village to install individual septic systems on their properties and look after their own waste.  Keep in mind that the local farms have been there for well over a hundred years - long before Bayshore Village was even thought of. In fact, Bayshore Village itself was originally viable farmland.

In summary -

1. We request that Alternative #8 be presented as the only option moving forward. It is the only logical course of action. Council cannot be solely depended upon to do the right thing.

2. We request that you permanently remove Alternatives #3, 6 and 7 or any future “spray fields” from consideration as they do not meet the Main Considerations in your presentation. 

3. We object to the proposed timeline. This environmental disaster has been years in the making and is getting worse with time. Residents have been waiting for a resolution since 2011. How much more must be endured?

4. We as non-users will not pay to correct a massive problem that has been created by a small percentage of the population.



Now is not the time to hesitate but to keep moving forward in an expeditious manner. No more delays. Alternative #8 is the only workable solution and must be acted upon immediately.

 

Respectfully,



Pat Richardson

Linda Richardson



Pat and Linda Richardson

3552 Concession Road 9

Ramara ON L3V 0M5

pat@orilliapronet.com

linda@orilliapronet.com





Cc - 



bclarke@ramara.ca 

kbell@ramara.ca

dsnutch@ramara.ca

jfisher@ramara.ca

dtuju@ramara.ca

sbell@ramara.ca

jgough@ramara.ca

jconnor@ramara.ca

zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca

jkavanagh@ramara.ca

DMarks@ramara.ca 

Aziz.Ahmed@ntario.ca

Chris.Hyde@ontario.ca

Sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca

mhgwainman@gmail.co





FileAttachment



 

June 5, 2024 
 
Suzanne Troxler 
Senior Engineer 
Tatham Engineering Limited 
115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200 
Collingwood ON L9Y 5A6 
 
Via email:  stroxler@tathameng.com 
 
Re:  Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment Update - Notice of Public Information Centre - May 22, 
2024 

- IN SUPPORT OF ALTERNATIVE #8   - 
 
We attended the December 11, 2023, Committee of the Whole meeting where 
alternatives for the Bayshore Village spray fields were presented. At that meeting only 
Alternatives #3, 6, 7 and 8 were left for consideration. Fortunately, Alternative #8 was 
left in but sadly Alternatives #3, 6 and 7 were not eliminated. (On a personal note, we 
were shocked to see Alternative #5 on the original mapping showed an arrow pointing 
directly at our property on Concession 9 indicating locations for future spray fields. This 
was outrageous and completely unacceptable.)   
 
We also attended the Public Information meeting on May 22, 2024, where the remaining 
alternatives were discussed. What we cannot fathom is why the Council has not 
corrected this problem long ago. They have years of information and empirical data 
proving that the spray fields are not working as designed and have negatively impacted 
two farms for years. 
 
The contractor, OCWA, responsible for the operation and maintenance of the spray 
fields seems to flaunt regulations, gets continuing exemptions from the Ministry of 
Environment, Conservation and Parks, and continues to alter the system regardless of 
consequences.  And why hasn’t the contracted engineering firm, Tatham Engineering 
Limited, stepped up to stop the unauthorized alterations that have not improved or 
corrected the problem? Contractors who do not do their jobs would be fired in any other 
world.  
 
Where is the oversight, common sense and accountability? 
 
 
 



 

There is certainly enough incompetence to go around. Council is elected to do the right  
things. If they don’t there is always another election, and they are sadly mistaken if they 
think there are only four votes involved from the two impacted farms.  However, there is 
no time to wait for a new Council. 
 
The runoff and overspray from both the south and north spray fields have significantly 
and negatively impacted the two neighbouring farms. Their properties and a drinking 
water well are now contaminated. They have had to alter the management of their 
livestock and tillable land due to loss of viable acreage. This impacts their incomes and 
livelihoods. Nor should the amount of personal stress and risk of harmful health effects 
be overlooked. 
 
Has Council even considered compensation for the loss of acreage or rehabilitation of 
their properties or what this has meant to their mental and physical health?  How many 
Councillors or Bayshore Village residents would be OK with sewage being constantly 
pumped onto their front yard? 
 
Additionally, there was no information on what effects this contamination has had on 
local wildlife, birds or insects. As the untreated runoff also spills directly into Lake 
Simcoe through Wainman’s Creek, what is it doing to the health of the lake, fish and 
waterfowl? And yes we mean “untreated”. At the meeting on May 22nd, we learned that 
the treated lagoon is bypassed when overfull and what gets sprayed is not treated. 
Another way of saying it’s raw sewage. 
 
The Township has spent and is continuing to spend hundreds of thousands of our tax 
dollars (not Bayshore Village dollars) on a system that has failed badly and created an 
environmental disaster. Spending more on hauling as a stopgap measure is only 
spitting in the wind. At the Public Information meeting there was consensus that the 
spray field alternatives were not an option moving forward. Alternative #8 is the only 
option that meets today’s rigorous health and environmental standards and stops further 
contamination on the adjacent farms. This is outlined in the Main Considerations on 
Page 4 of your presentation from the May 22nd Public Information meeting. 
 
This is a huge problem that the Bayshore Village spray fields have created. We also 
learned that MECP will not allow a sewage treatment plant to be built so that eliminates 
the best solution. We suggest that another option is for the residents of Bayshore 
Village to install individual septic systems on their properties and look after their own 
waste.  Keep in mind that the local farms have been there for well over a hundred years 
- long before Bayshore Village was even thought of. In fact, Bayshore Village itself was 
originally viable farmland. 



 

In summary - 
1. We request that Alternative #8 be presented as the only option moving forward. It 

is the only logical course of action. Council cannot be solely depended upon to 
do the right thing. 

2. We request that you permanently remove Alternatives #3, 6 and 7 or any future 
“spray fields” from consideration as they do not meet the Main Considerations in 
your presentation.  

3. We object to the proposed timeline. This environmental disaster has been years 
in the making and is getting worse with time. Residents have been waiting for a 
resolution since 2011. How much more must be endured? 

4. We as non-users will not pay to correct a massive problem that has been created 
by a small percentage of the population. 
 

Now is not the time to hesitate but to keep moving forward in an expeditious manner. 
No more delays. Alternative #8 is the only workable solution and must be acted upon 
immediately. 
  
Respectfully, 
 
Pat Richardson 
Linda Richardson 
 
Pat and Linda Richardson 

3552 Concession Road 9 

Ramara ON L3V 0M5 

pat@orilliapronet.com 
linda@orilliapronet.com 
 
Cc - 
 
bclarke@ramara.ca  
kbell@ramara.ca 
dsnutch@ramara.ca 

jfisher@ramara.ca 

dtuju@ramara.ca 
sbell@ramara.ca 

jgough@ramara.ca 

jconnor@ramara.ca 
zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca 
jkavanagh@ramara.ca 

DMarks@ramara.ca  
Aziz.Ahmed@ntario.ca 
Chris.Hyde@ontario.ca 
Sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca 
mhgwainman@gmail.co
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From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Sent:

Suzanne Troxler
Linda Richardson
bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; jconnor@ramara.ca;
jkavanagh@ramara.ca; DMarks@ramara.ca; Aziz.Ahmed@ntario.ca; Chris.Hyde@ontario.ca;
Sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca; mhgwainman@gmail.com;
RE: Bayshore Village Spray Fields Response
8/20/2024 4:59:00 PM

Linda and Pat Richardson,
 
Thank you for your detailed letter of comments following the Bayshore Village Effluent Disposal Class
EA PIC.
 
The Class EA process requires that we consider all potential alternatives to compare their impacts,
positive and negative. Your comments, as well as the comments of affected residents and farm
owners, have been considered and integrated in the assessment and evaluation of alternatives.  The
resulting recommendations, which include abandoning effluent spray irrigation and accelerating the
schedule to implementation of the recommended effluent disposal bed solution, were presented to
Township Council on August 12. 
 
The Class EA report is in preparation and when ready, will be made available for public review. It
contains clarifications and data that address some of your comments.  The water quality of
Wainman’s Creek has been monitored since 1995 and the data, included in the report, do not show
measurable impacts from the spray irrigation operation.  The report includes performance monitoring
data for the lagoons, demonstrating the level of sewage treatment provided by each lagoon cell.  The
Class EA did not consider the suggested installation of individual septic systems in Bayshore Village,
as it is not a feasible option for the built community.      
   
We have added you to our direct mailing list so that you will be notified when the Class EA report is
available for review.     
 
Sincerely,
 
Suzanne
 

Suzanne Troxler   P.Eng.
Senior Engineer

stroxler@tathameng.com   T   705-444-2565 x2089   C   705-888-0898
115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200, Collingwood, Ontario   L9Y 5A6

 

From: Linda Richardson <linda@orilliapronet.com> 
 Sent: Thursday, June 6, 2024 7:06 PM

 To: Suzanne Troxler <stroxler@tathameng.com>
 Cc: bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; dtuju@ramara.ca;

sbell@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; jconnor@ramara.ca; zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca; jkavanagh@ramara.ca;
DMarks@ramara.ca; Aziz.Ahmed@ntario.ca; Chris.Hyde@ontario.ca; Sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca;
mhgwainman@gmail.com

 Subject: Bayshore Village Spray Fields Response
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know
the content is safe.

 

Please see attached response to Bayshore Village spray fields PIC May 22, 2024.
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Linda Richardson 



From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

four-a-float@sympatico.ca
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Re: Bayshore Water and Wastewater.
6/5/2024 10:18:52 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 Good morning Ramara Council.
 
Marcia and Rudy Schafranek
23 MapleGate
Brechin, On.
L0K 1B0
 
We support "Alternative #8", the Effluent Disposal Bed.

We request that Ramara Township seeks provincial and federal grants to support construction costs.

We request that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council.
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Best regards,
 
Marcia and Rudy Schafranek.

mailto:four-a-float@sympatico.ca
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Norman Sicard
Suzanne Troxler
Alternative #8
6/5/2024 11:37:01 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Dear Sir or Madam,
  We would like to express our support for "Alternative #8" the Effluent Disposal Bed.We think Ramara Township should seek provincial
and federal grants to help fund the construction costs.
  We also think that this project should be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council.
Thank you!
Barbara and Norman Sicard
193 Bayshore Drive
Brechin On L0K1B0

mailto:norman@tuesdayafternoon.net
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Josh Kavanagh
John Simerson
Suzanne Troxler
RE: [EXTERNAL] Bayshore Sewage
6/6/2024 8:16:36 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
Thank you Mr. Simerson
 
We have received and submitted your comment into the PIC.
 
Regards,
 
Josh Kavanagh | Director of Infrastructure / Drainage Superintendent 
P.O. Box 130, 2297 Highway 12, Brechin, Ontario L0K 1B0 
P: 705-484-5374 ext. 290 | F: 705-484-0441
E: jkavanagh@ramara.ca | W: www.ramara.ca
 
 
 
 
From: John Simerson <johnsimer68@gmail.com> 
Sent: June 5, 2024 6:52 PM
To: Josh Kavanagh <JKavanagh@ramara.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Bayshore Sewage
 
The Simerson family at 108 bayshore Drive support Alternative #8, support grant applications and shovel ready by end of current term of
council.

mailto:JKavanagh@ramara.ca
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From:

To:

Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Natalie Svadjian
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Annie Svadjian (as@Svadjian.com); Natalie Svadjian;
Effluent Disposal Bed
6/5/2024 9:18:50 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
Good Morning
 
My name is Anahid Svadjian, and my address is 103 Bayshore Drive in Brechin, L0K 1B0.
 
I am contacting you, as the key decision-makers, to support Alternative #8 regarding the Effluent Disposal Bed and ask that Ramara Township seek
provincial and federal grants to cover the construction costs.
 
I also request that the project be shovel-ready before the end of the current council term.
 
 
Thank you
Anahid Svadjian
(647) 444-3883
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From:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:
Sent:

famtoebes famtoebes
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; dmarks@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Class EA Update
Letter Bayshore Village Effluent Spray.doc
6/5/2024 11:44:22 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Good morning,

Please see my attached letter re Bayshore Village Effluent Spray proposals.

Thank you,

Geraldine Toebes

mailto:famtoebes@bell.net
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:dmarks@ramara.ca

As a resident of Ramara living near the proposed expansion of the effluent spray fields used to dispose of the Bayshore Village sewage, I am totally opposed to the expansion of the already antiquated systems of spraying effluent on top of the ground in the hopes that it will be absorbed and not run off into neighbouring properties, Wainman Creek and eventually into Lake Simcoe.


My concerns are the following:


1. the process of using spray fields is dependent on good weather, for a maximum of 6 months of the year. What happens when the soil is already waterlogged with rainfall, as climate change continues to impact our local weather conditions? The numbers of days that the sprayfields can operate are greatly reduced. Will that mean another expensive trucking bill to keep ahead of the inflow of sewage?

2. the spray fields already in use have compacted clay soil that is unsuitable for spray fields, adding more spray fields will not change the soil, adding to the problem is not the answer.


3. there is still the risk of the lagoons being overwhelmed by sewage and natural rainfall. What if the berms fail that surround the lagoons dumping sewage into Wainman Creek? Will that be just one more environmental disaster?

4. Wainman Creek is already contaminated, what is the point of spending millions of dollars on cleaning up Lake Simcoe if the water tributaries that feed it are blatantly neglected?

5. Bayshore Village has been developed for over 50 years, and the township continues to approve building permits for more households using the broken down system of spray fields. There should be a moratorium on building until this issue is resolved and a permanent, environmentally sound system in place.

6. the adjacent property owners should not be burdened with the contamination from the Bayshore Village sewage.

7. the taxpayers of Ramara who already own and maintain their own septic systems cannot be expected to subsidize the property owners of Bayshore Village by having the added expense of the Bayshore Village effluent disposal be added to their tax bill.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to add to the conversation. 

I am in favour of:


Alternative 8: Build Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue Spray Irrigation


Decommission all spray fields.


Build effluent disposal bed on west field to be used year-round


Thank you,


Geraldine Toebes


FileAttachment



 
 
 
As a resident of Ramara living near the proposed expansion of the effluent spray fields 
used to dispose of the Bayshore Village sewage, I am totally opposed to the expansion of 
the already antiquated systems of spraying effluent on top of the ground in the hopes that 
it will be absorbed and not run off into neighbouring properties, Wainman Creek and 
eventually into Lake Simcoe. 
 
My concerns are the following: 
 

1. the process of using spray fields is dependent on good weather, for a maximum of 
6 months of the year. What happens when the soil is already waterlogged with 
rainfall, as climate change continues to impact our local weather conditions? The 
numbers of days that the sprayfields can operate are greatly reduced. Will that 
mean another expensive trucking bill to keep ahead of the inflow of sewage? 

 
2. the spray fields already in use have compacted clay soil that is unsuitable for 

spray fields, adding more spray fields will not change the soil, adding to the 
problem is not the answer. 

 
3. there is still the risk of the lagoons being overwhelmed by sewage and natural 

rainfall. What if the berms fail that surround the lagoons dumping sewage into 
Wainman Creek? Will that be just one more environmental disaster? 

 
4. Wainman Creek is already contaminated, what is the point of spending millions of 

dollars on cleaning up Lake Simcoe if the water tributaries that feed it are 
blatantly neglected? 

 
5. Bayshore Village has been developed for over 50 years, and the township 

continues to approve building permits for more households using the broken 
down system of spray fields. There should be a moratorium on building until this 
issue is resolved and a permanent, environmentally sound system in place. 

 
6. the adjacent property owners should not be burdened with the contamination from 

the Bayshore Village sewage. 
 
7. the taxpayers of Ramara who already own and maintain their own septic systems 

cannot be expected to subsidize the property owners of Bayshore Village by 
having the added expense of the Bayshore Village effluent disposal be added to 
their tax bill. 

 
 

 
Thank you for giving me the opportunity to add to the conversation.  
 



I am in favour of: 
  
Alternative 8: Build Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue Spray Irrigation 
Decommission all spray fields. 
Build effluent disposal bed on west field to be used year-round 
 
Thank you, 
 
Geraldine Toebes 



From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Ed Villeneuve
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Effluent disposal bed
6/5/2024 6:43:57 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

To all,
My name is Edward Villeneuve, 174 Bayshore Dr. in Bayshore Village.
I support "Alternative #8", the Effluent Disposal Bed and request that Ramara Township seek provincial and federal grants to support
construction costs.
In addition I request that the project be "shovel ready" by the end of the current term of council.
Thank you for your diligent efforts in addressing these requests.
Regards
Edward Villeneuve

mailto:evillen001@gmail.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:bclarke@ramara.ca
mailto:kbell@ramara.ca
mailto:dsnutch@ramara.ca
mailto:jfisher@ramara.ca
mailto:dtuju@ramara.ca
mailto:jgough@ramara.ca
mailto:sbell@ramara.ca


From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Rhonda Wallace
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village Spray Fields
6/5/2024 9:27:51 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

As a resident of Bayshore Village I support No. 8 for the preferred long-term solution of an effluent disposal bed as the current spray
field is nearing the end of its effective life-cycle.  

It would be a wise decision for Ramara Township to seek provincial and federal grants to support construction costs.
It would also be in the best interest for the community and the councillors for this project to be "shovel ready" by the end of the
current term of council.

Regards,
Rhonda Wallace
99 Bayshore Dr. 
Brechin, ON
L0C1B0
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Mike Wiebe
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Our Support for the speedy resolution of the Bayshore effluent issues
6/5/2024 7:48:49 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 I’m sure this group is sick of hearing about this issue, so I will be brief.
 
My wife and have lived in Bayshore for three years.  During that time, we have made it a point to learn as much as possible about the
water and sewer issues facing our community.  Frankly, it astounds us that the issue of effluent treatment continues to be an issue after
this many years.  Recent developments – i.e. trucking of effluent; revelations that spray is running on to neighbouring land; ‘temporary’
bypassing of treatment due to capacity issues; and heightened scrutiny from the MECP – elevate our concern.
 
As ratepayers, we ask that you - our elected officials, staff and hired experts – do the following:

1. Unequivocally support option 8 in the recent engineering report (elimination of all existing Bayshore Village spray fields and creation
of a new tile bed);

2. Work with the highest possible sense of urgency to make the result happen asap, which at minimum means physical construction
underway by the end of the current term of council.

3. Work with the highest possible sense of urgency to find sources of funding for this project from a broader agency such as the
provincial government.

 
Ramara is such a nice place to live.  That’s why we moved here.  It would be a shame to see the Township’s name in the media as
contributing to the environmental downfall of the Lake Simcoe watershed.   We fear that’s what will happen if a pond breaks, or sewage
trucking becomes the norm, or – God forbid – one of the neighbouring impacted farms suffers some loss as a result of sewage
mismanagement.
 
It’s time to get this right.  Please don’t let us down.
 
Mike and Lee Anne Wiebe
18 Sandlewood Trail
Brechin
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Suzanne Troxler
Drew Fulford
jkavanagh@ramara.ca; Dyana Marks;
RE: Bayshore Village Class EA Comments
8/20/2024 8:04:00 AM

Drew,
 
In response to your question and comment:
 
The effluent from a septic tank is more concentrated than the effluent from a sewage treatment
facility for all parameters that are typically monitored including phosphorous.  The Bayshore Village
lagoons effluent has an average Total Phosphorus concentration of 0.8 mg/L, which is then reduced
through plant uptake and retention in the soil.   Individual septic systems located near the lake have
the potential to release phosphorous into the lake if there isn’t enough soil attenuation.  So, replacing
near shore septic systems with a communal sewage treatment facility can reduce pollution to the
lake.
The possibility of connecting additional adjacent areas to the Bayshore Village sewage system has
been previously discussed with the Township.  However, it would only be possible if a sewage
treatment plant with discharge to the lake could be built, because of the capacity limitations of in-
ground effluent disposal. The MECP has confirmed the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan policies, which
state that no new municipal sewage treatment plant can be built in the Lake Simcoe watershed, will
not be changed.  Therefore, increasing the service area of the Bayshore Village sewage system could
not be considered.          
 
Hope this answers your very good question.
 
Sincerely,
 
Suzanne
 

Suzanne Troxler   P.Eng.
Senior Engineer

stroxler@tathameng.com   T   705-444-2565 x2089   C   705-888-0898
115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200, Collingwood, Ontario   L9Y 5A6

 

From: Drew Fulford <drewfulford@gmail.com> 
 Sent: Thursday, June 6, 2024 10:07 PM

 To: Suzanne Troxler <stroxler@tathameng.com>
 Cc: jkavanagh@ramara.ca

Subject: Bayshore Village Class EA Comments
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on
links or open attachments unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know
the content is safe.

 

Hello Suzanne,

Please find my comment below. Thank you.
 

During your presentation, you noted that phosphorus from private septic systems is far more
concentrated than treated effluent discharged through spraying or subterranean methods. From a
phosphorus loading standpoint, wouldn't it be best for Lake Simcoe's health to implement the most
environmentally beneficial solution to reduce phosphorus levels in the greater service area?

mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:drewfulford@gmail.com
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:DMarks@ramara.ca
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com


Regardless of the chosen solution, could it be designed to include capacity for additional
connections from the Southview and Glenrest areas, and potentially Amelia in the future? This
would service an additional 80-120+ sewer and water connections, helping to reduce the financial
burden on all sewer and water users.

Thank you.



From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Leslie Goodall
bclarke@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; dtuju@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; jkavanagh@ramara.ca;
kbell@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca; Suzanne Troxler;
Effluent Bed Solution, Alternative #8
6/6/2024 12:52:07 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

To whom it may concern:

We are writing to lend our support of the Bayshore community’s choice of Alternative 8 to resolve our problem and concerns. 

We are hoping that in your capacity that you’ll be able to request and secure financial government grants to help with construction costs. 

We are also hoping this be ready to begin construction by the time the current council term comes to an end. 

Thank you for your time and consideration.
We remain
Yours sincerely

Michael and Leslie Goodall
29 Thicketwood Pl, Brechin, ON L0K 1B0

mailto:lesliegoodall53@gmail.com
mailto:bclarke@ramara.ca
mailto:dsnutch@ramara.ca
mailto:dtuju@ramara.ca
mailto:jfisher@ramara.ca
mailto:jgough@ramara.ca
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:kbell@ramara.ca
mailto:sbell@ramara.ca
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From:

To:

Subject:
Sent:

Dave Meharg
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; dsnutch@ramara.ca; jfisher@ramara.ca;
dtuju@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca;
Fwd: Ontario municipalities to get $4.7B from feds for infrastructure over next 5 years | CTV News
6/6/2024 9:30:51 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Go get some of this money

The federal government will provide Ontario municipalities with $4.7 billion over the next five years as part of a renewal of the Canada
Community-Building Fund (formerly the Gas Tax Fund).
https://toronto.ctvnews.ca/ontario-municipalities-to-get-4-7b-from-ottawa-for-infrastructure-over-next-5-years-1.6914599

Sent from my iPad
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Adjacent 
Residents Comments 

  



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Attachments:

Sent:

Jim & June Newlands
Suzanne Troxler
Mark Wainman
Bayshore Village Spray Field
letter to Minister Khanjin for ROMA - January 2024 .pdf;Wainman - April 2023 - OCWA.pdf;Wainman 2023 Letter To
Township.pdf;Wainman Letter To Council.pdf;Newlands 2011 Sprayfield Complaint To Township.pdf;Newlands 2022 Bayshore
Sprayfield Concerns.pdf;Newlands 2023 Bayshore Village spray field.pdf;
2/5/2024 5:13:30 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Good afternoon Suzanne

This message is to provide you with a copy of a letter that we have recently sent to the Minister of Environment, Conservation and Parks. 
The letter was sent jointly from Mark Wainman and us, and described the ongoing issues with the Bayshore Village spray fields which are
adjacent to our properties

The Problem Statement page of the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA Update, dated December 11, 2023, states that
there are "Public concerns with potential runoff and impacts on humans/farm animals, aerosols, drainage".  We would like to bring to
your attention that these concerns are real and not just potential,  as we have been dealing with significant effluent runoff during each spray
season and have experienced negative impacts regarding quality of life, loss of the use of farmland, stench from the lagoons/sprays, and
flooding onto our properties.  Each year, there has been over-spraying resulting in our properties being used as a secondary sewage lagoon.
This over-sprayed effluent flows through our properties, into the creek and directly into Lake Simcoe.  We are not part of the lands zoned
for effluent disposal, yet the Township has willingly and knowingly used it as such.

We have been dealing with the Township since 2011.  Our complaints remain unchanged and the issues have been getting worse over time.
We have continually been told that the situation is being "worked on", but no steps have been taken to stop the over-spraying.

These attachments have been sent to the Minister of Environment, Conservation and Parks, MPP Jill Dunlop, Ramara Township Mayor and
Council, Ramara CAO, and the Ramara Staff Members that are involved. We felt that it was important that you are aware of the impacts on
our quality of life and our property that we have been dealing with as a result of the over spraying from the Bayshore Village spray fields
so you can include this in your EA update. 

Thank you
Jim and June Newlands

mailto:4jfarms1996@gmail.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:mhgwainman@gmail.com
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21 January 2024 


Dear Minister Khanjin 


This message is to provide information to you about the sewage effluent spills onto our properties 


because of the over spraying on the Bayshore Village spray fields in Ramara Township, and the problems 


that we have had with this inefficient and faulty system since 2011. This message also explains our 


support to resolve this issue by requesting that the option to build an effluent disposal bed and 


discontinue spray irrigation as described in a report by Tatham Engineering dated December 11, 2023, 


and submitted to Ramara Township Council be approved. We are asking that your Ministry assist 


Ramara Township to discontinue spray irrigation and build a proper sewage disposal system. 


Our properties are adjacent to the spray fields, and we are impacted on several sides. We have made 


our complaints to Ramara Township Council and Staff verbally, digitally and in writing since 2011. Our 


complaints have remained the same. No action has been taken to correct the problems and the spray 


fields are continually operated each year in a manner that results in over spraying and effluent spills 


onto our properties. Over the years, the impacts of the over spraying have become worse and have 


affected our quality of life. 


Our complaints to the Township have included the following: 


- Consistent, contaminated well water test results during the season when the spray fields are 


operating from the properly maintained well which supplies drinking water to the Wainman home, 


- Pools of flooding effluent on our properties in several areas caused by over spraying,   


- The inability of the saturated and compacted clay soils in the spray fields to absorb the volume of 


effluent, causing run off, 


- Loss of useable farmland due to effluent spills, 


- Concerns about the contaminants in the effluent as it is not disinfected or treated with anything 


other than sunlight, 


- The stench that is created by the sewage lagoons and spray fields, 


- The effluent runoff continues through our properties and runs directly into Lake Simcoe, 


- The fact that the system does not work and should be discontinued, not expanded. 


These complaints also have been made to the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 


(MECP) and a site visit took place on October 24, 2023, with MECP representatives, during which the 


well water contamination was discussed, and the spills were seen and confirmed. 


We have expressed our profound disappointment to the MECP that they granted an extension to allow 


the Township to spray until December 15, 2023. Fortunately for us, last fall’s cold weather stopped the 


spraying earlier than December.    


The lack of capacity in the spray field system has been demonstrated many times as extensions have 


been granted to allow the Township to lengthen the spraying season in the fall to lower the effluent 


levels in the sewage lagoons to prevent a catastrophic failure of the system. Since December 2023, the 


effluent has been hauled by transport trucks from the spray field sewage lagoons to the Lagoon City 


Sewage Treatment Plant. Hauling is not effective or sustainable, but it has stopped our properties from 


being used as an additional sewage lagoon for the spray field system. 
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The spray field operations are to follow the procedures described in the Certificate of Approval (C of A) 


#3-1337-81-968.  We have observed that many conditions of the C of A have been breached on a 


consistent basis without any concern of the impact on our properties and quality of life. These breaches 


have included; 


- section 1.4 -prevent the runoff, ponding, and aerosol drift beyond the spray fields,  


- section 1.5 – any diversion of sewage from any portion of the sewage works is prohibited, 


- section 3.1 - terminate spray irrigation when ponding or runoff occurs and allow the soil to dry out 


between spray applications,  


- section 3.3 – no spraying during rainfall, when ground is saturated, or when wind velocity exceeds 


15 km/hr, 


- section 3.9 -take corrective action when a complaint is received,  


- Page 8 of 9 of the Certificate Approval, point #3 states that “…the works will be operated, 


maintained, funded, staffed, and equipped in a manner enabling compliance with the terms and 


conditions of this certificate, such that the environment is protected and deterioration, loss, injury, 


or damage to any person or property is prevented”.   


It is our firm position that the requirements of the C of A have not been followed, and the spray fields 


need to be discontinued and replaced with a system that is efficient, sustainable, not dependent on 


weather, can be used year-round, and has the capacity to handle the volume of waste that is generated. 


Options to deal with this system have been presented to Ramara Township Council in a report written 


by Tatham Engineering dated December 11, 2023. It is our opinion that Option 8 of this report to “Build 


an Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue Spray Irrigation” is the only sustainable, efficient, and 


reasonable option to approve. This option will provide a cost-effective system that has the capacity to 


manage the waste created by current and future users, is not impacted by weather, is able to keep the 


effluent contained to the permitted property and prevent further contamination of Lake Simcoe. 


Furthermore, we must insist that the spray irrigation, particularly in the North Field, be discontinued 


immediately to stop further contamination of the well which supplies drinking water to the Wainman 


home and to stop the flooding of our properties. This will undoubtedly place a substantial financial 


burden on our Township and the sewer system users.  


Please consider any assistance to resolve this issue and alleviate our situation. 


For your information, attached are copies of some correspondence on this matter as well as a copy of 


the Certificate of Approval.  Additional information is available, if required. 


Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 


 


Mark Wainman                                             Jim and June Newlands 
3628 Concession Road 8                             3456 Concession Road 8 
Ramara, ON    Ramara, ON 
L3V 0M4    L3V 0M4 
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From: Nick Leroux <NLeroux@ocwa.com> 
Date: Fri, Apr 21, 2023 at 8:15 AM 
Subject: Bayshore Spray Fields 
To: mhgwainman@gmail.com <mhgwainman@gmail.com> 
Cc: Josh Kavanagh <JKavanagh@ramara.ca>, Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca>, 
Wesley Henneberry <WHenneberry@ocwa.com>, Christine Craig 
<CCraig@ocwa.com>, Ellen Campbell <ECampbell@ocwa.com> 
 


Hey Mark, 
  
I was forwarded the below message regarding the Annual Bayshore Spray Irrigation 
Report. I understand your concern regarding that statement as under normal 
circumstances the effluent would have exceeded the C of A requirements, as it did for 
some years previous. The Bayshore Spray Irrigation site was granted regulatory relief 
by the MECP for the 2022 Spray season with regards to the effluent application 
rate.  Further on in the report where it speaks to the effluent application it does 
specifically state that the regular application rate noted in the C of A was exceeded. See 
below for that section. 
  
A total effluent volume of 137,325 m³ was applied to the spray fields. The average 
effluent application rate for the reporting period was: 
- 51.02 m³/ha/day on the 14 ha utilized for 10 days 
- 86.32 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for 58 days* 
- 77.67 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for the total 68 days* 
*These values exceed the Certificate of Approval limit of 55 m³/ha/day, although relief 
was given from Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 during the 2022 spray season. See Appendix I: 
EPB Letter for Bayshore Village Sewage Works. 
  
I agree that these reports are very important as they are indeed used to make important 
decisions. The township and local residents are very aware of the ongoing effluent 
disposal issues at the Bayshore Village spray fields and OCWA continues to work 
diligently with the Township to resolve these issues. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Nick Leroux 
Senior Operations Manager 
OCWA Kawartha Lakes West Cluster 
  
 


---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Mark Wainman <mhgwainman@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Apr 24, 2023 at 5:53 AM 
Subject: Re: Bayshore Spray Fields 
To: Nick Leroux <NLeroux@ocwa.com> 
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Cc: Josh Kavanagh <JKavanagh@ramara.ca>, Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca>, 
Wesley Henneberry <WHenneberry@ocwa.com>, Christine Craig 
<CCraig@ocwa.com>, Ellen Campbell <ECampbell@ocwa.com> 
 


Hello Nick 
 
I will apologize in advance for the length of this email. Before starting I feel the need to 
clarify something that is hanging over discussions. Your former manager said that my 
father was partly to blame for the effluent spray problem by building a house right in 
front of it. The lot was severed in 1986 and the house was built in 1989 which was 5 
years before the spraying started. He did sell the North field for spraying but was 
promised something this operation does not resemble. We would be pretty naive to 
believe promises from a developer but we always thought the MOE and Township 
would have stringent rules. 
  
That brings us back to the certificate of approval from 1996. I do understand that you 
got relief from performance conditions 1.2 and 1.3.  
Condition 1.4 "The Owner shall ensure that the effluent spray irrigation spray irrigation 
system is operated in a manner that precludes the sprayed effluent ponding, run off, 
and aerosol drift beyond the limits of the approved spray irrigation fields at all times." I 
have many pictures of run off and ponding as seen by my family members and 
neighbors. There was flooding on four sides of our lot, that is pretty hard to do.  
Condition 1.5 "Any diversion of sewage from any portion of the sewage works is 
prohibited, except where it is unavoidable in preventing loss of life, danger to public 
health, personal injury or severe property damage." There is a 300mm pipe running 
near the property line from a sump hole installed in the low area of the bush. This was 
not an original drainage pipe but was installed many years ago by Township staff to 
help with flooding of my and my neighbor's property. While it does accomplish part of 
this objective, it is running the effluent straight from ponding to a ditch which is 100ft 
from the creek. This ditch will be dry in the summer and starts to run 20mis after the 
pumps start to spray.  
 
Operations and Maintenance 3.2 "The Owner should ensure that whenever ponding or 
run-off of sprayed effluent occurs, the application of effluent to the affected area of the 
spray irrigation field is immediately terminated, and adequate time is allowed before 
resumption of the application of effluent to that area for the area to dry to a degree that 
would preclude immediate recurrence of ponding or run-off." Run-off and ponding 
occurs everyday that spraying occurs. I have many pictures to back up this statement. 
On days of rest when cutting grass, you can often hear the mower stalling as it tries to 
cut through standing water. You can hear this a 1/4 mile away.  
Operations and Maintenance 3.3 "The Owner should ensure that no effluent application 
to the spray irrigation fields takes place during rainfall, when the ground is saturated, 
and when the wind velocity exceeds 15km/hr." Any time they spray 2 or more days in a 
row it is into saturated ground.  
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Reasons for the imposition of these terms and conditions are as follows Number 3 " 
Conditions 3.1 to 3.10 are included to ensure that the works will be operated, 
maintained, funded staffed and equipped in a manner enabling compliance with the 
terms and conditions of this certificate, such that the environment is protected and 
deterioration, loss, injury or damage to any person or property is prevented." These 
were productive farm fields growing hay or pasture. Cattails and swamp grass were not 
natural vegetation of these fields before Bayshore abuse.  
 
I feel the Certificate of Approval has not been met since day 1, although Aqua staff 
makes better efforts to be transparent. By not reporting the severity of this situation to 
the people that have to make decisions about this is misleading and unproductive.  
 
I am available for further discussion or clarification. 
 
Mark Wainman 
(705)321-4140 
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Mayor Clarke and Members of Council 


This le6er is to re-state our concerns and objec:ons to expanding the Bayshore Village spray fields in 
Ramara Township.  The spray fields  have been an ongoing concern for us for many years.  We have 
followed the reports, met with the engineer from CC Tatham & Associates (now known as Tatham 
Engineering), a6ended Township Open Houses/Informa:on Sessions, and have expressed our concerns 
both verbally and in wri:ng to Ramara Township Council and staff since 2010.  This le6er is to repeat 
those concerns  because we feel that they have not been addressed adequately or resolved. 


In 2010, Tatham Engineering, a consul:ng firm hired by Ramara Township, ini:ated a study on the spray 
fields and iden:fied the issues with this system.  Their report stated that the Township needs to find the 
most appropriate solu:on for the disposal of the effluent waste.  Suzanne Troxler of Tatham Engineering 
stated that a two-phase approach is the preferred solu:on to deal with the effluent waste.  In 
correspondence to us dated October 10, 2017, she stated that in the short term, an addi:onal spray field 
should be established to deal with the then “pressing concerns” about the exis:ng spray fields.  She 
further stated that “In the longer term, it was concluded that the exis:ng sewage treatment facility 
should be upgraded to a ter:ary treatment plant with an effluent discharge to Wainman’s Creek, and 
that effluent spray irriga:on be discon:nued.”   This informa:on can also be found in documents on the 
Ramara Township website.  We support the recommenda:on to create a permanent ter:ary treatment 
plant and to discon:nue the spray fields. 


Expanding the spray fields does not address the underlying issue that this system does not work 
effec:vely.  This system does not have the capacity to deal with the increasing volume of effluent waste 
and the land does not have the capacity to absorb the sprayed effluent waste.  This creates 
environmental issues.  Our posi:on opposing  the spray field is provided in detail on the Public Comment 
Sheet which we submi6ed in February 2011 a^er a6ending a public mee:ng about this issue.  As 
men:oned in our Public Comment Sheet, we complained that it is not only the effluent waste, but also 
the addi:onal pharmaceu:cals, solvents, chemicals and other toxic substances that are flushed into the 
system, sprayed into the air and onto the soil. The informa:on that we have received is that the 
Bayshore system is not tested for pharmaceu:cals, metals, contaminates or bacteria.  These substances 
are being sprayed into the air and onto the sprayfields, which are located on two sides of our property, 
and ul:mately into Wainman’s Creek. 


Our concerns about the smell of the spray fields were also included in our comments on the Public 
Comment Sheet in 2011 and have been included in other discussions throughout this process to support 
why the spray field system should be discon:nued.  There have been occasions when the stench has 
been so disgus:ng that we have requested the sprays be shut off because it has directly interfered with 
the use and enjoyment of our property.  In the fall of 2021, two Township workers came to our property 
to conduct part of the sep:c system inspec:on program.  When they ques:oned where the smell of 
sewage was coming from, we pointed to the spray fields which were opera:ng that day.  These workers 
said that they no:ced this stench as they drove along Sideroad 20.  This spring, the stench was very 
strong along Sideroad 20 and Concession 8.  We have spoken with neighbours about this, and they have 
no:ced it as well.  Although the Township states that the tests indicate that the spray effluent is safe, 
other informa:on states that this spray system is not tested for contaminants and bacteria.  We do not 
feel that the stench from the spray fields in the air that we breathe is healthy for anyone, nor do we feel 
that effluent which is “safe” would smell so much like sewage. 
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During the spring and summer of 2020, we saw that the Township trucked many, many loads of dirt onto 
the north side of the south spray field to create a berm between the edge of the spray field property and 
Concession 8.  The purpose of the berm is not clear as it does not hide the spray field ac:vity, nor does it 
mi:gate the smell of the spray fields.  The berms have, however, created a safety issue for us and anyone 
travelling east along the paved por:on of Concession 8 who turn le^ onto the gravel por:on of 
Concession 8 as the berms block the view of oncoming traffic travelling around the bend on Sideroad 20.  
This is a busy roadway with a speed limit of 80 km/hr and some vehicles travel at speeds greater than 
that.  When we ques:oned the purpose of construc:ng the berms, we were told that the work was part 
of a long-term plan to dismantle the spray field and use another system. 


The money being considered for any spray field expansion should be used to create a permanent ter:ary 
treatment plant.  In 2016, Tatham Engineering’s report included a cost es:mate for each of the 
recommenda:ons to deal with the spray fields.  Since that :me, no substan:ve ac:on has been taken by 
Councils, and the costs have increased drama:cally.  Since no ac:on was taken to act on these 
recommenda:ons, the spray fields have fallen into a posi:on of non-compliance with the Ministry of 
Environment, Conserva:on and Parks (MECP) and the Township was forced to request an extension from 
the Province to allow more :me to take ac:on on this ma6er.   An extension is not resolving our 
concerns. A decision to expand the spray fields is a “quick fix” which uses the fastest method to meet the 
compliance requirement, but it does not follow the recommended and most appropriate op:on of 
building a permanent treatment plant to properly deal with the effluent waste .  The costs associated 
with expanding the spray fields would be more appropriately used towards crea:ng the permanent 
treatment plant and discon:nue the spray fields completely. It does not make economic sense to spend 
millions of dollars on a “temporary solu:on” like a  spray field expansion.  Further delays will only 
increase the cost of building a responsible, permanent treatment plant which the Province will force 
upon the Township eventually.  If ac:on was taken at the :me of the recommenda:ons, the costs 
towards discon:nuing the spray fields would be more manageable. In the interim, if the effluent spray is 
considered safe, then re-direct it back to Bayshore Village and use it as an irriga:on system for their 
green spaces and golf course since that land is already available at no addi:onal cost. 


The Bayshore Village Sewage Works 2018 Inspec:on Report iden:fied that this system was opera:ng at 
near capacity at that :me and there is no reserve capacity available.  This report strongly recommended 
that further development within the Bayshore Village subdivision be prohibited or restricted un:l more 
system capacity is available.  This report also confirmed that there were days when the spray field system 
had been opera:ng “when the recorded wind velocity was above 15 km/hr, with a maximum recorded 
value of 35 km/hr”.  This is in contraven:on of the condi:ons of the Cer:ficate of Approval that the 
“applica:on of effluent does not occur when the wind speed is above 15km/hr”.  


The current Council discussed the spray fields during a mee:ng on February 7, 2022.  During this 
mee:ng, it was stated that expanding the spray fields has now become the op:on for a permanent 
solu:on, not as a temporary solu:on that every report and expert has recommended.   This change to 
have the temporary solu:on become the permanent solu:on does not align with the reports and 
recommenda:ons made by the experts who were hired by the Township for this ma6er.  The discussion 
during the February 7, 2022 council mee:ng to have the spray field expansion be used as a permanent 
solu:on is not consistent with any informa:on that has been provided to us. 


On June 13, 2022, during a Commi6ee of the Whole mee:ng, Council had further discussion about the 
spray fields.  Council reverted back to the informa:on provided in the report from Tatham Engineering 
that the permanent solu:on is to build a treatment facility.  Council passed a mo:on that they would 
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request a mee:ng with the Minister of Environment, Conserva:on and Parks, and with our local MPP, 
Minister Dunlop, to discuss this solu:on.  It was stressed during this mee:ng that Council needed to 
have this ma6er resolved before they became a “lame duck” council prior to the fall elec:on.  Council 
has delayed taking ac:on towards a permanent solu:on for several years, but is now in a rush to make a 
decision which should have been made several years ago and will impact many residents. 


Addi:onally, the spray fields have a nega:ve effect on the value of our property and any property 
surrounding them.  Expanding the spray fields will devalue the land further.  A comment made during 
the mee:ng on June 13th iden:fied this issue. 


We support building a ter:ary treatment plant and discon:nuing the spray fields.  Township Council 
needs to follow the advice of the hired experts and build a ter:ary treatment plant to properly deal with 
the effluent waste.  If the appropriate steps to obtain approvals and build the plant had been taken at 
the :me of the ini:al reports several years ago, this would no longer be an issue and the costs would 
have been less.   


Expansion of the spray fields as a solu:on only wastes taxpayers dollars, delays any resolu:on to the 
ongoing environmental issues and would only prolong the impacts on the enjoyment of our lives at our 
property. 


Jim and June Newlands 
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Mayor Clarke and Council 


This letter is to follow-up on our ongoing issues regarding the Bayshore Village spray fields.  We have 
expressed our concerns about the spray fields to the Township for many years.  On May 16, 2023, we 
met with Zack Drinkwalter, Josh Kavanagh, Dyana Marks, Nick Leroux, Councillors Gary Hetherington 
and Jen Fisher, Mark Wainman and Neil Wainman at Mark Wainman’s property to discuss our concerns.  
Another meeting was held at the Wainman property with Josh Kavanagh and Councillor Dana Tuju on 
October 2, 2023.   


During these meetings, we pointed out three specific areas on our property where effluent spills from 
the spray fields occur consistently when the spray fields are operating. Two of these spill areas are 
created by the north field, and one spill area is created by the south field.  Each time the spray fields are 
operating, they are creating spills onto our property. 


The clay soil in the spray fields is saturated and there is no capacity to absorb the volume of sprayed 
effluent, causing it to overflow into the ditches, onto our property and out into Lake Simcoe.  Each 
summer, we have seen burst pipes in the spray fields, and effluent flooding on the north field.  The spray 
field system is not an appropriate waste disposal system for the Bayshore Village subdivision and the 
system does not work. Clearing the ditches to improve drainage would lessen the spillage onto our 
property but would allow the effluent to flow more freely into Lake Simcoe and is not a solution to the 
over spraying and the spills occurring on our property.  


On October 24, 2023, we met with representatives from the Ministry of Environment to complain about 
the spray fields and to report and view the spills on our property.  


We were disappointed and concerned that the Ministry of Environment granted an extension for the 


Township to spray until December 15, 2023. That decision to extend the spraying season would 


negatively impact our property by creating additional spills if the Township had continued to operate 


the spray fields to lower the effluent levels in the lagoons. Fortunately for us, the colder weather 


prevented further spraying and further spills onto our property. 


Many times this summer when discussing these issues, the common response we receive is that this is 
the first time they have heard of the problem.  It has been very frustrating and tiresome to hear this 
because, since 2011, we have expressed our concerns to the Township of Ramara staff and several 
Council members verbally and in writing.  These complaints have included the constant spills onto our 
property resulting in a loss of part of our usable farmland, our concerns about the contaminants in the 
effluent, the stench from the lagoons and sprays, and the fact that the system does not work and should 
not be expanded. We have been reassured by the Township that action will be taken to rectify these 
problems.  These problems have not been resolved and the spray fields continue to operate in a manner 
which negatively impacts our property and our quality of life.  We have taken the position that we have 
had enough of this effluent on our property and want it to stop.   


We have watched and waited as decisions about the spray field system have been deferred from Council 
to Council over many years.  The entire spray field system is not working and needs to be replaced with 
an effective and healthier waste disposal system that does not include spray irrigation.   







The current spray field system allows the effluent to flow onto the property of neighbouring landowners 
and then directly into Lake Simcoe and is unacceptable. 


It is our position is that the spraying on the north and south fields be discontinued completely and the 
spray fields should not be expanded.  


It is past time that a proper system is built which can be used year-round and has the capacity to handle 
the volume of waste that is generated.  A proper and effective system would stop the issues of over-
spraying, spilling effluent onto neighbouring properties and contaminating Lake Simcoe. 


Jim and June Newlands 
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21 January 2024 

Dear Minister Khanjin 

This message is to provide information to you about the sewage effluent spills onto our properties 

because of the over spraying on the Bayshore Village spray fields in Ramara Township, and the problems 

that we have had with this inefficient and faulty system since 2011. This message also explains our 

support to resolve this issue by requesting that the option to build an effluent disposal bed and 

discontinue spray irrigation as described in a report by Tatham Engineering dated December 11, 2023, 

and submitted to Ramara Township Council be approved. We are asking that your Ministry assist 

Ramara Township to discontinue spray irrigation and build a proper sewage disposal system. 

Our properties are adjacent to the spray fields, and we are impacted on several sides. We have made 

our complaints to Ramara Township Council and Staff verbally, digitally and in writing since 2011. Our 

complaints have remained the same. No action has been taken to correct the problems and the spray 

fields are continually operated each year in a manner that results in over spraying and effluent spills 

onto our properties. Over the years, the impacts of the over spraying have become worse and have 

affected our quality of life. 

Our complaints to the Township have included the following: 

- Consistent, contaminated well water test results during the season when the spray fields are 

operating from the properly maintained well which supplies drinking water to the Wainman home, 

- Pools of flooding effluent on our properties in several areas caused by over spraying,   

- The inability of the saturated and compacted clay soils in the spray fields to absorb the volume of 

effluent, causing run off, 

- Loss of useable farmland due to effluent spills, 

- Concerns about the contaminants in the effluent as it is not disinfected or treated with anything 

other than sunlight, 

- The stench that is created by the sewage lagoons and spray fields, 

- The effluent runoff continues through our properties and runs directly into Lake Simcoe, 

- The fact that the system does not work and should be discontinued, not expanded. 

These complaints also have been made to the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 

(MECP) and a site visit took place on October 24, 2023, with MECP representatives, during which the 

well water contamination was discussed, and the spills were seen and confirmed. 

We have expressed our profound disappointment to the MECP that they granted an extension to allow 

the Township to spray until December 15, 2023. Fortunately for us, last fall’s cold weather stopped the 

spraying earlier than December.    

The lack of capacity in the spray field system has been demonstrated many times as extensions have 

been granted to allow the Township to lengthen the spraying season in the fall to lower the effluent 

levels in the sewage lagoons to prevent a catastrophic failure of the system. Since December 2023, the 

effluent has been hauled by transport trucks from the spray field sewage lagoons to the Lagoon City 

Sewage Treatment Plant. Hauling is not effective or sustainable, but it has stopped our properties from 

being used as an additional sewage lagoon for the spray field system. 
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The spray field operations are to follow the procedures described in the Certificate of Approval (C of A) 

#3-1337-81-968.  We have observed that many conditions of the C of A have been breached on a 

consistent basis without any concern of the impact on our properties and quality of life. These breaches 

have included; 

- section 1.4 -prevent the runoff, ponding, and aerosol drift beyond the spray fields,  

- section 1.5 – any diversion of sewage from any portion of the sewage works is prohibited, 

- section 3.1 - terminate spray irrigation when ponding or runoff occurs and allow the soil to dry out 

between spray applications,  

- section 3.3 – no spraying during rainfall, when ground is saturated, or when wind velocity exceeds 

15 km/hr, 

- section 3.9 -take corrective action when a complaint is received,  

- Page 8 of 9 of the Certificate Approval, point #3 states that “…the works will be operated, 

maintained, funded, staffed, and equipped in a manner enabling compliance with the terms and 

conditions of this certificate, such that the environment is protected and deterioration, loss, injury, 

or damage to any person or property is prevented”.   

It is our firm position that the requirements of the C of A have not been followed, and the spray fields 

need to be discontinued and replaced with a system that is efficient, sustainable, not dependent on 

weather, can be used year-round, and has the capacity to handle the volume of waste that is generated. 

Options to deal with this system have been presented to Ramara Township Council in a report written 

by Tatham Engineering dated December 11, 2023. It is our opinion that Option 8 of this report to “Build 

an Effluent Disposal Bed and Discontinue Spray Irrigation” is the only sustainable, efficient, and 

reasonable option to approve. This option will provide a cost-effective system that has the capacity to 

manage the waste created by current and future users, is not impacted by weather, is able to keep the 

effluent contained to the permitted property and prevent further contamination of Lake Simcoe. 

Furthermore, we must insist that the spray irrigation, particularly in the North Field, be discontinued 

immediately to stop further contamination of the well which supplies drinking water to the Wainman 

home and to stop the flooding of our properties. This will undoubtedly place a substantial financial 

burden on our Township and the sewer system users.  

Please consider any assistance to resolve this issue and alleviate our situation. 

For your information, attached are copies of some correspondence on this matter as well as a copy of 

the Certificate of Approval.  Additional information is available, if required. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

 

Mark Wainman                                             Jim and June Newlands 
3628 Concession Road 8                             3456 Concession Road 8 
Ramara, ON    Ramara, ON 
L3V 0M4    L3V 0M4 





From: Nick Leroux <NLeroux@ocwa.com> 
Date: Fri, Apr 21, 2023 at 8:15 AM 
Subject: Bayshore Spray Fields 
To: mhgwainman@gmail.com <mhgwainman@gmail.com> 
Cc: Josh Kavanagh <JKavanagh@ramara.ca>, Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca>, 
Wesley Henneberry <WHenneberry@ocwa.com>, Christine Craig 
<CCraig@ocwa.com>, Ellen Campbell <ECampbell@ocwa.com> 
 

Hey Mark, 
  
I was forwarded the below message regarding the Annual Bayshore Spray Irrigation 
Report. I understand your concern regarding that statement as under normal 
circumstances the effluent would have exceeded the C of A requirements, as it did for 
some years previous. The Bayshore Spray Irrigation site was granted regulatory relief 
by the MECP for the 2022 Spray season with regards to the effluent application 
rate.  Further on in the report where it speaks to the effluent application it does 
specifically state that the regular application rate noted in the C of A was exceeded. See 
below for that section. 
  
A total effluent volume of 137,325 m³ was applied to the spray fields. The average 
effluent application rate for the reporting period was: 
- 51.02 m³/ha/day on the 14 ha utilized for 10 days 
- 86.32 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for 58 days* 
- 77.67 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for the total 68 days* 
*These values exceed the Certificate of Approval limit of 55 m³/ha/day, although relief 
was given from Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 during the 2022 spray season. See Appendix I: 
EPB Letter for Bayshore Village Sewage Works. 
  
I agree that these reports are very important as they are indeed used to make important 
decisions. The township and local residents are very aware of the ongoing effluent 
disposal issues at the Bayshore Village spray fields and OCWA continues to work 
diligently with the Township to resolve these issues. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Nick Leroux 
Senior Operations Manager 
OCWA Kawartha Lakes West Cluster 
  
 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Mark Wainman <mhgwainman@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Apr 24, 2023 at 5:53 AM 
Subject: Re: Bayshore Spray Fields 
To: Nick Leroux <NLeroux@ocwa.com> 
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Cc: Josh Kavanagh <JKavanagh@ramara.ca>, Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca>, 
Wesley Henneberry <WHenneberry@ocwa.com>, Christine Craig 
<CCraig@ocwa.com>, Ellen Campbell <ECampbell@ocwa.com> 
 

Hello Nick 
 
I will apologize in advance for the length of this email. Before starting I feel the need to 
clarify something that is hanging over discussions. Your former manager said that my 
father was partly to blame for the effluent spray problem by building a house right in 
front of it. The lot was severed in 1986 and the house was built in 1989 which was 5 
years before the spraying started. He did sell the North field for spraying but was 
promised something this operation does not resemble. We would be pretty naive to 
believe promises from a developer but we always thought the MOE and Township 
would have stringent rules. 
  
That brings us back to the certificate of approval from 1996. I do understand that you 
got relief from performance conditions 1.2 and 1.3.  
Condition 1.4 "The Owner shall ensure that the effluent spray irrigation spray irrigation 
system is operated in a manner that precludes the sprayed effluent ponding, run off, 
and aerosol drift beyond the limits of the approved spray irrigation fields at all times." I 
have many pictures of run off and ponding as seen by my family members and 
neighbors. There was flooding on four sides of our lot, that is pretty hard to do.  
Condition 1.5 "Any diversion of sewage from any portion of the sewage works is 
prohibited, except where it is unavoidable in preventing loss of life, danger to public 
health, personal injury or severe property damage." There is a 300mm pipe running 
near the property line from a sump hole installed in the low area of the bush. This was 
not an original drainage pipe but was installed many years ago by Township staff to 
help with flooding of my and my neighbor's property. While it does accomplish part of 
this objective, it is running the effluent straight from ponding to a ditch which is 100ft 
from the creek. This ditch will be dry in the summer and starts to run 20mis after the 
pumps start to spray.  
 
Operations and Maintenance 3.2 "The Owner should ensure that whenever ponding or 
run-off of sprayed effluent occurs, the application of effluent to the affected area of the 
spray irrigation field is immediately terminated, and adequate time is allowed before 
resumption of the application of effluent to that area for the area to dry to a degree that 
would preclude immediate recurrence of ponding or run-off." Run-off and ponding 
occurs everyday that spraying occurs. I have many pictures to back up this statement. 
On days of rest when cutting grass, you can often hear the mower stalling as it tries to 
cut through standing water. You can hear this a 1/4 mile away.  
Operations and Maintenance 3.3 "The Owner should ensure that no effluent application 
to the spray irrigation fields takes place during rainfall, when the ground is saturated, 
and when the wind velocity exceeds 15km/hr." Any time they spray 2 or more days in a 
row it is into saturated ground.  
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Reasons for the imposition of these terms and conditions are as follows Number 3 " 
Conditions 3.1 to 3.10 are included to ensure that the works will be operated, 
maintained, funded staffed and equipped in a manner enabling compliance with the 
terms and conditions of this certificate, such that the environment is protected and 
deterioration, loss, injury or damage to any person or property is prevented." These 
were productive farm fields growing hay or pasture. Cattails and swamp grass were not 
natural vegetation of these fields before Bayshore abuse.  
 
I feel the Certificate of Approval has not been met since day 1, although Aqua staff 
makes better efforts to be transparent. By not reporting the severity of this situation to 
the people that have to make decisions about this is misleading and unproductive.  
 
I am available for further discussion or clarification. 
 
Mark Wainman 
(705)321-4140 
 













Mayor Clarke and Members of Council 

This le6er is to re-state our concerns and objec:ons to expanding the Bayshore Village spray fields in 
Ramara Township.  The spray fields  have been an ongoing concern for us for many years.  We have 
followed the reports, met with the engineer from CC Tatham & Associates (now known as Tatham 
Engineering), a6ended Township Open Houses/Informa:on Sessions, and have expressed our concerns 
both verbally and in wri:ng to Ramara Township Council and staff since 2010.  This le6er is to repeat 
those concerns  because we feel that they have not been addressed adequately or resolved. 

In 2010, Tatham Engineering, a consul:ng firm hired by Ramara Township, ini:ated a study on the spray 
fields and iden:fied the issues with this system.  Their report stated that the Township needs to find the 
most appropriate solu:on for the disposal of the effluent waste.  Suzanne Troxler of Tatham Engineering 
stated that a two-phase approach is the preferred solu:on to deal with the effluent waste.  In 
correspondence to us dated October 10, 2017, she stated that in the short term, an addi:onal spray field 
should be established to deal with the then “pressing concerns” about the exis:ng spray fields.  She 
further stated that “In the longer term, it was concluded that the exis:ng sewage treatment facility 
should be upgraded to a ter:ary treatment plant with an effluent discharge to Wainman’s Creek, and 
that effluent spray irriga:on be discon:nued.”   This informa:on can also be found in documents on the 
Ramara Township website.  We support the recommenda:on to create a permanent ter:ary treatment 
plant and to discon:nue the spray fields. 

Expanding the spray fields does not address the underlying issue that this system does not work 
effec:vely.  This system does not have the capacity to deal with the increasing volume of effluent waste 
and the land does not have the capacity to absorb the sprayed effluent waste.  This creates 
environmental issues.  Our posi:on opposing  the spray field is provided in detail on the Public Comment 
Sheet which we submi6ed in February 2011 a^er a6ending a public mee:ng about this issue.  As 
men:oned in our Public Comment Sheet, we complained that it is not only the effluent waste, but also 
the addi:onal pharmaceu:cals, solvents, chemicals and other toxic substances that are flushed into the 
system, sprayed into the air and onto the soil. The informa:on that we have received is that the 
Bayshore system is not tested for pharmaceu:cals, metals, contaminates or bacteria.  These substances 
are being sprayed into the air and onto the sprayfields, which are located on two sides of our property, 
and ul:mately into Wainman’s Creek. 

Our concerns about the smell of the spray fields were also included in our comments on the Public 
Comment Sheet in 2011 and have been included in other discussions throughout this process to support 
why the spray field system should be discon:nued.  There have been occasions when the stench has 
been so disgus:ng that we have requested the sprays be shut off because it has directly interfered with 
the use and enjoyment of our property.  In the fall of 2021, two Township workers came to our property 
to conduct part of the sep:c system inspec:on program.  When they ques:oned where the smell of 
sewage was coming from, we pointed to the spray fields which were opera:ng that day.  These workers 
said that they no:ced this stench as they drove along Sideroad 20.  This spring, the stench was very 
strong along Sideroad 20 and Concession 8.  We have spoken with neighbours about this, and they have 
no:ced it as well.  Although the Township states that the tests indicate that the spray effluent is safe, 
other informa:on states that this spray system is not tested for contaminants and bacteria.  We do not 
feel that the stench from the spray fields in the air that we breathe is healthy for anyone, nor do we feel 
that effluent which is “safe” would smell so much like sewage. 
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During the spring and summer of 2020, we saw that the Township trucked many, many loads of dirt onto 
the north side of the south spray field to create a berm between the edge of the spray field property and 
Concession 8.  The purpose of the berm is not clear as it does not hide the spray field ac:vity, nor does it 
mi:gate the smell of the spray fields.  The berms have, however, created a safety issue for us and anyone 
travelling east along the paved por:on of Concession 8 who turn le^ onto the gravel por:on of 
Concession 8 as the berms block the view of oncoming traffic travelling around the bend on Sideroad 20.  
This is a busy roadway with a speed limit of 80 km/hr and some vehicles travel at speeds greater than 
that.  When we ques:oned the purpose of construc:ng the berms, we were told that the work was part 
of a long-term plan to dismantle the spray field and use another system. 

The money being considered for any spray field expansion should be used to create a permanent ter:ary 
treatment plant.  In 2016, Tatham Engineering’s report included a cost es:mate for each of the 
recommenda:ons to deal with the spray fields.  Since that :me, no substan:ve ac:on has been taken by 
Councils, and the costs have increased drama:cally.  Since no ac:on was taken to act on these 
recommenda:ons, the spray fields have fallen into a posi:on of non-compliance with the Ministry of 
Environment, Conserva:on and Parks (MECP) and the Township was forced to request an extension from 
the Province to allow more :me to take ac:on on this ma6er.   An extension is not resolving our 
concerns. A decision to expand the spray fields is a “quick fix” which uses the fastest method to meet the 
compliance requirement, but it does not follow the recommended and most appropriate op:on of 
building a permanent treatment plant to properly deal with the effluent waste .  The costs associated 
with expanding the spray fields would be more appropriately used towards crea:ng the permanent 
treatment plant and discon:nue the spray fields completely. It does not make economic sense to spend 
millions of dollars on a “temporary solu:on” like a  spray field expansion.  Further delays will only 
increase the cost of building a responsible, permanent treatment plant which the Province will force 
upon the Township eventually.  If ac:on was taken at the :me of the recommenda:ons, the costs 
towards discon:nuing the spray fields would be more manageable. In the interim, if the effluent spray is 
considered safe, then re-direct it back to Bayshore Village and use it as an irriga:on system for their 
green spaces and golf course since that land is already available at no addi:onal cost. 

The Bayshore Village Sewage Works 2018 Inspec:on Report iden:fied that this system was opera:ng at 
near capacity at that :me and there is no reserve capacity available.  This report strongly recommended 
that further development within the Bayshore Village subdivision be prohibited or restricted un:l more 
system capacity is available.  This report also confirmed that there were days when the spray field system 
had been opera:ng “when the recorded wind velocity was above 15 km/hr, with a maximum recorded 
value of 35 km/hr”.  This is in contraven:on of the condi:ons of the Cer:ficate of Approval that the 
“applica:on of effluent does not occur when the wind speed is above 15km/hr”.  

The current Council discussed the spray fields during a mee:ng on February 7, 2022.  During this 
mee:ng, it was stated that expanding the spray fields has now become the op:on for a permanent 
solu:on, not as a temporary solu:on that every report and expert has recommended.   This change to 
have the temporary solu:on become the permanent solu:on does not align with the reports and 
recommenda:ons made by the experts who were hired by the Township for this ma6er.  The discussion 
during the February 7, 2022 council mee:ng to have the spray field expansion be used as a permanent 
solu:on is not consistent with any informa:on that has been provided to us. 

On June 13, 2022, during a Commi6ee of the Whole mee:ng, Council had further discussion about the 
spray fields.  Council reverted back to the informa:on provided in the report from Tatham Engineering 
that the permanent solu:on is to build a treatment facility.  Council passed a mo:on that they would 
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request a mee:ng with the Minister of Environment, Conserva:on and Parks, and with our local MPP, 
Minister Dunlop, to discuss this solu:on.  It was stressed during this mee:ng that Council needed to 
have this ma6er resolved before they became a “lame duck” council prior to the fall elec:on.  Council 
has delayed taking ac:on towards a permanent solu:on for several years, but is now in a rush to make a 
decision which should have been made several years ago and will impact many residents. 

Addi:onally, the spray fields have a nega:ve effect on the value of our property and any property 
surrounding them.  Expanding the spray fields will devalue the land further.  A comment made during 
the mee:ng on June 13th iden:fied this issue. 

We support building a ter:ary treatment plant and discon:nuing the spray fields.  Township Council 
needs to follow the advice of the hired experts and build a ter:ary treatment plant to properly deal with 
the effluent waste.  If the appropriate steps to obtain approvals and build the plant had been taken at 
the :me of the ini:al reports several years ago, this would no longer be an issue and the costs would 
have been less.   

Expansion of the spray fields as a solu:on only wastes taxpayers dollars, delays any resolu:on to the 
ongoing environmental issues and would only prolong the impacts on the enjoyment of our lives at our 
property. 

Jim and June Newlands 
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Mayor Clarke and Council 

This letter is to follow-up on our ongoing issues regarding the Bayshore Village spray fields.  We have 
expressed our concerns about the spray fields to the Township for many years.  On May 16, 2023, we 
met with Zack Drinkwalter, Josh Kavanagh, Dyana Marks, Nick Leroux, Councillors Gary Hetherington 
and Jen Fisher, Mark Wainman and Neil Wainman at Mark Wainman’s property to discuss our concerns.  
Another meeting was held at the Wainman property with Josh Kavanagh and Councillor Dana Tuju on 
October 2, 2023.   

During these meetings, we pointed out three specific areas on our property where effluent spills from 
the spray fields occur consistently when the spray fields are operating. Two of these spill areas are 
created by the north field, and one spill area is created by the south field.  Each time the spray fields are 
operating, they are creating spills onto our property. 

The clay soil in the spray fields is saturated and there is no capacity to absorb the volume of sprayed 
effluent, causing it to overflow into the ditches, onto our property and out into Lake Simcoe.  Each 
summer, we have seen burst pipes in the spray fields, and effluent flooding on the north field.  The spray 
field system is not an appropriate waste disposal system for the Bayshore Village subdivision and the 
system does not work. Clearing the ditches to improve drainage would lessen the spillage onto our 
property but would allow the effluent to flow more freely into Lake Simcoe and is not a solution to the 
over spraying and the spills occurring on our property.  

On October 24, 2023, we met with representatives from the Ministry of Environment to complain about 
the spray fields and to report and view the spills on our property.  

We were disappointed and concerned that the Ministry of Environment granted an extension for the 

Township to spray until December 15, 2023. That decision to extend the spraying season would 

negatively impact our property by creating additional spills if the Township had continued to operate 

the spray fields to lower the effluent levels in the lagoons. Fortunately for us, the colder weather 

prevented further spraying and further spills onto our property. 

Many times this summer when discussing these issues, the common response we receive is that this is 
the first time they have heard of the problem.  It has been very frustrating and tiresome to hear this 
because, since 2011, we have expressed our concerns to the Township of Ramara staff and several 
Council members verbally and in writing.  These complaints have included the constant spills onto our 
property resulting in a loss of part of our usable farmland, our concerns about the contaminants in the 
effluent, the stench from the lagoons and sprays, and the fact that the system does not work and should 
not be expanded. We have been reassured by the Township that action will be taken to rectify these 
problems.  These problems have not been resolved and the spray fields continue to operate in a manner 
which negatively impacts our property and our quality of life.  We have taken the position that we have 
had enough of this effluent on our property and want it to stop.   

We have watched and waited as decisions about the spray field system have been deferred from Council 
to Council over many years.  The entire spray field system is not working and needs to be replaced with 
an effective and healthier waste disposal system that does not include spray irrigation.   



The current spray field system allows the effluent to flow onto the property of neighbouring landowners 
and then directly into Lake Simcoe and is unacceptable. 

It is our position is that the spraying on the north and south fields be discontinued completely and the 
spray fields should not be expanded.  

It is past time that a proper system is built which can be used year-round and has the capacity to handle 
the volume of waste that is generated.  A proper and effective system would stop the issues of over-
spraying, spilling effluent onto neighbouring properties and contaminating Lake Simcoe. 

Jim and June Newlands 



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Mark Wainman
Suzanne Troxler
INFO mailbox
Bayshore Spray Fields
2/11/2024 10:27:01 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hello Ms. Troxler:
 
I am sending this email to you regarding Tatham Engineering’s (formerly C.C. Tatham & Associates) work on the
Bayshore Village spray fields.5
 
Please review a letter I sent to the CAO of Ramara. If you take the time to review the pictures and videos along with
the matchings captions in the letter, I think you will have a better idea of how this a totally inefficient system and is
only operating by dumping on other peoples property. A site visit when they are spraying could confirm this a lot
better than siting at a desk.
 
I attended a meeting on March 25, 2011 with my brother and my neighbour.  The purpose of the meeting was to
address a constant overspray of effluent onto our properties.
 
I said at this time, that the effluent was often controlled by siphoning out of the lagoons over the side onto other
people’s private property.  This was denied at the time by Mr. Stephen and since I had no proof, it was written in your
reports that there had never been any spills.   Since this meeting we have taken videos and pictures of such actions.  I
have a video from July 2013 of a pump pumping effluent over the side. 
 
At this same meeting Mr. Bates suggested ditching be reviewed in this area.  The only ditching done to alleviate the
flooding was a big ditch was dug along an unused road allowance with its sole purpose to run over-sprayed effluent
away from the road ditch.  To understand the volume of over-sprayed effluent please look at Video 1 from 2012.
 
The area that this ditch drains has not been used since OCWA took over the operations.  In 2022, 137,000 cubic
metres was sprayed on a much smaller land area forcing flooding in other areas such as my backyard.
 
It was also determined at this meeting that the small lagoon was never relined with imported clay but in many later
reports you refer to both lagoons being clayed lined.  This is misleading. 
 
You have also said that “the effluent looks like water and feels like water”.  This is also very misleading.
 
This is No. 1 treated sewage with no ultraviolet light or chemical treatment.  A grab sample taken off the top of the
lagoon will not test the same as what is pumped off the bottom of the lagoon and churned through a rotating screen
then shot up in the air out of sprinklers.  I have results from Aquatic and Environmental Laboratory taken August 29,
2023 that says it has a coliform count of 192 and an E-coli count of 88, which is available on request.
 
At one of the meetings held in Ramara Chambers many years ago, I asked Mr. Readman, yourself and Mr. Collingwood
why you didn’t go back into the Chamber after the meeting break and admit to the people how bad the situation
was.  Mr. Readman replied to me that if that was done, the MOE would force them to truck all the effluent
somewhere to be treated. 
 
The operators have changed several times since then, but as I sit here in 2024 they are trucking effluent to the Lagoon
City sewage treatment plant.  It is not the operators that are the problem, it is the system and the people above the
operators that try to justify this as an efficient working system.  There is no way anyone can operate it without most of
the over-spray effluent coming onto my property, or my neighbors, and going down the creek to the lake. 
 
The most important point I would like to make is the acreage used to generate the rate of application is very wrong
and must be corrected.  For many years the spray fields have been defined as 26 ha even though at least two distinct
sections have not been used in years.  There are also more than 30 sprinklers behind my house that were not in use
when the MOE visited in October 2023.  Using google earth at the end of last year, I estimated approximately 16 ha
was being used.  If anyone disagrees, I will gladly walk around and do an accurate measurement.  I did notice that you
estimated 25 ha total in a recent presentation (Dec 11, 2023).  This is not even close to accurate and the shaded area

mailto:mhgwainman@gmail.com
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in the picture (Alternative 3 of your presentation to Council on Dec 11, 2023) even shows it spraying on the travelled
road.  Over estimation of acreage alone makes every report since 1996 inaccurate. AGAIN misleading.
 
When my father built this house in 1989, he had a proper well drilled and the water tested clean and free from
coliform and e-coli.  As soon as spraying started in 1994 he had to install a UV light for household water use.  Over the
years the well has tested clean during the seven months that effluent is not sprayed.  Yet during the five months when
effluent is being sprayed, I have water tests that show anything from contaminated to overgrown.  I know nothing else
that can explain this other than Bayshore’s shit.
 
I for many years felt safe using this water as long as we were diligent in maintaining the UV light.  I have been advised
by the people that installed my light that it only works to remove the coliform and e-coli. It will not remove whatever
kinds of pharmaceutical cocktails that are being flushed into the sewer system in Bayshore Village.  Besides that, my
outside taps do not go through the UV light making that water unusable.  I feel that 30 years of misuse and deliberate
circumvention of operating procedures at the north field have made it completely unusable and not at all safe to use
anymore.
 
I have many more complaints, but for now, I must insist that my property not be used as a dumping ground for
Bayshore No. 1 treated effluent.  I insist that the north field not be used in 2024 and beyond.
 
Mark Wainman
3628 Concession Road 8
Ramara, ON. L3V 0M4
(705)321-4140



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:
Sent:

Jim & June Newlands
Suzanne Troxler
Mark Wainman; zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; Dyana Marks; sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca; Munce, Carly
(MECP);
Bayshore Village Spray Fields
Troxler 2024 (final).pdf;March 25, 2011 meeting minutes.pdf;2008 MOE Guidelines for Sewage Works.pdf;
5/11/2024 8:48:36 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
Good evening Ms Troxler

Attached is a letter that we are submiting for your information, review and comments regarding the Bayshore Village Spray Fields.
  
We have attached the minutes from the March 25, 2011, meeting with you and the 2008 MOE Guidelines for Sewage Works.

We will forward a copy of the email which we sent to MECP Director Ahmed and MECP District Manager Hyde on April 14, 2024.

It would be appreciated if you could please acknowledge receipt.

Please contact us if you have any questions.

Thank you
Jim and June Newlands    

*please note that our previous email address which you may have in your records (4jfarms@orilliapronet.com) is no longer valid.
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mailto:carly.munce@ontario.ca
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Dear Ms. Troxler 


We are writing to ask your opinion regarding the operation, management and effectiveness of the 


Bayshore Village Spray Irrigation System, and to request that any options that include spray irrigation be 


screened out of the updated report to Ramara Council.   


You are aware that we have been complaining about the overspray resulting in effluent flooding onto our 


beef farm property in three locations, since we met with you in 2011. Township Councils have not 


resolved our concerns, despite knowing the harm they are causing to us and our property. There has 


been effluent spilled onto our property every year, causing lost productivity to our farm and undue stress 


and concern to us. In 2023, we reported the spills to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and 


Parks (MECP) to stop the damage because several Township Councils wouldn’t. Our health and property 


were sacrificed to avoid the costs of safe and effective disposal of their sewage.  


The Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA Update report dated December 11, 2023, includes 


a “Problem Statement” page containing the points “Need to find the most appropriate solution for the 


disposal of the lagoon effluent”, and “Public concerns with potential runoff and impacts of humans/farm 


animals, aerosols, drainage” identified as issues to be addressed in any future sewage system.  In a 


previous email to you, we said: ‘The Problem Statement page of the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray 


Irrigation Class EA Update, dated December 11, 2023, states that there are "Public concerns with 


potential runoff and impacts on humans/farm animals, aerosols, drainage".  We would like to bring to 


your attention that these concerns are real and not just potential, as we have been dealing with 


significant effluent runoff during each spray season and have experienced negative impacts regarding 


quality of life, loss of the use of farmland, stench from the lagoons/sprays, and flooding onto our 


properties.  Each year, there has been over-spraying resulting in our properties being used as a 


secondary sewage lagoon. This over-sprayed effluent flows through our properties, into the creek and 


directly into Lake Simcoe.  We are not part of the lands zoned for effluent disposal, yet the Township has 


willingly and knowingly used it as such.” We stand by this statement.  The EA report also lists Main 


Considerations, and includes “provide the required effluent disposal capacity without runoff to ditches 


and Wainman Creek”, and “address adjacent residents’ concerns” as two considerations.  The current 


spray field system does not provide the disposal capacity because there is constant runoff into the 


ditches, onto our properties and into Wainman’s Creek and Lake Simcoe.  This runoff has been reported 


to, and observed by, the MECP and has been identified as spills from the spray fields. In order to achieve 


the goals of finding the appropriate solution with the required capacity, and addressing the residents’ 


concerns, we are asking that any options containing spray irrigation be screened out of the report. 


We have reviewed the Annual Wastewater Performance Report prepared by the Ontario Clean Water 


Agency (OCWA) dated March 28, 2024. OCWA reported they have received exemptions from the MECP 


for conditions 1.2 and 1.3 of the Certificate of Approval (C of A). The exemptions were for the volume 


limitations of 55m3/ha/day and for the duration of the spray season which was extended into December 


2023. This report states that 93,481m3 of effluent was applied on approximately 26ha during 64 days. 


This resulted in a reported 56.18m3 average for the season. We measured the area of the fields which 


were actually used for spray irrigation and counted a very generous 19ha. We included the service roads 


and right to the edge of the wooded areas. An actual survey should confirm that the acreage used for 


spraying is less than our measurements and far less than the “approximately 26 ha” stated in the report. 


The new calculations using 19ha results in an average of 76.87m3 being applied. We brought this to the 
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attention of MECP, and we are still awaiting a response from them. Attached is a copy of the email we 


sent to Director Ahmed. We sent the same information under a separate email to Ramara Council.  


On April 29, 2024, representatives of OCWA presented their report to Ramara Council. Armed with our 


calculations, Council was able to pose some questions regarding the volume of spray on the newly 


calculated area. The OCWA Operations Manager explained the 55m3 was an average amount sprayed 


over the course of the season. The amount sprayed could be higher on sunny days and less on overcast 


days. He repeated several times they had received an exemption from the volume limitations from the 


MECP. The OCWA manager stated that the 26ha figure was just a number they had always used to 


calculate acreage, but that they were still in compliance no matter the acreage because they had 


received an exemption. Councillor Snutch stated that ‘What I’m hearing is it doesn’t matter how much 


you spray.’ The response from the OCWA manager was ‘The past few years it wouldn’t have because 


there was an exemption.’   


We know you are preparing for the Public Meeting on May 22.  We are looking forward to your 


presentation and hope to hear that our concerns are included and addressed in that presentation. Could 


you please take the time to review the Committee of the Whole meeting of April 29, 2024 for the 


discussion about the OCWA report and comment on your observations of that discussion?  Specifically, 


how important is the 55m3? Is that a firm cap or is it flexible and can it be averaged? How did the 55m3 


come to be? The Operations Manager says that’s “kind of a grey area”. We have been told by Township 


staff that the 55m3 is a provincial average. If it just an average, why is an exemption required? At our 


meeting with you in 2011, you indicated the 55 number was based on the soil characteristics. Attached is 


a copy of the minutes of that March 25, 2011 meeting for your reference. If the spray rate is based on 


the capacity of the soil to absorb it, which we believe it should be; then maybe even 55m3 is too high. 


These fields have not been looked after and are severely compacted from years of abuse. The soils in the 


fields “have reduced infiltration capacity” according to the EA report of December 13, 2023, 


acknowledging that the soil characteristics have changed over time. You recommended years ago they 


be rejuvenated and rested, but that has not happened. We believe the capacity is far less than 55m3. 


OCWA may think it doesn’t matter, but it matters to us. When the soil is at capacity, the rest of the 


sprayed effluent runs directly onto our property. An exemption from the C of A does not exempt them 


from the laws of physics. You can’t get 7 gallons of effluent in a 5-gallon pail no matter how many 


exemptions you get. Could you recommend a safe and effective amount that can be sprayed in the near 


future until a permanent solution can be chosen and implemented? A solution that won’t allow this 


waste to runoff onto our property as it has for the past 13+ years. Please comment.   


Ramara Council is currently considering three options of the ten in your EA study to replace the current 


ineffective disposal system. Two of these options are merely variants of what is already there and hasn’t 


ever worked properly. The only viable option in our opinion is #8 – build an effluent disposal bed and 


completely discontinue spray irrigation. For more than 13 years, the Township has flooded our property 


with human waste from both the North and South Spray Fields at three locations. We have asked 


repeatedly for corrective action to stop this obscene intrusion on our lives to no avail. Over the years, the 


Township has not taken any steps to protect us from the harm that they have caused and have allowed 


the spray fields to continue over spraying.  It is difficult to trust that a decision to correct this will be 


made.  We will object vehemently to any version of spray irrigation anywhere near us. Until this year, 


four spigots in the North Field were so close to our fence line that effluent was sprayed over twenty feet 


onto our property.  We told OCWA about this before the spray season began in 2023 but the spigots 
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were not moved.  The spraying started for the season and the spigots sprayed effluent directly onto our 


property.  OCWA had to be told two more times, on different days, about this overspray before the 


offending spigots were shut off.  This is one example which demonstrates that OCWA did not follow 


section 1.4 of the C of A (the requirement to ensure that sprayed effluent remains within the limits of 


the approved spray irrigation fields).  If the inspection processes were followed when the sprays are 


turned on, the overspray would have been seen and shut off immediately.  We should not have had to 


make the same complaint three times for the over spray to stop.  This spill was not included in 


Community Complaints section of the 2023 annual report. It is hard to believe this is a result of just 


incompetence. It is a perfect example of just how mismanaged this system has become. We have 


become collateral damage in the name of “efficiency.” Dispose of this product on us and our neighbour’s 


property, not to mention Lake Simcoe, to save the hundreds of votes from Bayshore Village at the cost of 


only our four votes lost. This over spraying may only spill onto the property of four people, but those 


four people count, and is four people too many.  


You have stated continually that the effluent is treated. It has baked in the sun for 30 days, as if that 


makes it a safe product to spray onto the ground. Consider this - last year, OCWA plugged the overflow 


pipe between the two lagoons and bypassed the sewage straight into the storage lagoon, because the 


settling lagoon was in danger of being breached from being too full (a chronic problem). This bypass 


started on April 5, 2023, and continued for 1866 hours and 33 minutes ending on June 22, 2023. (OCWA 


report page 15, Table 20.) The spray season began on May 18, 2023. This meant the raw human waste 


hadn’t even received the rudimentary sun treatment before being sprayed, ultimately ending up on our 


property, in our neighbour’s water well and property, and into Lake Simcoe. So, let’s not hear any more 


about treated effluent being sprayed.  It is not treated and is not disinfected. It contains bacteria, 


pathogens, viruses, hormones, drug residue, micro-plastics, “forever chemicals”, and whatever the users 


flush down the toilets and pour down the drain. We don’t even know everything that’s in there because 


we haven’t tested for all the possibilities.  It is not “just like water” as we have been told in the past. 


Bypasses have been occurring for years and there is no guarantee this will not continue in the future 


with expanded or hybrid spray fields.  


A common thread describing the difficulties the operators have had disposing of the effluent always 


relates to weather. Discussion at the Committee of the Whole meeting on December 13, 2023 included 


the comments that the spray irrigation system is “100% weather dependent” and that the Township “has 


never been able to get ahead of lowering the levels in the lagoons”.  No matter how many days they are 


given in their exemptions, the average spray season remains at 65 days. The suitability of many of these 


days is questionable if the C of A is followed to the letter. There are just not enough dry, wind free days 


available. The C of A is routinely breached to draw the levels in the lagoons down.  Spraying occurs when 


it is too windy, too wet, and when there is ponding on the fields. Last year, they were forced to truck 


effluent to the Lagoon City Sewage Treatment Plant for disposal to prevent the sewage lagoons from 


breaching. This was at a cost of over $700,000 and it wasn’t enough. This spring the lagoon levels were 


still too high and the bypassing started in March until they were caught by MECP.  Currently, pumping 


from the top of the small lagoon to the large lagoon continues, which is still defeating the ‘treatment’ 


process.  Along with the levels in the lagoons, the trucking costs will continue to rise as will the tempers 


with the road closures and increased truck traffic in Lagoon City.  Trucking will continue to be a 


contingency disposal option for the spray fields, and the costs of this should be reflected in the costs of 


running the spray field system. 
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The lagoons were not included in this study but any option presented as a solution requires them.  Any 


version of spray irrigation will still require a minimum of 10 months lagoon storage (probably not 


enough) and will require a contingency for weather-related events. The large lagoon has a 10-inch clay 


lining and is chronically short of storage. The small lagoon which is used for settling the solids is not clay 


lined as per our meeting of March 25, 2011, however, the C of A states that both lagoons are clay-lined.  


The C of A also states that both lagoons contain a “sludge storage bottom dead zone”. It is interesting 


that the clay lined lagoon is expected to contain the sewage, but the clay soil in the fields is expected to 


absorb it.   Both lagoons are situated squarely in the middle of Bayshore Village’s Wellhead Protection 


Area, meaning the ground water that charges their drinking water well comes from beneath the unlined, 


unprotected raw sewage storage that is always on the verge of collapse. If the contamination of our 


neighbour’s well isn’t important enough to warrant corrective action, then this one probably isn’t either.  


The non-compliance issues identified in the MECP inspection (in the 2023 OCWA Performance Report) 


identified the modifications made to the spray system pipes and equipment over the years which have 


altered the original engineered design of the system thereby defeating the effectiveness of the overall 


operation. MECP is now monitoring OCWA and ensuring that the integrity of the system is being 


restored. Any version of a spray irrigation will always be vulnerable to the limitations of the people who 


operate it. OCWA and the previous operators, the Township of Ramara, have always managed this 


system from a strictly economically efficient priority. The safety and concerns of the two families affected 


the most have never been a consideration. Only the cost to the people in the Township who can afford it 


the most, at the expense of the people who feed them, has driven these decisions. Save money by 


cutting corners and using faulty equipment with little or no maintenance. The pipes are constantly 


breaking or coming uncoupled. The system is over 40 years old and has not aged well. New piping is not 


compatible with the old. Parts fail often and repairs are delayed because there is no replacement 


inventory. Any version of spray irrigation will always be bound to the human element. For over 40 years 


this system has failed the people who rely on it and the people who live next to it. Expanding it won’t 


make it better, only bigger. If a small system can’t be managed properly, how can a bigger system not be 


worse? All your engineering expertise and the science behind it will be for naught once they get their 


hands on it. After 40 years they still can’t figure it out. Are we to expect MECP to look over their shoulder 


for the next how many years? 


Set backs had been discussed during our meeting in 2011. Last spring and for many years prior, the spray 


irrigation from the North Field was actually falling directly onto our property even on calm days because 


the spray spigots were so close to the property line. It also falls across the fence directly onto our 


neighbour’s property, close to his home, because the spigots are near the property line. During our 


meeting in 2011, you indicated that setbacks are required from the sprinklers to the property line.  Post 


meeting, you noted that Ministry of Environment (MOE) Guidelines suggest a 150 m setback from spray 


nozzles to the property line. The current C of A has not followed these recommendations and does not 


include any setback requirements. OCWA has taken full advantage of this to the detriment of our 


neighbours and us. Surely you would insist on a 150 m setback to any spray field options as per the 


guidelines. This would virtually eliminate any practical use of the North Field and reduce the South Field 


considerably. The actual usable acreage remaining would dramatically reduce the volume, unless of 


course, we use OCWA’s calculations, then it doesn’t matter. If it does matter, the Township will have to 


acquire substantially more land to meet their objectives. At the nearly $2 million they paid for a swamp; 


we can only wonder how much suitable land would cost. And how far away to get it? We are deeply 
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concerned that any spray field operation will continue to cause extreme harm to our farms, our health, 


our animals’ health and the continued viability of our livelihood. Our representatives have refused to 


take action to mitigate our concerns and have continued to allow raw human waste and sometimes 


treated effluent to be spilled onto us and into the lake. We cannot trust that the same will not happen 


when no one is looking. We are concerned that Council will choose the cheapest option over the right 


one. Some politicians seem to be motivated by their desire to remain in power and avoid decisions that 


cost them political capital.  We may only be four votes in this township, but this is a very serious issue to 


resolve properly. 


We have struggled to understand why the spray fields have been allowed to continue for such a long 


time.  In the cattle industry, we must follow strict regulations surrounding nutrient management.  Non-


compliance with these regulations can result in severe penalties.  The MOE Design Guidelines for Sewage 


Works 2008, section 15.9.6 describes the Treatment Requirements for crops and pastures.  The 


recommendation states that the land which has had treated effluent on it should not be used for pasture 


or crop purposes for 30 days to six months.  These regulations are written for the management of land 


which has been intentionally used for spray irrigation, not for the spray field’s neighbouring landowners 


to follow as a result of “treated effluent” being spilled onto their property and needing to manage 


livestock and crops around that carelessness.  It has been very frustrating to watch other agencies 


demonstrate a lack of compliance for regulations for years without consequences, and it has been 


extremely upsetting that our lives and our properties have been so deeply impacted by the results of 


their non-compliance.  It is completely unacceptable that, in this country and in 2024, we have to 


continually explain (as we have for many years) that we do not want human waste from a faulty sewage 


system spilling onto our properties. We do not know how we can make our serious situation any clearer. 


You have been tasked to provide options to consider and to design a system that works. You can’t design 


the weather or the people who operate your system. At least one Councillor has indicated to us that she 


wouldn’t attend our properties for first hand experience of our complaints, preferring to rely solely on 


the advice of the experts. You have been identified as THE expert in this matter, we are asking you to 


reconsider the spray irrigation options given our concerns. Please withdraw any variation of spray 


irrigation from your proposal, so Council will only have one option, the effluent disposal bed. It is the 


only option which meets all the criteria for a safe, efficient, affordable and effective disposal system. It 


eliminates the weather problems, reduces the storage requirements in the lagoons, keeps the costs of 


acquiring enough land and operating a labour-intensive system to a minimum, reduces the human 


element/interference and the impulse to tweak a system. It is the only design that works every hour of 


every day with only gravity to operate the flow, eliminating weather, odour, faulty pipes and sprinkler 


heads and incompetence. 


During this long and exhausting ordeal, you are one of the few who has listened to our issues and 


responded to them. We sincerely hope you are still listening.   We look forward to hearing from you and 


hope to see that our concerns are addressed in your presentation/comments for the May 22 Public 


Information Session.   


Thank you for your consideration to our situation and requests. Please contact us if you have any 


questions about our information. 


Jim and June Newlands 
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Dear Ms. Troxler 

We are writing to ask your opinion regarding the operation, management and effectiveness of the 

Bayshore Village Spray Irrigation System, and to request that any options that include spray irrigation be 

screened out of the updated report to Ramara Council.   

You are aware that we have been complaining about the overspray resulting in effluent flooding onto our 

beef farm property in three locations, since we met with you in 2011. Township Councils have not 

resolved our concerns, despite knowing the harm they are causing to us and our property. There has 

been effluent spilled onto our property every year, causing lost productivity to our farm and undue stress 

and concern to us. In 2023, we reported the spills to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and 

Parks (MECP) to stop the damage because several Township Councils wouldn’t. Our health and property 

were sacrificed to avoid the costs of safe and effective disposal of their sewage.  

The Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA Update report dated December 11, 2023, includes 

a “Problem Statement” page containing the points “Need to find the most appropriate solution for the 

disposal of the lagoon effluent”, and “Public concerns with potential runoff and impacts of humans/farm 

animals, aerosols, drainage” identified as issues to be addressed in any future sewage system.  In a 

previous email to you, we said: ‘The Problem Statement page of the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray 

Irrigation Class EA Update, dated December 11, 2023, states that there are "Public concerns with 

potential runoff and impacts on humans/farm animals, aerosols, drainage".  We would like to bring to 

your attention that these concerns are real and not just potential, as we have been dealing with 

significant effluent runoff during each spray season and have experienced negative impacts regarding 

quality of life, loss of the use of farmland, stench from the lagoons/sprays, and flooding onto our 

properties.  Each year, there has been over-spraying resulting in our properties being used as a 

secondary sewage lagoon. This over-sprayed effluent flows through our properties, into the creek and 

directly into Lake Simcoe.  We are not part of the lands zoned for effluent disposal, yet the Township has 

willingly and knowingly used it as such.” We stand by this statement.  The EA report also lists Main 

Considerations, and includes “provide the required effluent disposal capacity without runoff to ditches 

and Wainman Creek”, and “address adjacent residents’ concerns” as two considerations.  The current 

spray field system does not provide the disposal capacity because there is constant runoff into the 

ditches, onto our properties and into Wainman’s Creek and Lake Simcoe.  This runoff has been reported 

to, and observed by, the MECP and has been identified as spills from the spray fields. In order to achieve 

the goals of finding the appropriate solution with the required capacity, and addressing the residents’ 

concerns, we are asking that any options containing spray irrigation be screened out of the report. 

We have reviewed the Annual Wastewater Performance Report prepared by the Ontario Clean Water 

Agency (OCWA) dated March 28, 2024. OCWA reported they have received exemptions from the MECP 

for conditions 1.2 and 1.3 of the Certificate of Approval (C of A). The exemptions were for the volume 

limitations of 55m3/ha/day and for the duration of the spray season which was extended into December 

2023. This report states that 93,481m3 of effluent was applied on approximately 26ha during 64 days. 

This resulted in a reported 56.18m3 average for the season. We measured the area of the fields which 

were actually used for spray irrigation and counted a very generous 19ha. We included the service roads 

and right to the edge of the wooded areas. An actual survey should confirm that the acreage used for 

spraying is less than our measurements and far less than the “approximately 26 ha” stated in the report. 

The new calculations using 19ha results in an average of 76.87m3 being applied. We brought this to the 
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attention of MECP, and we are still awaiting a response from them. Attached is a copy of the email we 

sent to Director Ahmed. We sent the same information under a separate email to Ramara Council.  

On April 29, 2024, representatives of OCWA presented their report to Ramara Council. Armed with our 

calculations, Council was able to pose some questions regarding the volume of spray on the newly 

calculated area. The OCWA Operations Manager explained the 55m3 was an average amount sprayed 

over the course of the season. The amount sprayed could be higher on sunny days and less on overcast 

days. He repeated several times they had received an exemption from the volume limitations from the 

MECP. The OCWA manager stated that the 26ha figure was just a number they had always used to 

calculate acreage, but that they were still in compliance no matter the acreage because they had 

received an exemption. Councillor Snutch stated that ‘What I’m hearing is it doesn’t matter how much 

you spray.’ The response from the OCWA manager was ‘The past few years it wouldn’t have because 

there was an exemption.’   

We know you are preparing for the Public Meeting on May 22.  We are looking forward to your 

presentation and hope to hear that our concerns are included and addressed in that presentation. Could 

you please take the time to review the Committee of the Whole meeting of April 29, 2024 for the 

discussion about the OCWA report and comment on your observations of that discussion?  Specifically, 

how important is the 55m3? Is that a firm cap or is it flexible and can it be averaged? How did the 55m3 

come to be? The Operations Manager says that’s “kind of a grey area”. We have been told by Township 

staff that the 55m3 is a provincial average. If it just an average, why is an exemption required? At our 

meeting with you in 2011, you indicated the 55 number was based on the soil characteristics. Attached is 

a copy of the minutes of that March 25, 2011 meeting for your reference. If the spray rate is based on 

the capacity of the soil to absorb it, which we believe it should be; then maybe even 55m3 is too high. 

These fields have not been looked after and are severely compacted from years of abuse. The soils in the 

fields “have reduced infiltration capacity” according to the EA report of December 13, 2023, 

acknowledging that the soil characteristics have changed over time. You recommended years ago they 

be rejuvenated and rested, but that has not happened. We believe the capacity is far less than 55m3. 

OCWA may think it doesn’t matter, but it matters to us. When the soil is at capacity, the rest of the 

sprayed effluent runs directly onto our property. An exemption from the C of A does not exempt them 

from the laws of physics. You can’t get 7 gallons of effluent in a 5-gallon pail no matter how many 

exemptions you get. Could you recommend a safe and effective amount that can be sprayed in the near 

future until a permanent solution can be chosen and implemented? A solution that won’t allow this 

waste to runoff onto our property as it has for the past 13+ years. Please comment.   

Ramara Council is currently considering three options of the ten in your EA study to replace the current 

ineffective disposal system. Two of these options are merely variants of what is already there and hasn’t 

ever worked properly. The only viable option in our opinion is #8 – build an effluent disposal bed and 

completely discontinue spray irrigation. For more than 13 years, the Township has flooded our property 

with human waste from both the North and South Spray Fields at three locations. We have asked 

repeatedly for corrective action to stop this obscene intrusion on our lives to no avail. Over the years, the 

Township has not taken any steps to protect us from the harm that they have caused and have allowed 

the spray fields to continue over spraying.  It is difficult to trust that a decision to correct this will be 

made.  We will object vehemently to any version of spray irrigation anywhere near us. Until this year, 

four spigots in the North Field were so close to our fence line that effluent was sprayed over twenty feet 

onto our property.  We told OCWA about this before the spray season began in 2023 but the spigots 
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were not moved.  The spraying started for the season and the spigots sprayed effluent directly onto our 

property.  OCWA had to be told two more times, on different days, about this overspray before the 

offending spigots were shut off.  This is one example which demonstrates that OCWA did not follow 

section 1.4 of the C of A (the requirement to ensure that sprayed effluent remains within the limits of 

the approved spray irrigation fields).  If the inspection processes were followed when the sprays are 

turned on, the overspray would have been seen and shut off immediately.  We should not have had to 

make the same complaint three times for the over spray to stop.  This spill was not included in 

Community Complaints section of the 2023 annual report. It is hard to believe this is a result of just 

incompetence. It is a perfect example of just how mismanaged this system has become. We have 

become collateral damage in the name of “efficiency.” Dispose of this product on us and our neighbour’s 

property, not to mention Lake Simcoe, to save the hundreds of votes from Bayshore Village at the cost of 

only our four votes lost. This over spraying may only spill onto the property of four people, but those 

four people count, and is four people too many.  

You have stated continually that the effluent is treated. It has baked in the sun for 30 days, as if that 

makes it a safe product to spray onto the ground. Consider this - last year, OCWA plugged the overflow 

pipe between the two lagoons and bypassed the sewage straight into the storage lagoon, because the 

settling lagoon was in danger of being breached from being too full (a chronic problem). This bypass 

started on April 5, 2023, and continued for 1866 hours and 33 minutes ending on June 22, 2023. (OCWA 

report page 15, Table 20.) The spray season began on May 18, 2023. This meant the raw human waste 

hadn’t even received the rudimentary sun treatment before being sprayed, ultimately ending up on our 

property, in our neighbour’s water well and property, and into Lake Simcoe. So, let’s not hear any more 

about treated effluent being sprayed.  It is not treated and is not disinfected. It contains bacteria, 

pathogens, viruses, hormones, drug residue, micro-plastics, “forever chemicals”, and whatever the users 

flush down the toilets and pour down the drain. We don’t even know everything that’s in there because 

we haven’t tested for all the possibilities.  It is not “just like water” as we have been told in the past. 

Bypasses have been occurring for years and there is no guarantee this will not continue in the future 

with expanded or hybrid spray fields.  

A common thread describing the difficulties the operators have had disposing of the effluent always 

relates to weather. Discussion at the Committee of the Whole meeting on December 13, 2023 included 

the comments that the spray irrigation system is “100% weather dependent” and that the Township “has 

never been able to get ahead of lowering the levels in the lagoons”.  No matter how many days they are 

given in their exemptions, the average spray season remains at 65 days. The suitability of many of these 

days is questionable if the C of A is followed to the letter. There are just not enough dry, wind free days 

available. The C of A is routinely breached to draw the levels in the lagoons down.  Spraying occurs when 

it is too windy, too wet, and when there is ponding on the fields. Last year, they were forced to truck 

effluent to the Lagoon City Sewage Treatment Plant for disposal to prevent the sewage lagoons from 

breaching. This was at a cost of over $700,000 and it wasn’t enough. This spring the lagoon levels were 

still too high and the bypassing started in March until they were caught by MECP.  Currently, pumping 

from the top of the small lagoon to the large lagoon continues, which is still defeating the ‘treatment’ 

process.  Along with the levels in the lagoons, the trucking costs will continue to rise as will the tempers 

with the road closures and increased truck traffic in Lagoon City.  Trucking will continue to be a 

contingency disposal option for the spray fields, and the costs of this should be reflected in the costs of 

running the spray field system. 
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The lagoons were not included in this study but any option presented as a solution requires them.  Any 

version of spray irrigation will still require a minimum of 10 months lagoon storage (probably not 

enough) and will require a contingency for weather-related events. The large lagoon has a 10-inch clay 

lining and is chronically short of storage. The small lagoon which is used for settling the solids is not clay 

lined as per our meeting of March 25, 2011, however, the C of A states that both lagoons are clay-lined.  

The C of A also states that both lagoons contain a “sludge storage bottom dead zone”. It is interesting 

that the clay lined lagoon is expected to contain the sewage, but the clay soil in the fields is expected to 

absorb it.   Both lagoons are situated squarely in the middle of Bayshore Village’s Wellhead Protection 

Area, meaning the ground water that charges their drinking water well comes from beneath the unlined, 

unprotected raw sewage storage that is always on the verge of collapse. If the contamination of our 

neighbour’s well isn’t important enough to warrant corrective action, then this one probably isn’t either.  

The non-compliance issues identified in the MECP inspection (in the 2023 OCWA Performance Report) 

identified the modifications made to the spray system pipes and equipment over the years which have 

altered the original engineered design of the system thereby defeating the effectiveness of the overall 

operation. MECP is now monitoring OCWA and ensuring that the integrity of the system is being 

restored. Any version of a spray irrigation will always be vulnerable to the limitations of the people who 

operate it. OCWA and the previous operators, the Township of Ramara, have always managed this 

system from a strictly economically efficient priority. The safety and concerns of the two families affected 

the most have never been a consideration. Only the cost to the people in the Township who can afford it 

the most, at the expense of the people who feed them, has driven these decisions. Save money by 

cutting corners and using faulty equipment with little or no maintenance. The pipes are constantly 

breaking or coming uncoupled. The system is over 40 years old and has not aged well. New piping is not 

compatible with the old. Parts fail often and repairs are delayed because there is no replacement 

inventory. Any version of spray irrigation will always be bound to the human element. For over 40 years 

this system has failed the people who rely on it and the people who live next to it. Expanding it won’t 

make it better, only bigger. If a small system can’t be managed properly, how can a bigger system not be 

worse? All your engineering expertise and the science behind it will be for naught once they get their 

hands on it. After 40 years they still can’t figure it out. Are we to expect MECP to look over their shoulder 

for the next how many years? 

Set backs had been discussed during our meeting in 2011. Last spring and for many years prior, the spray 

irrigation from the North Field was actually falling directly onto our property even on calm days because 

the spray spigots were so close to the property line. It also falls across the fence directly onto our 

neighbour’s property, close to his home, because the spigots are near the property line. During our 

meeting in 2011, you indicated that setbacks are required from the sprinklers to the property line.  Post 

meeting, you noted that Ministry of Environment (MOE) Guidelines suggest a 150 m setback from spray 

nozzles to the property line. The current C of A has not followed these recommendations and does not 

include any setback requirements. OCWA has taken full advantage of this to the detriment of our 

neighbours and us. Surely you would insist on a 150 m setback to any spray field options as per the 

guidelines. This would virtually eliminate any practical use of the North Field and reduce the South Field 

considerably. The actual usable acreage remaining would dramatically reduce the volume, unless of 

course, we use OCWA’s calculations, then it doesn’t matter. If it does matter, the Township will have to 

acquire substantially more land to meet their objectives. At the nearly $2 million they paid for a swamp; 

we can only wonder how much suitable land would cost. And how far away to get it? We are deeply 
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concerned that any spray field operation will continue to cause extreme harm to our farms, our health, 

our animals’ health and the continued viability of our livelihood. Our representatives have refused to 

take action to mitigate our concerns and have continued to allow raw human waste and sometimes 

treated effluent to be spilled onto us and into the lake. We cannot trust that the same will not happen 

when no one is looking. We are concerned that Council will choose the cheapest option over the right 

one. Some politicians seem to be motivated by their desire to remain in power and avoid decisions that 

cost them political capital.  We may only be four votes in this township, but this is a very serious issue to 

resolve properly. 

We have struggled to understand why the spray fields have been allowed to continue for such a long 

time.  In the cattle industry, we must follow strict regulations surrounding nutrient management.  Non-

compliance with these regulations can result in severe penalties.  The MOE Design Guidelines for Sewage 

Works 2008, section 15.9.6 describes the Treatment Requirements for crops and pastures.  The 

recommendation states that the land which has had treated effluent on it should not be used for pasture 

or crop purposes for 30 days to six months.  These regulations are written for the management of land 

which has been intentionally used for spray irrigation, not for the spray field’s neighbouring landowners 

to follow as a result of “treated effluent” being spilled onto their property and needing to manage 

livestock and crops around that carelessness.  It has been very frustrating to watch other agencies 

demonstrate a lack of compliance for regulations for years without consequences, and it has been 

extremely upsetting that our lives and our properties have been so deeply impacted by the results of 

their non-compliance.  It is completely unacceptable that, in this country and in 2024, we have to 

continually explain (as we have for many years) that we do not want human waste from a faulty sewage 

system spilling onto our properties. We do not know how we can make our serious situation any clearer. 

You have been tasked to provide options to consider and to design a system that works. You can’t design 

the weather or the people who operate your system. At least one Councillor has indicated to us that she 

wouldn’t attend our properties for first hand experience of our complaints, preferring to rely solely on 

the advice of the experts. You have been identified as THE expert in this matter, we are asking you to 

reconsider the spray irrigation options given our concerns. Please withdraw any variation of spray 

irrigation from your proposal, so Council will only have one option, the effluent disposal bed. It is the 

only option which meets all the criteria for a safe, efficient, affordable and effective disposal system. It 

eliminates the weather problems, reduces the storage requirements in the lagoons, keeps the costs of 

acquiring enough land and operating a labour-intensive system to a minimum, reduces the human 

element/interference and the impulse to tweak a system. It is the only design that works every hour of 

every day with only gravity to operate the flow, eliminating weather, odour, faulty pipes and sprinkler 

heads and incompetence. 

During this long and exhausting ordeal, you are one of the few who has listened to our issues and 

responded to them. We sincerely hope you are still listening.   We look forward to hearing from you and 

hope to see that our concerns are addressed in your presentation/comments for the May 22 Public 

Information Session.   

Thank you for your consideration to our situation and requests. Please contact us if you have any 

questions about our information. 

Jim and June Newlands 
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Sent:

Jim & June Newlands
Suzanne Troxler
Fw: Bayshore Village Sewage Works
8. North Field. Late summer 2023. Google maps..jpg;4. North Field. 1.2 ha. Early summer 2023. Simcoe maps..jpg;3. North Field.
6.11ha. Early summer 2023. Simcoe maps..jpg;5. North Field. 2.8ha. Early summer 2023. Simcoe maps..jpg;2023 OCWA report
comments to MECP. April 2024.pdf;6. North Field. Late summer 2023. Google maps..jpg;7. North field. Early summer 2023.
Simcoe maps..jpg;Letter to send to Zack, cc josh and mayor.eml;2. South Field. Late summer 2023. Google maps..jpg;1. South
Field. 8.76ha. Early summer 2023. Simcoe maps..jpg;9. North Field 01Oct2023. Newlands photo of ruts and ponding. .jpg;
5/11/2024 9:01:01 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

From: Jim & June Newlands <4jfarms1996@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 11, 2024 8:34 PM
Subject: Fw: Bayshore Village Sewage Works
 

From: Jim & June Newlands <4jfarms1996@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 14, 2024 5:21 PM
To: aziz.ahmed@ontario.ca <aziz.ahmed@ontario.ca>; chris.hyde@ontario.ca <chris.hyde@ontario.ca>
Cc: zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca <zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca>; jkavanagh@ramara.ca <jkavanagh@ramara.ca>; Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca>;
sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca <sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca>; Munce, Carly (MECP) <carly.munce@ontario.ca>; Mark Wainman
<mhgwainman@gmail.com>; jill.dunlop@ontario.ca <jill.dunlop@ontario.ca>
Subject: Bayshore Village Sewage Works
 
Director Ahmed and District Manager Hyde

We are sending these documents and photos to you for your information and consideration.  Your signatures are on correspondence in
the Annual Wastewater Performance Report for the Bayshore Village Sewage Works prepared for the Township of Ramara by the Ontario
Clean Water Agency, dated March 28, 2024.

We would appreciate hearing your comments on this matter.

Thank you 
Jim and June Newlands

mailto:4jfarms1996@gmail.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com




FileAttachment





FileAttachment





FileAttachment





FileAttachment




1 
 


We are writing to inform you of our complaints regarding the Bayshore Village Sewage Works and the 


negative impact it has had on our property and, by extension, our personal lives. We are the owners of a 


multi-generational beef cattle farm and two sides of our farm borders on the spray fields. The property 


has been in our family since 1946 and we have lived here since 1997. The spray fields have been an issue 


since we started living here. The effluent from the spray fields has always overflowed onto our property 


in three locations.  It has flooded our land enough to change the vegetation from pasture grasses to 


swampy wetland grasses that the cattle won’t eat. This has resulted in lost farm productivity and caused 


added expenses by having to purchase supplemental feed to compensate for the lost pasture and 


questionable health risks to the animals consuming it. We have endured the stench from the spray fields 


which, at times, has been so overpowering it causes headaches. There were occasions in the past when 


we called the Township to ask for relief and they would make changes to the spray field system which 


resulted in the smell dissipating.  In 2011, we wrote a letter to the Township describing our complaints 


with the spray irrigation system, and offered suggestions to rectify our issues. We felt that ditching would 


be the most practical way to divert the overflow from our property. We also expressed strongly that 


ditching may divert the overflow effluent from our property, but it does not resolve the issue that there 


is overflow effluent spilling from the spray fields on a continual basis during the spray seasons. Since 


2011, we have informed the Township in writing and verbally about our concerns with the spray fields. 


Thirteen years later, we are still complaining about the exact same flooding and our local representatives 


have not indicated that the spills and flooding will stop. 


The Annual Wastewater Performance Report from 2023, includes letters which have granted exemptions 


from the conditions of the Certificate of Approval (C of A) for the Bayshore Village spray field operating 


season.  The letter from District Manager Chris Hyde, dated May 4, 2023, grants relief from Conditions 


1.2 and 1.3 of the C of A.  The letter from Director Ahmed, dated Sept 26, 2023, grants an extension to 


the Township of Ramara’s request to extend the spray season to December 15, 2023 in order to allow for 


“emergency disposal of effluent”. We ask that no further exemptions are granted in the future, and that 


consideration is given to revoke the permit for all spray irrigation until such time as the Township can 


assure complete compliance with all conditions of the C of A. The Township has not complied with the C 


of A for most years since 2014, due mostly to unstable weather conditions which limit the number of 


days available for spraying. The result is chronic overloading of the system, causing flooding onto our 


fields, onto our neighbour’s property and into Lake Simcoe via Wainman Creek.  


Please consider the following information taken from the 2023 Wastewater report to aid your decision.    


Exemptions were asked for and granted to conditions 1.2 and 1.3 of the C of A before the spray season 


was even started. This indicates that the spray field operators knew in advance that the requirements of 


the C of A could not be met, so a blanket exemption was requested before the spray season began.  A 


decision had been made to ignore the science and engineering capacity of the system in order to meet 


the only real goal of this exercise; to get rid of this sewage by any means and by the cheapest way 


possible. The operators know this system cannot function as designed and found a work-around to avoid 


the expense of safe and effective disposal.  This work around solution was approved and the exemptions 


were granted.  These exemptions granted relief from both the volume of effluent sprayed and the 


duration requirements of the spray season.  Both of these indicate that the system does not have the 


capacity to operate effectively. This exemption permits the over spraying to continue and the excess 


effluent has to go somewhere which means onto our property, onto Mark Wainman’s property (our 


neighbour) and into Lake Simcoe.  
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The County of Simcoe interactive maps website provides excellent aerial photos of the spray fields, 


including a measuring tool to calculate the actual areas involved. These photos appear to have been 


taken in the early summer of 2023 before the spray season commenced on May 18. The areas covered 


by the spray pipes can easily be seen in the attached photos from this website. By using the available 


measuring tool, it can be determined that the actual spray field area used on the South Field is approx. 


8.76 ha. OCWA’s report is clear that sewage was applied to 14ha on the South Field. The actual area used 


on the North Field is calculated by combining three adjoining areas for a total of 10.11 ha. The OCWA 


report infers that approx. 12 ha were used in the North Field.  The OCWA report states that 


approximately 26 ha from the North and South Fields were utilized, however, the calculations from the 


aerial photos indicate that only approximately 19 ha were used.  Subsequent calculations of 93,481 m3 


divided by 26 ha, divided by 64 days equals 56.18 m3/ha/day.  This is only slightly over the 55 m3/ha/day 


limit, but still exceeds the limit stated in Condition 1.2 of the C of A.  However, when using the actual 


numbers of 93,481 m3 divided by 19 ha, divided by 64 days, the amount of spray equals 76.87 


m3/ha/day.  This is almost 40 per cent over the permitted limit of 55 m3 per day. Where did it all go?  


Again, it has flooded onto our property, our neighbour’s property and into Lake Simcoe. We have 


included some photos from Google Maps website that appear to have been taken in September 2023. 


When the photos taken in May are compared with the photos taken in September, it is obvious that the 


ground in the spray field appears dry in May but the September photo shows that there is standing 


water in the ruts in the same field. This is an example of how OCWA has been misleading the Township 


and the Ministry by reporting blatantly inaccurate numbers to make their operation of this system 


appear to comply with the C of A.   The exemptions which have been granted to legitimize this operation 


have been based on incomplete and misleading information provided by OCWA. The result of the over 


spray is poisoning us, our property, our neighbour’s property and our waterways. 


Page five of the OCWA report describes the operating procedures that are followed. These include daily 


inspections to ensure favourable conditions.  Our experience has been that this does not occur.  On May 


16, 2023, we met at Mark Wainman’s property with Township representatives, including members of 


Council, Staff and the Operations Manager of OCWA.  Several issues about the spray fields were 


discussed. Again, we expressed our concerns and insisted that OCWA stop spraying onto our property as 


they have for years.  We offered suggestions which might address the issues affecting us, and we 


requested that the ditch be cleared to divert the overflow effluent away from our property and directly 


into Wainman Creek out to Lake Simcoe. We were advised that there was no money in the budget for 


this ditching to be done. Mr. Wainman’s property is directly adjacent to the North Field, and during this 


meeting, he showed excellent videos of the volume of effluent that spills onto his property from the 


North Field and the damage that has been caused as a result.  Mr. Wainman has tested the water from 


the well on his property which supplies drinking water to his home.  During the spray seasons, these 


water tests have indicated that the well water is contaminated and not safe to drink.  Mr Wainman 


informed the others at this meeting about the water tests, but the issue was not addressed fully or 


resolved.  The Township and OCWA felt that more tests and studies were required to prove that the 


contamination was a result of the spray field effluent.  In addition, the Township and OCWA were shown 


where the effluent floods onto our property in three separate areas, but refused to acknowledge the 


word ‘spill.’ They sympathized and expressed concern, but would not commit to a solution. It was 


apparent that Council and Staff were hearing of these issues for the first time and that the spray field 


operators had never reported these matters to the Township in the past. On May 18, 2023, the spray 


season started. On May 31, 2023, we observed 4 spigots in the north spray field spraying effluent across 
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our fence approximately 20 feet onto our property. This occurred only two weeks after we expressly told 


the OCWA manager that we wanted this to stop. We called the Township office and asked them to stop 


the spraying onto our field. The very next day we checked the location again and found the spray was still 


falling on our property. We called to report this again. On June 3, 2023 we checked our fence line and 


saw that the offending spigots had been removed and the direct spray issue had been resolved. On June 


7, 2023, that particular area of our farm bordering the North Spray field had dried up. We also made a 


note that the weather app indicated a windspeed of 21 km/hr gusting to 32. The spray fields were 


operating, and with these wind conditions, they were in violation of condition 3.3 of the C of A. OCWA 


reports that daily inspections of their system are conducted, however, this does not occur.  If it did, the 


operator would have seen the effluent spraying onto our property, and the ponding that occurs, during 


their inspection.  OCWA was told they were spraying on our property and continued to do so without 


regard to us or their own operating procedures.  We brought it to their attention three times before any 


corrective action was taken.  The 2023 report did not mention this particular “spill”. 


The spraying continued during the summer of 2023.  The weather was not co-operative which made 


disposal of the effluent an impossible task if the C of A was to be adhered to. OCWA’s simple solution 


was to ignore the C of A and continue spraying.  Complaints were ignored as they’ve always done and 


don’t report the spills, just call them leaks. Attached photos show an aerial view of the North Field taken 


in the early summer of 2023. The spigots close to our property line are clearly visible as are two vehicles. 


One is a pickup truck and the other vehicle is used to cut the grass. This vehicle is not a proper 


lawnmower but is a sidewalk snowblower fitted with a mower deck serving double duty. This is a fairly 


heavy piece of equipment using truck tires, not flotation or turf tires normally fitted on purpose-built 


lawn equipment. Operating this machinery on wet soil causes considerable compaction to the ground 


underneath as can be seen by the ruts in the photo. Using this machinery further deteriorates the 


absorptive qualities of the soil causing more runoff. Another aerial photo depicts the same field in 


September 2023. The ruts are unmistakable because effluent is pooling in the area as evidenced by the 


dark patches. We have attached a photo taken October 1, 2023 from our property showing the standing 


water in the north half of the North Spray field. The spraying had stopped for the day but restarted the 


next day in clear violation of Section 1.4 of the C of A. At that point the ground was completely saturated 


and effluent was pooling. The effluent being sprayed was running off, much of it onto our property and 


our neighbour’s property.  The rest of the over sprayed effluent flowed into the creek and on to Lake 


Simcoe. On the very next day, the pipe burst where it crosses the creek from the South Field to the North 


Field. The volume of spray from this burst pipe was so great that Concession Road 8 was showered with 


effluent to the centre line of the roadway.  It was loud and it was very clear to everyone who had to drive 


through it. If the system had been checked, it would not have taken a couple hours to shut off this burst 


pipe. 


On October 24, 2023, Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks Water Compliance Supervisor 


Sheri Broeckel and Water Investigator Carly Munce attended and met with Mark Wainman, Neil 


Wainman and us at the Wainman’s property. We toured the North Spray field while it was operating and 


Sherri and Carly could plainly see the effluent was spilling onto our property. They acknowledged the 


Township was spilling onto our property in three locations. That was the first time the word “spill” had 


been used by anyone in authority. They accepted our verbal complaint and stated that they would 


investigate further. During this meeting, we expressed our disappointment that an extension had been 
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granted to extend the spray season into December 2023. The spraying was stopped in November 2023 


because of deteriorating weather conditions, not because they were polluting us and the lake.  


To prepare for 2024, we have taken a proactive approach by writing the individual members of Council 


insisting they make changes to keep their effluent off our properties. They have refused to make any 


changes as they have for the last thirteen years.  The Ramara Township CAO met with Mark Wainman 


and us to discuss what could be done. We discussed ditching along Concession 8 and along the service 


road west of our property as a solution to the flooding of our property in two locations caused by the 


spraying from the South Field. If the ditch at the north part of the North Field was blocked, we would be 


saved from over spraying from the North Field. This would result in the effluent taking a direct route to 


Lake Simcoe and accumulate more on the Wainman’s but not spill onto our property.  This does not 


resolve the bigger issue of an inadequate system which over sprays effluent, nor does it stop the effluent 


spills onto Mr Wainman’s property or into Lake Simcoe. The Township has historically been unable or 


unwilling to prevent this from occurring as a review of the Annual Wastewater reports back to 2014 will 


attest. We also stated that we wanted the spraying on the North Field to stop and that field be de-


commissioned. 


As part of the 2011 EA study, Tatham Engineering proposed a Sewage Treatment Plant be built as the 


best option to dispose of Bayshore Village sewage. The Ramara Council of the day agreed and pursued 


the matter arguing that the spray system was an existing treatment facility in need of upgrading rather 


than a new facility. The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks refused to permit any new 


STP’s to discharge treated effluent into the Lake Simcoe watershed and wouldn’t recognize the existing 


system. So, by exempting the restrictions of the C of A and permitting the continuation of the 


demonstrated violations we have listed, the Ministry is in effect allowing untreated effluent into Lake 


Simcoe. The Ministry wasn’t aware of the extent of the violations due to the lack of honest and accurate 


reporting by the Township in their Annual Reports. Now the Ministry has been made aware, so we 


expect corrective action to be taken immediately.  The current Ramara Council has boasted at meetings 


as to how economically efficient the spray system is compared to Lagoon City’s Sewage Treatment Plant. 


We and the taxpayers of Ontario are picking up the (tab) every time they flush their toilets.  


The Township of Ramara is currently considering three options to dispose of Bayshore Village sewage, 


two of which employ some variant of spray irrigation on substandard soils. Council cannot be trusted to 


make the right decision, so these spray options should be removed. We are concerned they will choose 


the cheapest method relying on us to subsidize their polluting, destructive ways for another generation. 


The right action to take is to stop spray irrigation, especially when it negatively impacts neighbouring 


properties. It is requested that the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks support the 


option of replacing spray irrigation with a properly engineered and built underground weeping bed; 


given that the best option of a sewage treatment plant is not permitted.  An underground system would 


eliminate the need to grant exemptions for a system that does not work properly. 


It is our firm position that the conditions of the C of A have not been followed, and the spray fields need 


to be discontinued and replaced with a system that is efficient, sustainable, not dependent on weather, 


can be used year-round, and has the capacity to handle the volume of waste that is generated.  The 


Bayshore Village spray field system should not be allowed to continue to operate at the expense of 


neighbouring properties.   Lowering the levels in the Bayshore Village’s sewage lagoons has been a 
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higher priority than addressing our concerns. We are asking that we be respected and that our property 


is respected by not continuing to pollute it with human waste.  


For all of the reasons noted in this letter, we are asking for your support and not allow any further 


exemptions for the Bayshore Village spray field operations.  The conditions of the C of A have not been 


followed and the information in the OCWA report, which informs your decisions, is misleading.  In order 


to prevent effluent spilling onto our property it is requested that spray irrigation not be permitted until 


the ditching is completed.  It is strongly requested that spray irrigation on the North Field be 


discontinued due to the flooding and damage created by the over sprayed effluent.  This field is 


saturated and is unable to absorb the volume of effluent that is sprayed on it.  Trucking the sewage to 


the Lagoon City Treatment Plant is an option that has been recently used to reduce the sewage levels in 


the Bayshore Village lagoons, and could be utilized again. 


We have attached the photos which we have referenced in this letter. Additionally, we are providing a 


copy of an email Mr. Wainman sent to Ramara Township CAO Zach Drinkwalter showing videos and 


photos he had taken. You may have already seen these, but if not, please take a few minutes to view 


them. We find them very compelling, describing the extent of how bad this system truly is. 


Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to hearing your comments.  


Jim and June Newlands 
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I am writing this email as a follow up to an email sent in the spring. I have seen over many years how the spray irrigation does not work. The scale of effluent involved in this is way bigger than most approved spray irrigation sites. It is only class 1 treatment
 and many years such as 2023, the little lagoon was bypassed for a period of time in the spring when it is too full. The spray irrigation can only be done seasonally when the weather is good. This puts too much pressure on the aging lagoons. All reports that
 I have seen written since 1996 say that the south field effluent is sprayed on 13.6 ha involving 146 sprinklers. The north field is 10 ha and 148 sprinklers. Due to failures and community complaints, the area sprayed on and the number of sprinklers involved
 is way less. The system was originally designed to have 4 different application rates as defined by hydrogeological testing. From meeting 2011 we and Mr. Newlands complained about how much overspray effluent was escaping the north and south fields to flood
 our and surrounding properties. To my surprise it was discussed that there should be a review of drainage in the area, no mention of a real solution to the overspray of effluent. The only ditching that was done a result of this meeting was a large deepening
 of an old ditch along an abundant road allowance on sideroad 20. The only purpose it served was to dispose of overspray effluent from the south field, see video 1 to get a concept of the volume. I believe this is in direct violation of the C of A section 1.5.
 this ditch has not been used as much recently as some of the spray areas are not utilized. My goal in showing old video is to show the volume of over sprayed effluent. It is only showing the volume that goes off one area while at the same time there was a
 large amount going to the south ditch, that can be heard running but hard to capture on video because of the cat tails.





 




Now to the present and how it affects my property. I have included videos and pictures from 2022 and 2023. Even though OCWA 2022 report says;




“This report will show that the Ontario Clean Water Agency has made every attempt to achieve its goals




through its operational performance. This performance was enhanced through the use of an electronic process




data collection database, an electronic maintenance and work order database, an electronic operational




excellence database, a training program focused on providing the right skills to staff - also captured and




tracked by the use of an electronic database and a multi-skilled, flexible workforce.”




I have found my property flooded from 4 sides.




This is caused from overspray and broken pipes not repaired some for months at a time. Included videos to show proof. On may 16, 2023 I held a site visit to my property that was attended by councillor Hetherington and Fisher, Zack Drinkwater, Josh Cavanaugh,
 Nick Leroux, Dyana Marks, Jim and June Newlands and myself. We used this opportunity to air some of our complaints, at this time I felt I clearly showed everyone attending with pictures and videos where my property was being flooded from. They started spraying
 May 26 and did not repair any of the leaks I had clearly pointed out, they continued to spray May 27-29th at which time I phoned Dyana and complained about their work. They came out and repaired one pipe and shut one off. on May 31st
 the pipe by the bush was gushing 20ft in the air again so I phoned josh about that and another leak I had found. The point I am trying to make here is inspection should have been done especially when I pointed out problems, it was started up run for 4 days
 with major leaks, not repaired from the year before. THIS IS NOT MY JOB, you can see how much effort has to be put into it in just one week. On oct 2nd I had another site visit from Dana Tuju and Josh. We showed Josh exactly where pipe was broke
 and gushing for 3 straight days. I could see this from my deck. We discovered many holes drilled in main pipe and suspected leaky connections. On oct 4th OCWA started spraying without any repairs, I phoned Dyana Marks asking for someone come out
 and repair, they shut the one line off, but I don’t believe any repairs were made to holes drilled in main pipe. Many workers drive by these holes shooting effluent 20 feet into the trees but choose to ignore these and many other leaks.





 




I hear from many different sources that this is the first they have heard of any of these problems. I know for many years my complaints were just verbal and fell on deaf ears. But our complaints in regard to the meeting held on mar 25, 2011 in relations to
 class e a assessment are well documented and available on your website. However, I do not feel our concerns regarding overspray of effluent which in turn floods our property were never addressed. Since flooding of effluent has occurred every year since 1994,
 I must insist that the pipe across the creek to the north field not be installed in 2024. I have been promised many improvements over the years, but this situation just gets worse.





 




I am completely exhausted by the constant battle to have my opinion valued. So, I must insist that no section of the north field be used for spray irrigation in 2024 because there is no control of over sprayed effluent.




 




 




 




 




 




Video Number 1 - June 10, 2012




Depicts effluent that was over sprayed in the south spray field. Just trying to visualise the volume of over sprayed effluent.




 




Video Number 2 - Aug 2, 2020




Shows volume flowing to road ditch after rain event. They sprayed most of the day even though thunderstorm was predicted. They often rush to spray before forecasted rain events. Something like this is the result.





 




Video Number 3 – Aug 8, 2020




Shows volume of effluent entering ditch on a dry day when they sprayed.




 




Picture Number 4 – Aug 10, 2022




Shows ditch south of my house. The week before we received 1.5inches of rain in 2 different rain events. But in that week, they only sprayed 1-2hours on Aug 7th.





 




Video Number 5 – Aug 16, 2022 5:36pm




Shows same section of ditch directly south on my house but have been spraying for 7 straight days. There has been no rain in between, but it did rain .5 inch after this video. However they sprayed on Aug 17th and 18th.




 




Picture Number 6 – Oct 4, 2022




Shows damage to alfalfa field west of my house. This is overpowering a systematically tile drained field and is being taken by the road ditch to result in the previous picture. The effluent flows freely from under the fence of the spray field in the north west
 part. This flooding has occurred every day since July 20th. I showed similar pictures on May 16th 2023 site visit and pointed over the fence to the area in question but yet spraying was started up in 2023 and run for 4 days flooding like
 the 2022 year until I complained.




 




Picture number 7 – July 22, 2022




Picture shows broken pipe shooting effluent 10-15 feet in the air. This was not repaired until July 26th even though you could clearly see this driving east on Concession Road 8. There were similar leaks in behind the bush not repaired all year.





 




Picture 8A – Sept 17, 2023 9:19am




Along fence at my bush lot directly east of house. 




Video 8B – Sept 17, 2023 12;43pm




Same spot after spraying all morning.




 




Video Number 9 – Sept 30, 2023 3:10pm




Shows same path ending with 4inches of effluent at the edge of my lawn. This result after 18 sprinklers closest to the area have been disconnected or turned off. Zack this is the same area you walked May 16th in your dress shoes. It has not rained
 for a week to 10 days but they have sprayed effluent for 5 days and continued to spray for 2 more until they had a pipe bust at the creek on Oct 2nd.





 




Picture 10A – Sept 27, 2023 7:12am




A little further down the trail to the east before the easement.




Picture 10B – Sept 27, 2023 4:47pm




After spraying effluent all day.




 




Picture number 11 – Sept 29, 2023 2:58pm




Shows spraying going into ponding but also notice no sprinklers are on closer to the bush where previous pictures showed flooded areas.




 




Picture Number 12 – Sept 29, 2023 2:59




This area directly north of our property looks flooded and saturated even though no sprinklers in this area have been utilized.





 




 




I fear from what I had seen in many years previous that because an extension was granted that whatever amount of effluent needed to be drawn out of the lagoons for the winter period would be dumped on me in October. So, I phoned the MEO Barrie office on Sept
 28th. 




 




To summarize I only concentrated pictures 4-12 on the area around my house. This was not the only place where effluent overflowed onto my property (have many more pictures if required). I do appreciate your consideration of the pictures I have sent, many of
 which I believe could be defined as spills.




 




In closing Mr. Drinkwater, I feel bad about you and your staff having to deal with a problem that was created many years ago. Over the last couple of years, I reviewed many reports and been to many meetings where it says these spray fields are operated properly
 within the C of A from 1996. I don’t believe this to be true so how can proper decisions be made from this.





 




Thank you for your consideration 




Mark Wainman




(705)321-4140
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We are writing to inform you of our complaints regarding the Bayshore Village Sewage Works and the 

negative impact it has had on our property and, by extension, our personal lives. We are the owners of a 

multi-generational beef cattle farm and two sides of our farm borders on the spray fields. The property 

has been in our family since 1946 and we have lived here since 1997. The spray fields have been an issue 

since we started living here. The effluent from the spray fields has always overflowed onto our property 

in three locations.  It has flooded our land enough to change the vegetation from pasture grasses to 

swampy wetland grasses that the cattle won’t eat. This has resulted in lost farm productivity and caused 

added expenses by having to purchase supplemental feed to compensate for the lost pasture and 

questionable health risks to the animals consuming it. We have endured the stench from the spray fields 

which, at times, has been so overpowering it causes headaches. There were occasions in the past when 

we called the Township to ask for relief and they would make changes to the spray field system which 

resulted in the smell dissipating.  In 2011, we wrote a letter to the Township describing our complaints 

with the spray irrigation system, and offered suggestions to rectify our issues. We felt that ditching would 

be the most practical way to divert the overflow from our property. We also expressed strongly that 

ditching may divert the overflow effluent from our property, but it does not resolve the issue that there 

is overflow effluent spilling from the spray fields on a continual basis during the spray seasons. Since 

2011, we have informed the Township in writing and verbally about our concerns with the spray fields. 

Thirteen years later, we are still complaining about the exact same flooding and our local representatives 

have not indicated that the spills and flooding will stop. 

The Annual Wastewater Performance Report from 2023, includes letters which have granted exemptions 

from the conditions of the Certificate of Approval (C of A) for the Bayshore Village spray field operating 

season.  The letter from District Manager Chris Hyde, dated May 4, 2023, grants relief from Conditions 

1.2 and 1.3 of the C of A.  The letter from Director Ahmed, dated Sept 26, 2023, grants an extension to 

the Township of Ramara’s request to extend the spray season to December 15, 2023 in order to allow for 

“emergency disposal of effluent”. We ask that no further exemptions are granted in the future, and that 

consideration is given to revoke the permit for all spray irrigation until such time as the Township can 

assure complete compliance with all conditions of the C of A. The Township has not complied with the C 

of A for most years since 2014, due mostly to unstable weather conditions which limit the number of 

days available for spraying. The result is chronic overloading of the system, causing flooding onto our 

fields, onto our neighbour’s property and into Lake Simcoe via Wainman Creek.  

Please consider the following information taken from the 2023 Wastewater report to aid your decision.    

Exemptions were asked for and granted to conditions 1.2 and 1.3 of the C of A before the spray season 

was even started. This indicates that the spray field operators knew in advance that the requirements of 

the C of A could not be met, so a blanket exemption was requested before the spray season began.  A 

decision had been made to ignore the science and engineering capacity of the system in order to meet 

the only real goal of this exercise; to get rid of this sewage by any means and by the cheapest way 

possible. The operators know this system cannot function as designed and found a work-around to avoid 

the expense of safe and effective disposal.  This work around solution was approved and the exemptions 

were granted.  These exemptions granted relief from both the volume of effluent sprayed and the 

duration requirements of the spray season.  Both of these indicate that the system does not have the 

capacity to operate effectively. This exemption permits the over spraying to continue and the excess 

effluent has to go somewhere which means onto our property, onto Mark Wainman’s property (our 

neighbour) and into Lake Simcoe.  
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The County of Simcoe interactive maps website provides excellent aerial photos of the spray fields, 

including a measuring tool to calculate the actual areas involved. These photos appear to have been 

taken in the early summer of 2023 before the spray season commenced on May 18. The areas covered 

by the spray pipes can easily be seen in the attached photos from this website. By using the available 

measuring tool, it can be determined that the actual spray field area used on the South Field is approx. 

8.76 ha. OCWA’s report is clear that sewage was applied to 14ha on the South Field. The actual area used 

on the North Field is calculated by combining three adjoining areas for a total of 10.11 ha. The OCWA 

report infers that approx. 12 ha were used in the North Field.  The OCWA report states that 

approximately 26 ha from the North and South Fields were utilized, however, the calculations from the 

aerial photos indicate that only approximately 19 ha were used.  Subsequent calculations of 93,481 m3 

divided by 26 ha, divided by 64 days equals 56.18 m3/ha/day.  This is only slightly over the 55 m3/ha/day 

limit, but still exceeds the limit stated in Condition 1.2 of the C of A.  However, when using the actual 

numbers of 93,481 m3 divided by 19 ha, divided by 64 days, the amount of spray equals 76.87 

m3/ha/day.  This is almost 40 per cent over the permitted limit of 55 m3 per day. Where did it all go?  

Again, it has flooded onto our property, our neighbour’s property and into Lake Simcoe. We have 

included some photos from Google Maps website that appear to have been taken in September 2023. 

When the photos taken in May are compared with the photos taken in September, it is obvious that the 

ground in the spray field appears dry in May but the September photo shows that there is standing 

water in the ruts in the same field. This is an example of how OCWA has been misleading the Township 

and the Ministry by reporting blatantly inaccurate numbers to make their operation of this system 

appear to comply with the C of A.   The exemptions which have been granted to legitimize this operation 

have been based on incomplete and misleading information provided by OCWA. The result of the over 

spray is poisoning us, our property, our neighbour’s property and our waterways. 

Page five of the OCWA report describes the operating procedures that are followed. These include daily 

inspections to ensure favourable conditions.  Our experience has been that this does not occur.  On May 

16, 2023, we met at Mark Wainman’s property with Township representatives, including members of 

Council, Staff and the Operations Manager of OCWA.  Several issues about the spray fields were 

discussed. Again, we expressed our concerns and insisted that OCWA stop spraying onto our property as 

they have for years.  We offered suggestions which might address the issues affecting us, and we 

requested that the ditch be cleared to divert the overflow effluent away from our property and directly 

into Wainman Creek out to Lake Simcoe. We were advised that there was no money in the budget for 

this ditching to be done. Mr. Wainman’s property is directly adjacent to the North Field, and during this 

meeting, he showed excellent videos of the volume of effluent that spills onto his property from the 

North Field and the damage that has been caused as a result.  Mr. Wainman has tested the water from 

the well on his property which supplies drinking water to his home.  During the spray seasons, these 

water tests have indicated that the well water is contaminated and not safe to drink.  Mr Wainman 

informed the others at this meeting about the water tests, but the issue was not addressed fully or 

resolved.  The Township and OCWA felt that more tests and studies were required to prove that the 

contamination was a result of the spray field effluent.  In addition, the Township and OCWA were shown 

where the effluent floods onto our property in three separate areas, but refused to acknowledge the 

word ‘spill.’ They sympathized and expressed concern, but would not commit to a solution. It was 

apparent that Council and Staff were hearing of these issues for the first time and that the spray field 

operators had never reported these matters to the Township in the past. On May 18, 2023, the spray 

season started. On May 31, 2023, we observed 4 spigots in the north spray field spraying effluent across 
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our fence approximately 20 feet onto our property. This occurred only two weeks after we expressly told 

the OCWA manager that we wanted this to stop. We called the Township office and asked them to stop 

the spraying onto our field. The very next day we checked the location again and found the spray was still 

falling on our property. We called to report this again. On June 3, 2023 we checked our fence line and 

saw that the offending spigots had been removed and the direct spray issue had been resolved. On June 

7, 2023, that particular area of our farm bordering the North Spray field had dried up. We also made a 

note that the weather app indicated a windspeed of 21 km/hr gusting to 32. The spray fields were 

operating, and with these wind conditions, they were in violation of condition 3.3 of the C of A. OCWA 

reports that daily inspections of their system are conducted, however, this does not occur.  If it did, the 

operator would have seen the effluent spraying onto our property, and the ponding that occurs, during 

their inspection.  OCWA was told they were spraying on our property and continued to do so without 

regard to us or their own operating procedures.  We brought it to their attention three times before any 

corrective action was taken.  The 2023 report did not mention this particular “spill”. 

The spraying continued during the summer of 2023.  The weather was not co-operative which made 

disposal of the effluent an impossible task if the C of A was to be adhered to. OCWA’s simple solution 

was to ignore the C of A and continue spraying.  Complaints were ignored as they’ve always done and 

don’t report the spills, just call them leaks. Attached photos show an aerial view of the North Field taken 

in the early summer of 2023. The spigots close to our property line are clearly visible as are two vehicles. 

One is a pickup truck and the other vehicle is used to cut the grass. This vehicle is not a proper 

lawnmower but is a sidewalk snowblower fitted with a mower deck serving double duty. This is a fairly 

heavy piece of equipment using truck tires, not flotation or turf tires normally fitted on purpose-built 

lawn equipment. Operating this machinery on wet soil causes considerable compaction to the ground 

underneath as can be seen by the ruts in the photo. Using this machinery further deteriorates the 

absorptive qualities of the soil causing more runoff. Another aerial photo depicts the same field in 

September 2023. The ruts are unmistakable because effluent is pooling in the area as evidenced by the 

dark patches. We have attached a photo taken October 1, 2023 from our property showing the standing 

water in the north half of the North Spray field. The spraying had stopped for the day but restarted the 

next day in clear violation of Section 1.4 of the C of A. At that point the ground was completely saturated 

and effluent was pooling. The effluent being sprayed was running off, much of it onto our property and 

our neighbour’s property.  The rest of the over sprayed effluent flowed into the creek and on to Lake 

Simcoe. On the very next day, the pipe burst where it crosses the creek from the South Field to the North 

Field. The volume of spray from this burst pipe was so great that Concession Road 8 was showered with 

effluent to the centre line of the roadway.  It was loud and it was very clear to everyone who had to drive 

through it. If the system had been checked, it would not have taken a couple hours to shut off this burst 

pipe. 

On October 24, 2023, Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks Water Compliance Supervisor 

Sheri Broeckel and Water Investigator Carly Munce attended and met with Mark Wainman, Neil 

Wainman and us at the Wainman’s property. We toured the North Spray field while it was operating and 

Sherri and Carly could plainly see the effluent was spilling onto our property. They acknowledged the 

Township was spilling onto our property in three locations. That was the first time the word “spill” had 

been used by anyone in authority. They accepted our verbal complaint and stated that they would 

investigate further. During this meeting, we expressed our disappointment that an extension had been 
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granted to extend the spray season into December 2023. The spraying was stopped in November 2023 

because of deteriorating weather conditions, not because they were polluting us and the lake.  

To prepare for 2024, we have taken a proactive approach by writing the individual members of Council 

insisting they make changes to keep their effluent off our properties. They have refused to make any 

changes as they have for the last thirteen years.  The Ramara Township CAO met with Mark Wainman 

and us to discuss what could be done. We discussed ditching along Concession 8 and along the service 

road west of our property as a solution to the flooding of our property in two locations caused by the 

spraying from the South Field. If the ditch at the north part of the North Field was blocked, we would be 

saved from over spraying from the North Field. This would result in the effluent taking a direct route to 

Lake Simcoe and accumulate more on the Wainman’s but not spill onto our property.  This does not 

resolve the bigger issue of an inadequate system which over sprays effluent, nor does it stop the effluent 

spills onto Mr Wainman’s property or into Lake Simcoe. The Township has historically been unable or 

unwilling to prevent this from occurring as a review of the Annual Wastewater reports back to 2014 will 

attest. We also stated that we wanted the spraying on the North Field to stop and that field be de-

commissioned. 

As part of the 2011 EA study, Tatham Engineering proposed a Sewage Treatment Plant be built as the 

best option to dispose of Bayshore Village sewage. The Ramara Council of the day agreed and pursued 

the matter arguing that the spray system was an existing treatment facility in need of upgrading rather 

than a new facility. The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks refused to permit any new 

STP’s to discharge treated effluent into the Lake Simcoe watershed and wouldn’t recognize the existing 

system. So, by exempting the restrictions of the C of A and permitting the continuation of the 

demonstrated violations we have listed, the Ministry is in effect allowing untreated effluent into Lake 

Simcoe. The Ministry wasn’t aware of the extent of the violations due to the lack of honest and accurate 

reporting by the Township in their Annual Reports. Now the Ministry has been made aware, so we 

expect corrective action to be taken immediately.  The current Ramara Council has boasted at meetings 

as to how economically efficient the spray system is compared to Lagoon City’s Sewage Treatment Plant. 

We and the taxpayers of Ontario are picking up the (tab) every time they flush their toilets.  

The Township of Ramara is currently considering three options to dispose of Bayshore Village sewage, 

two of which employ some variant of spray irrigation on substandard soils. Council cannot be trusted to 

make the right decision, so these spray options should be removed. We are concerned they will choose 

the cheapest method relying on us to subsidize their polluting, destructive ways for another generation. 

The right action to take is to stop spray irrigation, especially when it negatively impacts neighbouring 

properties. It is requested that the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks support the 

option of replacing spray irrigation with a properly engineered and built underground weeping bed; 

given that the best option of a sewage treatment plant is not permitted.  An underground system would 

eliminate the need to grant exemptions for a system that does not work properly. 

It is our firm position that the conditions of the C of A have not been followed, and the spray fields need 

to be discontinued and replaced with a system that is efficient, sustainable, not dependent on weather, 

can be used year-round, and has the capacity to handle the volume of waste that is generated.  The 

Bayshore Village spray field system should not be allowed to continue to operate at the expense of 

neighbouring properties.   Lowering the levels in the Bayshore Village’s sewage lagoons has been a 
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higher priority than addressing our concerns. We are asking that we be respected and that our property 

is respected by not continuing to pollute it with human waste.  

For all of the reasons noted in this letter, we are asking for your support and not allow any further 

exemptions for the Bayshore Village spray field operations.  The conditions of the C of A have not been 

followed and the information in the OCWA report, which informs your decisions, is misleading.  In order 

to prevent effluent spilling onto our property it is requested that spray irrigation not be permitted until 

the ditching is completed.  It is strongly requested that spray irrigation on the North Field be 

discontinued due to the flooding and damage created by the over sprayed effluent.  This field is 

saturated and is unable to absorb the volume of effluent that is sprayed on it.  Trucking the sewage to 

the Lagoon City Treatment Plant is an option that has been recently used to reduce the sewage levels in 

the Bayshore Village lagoons, and could be utilized again. 

We have attached the photos which we have referenced in this letter. Additionally, we are providing a 

copy of an email Mr. Wainman sent to Ramara Township CAO Zach Drinkwalter showing videos and 

photos he had taken. You may have already seen these, but if not, please take a few minutes to view 

them. We find them very compelling, describing the extent of how bad this system truly is. 

Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to hearing your comments.  

Jim and June Newlands 
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Emily Park

From: Mark Wainman <mhgwainman@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 4, 2023 4:12 PM
To: 4jfarms1996@gmail.com
Subject: Letter to send to Zack, cc josh and mayor

I am writing this email as a follow up to an email sent in the spring. I have seen over many years how the spray 
irrigation does not work. The scale of effluent involved in this is way bigger than most approved spray 
irrigation sites. It is only class 1 treatment and many years such as 2023, the little lagoon was bypassed for a 
period of time in the spring when it is too full. The spray irrigation can only be done seasonally when the 
weather is good. This puts too much pressure on the aging lagoons. All reports that I have seen written since 
1996 say that the south field effluent is sprayed on 13.6 ha involving 146 sprinklers. The north field is 10 ha 
and 148 sprinklers. Due to failures and community complaints, the area sprayed on and the number of 
sprinklers involved is way less. The system was originally designed to have 4 different application rates as 
defined by hydrogeological testing. From meeting 2011 we and Mr. Newlands complained about how much 
overspray effluent was escaping the north and south fields to flood our and surrounding properties. To my 
surprise it was discussed that there should be a review of drainage in the area, no mention of a real solution to 
the overspray of effluent. The only ditching that was done a result of this meeting was a large deepening of an 
old ditch along an abundant road allowance on sideroad 20. The only purpose it served was to dispose of 
overspray effluent from the south field, see video 1 to get a concept of the volume. I believe this is in direct 
violation of the C of A section 1.5. this ditch has not been used as much recently as some of the spray areas 
are not utilized. My goal in showing old video is to show the volume of over sprayed effluent. It is only 
showing the volume that goes off one area while at the same time there was a large amount going to the 
south ditch, that can be heard running but hard to capture on video because of the cat tails.  
  
Now to the present and how it affects my property. I have included videos and pictures from 2022 and 2023. 
Even though OCWA 2022 report says; 
“This report will show that the Ontario Clean Water Agency has made every attempt to achieve its goals 
through its operational performance. This performance was enhanced through the use of an electronic 
process 
data collection database, an electronic maintenance and work order database, an electronic operational 
excellence database, a training program focused on providing the right skills to staff - also captured and 
tracked by the use of an electronic database and a multi-skilled, flexible workforce.” 
I have found my property flooded from 4 sides. 
This is caused from overspray and broken pipes not repaired some for months at a time. Included videos to 
show proof. On may 16, 2023 I held a site visit to my property that was attended by councillor Hetherington 
and Fisher, Zack Drinkwater, Josh Cavanaugh, Nick Leroux, Dyana Marks, Jim and June Newlands and myself. 
We used this opportunity to air some of our complaints, at this time I felt I clearly showed everyone attending 
with pictures and videos where my property was being flooded from. They started spraying May 26 and did 
not repair any of the leaks I had clearly pointed out, they continued to spray May 27-29th at which time I 
phoned Dyana and complained about their work. They came out and repaired one pipe and shut one off. on 
May 31st the pipe by the bush was gushing 20ft in the air again so I phoned josh about that and another leak I 
had found. The point I am trying to make here is inspection should have been done especially when I pointed 
out problems, it was started up run for 4 days with major leaks, not repaired from the year before. THIS IS 
NOT MY JOB, you can see how much effort has to be put into it in just one week. On oct 2nd I had another site 
visit from Dana Tuju and Josh. We showed Josh exactly where pipe was broke and gushing for 3 straight days. I 
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could see this from my deck. We discovered many holes drilled in main pipe and suspected leaky connections. 
On oct 4th OCWA started spraying without any repairs, I phoned Dyana Marks asking for someone come out 
and repair, they shut the one line off, but I don’t believe any repairs were made to holes drilled in main pipe. 
Many workers drive by these holes shooting effluent 20 feet into the trees but choose to ignore these and 
many other leaks.  
  
I hear from many different sources that this is the first they have heard of any of these problems. I know for 
many years my complaints were just verbal and fell on deaf ears. But our complaints in regard to the meeting 
held on mar 25, 2011 in relations to class e a assessment are well documented and available on your website. 
However, I do not feel our concerns regarding overspray of effluent which in turn floods our property were 
never addressed. Since flooding of effluent has occurred every year since 1994, I must insist that the pipe 
across the creek to the north field not be installed in 2024. I have been promised many improvements over 
the years, but this situation just gets worse.  
  
I am completely exhausted by the constant battle to have my opinion valued. So, I must insist that no section 
of the north field be used for spray irrigation in 2024 because there is no control of over sprayed effluent. 
  
  
  
  
  
Video Number 1 - June 10, 2012 
Depicts effluent that was over sprayed in the south spray field. Just trying to visualise the volume of over 
sprayed effluent. 
  
Video Number 2 - Aug 2, 2020 
Shows volume flowing to road ditch after rain event. They sprayed most of the day even though thunderstorm 
was predicted. They often rush to spray before forecasted rain events. Something like this is the result.  
  
Video Number 3 – Aug 8, 2020 
Shows volume of effluent entering ditch on a dry day when they sprayed. 
  
Picture Number 4 – Aug 10, 2022 
Shows ditch south of my house. The week before we received 1.5inches of rain in 2 different rain events. But 
in that week, they only sprayed 1-2hours on Aug 7th.  
  
Video Number 5 – Aug 16, 2022 5:36pm 
Shows same section of ditch directly south on my house but have been spraying for 7 straight days. There has 
been no rain in between, but it did rain .5 inch after this video. However they sprayed on Aug 17 th and 18th. 
  
Picture Number 6 – Oct 4, 2022 
Shows damage to alfalfa field west of my house. This is overpowering a systematically tile drained field and is 
being taken by the road ditch to result in the previous picture. The effluent flows freely from under the fence 
of the spray field in the north west part. This flooding has occurred every day since July 20th. I showed similar 
pictures on May 16th 2023 site visit and pointed over the fence to the area in question but yet spraying was 
started up in 2023 and run for 4 days flooding like the 2022 year until I complained. 
  
Picture number 7 – July 22, 2022 
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Picture shows broken pipe shooting effluent 10-15 feet in the air. This was not repaired until July 26 th even 
though you could clearly see this driving east on Concession Road 8. There were similar leaks in behind the 
bush not repaired all year.  
  
Picture 8A – Sept 17, 2023 9:19am 
Along fence at my bush lot directly east of house.  
Video 8B – Sept 17, 2023 12;43pm 
Same spot after spraying all morning. 
  
Video Number 9 – Sept 30, 2023 3:10pm 
Shows same path ending with 4inches of effluent at the edge of my lawn. This result after 18 sprinklers closest 
to the area have been disconnected or turned off. Zack this is the same area you walked May 16th in your 
dress shoes. It has not rained for a week to 10 days but they have sprayed effluent for 5 days and continued to 
spray for 2 more until they had a pipe bust at the creek on Oct 2nd.  
  
Picture 10A – Sept 27, 2023 7:12am 
A little further down the trail to the east before the easement. 
Picture 10B – Sept 27, 2023 4:47pm 
After spraying effluent all day. 
  
Picture number 11 – Sept 29, 2023 2:58pm 
Shows spraying going into ponding but also notice no sprinklers are on closer to the bush where previous 
pictures showed flooded areas. 
  
Picture Number 12 – Sept 29, 2023 2:59 
This area directly north of our property looks flooded and saturated even though no sprinklers in this area 
have been utilized.  
  
  
I fear from what I had seen in many years previous that because an extension was granted that whatever 
amount of effluent needed to be drawn out of the lagoons for the winter period would be dumped on me in 
October. So, I phoned the MEO Barrie office on Sept 28th.  
  
To summarize I only concentrated pictures 4-12 on the area around my house. This was not the only place 
where effluent overflowed onto my property (have many more pictures if required). I do appreciate your 
consideration of the pictures I have sent, many of which I believe could be defined as spills. 
  
In closing Mr. Drinkwater, I feel bad about you and your staff having to deal with a problem that was created 
many years ago. Over the last couple of years, I reviewed many reports and been to many meetings where it 
says these spray fields are operated properly within the C of A from 1996. I don’t believe this to be true so 
how can proper decisions be made from this.  
  
Thank you for your consideration  
Mark Wainman 
(705)321-4140 
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From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Sent:

Mark Wainman
Suzanne Troxler
Zach Drinkwalter; Josh Kavanagh; Dyana Marks; Basil Clarke; kbell@ramara.ca; Dana Tuju; David Snutch; jfisher@ramara.ca;
sbell@ramara.ca; jgough@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Spray Fields
5/19/2024 11:10:27 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hello Suzanne,

I have sat silently through many meetings on BAyshore Spray fields. There has been endless discussion on the spray rate of 55 meters
meters cubed a day. Most reports you read are calculated down to 2 decimal points for rate of application, but if you are using the wrong
acreage these are not accurate. 

Much more talk is centered about the number of spray days available to dispose of effluent, anything from 65-100. Anything from bad luck
to climate change has been blamed for an inability to empty the contents of the lagoon. I do understand some exceptions from the rate of
application that has been granted by the MECP. There has never been an exception from 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 of the 1996 C of A. 

3.1 The Owner should ensure that the application of effluent to individual irrigation sites within the approved spray irrigation field(s) and
rotation of the irrigation sites is carried out in a manner that maximizes evapotranspiration and allows the soil to dry out periodically.

3.2 The Owner should ensure that whenever ponding or run-off if sprayed effluent occurs, the application of effluent to the affected area of
the spray irrigation field is immediately terminated, and adequate time is allowed before resumption of the application of effluent to that
area for the area to dry to a degree that would preclude immediate recurrence of ponding or run-off. 

3.3 The Owner should ensure that no effluent application to the spray irrigation fields takes place during rainfall, when the ground is
saturated, and when the wind velocity exceeds 15km/hr.

If staff operating the Spray fields had obeyed the conditions as required and reported spills when they went into surrounding properties and
road ditches, there would have been many less than the number of days you used to calculate the operation of the spray fields (If you need
more pictures or videos to support this statement, please ask).

Until the overflow of effluent is addressed these fields will always be in breach of rules 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 of the C of A. 

Thank you for your time
Please comment
Mark Wainman
(705)321-4140
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From:
To:
Subject:
Sent:

Jamie Wainnan
Suzanne Troxler
Bayshore Spray Fields
5/20/2024 6:50:38 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hello Suzanne,

I am writing to you today to voice my displeasure with the Bayshore Spray fields. I live on a property that borders one of the spray fields
and have seen first hand the damage they are causing. The constant overspray and broken pipes results in our property being flooded from
4 different sides. It is very concerning to me, when I am unable to walk through our fields, due to the large amounts of ponding effluent
coming from the Spray fields. It makes parts of our property and field completely unusable for farming purposes. I am extremely
concerned about the safety of our well. The Bayshore Spray fields do not operate safely and I fear they have created irreversible damage to
our property.

Thank you for your time,

Jamie Wainman

mailto:jwainman17@gmail.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com








From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Mark Wainman
Josh Kavanagh
Dyana Marks; Suzanne Troxler;
Fwd: Bayshore Spray Fields
5/26/2024 7:51:17 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Mark Wainman <mhgwainman@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Feb 11, 2024 at 10:26 PM
Subject: Bayshore Spray Fields
To: <stroxler@tathameng.com>
Cc: <info@tathameng.com>

Hello Ms. Troxler:
 
I am sending this email to you regarding Tatham Engineering’s (formerly C.C. Tatham & Associates) work on the
Bayshore Village spray fields.5
 
Please review a letter I sent to the CAO of Ramara. If you take the time to review the pictures and videos along with
the matchings captions in the letter, I think you will have a better idea of how this a totally inefficient system and is
only operating by dumping on other peoples property. A site visit when they are spraying could confirm this a lot
better than siting at a desk.
 
I attended a meeting on March 25, 2011 with my brother and my neighbour.  The purpose of the meeting was to
address a constant overspray of effluent onto our properties.
 
I said at this time, that the effluent was often controlled by siphoning out of the lagoons over the side onto other
people’s private property.  This was denied at the time by Mr. Stephen and since I had no proof, it was written in your
reports that there had never been any spills.   Since this meeting we have taken videos and pictures of such actions.  I
have a video from July 2013 of a pump pumping effluent over the side. 
 
At this same meeting Mr. Bates suggested ditching be reviewed in this area.  The only ditching done to alleviate the
flooding was a big ditch was dug along an unused road allowance with its sole purpose to run over-sprayed effluent
away from the road ditch.  To understand the volume of over-sprayed effluent please look at Video 1 from 2012.
 
The area that this ditch drains has not been used since OCWA took over the operations.  In 2022, 137,000 cubic
metres was sprayed on a much smaller land area forcing flooding in other areas such as my backyard.
 
It was also determined at this meeting that the small lagoon was never relined with imported clay but in many later
reports you refer to both lagoons being clayed lined.  This is misleading. 
 
You have also said that “the effluent looks like water and feels like water”.  This is also very misleading.
 
This is No. 1 treated sewage with no ultraviolet light or chemical treatment.  A grab sample taken off the top of the
lagoon will not test the same as what is pumped off the bottom of the lagoon and churned through a rotating screen
then shot up in the air out of sprinklers.  I have results from Aquatic and Environmental Laboratory taken August 29,
2023 that says it has a coliform count of 192 and an E-coli count of 88, which is available on request.
 
At one of the meetings held in Ramara Chambers many years ago, I asked Mr. Readman, yourself and Mr. Collingwood
why you didn’t go back into the Chamber after the meeting break and admit to the people how bad the situation
was.  Mr. Readman replied to me that if that was done, the MOE would force them to truck all the effluent
somewhere to be treated. 
 
The operators have changed several times since then, but as I sit here in 2024 they are trucking effluent to the Lagoon
City sewage treatment plant.  It is not the operators that are the problem, it is the system and the people above the
operators that try to justify this as an efficient working system.  There is no way anyone can operate it without most of
the over-spray effluent coming onto my property, or my neighbors, and going down the creek to the lake. 
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The most important point I would like to make is the acreage used to generate the rate of application is very wrong
and must be corrected.  For many years the spray fields have been defined as 26 ha even though at least two distinct
sections have not been used in years.  There are also more than 30 sprinklers behind my house that were not in use
when the MOE visited in October 2023.  Using google earth at the end of last year, I estimated approximately 16 ha
was being used.  If anyone disagrees, I will gladly walk around and do an accurate measurement.  I did notice that you
estimated 25 ha total in a recent presentation (Dec 11, 2023).  This is not even close to accurate and the shaded area
in the picture (Alternative 3 of your presentation to Council on Dec 11, 2023) even shows it spraying on the travelled
road.  Over estimation of acreage alone makes every report since 1996 inaccurate. AGAIN misleading.
 
When my father built this house in 1989, he had a proper well drilled and the water tested clean and free from
coliform and e-coli.  As soon as spraying started in 1994 he had to install a UV light for household water use.  Over the
years the well has tested clean during the seven months that effluent is not sprayed.  Yet during the five months when
effluent is being sprayed, I have water tests that show anything from contaminated to overgrown.  I know nothing else
that can explain this other than Bayshore’s shit.
 
I for many years felt safe using this water as long as we were diligent in maintaining the UV light.  I have been advised
by the people that installed my light that it only works to remove the coliform and e-coli. It will not remove whatever
kinds of pharmaceutical cocktails that are being flushed into the sewer system in Bayshore Village.  Besides that, my
outside taps do not go through the UV light making that water unusable.  I feel that 30 years of misuse and deliberate
circumvention of operating procedures at the north field have made it completely unusable and not at all safe to use
anymore.
 
I have many more complaints, but for now, I must insist that my property not be used as a dumping ground for
Bayshore No. 1 treated effluent.  I insist that the north field not be used in 2024 and beyond.
 
Mark Wainman
3628 Concession Road 8
Ramara, ON. L3V 0M4
(705)321-4140
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Mark Wainman
Josh Kavanagh
Dyana Marks; Suzanne Troxler;
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

3 of 8

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Mark Wainman <mhgwainman@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, May 5, 2024 at 9:37 PM
Subject: Fwd: Bayshore Spray Fields
To: <stroxler@tathameng.com>

Hello Suzanne,

I understand your firm has been doing some work on air quality and wind drift of aerosoles in regards to the spray fields. I am beginning to
question whether I should plant a garden or eat produce grown in the backyard. I am also concerned about the clothes line near the line
fence.

The attached video from June 2023 is further back in the North field. However, I do believe it is useful if you watch it until the end. It is
useful to see OCWA spraying on a windy day. The droplets are being blown over the fence in a bucket to collect. I would be interested to
know if my backyard is safe. Please reply. If this is not under your study then I apologize but please let me know who to contact. 

Thanks
Mark Wainman
(705)321-4140
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.
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---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Suzanne Troxler <stroxler@tathameng.com>
Date: Mon, May 6, 2024 at 12:14 PM
Subject: RE: Bayshore Spray Fields
To: Mark Wainman <mhgwainman@gmail.com>
Cc: Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca>, Josh Kavanagh <JKavanagh@ramara.ca>, Brad Laking <blaking@tathameng.com>

Mark,

 

We did air quality modelling for the Bayshore Village spray fields.  The results are that under existing conditions, the spray
irrigation operation’s modelled emissions for ammonia, hydrogen sulphide and suspended solids are all below the MECP criteria
at the property limits.  The model considered a worst-case scenario in terms of proportion of sprayed treated effluent that goes
into the air vs to the ground.  

 

As you know, the treated effluent is not disinfected before spray irrigation, so although the bacterial content is significantly
reduced in the lagoons, there remains bacteria in the effluent, and therefore could be in the aerosols from spraying.  Washing
your vegetables before eating them would be the safe thing to do.    

 

Hope this helps.

 

Suzanne

 

Suzanne Troxler   P.Eng.
Senior Engineer

stroxler@tathameng.com    T   705-444-2565 x2089   C   705-888-0898
115 Sandford Fleming Drive, Suite 200, Collingwood, Ontario   L9Y 5A6

 tathameng.com           

This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by
others is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please contact the sender and delete all copies. 

Tatham Engineering's agreement to transfer digital documents electronically or otherwise is made under the following conditions: 1
Electronic documents made available by Tatham Engineering are supplied for the recipient's use only under authorization from the
current owner and with consent of Tatham Engineering. It is the responsibility of the recipient to determine the accuracy, completeness
and the appropriateness of the information provided. 2. It is agreed that only those hard copy documents bearing the professional seal
and signature of the Tatham Engineering project engineer will govern the work of the project. In the event of any dispute concerning an
electronic document, the appropriately dated hard copy will be the document used by Tatham Engineering to govern and resolve the
dispute. 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Mark Wainman
Josh Kavanagh
Dyana Marks; Suzanne Troxler;
Fwd: Bayshore Spray Fields
5/26/2024 7:58:20 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.
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---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Mark Wainman <mhgwainman@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, May 19, 2024 at 11:10 PM
Subject: Bayshore Spray Fields
To: <stroxler@tathameng.com>
Cc: Zach Drinkwalter <ZDrinkwalter@ramara.ca>, Josh Kavanagh <jkavanagh@ramara.ca>, Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca>, Basil
Clarke <bclarke@ramara.ca>, <kbell@ramara.ca>, Dana Tuju <DTuju@ramara.ca>, David Snutch <DSnutch@ramara.ca>,
<jfisher@ramara.ca>, <sbell@ramara.ca>, <jgough@ramara.ca>

Hello Suzanne,

I have sat silently through many meetings on BAyshore Spray fields. There has been endless discussion on the spray rate of 55 meters
meters cubed a day. Most reports you read are calculated down to 2 decimal points for rate of application, but if you are using the wrong
acreage these are not accurate. 

Much more talk is centered about the number of spray days available to dispose of effluent, anything from 65-100. Anything from bad luck
to climate change has been blamed for an inability to empty the contents of the lagoon. I do understand some exceptions from the rate of
application that has been granted by the MECP. There has never been an exception from 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 of the 1996 C of A. 

3.1 The Owner should ensure that the application of effluent to individual irrigation sites within the approved spray irrigation field(s) and
rotation of the irrigation sites is carried out in a manner that maximizes evapotranspiration and allows the soil to dry out periodically.

3.2 The Owner should ensure that whenever ponding or run-off if sprayed effluent occurs, the application of effluent to the affected area of
the spray irrigation field is immediately terminated, and adequate time is allowed before resumption of the application of effluent to that
area for the area to dry to a degree that would preclude immediate recurrence of ponding or run-off. 

3.3 The Owner should ensure that no effluent application to the spray irrigation fields takes place during rainfall, when the ground is
saturated, and when the wind velocity exceeds 15km/hr.

If staff operating the Spray fields had obeyed the conditions as required and reported spills when they went into surrounding properties and
road ditches, there would have been many less than the number of days you used to calculate the operation of the spray fields (If you need
more pictures or videos to support this statement, please ask).

Until the overflow of effluent is addressed these fields will always be in breach of rules 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 of the C of A. 

Thank you for your time
Please comment
Mark Wainman
(705)321-4140
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Mark Wainman
Josh Kavanagh
Dyana Marks; Suzanne Troxler;
Fwd: Bayshore Spray Fields
5/26/2024 8:01:32 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.
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---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Nick Leroux <NLeroux@ocwa.com>
Date: Fri, Apr 21, 2023 at 8:15 AM
Subject: Bayshore Spray Fields
To: mhgwainman@gmail.com <mhgwainman@gmail.com>
Cc: Josh Kavanagh <JKavanagh@ramara.ca>, Dyana Marks <DMarks@ramara.ca>, Wesley Henneberry <WHenneberry@ocwa.com>,
Christine Craig <CCraig@ocwa.com>, Ellen Campbell <ECampbell@ocwa.com>

Hey Mark,

 

I was forwarded the below message regarding the Annual Bayshore Spray Irrigation Report. I understand your concern regarding that
statement as under normal circumstances the effluent would have exceeded the C of A requirements, as it did for some years previous. The
Bayshore Spray Irrigation site was granted regulatory relief by the MECP for the 2022 Spray season with regards to the effluent
application rate.  Further on in the report where it speaks to the effluent application it does specifically state that the regular application rate
noted in the C of A was exceeded. See below for that section.

 

A total effluent volume of 137,325 m³ was applied to the spray fields. The average effluent application rate for the reporting period was:

- 51.02 m³/ha/day on the 14 ha utilized for 10 days

- 86.32 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for 58 days*

- 77.67 m³/ha/day on 26 ha utilized for the total 68 days*

*These values exceed the Certificate of Approval limit of 55 m³/ha/day, although relief was given from Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 during the
2022 spray season. See Appendix I: EPB Letter for Bayshore Village Sewage Works.

 

I agree that these reports are very important as they are indeed used to make important decisions. The township and local residents are very
aware of the ongoing effluent disposal issues at the Bayshore Village spray fields and OCWA continues to work diligently with the
Township to resolve these issues.

 

Thanks,

 

Nick Leroux

Senior Operations Manager

OCWA Kawartha Lakes West Cluster

 

mailto:mhgwainman@gmail.com
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:DMarks@ramara.ca
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:NLeroux@ocwa.com
mailto:mhgwainman@gmail.com
mailto:mhgwainman@gmail.com
mailto:JKavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:DMarks@ramara.ca
mailto:WHenneberry@ocwa.com
mailto:CCraig@ocwa.com
mailto:ECampbell@ocwa.com


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Mark Wainman <mhgwainman@gmail.com> Dec 5, 2023,
6:37 AM

 
to zdrinkwater, Josh, Dyana, bclarke, kbell, David, jfisher, dana.tuju, sbell@ramara.ca

Good morning Zack,

I am writing this email as a follow up to an email sent in the spring. I have seen over many years how the spray irrigation does not work. The scale of effluent
involved in this is way bigger than most approved spray irrigation sites. It is only class 1 treatment and many years such as 2023, the little lagoon was
bypassed for a period of time in the spring when it is too full. The spray irrigation can only be done seasonally when the weather is good. This puts too much
pressure on the aging lagoons. All reports that I have seen written since 1996 say that the south field effluent is sprayed on 13.6 ha involving 146 sprinklers.
The north field is 10 ha and 148 sprinklers. Due to failures and community complaints, the area sprayed on and the number of sprinklers involved is way less.
The system was originally designed to have 4 different application rates as defined by hydrogeological testing. From meeting 2011 we and Mr. Newlands
complained about how much overspray effluent was escaping the north and south fields to flood our and surrounding properties. To my surprise it was
discussed that there should be a review of drainage in the area, no mention of a real solution to the overspray of effluent. The only ditching that was done a
result of this meeting was a large deepening of an old ditch along an abandoned road allowance on sideroad 20. The only purpose it served was to dispose of
overspray effluent from the south field, see video 1 to get a concept of the volume. I believe this is in direct violation of the C of A section 1.5. this ditch has
not been used as much recently as some of the spray areas are not utilized. My goal in showing old video is to show the volume of over sprayed effluent. It is
only showing the volume that goes off one area while at the same time there was a large amount going to the south ditch, that can be heard running but hard
to capture on video because of the cat tails.
 
Now to the present and how it affects my property. I have included videos and pictures from 2022 and 2023. Even though OCWA 2022 report says;
“This report will show that the Ontario Clean Water Agency has made every attempt to achieve its goals
through its operational performance. This performance was enhanced through the use of an electronic process
data collection database, an electronic maintenance and work order database, an electronic operational
excellence database, a training program focused on providing the right skills to staff - also captured and
tracked by the use of an electronic database and a multi-skilled, flexible workforce.”
I have found my property flooded from 4 sides.
This is caused from overspray and broken pipes not repaired some for months at a time. Included videos to show proof. On may 16, 2023 I held a site visit to
my property that was attended by councillor Hetherington and Fisher, Zack Drinkwater, Josh Cavanaugh, Nick Leroux, Dyana Marks, Jim and June Newlands
and myself. We used this opportunity to air some of our complaints, at this time I felt I clearly showed everyone attending with pictures and videos where my
property was being flooded from. They started spraying May 26 and did not repair any of the leaks I had clearly pointed out, they continued to spray May 27-

29th at which time I phoned Dyana and complained about their work. They came out and repaired one pipe and shut one off. on May 31st the pipe by the
bush was gushing 20ft in the air again so I phoned josh about that and another leak I had found. The point I am trying to make here is inspection should have
been done especially when I pointed out problems, it was started up run for 4 days with major leaks, not repaired from the year before. THIS IS NOT MY JOB,

you can see how much effort has to be put into it in just one week. On oct 2nd I had another site visit from Dana Tuju and Josh. We showed Josh exactly
where pipe was broke and gushing for 3 straight days. I could see this from my deck. We discovered many holes drilled in main pipe and suspected leaky

connections. On oct 4th OCWA started spraying without any repairs, I phoned Dyana Marks asking for someone come out and repair, they shut the one line
off, but I don’t believe any repairs were made to holes drilled in main pipe. Many workers drive by these holes shooting effluent 20 feet into the trees but
choose to ignore these and many other leaks.
 
I hear from many different sources that this is the first they have heard of any of these problems. I know for many years my complaints were just verbal and
fell on deaf ears. But our complaints in regard to the meeting held on mar 25, 2011 in relations to class e a assessment are well documented and available on
your website. However, I do not feel our concerns regarding overspray of effluent which in turn floods our property were never addressed. Since flooding of
effluent has occurred every year since 1994, I must insist that the pipe across the creek to the north field not be installed in 2024. I have been promised many
improvements over the years, but this situation just gets worse.
 
I am completely exhausted by the constant battle to have my opinion valued. So, I must insist that no section of the north field be used for spray irrigation in
2024 because there is no control of over sprayed effluent.
 
 

 
Video Number 1 - June 10, 2012
Depicts effluent that was over sprayed in the south spray field. Just trying to visualise the volume of over sprayed effluent.
 
Video Number 2 - Aug 2, 2020
Shows volume flowing to road ditch after rain event. They sprayed most of the day even though thunderstorm was predicted. They often rush to spray before
forecasted rain events. Something like this is the result.
 
Video Number 3 – Aug 8, 2020

Mark Wainman
Josh Kavanagh
Dyana Marks; Suzanne Troxler;
Fwd: Bayshore Spray Irrigation
5/26/2024 8:05:53 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.
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Shows volume of effluent entering ditch on a dry day when they sprayed.
 
Picture Number 4 – Aug 10, 2022
Shows ditch south of my house. The week before we received 1.5inches of rain in 2 different rain events. But in that week, they only sprayed 1-2hours on Aug

7th.
 
Video Number 5 – Aug 16, 2022 5:36pm
Shows same section of ditch directly south on my house but have been spraying for 7 straight days. There has been no rain in between, but it did rain .5 inch

after this video. However they sprayed on Aug 17th and 18th.
 
Picture Number 6 – Oct 4, 2022
Shows damage to alfalfa field west of my house. This is overpowering a systematically tile drained field and is being taken by the road ditch to result in the

previous picture. The effluent flows freely from under the fence of the spray field in the north west part. This flooding has occurred every day since July 20th. I

showed similar pictures on May 16th 2023 site visit and pointed over the fence to the area in question but yet spraying was started up in 2023 and run for 4
days flooding like the 2022 year until I complained.
 
Picture number 7 – July 22, 2022

Picture shows broken pipe shooting effluent 10-15 feet in the air. This was not repaired until July 26th even though you could clearly see this driving east on
Concession Road 8. There were similar leaks in behind the bush not repaired all year.
 
Picture 8A – Sept 17, 2023 9:19am
Along fence at my bush lot directly east of my house.
Video 8B – Sept 17, 2023 12;43pm
Same spot after spraying all morning.
 
Video Number 9 – Sept 30, 2023 3:10pm
Shows the same path ending with 4inches of effluent at the edge of my lawn. This result after 18 sprinklers closest to the area have been disconnected or

turned off. Zack this is the same area you walked May 16th in your dress shoes. It has not rained for a week to 10 days but they have sprayed effluent for 5

days and continued to spray for 2 more until they had a pipe bust at the creek on Oct 2nd.
 
Picture 10A – Sept 27, 2023 7:12am
A little further down the trail to the east before the easement.
Picture 10B – Sept 27, 2023 4:47pm
After spraying effluent all day.
 
Picture number 11 – Sept 29, 2023 2:58pm
Shows spraying going into ponding but also notice no sprinklers are on closer to the bush where previous pictures showed flooded areas.
 
Picture Number 12 – Sept 29, 2023 2:59
This area directly north of our property looks flooded and saturated even though no sprinklers in this area have been utilized.
 
 
I fear from what I had seen in many years previous that because an extension was granted that whatever amount of effluent needed to be drawn out of the

lagoons for the winter period would be dumped on me in October. So, I phoned the MEO Barrie office on Sept 28th.
To summarize I only concentrated pictures 4-12 on the area around my house. This was not the only place where effluent overflowed onto my property (have
many more pictures if required). I do appreciate your consideration of the pictures I have sent, many of which I believe could be defined as spills.
 
In closing Mr. Drinkwater, I feel bad about you and your staff having to deal with a problem that was created many years ago. Over the last couple of years, I
reviewed many reports and been to many meetings where it says these spray fields are operated properly within the C of A from 1996. I don’t believe this to
be true so how can proper decisions be made from this.
 
Thank you for your consideration
Mark Wainman
(705)321-4140
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Ms. Troxler,                                                                                                                             June 1, 2024 

In response to your PIC of May 22, 2024, these are our further comments. On May 11, 2023 we 

submitted a five page letter to you, outlining our issues about the spray fields, asking you to respond to 

them in your presentation. We were of course extremely disappointed our concerns were not addressed 

during your presentation, but you did advise us beforehand that you had received our correspondence 

and could not discount it. This was all new information to you and there was a lot of it to consider, so 

you ignored it and proceeded to endorse your recommendations as planned. We chose not to speak at 

the PIC for several reasons. The anger we are feeling towards your lack of consideration of our concerns 

would not be well contained which would only derail the meeting and destroy any good will we have 

nurtured with the audience. Our neighbours did speak briefly before choosing to walk away with their 

frustration visible to all in attendance. We likely wouldn’t display the same courtesy, so we chose not to 

speak and let the others have their say. But don’t take our silence on this matter in any way as an 

endorsement of your proposal.  

Page three refers to treated effluent, completely ignoring the bypasses that occur regularly. The OCWA 

report outlines the steps taken to direct raw human waste straight into the large lagoon while it is being 

sprayed onto the saturated fields with predictable runoff onto our properties then into the creek before 

reaching Lake Simcoe. The lady from Val Harbour specifically asked about this pollution because her 

children like to swim and play in the creek. She was told it was partially treated. How can that be? Raw 

sewage coming in and going out simultaneously. Exactly what is your definition of treated. What is 

removed and more importantly, what remains for those kids to be swimming in?  

Page 3 says the soils appear to be compacted. Have you ever done a site visit? The soils ARE compacted 

and cannot absorb the quantity of fluids you suggest. That’s why 55m3, which we agree is a very small 

amount, cannot be absorbed the way you think. You have constantly predicted the soils would become 

more and more compacted over time if they were not rejuvenated. The over spraying and driving heavy 

equipment on the wet soil has compacted the clay so much, it is not physically capable of absorbing any 

more. The 55m3 may have been a viable rate 30 years ago when the land was still fresh and could absorb 

more moisture. Now after years of continued abuse it cannot. It needs to be worked to break up the 

compaction and rested. In its present condition coupled with the chronic over spraying, the effluent can 

only run off, onto our property and into Lake Simcoe. OCWA over states the land being used to spray on 

which skews the calculations to fix the application rates which are already too high for the capacity of 

the soil. You are invited to tour the sites which you are recommending for spray irrigation to see first 

hand. It is the only way you can possibly make an informed opinion. Otherwise, it’s just a guess. The 

runoff is not occasional and the impacts on us and others are not potential. They are constant and very 

real. 

Page four lists six considerations deemed NEEDS for a preferred solution. Not wants. Not nice to haves. 

Two of those needs refer to costs; capital and operation & maintenance. One need is to eliminate runoff 

into ditches and Wainman Creek. We notice our property has been left out suggesting runoff onto us is 

acceptable. Always nice to know where we stand on the list of priorities. 

Page 7 considers the reasoning for screening out some of the alternatives. One option was dropped for 

lack of capacity. Why was it ever included for consideration in the first place if it wasn’t a viable 

alternative? It was always a throw-away. Just a place holder. Two options were not considered due to 

cost. Money is always a consideration, as it should be. But is it more important than health? More 
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important than the environment? More important than our property, but we already knew that. The last 

reason for dropping an option was MECP. Do you really think MECP will approve your spray fields as 

designed given their disastrous thirty year history. Will there not be setbacks as per their very own 

recommendations. Substandard soils, provincially significant wetlands, proximity to Lake Simcoe? How 

do you expect to convince MECP, particularly since they are now fully aware and are frequently on site 

due to the incompetence and mismanagement that was found during a surprise inspection after our 

complaints. Surely you can’t expect to continue to operate under an outdated Certificate of Approval 

from 1996. Times have changed and regulations with them. The current operating procedures do not 

meet the modern standards for Environmental Compliance Approval. People expect and demand a 

higher standard to protect our environment and your proposal falls far short.  

Page 8. Do nothing. Really? Is that even an option? Do we need to speak to that? 

Page 9. Add more land and keep spraying. We have already provided information regarding the acreage 

used for the spray fields, proving your calculations are faulty. These should have been adjusted in your 

presentation to provide an accurate estimate of the costs involved. Page 2 describes the North Field as 

10ha in area. Pages 8 and 9 list 11.4ha. That is certainly one way to balance your calculations. Just make 

up numbers. The South Field is stated as 13.6ha and includes the paved portion of Sideroad 20 for a total 

of 25ha. OCWA has consistently reported the North and South Fields combined as 26ha. Does anybody 

know how much land is available? We do. It took 5 minutes to measure the area used in 2023 using 

publicly available information at Simcoe County interactive maps. This information was provided to you 

in our email of May 11, 2023. You could have and should have included it in your presentation, because 

it is the starting point of all your calculations. The Township Council has directed staff to survey the two 

fields to determine the exact acreage in use and available for use. That report will be presented to 

Council on June 3, 2024. It claims 10.068ha in the North field were sprayed on during the 2023 season. It 

includes an area of approximately 0.3ha at the extreme north boundary of the North field that doesn’t 

have any pipes laid out and hasn’t had for years. It simply was not used last year and we can not explain 

why the staff report would include it when it is very easily proven false. Our letter to you on May 11, 

2024 included our estimate of the same field which totalled 10.11ha. The additional 0.3ha is available for 

use in the future but it was not used in the past and should not be part of the 2023 calculations. The 

staff report goes on to say the South field used 10.466ha to spray on during 2023. Absolutely did not 

happen. Their measurement extends right to the edge of the paved portions of Con 8 and SR 20, 

deviating only around the berm they installed to create a traffic hazard. There are no pipes that close to 

the edge of the road and never were. Our calculations of the South field were 8.76ha based on the easily 

identifiable pipes on the ground and the obvious discolouration of the vegetation. We stand by our 

figures. These can easily be verified by anyone in the world with a computer. You should make your own 

calculations and judge for yourself. Simcoe County interactive maps. The additional 3.71ha the staff 

report identifies to be added to the 2024 spray season are also incorrect, unless they intend to spray into 

the ditches along both sides of SR 20, as the diagram suggests. Be curious to see how they fit a circular 

spray pattern from the nozzles into those sharp corners of the fields. You should take your own 

measurements of the practical land available for use to calculate your spray field proposals. These 

numbers are completely unreliable. A site visit easily debunks these patently false figures. This report is a 

shameful attempt to perpetuate the false narrative surrounding these spray field since their inception. 

Your alternative 3 proposal can not be sufficient to dispose of the annual volume in 65 days, because you 

don’t have the land or the days you think you have. The staff report records only two years of the last 7 
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where more than 65 days were used. The 7 year average is 55 days. Many of them include extensions for 

the time frame and all of them include exemptions to the volume. You have glossed over the potential 

haulage costs, which will almost certainly be required for the next 20 years. It will never be less than the 

bargain price of $700,000 last year. It’s already 14 per cent higher due to the carbon tax, and only going 

to climb. Easily costing 1 million and more for the next 20 years. Estimate 2 wet years in the next 20 and 

we very quickly approach that magic cost that triggers a ‘screen out.’ Add equipment replacement and 

field rejuvenation and this game is over. This option only ‘reduces’ the other needs such as runoff, 

surface water, aesthetics and aerosols when the main considerations clearly ‘needs’ to eliminate them. 

Do you think MECP will be OK with reducing the potential when other options eliminate them? And you 

can be confident this does not address our concerns. If this was even a real consideration on your part, 

this option would not be on the list. Really makes us question your commitment to resolving our 

concerns.  

Pages 10 and 11 are more of the same. Numbers are too low. Concerns are not eliminated, only reduced. 

A similar spray field option requiring piping to our sister’s property on the next concession was ruled out 

at 11 million. Why are we still considering this one at 11.3? 

Page 12. Finally, something we can all live with. An option we suggested in 2011. 

We propose a couple other options just for arguments sake. Individual septic beds. Why weren’t septic 

beds suggested? They meet every one of the main considerations listed on page 4 with the added bonus 

of zero cost to the Township. Everybody looks after their own and they control their own costs. If they 

want to discharge their sumps into their own septics, then they pay for it rather than everyone paying 

trucking to Lagoon City. The second option is port-a-potties. Outhouses are an approved class one 

sewage disposal system not requiring MECP approval. Don’t even need a permit from the Township and 

they meet all the needs of the main considerations. Why did you propose a system that has caused us 

unmeasurable grief and can’t ever possibly meet your own criteria and totally ignore two valid 

alternatives which are proven methods used for centuries?  Don’t bother answering, we know why. Yes 

these are stupid suggestions, but still better than your spray field options.  

Page 16 indicates the Township has committed to operate the spray fields in strict compliance with the 

Certificate of Approval. What a sad statement. After 40 years of violating every meaningful requirement 

and under reporting, misrepresenting and denying the facts, why now the sudden epiphany? We have 

been asking the Township to abide by the rules for over a decade and just now they decided to. Every 

promise ever made has been broken and here is another. The cynics in us just want to scream. Don’t tell 

us what we want to hear; show us.   

On May 31, 2024 the south spray field was operating. The Weather Network indicated wind speed of 

16kmh gusting to 30kmh. There was 37mm of rain earlier that week, leaving the soil still wet. The strict 

compliance promise from the Township lasted 9 days.    

The Township is paying a considerable sum for your opinion and advice to resolve this very important 

issue. If this report is not part of the Bayfield Sewage solution, it is part of the problem. Your reputation 

and credentials as a professional engineer are at stake here. Are you willing to continue endorsing spray 

fields given the preponderance of damning evidence to the contrary? Potential risk to the good name of 

Tatham Engineering?  
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We are taking this strong approach to your suggestions because we are fighting for our health and the 

well being of our farm. Our heritage and our legacy are at stake. This is the most important thing we 

have to do in our lives right now. We have too much to lose to turn back now. These spray fields are 

poisoning our property, our water and our air. We have been here for four generations. We are not going 

away. Our son was the last speaker at your presentation. We were not aware he was going to speak or 

what he was going to say. We have always wanted his memories of growing up on the farm to be 

positive, after all the farm has been instrumental in creating the man he has become. He truly was born 

to farm. Cutting hay and raising his own cattle on the same land that his great-grandfather did molds the 

way a person sees the world. When he described the headaches he would get as a young boy from the 

spray fields you are continuing to endorse, a chord was struck with the audience and we appreciate the 

support. Not one person there spoke to support your spray field proposal. We hope to one day introduce 

the fifth generation to the joy and pride of farming the same family land. We will do everything we can 

to ensure he or she can do it without headaches from the stench of nearby effluent. 



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Sent:

Jim & June Newlands
Suzanne Troxler
Mark Wainman; Dyana Marks; zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; David
Snutch; Dana Tuju; jfisher@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca; Joe Gough; Ahmed, Aziz (MECP); Hyde, Chris (MECP); Munce, Carly
(MECP); sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca;
Staff Report ID-24-25 comments
Staff Report ID-25-24. page 2..pdf;North Spray Field 2023. 21.62m spray circle..pdf;Troxler calculations.pdf;North Spray Field
2023. 20.46m spray circle..pdf;North Spray Field 2022. 21.8m spray circle.pdf;
6/3/2024 1:53:23 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
Suzanne

In response to Staff Report ID 24-25, attached are our thoughts on the calculations on the area in the spray fields.

We would appreciate your opinion on this matter.

Thank you
Jim and June Newlands
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Ms. Troxler                                                                                                                                        Jun 2, 2024 


Just before the PIC meeting of May 22, 2024, you took a few moments to speak to us. One of the things 


you said was the effluent spray was a very small amount – 5.5 mm per day. We have given that a lot of 


thought. You are quite right. It is a very small amount; so why is so much running off? 


Here are a couple ideas we would like your opinion on. Firstly, the soil is extremely compacted. We are 


firmly convinced it can not absorb as much as it should were it not damaged so severely. Secondly, there 


is too much spray being applied. The staff report ID 25-24 to be presented to Ramara Council on June 3, 


2024 confirms as such, using their calculations of 20.534 ha. The Township measured the area of the two 


fields currently in use to arrive at that figure. That may be the land that is available but that is not the 


actual area being used. The aerial photos available from Simcoe County interactive maps clearly show 


the lay-out of the pipes on the ground and the change in colour of the vegetation in the arcs of the spray 


nozzles. There is a lot of unused ground not being sprayed on. The circles of the spray arcs measure 


approximately 21.8 metres across. Area of a circle is calculated using Pi r2. 


10.9 m X 10.9 m = 118.81 m2 


118.81 m2 X 3.14 = 373.0634 m2 per spray nozzle.  


All the documentation we could find indicates there are 146 spray nozzles in the South field and 148 in 


the North for a total of 294. If there really are 294 nozzles in use, then the calculations would be as 


follows. The actual area in use would be reduced by .0373 ha for every nozzle turned off or not installed.   


294 X 373.0634 m2 = 109,680.6396 m2 


10.968 ha 


Even though there are 20.534 ha available to spray on, only 10.968 ha is actually receiving all that spray; 


leaving 9.566 ha getting nothing. Could that account for the extremely excessive runoff we have been 


experiencing for all these years.  


Would adding more nozzles allow for better coverage to maximize the available land, thereby providing 


better absorption over a larger area? Would that stop the overflow until option 8 is implemented? 


The chart on page 2 of Staff Report ID 25-24 already clearly shows the volume of overspray using 20.534 


ha as a baseline back to 2020. 26 ha has not been available since SR 20 and Con 8 was renovated by 


putting the big bend inside the original spray field. Photos from 1978 show the original square cornered 


gravel road with the spray irrigation piping going to the edge of the corners of the south field. That extra 


land was lost when the curve was put in and paved sometime after 1985 and has not been available for 


spray irrigation since. Yet, it has still been used to calculate the effluent application rate. The excessive 


overspray problem can never be resolved until we can agree on how much land is being used.  


2023 was the lowest application rate on the chart. If we use the actual land used for spraying rather than 


what was available but unused, the new calculation would be 133.172 m3/ha/day rather than the 71 


mm reported. 133 mm is not a small amount. Given that OCWA originally claimed 56.18 in their report 


dated March 28, 2024, it’s not hard to see why we are so concerned about the lack of reliable reporting. 


The years prior to 2023 are even worse. 


Jim and June Newlands 
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Jim & June Newlands
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca; Dyana Marks;
Mark Wainman; Munce, Carly (MECP); sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca; Zach Drinkwalter; Ahmed, Aziz (MECP); Hyde, Chris (MECP);
Fwd: FW: Sewage effluent from Bayshore Village
6/5/2024 11:34:01 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Good morning
Below is an email which our veterinarian, Dr Drew Hunnisett, sent to Mark Wainman and us about the health and environmental risks
associated with the effluent on our properties from the Bayshore Village spray fields.   
We have received veterinary advice in the past on this issue and have made informed and responsible decisions regarding herd and crop
management for years.  We have been aware of these risks and health hazards and have been forced to take pasture and cropland out of
production for the safety of our cattle and ourselves.  We have reduced the size of our herd to avoid using contaminated land for pasture
purposes because our usable pasture area has been reduced.  We have had to buy hay from other farmers to supplement the lost
productivity of our own land because the size of our crops is reduced due to the reckless actions of the Township continually depositing
hazardous material from the spray fields.
Please include this email in the Bayshore Village Sprayfield Class EA study.
Thank you
Jim and June Newlands

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Jim Newlands <4jfarms@orilliapronet.com>
Date: Wed, Jun 5, 2024 at 9:43 AM
Subject: FW: Sewage effluent from Bayshore Village
To: <4Jfarms1996@gmail.com>

 

 

From: Central Ontario Veterinary Services <info@centralontariovet.com> 
 Sent: Wednesday, June 5, 2024 9:17 AM

 To: Jim June James John <4jfarms@orilliapronet.com>; mcwainman@gmail.com
 Subject: Fwd: Sewage effluent from Bayshore Village

 

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
 From: Central Ontario Veterinary Services <info@centralontariovet.com>

 Date: Wed, Jun 5, 2024 at 9:11 AM
 Subject: Sewage effluent from Bayshore Village

 To: Jim Newlands <outlook_C59462562B3E10EA@outlook.com>, <mcwainman@gmail.com>

 

Dear Mr Newlands and Mr Wainman,

 

Contamination of agricultural land with untreated or minimally-treated human sewage poses risks to farm livestock, wildlife, humans, the food
chain, and the environment.  I have serious concerns about the current and planned wastewater spraying system for managing effluent from
Bayshore Village in the Township of Ramara.  You have documented multiple instances of inadequate treatment, overspray, and spillage
onto your agricultural properties.

 

Bacterial, viral, and protozoan pathogens present in human sewage can infect and cause disease in animals grazing affected land and drinking
standing water on affected land.  Several serotypes of Salmonella species, bacteria which can cause diarrhoea and septicaemia in cattle, are
shed into sewage by people with diarrhoea.  Likewise, oocysts of Cryptosporidium parvum, which causes diarrhoea in calves and people, are
shed into sewage by people who are infected with the parasite.  These oocysts are resistant to environmental degradation.  Human sewage is
also the recognised source of eggs of the human tapeworm that causes cysticercosis in cattle.  When humans consume undercooked meat
containing tapeworm cysts, they develop the adult tapeworm in their digestive tracts.

 

Many viruses are found in untreated and minimally-treated human sewage. Coronaviruses, including SARS-CoVi 2, the cause of COVID-19
disease, are routinely detected in sewage and can survive for variable periods in the environment. Animals including cats, dogs, deer, and mink
have acquired the virus and developed disease following contact with infected humans. Although it is unknown if spread through untreated
sewage occurred during the Covid-19 pandemic, it is a risk that should be taken seriously.
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Soil-borne bacteria readily exchange genetic material, including genes for antimicrobial resistance, with other bacteria. Antimicrobial resistance
develops during treatment of human and animal infections with antibiotics. Both antibiotics and bacteria carrying genes for antimicrobial
resistance are found in human sewage. These pose a risk to both animal and human health by increasing the population of bacteria in soil and
surface water that are resistant to life-saving antimicrobial drugs.

 

Human sewage is rich in nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphates, both of which can contaminate surface water and then drain into streams,
rivers, and lakes. This drainage is the cause of toxic algal blooms in lakes and ponds. While some of these nutrients are retained in sewage
sludge and may be applied to agricultural lands as fertilizer, the flow and spray of untreated or minimally-treated sewage allows nutrients
suspended or dissolved in the liquid phase to spread into areas where contamination of surface water is likely, such a the low-lying land of the
Wainman and Newlands farms in the Township of Ramara.

 

In my opinion, leaks of untreated or minimally-treated human sewage and overspray of sewage outside areas designed to prevent run-off pose
risks to the health of your herds, to humans, and to the environment.

 

Yours truly,

 

Drew E. Hunnisett, DVM

ReplyForward

Add reaction

--

Drew E. Hunnisett, DVM

Central Ontario Veterinary Services Professional Corporation

132 Commerce Park Drive, Barrie ON

t. 705-722-3232

e. info@centralontariovet.com

 

--

Central Ontario Veterinary Services Professional Corporation

132 Commerce Park Drive, Barrie ON

t. 705-722-3232

e. info@centralontariovet.com
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Mark & Cathy Wainman
Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca;
DMarks@ramara.ca
Notice of Public Information Centre – May 22, 2024
6/6/2024 6:50:24 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Re:  Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental

Assessment Update – Notice of Public Information Centre – May 22, 2024

I am responding to the above-noted Notice of Public Information Centre, issued on the Township’s website on May 6, 2024, and request
for comments.

At the May 22, 2024 PIC I asked about the bypass of the little lagoon. I did not find the answer satisfactory, could I please get some further
clarification? In the attached photo which was taken on March 31, 2024 you can see the white pipe in the large lagoon running effluent out
the top. Since then, I have seen a large portable pump, pumping from the small lagoon to the large lagoon. Was the bypass being done
incorrectly on March 31, 2024, and in many past years, as well? Specifically, was it done wrong April 5, 2023 – June 22, 2023 when the
bypass was reported in incident 1-34ITD3? There appeared to be effluent coming out the white pipe that it was going directly into the large
lagoon avoiding the settling lagoon which was plugged. During the past method of bypass was raw sewage being pumped directly into the
large lagoon? And why was the method of bypassing changed to include this portable pump from the small lagoon?

Neil Wainman
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jkavanagh@ramara.ca; Suzanne Troxler;
Mark Wainman; Dyana Marks; sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca; Munce, Carly (MECP); zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca; Ahmed, Aziz (MECP);
Hyde, Chris (MECP); bclarke@ramara.ca; kbell@ramara.ca; Dana Tuju; David Snutch; jfisher@ramara.ca; Joe Gough;
sbell@ramara.ca; jconnor@ramara.ca; Leah Emms;
Bayshore Village EA Report
North Field 2023 Measurements.pdf;S Troxler - Calculations-June 7, 2024.pdf;South Field 1997 Even spacing.pdf;South Field
2023 Measurements.pdf;North Field 1997.pdf;South Field 1997 Portion Not Used In 2023.pdf;
6/7/2024 3:04:17 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
Good afternoon

Please include these documents in the Bayshore Village Class EA report.
Thank you.
Jim and June Newlands
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Ms Troxler                                                                                                                                                    June 7, 2024 


Further to our letter of June 2, 2024, regarding our calculations of the Bayshore Village Spray Fields, 
we would like to submit the following information for your response.  


On June 3, 2024, Council was presented with Staff Report ID 25-24. Council had requested this 
report to clarify how much acreage is actually used for spray irrigation. The report states that 
20.534 ha is used for effluent application, but these calculations included substantial portions of 
the fields that haven’t any pipes installed and couldn’t possibly have received any effluent spray.  


During discussions on this report, Council requested clarification of the actual area in use, given 
that the effluent is applied to a relatively small portion in a circular pattern, totalling 10.968 ha (as 
explained in our June 2, 2024, email) but the Township has calculated the entire area of the field for 
effluent application. It was explained to Council that the area of the spray fields which effluent is 
not applied to is still included in the acreage counted because the effluent would “permeate” from 
the sprayed circle out to the edges of the fields. It is all measured as allowable spray area and 
allows for aerosol drift.  


The 2017 EA report states that 296 spray nozzles are in use. Staff has confirmed there are less than 
that, but the exact number is not provided. Comparing our calculations of acreage used to the 
calculations in Report ID 25-24, there is a 9.566 ha discrepancy. To have the effluent permeate to 
the unused portion, almost twice the amount of effluent must be applied to the smaller circle. So, 
we overspray a smaller area by a factor of two, to include the entire available area. How does the 
effluent know where to go? How does it know when to stop? If we were to water our garden, would 
we normally put the sprinkler in the middle and keep watering until the corners are permeated? No. 
Most of us would move the hose and water the entire garden evenly otherwise the middle drowns, 
and the corners dry out.  


On the Simcoe County interactive map website, the overall lay-out of the pipes in the fields can be 
viewed and, very clearly, are not evenly spaced apart from each other. All the nozzles apply a 
consistent circular pattern of effluent of approximately 21.8 metres in diameter. Township staff 
have advised the arc of the spray can be adjusted by the amount of pressure applied by the pump, 
but too much pressure can create problems. Some of the pipes in the South field are 46.38 metres 
(Identified as measurement A on attached photo of the South field) apart while others are only 
19.05 metres (meas. B). With a radius of 10.9 metres, there will be 24.58 metres between the 
largest gap, and this gap receives no direct spray at all. That means there is a lot of permeating 
going on. The narrowest gap creates a small spray overlap of 2.75 metres. The Ministry of 
Environment, Conservation and Parks has approved exemptions for the spray limits which has 
resulted in at least double the amount of spray being applied from each nozzle. With an overlap of 
spray circles occurring, combined with an increased amount of effluent being applied, there is now 
four times the amount of effluent being applied to the small overlapping areas. Does the effluent 
know to stop permeating or does it runoff as gravity has intended? In the South field, the largest 
space is between the eastern most pipe and SR 20 and measures 50.62 metres (meas. C). The 
effluent is expected to permeate all that way and then stop before going into the ditch. It is perhaps 
more aesthetically pleasing to not have the travelling public seeing the spray so close to the edge of 
the fields. The EA report indicates that aesthetics is a higher priority to address than the adjacent 
residents’ concerns. There are eight rows of spray irrigation pipes spanning 227.67 metres across 
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the South field (meas. D), yet the Township calculations include all the space in the Field that is not 
covered by the pipes.  


The North field being much more private, has ten rows of pipes across 243.28 metres (meas. E in 
attached photo of the North field). The piping is spaced from 29.87 metres (meas. F) to 18.64 
metres (meas. G); ranging from 8.07 metres unused space to 3.16 metres overlap in the south half 
of the North field. At the south end of the North field, the nearest pipe to the neighbouring property 
is 20.44 metres (meas. H). Immediately south of the North field is an alfalfa crop. Areas of this 
alfalfa crop have been drowned out by the overspray and the damage is obvious by the 
discolouration in the photo. The effluent obviously did not stop permeating when it reached the 
fence line. The north half of the North field shows where four nozzles were operating last spring 
6.58 metres (meas. I) from our fence line (they have since been removed after insisting three times 
to do so). Does anyone think the effluent permeates back across the fence line; uphill? After 13 
years of asking nicely, it is difficult to continue to be nice. The distance from the northern most 
pipes to the north boundary of the North field is 61.94 metres (meas. J), an unused area of 51.04 
metres. A conspiracy theorist might think this is no coincidence. 


As you can see by these calculations, there is a significant portion of the available land not in use. 
Does this comply with your design? Can this system operate effectively as built? Does your 
proposed new spray field design have a similar lay-out? Do you think MECP would approve? Would 
it not be more efficient to have the pipes laid out evenly to maximize evapotranspiration as per 
section 3.1 of the C of A? The current lay-out ensures non-compliance of the C of A because of 
excessive over application in small, concentrated areas and virtually no or minimal use of almost 
half the available area. It will not permeate, it will run off across the surface where gravity makes it 
go, and we live downhill from it.  


Resting the fields periodically has been recommended in each EA report since 2011 but has not 
been implemented. The rotation system “has been difficult to implement” and “appears to be 
designed with sufficient pumping capacity to spray all fields concurrently” (BV Class EA report 26 
Sep 2017). The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks inspection report dated March 
2024 states that the “North spray irrigation fields can not be sprayed with out the South spray 
irrigation field being sprayed which doesn’t allow for a rotation of the spray irrigation fields as the C 
of A states”. The result is that the fields have never been allowed to rest as recommended in the 
original design. The soil in the fields is saturated, compacted and does not have the capacity to 
absorb the amount that is over sprayed onto them. This failure to rest the fields was noted on the 
Problem Statement and Background pages of the 2011 EA report which stated, “the soil conditions 
are becoming compacted, which, if not addressed, will impact the capacity of the spray irrigation 
facility”. The 2014 EA report states that the “soils have become compacted and observed to have a 
reduced absorption capacity”. The wording in the 2017 EA report (page 12) states “the spray fields’ 
surface soils have become compacted over the years and their infiltrative capacity visibly reduced” 
and “The spray fields were not aerated in many years. In 2016, deep aeration was completed on the 
South field. No significant improvement in the soil’s infiltration capacity was noted.”. The 2024 
updated EA states that the “soils appear to have become compacted and to have less infiltration 
capacity”. Why has the assessment of the soils changed from “are becoming compacted” (2011), 
“have become compacted” (2014 and 2017), to “appear to have become compacted” (2024)? The 
wording in the 2024 report is inaccurate. The soils have become worse over time, they have not 
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been rested, C of A 3.1 has not been followed, and the deep aeration did not work – so why does 
the report state that the fields are only “appearing” to be compacted? The fields are compacted 
and the excess pouring out of the spray nozzles is flooding onto our property, our neighbour’s well 
and property, and then on into Lake Simcoe. This spray irrigation system does not work. 


Because we expect to continue to have spray irrigation for the foreseeable near future, the area 
used for spray irrigation is paramount to determine a safe and lawful application rate. Ramara 
Township Council, OCWA and MECP have been shown extensive evidence of the damage caused 
by the reckless over application of this patently unsafe product onto our properties. Does your 
engineering design allow for permeation? Can you explain how ‘permeation’ works because we can 
certainly show you how it does not. The photos very clearly show where the vegetation is greener 
where the spray is applied and a lighter shade of tan where the permeation theory is employed. The 
2017 Class EA report states that “it has become increasingly difficult for Township operators to 
spray irrigate the entire content of lagoon Cell A within the allowed 5-month spray irrigation period 
while meeting the preferred operation guidelines to minimize runoff. Runoff from less permeable 
areas occurs more frequently.”.   


The 2017 EA report states that the North field was not used extensively at that time due to the 
“lower infiltration capacity” and that the spray fields’ surface soils “have become compacted over 
the years and their infiltrative capacity visibly reduced”. In 2018 photos of the fields, there are ten 
rows of evenly spaced pipes in the South field and the small field on the east side of SR 20 appears 
to have been in use. The North field has pipes in the far north area, the pipes are set further back 
from the northeast border and there are no pipes visible along the southern area. There were no 
issues of well contamination then. Even though this compaction information was available in the 
2017 EA report, as well as the information that a lack of capacity continued to be an issue with the 
current spray field system, nine additional lines of spray irrigation pipes were installed in the south 
half of the North spray field and only eight rows of pipes remained in the South field. The extra pipes 
in the North Field allowed for more effluent to be over sprayed on soils that did not have the 
capacity to absorb it, causing more runoff. It has been discussed in both Township and Council 
meetings that the previous management had made changes to the pipe systems and design, but 
these changes were never addressed or rectified by OWCA staff when they took over the system 
management.  Images of these pipes can be clearly seen on the Simcoe County interactive maps 
website.  


Will you provide an explanation as to how the application rate can be calculated using the land that 
is actually being used rather than the land available for use. The area should be calculated by 
multiplying the coverage of the nozzles by the number in use. There is a disproportionately higher 
number of pipes and nozzles on the smaller North field compared to the South field resulting in a 
greater amount of applied effluent. This is a major factor contributing to the runoff experienced on 
our properties. If some of the excess piping is taken from the North field and installed in the South 
field to fill in the empty spaces, that would distribute the spray more evenly, reducing the load on 
our neighbours well. More pipes could be moved to the extreme north area of the North field 
thereby reducing the impact on our neighbour even more. The same amount of effluent could be 
sprayed with a far safer and efficient result. If the Township’s method of calculating the application 
rate is used, it will ensure flooding of our property and non-compliance of the C of A, as it always 
has in the past. This is not a viable solution to reduce our concerns. If your proposed West field is 
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brought online for spray irrigation, where no one can see what is happening, then we expect the 
effluent to be over sprayed into the Lake.     


The concerns of the adjacent residents have been identified as an issue to be resolved in each 
report since 2011. Our concerns have not been resolved. The 2024 EA update again lists adjacent 
residents’ concerns as one of the criteria for the main considerations of this project. The report 
then continues with options which include spray irrigation stating that it “does not fully address” or 
“may reduce” our concerns. The spills on our property are the result of over spraying on both the 
North and South fields. Alternative six continues the spray irrigation on the South field which “may 
reduce” the overspray spills on our property. Presenting an alternative which would cause effluent 
spills onto our property from one just one spray field, not both spray fields, is not acceptable. Any 
form of spray irrigation does not address the adjacent residents’ concerns. It is completely 
irresponsible to continue to include options that impact our health, contaminate the environment, 
and do not meet the project’s main considerations. It needs to be acknowledged that the spray 
irrigation system being used does not work and eliminate it, instead of wasting money to modify or 
expand it and make the problems worse. 


There have been Bayshore Village Class EA reports prepared and presented to Council in 2011, 
2014, 2017 and 2023/24. Each of these reports has included options for finding the most 
appropriate solution for the disposal of Bayshore Village sewage. The option of “do nothing” (for 
comparison purposes and has been screened out) has been included in each report since 2011. 
Despite all the alternative options that have been presented, Councils have continued to opt for 
the do-nothing option. Over the past years, the do-nothing response has knowingly allowed the 
overspray and contamination of our properties to continue and to worsen. Our complaints were 
brought to the Township’s attention 13 years ago and have not been resolved. The do-nothing 
approach has made the situation worse and has placed the current Council in a position where a 
very important decision must be made.  This important decision is being based on “expert 
information” from the EA report and we are counting on that information to be accurate.  The 
decision making should emphasize the importance of health and the environment, not what is the 
cheapest method to dispose of sewage. This is an issue that should have been resolved years ago. 
The timeline for the proper solution must be accelerated. Waiting three more years for 
implementation of a safe and healthy solution is not acceptable. 


We will not tolerate another two or three years of this intrusion on our lives. 


Many years of effort, money and resources were wasted pursuing a sewage treatment plant, only to 
find out that MECP approval was never going to be obtained. Why would the time and resources be 
spent on spray field options if they will not meet modern, current guidelines and receive MECP 
approval? It makes more sense to learn from all the mistakes relating to the spray fields and to 
focus time and resources on a solution that meets all the requirements that are needed to meet the 
project main considerations as listed in the EA report. There is only one alternative in the EA report 
that meets all the project’s main considerations, and this alternative does not include spray 
irrigation. 
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It is our position that any options involving spray irrigation be removed from the EA report to move 
ahead with building a proper system to deal with the sewage from Bayshore Village. 


Submitted for your information and response. 


Jim and June Newlands 
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Ms Troxler                                                                                                                                                    June 7, 2024 

Further to our letter of June 2, 2024, regarding our calculations of the Bayshore Village Spray Fields, 
we would like to submit the following information for your response.  

On June 3, 2024, Council was presented with Staff Report ID 25-24. Council had requested this 
report to clarify how much acreage is actually used for spray irrigation. The report states that 
20.534 ha is used for effluent application, but these calculations included substantial portions of 
the fields that haven’t any pipes installed and couldn’t possibly have received any effluent spray.  

During discussions on this report, Council requested clarification of the actual area in use, given 
that the effluent is applied to a relatively small portion in a circular pattern, totalling 10.968 ha (as 
explained in our June 2, 2024, email) but the Township has calculated the entire area of the field for 
effluent application. It was explained to Council that the area of the spray fields which effluent is 
not applied to is still included in the acreage counted because the effluent would “permeate” from 
the sprayed circle out to the edges of the fields. It is all measured as allowable spray area and 
allows for aerosol drift.  

The 2017 EA report states that 296 spray nozzles are in use. Staff has confirmed there are less than 
that, but the exact number is not provided. Comparing our calculations of acreage used to the 
calculations in Report ID 25-24, there is a 9.566 ha discrepancy. To have the effluent permeate to 
the unused portion, almost twice the amount of effluent must be applied to the smaller circle. So, 
we overspray a smaller area by a factor of two, to include the entire available area. How does the 
effluent know where to go? How does it know when to stop? If we were to water our garden, would 
we normally put the sprinkler in the middle and keep watering until the corners are permeated? No. 
Most of us would move the hose and water the entire garden evenly otherwise the middle drowns, 
and the corners dry out.  

On the Simcoe County interactive map website, the overall lay-out of the pipes in the fields can be 
viewed and, very clearly, are not evenly spaced apart from each other. All the nozzles apply a 
consistent circular pattern of effluent of approximately 21.8 metres in diameter. Township staff 
have advised the arc of the spray can be adjusted by the amount of pressure applied by the pump, 
but too much pressure can create problems. Some of the pipes in the South field are 46.38 metres 
(Identified as measurement A on attached photo of the South field) apart while others are only 
19.05 metres (meas. B). With a radius of 10.9 metres, there will be 24.58 metres between the 
largest gap, and this gap receives no direct spray at all. That means there is a lot of permeating 
going on. The narrowest gap creates a small spray overlap of 2.75 metres. The Ministry of 
Environment, Conservation and Parks has approved exemptions for the spray limits which has 
resulted in at least double the amount of spray being applied from each nozzle. With an overlap of 
spray circles occurring, combined with an increased amount of effluent being applied, there is now 
four times the amount of effluent being applied to the small overlapping areas. Does the effluent 
know to stop permeating or does it runoff as gravity has intended? In the South field, the largest 
space is between the eastern most pipe and SR 20 and measures 50.62 metres (meas. C). The 
effluent is expected to permeate all that way and then stop before going into the ditch. It is perhaps 
more aesthetically pleasing to not have the travelling public seeing the spray so close to the edge of 
the fields. The EA report indicates that aesthetics is a higher priority to address than the adjacent 
residents’ concerns. There are eight rows of spray irrigation pipes spanning 227.67 metres across 
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the South field (meas. D), yet the Township calculations include all the space in the Field that is not 
covered by the pipes.  

The North field being much more private, has ten rows of pipes across 243.28 metres (meas. E in 
attached photo of the North field). The piping is spaced from 29.87 metres (meas. F) to 18.64 
metres (meas. G); ranging from 8.07 metres unused space to 3.16 metres overlap in the south half 
of the North field. At the south end of the North field, the nearest pipe to the neighbouring property 
is 20.44 metres (meas. H). Immediately south of the North field is an alfalfa crop. Areas of this 
alfalfa crop have been drowned out by the overspray and the damage is obvious by the 
discolouration in the photo. The effluent obviously did not stop permeating when it reached the 
fence line. The north half of the North field shows where four nozzles were operating last spring 
6.58 metres (meas. I) from our fence line (they have since been removed after insisting three times 
to do so). Does anyone think the effluent permeates back across the fence line; uphill? After 13 
years of asking nicely, it is difficult to continue to be nice. The distance from the northern most 
pipes to the north boundary of the North field is 61.94 metres (meas. J), an unused area of 51.04 
metres. A conspiracy theorist might think this is no coincidence. 

As you can see by these calculations, there is a significant portion of the available land not in use. 
Does this comply with your design? Can this system operate effectively as built? Does your 
proposed new spray field design have a similar lay-out? Do you think MECP would approve? Would 
it not be more efficient to have the pipes laid out evenly to maximize evapotranspiration as per 
section 3.1 of the C of A? The current lay-out ensures non-compliance of the C of A because of 
excessive over application in small, concentrated areas and virtually no or minimal use of almost 
half the available area. It will not permeate, it will run off across the surface where gravity makes it 
go, and we live downhill from it.  

Resting the fields periodically has been recommended in each EA report since 2011 but has not 
been implemented. The rotation system “has been difficult to implement” and “appears to be 
designed with sufficient pumping capacity to spray all fields concurrently” (BV Class EA report 26 
Sep 2017). The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks inspection report dated March 
2024 states that the “North spray irrigation fields can not be sprayed with out the South spray 
irrigation field being sprayed which doesn’t allow for a rotation of the spray irrigation fields as the C 
of A states”. The result is that the fields have never been allowed to rest as recommended in the 
original design. The soil in the fields is saturated, compacted and does not have the capacity to 
absorb the amount that is over sprayed onto them. This failure to rest the fields was noted on the 
Problem Statement and Background pages of the 2011 EA report which stated, “the soil conditions 
are becoming compacted, which, if not addressed, will impact the capacity of the spray irrigation 
facility”. The 2014 EA report states that the “soils have become compacted and observed to have a 
reduced absorption capacity”. The wording in the 2017 EA report (page 12) states “the spray fields’ 
surface soils have become compacted over the years and their infiltrative capacity visibly reduced” 
and “The spray fields were not aerated in many years. In 2016, deep aeration was completed on the 
South field. No significant improvement in the soil’s infiltration capacity was noted.”. The 2024 
updated EA states that the “soils appear to have become compacted and to have less infiltration 
capacity”. Why has the assessment of the soils changed from “are becoming compacted” (2011), 
“have become compacted” (2014 and 2017), to “appear to have become compacted” (2024)? The 
wording in the 2024 report is inaccurate. The soils have become worse over time, they have not 
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been rested, C of A 3.1 has not been followed, and the deep aeration did not work – so why does 
the report state that the fields are only “appearing” to be compacted? The fields are compacted 
and the excess pouring out of the spray nozzles is flooding onto our property, our neighbour’s well 
and property, and then on into Lake Simcoe. This spray irrigation system does not work. 

Because we expect to continue to have spray irrigation for the foreseeable near future, the area 
used for spray irrigation is paramount to determine a safe and lawful application rate. Ramara 
Township Council, OCWA and MECP have been shown extensive evidence of the damage caused 
by the reckless over application of this patently unsafe product onto our properties. Does your 
engineering design allow for permeation? Can you explain how ‘permeation’ works because we can 
certainly show you how it does not. The photos very clearly show where the vegetation is greener 
where the spray is applied and a lighter shade of tan where the permeation theory is employed. The 
2017 Class EA report states that “it has become increasingly difficult for Township operators to 
spray irrigate the entire content of lagoon Cell A within the allowed 5-month spray irrigation period 
while meeting the preferred operation guidelines to minimize runoff. Runoff from less permeable 
areas occurs more frequently.”.   

The 2017 EA report states that the North field was not used extensively at that time due to the 
“lower infiltration capacity” and that the spray fields’ surface soils “have become compacted over 
the years and their infiltrative capacity visibly reduced”. In 2018 photos of the fields, there are ten 
rows of evenly spaced pipes in the South field and the small field on the east side of SR 20 appears 
to have been in use. The North field has pipes in the far north area, the pipes are set further back 
from the northeast border and there are no pipes visible along the southern area. There were no 
issues of well contamination then. Even though this compaction information was available in the 
2017 EA report, as well as the information that a lack of capacity continued to be an issue with the 
current spray field system, nine additional lines of spray irrigation pipes were installed in the south 
half of the North spray field and only eight rows of pipes remained in the South field. The extra pipes 
in the North Field allowed for more effluent to be over sprayed on soils that did not have the 
capacity to absorb it, causing more runoff. It has been discussed in both Township and Council 
meetings that the previous management had made changes to the pipe systems and design, but 
these changes were never addressed or rectified by OWCA staff when they took over the system 
management.  Images of these pipes can be clearly seen on the Simcoe County interactive maps 
website.  

Will you provide an explanation as to how the application rate can be calculated using the land that 
is actually being used rather than the land available for use. The area should be calculated by 
multiplying the coverage of the nozzles by the number in use. There is a disproportionately higher 
number of pipes and nozzles on the smaller North field compared to the South field resulting in a 
greater amount of applied effluent. This is a major factor contributing to the runoff experienced on 
our properties. If some of the excess piping is taken from the North field and installed in the South 
field to fill in the empty spaces, that would distribute the spray more evenly, reducing the load on 
our neighbours well. More pipes could be moved to the extreme north area of the North field 
thereby reducing the impact on our neighbour even more. The same amount of effluent could be 
sprayed with a far safer and efficient result. If the Township’s method of calculating the application 
rate is used, it will ensure flooding of our property and non-compliance of the C of A, as it always 
has in the past. This is not a viable solution to reduce our concerns. If your proposed West field is 
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brought online for spray irrigation, where no one can see what is happening, then we expect the 
effluent to be over sprayed into the Lake.     

The concerns of the adjacent residents have been identified as an issue to be resolved in each 
report since 2011. Our concerns have not been resolved. The 2024 EA update again lists adjacent 
residents’ concerns as one of the criteria for the main considerations of this project. The report 
then continues with options which include spray irrigation stating that it “does not fully address” or 
“may reduce” our concerns. The spills on our property are the result of over spraying on both the 
North and South fields. Alternative six continues the spray irrigation on the South field which “may 
reduce” the overspray spills on our property. Presenting an alternative which would cause effluent 
spills onto our property from one just one spray field, not both spray fields, is not acceptable. Any 
form of spray irrigation does not address the adjacent residents’ concerns. It is completely 
irresponsible to continue to include options that impact our health, contaminate the environment, 
and do not meet the project’s main considerations. It needs to be acknowledged that the spray 
irrigation system being used does not work and eliminate it, instead of wasting money to modify or 
expand it and make the problems worse. 

There have been Bayshore Village Class EA reports prepared and presented to Council in 2011, 
2014, 2017 and 2023/24. Each of these reports has included options for finding the most 
appropriate solution for the disposal of Bayshore Village sewage. The option of “do nothing” (for 
comparison purposes and has been screened out) has been included in each report since 2011. 
Despite all the alternative options that have been presented, Councils have continued to opt for 
the do-nothing option. Over the past years, the do-nothing response has knowingly allowed the 
overspray and contamination of our properties to continue and to worsen. Our complaints were 
brought to the Township’s attention 13 years ago and have not been resolved. The do-nothing 
approach has made the situation worse and has placed the current Council in a position where a 
very important decision must be made.  This important decision is being based on “expert 
information” from the EA report and we are counting on that information to be accurate.  The 
decision making should emphasize the importance of health and the environment, not what is the 
cheapest method to dispose of sewage. This is an issue that should have been resolved years ago. 
The timeline for the proper solution must be accelerated. Waiting three more years for 
implementation of a safe and healthy solution is not acceptable. 

We will not tolerate another two or three years of this intrusion on our lives. 

Many years of effort, money and resources were wasted pursuing a sewage treatment plant, only to 
find out that MECP approval was never going to be obtained. Why would the time and resources be 
spent on spray field options if they will not meet modern, current guidelines and receive MECP 
approval? It makes more sense to learn from all the mistakes relating to the spray fields and to 
focus time and resources on a solution that meets all the requirements that are needed to meet the 
project main considerations as listed in the EA report. There is only one alternative in the EA report 
that meets all the project’s main considerations, and this alternative does not include spray 
irrigation. 
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It is our position that any options involving spray irrigation be removed from the EA report to move 
ahead with building a proper system to deal with the sewage from Bayshore Village. 

Submitted for your information and response. 

Jim and June Newlands 
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Ms. Troxler                                                                                                                                    June 7, 2024 


During the April 29, 2024 Committee of the Whole Meeting, OCWA presented their 2023 Annual 


Wastewater Performance Report. During the subsequent discussion, Council determined they “need to 


know what the application rate is”. One of the Councillors asked if “it’s based on the number of hectares 


that we have in the spray fields?”. The OCWA Operations Manager responded that “it’s based on a rate 


you can apply per hectare, not the number of hectares. If you make the number of hectares you’re 


spraying on less, but your volume stays the same, it works out to a higher per hectare rate”. Council 


passed a motion for Staff to provide a report with respect to calculating the average effluent application 


rate using the actual amount of land being sprayed on.  


On June 3, 2024, Staff Report ID-25-24 was presented to Council responding to the above noted motion. 


The report included aerial photos of the North and South fields with shaded areas totalling 20.534 ha, 


delineating the acreage they think they are spraying on. It also included two smaller sections totalling 


3.71 ha at the southernmost portion of the South field that they discovered were available but had not 


been sprayed upon for several years. The report states that grand total acreage when all the pipes are 


connected will provide 24.244 ha for spraying for 2024 and beyond. The chart on page 2 reflects the 


adjusted application rates back to 2020 using 20.534 ha. From 2019 back to 2017 the acreage used is 26 


ha; an amount of land that has never been available. They just stated in the previous sentence the best 


they could come up with is 24.244 ha.  


We challenge these figures used to calculate the rate of application. We have determined in a previous 


letter dated June 2, 2024, the actual area sprayed upon is a maximum 10.968 ha. We do not consider 


‘permeation’ and aerosol drift to be an accurate spray application protocol. Council is focusing on the 


3.71ha in the South field that were not used to apply effluent and completely missing the 9.566 hectares 


that were not sprayed on within the spray fields. As the OCWA Operations Manager said at the April 29, 


2024 presentation, ‘It wouldn’t matter.’ The acreage (26 ha) was already used in the calculations whether 


it was sprayed on or not. If it had been used to actually spray on, that would have changed how much 


ran off on to our property, but it would not have lowered the levels in the lagoons. If the pipes had been 


evenly spaced in the South field using all the available land including the 3.71 ha, rather than the 


excessive over spray on the North field including using 20 feet directly onto our property, the bulk of the 


runoff would have been at SR 20 for all to see. Because the Township is only spraying directly on about 


half of the available land, but using all and more to calculate the application rate, they will always be 


over spraying, always be over taxing the system, always operating over the design capabilities, always 


not in compliance with the C of A, and always, always, always spraying on our properties. 


We are requesting that MECP, a third party; survey the spray field properties currently in use to 


determine an unbiased opinion of the actual acreage used, not just available for use. Then strictly stick 


to the C of A figure of 55m3 applied to the exact acreage (not the number always used, not an 


approximate) and we’ll see how it goes. Better put a tender out for trucking now to get the best deal 


rather than wait for winter to deal with frozen pipes and working in the dark.  


Jim and June Newlands 
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Staff Report #ID-25-24 
 


 
 
Meeting: Committee of the Whole - 03 Jun 2024 


Staff Contact: Josh Kavanagh, Director of Infrastructure 


Subject: Bayshore Spray Irrigation what’s sprayed vs what's in the ECA to Spray  


 
 
Suggested Motion 
That Council receive report ID-25-24 as Information  
 


 
 
Background & Discussion 
At the April 29th 2024 Committee of a Whole meeting as part of the discussion of the annual waste 
water performance reports, questions were asked about the areas that are actually sprayed on and 
what is approved in the current ECA for operations at the Bayshore Spray fields.  
  
The bayshore spray fields are broken out into two areas, The North Fields and the South Fields, both 
of the two sections can be broken out further The North Fields - North and South Section (separated 
by a wetland in the center), and the South fields - the Main field - North of the entrance driveway 
along Sideroad 20/con 8, Main field - South of the entrance driveway, and finally the main field East 
of Sideroad 20.  
  
In the Current ECA it is listed that the allowable spray area is 26 ha - the South field is 14 ha and the 
North field is 12 ha, when staff attended the site and mapped out the current spray areas it was 
calculated that we are currently spraying on 10.466 ha in the South Field and 10.068 ha in the North 
Field, based on this calculation the application rate for 2023 would have been 71 m3/ha/day vs the 
reported 56 m3/ha/day, although even though the rate increased the township was granted regulatory 
relief by the MECP from the application rate in 2022, and 2023, were still to abide by the rest of the 
conditions of the ECA.  
  
While staff was investigating the current area that was sprayed, it was noted the two sections in the 
South field were non operational, when it was discussed with the operators it was determined that 
when the irrigation piping was replaced in 2020 by the township that these sections were 
disconnected and never reconnected.  With these two areas being offline it reduces the total sprayed 
area by 3.71 ha. Staff have instructed the operator to reconnect theses areas back into the irrigation 
system to be utilized for 2024 and future years.  
  
The total calculated areas that staff considered to be sprayed on are as follows.  
  
South main field - 10.466 ha 
North field (north of swamp divide) - 4.262 ha 
North field (south of swamp divide) - 5.806 ha 
20.534 ha is the total spray area that has been currently sprayed on.  
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Bayshore Spray Irrigation what’s sprayed vs what's in the EA to Spray  
 
Once the two sections in the South field are reconnected it will add 3.71 ha bring the total sprayed 
area up to 24.244 ha.  
  
Below staff recalculated the application rate back to 2020 when the irrigation pipes were changed and 
the two sections disconnected.  


Year Start End 
Total 
Effluent 
Applied 


# Days 
Application 
Rate 
m3/ha/day 


Total Flow 
In Year Ha 


2017 June 7 Sept 28 133,736 47 109 132,829 26 
2018 June 4 Sept 27 126,442 41 119 132,841 26 
2019 June 17 Sept 10 88,997 44 78 136,671 26 
2020 June 25 Nov 19  93,460 55 83 146,785 20.534 
2021 May 18 Oct 28 128,966 67 94 135,221 20.534 
2022 May 18 Oct 28 137,325 68 98 91,475 20.534 
2023 May 18 Nov 6 93,481 64 71 98,817 20.534 


 
 
Strategic Priority Areas: 
 
Do the recommendations of this report advance the Strategic Priority Areas of the Township? 
 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No    ☑ N/A 
 
Which Priority Area(s) does this report support? 
 
 ☐ Workforce that is skilled and motivated 
 ☐ Community that is involved and engaged 
 ☐ Operations and services that are defined, prioritized and sustained 
 ☐ Growth is planned, promoted and fostered 
 
 
Recommended Action: 
That the spray areas be received as information.  
 
 
Attachments: 
North Spray Field 
South Spray Fields 
 
 
Reviewed By 


Page 2 of 4







Page 3 of 4







Page 4 of 4





		Cover

		North Spray Field

		South Spray Fields



FileAttachment



Staff Report #ID-25-24 
 

 
 
Meeting: Committee of the Whole - 03 Jun 2024 

Staff Contact: Josh Kavanagh, Director of Infrastructure 

Subject: Bayshore Spray Irrigation what’s sprayed vs what's in the ECA to Spray  

 
 
Suggested Motion 
That Council receive report ID-25-24 as Information  
 

 
 
Background & Discussion 
At the April 29th 2024 Committee of a Whole meeting as part of the discussion of the annual waste 
water performance reports, questions were asked about the areas that are actually sprayed on and 
what is approved in the current ECA for operations at the Bayshore Spray fields.  
  
The bayshore spray fields are broken out into two areas, The North Fields and the South Fields, both 
of the two sections can be broken out further The North Fields - North and South Section (separated 
by a wetland in the center), and the South fields - the Main field - North of the entrance driveway 
along Sideroad 20/con 8, Main field - South of the entrance driveway, and finally the main field East 
of Sideroad 20.  
  
In the Current ECA it is listed that the allowable spray area is 26 ha - the South field is 14 ha and the 
North field is 12 ha, when staff attended the site and mapped out the current spray areas it was 
calculated that we are currently spraying on 10.466 ha in the South Field and 10.068 ha in the North 
Field, based on this calculation the application rate for 2023 would have been 71 m3/ha/day vs the 
reported 56 m3/ha/day, although even though the rate increased the township was granted regulatory 
relief by the MECP from the application rate in 2022, and 2023, were still to abide by the rest of the 
conditions of the ECA.  
  
While staff was investigating the current area that was sprayed, it was noted the two sections in the 
South field were non operational, when it was discussed with the operators it was determined that 
when the irrigation piping was replaced in 2020 by the township that these sections were 
disconnected and never reconnected.  With these two areas being offline it reduces the total sprayed 
area by 3.71 ha. Staff have instructed the operator to reconnect theses areas back into the irrigation 
system to be utilized for 2024 and future years.  
  
The total calculated areas that staff considered to be sprayed on are as follows.  
  
South main field - 10.466 ha 
North field (north of swamp divide) - 4.262 ha 
North field (south of swamp divide) - 5.806 ha 
20.534 ha is the total spray area that has been currently sprayed on.  
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Bayshore Spray Irrigation what’s sprayed vs what's in the EA to Spray  
 
Once the two sections in the South field are reconnected it will add 3.71 ha bring the total sprayed 
area up to 24.244 ha.  
  
Below staff recalculated the application rate back to 2020 when the irrigation pipes were changed and 
the two sections disconnected.  

Year Start End 
Total 
Effluent 
Applied 

# Days 
Application 
Rate 
m3/ha/day 

Total Flow 
In Year Ha 

2017 June 7 Sept 28 133,736 47 109 132,829 26 
2018 June 4 Sept 27 126,442 41 119 132,841 26 
2019 June 17 Sept 10 88,997 44 78 136,671 26 
2020 June 25 Nov 19  93,460 55 83 146,785 20.534 
2021 May 18 Oct 28 128,966 67 94 135,221 20.534 
2022 May 18 Oct 28 137,325 68 98 91,475 20.534 
2023 May 18 Nov 6 93,481 64 71 98,817 20.534 

 
 
Strategic Priority Areas: 
 
Do the recommendations of this report advance the Strategic Priority Areas of the Township? 
 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No    ☑ N/A 
 
Which Priority Area(s) does this report support? 
 
 ☐ Workforce that is skilled and motivated 
 ☐ Community that is involved and engaged 
 ☐ Operations and services that are defined, prioritized and sustained 
 ☐ Growth is planned, promoted and fostered 
 
 
Recommended Action: 
That the spray areas be received as information.  
 
 
Attachments: 
North Spray Field 
South Spray Fields 
 
 
Reviewed By 
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Ms. Troxler                                                                                                                                    June 7, 2024 

During the April 29, 2024 Committee of the Whole Meeting, OCWA presented their 2023 Annual 

Wastewater Performance Report. During the subsequent discussion, Council determined they “need to 

know what the application rate is”. One of the Councillors asked if “it’s based on the number of hectares 

that we have in the spray fields?”. The OCWA Operations Manager responded that “it’s based on a rate 

you can apply per hectare, not the number of hectares. If you make the number of hectares you’re 

spraying on less, but your volume stays the same, it works out to a higher per hectare rate”. Council 

passed a motion for Staff to provide a report with respect to calculating the average effluent application 

rate using the actual amount of land being sprayed on.  

On June 3, 2024, Staff Report ID-25-24 was presented to Council responding to the above noted motion. 

The report included aerial photos of the North and South fields with shaded areas totalling 20.534 ha, 

delineating the acreage they think they are spraying on. It also included two smaller sections totalling 

3.71 ha at the southernmost portion of the South field that they discovered were available but had not 

been sprayed upon for several years. The report states that grand total acreage when all the pipes are 

connected will provide 24.244 ha for spraying for 2024 and beyond. The chart on page 2 reflects the 

adjusted application rates back to 2020 using 20.534 ha. From 2019 back to 2017 the acreage used is 26 

ha; an amount of land that has never been available. They just stated in the previous sentence the best 

they could come up with is 24.244 ha.  

We challenge these figures used to calculate the rate of application. We have determined in a previous 

letter dated June 2, 2024, the actual area sprayed upon is a maximum 10.968 ha. We do not consider 

‘permeation’ and aerosol drift to be an accurate spray application protocol. Council is focusing on the 

3.71ha in the South field that were not used to apply effluent and completely missing the 9.566 hectares 

that were not sprayed on within the spray fields. As the OCWA Operations Manager said at the April 29, 

2024 presentation, ‘It wouldn’t matter.’ The acreage (26 ha) was already used in the calculations whether 

it was sprayed on or not. If it had been used to actually spray on, that would have changed how much 

ran off on to our property, but it would not have lowered the levels in the lagoons. If the pipes had been 

evenly spaced in the South field using all the available land including the 3.71 ha, rather than the 

excessive over spray on the North field including using 20 feet directly onto our property, the bulk of the 

runoff would have been at SR 20 for all to see. Because the Township is only spraying directly on about 

half of the available land, but using all and more to calculate the application rate, they will always be 

over spraying, always be over taxing the system, always operating over the design capabilities, always 

not in compliance with the C of A, and always, always, always spraying on our properties. 

We are requesting that MECP, a third party; survey the spray field properties currently in use to 

determine an unbiased opinion of the actual acreage used, not just available for use. Then strictly stick 

to the C of A figure of 55m3 applied to the exact acreage (not the number always used, not an 

approximate) and we’ll see how it goes. Better put a tender out for trucking now to get the best deal 

rather than wait for winter to deal with frozen pipes and working in the dark.  

Jim and June Newlands 

  



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:
Sent:

Jim & June Newlands
Munce, Carly (MECP); sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca; Suzanne Troxler; jkavanagh@ramara.ca;
Mark Wainman; Dyana Marks; Ahmed, Aziz (MECP); Hyde, Chris (MECP); zdrinkwalter@ramara.ca; bclarke@ramara.ca;
kbell@ramara.ca; Dana Tuju; David Snutch; jfisher@ramara.ca; Joe Gough; sbell@ramara.ca; jconnor@ramara.ca;
Bayshore Village EA - MECP Inspection Report 2024 comments
MECP inspection report comments - 07 June 2024.pdf
6/7/2024 5:00:39 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 
Good afternoon
Please include this document in the Bayshore Village EA.
Thank you
Jim and June Newlands
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07 June 2024 


 


MECP Water Inspector C Munce 


MECP Water Compliance Supervisor S Broeckel 


Re: Bayshore Village Waste Water Inspection 2024 


We have read the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks Inspection Report dated March 
4, 2024, and prepared by Water Inspector Carly Munce.   


As the cover letter on the report states, “The primary focus of this inspection was to confirm 
compliance with the Ministry of Environment legislation and control documents, as well as 
conformance with Ministry wastewater related policies for the inspection period.  The Ministry is 
implementing a rigorous and comprehensive approach in the inspection of wastewater treatment 
systems that focuses on the collection, treatment, and discharge components as well as 
wastewater treatment system management practices.”. The report states that the Bayshore Village 
sewage works had not been inspected since July 4, 2018. 


The areas of non-compliance listed in this report are very significant but, having had to deal with 
the years of spills onto our property from the spray fields, are not surprising.    It is appalling to see, 
in writing, the lack of regard for spill identification, notification and action, not operating the 
equipment to achieve compliance, not inspecting, monitoring, testing and evaluating equipment, 
failing to maintain the required freeboard levels and berm maintenance.  This is shameful, 
especially considering that we were told on April 29, 2024, in the lobby of the Township office, that 
OCWA is the gold standard of water/waste water management in the province.  It is embarrassing, 
and potentially very dangerous, to read that senior staff who have held their water/wastewater 
positions and credentials for years were required to attend Spills 101 training.   


The inspection report also states that the “facility’s Environmental Compliance Approval does not 
contain certain conditions consistent with a modern Environmental Compliance Approval” such as 
bypass/overflow and effluent limits.  Would you be able to advise what conditions a modern 
Environmental Compliance Approval document would include?  Would there be any changes to the 
spray schedule, amount of land required, amount of effluent that can be sprayed, or if setbacks are 
included? 


The Tatham Class EA Report, dated May 22, 2024, specifically states that the preferred solution for 
the disposal of the lagoon effluent needs to “be acceptable to MECP so that an approval can be 
obtained”.  Spray irrigation options are still included in this report, even though these options do 
not meet all the main considerations needed as listed on page 4.  A significant consideration 
needed is MECP approval. 


The EA report also states that the Township has committed to “operate the spray fields in strict 
compliance with the Certificate of Approval” and “supervise the spray irrigation operation as per 
MECP requirements”.  Would this mean that no exemptions or extensions would be approved by 
the MECP?  At the April 29, 2024, Committee of the Whole meeting, the OCWA Operations Manager 
told Council that “it didn’t matter” how much effluent was sprayed because they had an exemption 
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from the MECP.  We are questioning this interpretation of exemption permissions with the signing 
authorities at the MECP and with Tatham Engineering and Council because the amount of spraying 
does matter.  It matters because the over spray ends up on our property.  We have asked the MECP 
signing authorities to stop issuing these exemptions due to the damage it causes us and our 
neighbour.  It would be extremely disappointing if a system that has been non-compliant, does not 
report spills onto neighbouring properties, and requires micromanaging still meets MECP approval.   


MECP approval has been a large piece of any solution to replace the spray fields with a system that 
has the required capacity and does not present health and environmental risks to neighbouring 
residents.  With the information that we, and our neighbours, have provided to MECP about the 
spills we have endured for years, OCWA’s serious non compliance and lack of regard to follow 
regulations and maintain equipment, and that a modern, updated Environmental Compliance 
Approval would contain more restrictive operating requirements, how could these spray fields be 
considered as a viable and safe option to consider for MECP approval? This system is flawed and 
has been mismanaged with no regard to the environment or neighbouring residents.  The priority 
has been to lower the levels in the lagoons, at the expense of us. The inspection report clearly 
shows that OCWA was non-compliant in many significant areas and “got caught”.  


 If MECP approval rules are clear, it would be negligent to allow the spray fields to continue in any 
form.  Many years of effort, money and resources were wasted pursuing a sewage treatment plant, 
only to find out that MECP approval was never going to be obtained.  Why would the time and 
resources be spent on spray field options if they will not meet modern, current guidelines and 
receive MECP approval?  It makes more sense to learn from all the mistakes relating to the spray 
fields and to focus time and resources on a solution that meets all the requirements that are 
needed to meet the project main considerations as listed in the EA report.  There is only one 
alternative in the EA report that meets all the project’s main considerations, including receiving 
MECP approval, and this alternative does not include spray irrigation. 


We look forward to receiving your response to our inquiries. 


Thank you for your time on this matter.   


Jim and June Newlands 
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07 June 2024 

 

MECP Water Inspector C Munce 

MECP Water Compliance Supervisor S Broeckel 

Re: Bayshore Village Waste Water Inspection 2024 

We have read the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks Inspection Report dated March 
4, 2024, and prepared by Water Inspector Carly Munce.   

As the cover letter on the report states, “The primary focus of this inspection was to confirm 
compliance with the Ministry of Environment legislation and control documents, as well as 
conformance with Ministry wastewater related policies for the inspection period.  The Ministry is 
implementing a rigorous and comprehensive approach in the inspection of wastewater treatment 
systems that focuses on the collection, treatment, and discharge components as well as 
wastewater treatment system management practices.”. The report states that the Bayshore Village 
sewage works had not been inspected since July 4, 2018. 

The areas of non-compliance listed in this report are very significant but, having had to deal with 
the years of spills onto our property from the spray fields, are not surprising.    It is appalling to see, 
in writing, the lack of regard for spill identification, notification and action, not operating the 
equipment to achieve compliance, not inspecting, monitoring, testing and evaluating equipment, 
failing to maintain the required freeboard levels and berm maintenance.  This is shameful, 
especially considering that we were told on April 29, 2024, in the lobby of the Township office, that 
OCWA is the gold standard of water/waste water management in the province.  It is embarrassing, 
and potentially very dangerous, to read that senior staff who have held their water/wastewater 
positions and credentials for years were required to attend Spills 101 training.   

The inspection report also states that the “facility’s Environmental Compliance Approval does not 
contain certain conditions consistent with a modern Environmental Compliance Approval” such as 
bypass/overflow and effluent limits.  Would you be able to advise what conditions a modern 
Environmental Compliance Approval document would include?  Would there be any changes to the 
spray schedule, amount of land required, amount of effluent that can be sprayed, or if setbacks are 
included? 

The Tatham Class EA Report, dated May 22, 2024, specifically states that the preferred solution for 
the disposal of the lagoon effluent needs to “be acceptable to MECP so that an approval can be 
obtained”.  Spray irrigation options are still included in this report, even though these options do 
not meet all the main considerations needed as listed on page 4.  A significant consideration 
needed is MECP approval. 

The EA report also states that the Township has committed to “operate the spray fields in strict 
compliance with the Certificate of Approval” and “supervise the spray irrigation operation as per 
MECP requirements”.  Would this mean that no exemptions or extensions would be approved by 
the MECP?  At the April 29, 2024, Committee of the Whole meeting, the OCWA Operations Manager 
told Council that “it didn’t matter” how much effluent was sprayed because they had an exemption 
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from the MECP.  We are questioning this interpretation of exemption permissions with the signing 
authorities at the MECP and with Tatham Engineering and Council because the amount of spraying 
does matter.  It matters because the over spray ends up on our property.  We have asked the MECP 
signing authorities to stop issuing these exemptions due to the damage it causes us and our 
neighbour.  It would be extremely disappointing if a system that has been non-compliant, does not 
report spills onto neighbouring properties, and requires micromanaging still meets MECP approval.   

MECP approval has been a large piece of any solution to replace the spray fields with a system that 
has the required capacity and does not present health and environmental risks to neighbouring 
residents.  With the information that we, and our neighbours, have provided to MECP about the 
spills we have endured for years, OCWA’s serious non compliance and lack of regard to follow 
regulations and maintain equipment, and that a modern, updated Environmental Compliance 
Approval would contain more restrictive operating requirements, how could these spray fields be 
considered as a viable and safe option to consider for MECP approval? This system is flawed and 
has been mismanaged with no regard to the environment or neighbouring residents.  The priority 
has been to lower the levels in the lagoons, at the expense of us. The inspection report clearly 
shows that OCWA was non-compliant in many significant areas and “got caught”.  

 If MECP approval rules are clear, it would be negligent to allow the spray fields to continue in any 
form.  Many years of effort, money and resources were wasted pursuing a sewage treatment plant, 
only to find out that MECP approval was never going to be obtained.  Why would the time and 
resources be spent on spray field options if they will not meet modern, current guidelines and 
receive MECP approval?  It makes more sense to learn from all the mistakes relating to the spray 
fields and to focus time and resources on a solution that meets all the requirements that are 
needed to meet the project main considerations as listed in the EA report.  There is only one 
alternative in the EA report that meets all the project’s main considerations, including receiving 
MECP approval, and this alternative does not include spray irrigation. 

We look forward to receiving your response to our inquiries. 

Thank you for your time on this matter.   

Jim and June Newlands 

 

 



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Sent:

Mark Wainman
Basil Clarke
kbell@ramara.ca; David Snutch; jfisher@ramara.ca; Dana Tuju; jgough@ramara.ca; sbell@ramara.ca; Zach Drinkwalter; Josh
Kavanagh; Dyana Marks; Suzanne Troxler;
Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class EA Update – PIC – May 22, 2024
6/7/2024 11:49:40 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Hello Mayor Clarke

I often hear from many people talking about the sprayfields and lagoons, they had no idea how bad the conditions are.  Many times, former
staff and Councillors get blamed for the situation.  It is true many mistakes have been made in the past, but things have changed over 40
years.  The developer who was originally in control of the sprayfields from day one until the early 1990's used to control too much effluent
in the ponds by siphoning effluent into the nearby swamp.  

I hoped for better things when the Township took over, but too much effluent was then controlled by disconnected pipes or
trashpump pumping effluent into the swamp further out of site from the road and closer to the lake.  

I do believe there is no use in looking back as most current staff and council were not involved.  I will concentrate my complaints on the
last two years of OCWA's work.  I have already sent you pictures and videos of my property and how spills from the north field occur daily
across my property when they are spraying.  I asked you not to install the pipe to the north field because of this, but you insisted that you
must.

I can't change your mind about respecting my property and my family's way of life.  I do think you and others involved, should respect the
creek and Lake Simcoe because most of the oversprayed effluent is just travelling across my property on the way to the ditches, creek and
lake.

In respect of the operation of the sprayfields in 2023, the OWCA report for 2023 contained a number of non-compliance orders.  The 27
page report from the MECP dated March 4, 2024, addressed to Zach Drinkwalter, CAO, and available on your website goes into much
more detail:

spills not reported (had to retrain staff on what a spill was);
pipe in north field which wasn't in the original designed sprayfield;
overfull lagoons;
holes drilled in pipe shooting effluent 20 feet into the air (when asked about these, I was told they were drainage holes because the
pipe was too heavy to unhook in the fall.  Seems funny that the holes were drilled on the top and not the bottom);
no inspections for runoff, no documentation of inspections.

But the most concerning thing I found in the MECP report states:

"Spill occurred on October 2, 2023, which the Ministry was made aware by a member of the public. When the ministry was on site
OCWA was repairing the issues, but the spill hadn't been reported to the Spills Action Center (SAC), until after it had been repaired
and MECP staff asked.
A second spill occurred on October 24, 2023, in the North fields that was observed by MECP staff. The spill occurred along the main
pipe that carries the effluent to the back part of north field, there were three different spots with uncontrolled spraying of effluent into
the low-lying land that separates the north field. The low-lying land that the spill was occurring to has a drainage pipe that was
installed by the township about 12 years ago . This pipe leads to the drainage ditch which flows into Wainman Creek which leads to
Lake Simcoe . This is a spill that was not reported to the Ministry."

The spill that occurred on October 2, 2023, was from a bad connection of a pipe on the south side of the creek.  Effluent was spraying in
large volumes directly across the creek and going as far as the road, a distance of 100 feet or more.  This effluent entered the creek directly
and OCWA apparently saw no need to report it.

In the past, I have indicated to you that I hope all parties involved can work together.  I find now everyone is just playing the blame game. I
have to look out for myself and my family and request you to NOT spray in the north field.

Mark Wainman
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Jim & June Newlands
Suzanne Troxler
Mark Wainman
Bayshore Village spray fields. Awaiting your response.
7/1/2024 8:42:26 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Good evening Ms Troxler

We have submitted several letters to your attention which describe the issues that we have experienced due to the over spraying on the
Bayshore Village spray fields for many years.

We spoke to you at the Public Information meeting on May 22, 2024, and you stated that the information in our letters was new to you and
that you could not discount it.  At that meeting, you told us that you would be responding to us in approximately two weeks.  To date, we
have not received your response.

We have sent further correspondence to you (dated June 2 and June 7) stating that the calculations used by the Township and OCWA to
determine the actual number of hectares used for spraying are not accurate.  We have asked for your response on the hectares which are
used for the spraying, but we have not received it.

So far this summer, there has been minimal spraying on a small section of the south field.  In the past years, the spray would be on each
day, even it if was too windy or too wet, to the point of excessive run off. Lowering the levels in the lagoons has always been the priority,
at the expense of us and our neighbours.  With minimal spraying occurring, how are the lagoon levels being lowered this summer?  Our
concern is that the sprays will be turned on full blast and we will be back to the spills onto our property and into our neighbour's well.  It
has been established that OCWA feels they can obtain an exemption and spray excessively because "it doesn't matter" what the spray limits
are.

To date, there has not been any spraying in the north field, but work has been done there to remove a catch basin and underground pipes
leading to Wainman's Creek that were not part of the original design.  The Township has spent several weeks digging a deep ditch along the
east side of that field. While digging this ditch, the excavator has also dug up at least one additional underground drainage pipe that had
been installed in that field and diverted liquids towards our property and Wainman's Creek.  Page 2 of the May 22, 2024 Bayshore Village
Class EA Update report states that "effluent disposal is by evapotranspiration and infiltration".  If these are the methods of disposal, why is
a deep ditch required to drain the north field into Wainman's Creek, and then out to Lake Simcoe?   This ditch may lessen the spills onto
our property in that area, but does not solve the problems of over spraying, operational mismanagement, and non-compliance  This ditch
will not prevent our neighbour's well from being contaminated by the over spraying - only discontinuing spray irrigation completely will
prevent that.

The next report will be presented to Council this month and it is very important that the information in the report is accurate.

When can we expect to receive your response about our concerns, which you could not discount, and the calculations of the hectares used
for spraying?

We are looking forward to hearing from you.
Thank you
Jim and June Newlands
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Good afternoon

On 09 July 2024, the Ontario Clean Water Agency representative for the Bayshore Village spray fields, participated in presenting Staff
Report #ID-33-34 to Ramara Council at the Committee of the Whole meeting.  This message is to request clarification from the Ministry of
Environment, Conservation and Parks about any exemptions that may be approved for this system for 2024.

 
Staff Report #ID-33-34 states that the contents of the Bayshore Village sewage lagoons will need to be hauled to the sewage treatment
plant in Lagoon City.  The Report describes that the levels in the sewage lagoons are high, and the spray irrigation system could not be
used to sufficiently lower these levels.  The reasons noted in the Report include not having enough spray area, the wet weather
conditions, work that was required in the north field, and that the lagoons were fuller this spring because not enough effluent was
disposed of last year. There is no contingency plan for sewage disposal, other than trucking it to a treatment plant at an estimated cost to
the system users of at least $1.5 million.  A contingency plan has never been needed in the past because the contents of the lagoons
were over sprayed onto the fields, causing our property and our neighbour's property to be used as secondary lagoons.  The contents of
lagoons ended up on our properties and in Lake Simcoe, not in the sewage treatment plant where it belonged. 

 
During the discussions with Council about this Report, the representative from the Ontario Clean Water Agency (OCWA) stated that it is
hoped to be able to use spray irrigation, in addition to hauling, to lower the lagoon levels this summer.  He stated that it is hoped to spray
as much of the lagoon contents as was sprayed last year, but it is doubtful that this is possible.

We have had very minimal response to any of our inquiries from the agencies and experts that we have contacted about the spray fields. 
In the absence of information from the authorities, we have little confidence in the proper and lawful operations of the spray fields.  We
have been reassured verbally and it has been documented on page 16 of the Tatham Class EA report dated 22 May 2024 that there will
be strict compliance with the Certificate of Approval.  There have been fewer days when the sprays have been on this summer, but on at
least two of these days, the sprays were on when the wind speed exceeded the limits stated in the Certificate of Approval, continuing the
non-compliance practices that we have been exposed to for years.  This non-compliance was reported to the MECP and the sprays were
turned off within 30 minutes.  One of our concerns is that the sprays will be turned on fully to lower the levels in the lagoons, and the spills
onto our properties and into our neighbour's well will continue.  Earlier correspondence has identified that OCWA stated "it doesn't matter"
how much is sprayed because MECP exemptions were approved.

 
The challenges in trying to use the spray field system this year, while being bound by the conditions of the Certificate of Approval; being
under closer scrutiny by the stakeholders in this process; being monitored by the MECP; and having to address many areas of non-
compliance with regulations, support the position that the spray fields are not a feasible, economical, or efficient system to lawfully
dispose of Bayshore Village sewage.  

 
The improper methods of sewage disposal that have been used in the past may have saved the Township money, but the true costs of
those decisions are becoming more obvious.  Legislation and regulations are in place to appropriately and lawfully dispose of sewage. 
There is a cost to following these rules, and the costs for trucking the lagoon contents are consistent with the costs of lawfully disposing of
sewage.

Although Report #ID-33-34 did not discuss the areas of non-compliance that were captured on Inspector C Munce's Ministry of
Environment, Conservation and Parks Inspection Report dated 04 March 2024, the Report disclosed that an engineering firm has been
hired to complete an assessment of the lagoon's berms.  Page 14 of the Inspection Report describes the non-compliance issues
regarding the freeboard and vegetation growth on the berms.  The engineering firm's assessment and report may result in additional costs
to maintain this inadequate system.

 
We have sent correspondence in April and May 2024 to the MECP describing our concerns about approving exemptions to both the
volume of spray allowed, and the length of the spray season.  On 31 May 2024, Director Hyde responded stating, “Your input on the
outcome of the relief issued to the Township in the past 2 years will be considered should an application for relief from ECA conditions be
received in the future.  At the present time, the Township has not submitted an application for relief for the 2024 operating
season. A request to begin operations of the spray irrigation system was received on April 29, 2024.  Given the warm, dry spring
conditions this request was approved for the South Fields only.  All other conditions of the ECA applied during this extended period and
additional conditions were included regarding field inspection.”  

To clarify, Director Hyde stated that our input related to the past 2 years of relief that has been issued, however, our concerns have related
to extensions that have been approved for several years, and we have been complaining about the spray fields since 2010.

 
This message is to ask for confirmation if any other exemptions or applications for relief for the Bayshore Village spray field system have
been requested, approved, or are under consideration for 2024. We are very concerned that if an exemption is granted, OCWA will try to
make up the lost time and spray excessively. These exemptions have a very real and direct impact on our health and well being. We
brought up the application rate in previous letters dated 02 June 2024 and 07 June 2024, questioning the actual area the effluent is
applied onto. The Township's position is to spray on part of the site and allow it to 'permeate' to the unused portions. This alone creates
conditions for runoff onto our properties. An exemption exacerbates the problem. The Township is applying effluent to a maximum of
10.968 ha assuming all 294 nozzles are in use, despite their insistence that upwards of 24.244 ha are used. They are already
overspraying. 

We look forward to hearing your response.
 

Thank you.

Jim and June Newlands
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mailto:aziz.ahmed@ontario.ca
mailto:chris.hyde@ontario.ca
mailto:carly.munce@ontario.ca
mailto:sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca
mailto:mhgwainman@gmail.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com



Staff Report #ID-33-24 
 


 
 
Meeting: Committee of the Whole - 09 Jul 2024 


Staff Contact: Josh Kavanagh, Director of Infrastructure 


Subject: Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Hauling 


 
 
Suggested Motion 
That Report ID-33-24 regarding hauling effluent from the Bayshore Village Sewage Works be 
received as information. 
 


 
 
Background & Discussion 
 
The purpose of this report is to notify Council that effluent will need to be pumped from the Bayshore 
Village sewage lagoons and hauled to the Lagoon City sewage treatment plant for disposal, 
beginning this fall.   
  
The reason hauling will be required this year is due to a combination of factors such as insufficient 
spray area, wet conditions, work needed in the north field and the lagoons were higher then normal 
again this spring.  The MECP raised concerns with insufficient storage volume in the lagoons and 
OCWA has provided the following information to address those concerns with the Ministry. We have 
also retained Cambium Engineering to complete a berm assessment of the lagoons to verify the 
stability of the berms to allow reduced freeboard.  
  
The Bayshore Village Sewage Works consists of two facultative lagoons (Cell A, large cell and Cell B, 
small cell) that receive and treat wastewater and a spray irrigation system that sprays effluent onto 
two fields.  
  
Under normal operation, flow is directed to Cell B from the East Pump Station in Bayshore Village.  
Cells B and A are connected by a 200mm buried pipe with a normally open control valve.  Once 
passing through Cell B, the effluent is stored to be sprayed from Cell A. 
  
The berms on Cell A are higher than Cell B on three sides, but as the cells are connected by an 
overflow pipe and buried pipe, the storage volume of Cell A is limited by the berm height of Cell B. 
The height of the berms on Cell B are approximately 0.5 m less than Cell A. A diagram of the cell 
elevations is shown below. 
  
The reduced capacity of Cell A as a result of the interconnected hydraulics between the two cells has 
not been included in the design documents. Cell B height is displayed in the Certificate of Approval as 
3.1 m. However, considering the freeboard requirement in the C of A, the operating height of Cell B is 
2.6 m. The Certificate of Approval states there is total depth of 3.1 m including a 0.3 m sludge storage 
at the bottom and 0.66 m freeboard. The actual height of the berms around 3 sides of Cell B are 
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Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Hauling 
 
lower than Cell A and do not seem to include the 0.66 m freeboard as stated in the C of A. To 
maintain a freeboard of 0.66 m the lagoons must be operated at a lower level than designed.  
  
The effluent level in the lagoons (specifically Cell B) was approaching the freeboard level this spring 
and operational intervention was required to maintain the freeboard of 0.66 m in Cell B, as per the C 
of A requirements. 
  
The Bayshore STP has an available 107,418 m3 of storage through the 232 day period in which the 
irrigation system does not run. Due to the limitations in irrigation, the lagoons had residual volume in 
the spring of 2023, therefore, effluent had to be hauled from the lagoons in 2023.  Based on current 
lagoon volumes, effluent will need to be hauled again this year.  We are estimating around 90,000 
cubic meters will need to be pumped and hauled away for disposal to ensure sufficient storage 
volume over the 2024 winter and to start the 2025 season with little to no residual volume.  
  


 
  
 
 
 
Alternatives 
 
Currently, there are no provisions made to discharge effluent from the lagoons, other than by spray 
irrigation.  The Township’s contingency plan for insufficient storage volume in the lagoons is to pump 
and haul the effluent away to be disposed of at an alternative treatment facility. Staff is still working on 
the possibility of using the west field for temporary irrigation, however it is undergoing further studies 
as required for the Class EA study.  That option cannot be relied upon this year for an alternate 
solution to hauling.  
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Financial Information 
 
The estimated cost for pumping and hauling effluent from the Bayshore Village lagoons to the Lagoon 
City sewage treatment plant this year is $1,534,000.00 plus HST.  This estimate is based on the rates 
that were paid in 2023.  Staff is investigating options to mitigate costs with proposed changes at the 
site which includes moving the location of where trucks fill to a straight section of road on Concession 
Road 8, investigating the installation of a loading arm from the small lagoon and/or the Township 
renting the loading pumps outside of the contractor supplying them.   
 
 
Strategic Priority Areas: 
 
Do the recommendations of this report advance the Strategic Priority Areas of the Township? 
 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No    ☑ N/A 
 
Which Priority Area(s) does this report support? 
 
 ☐ Workforce that is skilled and motivated 
 ☐ Community that is involved and engaged 
 ☑ Operations and services that are defined, prioritized and sustained 
 ☐ Growth is planned, promoted and fostered 
 
 
Recommended Action: 
That we prepare a tender for the hauling and bring back a report to COW in August.  
 
 
Reviewed By 
Approved By: Department: Status: 
Josh Kavanagh, 
Director of 
Infrastructure 


Council/COW 
Agenda Circulation 
(Staff) 


Approved - 02 Jul 
2024 


Jennifer Connor, 
Legislative & 
Community Services 
Director/Clerk 


Council/COW 
Agenda Circulation 
(Staff) 


Approved - 02 Jul 
2024 


Robin Dunn, Chief 
Administrative Officer 


Council/COW 
Agenda Circulation 
(Staff) 


Approved - 02 Jul 
2024 
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Staff Report #ID-33-24 
 

 
 
Meeting: Committee of the Whole - 09 Jul 2024 

Staff Contact: Josh Kavanagh, Director of Infrastructure 

Subject: Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Hauling 

 
 
Suggested Motion 
That Report ID-33-24 regarding hauling effluent from the Bayshore Village Sewage Works be 
received as information. 
 

 
 
Background & Discussion 
 
The purpose of this report is to notify Council that effluent will need to be pumped from the Bayshore 
Village sewage lagoons and hauled to the Lagoon City sewage treatment plant for disposal, 
beginning this fall.   
  
The reason hauling will be required this year is due to a combination of factors such as insufficient 
spray area, wet conditions, work needed in the north field and the lagoons were higher then normal 
again this spring.  The MECP raised concerns with insufficient storage volume in the lagoons and 
OCWA has provided the following information to address those concerns with the Ministry. We have 
also retained Cambium Engineering to complete a berm assessment of the lagoons to verify the 
stability of the berms to allow reduced freeboard.  
  
The Bayshore Village Sewage Works consists of two facultative lagoons (Cell A, large cell and Cell B, 
small cell) that receive and treat wastewater and a spray irrigation system that sprays effluent onto 
two fields.  
  
Under normal operation, flow is directed to Cell B from the East Pump Station in Bayshore Village.  
Cells B and A are connected by a 200mm buried pipe with a normally open control valve.  Once 
passing through Cell B, the effluent is stored to be sprayed from Cell A. 
  
The berms on Cell A are higher than Cell B on three sides, but as the cells are connected by an 
overflow pipe and buried pipe, the storage volume of Cell A is limited by the berm height of Cell B. 
The height of the berms on Cell B are approximately 0.5 m less than Cell A. A diagram of the cell 
elevations is shown below. 
  
The reduced capacity of Cell A as a result of the interconnected hydraulics between the two cells has 
not been included in the design documents. Cell B height is displayed in the Certificate of Approval as 
3.1 m. However, considering the freeboard requirement in the C of A, the operating height of Cell B is 
2.6 m. The Certificate of Approval states there is total depth of 3.1 m including a 0.3 m sludge storage 
at the bottom and 0.66 m freeboard. The actual height of the berms around 3 sides of Cell B are 
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lower than Cell A and do not seem to include the 0.66 m freeboard as stated in the C of A. To 
maintain a freeboard of 0.66 m the lagoons must be operated at a lower level than designed.  
  
The effluent level in the lagoons (specifically Cell B) was approaching the freeboard level this spring 
and operational intervention was required to maintain the freeboard of 0.66 m in Cell B, as per the C 
of A requirements. 
  
The Bayshore STP has an available 107,418 m3 of storage through the 232 day period in which the 
irrigation system does not run. Due to the limitations in irrigation, the lagoons had residual volume in 
the spring of 2023, therefore, effluent had to be hauled from the lagoons in 2023.  Based on current 
lagoon volumes, effluent will need to be hauled again this year.  We are estimating around 90,000 
cubic meters will need to be pumped and hauled away for disposal to ensure sufficient storage 
volume over the 2024 winter and to start the 2025 season with little to no residual volume.  
  

 
  
 
 
 
Alternatives 
 
Currently, there are no provisions made to discharge effluent from the lagoons, other than by spray 
irrigation.  The Township’s contingency plan for insufficient storage volume in the lagoons is to pump 
and haul the effluent away to be disposed of at an alternative treatment facility. Staff is still working on 
the possibility of using the west field for temporary irrigation, however it is undergoing further studies 
as required for the Class EA study.  That option cannot be relied upon this year for an alternate 
solution to hauling.  
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Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Hauling 
 
Financial Information 
 
The estimated cost for pumping and hauling effluent from the Bayshore Village lagoons to the Lagoon 
City sewage treatment plant this year is $1,534,000.00 plus HST.  This estimate is based on the rates 
that were paid in 2023.  Staff is investigating options to mitigate costs with proposed changes at the 
site which includes moving the location of where trucks fill to a straight section of road on Concession 
Road 8, investigating the installation of a loading arm from the small lagoon and/or the Township 
renting the loading pumps outside of the contractor supplying them.   
 
 
Strategic Priority Areas: 
 
Do the recommendations of this report advance the Strategic Priority Areas of the Township? 
 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No    ☑ N/A 
 
Which Priority Area(s) does this report support? 
 
 ☐ Workforce that is skilled and motivated 
 ☐ Community that is involved and engaged 
 ☑ Operations and services that are defined, prioritized and sustained 
 ☐ Growth is planned, promoted and fostered 
 
 
Recommended Action: 
That we prepare a tender for the hauling and bring back a report to COW in August.  
 
 
Reviewed By 
Approved By: Department: Status: 
Josh Kavanagh, 
Director of 
Infrastructure 

Council/COW 
Agenda Circulation 
(Staff) 

Approved - 02 Jul 
2024 

Jennifer Connor, 
Legislative & 
Community Services 
Director/Clerk 

Council/COW 
Agenda Circulation 
(Staff) 

Approved - 02 Jul 
2024 

Robin Dunn, Chief 
Administrative Officer 

Council/COW 
Agenda Circulation 
(Staff) 

Approved - 02 Jul 
2024 
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File 100080-2 

September 5, 2024 

Jim and June Newlands 
3456 Concession Road 8 
Ramara, Ontario   L3V 0M4 
4jfarms1996@gmail.com 

Re: Bayshore Village Effluent Disposal Class EA Update  
 Response to Comments Received 

Dear Jim and June: 

We have received and reviewed the letters and emails you sent to the Township, MECP and Tatham from 

February to July 2024, to provide comments on the Bayshore Village effluent disposal Class Environmental 

Assessment, to describe the impacts of effluent spray irrigation on your farm and your family over the 

years, and to question the operation and management of the spray irrigation system.  This correspondence 

has provided very valuable information and insight that was considered in the assessment of alternatives 

and recommendations for the preferred effluent disposal solution.   

The purpose of this letter is to provide answers to some of the questions that were asked in these letters 

and emails.  We do not have answers to all your questions but can explain some of the rationales for our 

analysis and assessments.  We trust the Class EA Update Report, which will be made available for review 

in the fall, presents solutions that adequately address the significant concerns that you clearly 

communicated.   

The Bayshore Village sewage lagoons are facultative stabilization ponds that provide biological treatment 

of the raw sewage.  Sewage treatment is brought about by aerobic, anaerobic and facultative bacteria in 

each layer of the lagoon that decompose and digest the sewage and slowly form sludge at the bottom.  

The small lagoon has sufficient operational volume to provide approximately 75 days of treatment at the 

system’s daily rated capacity, which is more than the minimum retention time typically required.  

Monitoring data on the characteristics of the small lagoon content confirm it reduces BOD and suspended 

solids by over 80% and reduces nitrogen by 50%.  The large lagoon, which exists mostly for effluent storage 

over the winter, reduces BOD further (to 90% removal) and is effective at reducing the level of phosphorus 

(to 65% removal) and nitrogen (to 89% removal).  The effluent that is spray irrigated is treated to the level 

expected of stabilization ponds.  Raw sewage from Bayshore Village that is pumped into Cell B mixes with 
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and is diluted in the content of the lagoon and is biologically treated as noted above.  The content of the 

small lagoon (Cell B) that flows into Cell A is partially treated sewage, not raw sewage.   

From the OCWA reports, we understand that in April 2024, some of the Cell B content was pumped into 

Cell A to lower the liquid level in Cell B that was too high because of rain and snow accumulation.  As the 

pump was near the transfer pipe, the pumped liquid was of the same quality as if it had normally flowed 

by gravity to Cell A.  Biological treatment in the large lagoon continued as typical and expected.  The 

situation was more critical in April 2023 when raw sewage from the Bayshore Village pumping station was 

pumped directly into Cell A to avoid overflowing Cell B.  Considering the long retention and treatment 

time in Cell A, most of the organic and nutrient content of the bypassed volume was reduced significantly 

through biological digestion and dilution in Cell A’s much larger volume.  The Cell A effluent quality data 

for May 2023 confirmed that the lagoon content was treated before spray irrigation.   

With regards to the spray irrigation rate, we cannot recommend a different rate than what is specified in 

the Certificate of Approval (C of A).  We note that the C of A maximum spray irrigation rate of 55 

m3/ha/day is defined as an average over the spray season (total volume of effluent applied to a field 

during the spray irrigation season divided by the number of days the effluent was applied to that field).  

The soil information we have reviewed from the original design, and from the in-situ soil permeability tests 

Tatham completed in December 2023, indicate that the soils in most areas of the spray fields have 

permeabilities higher than the 5.5 mm/day (55 m3/ha/day) that is allowed.  However, there is the caveat 

that the soils should dry out between applications (not be saturated when spray irrigation starts). 

Should it be necessary to operate the system outside the approved spray season (May 18 to September 

28), written approval by the MECP Barrie District Manager is required.  Although, MECP inspectors have 

conducted assessments to check compliance with provincial legislation and control documents such as 

the C of A, it remains the responsibility of the Township to ensure compliance with all applicable regulatory 

requirements.  The Council of the Township of Ramara has committed to adhering to all C of A conditions 

and requirements.  

The Class EA Update Report will recommend, for the interim period during which effluent spray irrigation 

must continue, that an as-built plan be prepared to confirm the actual area used for spray irrigation based 

on the current layout of the pipes and sprinkler heads, because as you noted, there have been many 

changes since the original surface area of the spray fields was established and approved by the MOE.  We 

note that the spray irrigation area is not just the area directly below the spray heads because 

evapotranspiration is relied on as well as infiltration in the soil.  The original design site plans show very 

little space between the areas covered by the sprinkler heads, and the calculations of spray area for design 

purposes considered the total area of the fields, rather than the sum of the areas covered by each sprinkler.     
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The original design of the system did not include any buffer areas or minimum setbacks to adjacent 

properties.  Current MECP design guidelines require them.  In the interim until spray irrigation is 

abandoned, the Class EA Update Report will recommend that sprinkler heads near the property line that 

are directly affecting the adjacent properties be shut off.  

The sewage lagoons and part of the South Field are within the modelled 5-year capture zone (WHPA-C) 

for the Bayshore Village municipal wells.  The North Field and the area west of the lagoons are outside of 

the WHPA. The lagoons and spray fields were not identified as a potential Significant Drinking Water 

Threat to the Bayshore wells.  The water quality at the municipal wells is monitored and there have been 

no water quality issues.   

Again, thank you for your contribution to the information base that was used to complete this Class EA 

project.  We look forward to your comments on the Class EA Update Report. 

Yours truly,  

Tatham Engineering Limited  

  

Suzanne Troxler, B.Eng., M.Sc., P.Eng.     

Senior Engineer  

ST:rlh  

 

copy: Josh Kavanaugh Township of Ramara jkavanaugh@township.ramara.on.ca 
 Dyana Marks Township of Ramara dmarks@township.ramara.on.ca 
 

O:\Collingwood\2000 Projects\100080\Spray Irrigation EA\2023 Update\Comments Received\Responses\L - Response to Comments - Newlands - Sept 

5.docx 
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File 100080-2 

September 5, 2024 

Mark Wainman 
3628 Concession Road 8 
Ramara, Ontario   L3V 0M4 
mhgwainman@gmail.com 

Re: Bayshore Village Effluent Disposal Class EA Update  
 Response to Comments Received 

Dear Mark: 

We have received and reviewed the letters, emails, photos and videos you sent to the Township, MECP 

and Tatham from February to June 2024, to provide background and history and express your concerns 

with the operation of the Bayshore Village spray irrigation system, describe and document the impacts of 

effluent spray irrigation on your property and your well, and provide comments on the Bayshore Village 

effluent disposal Class Environmental Assessment.  This correspondence has provided very valuable 

information and insight that was considered in the assessment of alternatives and recommendations for 

the preferred effluent disposal solution.   

The purpose of this letter is to address some of the questions and comments that were asked in these 

letters and emails.  We do not have answers to all your questions but can explain some of the rationales 

for our analysis and assessments.  We trust the Class EA Update Report, which will be made available for 

review in the fall, presents solutions that adequately address the significant concerns that you clearly 

communicated.   

The Class EA process requires a comparison of potential solutions, including Do Nothing.  For this project, 

alternate solutions had to be compared with the alternative of continuing with spray irrigation, for an 

informed evaluation and determination of the preferred solution.   

Our analysis was based on information available from Township and OCWA reports including the historical 

number of spray days.  We understand that closer adherence to the Performance Conditions of the 

Certificate of Approval may have resulted in fewer or shorter spray days each season.  

Regarding the treatment of sewage, the Bayshore Village sewage lagoons are facultative stabilization 

ponds that provide biological treatment of the raw sewage.  Sewage treatment is brought about by 

aerobic, anaerobic and facultative bacteria in each layer of the lagoon that decompose and digest the 
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sewage and slowly form sludge at the bottom.  The small lagoon has sufficient operational volume to 

provide approximately 75 days of treatment at the system’s daily rated capacity, which is more than the 

minimum retention time typically required.  Monitoring data on the characteristics of the small lagoon 

content confirm it reduces BOD and suspended solids by over 80% and reduces nitrogen by 50%.  The large 

lagoon, which exists mostly for effluent storage over the winter, reduces BOD further (to 90% removal) 

and is effective at reducing the level of phosphorus (to 65% removal) and nitrogen (to 89% removal).  The 

effluent that is spray irrigated is treated to the level expected of stabilization ponds.  Raw sewage from 

Bayshore Village that is pumped into Cell B mixes with and is diluted in the content of the lagoon and is 

biologically treated as noted above.  The content of the small lagoon (Cell B) that flows into Cell A is 

partially treated sewage, not raw sewage.   

From the OCWA reports, we understand that in April 2024, some of the Cell B content was pumped into 

Cell A to lower the liquid level in Cell B that was too high because of rain and snow accumulation.  As the 

pump was near the transfer pipe, the pumped liquid was of the same quality as if it had normally flowed 

by gravity to Cell A.  Biological treatment in the large lagoon continued as typical and expected.  The 

situation was more critical in April 2023 when raw sewage from the Bayshore Village pumping station was 

pumped directly into Cell A to avoid overflowing Cell B.  Considering the long retention and treatment 

time in Cell A, most of the organic and nutrient content of the bypassed volume was reduced significantly 

through biological digestion and dilution in Cell A’s much larger volume.  The Cell A effluent quality data 

for May 2023 confirmed that the lagoon content was treated before spray irrigation.   

We understand, based on your and Jim Newlands’ observations, that there have been many changes to 

the spray irrigation setup since the original surface area of the spray fields was established and approved 

by the MOE.  As many, and different, estimates of the current spray field area have been calculated and 

presented, it is our recommendation that the actual area be confirmed before the 2025 spray irrigation 

season to better assess if the effluent volume applied meets the C of A criteria.  The report will recommend 

an as-built plan be prepared to show the current layout of the pipes and sprinkler heads, and actual spray 

field area.       

The original design of the system did not include any buffer areas or minimum setbacks to adjacent 

properties, as currently included in MECP design guidelines.  In the interim until spray irrigation is 

abandoned, the Class EA Update Report will recommend that sprinkler heads near the property lines that 

are directly affecting the adjacent properties be shut off.   

The Township of Ramara has committed to adhering to the C of A conditions as well as on site supervision 

of the spray irrigation operation, to minimize the potential for runoff from the Township property.  It is the 

intent that with proper supervision, the potential for runoff, unaddressed broken pipes, and operation in 
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ground and weather conditions that do not comply with the C of A requirements, will be minimized if not 

absent in the next spray season.    

Again, thank you for your contribution to the information base that was used to complete this Class EA 

project.  We look forward to your comments on the draft report. 

Yours truly,  

Tatham Engineering Limited  

  

Suzanne Troxler, B.Eng., M.Sc., P.Eng.     

Senior Engineer  

ST:rlh  

 

copy: Josh Kavanaugh Township of Ramara jkavanaugh@township.ramara.on.ca 
 Dyana Marks Township of Ramara dmarks@township.ramara.on.ca 
 

O:\Collingwood\2000 Projects\100080\Spray Irrigation EA\2023 Update\Comments Received\Responses\L - Response to Comments - Mark Wainman - Sept 

5 2024.docx 
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Sent:

Coordinator LRC HSM
Suzanne Troxler
jkavanagh@ramara.ca
Municipal Class EA for Effluent Spray Irrigation System
5/14/2024 1:18:23 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

Good Afternoon,

Thank you for including the Historic Saugeen Métis (HSM) in your consultation efforts via mailed letter regarding the Bayshore Village
Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class EA Update. While HSM is pleased to be considered, unfortunately the project is well
beyond the boundaries of the traditional harvesting territory of the Historic Saugeen Métis, and as such, we cannot provide comments on
the project. 

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards, 

Georgia Lumley

Coordinator, Lands, Waters & Consultation 
Historic Saugeen Métis
204 High Street 
Southampton, ON
saugeenmetis.com
519.483.4000

This message is intended for the addressees only. It may contain confidential or privileged information. No rights to privilege have been waived. Any copying, retransmittal, taking of
action in reliance on, or other use of the information in this communication by persons other than the intended recipients(s) is prohibited. If you have received this message in error,
please reply to the sender by e-mail and delete or destroy all copies of this message.

mailto:hsmlrcc@bmts.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fsaugeenmetis.com&c=E,1,JcFFuQHci-GxviizC8hGHqF8xEWZIuNhUU05XsV2dw1oWWfSGVYCHpKvLF_EgtMyD8xBFNwIl5bwsWDOn5yFX13kU6QCXvZnF2RxQaR0CAdmUwnbxwyvPZI4Dw,,&typo=1


From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Sent:

EA Notices to CRegion (MECP)
Emily Park; Suzanne Troxler;
jkavanagh@ramara.ca; DMarks@ramara.ca; Brad Laking;
RE: Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class EA Update - Notice of Public Information Centre (Tatham
File No. 100080)
5/21/2024 3:00:28 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 

mailto:eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca
mailto:epark@tathameng.com
mailto:stroxler@tathameng.com
mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
mailto:DMarks@ramara.ca
mailto:blaking@tathameng.com


Hi Emily,
 
Thanks so much for sending along the Notice of PIC for the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class EA. We’ve
filed it for our records.
 
Kind regards,
 
Krish Selvakumar, MFC (he/him) 
Environmental Resource Planner/Assessment Coordinator
Environmental Assessment Services Section 
Environmental Assessment Branch  
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
T: (437) 240-5922 | krishna.selvakumar@ontario.ca

 
From: Emily Park <epark@tathameng.com> 

 Sent: May 7, 2024 1:17 PM
 To: Emily Park <epark@tathameng.com>; Suzanne Troxler <stroxler@tathameng.com>

 Cc: jkavanagh@ramara.ca; DMarks@ramara.ca; Brad Laking <blaking@tathameng.com>
 Subject: Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class EA Update - Notice of Public Information Centre (Tatham File No. 100080)

 
CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.

Good afternoon,
 
The Township of Ramara is hosting a Public Information Centre on May 22, 2024, for the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray
Irrigation System Municipal Class EA update.  Please find attached the Notice of Public Information Centre.
 
We welcome all questions, concerns, and input as we proceed with the study.
 
Please advise if further notices and communications should be sent to a different contact within your organization of if you do
not want to receive any further notices of this study.
 
Thank you,
 
Emily Park

Emily Park   EIT
 Engineering Intern

 
epark@tathameng.com

 41 King Street, Unit 4, Barrie, Ontario   L4N 6B5

 tathameng.com           

TELEPHONE SERVICE DISRUPTION NOTICE Please contact Tatham staff members by email or direct cell phone number, or call 705-888-1638 to
speak to reception or accounting. Service is expected to resume shortly. We apologize for the inconvenience.

This email may contain confidential and/or privileged information for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by
others is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please contact the sender and delete all copies. 

 
Tatham Engineering's agreement to transfer digital documents electronically or otherwise is made under the following conditions: 1
Electronic documents made available by Tatham Engineering are supplied for the recipient's use only under authorization from the
current owner and with consent of Tatham Engineering. It is the responsibility of the recipient to determine the accuracy, completeness
and the appropriateness of the information provided. 2. It is agreed that only those hard copy documents bearing the professional seal
and signature of the Tatham Engineering project engineer will govern the work of the project. In the event of any dispute concerning an
electronic document, the appropriately dated hard copy will be the document used by Tatham Engineering to govern and resolve the
dispute. 
 

mailto:krishna.selvakumar@ontario.ca
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.tathameng.com%2f&c=E,1,zx--fZoLVRz5ump_jyPVZeoYVQDLxj7h-sBdSURPDx50i76t6DDdCVVA31LRrlNrAl_ts1uBoC9grwfXZ4IDJbFHfm42FkFeCTuMHUCrP6Iob8Bl&typo=1
mailto:epark@tathameng.com
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.tathameng.com%2f&c=E,1,gFpeTeCY88Z7LY5ePXjNSPRawLNPMGNal24Js6DEY3slEpy8I2ts58Z9D0-NKhm-pcE6SavJUu92Z5TCmseTpd9TXnKhu-X07Q5lqyMp3u8,&typo=1
https://www.linkedin.com/company/2979853/admin/
https://www.instagram.com/TathamEngineering/
https://www.facebook.com/TathamEngineering
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.tathameng.com%2fcareers%2f&c=E,1,u_O6uMhl4vJ_0bjkDgz7cBZfgRC61gB61bftT6jgeQ22LRdpoheUIP-uBgaHS3R5RIo0HvFxLvcvdU48yiFSDGGzE0aDKXwgmnODFC7ouwxYnhDeFGs,&typo=1


   
 

   
 

Ministry of Citizenship 
and Multiculturalism 

Heritage Planning Unit 
Heritage Branch 
Citizenship, Inclusion and 
Heritage Division 
5th Flr, 400 University Ave 
Tel.:  416-301-4797 

 

Ministère des Affaires civiques 
et du Multiculturalisme 

Unité de la planification relative au 
patrimoine 
Direction du patrimoine 
Division des affaires civiques, de 
l’inclusion et du patrimoine 
Tél.:  416-3101-4797 

 

 

 
June 5, 2024        EMAIL ONLY  
 
Josh Kavanagh 
Director of Infrastructure 
Township of Ramara  
2297 Highway 12 
Brechin, ON L0K 1B0 
jkavanagh@ramara.ca  
 
MCM File : 0020971 
Proponent : Township of Ramara  
Subject : Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Update – Schedule B – 

Public Information Centre  
Project : Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System  
Location : Township of Ramara, Simcoe County  

 
 
Dear Josh Kavanagh:  
 
Thank you for providing the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM) with the notice of 
Public Information Centre for the above-referenced project.  

MCM’s interest in this project relates to its mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage, 
which includes: 

• archaeological resources, including land and marine; 
• built heritage resources, including bridges and monuments; and 
• cultural heritage landscapes. 

Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact on 
known (previously recognized) and potential cultural heritage resources. 
 
Project Summary 
The Township of Ramara is updating the Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) that was 
previously completed in 2017 for the effluent spray irrigation system at the Bayshore Village 
Sewage Works. Treated effluent from the Bayshore Village sewage treatment lagoons is spray 
irrigated on two fields near Concession Road 8 and Sideroad 20. The Class EA is updating the 
evaluation of alternatives for effluent disposal to address current capacity and operational issues. 

mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca
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The Class EA update follows the Schedule B requirements of the Municipal Engineers Association 
(MEA) Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. 
 
Identifying Cultural Heritage Resources 
While some cultural heritage resources may have already been formally identified, others may be 
identified through screening and evaluation.  
 
Archaeological Resources  
Our records indicate that a Stage 1 archaeological assessment (AA) (under Project Information 
Form number P439-0197-2024) has been completed for this project. The Stage 1 report has been 
entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports. The Stage 1 report 
recommended Stage 2 AA for the entirety of the study area. Our records indicate that the Stage 
2 AA has been initiated under Project Information Form number P1059-0151-2024.  
 
Please note that archaeological concerns have not been fully addressed until reports have been 
entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports where those reports 
recommend that:  

1. the archaeological assessment of the project area is complete and  
2. all archaeological sites identified by the assessment are either of no further cultural 

heritage value or interest (as per Section 48(3) of the Ontario Heritage Act) or that 
mitigation of impacts has been accomplished through excavation or an avoidance and 
protection strategy.  

 
Proponents should wait to receive the MCM’s review letter indicating that the report(s) has been 
entered into the Register before issuing a decision or proceeding with any ground disturbing 
activities. 
 
Proponents must follow the recommendations of the archaeological assessment report(s). MCM 
recommends that further stages of archaeological assessment (if recommended) be undertaken 
as early as possible during detailed design and prior to any ground disturbing activities. 
 
Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
This EA project may impact built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. Please 
advise whether the study area has been screened for built heritage resources or cultural heritage 
landscapes and/or is the subject of a cultural heritage assessment. If technical cultural heritage 
studies have been previously undertaken for this study area, please send us an electronic copy 
of the study(ies).  
 
If the study area, including any temporary roads, detours or work areas associated with the 
project,  has not been previously screened or assessed, then the Ministry’s Criteria for Evaluating 
Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes should be completed to 
help determine whether this EA project may impact known or potential built heritage resources 
and/or cultural heritage landscapes.  
 
If there is potential for built heritage resources and/or cultural heritage landscapes within the 
project area, then a Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact 
Assessment should be undertaken for the entire study area during the planning phase and will be 
summarized in the EA Report. This study will:  
 

1. Describe the existing baseline cultural heritage conditions within the study area by 
identifying all known or potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes, 
including a historical summary of the study area. The Ministry has developed screening 

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
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criteria that may assist with this exercise: Criteria for Evaluating for Potential Built Heritage 
Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes.   

 
2. Identify preliminary potential project-specific impacts on the known and potential built 

heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes that have been identified. The report 
should include a description of the anticipated impact to each known or potential built 
heritage resource or cultural heritage landscape that has been identified.    
 

3. Recommend measures to avoid or mitigate potential negative impacts to known or 
potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. The proposed 
mitigation measures are to inform the next steps of project planning and design.  

    
Given that this project covers a large study area, MCM recommends that the Cultural Heritage 
Report is carried out so that step 1 described above is undertaken early in the planning process. 
Then, steps 2 and 3 can be undertaken once the preferred alternatives have been selected. 
 
Cultural Heritage Reports will be undertaken by a qualified person who has expertise, recent 
experience, and knowledge relevant to the type of cultural heritage resources being considered 
and the nature of the activity being proposed. 
 
Community input should be sought to identify locally recognized and potential cultural heritage 
resources. Sources include, but are not limited to, municipal heritage committees, historical 
societies and other local heritage organizations. 
 
Cultural heritage resources are often of critical importance to Indigenous communities. Indigenous 
communities may have knowledge that can contribute to the identification of cultural heritage 
resources, and we suggest that any engagement with Indigenous communities includes a 
discussion about known or potential cultural heritage resources that are of value to them. 
 
Environmental Assessment Reporting 
All technical cultural heritage studies and their recommendations are to be addressed and 
incorporated into EA projects. Please advise MCM whether any technical cultural heritage studies 
will be completed for this EA project, and provide them to MCM before issuing a Notice of 
Completion or commencing any work on the site. If screening has identified no known or potential 
cultural heritage resources, or no impacts to these resources, please include the completed 
checklists and supporting documentation in the EA report or file.  
 
Please note that the responsibility for administration of the Ontario Heritage Act and matters 
related to cultural heritage have been transferred from the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport 
(MTCS) to the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM). Individual staff roles and 
contact information remain unchanged. Please continue to send any notices, report and/or 
documentation via email only to both Karla Barboza and myself.  

• Karla Barboza, Team Lead - Heritage | Heritage Planning Unit (Citizenship and 
Multiculturalism) | 416-660-1027 | karla.barboza@ontario.ca 

• Liam Smythe, Heritage Planner | Heritage Planning Unit (Citizenship and Multiculturalism) | 
416-301-4797 | Liam.Smythe@ontario.ca  

Thank you for consulting MCM on this project and please continue to do so throughout the EA 
process. If you have any questions or require clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
mailto:karla.barboza@ontario.ca
mailto:Liam.Smythe@ontario.ca
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Liam Smythe  
Heritage Planner 
Liam.Smythe@ontario.ca  
 
Copied to: Emily Park, Tatham Engineering 

  Suzanne Troxler, Tatham Engineering 
  Brad Laking, Tatham Engineering 
  Dyana Marks, Township of Ramara 
  Karla Barboza, MCM 
 

It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or file 
is accurate.  The Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM) makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, 
accuracy or quality of the any checklists, reports or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way 
shall MCM  be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or 
supporting documents are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.  

Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be a new archaeological site and therefore 
subject to Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources must cease 
alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to carry out an archaeological assessment, in 
compliance with Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 
The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 requires that any person discovering human remains must 
cease all activities immediately and notify the police or coroner. If the coroner does not suspect foul play in the disposition of the 
remains, in accordance with Ontario Regulation 30/11 the coroner shall notify the Registrar, Ontario Ministry of Public and Business 
Service Delivery, which administers provisions of that Act related to burial sites. In situations where human remains are associated 
with archaeological resources, the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism should also be notified (at archaeology@ontario.ca) to 
ensure that the archaeological site is not subject to unlicensed alterations which would be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act.  

 

 



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:
Sent:

Simcoe County Federation of Agriculture
jkavanagh@ramara.ca; Suzanne Troxler;
Source Water Chair Lynn Dollin:; b.thompson@lsrca.on.ca; mhgwainman@gmail.com; 4jfarms1996@gmail.com;
Minister.mecp@ontario.ca; sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca; Leah Emms; Paul Maurice;
Municipal Class EA letter
Bayshore village EA letter 2024.docx
6/6/2024 9:52:22 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 Dear Mr. Kavanagh and Ms. Troxler,
 
The SCFA would like to share a letter with regards to the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental
assessment. 
 
Thank you for your time,
 
Nicole Cross
Office Administrator
Simcoe County Federation of Agriculture
 
 
This communication is for use by the intended recipient and contains information that may be Privileged, confidential or copyrighted under
applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby formally notified that any use, copying or distribution of this e-mail,in whole
or in part, is strictly prohibited. Please notify the sender by return e-mail and delete this e-mail from your system.
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Josh Kavanagh

Township of Ramara

Director of Infrastructure

jkavanagh@ramara.ca    



Suzanne Troxler, P. Eng.

Tatham Engineering

Senior Engineer

stroxler@tathameng.com 







Re:	Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 





The Simcoe County Federation of Agriculture (SCFA) is one of 52 county and regional federations supported by the Ontario Federation of Agriculture across the province. We strive to develop and consolidate farmers’ positions for the protection and promotion of activities with the County of Simcoe and the municipalities which will improve the welfare of the farmer and the agriculture industry. We also bring the viewpoints and concerns of our membership to the Ontario Federation of Agriculture (OFA) as well as facilitate the spread of information of concern within the agriculture industry to all farmers in the county. Ultimately, the SCFA primary goal is to advocates on behalf of farm families in Simcoe County on local agricultural issues.

























We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments to the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. 



We are very pleased to see that the “Do Nothing option has been eliminated from further consideration.  Continuing with the status quo is not an option.  The current approach of spraying effluent on nearby fields for disposal through evapotranspiration and infiltration is causing significant negative impacts on neighbouring farmers, and this cannot be permitted to continue. This current system has not been operated according to the legally binding conditions of the environmental approvals, and this legacy must not be handed over to a new system. There is a long history of complaints and non-compliance issues left unaddressed, so trust must also be rebuilt with the surrounding community.



Ultimately, we believe the most environmentally sound, long-term solution is to process the sewage from Bayshore Village in an appropriate wastewater treatment plant with a tertiary-level or greater treatment system. 



Any solution chosen for addressing the sewage from Bayshore Village through the current Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) process must ensure long term protection from pollution to neighbouring properties, ground and surface water, and the environment. The long-term solution must also consider the damage and degradation of the existing spray fields and minimize, if not eliminate, their use for application in the future. 



We have significant concerns about the continued use of spray irrigation of effluent. This is an antiquated approach to the disposal of sewage effluent. While it may have been a common practice in the 1980’s when this system was originally developed, that is no longer the case. It is crucial that Ramara Township hold themselves accountable for utilizing the technology and knowledge available to them, to move beyond a ‘reduced potential for run-off, negative impacts to surface water and aerosols’ minimum approach to wastewater disposal, and to select a long term, viable option that encompasses modern, responsible wastewater treatment practices that are protective of human health and the environment.



Any new treatment system must be diligent in providing appropriate levels of wastewater stabilization.  For instance, the proposed addition of UV treatment noted in a few alternatives under consideration must involve installation of approved infrastructure that provides measurable UV disinfection of wastewater effluent. The effect of UV as sunlight on the existing lagoons is not a viable UV treatment.





















The system that is implemented must also include assurances that oversight and monitoring will be critical components, and that approval conditions will be enforced. The system must run as designed, and every spill must be reported and appropriately rectified.  The lapses in compliance that have occurred in the existing system, which have caused significant economic and quality of life impacts to neighbours, must not be repeated. 



It has been stated that “additional field investigations (archaeological, geotechnical)” are taking place on the West field to investigate viability.   We also request hydrogeological studies be completed on all fields/sites that are considered for use for this project.  This is critical to ensure the protection of water sources, including the private well water used for households in the area. SCFA would also like assurances that any new solutions or approaches are consistent with local source water protection policies.



The presentation at the Public Information Centre Update held May 22, 2024, referenced that precipitation patterns and quantities have changed since the existing system was originally designed. There is a history of the spray effluent fields not being able to accommodate the application and volume dating at least back to 1996 when an extension to the spray season was granted by amendment to the Certificate of Approval. Despite significant efforts to reduce the sewage generated in Bayshore Village, we believe that the system must be designed with spare capacity, to account for these changing precipitation patterns along with the potential future increases to the population served by this system. In addition to this spare capacity, there must also be viable, detailed contingency plans.



Since this Class EA is updating and finalizing efforts from 2017, time is of the essence. Little has been done to move the issues identified with the spray effluent treatment approach since 2017. It is imperative that Ramara Township expedite implementation of a preferred solution that addresses the long-standing issues with the existing system, while providing responsible wastewater treatment for the long term.





SCFA is also concerned about the operation of the existing spray effluent system in the interim, until the new system is implemented and functional.  The slide deck presented on May 22, 2024, stated that, in the interim, the Township is committed to:





















· Operate the spray fields in strict compliance with the Certificate of Approval

· Supervise the spray irrigation operation as per MECP requirements

· Repair piping and adjust spray heads in spray fields as needed

· Continue sanitary sewer repairs in Bayshore Village

· Implement the contingency plan (haulage) if needed



While we are supportive of these compliance measures, we believe they do not go far enough. Tatham Engineering very clearly states that the “soils appear to have become compacted and to have less infiltration capacity” and that “the system was designed with the basis that there would be less rain than has been in the last 10 years – so there has been change over time of the soil, of the weather…”  These changes in climatic conditions, along with mismanagement of the spray effluent application, have in turn negatively impacted the ability of the system to function as designed.  



Tatham Engineering reports also demonstrate that the spray effluent system is not operating as designed, specifically with respect to spare capacity so that fields can be taken out of service for aeration/tilling, spraying for short periods of time daily to not exceed soil absorptive capacity, varying application rates to accommodate soil hydraulic capacity to prevent runoff and ponding and fulltime oversight to monitor and respond immediately to incidences of ponding, pooling or runoff. Instead, one maximum application rate is applied to all fields concurrently, for seven to eight hours per day, and with no full-time oversight. 



Further, extension of the spray effluent season is regularly requested, as the volume of wastewater cannot reasonably be managed during the approved spray period of May 18 through September 28 annually. Requests for relief from the spray application season can be traced back to 1996, the year the current Certificate of Approval was issued.



The need for an extended spray season is exacerbated by a lack of reserve capacity in the current lagoon operating system. While recent efforts to decrease flow through inflow and infiltration work are appreciated, there is still a lack of capacity to achieve appropriate lagoon retention time, ensuring treatment and stabilization of wastewater prior to spraying, and to store effluent on an annual basis.



Every effort must be made to ensure that the current negative impacts to neighboring properties are eliminated immediately and to bring the system into operational compliance. This includes the use of the haulage contingency plan, as needed. 

























In addition to full compliance with the Certificate of Approval and Environmental Compliance Approval, it is critical that compliance with any source water protection requirements is also demonstrated and enforced. 



The Simcoe County Federation of Agriculture welcomes any opportunity to discuss our concerns and recommendations in further detail.  We trust that our opinions will be given due consideration in the decision-making process. 





Sincerely, 



[image: ]





Dave Ritchie 

President of the Simcoe County Federation of Agriculture 





Cc:  	MECP Minister’s Office – Minister.mecp@ontario.ca

MECP Barrie District Office - sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca

Lynn Dollin, Chair, South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Region Source Protection Committee

Bill Thompson, Manager Watershed Plans and Strategies, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority

Mark Wainman 

Jim and June Newlands
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1110 Highway 26 Midhurst ON L9X 1N6 

(705) 726-9300 ext. 1224 
simcty.fed.agriculture@outlook.com 

 

 June 7, 2024 
 
Josh Kavanagh 
Township of Ramara 
Director of Infrastructure 
jkavanagh@ramara.ca     
 
Suzanne Troxler, P. Eng. 
Tatham Engineering 
Senior Engineer 
stroxler@tathameng.com  
 
 
 
Re: Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment  
 
 
The Simcoe County Federation of Agriculture (SCFA) is one of 52 county and regional federations 

supported by the Ontario Federation of Agriculture across the province. We strive to develop and 

consolidate farmers’ positions for the protection and promotion of activities with the County of Simcoe 

and the municipalities which will improve the welfare of the farmer and the agriculture industry. We 

also bring the viewpoints and concerns of our membership to the Ontario Federation of Agriculture 

(OFA) as well as facilitate the spread of information of concern within the agriculture industry to all 

farmers in the county. Ultimately, the SCFA primary goal is to advocates on behalf of farm families in 

Simcoe County on local agricultural issues. 
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments to the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray 
Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment.  
 
We are very pleased to see that the “Do Nothing option has been eliminated from further consideration.  
Continuing with the status quo is not an option.  The current approach of spraying effluent on nearby 
fields for disposal through evapotranspiration and infiltration is causing significant negative impacts on 
neighbouring farmers, and this cannot be permitted to continue. This current system has not been 
operated according to the legally binding conditions of the environmental approvals, and this legacy 
must not be handed over to a new system. There is a long history of complaints and non-compliance 
issues left unaddressed, so trust must also be rebuilt with the surrounding community. 
 
Ultimately, we believe the most environmentally sound, long-term solution is to process the sewage 
from Bayshore Village in an appropriate wastewater treatment plant with a tertiary-level or greater 
treatment system.  
 
Any solution chosen for addressing the sewage from Bayshore Village through the current Class 
Environmental Assessment (Class EA) process must ensure long term protection from pollution to 
neighbouring properties, ground and surface water, and the environment. The long-term solution must 
also consider the damage and degradation of the existing spray fields and minimize, if not eliminate, 
their use for application in the future.  
 
We have significant concerns about the continued use of spray irrigation of effluent. This is an 
antiquated approach to the disposal of sewage effluent. While it may have been a common practice in 
the 1980’s when this system was originally developed, that is no longer the case. It is crucial that 
Ramara Township hold themselves accountable for utilizing the technology and knowledge available to 
them, to move beyond a ‘reduced potential for run-off, negative impacts to surface water and aerosols’ 
minimum approach to wastewater disposal, and to select a long term, viable option that encompasses 
modern, responsible wastewater treatment practices that are protective of human health and the 
environment. 
 
Any new treatment system must be diligent in providing appropriate levels of wastewater stabilization.  
For instance, the proposed addition of UV treatment noted in a few alternatives under consideration 
must involve installation of approved infrastructure that provides measurable UV disinfection of 
wastewater effluent. The effect of UV as sunlight on the existing lagoons is not a viable UV treatment. 
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The system that is implemented must also include assurances that oversight and monitoring will be 
critical components, and that approval conditions will be enforced. The system must run as designed, 
and every spill must be reported and appropriately rectified.  The lapses in compliance that have 
occurred in the existing system, which have caused significant economic and quality of life impacts to 
neighbours, must not be repeated.  
 
It has been stated that “additional field investigations (archaeological, geotechnical)” are taking place on 
the West field to investigate viability.   We also request hydrogeological studies be completed on all 
fields/sites that are considered for use for this project.  This is critical to ensure the protection of water 
sources, including the private well water used for households in the area. SCFA would also like 
assurances that any new solutions or approaches are consistent with local source water protection 
policies. 
 
The presentation at the Public Information Centre Update held May 22, 2024, referenced that 
precipitation patterns and quantities have changed since the existing system was originally designed. 
There is a history of the spray effluent fields not being able to accommodate the application and volume 
dating at least back to 1996 when an extension to the spray season was granted by amendment to the 
Certificate of Approval. Despite significant efforts to reduce the sewage generated in Bayshore Village, 
we believe that the system must be designed with spare capacity, to account for these changing 
precipitation patterns along with the potential future increases to the population served by this system. 
In addition to this spare capacity, there must also be viable, detailed contingency plans. 
 
Since this Class EA is updating and finalizing efforts from 2017, time is of the essence. Little has been 
done to move the issues identified with the spray effluent treatment approach since 2017. It is 
imperative that Ramara Township expedite implementation of a preferred solution that addresses the 
long-standing issues with the existing system, while providing responsible wastewater treatment for the 
long term. 
 
 
SCFA is also concerned about the operation of the existing spray effluent system in the interim, until the 
new system is implemented and functional.  The slide deck presented on May 22, 2024, stated that, in 
the interim, the Township is committed to: 
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• Operate the spray fields in strict compliance with the Certificate of Approval 

• Supervise the spray irrigation operation as per MECP requirements 

• Repair piping and adjust spray heads in spray fields as needed 

• Continue sanitary sewer repairs in Bayshore Village 

• Implement the contingency plan (haulage) if needed 
 
While we are supportive of these compliance measures, we believe they do not go far enough. Tatham 
Engineering very clearly states that the “soils appear to have become compacted and to have less 
infiltration capacity” and that “the system was designed with the basis that there would be less rain 
than has been in the last 10 years – so there has been change over time of the soil, of the weather…”  
These changes in climatic conditions, along with mismanagement of the spray effluent application, have 
in turn negatively impacted the ability of the system to function as designed.   
 
Tatham Engineering reports also demonstrate that the spray effluent system is not operating as 
designed, specifically with respect to spare capacity so that fields can be taken out of service for 
aeration/tilling, spraying for short periods of time daily to not exceed soil absorptive capacity, varying 
application rates to accommodate soil hydraulic capacity to prevent runoff and ponding and fulltime 
oversight to monitor and respond immediately to incidences of ponding, pooling or runoff. Instead, one 
maximum application rate is applied to all fields concurrently, for seven to eight hours per day, and with 
no full-time oversight.  
 
Further, extension of the spray effluent season is regularly requested, as the volume of wastewater 
cannot reasonably be managed during the approved spray period of May 18 through September 28 
annually. Requests for relief from the spray application season can be traced back to 1996, the year the 
current Certificate of Approval was issued. 
 
The need for an extended spray season is exacerbated by a lack of reserve capacity in the current lagoon 
operating system. While recent efforts to decrease flow through inflow and infiltration work are 
appreciated, there is still a lack of capacity to achieve appropriate lagoon retention time, ensuring 
treatment and stabilization of wastewater prior to spraying, and to store effluent on an annual basis. 
 
Every effort must be made to ensure that the current negative impacts to neighboring properties are 
eliminated immediately and to bring the system into operational compliance. This includes the use of 
the haulage contingency plan, as needed.  
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In addition to full compliance with the Certificate of Approval and Environmental Compliance Approval, 
it is critical that compliance with any source water protection requirements is also demonstrated and 
enforced.  
 
The Simcoe County Federation of Agriculture welcomes any opportunity to discuss our concerns and 
recommendations in further detail.  We trust that our opinions will be given due consideration in the 
decision-making process.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
 
Dave Ritchie  
President of the Simcoe County Federation of Agriculture  
 
 
Cc:   MECP Minister’s Office – Minister.mecp@ontario.ca 

MECP Barrie District Office - sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca 
Lynn Dollin, Chair, South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Region Source Protection Committee 
Bill Thompson, Manager Watershed Plans and Strategies, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation 
Authority 
Mark Wainman  
Jim and June Newlands 

mailto:Minister.mecp@ontario.ca
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junewlands@gmail.com; Sebastian.Bonham-Carter@ontario.ca; sheri.broeckel@ontario.ca;
Beef Farmers of Ontario Submission to Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Tatham Engineering or Envision-Tatham. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you know the sender and have verified the sender’s email address and know the content is safe.

 Hi Josh and Suzanne,
 
Please find Beef Farmers of Ontario’s submission to the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment attached.
 
Best Regards,
Darby
 

 
 

 

 

Darby Wheeler
Policy Advisor
Beef Farmers of Ontario
 

Phone 519.824.0334  Mobile 613.360.4020
Web www.ontariobeef.com | www.ontbeef.ca
Email darby@ontariobeef.com
130 Malcolm Road, Guelph, ON N1K 1B1

If you're in need of support, please reach out to the Farmer Wellness Initiative - from the tractor, from the barn, or from
the house after the sun sets on another long day. Call 1-866-267-6255 or visit www.farmerwellnessinitiative.ca.
Accessible 24 hours a day, seven days a week, every day of the year.
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June 7, 2024 
 
 
Josh Kavanagh 
Township of Ramara 
Director of Infrastructure 
jkavanagh@ramara.ca     
 
Suzanne Troxler, P. Eng. 
Tatham Engineering 
Senior Engineer 
stroxler@tathameng.com 
 
 
Dear Josh Kavanagh and Suzanne Troxler, 
 
Re:         Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
 
Beef Farmers of Ontario (BFO) appreciates the opportunity to provide our comments to the 
Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. 
BFO represents the 19,000 beef farmers in Ontario by advocating in the areas of sustainability, 
animal health and care, environment, food safety, and domestic and export market development. 
 
BFO is providing our comments to the Township of Ramara’s Class Environmental Assessment as 
this matter has been brought to our attention by BFO members with farms neighbouring the 
effluent spray fields. Our members have communicated their serious concerns with the current 
process, the negative impacts to their properties, especially to their farmland, and health concerns 
for their families and their livestock.  
 
Continuing on with the current effluent spray process is unacceptable. We were pleased to see in 
the Public Information Centre (PIC) Update presentation Problem Statement that public concerns 
with runoff and impacts on humans, farm animals, aerosols and drainage were referenced. We are 
also very pleased to see that the “Do Nothing” option, as presented during the session, will not be 
an option considered moving forward. The current system has not been operated according to the 
legally binding conditions of the environmental approvals and a new system must address these 
issues. There is a long history of complaints and non-compliance issues that have been left 
unaddressed and trust must be rebuilt with impacted stakeholders. 
 
We strongly believe the most environmentally sound, long-term solution is to process the 
sewage from Bayshore Village in an appropriate wastewater treatment plant with a tertiary-
level or greater treatment system.  
 
Any solution chosen for addressing the sewage from Bayshore Village through the current Class 
Environmental Assessment process must ensure long term protection from pollution to 
neighbouring properties, ground and surface water, and the environment. The long-term solution 







 


must also consider the damage and degradation of the existing spray fields and minimize, if not 
eliminate, their use for application in the future.  
 
We have significant concerns about the continued use of spray irrigation of effluent. This is an 
outdated approach to the disposal of sewage effluent and it is crucial the Township of Ramara 
select a long term, viable option that encompasses modern, responsible wastewater treatment 
practices that are protective of human health and the environment. 
 
Compliance issues that have occurred with the existing system, which have caused significant 
economic and quality of life impacts to neighbours, must not be repeated. The new system that is 
implemented must also include assurances that oversight and monitoring will be critical 
components, and that approval conditions will be enforced. 
 
It has been stated that “additional field investigations (archaeological, geotechnical)” are taking 
place on the West field to investigate viability.   We also request hydrogeological studies be 
completed on all fields/sites that are considered for use for this project.  This is critical to ensure 
the protection of water sources, including the private well water used for households in the area.  
 
The presentation at the PIC referenced precipitation patterns and quantities have changed since 
the existing system was originally designed. There is a history of the spray effluent fields not being 
able to accommodate the application and volume dating at least back to 1996 when an extension 
to the spray season was granted by amendment to the Certificate of Approval. Despite significant 
efforts to reduce the sewage generated in Bayshore Village, we believe the system must be 
designed with spare capacity, to account for these changing precipitation patterns along with the 
potential future increases to the population served by this system. In addition to this spare 
capacity, there must also be viable, detailed contingency plans. 
 
Issues with the spraying of effluent on the fields and impacts to neighbouring property owners is 
longstanding. It is imperative the Township expedite implementation of a preferred solution that 
addresses the longstanding issues with the existing system, while providing responsible 
wastewater treatment for the long term. 
 
Concerns have also been expressed about what will be done in the interim to address these 
longstanding issues. The interim plan, as presented during the PIC stated: 
• Operate the spray fields in strict compliance with the Certificate of Approval 
• Supervise the spray irrigation operation as per MECP requirements 
• Repair piping and adjust spray heads in spray fields as needed 
• Continue sanitary sewer repairs in Bayshore Village 
• Implement the contingency plan (haulage) if needed 
 
We believe these actions do not go far enough. As presented during the PIC, “soils appear to have 
become compacted and to have less infiltration capacity”, and it is increasingly difficult to dispose 
of all effluent from May to October due to weather and the available number of spray days is less 
than the number of spray days as designed by the process. Changes in climatic conditions, along 
with mismanagement of the spray effluent application, have in turn negatively impacted the ability 
of the system to function as designed.   
 
Every effort must be made to ensure the current negative impacts to neighboring properties are 
eliminated immediately and to bring the system into operational compliance. This includes the use 







 


of the haulage contingency plan, as needed. In addition to full compliance with the Certificate of 
Approval and Environmental Compliance Approval, it is critical compliance with any source water 
protection requirements is also demonstrated and enforced. 
 
Sincerely,  


 
Thomas Brandstetter 
Manager of Policy and Issues 
 
 
cc: Sebastian Bonham-Carter (MECP) 
 MECP Barrie District Office 


Jim and June Newlands 
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June 7, 2024 
 
 
Josh Kavanagh 
Township of Ramara 
Director of Infrastructure 
jkavanagh@ramara.ca     
 
Suzanne Troxler, P. Eng. 
Tatham Engineering 
Senior Engineer 
stroxler@tathameng.com 
 
 
Dear Josh Kavanagh and Suzanne Troxler, 
 
Re:         Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
 
Beef Farmers of Ontario (BFO) appreciates the opportunity to provide our comments to the 
Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class Environmental Assessment. 
BFO represents the 19,000 beef farmers in Ontario by advocating in the areas of sustainability, 
animal health and care, environment, food safety, and domestic and export market development. 
 
BFO is providing our comments to the Township of Ramara’s Class Environmental Assessment as 
this matter has been brought to our attention by BFO members with farms neighbouring the 
effluent spray fields. Our members have communicated their serious concerns with the current 
process, the negative impacts to their properties, especially to their farmland, and health concerns 
for their families and their livestock.  
 
Continuing on with the current effluent spray process is unacceptable. We were pleased to see in 
the Public Information Centre (PIC) Update presentation Problem Statement that public concerns 
with runoff and impacts on humans, farm animals, aerosols and drainage were referenced. We are 
also very pleased to see that the “Do Nothing” option, as presented during the session, will not be 
an option considered moving forward. The current system has not been operated according to the 
legally binding conditions of the environmental approvals and a new system must address these 
issues. There is a long history of complaints and non-compliance issues that have been left 
unaddressed and trust must be rebuilt with impacted stakeholders. 
 
We strongly believe the most environmentally sound, long-term solution is to process the 
sewage from Bayshore Village in an appropriate wastewater treatment plant with a tertiary-
level or greater treatment system.  
 
Any solution chosen for addressing the sewage from Bayshore Village through the current Class 
Environmental Assessment process must ensure long term protection from pollution to 
neighbouring properties, ground and surface water, and the environment. The long-term solution 



 

must also consider the damage and degradation of the existing spray fields and minimize, if not 
eliminate, their use for application in the future.  
 
We have significant concerns about the continued use of spray irrigation of effluent. This is an 
outdated approach to the disposal of sewage effluent and it is crucial the Township of Ramara 
select a long term, viable option that encompasses modern, responsible wastewater treatment 
practices that are protective of human health and the environment. 
 
Compliance issues that have occurred with the existing system, which have caused significant 
economic and quality of life impacts to neighbours, must not be repeated. The new system that is 
implemented must also include assurances that oversight and monitoring will be critical 
components, and that approval conditions will be enforced. 
 
It has been stated that “additional field investigations (archaeological, geotechnical)” are taking 
place on the West field to investigate viability.   We also request hydrogeological studies be 
completed on all fields/sites that are considered for use for this project.  This is critical to ensure 
the protection of water sources, including the private well water used for households in the area.  
 
The presentation at the PIC referenced precipitation patterns and quantities have changed since 
the existing system was originally designed. There is a history of the spray effluent fields not being 
able to accommodate the application and volume dating at least back to 1996 when an extension 
to the spray season was granted by amendment to the Certificate of Approval. Despite significant 
efforts to reduce the sewage generated in Bayshore Village, we believe the system must be 
designed with spare capacity, to account for these changing precipitation patterns along with the 
potential future increases to the population served by this system. In addition to this spare 
capacity, there must also be viable, detailed contingency plans. 
 
Issues with the spraying of effluent on the fields and impacts to neighbouring property owners is 
longstanding. It is imperative the Township expedite implementation of a preferred solution that 
addresses the longstanding issues with the existing system, while providing responsible 
wastewater treatment for the long term. 
 
Concerns have also been expressed about what will be done in the interim to address these 
longstanding issues. The interim plan, as presented during the PIC stated: 
• Operate the spray fields in strict compliance with the Certificate of Approval 
• Supervise the spray irrigation operation as per MECP requirements 
• Repair piping and adjust spray heads in spray fields as needed 
• Continue sanitary sewer repairs in Bayshore Village 
• Implement the contingency plan (haulage) if needed 
 
We believe these actions do not go far enough. As presented during the PIC, “soils appear to have 
become compacted and to have less infiltration capacity”, and it is increasingly difficult to dispose 
of all effluent from May to October due to weather and the available number of spray days is less 
than the number of spray days as designed by the process. Changes in climatic conditions, along 
with mismanagement of the spray effluent application, have in turn negatively impacted the ability 
of the system to function as designed.   
 
Every effort must be made to ensure the current negative impacts to neighboring properties are 
eliminated immediately and to bring the system into operational compliance. This includes the use 



 

of the haulage contingency plan, as needed. In addition to full compliance with the Certificate of 
Approval and Environmental Compliance Approval, it is critical compliance with any source water 
protection requirements is also demonstrated and enforced. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Thomas Brandstetter 
Manager of Policy and Issues 
 
 
cc: Sebastian Bonham-Carter (MECP) 
 MECP Barrie District Office 

Jim and June Newlands 
  
 
 
 



ALDERVILLE FIRST NATION  
 

11696 Second Line Road             Chief: Taynar Simpson 
Roseneath, Ontario K0K 2X0   Councillor: Dawn Marie Kelly   
Phone: (905) 352-2011                  Councillor: Lisa McDonald 
Fax: (905) 352-3242                     Councillor: Nora Sawyer 
www.alderville.ca    Councillor: Jason Marsden 

Proudly working together to build a prosperous and healthy environment that promotes 

independence, honours and respects our values, and enhances our way of life. 

 
VIA E-MAIL 
 
June 13, 2024 
 

        
       Josh Kavanagh  
       Township of Ramara  
       Director of Infrastructure  
       2297 Highway 12  
       Brechin, Ontario, L0K 1B0  
       Tel: 705-484-5374 ext. 290  
       Email: jkavanagh@ramara.ca  
 

 
Dear Josh Kavanagh, 
 

       RE: Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System Municipal Class EA Update 
 
 
I would like to acknowledge receipt of your correspondence, which was received May 7th, 2024, regarding 
the above noted project. 
 
As you may be aware, the area in which this project is proposed is situated within the Traditional Territory 
of Alderville First Nation. Our First Nation’s Territory is incorporated within the Williams Treaties 
Territory and was the subject of a claim under Canada’s Specific Claims Policy, which has now been 
settled. All 7 First Nations within the Williams Treaties have had their harvesting rights legally re-
affirmed and recognized through this settlement (2018). 
 
In addition to Aboriginal title, Alderville First Nation rights in its Reserve and Traditional Territory 
and/or Treaty Territory include rights to hunt, fish and trap, to harvest plants for food and medicine, to 
protect and honour burial sites and other significant sites, to sustain and strengthen its spiritual and 
cultural connection to the land, to protect the Environment that supports its survival, to govern itself, 
sustain itself and prosper including deriving revenues from its lands and resources, and to participate in 
all governance and operational decisions about how the land and resources will be managed, used and 
protected. 
 
Alderville First Nation is requiring a File Fee for this project in the amount of $300.00. This Fee includes 
administration, an initial meeting, project updates as well as review of standard material and project 
overviews. Depending on the number of documents to be reviewed by the Consultation Department, 
additional fees may apply.  
 
 

mailto:jkavanagh@ramara.ca


Proudly working together to build a prosperous and healthy environment that promotes 

independence, honours and respects our values, and enhances our way of life. 

 
 
Please make this payment to Alderville First Nation and please indicate the project name or 
number on the cheque. If you do not have a copy of Alderville First Nation’s Consultation Protocol, it 
is available at: alderville.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/AFNProtocol2.pdf. Please note that the 
mapping in this document needs updating to reflect the Williams Treaties First Nations Settlement 
Agreement 2018.  
 
In order to assist us in providing you with timely input, please provide us with a Notice of Request to 
Consult containing relevant information and material facts in sufficient form and detail to assist Alderville 
First Nation to understand the matter in order to prepare a meaningful response. Guidance for giving 
notice can be found on pages 11-12 of our Consultation Protocol. Based on the information that you have 
provided us with respect to the notice of the Bayshore Village Effluent Spray Irrigation System 
Municipal Class EA Update, Alderville First Nation may require a mutual agreement to establish a 
special consultation process for this project. After the information is reviewed it is expected that you or 
a representative will be in contact to discuss this matter in more detail and possibly set up a date and time 
to meet with Alderville First Nation in person or virtually. 
 
Although we have not conducted exhaustive research nor do we have the resources to do so, there may 
be the presence of burial or archaeological sites in your proposed project area. Please note, that we have 
particular concern for the remains of our ancestors. Should excavation unearth bones, remains, or other 
such evidence of a native burial site or any other archaeological findings, we must be notified without 
delay. In the case of a burial site, Council reminds you of your obligations under the Cemeteries Act to 
notify the nearest First Nation Government or other community of Aboriginal people which is willing to 
act as a representative and whose members have a close cultural affinity to the interred person. As I am 
sure you are aware, the regulations further state that the representative is needed before the remains and 
associated artifacts can be removed. Should such a find occur, we request that you contact our First Nation 
immediately.  
 
Furthermore, Alderville First Nation also has available, trained Archaeological Liaisons who can actively 
participate in the archaeological assessment process as a member of a field crew, the cost of which shall 
be borne by the proponent. Alderville First Nation expects engagement at Stage 1 of an archaeological 
assessment, so that we may include Indigenous Knowledge of the land in the process. We insist that at 
least one of our Archaeological Liaisons be involved in any Stage 2-4 assessments, including test pitting, 
and/or pedestrian surveys, to full excavation.  
 
Although we may not always have representation at all stakeholders’ and rights holders’ meetings, it is 
our wish to be kept apprised throughout all phases of this project.  
 
Should you have further questions or if you wish to hire a liaison for a project, please feel free to contact 
Julie Kapyrka, Consultation Coordinator, at 905-352-2662 or via email at jkapyrka@alderville.ca .  
 
Yours sincerely,  
 

 
 
Chief Taynar Simpson  
Alderville First Nation 

mailto:jkapyrka@alderville.ca
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File 100080 

March 19, 2025 

Andrew Schell, C.E.T. 
Township of Ramara 
2297 Highway 12 
Brechin, Ontario   L0K 1B0 
aschell@ramara.ca 

Re: Bayshore Village Sewage Works Effluent Spray Irrigation Class EA Update 
 Hydrogeological Assessment 

Dear Mr. Schell: 

As part of the Bayshore Village Sewage Works Class EA Update, and in response to comments from MECP, 

this letter presents our hydrogeological assessment of the preferred solution for the disposal of the treated 

effluent from the Bayshore Village sewage lagoons.  The Class EA Update determined the preferred 

effluent disposal solution is a large subsurface disposal bed.  

INTRODUCTION 

Subject Property 

The Township of Ramara (Township) owns a 120 ha property (3700 Barnstable Drive) adjacent to the 

existing sewage lagoons, which are located at 3407 Barnstable Drive (Concession Road 8/Sideroad 20).  

The property borders Concession Road 8 to the north and includes both banks of Wainman’s Creek.  Lake 

Simcoe borders the land to the west; and the southern property boundary is the Bayshore Village 

development.  The property at 3700 Barnstable Drive contains a 22 ha field (West Field), which is currently 

farmed, surrounded by forested wetlands and Lake Simcoe. This field is proposed for the construction of 

a large subsurface disposal bed.   

Effluent Disposal 

Currently, treated effluent from the lagoons is pumped to two spray irrigation fields, one on the lagoon 

site and the other to the north at 3582 Barnstable Drive.   

It is noted the average annual precipitation in the area when the sewage treatment and effluent spray 

irrigation system was originally approved in the late 1980s was significantly lower than it is now.  This 

change to a wetter climate has reduced the number of days available for spray irrigation, and as a result, 

the effluent has been sprayed in suboptimum conditions, causing ponding and runoff. 
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SITE HYDROGEOLOGY  

Topography and Drainage 

The lands surrounding the sewage lagoon and spray fields are gently sloping and have a maximum 

elevation of 224 masl compared with the elevation of Lake Simcoe, which is 218 masl.   

The site is in the Lake Simcoe watershed and the Ramara Creeks sub watershed.  The sewage lagoons and 

the South and North spray irrigation fields are in the Wainmance Creek catchment area, as shown on 

Figure 1 (LSRCA, 2010).   

Geological Setting 

The area around the site is a low relief drumlinized limestone plain with forested wetland or swamp 

between the drumlin ridges, as shown on Figure 2, which illustrates the Quaternary geology of the area.  

Drumlins are composed of a consolidated silty sand to sandy silt till, which is likely correlative with the 

Newmarket till to the south.  The till at the site has a blocky, hard texture and an enhanced secondary 

permeability in the weathered zone.  

Geological evidence indicated the drumlins are erosional in origin and were formed by catastrophic 

releases of subglacial meltwater stripping overburden down to the bedrock surface in places.  The 

drumlinized surface over much of Ramara Township has a subdued topographic relief and the lands 

between the drumlins have poor drainage as a result.  These subglacial meltwater floods are also known 

for their depositional landforms, i.e., the Oro Uplands to the west.  The sand and gravel deposited in the 

sub-aquatic fans of the Oro Uplands are derived from crystalline rocks of the Canadian Shield and host 

numerous sand and gravel pits.  

The bedrock surface is exposed east of Highway 12 and at scattered locations within 2 km east and north 

of the site.  The overburden thickens toward the west where it is 16 m at the Val Harbour municipal wells 

and 11 m at the Bayshore Village wells.  

Water Supplies 

The Bayshore Village water supply is provided by three drilled wells located in the community at 143 

Bayshore Drive, as shown on Figure 3.  These wells draw water from a confined artesian aquifer.  The 

sewage lagoons and the South spray field are partly in WHPA C, which represents a 2 to 5-year travel-

time for groundwater in the aquifer.  The West Field where the subsurface disposal bed is proposed is 

outside the WHPA zones.  The lagoons/spray irrigation system has been operating for almost 40 years 

and the municipal wells show no sign of impact from the effluent disposal system (OCWA, 2022). 

Of the five homes near the site, two have water well records.  These records indicate till overburden is 

approximately 6 m thick.  The water well records indicate the source of water to be the Palaeozoic bedrock 

aquifer.  
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Conditions in the West Field 

Four boreholes were drilled on the West Field (Terraprobe, 2010).  These boreholes indicated elevated 

lands of the field are underlain by a hard till, identified as sandy silt to silty sand till (Finnamore and Bajc, 

1982).  Guelph Permeameter testing (Tatham, 2024) indicates soil infiltration rates are 2 to 4x10-4 cm/sec, 

corresponding to a T-time of 12 to 50 min/cm.  We understand generally, the Township CBO uses a T-

time of 50 min/cm for the design of septic beds to be constructed on these materials.  

Groundwater levels on the drumlin are further from the ground surface on the crest of the drumlin than 

they are on the flanks (Terraprobe, 2010).  This indicates groundwater flows away from the crest of the 

drumlin toward low-lying areas to the north, south, and west.  

ASSESSMENT 

Nutrient Loading 

It is not expected the change of disposal method, i.e. spray irrigation versus subsurface disposal, will result 

in an increase in the nutrient loading in the Wainmance Creek catchment area.  There also will be no change 

in the ultimate receptor of the nutrient loading in the Wainmance Creek catchment area.  The operational 

challenges of the spray irrigation system that have caused direct runoff will be addressed with the 

subsurface disposal of effluent, thus reducing the projected nutrient loading. 

The lands at 3700 Barnstable Drive between the West Field, where the disposal bed is proposed, and 

surface water are owned by the Township of Ramara.  There is no potential for water supply wells to be 

constructed between the proposed disposal bed and Lake Simcoe or its tributaries, and since the site 

abuts surface water, the Reasonable Use assessment in the Design Guidelines (MOE, 2008) does not apply.  

It is expected the lagoon effluent low residual ammonia concentration (2 mg/L average from 2015 to 2024) 

will convert fully to nitrate in the disposal bed and intervening land.  Therefore, there is no concern with 

aquatic impacts from unionized ammonia.  

Lagoon monitoring data for the past 10 years have shown the existing sewage lagoons produce an effluent 

with an average phosphorus concentration of 0.8 mg/L.  It is expected most of this phosphorus will be 

retained in the imported sand fill of the fully raised disposal bed (Robertson et al, 2019).  The sand fill will 

be obtained from a nearby sand pit in the Oro Uplands.  This sand is derived from crystalline aluminosilicate 

Precambrian rocks.  The minerals derived from these rocks and deposited as sand are feldspar, amphibole, 

and mica rich in aluminum and provide excellent sites for phosphorus adsorption and mineral precipitation.  

Further, the distance to surface water is more than 300 m on all sides of the proposed bed, which is 

sufficient to ameliorate phosphorus retention.   
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Preliminary Bed Design 

An area of approximately 6 ha on the West Field is sufficient to accommodate the Bayshore Village sewage 

works’ rated capacity of 399 m3/day.  The 22 ha field has sufficient area to accommodate a 6 ha bed, plus 

additional area for redundancy and replacement cells if needed in the future, and to maintain 300 m offsets 

to Lake Simcoe and tributaries.   

The high T-time of the native soil requires a fully raised bed with imported fill mantle.  The area for the 

bed’s gravel and distribution piping is proposed to be approximately 2 ha and to be hydraulically loaded 

at 18 L/m2/day, which is reasonable in our experience.  The bed is proposed to be comprised of multiple 

individual cells capable of being dosed individually through dosing pumps and splitter boxes.  The contact 

area of the bed, including the mantle, will have an overall loading rate of 8 L/m2/day, which is supported 

by field observations and meets Table 22-1 (MOE, 2008) for effluent with BOD of 30 mg/L. 

The preliminary mounding assessment indicates an effluent mound will be developed within the imported 

sand to a height of approximately 1.5 m.  The mounding solution assumes mounding upon a flat surface.  

The existing gradual slopes of the sides of the drumlin can be accommodated in the bed design such that 

the prepared grade will retain the slope of the native topography.  This will minimize the amount of soil to 

be moved and will retain the hydraulic characteristics of the weathered till.  The slope of the prepared 

grade will facilitate the lateral movement of effluent and reduce the overall mound.  Imported sand will be 

used to raise the distribution piping to 0.6 m above the effluent mound.  The mantle will extend away from 

the bed with a slope of approximately 7:1 to contain the effluent mound and provide an adequate contact 

area for infiltration. 

CONCLUSION 

A large (6 ha) subsurface disposal bed can be sited within the 22 ha West Field at 3700 Barnstable Drive, 

considering the site’s location and hydrogeological considerations.  It is expected the lagoon effluent 

phosphorus and ammonia concentrations will be reduced within the proposed subsurface disposal bed, if 

constructed with sand of Precambrian aluminosilicate rock origin, so nutrient loadings in the Wainmance 

Creek catchment area will be lower than the already low concentrations resulting from effluent spray 

irrigation fields.  The site is adequate to accommodate the required conservative design of this large 

disposal bed on native till with low permeability. 
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We trust this hydrogeological assessment meets your requirements.  Please do not hesitate to contact us 

if you have any questions.   

Yours truly,  

Tatham Engineering Limited  

  

John Easton, M.Sc., P.Geo. Suzanne Troxler, M.Sc., P.Eng. 

Senior Hydrogeologist Senior Engineer 

JAE/ST:ha   

 

copy: Dyana Marks Township of Ramara dmarks@ramara.ca 
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