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The Honourable Jeff Yurek,
Minister of the Environment for Ontario,
June 7th, 2021.

Dear Minister,

On July 13™ %, Mr. Michae! Gravelle MPP for Thunder Bay Superior North wrote to your office on
my behalf asking you to look into a serious matter in Hornepayne Ont.

tautomatically assume that you as a reasonable man would expect your ministry officers to respond

to the concerns of Ontarians in a likewise reasonable manner, unfortunately, Minister this is not the
case in this matier.

The following is the record of treatment | have received from your Sudbury and Sault Ste Marie
Offices of the MECP to date, should you find it less than reasonable as | do, then | ask for your correction
of the same.

(1) On July 13® 2020, Mr. Gravelle sent an email to vour office requesting that it give consideration to
the concerns | raise with regard to CN Rail pollution in Hornepayne, and specifically assist in finding the
missing Ground Water Study.

66 days later
(2) Sept. 17", Water Compliance Supervisor Managhan, Sudbury Gffice responds with an email letter.
Next Day &
(3) Sept 18th | respond, sending a letter listing my concerns in detail.
125 days later
{4) Jan 21%, 2021, | send an email to Supervisor Managhan asking if she got my letter. Her response was
“no”. My letter went to her office and she is working from home. | sent 2 copy electronically.
6 days later
(5) Jan 27™, Supervisor Managhan responds, she is sending me to the Sault Ste Marie Office,
1 day later
(6) Jan 28", 1 protest having dealt with that office back in 2010. They were in fact obstructive at that
time. | ask for her to put me in contact with a ministry Hydrologist at some other office. {to no avail).
14 days later
(7) Feb 11", 2021, | email Supervisor Ron Dorscht of the Sault Ste Marie MECP Office, listing my
concerns and asking for an explanation concerning the Ground Water Study that went missing from his
Office.
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32days later
(8) March 15", 1 email Supervisor Dorscht, asking for a response.
22 days later
(9} April 6", 2021, | email Mr. Gravelle asking for assistance again to get a response from Supervisor
Dorschi.
{10) Aprit 12™ Mr. Gravelle sends an email to Supervisor Dorscht asking him to respectfully respond.
Same Day
(11) April 12", Supervisor Dorscht responds complaining that my old phone number no longer works,
while this is true it is not a legitimate excuse considering his office has had my email add. since 2010,
and he aiso received that email address again on or about Jan 27" from his colleague Supervisor
Managhan in Sudbury when she referred my concerns to him.
10 days later
(12) April 22" 1 complain about Mr. Dorscit's failure to include any response to the missing Ground
Water Study. | get an automatic response saying he’s out of the office until the 26™.
The same day
(13) 1 recognize the name of Kirk Crosson in that office as being a cc’d on one of Dorschi’s emails, he
was one of the officers | dealt with back in 2020 and at that time he was working the Hornepayne file, |
send him an email hoping to get a reasonable response.
The next day
(14) April 23" Kirk Crosson, emailed me back saying Lillian Keen is now the inspector for Hornepayne
and that he has copied her.
6 days later
(15) April 29™, | emait Lillian Keen asking It she received the emailfrom Cresson.
39 days later
{16) There still is no response from Lillian Keen.

On April 19™ 02 Supervisor Dorscht sent an email and in it he states, “I am unable to put you in direct
contact with a staft hydrogeologist” no explanation why, he further goes on to state that the municipal
wells in Hornepayne were identified as (GUDI). He further states they were therefore vulnerable o
“bacteriological contamination” and this, he offers as an explanation for the decision of the Municipality
to decommission the Town Wells and access Moonlight Lake as a new water source for the town.
{please see his email attached and marked with letter A)

Even as a lay person in such matters, | am aware of the fact that all water is subject to
“bacteriological contamination”. Mr. Dorschi’s statement that the wells were decommissioned based
upon supposition, that they might become bacteriologically contaminated, if accurate would require all
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water sources in the province to be abandoned for new ones. However the new ones would also be
subject to bactericlogical contamination like the old ones were and subsequently, they too would have
to be abandoned for new ones again, but once again because they too would be subject to
contamination they would have to be also abandoned, ad infinitum. It is also common knowledge that
moving from wells to a surface water source, significantly increases the risk of bacteriological
contamination, as was the case in Hornepayne. It is difficult to accept his very flawed rational as having
any credibility or accuracy, it seems more like a standard off the cuff rambling to dismiss the annoying
public. Mr. Dorscht’s over simplistic response also fails to address my major concern which is, where is
the Ground Water Study that went missing from his office, were the proper prescribed forms filled out
to permit it from being removed from the record. He ignores my demand for an answer offering no
comment; clearly he hopes to avoid the matter, his tactic obvious, and | add less than admirable for a
Supervisor Officer of the MECP. When Supervisor Managhan, of the Sudbury office decided the matter
was outiside of her jurisdiction and informed me that she was forwarding my concerns to her Sault Ste
Marie office i objected. In an email dated Jan 28 2021, I made a request that she send me to any other
MECP Gffice in the province other than the Sault office for the foliowing good reason. On jan 4™, 2014, |
was in touch with a Supervisor Trisha Westman and Sr. Environmental In Officer; Kirk Crosson of that
office searching for information related to this matter, in particular any documentation concerning soil
samples or drill results. | received an email from Crosson on Jan 7% in which he states, “l have taken a
look at the 2012 annual report for this site and did not see any soil sampling information”. {please see
email attached and marked with letter) A subsequent (FOI) request on June 25", 2016 resulted in a
large guantity of material including the 2012 annual report that Crosson made reference to and it did in
fact contain very specific soil sample results. | also found soil sample results in the 2011, 2013 annual
reports; ali of which verified large plumes of diesel fuel in and on CN property. Was it coincidental that
the material Supervisor Westman and Sr. Environmental Officer Crosson, could not find in their records
the material that confirmed large amounts of very concenirated péilution at several locations on CN
property? When | looked into the 2012 annual report it was not difficult to find the information, it was
all contained in appendix “C Drill Log” exactly where you would expect to find it.(please see attached
emaiis marked with letters B, C, D, E, F).

Since that experience, | have been of the opinion that the Sault office is more committed to hiding
information than it is to sharing any material with inquiring parties.

I conclude Dorscht’s response to date is consistent with past exchanges and would seem {6 preciude
any possibility of gaining any documentation or clarification related te any of the anomalies in this
matter, from himself or his office. The record of that office and his “bactericlogical contamination
explanation” so suspect and frail. | will not bother to challenge his professional credibility by asking him
to address any of the concerns expressed in the assessment of the matter by Dr. Steve Earie, PhD.
{please see email dated Oct 28" 2019 marked with letters G, H, i)
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Note, | used to work for a Supervisor fike Mr. Dorscht, poor fellow died a horrible death on account of

over exposure to preparation H, because a little helped, he thought taking a bath in it would cure his
probiem.

I ask the Minister, to date, is this response to my concerns from your offices in Sudbury and
Sault Ste Marie reasonable and acceptable in your view? | think | know the answer.

As the record will show the water rate payers of Hornepayne are currently paying off a ten point six
million dollar debt, incurred as a result of the municipality’s decision to access a2 new water source at
Moonlight Lake some distance from the community. It is my contention that the only reason for that
decision was because CN Rail’s poliution had infiltrated the aquiter that the town wells were located in
and it was beyond any doubt, going to increase in concentration that would exceed provincial standards.
(Please see attached doc marked J were 2 Mr. John Conlin Senior Project Manager for the Municipality,
makes reference to petroleum products)

My hope with regard to contacting your ministry was to put a reasonable question before a MECP
Hydrogeologist in hopes of gaining more clarity in this matter. To be more precise, the guestion |
wanted a response to was the following “ Mr. MECP Hydrogeologist , based upon the geology and
hydrogeology in the Hornepayne area, can you give me any scientifically based reason why the millions
of liters of CN's potiution, free product in the ground that has been spreading Tor over fifty pius vears,
WOULD NOT spread through the relatively short distance to the downgrade aquifer, that supplied the
municipal wells in Hornepayne and within that aquifer reach concentrations that would exceed
provincial standards”? A very reasonable question based upon the related factors involved and the
serious ramifications that would result from such an cccurrence, would you not agree?

The matter is factually simplistic, consider the following {1) the conservative estimate of CN
contaminates, 3 million liters in and on the ground. (2} the Town wells were in a (GUDI) aquifer
less than 1 km away. (3} established, ground water between the several contaminated sites on
CN’s property moves directly towards the aguifer which housed the wells. {3) the Time Factor
aliotment in this matter for the pollution to reach the aquifer, in excess of fifty years. With
these established factars any reasonable minded person would conclude it was a fait accompli;
the municipal wells were doomed, and contamination was inevitable.

The actions of the various entities involved in this sordid, mishandled affair in Hornepayne
constitutes, a callus, calculated, self-serving moral obscenity. The first responsible party is CN,
for their decades of releasing pollutants into the eavirenment without safeguards, the second
responsible party, is consecutive municipal administrations in Hornepayne for failing to
represent and protect the interests of the community first in this matter. This breach of trust
by elected officials went so far as to include a fraud that resulted in a debt burden of 10.56
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million dollars on the backs of the rate payers for the cost of a new water source from
Moonlight Lake. Also responsible for this disgrace, the Sault office of the MECP, from whose
office the Ground water study went missing. They had all the necessary information at hand to
stop the cover up, but to this date they claim “bacteriological contamination” not poliution for
the decisions made. Not any less responsible for this abomination, are the professionals within
the various Engineering Firms involved for their manipulation of facts within the various
publicly funded studies. Together these entities shifted CN’s liability on to the backs of an
uninformed, innocent, trusting community, a final state of affairs that would offend the
conscience of any decent character. The debt burden, put on this small community, makes
water rates a deterrent for new businesses or people considering taking up residence in
Hornepayne. Health concerns for people living near and on the polluted ground has never been
assessed; undoubtedly in the future the community will suffer more ramifications as a result of
this pollution, but based upon the record to date, accountability by the parties responsible still
remains only a distant potential.

Minister, | apologize for the demand on vour time, | also realize there are aspects of this
matier that are beyond your jurisdiction, but the injustice in this matter requires me to ask for
your assistance in (1} finding the missing Ground Water Study and {2} with regard to my
gquestion on page4, paraé, would you put me in touch with 2 MECP Hydrogeologist that woulid
answer my guestion.

Thanking you in advance for the same and wishing you and yours well, atways.

Sincerely,
George Collins.
/c_@” \“(7 L{{,,{,

¥

s

CCTo:

Mr. Michael Gravelie, MPP Thunder Bay Superior North.

The Honourable Patty Hajdu, P.C. M.D. MP Thunder Bay —Superior North.
Ms. Roussel, Canadian Environmental Law Association {CELA}.

Environment North, Thunder Bay.

Environmental Advocacy, Carmen Patey, Sudbury.



4/19/2021 Mail - George J Collins - Outlook

<carmenjoy40@yahoo.ca>; Cameron, Brian (MECP) <Brian.Cameron@ontario.ca>
Subject: RE: Hornepayne, CN Pollution.

Mr. Collins,
| left you a voice mail foday.
I am unable to put you in direct contact with a staff nydrogeclogist.

As you have been previously advised, the municipal wells were identified as
GUDI (Groundwater under the direct influence of suiface water), and therefore
vulnerable to bacteriological contamination. As such, the municipality, like
many other municipalities in the same situation across the province, looked at
various options to ensure a safe drinking water supply.

MECP issued permits based on the option chosen by the municipality. The
decision for the new water supply was not driven industrial contamination.

Our office has a planned inspection this year for CN Rail yard and will continue
to evaluate and address environmenisl concerns at ihe siie.

B Dorsoht

Ron Dorscht, B.E.S.

Supervisor

Sault Ste. Marie Area Office

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
(705)254-8145

: i

YWe want ¢ hear from you. How was my service? You can provide feedback at 1-888-745-3888

From: George J Collins <grampabug7@hotmail.com>

Sent: April 19, 2021 9:00 AM

To: Dorscht, Ron (MECP) <Ron.Dorscht@ontario.ca>; Michael Gravelle MPP
<mgravelle.mpp.co@liberal.ola.org>; Managhan, Marnie {MECP)
<Marnie.Managhan@ontario.ca>; MECP-NR-Director-issues {MECP) <ENE-NR-Director-
Issues@ontario.ca>; Krystal-Anne Roussel Montgomery <articling@cela.ca>; Carmen
<carmenjoy20@yshoo.ca>

Subject: Hornepayne, CN Pollution.

CAUTION - EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click finks or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender.

Mr. Dorscht, Supervisor ,MOECP, Sault Ste Marie, Ont.

https://outlook live.com/mailfinbox/id/AQOKADAWATYWMAKZ TKZMS 1 mNZAXL TAWAIOWMACAEADICUSIASQKTE355EFORWHR
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Frem: Gail Collins [mailto:grambug? @sympatico.ca]
Sent: January-06-14 11:58 AM

To: Bottineau, Nicole (ENE)

Subject: Re: General Inquiry

From: Bottineau, Nicole (ENE)

Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 9:57 AM

Tor grambug7@sympatico.ca

Subject: RE: General Inguiry

| cbserved workmen taking samples both on CN property an on town property immediately surrounding there
property. Hope this helps and thank you for your interest.

Hi George,

Thank you for contacting Ministry of the Enviranment. To direct/answer your email appropriately, do vou know what
location in Hornepayne Ontario was the soil sa mples taken from?

Thank vou,

Nicole Bottineau

Ministry of the Environment
Public Information Centre
2™ Fleor, MacDonald Block
90C Bay Street, Room M2-22
Torento Ontario, M7A 1N3
Tel: 418-325-4000

Toli Free: 1-800-565-4523
Fax 416-314-8713

From: grambug7@sympatico.ca {mailio:grambug? @sympatico.cal
Sent: January 4, 2014 9:03 AM

Te! PICEmail (ENE)

Subjeck: General Inguiry

44

George Collins has submitted the following feedback:

fam Interested in obtaining results all ,of soil sampling donc in Homepayne Ont. by KGB of Thay for CN Sotl
samples were taken both on and off their property . Any help I thank you for.

Below is the individeal's contact information:

Name: George Collins
LE-Mail: grambue7disvmpatico.ca i
Pheme: 8072283811
Address: box 533

City: homepayne ;

{
802018 |
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Crosson, Kirk {ENE)
From: Crosson, Kirk (ENE)
Sent: January-07-14 9:57 AM
To: Westman, Trisha {(ENE}
Subject: George Collins question, CN Hornepayne soil sampling
Attachmensts: GCmo.pdf; GCemail pdf

{ have attached the past question and work order from this member of the public {CN rzil Hornepayne Retiree). The
Hornepayne CN Yard has an industrial sewage works approval 3528 83LQWT was {ast amended on April 29, 2010. The
approval focus is on surface and groundwater monitoring programs 2t this site. | have tak k at the 2012 annual L

contact Nick Tropea {KGS Group; 807 623-2195 or ntrggea@ks’sg oup.com or Aaron Stadnyk at CN Emrlrorment 416-
575-3647 or aaron.stadnvk@cn.ca

L]

§a2015
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Crosson, Kirl {ENE)

From: Westman, Trisha {ENE) R
Sent: January-07-14 10153 AM ‘
Ton Pretty, Susan (ENE)

Ce: Crosson, Kirk (ENE}

Subject: PIC inquiry: George Collins question, CN Hornepayne sotl sampling

Hi Susan,

Here is some suggesied wording for g response to George:

in response to the inguiry regarding soil sampling in and around the CN property in Hornepayne, the ministry does not
have any soll sampling data in our local files for this site as we have not required soil sa mpling for this site in recent
years. As discussed in previous correspondence, historical contarnination has heen identified at the site. A treatment
system has been put into place to treat contaminated grouncwater and stormwater prior to discharge to the Jackfish
fiver as 3 means of controlling the impact of the diesel and oil contamination. As per the treatment system approval,
the company is required 1o monitor ground and surface water and subrmit annua! reports to the ministry. Soil
monitoring is not a requirernent of the current approval; therefore the ministry has not recelved any soit analysis
data. KGS Group is the environmental firm currently under contract with CN 1o assist with environmenta!

monitoring. To learn more about the site he may wish to contact Nick Tropea (KGS Group} 807 623-2185or
ntropea@kasgroup.com of Aaron Stadnyk at CN Environment 416 575-3647 or garon.stadnvir@cn.ca .

Cheers,
Trish

From: Westman, Trisha (ENF)

Sent: January 7, 2014 10:08 AM

To: Pretty, Susan (ENE)

subject: PIC inquiry: George Collins question, Ci Hornepayne soil sampling

-

Hi Susan,

in response 10 your omail earlier this week ragarding the question that came through PIC, please see Kirk's response
below. We are not aware of soil samopling being carried out at the site. We have respended to a minister’s letter from
this individual in the past — see work order attached.

Lot me know if thisis suificient info,

Trish

From: Crossan, Kirk (ENE)

Sent: January 7, 2014 9:58 AM

To: Westman, Trisha (ENE)

Subject: George Cofiins guestion, CN Hornepayne soil sampling

{ have attached the past guestion and work arder frem this member of the public {CH rail Hornepayne Retivee}. The

Hornepayne CN Yard has an industrial sewage works approval 3528-83LCAWT was last amended on April 29, 2010. The
approval focus is on surface and groundwater monitoring programs at this site. 1 have taken a look at the 2012 annual
report for this site and did not see any soil sampting information. To learn more about KGS activities at this site he can

i
Goz021
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5/30/2021% Mail - George J Caollins - Cutlook

Re: Comments on reports concerning the pre-existing water works at

rHornepayne ON

-,
P

George J Collins <grampabug? @hotmail.com>

To: Geerge | Collins <grampzbug7@hoimail.com>
Subject: RE: Comments on reports concerning the pre-existing water works at Hornepayne ON

Hi George

You can use the following (edited from the original). Please date it to the original date that |
sent it to you.

Steve

Date:
To: George 1. Collins
Re: Hornepayne Onitario Water Supply

| have reviewed the January 2001 first engineer’s report on the Hornepayne water worlks by
Engineering Northwest Ltd. (ENL) and the September 2002 hydrogeological study by KGS
Group. ['ve alsc had a quick look at the 2006 slide presentation on the CN yards by KGS Group,
and the March 2014 report on the CN yards by KGS Group.

In my opinion, the 2001 ENL report provides a brief but sufficient overview of the nature of the
Hornepayne water works at the time, although the lack of any reference to the petroleum spill
issues in the CN yards is puzzling.

On the other hand, the 2002 hydrogeological report by KGS seems to fall well short of the
stated goal of determining if the Hornepayne wells represent a GUDI source.

GUDI is defined by the US EPA as any groundwater with significant occurrence of insecis,
macro organisms, algae, or large-diameter pathogens such as Giardia fambiia or
Cryptosporidium. Other indicators include groundwater with significant and relatively rapid

https:ffeuticok.live.com/mallf0/AQMKADAWAT Y wiARZ THEMS TmNzAXLTARAIOWMACAL gAAAYSpUCRAIQRLIOS07xacUJoBA. ..
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5 shifts in water characteristics that correlate closely to climatological or surface water
¢ conditions, including turbidity, temperature, conductivity or pH.

In Ontarioc recommendations for the evaluation of GUDI include:

a} using particle counters to demonstrate that the water consistently contains significantly less
than 100 particles per mi in the size range 10 microns and greater,

b) confirming that the particle count is not likely to change during “storm, season or other
regular environmental changes”, and

c} determining if the raw water is characterized by good microbiological quality.

In their 2002 study KGS did not foliow the EPA or Ontario procedures for evaluating the GUDI
situation at Hornepayne. Instead, it appears that they relied mostly on inference and hearsay.

For example, in section 5.3 {p. 19), they state that “it is apparent that fluctuations in the
groundwater table are directly linked to fluctuations in the elevation of surface in Hornepayne
Creek, and Spurline Lake”, but since there are no data presented on groundwater levels, there
is no basis for making this statement. They go on to say that “The proximity of the
unconfined aguifer and municipal production wells to the creek suggest that a distinct
connection between aquifer groundwater levels and well groundwater would be expected.”
Again, there are no data to support this statement. Further in the same paragraph there is
reference to a conversation with an OCWA staff member to the effect that groundwater and
surface water elevations “generally corresnond”. It seems that nobody - not the OCWA, nor
KGS, nor the Township - made any effort to collect actual data that would suppori these
statements. In the next paragraph they state that continuous water level measurements coudd
not be obtained from the production wells to correlate with data for the creek. Of course
active production wells cannot be used to monitor groundwater levels, but supply wells 1 and
2, which were not being pumped at the time, could have been used to colliect such data.

The main methods used by KGS for assessing GUDI status were the 50-day fixed-radius
method, and the USGS Well-head Aquifer Evaluation Model (Section 5.3}, and they used these
analyses to conclude that the wells are GUDL. Both of these methods are based on
assumptions concerning aquifer thickness, porosity and permeability, and neither involved any
type of on-site analysis or testing. Although there is no reason to indicate that the
assumptions are invalid, they are only assumptions, and neither method provides actual proof
of GUDI status.

In spite of not having shown any actual evidence for a hydraulic connectivity between surface
water and the aquifers, KGS goes on to imply that there is a connection in section 6.3 where
they state on p. 22 “... the close proximity and hydraulic connectivity of these surface water
bodies [Bucknells Pond and Hornepayne Creek] to supply well No. 3 suggests that thers is
potential for microbiological impacts on the Township supply well” This point is repezted in
section 6.5.

In section 8.4 of the report KGS used turbidity data to assess GUDI status. Turbidity levels in
Well 3 water consistently lie between 0 and 1 NTU, and as such are within acceptable limits.
The turbidity data show no evidence of a surface water — groundwater connection. For a 49-
day period in May to July 2002 turbidity levels in Well 3 varied only slightly from 0.1 t0 0.8
NTU, and in fact were highest during a low flow-period in Hornepayne Creek, and did not
increase (in fact gradually decreased)} during the weeks following a high-discharge event in the
creelc.

It is my opinion that the 2002 KGS study does not fulfill the stated goal of assessing the GUDI
status of the water supply at Hornepayne. Instead of collecting data based on well-definad
procedures, they relied on assumptions and hearsay to fali back on the principle that 2 well is
GUD! uniess proven to be otherwise. | believe that KGS did not adequately serve the
Township in conducting this work.

The fact of the matter, however, is that there were periodic elevated coliform levels in the Well
3 water over the period from 1998 to 2002 {Figure 16), and for that reason alone treatment
beyond what was being done in 2002 (only chiorination) was needed. [Note that there is no
reason to think that the presence of coliform had anything to do with the water being GUD! or
not.)

https:floutiook.live.commail/ U/ AQMKADAWAT Y wiMARZ TKZMSY mNzAXLTAWAIGWMACALGAAAYSpUCHdIQRLIOS0TxacUJoBA. ..
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® & On the other hand, all of this is irrelevant because the Township subsequently made the
47 ‘L decision to go elsewhere for water and are apparently unwilling to cooperate with you or
'y anyone else in disciosing the rationale behind that decision. The “60% study” that you have so
|‘= % far been unable {o access, might {or might not) provide you with the information you need to
| understand their decision, but uniil you get it {if you ever do), | don’t think that there’s much
i else that can be done.

Steven Earie, PhD.

i

hitps:outlosk live comimail/0/ACMKADAWAT Y wMAHZTR2MS tmiNzAxL TAWAIOWIMASAL gAAAY SpuCHdIQRLIOS0TxacUJoBA. .. 312
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9. Ken Fraser and Sandre Beatty indicated that there has been some concemn in the
past, and they have a concem about the possibility of petrolenm products being in

the proundwater from sourcss originating on or near the highway

and CN Rail

Yards. . Conlin indicated that there is no indication, in the te.,tm«r that was donz
on the well water, that there are any feirolewin procucts. that are in CRCESS

Provincial Water Quality Standards,

1S 15 most likely the case, hecause the
wells are upsttezml from any source of contamination, and the direction of ‘(_

groundwater flow would tend 10 b2 the seme direction as the surface water flows.

Notes Prepared By:

AWS Engineers & Plamers Comp.

7. Conlin, P.Eng. MBA, RPP
Senior Project Manager

Susan Smith, Clerk
Kathy Bemben, P.Epe.
Alex Leong, P.Eng.
Neil Beesley, P.Enp.

- Township of Hornepayne
- Engineering Morthwest Lid.

- AWS Fpeineers & Plapuers Corp.
- AWS Engineers & Planners Comp.
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5/30/2021 Sat® Mail - George J Collins - Outlook

Re: Comments on reports concerning the pre-existing water works at
Hornepayne ON

George J Collins <grampabug7@hotmail.com>

/fo)/j @ KA. Cp@\/t ggj,; /A

J&O?/‘— "’j/’v—a,\ mﬂ\, /(\‘

From: Steven Earle <Steven.Earle@viu.ca>

Sent: October 28, 2019 06:55 PM

To: George J Collins <grampabug7 @hotmail.com>

Subject: RE: Comments on reports concerning the pre-existing water works at Hornepayne ON

Hi George

You can use the following (edited from the original). Please date it to the original date that !
sent it to you.

~

Steve

Date:
To: George l. Collins
Re: Hornepayne Ontario Water Supply

I have reviewed the January 2001 first engineer’s report on the Hornepayne water works by
Engineering Northwest Ltd. (ENL) and the September 2002 hydrogeological study by KGS
Group. I've also had a quick look at the 2006 slide presentation on the CN yards by KGS Group,
and the March 2014 report on the CN yards by KGS Group.

In my opinion, the 2001 ENL report provides a brief but sufficient overview of the nature of the
Hornepayne water works at the time, although the lack of any reference to the petroleum spill
issues in the CN yards is puzzling.

On the other hand, the 2002 hydrogeological report by KGS seems to fall well short of the
stated goal of determining if the Hornepayne wells represent a GUDI source.

GUDI is defined by the US EPA as any groundwater with significant occurrence of insects,
macro organisms, algae, or large-diameter pathogens such as Giardig lamblia or
Cryptosporidium. Other indicators include groundwater with significant and relatively rapid

https://outlock live.com/mail/0/AQMKADAWAT Y wMAIZTk2MS 1TmNzAxL TAWAIOWMAOALgAAAYSpuCndiQRLIO507xacUJoBA. ..
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shifts in water characteristics that correlate closely to climatological or surface water
conditions, including turbidity, temperature, conductivity or pH.

In Ontario recommendations for the evaluation of GUD! include:

a) using particle counters to demonstrate that the water consistently contains significantly less
than 100 particles per ml in the size range 10 microns and greater,

b} confirming that the particle count is not likely to change during “storm, season or other
regular environmental changes”, and

c) determining if the raw water is characterized by good microbiological quality.

In their 2002 study KGS did not follow the EPA or Ontario procedures for evaluating the GUDI
situation at Hornepayne. Instead, it appears that they relied mostly on inference and hearsay.

For example, in section 5.3 (p. 19), they state that “it is apparent that fluctuations in the
groundwater table are directly linked to fluctuations in the elevation of surface in Hornepayne
Creek, and Spurline Lake.”, but since there are no data presented on groundwater levels, there
is no basis for making this statement. They go on to say that “The proximity of the
unconfined aquifer and municipal production wells to the creek suggest that a distinct
connection between aquifer groundwater levels and well groundwater would be expected.”
Again, there are no data to support this statement. Further in the same paragraph there is
reference to a conversation with an OCWA staff member to the effect that groundwater and
surface water elevations “generally correspond”. It seems that nobody - not the OCWA, nor
KGS, nor the Township - made any effort to collect actual data that would support these
statements. In the next paragraph they state that continuous water level measurements could
not be obtained from the production wells to correlate with data for the creek. Of course
active production wells cannot be used to monitor groundwater levels, but supply wells 1 and
2, which were not being pumped at the time, could have been used to collect such data.

The main methods used by KGS for assessing GUDI status were the 50-day fixed-radius
method, and the USGS Well-head Aquifer Evaluation Model (Section 5.3}, and they used these
analyses to conclude that the wells are GUDI. Both of these methods are based on
assumptions concerning aquifer thickness, porosity and permeability, and neither involved any
type of on-site analysis or testing. Although there is no reason to indicate that the
assumptions are invalid, they are only assumptions, and neither method provides actual proof
of GUDI status.

In spite of not having shown any actual evidence for a hydraulic connectivity between surface
water and the aquifers, KGS goes on to imply that there is a connection in section 6.3 where
they state on p. 22 “... the close proximity and hydraulic connectivity of these surface water
bodies [Bucknells Pond and Hornepayne Creek] to supply well No. 3 suggests that there is
potential for microbiological impacts on the Township supply well” This point is repeated in
section 6.5.

In section 8.4 of the report KGS used turbidity data to assess GUDI status. Turbidity levels in
Well 3 water consistently lie between 0 and 1 NTU, and as such are within acceptable limits.
The turbidity data show no evidence of a surface water — groundwater connection. For a 49-
day period in May to July 2002 turbidity levels in Well 3 varied only slightly from 0.1 to 0.8
NTU, and in fact were highest during a low flow-period in Hornepayne Creek, and did not
increase (in fact gradually decreased) during the weeks following a high-discharge event in the
creek.

Itis my opinion that the 2002 KGS study does not fulfill the stated goal of assessing the GUDI
status of the water supply at Hornepayne. Instead of collecting data based on well-defined
procedures, they relied on assumptions and hearsay to fall back on the principle that a well is
GUDI unless proven to be otherwise. | believe that KGS did not adequately serve the
Township in conducting this work.

The fact of the matter, however, is that there were periodic elevated coliform levels in the Well
3 water over the period from 1998 to 2002 (Figure 16), and for that reason alone treatment
beyond what was being done in 2002 (only chiorination) was needed. (Note that there is no
reason to think that the presence of coliform had anything to do with the water being GUDI or
not.)
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