





Goals

To promote the natural environments of the Niagara-on-the-Eake watershed ecosystem,
within the context of a unique, fragile agricultural resource, for the benefit of humans and
other terrestrial and aquatic life.

To prowwte environmentally sound and economically feasible water management
practices that recognize the interdependencies between the watercourses and the
itrigation/drainage system and to do so in co-operation with the Jrrigation Committee.



This submission is our response fo the Niagara-on-the-Lake

Watershed Plan for Public Warkshap #2, June 20, 2006

1.

10.

if there are incentive programs through the Conservation Authority
for work done adjacent to watercourses, then that information should
be sent to landowners/farmers who own land adjacent to
watercourses.

We do not feel there is a need for the cost of a program to educate
residents about the Region’s agriculture and its special needs, the
irrigation and drainage management system, or the operation of the
Virgil Reservoirs.

. This information is provided through OMAFRA and OFA,

. The development of guidelines is not necessary.

We do not feel there is a need for a one-window contact/source to
answcr questions about legislation.

We do not feel there is a need for another committee.

The Conservation Authority provides excellent resource material. We
support material provided but not workshops to encourage/educate
landowners on good stewardship of aquatic and terrestrial habitats.
The material should be compiled in a very small bookiet and mailed
to property owners adiacent to watercourses. 1t is important to
remember that areas of increased natural vegetation provide
increased havens for wildlife, insects and pests that damage crops.

We believe the Conservation Authority already provides this
information. It should be sent to landowners who border
watercourses.

We believe this material is already available through the
Conservation Authority and the Soil and Crops Association. Same
as above for disiribution.

a) We support the upgrading of culverts in the rural area that may

put restrictions on landowners’ property because of their current
size.



b} The Town already has a policy on fill adjacent to drains so there is
no need to address this issue uniess the cost can be attributed to
others. ‘

¢} We do not support the need to increase the capacity of channels.
We do not want to lose any more agricultural land. If the width of
channels is increased there may be the need for another
engineering report and we do not want to incur that cost. There
could also be an adverse affect on the road allowances. If any
individual landowner thinks his channel should be widened, then
he/she can approach the Drainage Supervisor.

d) If the provision is only to identify areas where culverts need to be
upgraded and included in the OP, we support that provision.

1112. -

The Town has approved many new developments with storm water
management facilities with input from the Region and the NPCA. If
there are further suggcstions from the NPCA then they should be
conveyed to the Town for consideration if the land is available and
they are economically feasible. We are concerned that there is no
cost analysis assaciated with this action.

13. Currently, the Town maintains a drain maintenance and
management program according fo the Drainage Act. Engineering
reports have been done for all of the individual drains that were
constructed, outfining the location of drains. Any changes would
require a new engineering report. Landowners cannot support a
program that requires new engineering reports and that additional
cost. They cannot support more agricuitural land taken out of
producfion adjacent to drainage diiches. In most cases these areas
have already had additional agricultural land remaoved {o increase
the size of the present drains.

There is no support for additional money for new drain cross-
sections designs.

The Drainage Act allows for the use of rip-rapped side slopes to
control erosion.

lLandowners cannot support a management program that replaces
weirs with off-line irrigation ponds. The base flow in most if not all the



drainage ditches and creeks is extremely low or non existent and the
use of weirs has been allowed for vears and is needed to contain
enough water depth to provide for irrigation pumps and to fill off-line
ponds.

Dams are constructed with removable wood boards. Drain
maintenance is minimized between April and June. Dams are
installed just before and removed at the end of the irrigation season
(May 15 to Sept15).

Agricultural land parcels are smaller in NOTL than anywhere else in
the Province and many farms are not large enough to be able to
take land out of production for a pond or meandering drains. ,
Dams are needed to fill existing ponds anyway. Off-line ponds are
encouraged for larger farm parcels.

Drains are brushed on an average every 7 years. These drains
were constructed years ago according to the Drainage Act and the
Engineer Report to drain agricultural fand. There is no support for
redesigning these drains because of the further loss of agricultural
land and the huge cost,

There is no support for a review of the irrigation management
system. The Town of NOTL has hired a Drainage/lrrigation
Supervisor to oversee the management of the system. Water usage
is being requested this year and anyone not getting a fair allocation
of water is quickly accommodated.

We cannot stress enough the {ack of base flow in the ditches during
the summer months when irrigation is needed.

The Irrigation Committee does address any problems associated
with the efficient usage of irrigation water.,

There has been no identification of the erosion sites sa it is difficult
to comment.

The Town through the Public Warks Dept Drainage Supervisor
manages the erosion problems according to the Drainage Act in a
cost effective manner and we support that practice.

Farmers dao not support any additional agricultural fand for
reestablishing natural channel morphology.



16.

17.

18.

19

20

21,

The Conservation Authority can provide any information to the
Drainage Supervisor and a landowner who wants to avail
himself/herself of this information to reconstruct the design of the
channel on his/her property, including cost, can do so after
consultation with the Irrigation Supervisor. The cost of a new
engineer report would also be the responsibility of the property
owner.

Landowners who have wells are responsible for testing their own
water. This is done free of charge by the Region. We do not see the
need or the cost to undertake a study of the quality and quantity of
well water use.

The MOE is responsible for permits to take water and irrigation
users are required to supply the amount of their water use. We see
1o reason to duplicate this process.

It is interesting that you note the current base flows in 6 Mile and 8
Mile Creeks are currently very low. This is something we have
known for years. That is the reason the irrigation system was
expanded to include more water introduced into those areas.

The EA process of Walker Landfill site altows for reviews by others.
We believe the opportunity to review and comment is already
present and does not need to be duplicated.

If the EA for the Walker Landfill has identified potentiat reduction in
ground water supply then there should be remediation plans to
overcome this problem and these plans should be requested by the
commenting or interested agencies and municipalities.

. Same as above

. The Virgil Reservoirs were built for flood control and irrigation.

Farmers pay for some of the costs at the Reservoir. The Drainage
Supervisor looks after the levels of water during the irrigation
season. We do not suppott any other changes and we do not
support the use of littoral zone aquatic plant growth because of
damage to irrigation pumps.

We believe the decision to monitar water quality in drains and
watercourses be left to the Town, in co-operalion with Lthe lrrigalion
Committee.



22.

23,

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

Farmers are good stewards of the land. Many hire a pesticide
specialist to advise on timing of the use of pesticides, to reduce their
usage. This includes the cost of an individual who covers each farm
parcel on a weekly basis. Farmers apply nutrients and pesticides
according to regulations (rates per acre) based on soil samples.
There are OFA Nutrient Management Plans that already address
this issue. We see no reasecn to duplicate this work.

Most farmers adjacent to drains already leave a 10 m headland for
drain maintenance purposes and for turn around of equipment.
There is no need for this extra work.

The Town of NOTL currently uses fess salt on their roads than the
Region does. Farmers have suffered damage to trees, vines and
crops from salt spread on Regional roads. Farmers support the
implementation of extending the recommendalions of Niagara
Regions Salt Vulnerability Study if the recommendations will reduce
the amount of salt presently used on focal roads.

We believe the decision to undertake a water and sediment quality
monitoring program of Virgil Reservoirs be left to the Town, in co-
operation with the Irrigation Committee.

Farmers already leave sufficient headland buffers adjacent to
watercourses for maintenance work and for equipment movement.
We see no reason to duplicate this action.

Water has been introduced into the watercourses for over
seventeen years because the base flow is so low or non-existent.
Farmers/landowners have committed substantial investments
towards the expansion of this irrigation system. This year there is a
requirement for farmers to submit their water usage. The Town
already knows the number of users on the system because they are

charged annually for capital and operational costs. There is no need
for this additional review,

Farmers support the profection of any wetland features on public
land. Without identifying locations, it is difficult to respond about
private land.



239.

30.

31.

32.

33

34,

There is aiready a vegetated buiter along most of Four Mile Creek
in St. David’s. Any restoration plan should only be undertaken after
consultation and agreement with property owners.

The Reservoir was instailed for irrigation and flood control and the
irrigation system is operated from May 15 to Sept 15. Farmers do
riot support any changes io the operation of the Reseiveir and do
not support any aquatic plants that would hinder operation of
irrigation pumps.

Most of the forested areas are on private properiy and are
maintained at the owner's expense. According to the Regional Tree
By-law Tarmers can only reimove trees for agriculiure prodiiction. To
prevent complete removal of forested areas, perhaps there should
be opportunifies for negotiation with landowners who own these
areas.

Farmers support the igentification of opportunities {o create habitat
linkages along public property in the L:scarpment. Linkages on
private property shouid only be undertaken after consuliation and
approval of tha owner because of damage to crops and property.

MNR and OFA, currently work with landowners on this issue,

Reach-based concept plans should only be done if Federal and
Provincial Governments share the cost of the plans and the work.
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June 14 2007
NOTICE OF IMPORTANT MEETINGS FOR RURAL LANDOWNERS

As Chairmen of the Agricultural and Irrigation Committees, we would like to notify rural
lgndowncrs of the most: important meeting coming up abeut the Watershed Study. A
letter notifying you about two meetings appeared in the Advance last week.

The second meeting, the Watershed Meeting, will be held on June 19 from 7:00 to 9:00
pm at the Community Center on Platoff St. in the Old Town. This meeting is to present
the latest version of the proposed management actions fok the watetshed, If you
remember, the original proposal a year ago, identified 34imanagement actions. The
farming community responded with it’s concerns about the duplication of actions done by
. other government agencies, the fact that some of the actipns would potentially require the
Ej“s;of productive agriculturat land, the requirement for treed or naturally vegetated

ers adjacent to drainage ditches and the damage to cibps because of it, the -
tequirement, cost and maintenance of terraced vegetative slopes adjacent to drainage
ditches for erosion control, the cost of taking more productive land to design natural
hannels, the potential ioss of the use of dams (weirs) foriirrigation purposes and the
tverall cost of Watershed Managemcnt Actions, which has not been identified yet.

Yy
The latest version of the Watershed Study has reduced the 34 actions to 17.
ey are:

'v)

: view current incentive programs that target farmexs and update to address current
yssues and problems

eveIOp brochure/educational materials on shoreline erosion, approvals, preferred
ilization techniques, protection of fish and aquatic habitats
|

}deate Floodplain Mapping

~ Minimize flooding of agricultural lands by:
' a) upgrading culverts, remove weirs
b) removing excess fill adjacent to drainage feature
! ¢) inctease capacity of drainage featurs

lement a strategic drain maintenance and managemerk program 1o reduce costs and
rove stability (reduce erosion and sedimentation in drtins)
| .
mplete a review of the itrigation system to identify waker use conflicts; encourage
water conservation including off-line storage; identify minitum flow requirements;
dentify potential downstream impacts

h)evcbp an erosion retediation plan using natural channel design for watercoumes to
}address erosion and fish hﬂbltat impacts

i
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Implement State-of-the-Art Stormwater Management for new developments

mplement a water quality momtormg ptogtam to assessithe water quality in drains and
€rcourses , :

Mamge nutrient (Mgm and phosphorus, potassiem) and pesticide use to reduce
potential for contamination of runoff and groundwater

1 ;

{Work with Jandowners to develop a 6m buffer zone (3mion cach side) adjaceut to drains.

fnplement the recommendations of Niagara™s Salt Valnerability Study and extend it to
r:over local roads

' fWork with landowners to develop a 10m buffer zone (Sm on each side) adjacent to
CICOUTSES

lement a conmmmty-based fish habitat itprovement plan for Virgil Reservoirs and
flower 4 Mile Creek, in'cooperation with the Trrigation Cbmmxttee

Work with landowners. to develop strategies to manage oonﬂlcts between wildlife and
. kerops

 [Protect remaining wetland and forest features
Identify opportunities 1o create habitat linkages along the Escarpment

These 17 management actions were shown to the Ag. and Trr. Committees. Comunittee
members still bave concerns.

" First it is ioportant to realize the NPCA’s intention is “to determine a program whereby
ithe natural resources of the watershed may be conserved, restored, developed and
ﬂmnaged,”

lMumctpal drainage ditches have not been removed fromithis plan as requested
|previously.

Second, landowners had requested the words “and econpmically feasible” and “and to do
50 in co-operation with, the Irrigation Committee” be inciuded in the “Goals”. This
twording has not been included yet,

!’ﬂle plan recommendsithe installation of latger culverts which is positive. The plan
crecommends the removal of fill adjacent to draing whichiis positive. That is done now if
Ithe ownet wishes to puy. The plan recommends the widening of drains to minimize
flooding, Where and how?






v - |
» Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority © August 22, 2007
Niagara-on-the-Lake Watershed Plan

RE Town of Niagara-on-the-Lake Irrigation Committee Response -

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the list of proposals. On June 15, 2006
comments were submitted on the 34 proposals at that time that outlined our concerns
including the fact that many management actions were already done by other government
bodies or private individuals. We appreciate the fact that the number has been reduced
but we still have concerns about some of the action plans mcludmg the voluntary aspect
of the management ac’aons

We understand from speaking to Andy Burt and Suzanne MclInnes from the Conservation
Authority that the action plans will be voluntary, not regulated. However the document
from the consultant for public comment proposes Policy Considerations, Implementatlon
Mechanisms, Unit/Initial Costs, and Funding Alternatives. Our concern is about what is
chosen for implementation by the Conservation Authority.

On behalf of the landowners who irrigate we offer ihe foHowing comments in response to
the 24 proposed management action plans in the Watershed Study.

ACTION #8

Develop brochure/educaﬁonal materials on shoreline erosion, approvals, p‘referr‘_je‘c__i'..
stabilization techniques, protectmn of ﬁsh and aquatic habltats

RESPONSE Presently erosion is controlled with the use of riprap and the Imgatlon )
Committee supports that use. The Irrigation Comimittee does not support the use of
vepetative side slopes using plantings if that is what is meant by “preferred stabilization
techniques”. The Irrigation Committee supports the use of grass adjacent to municipal
drains because farmers can mow the grass and keep unwanted pests that damage crops to
a minium. Presently the NPCA publishes brochures on fish and aquatic habitat and that
information should be available to all who live adjacent to a fish habitat. The cost of this
should be borne by the mumcxpahty and the NPCA.

i

ACTION #1

Review current incentive pr%ogramé that target farmers and update to address current
issues and problems; provide technical advice and support

RESPONSE  We support the need to better target incentive programs for all ﬁmmng
operations typical of our area. However the agricultural commodity groups usually _
identify these programs, For the purposes of the Irrigation Committee, fonding for ponds, -
water quality testing, erosion control and dams would be most welcome but we guestion
the need for the Conservation Authority to do & review. Reviews cost money. The
Irrigation Committee does not feel it is their responsibility to fund this review.
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ACTION #10
Minimize flooding of agricultural lands by identifying undersized culverts and spill zones

RESPONSE We support the development of a prioritized list of undersmd culverts and
we understand that has been doue and submitted to the Town ' _ )

ACTION #10a

Upgrading culverts, removing unnecessary weirs

RESPONSE The committee supports the inclusion of the prioritized culvert list to be
included in Town and Region capital budgets, However the committee cannot stress
enough the importance of the private dams on private property that hold water for

irnigation use and the commuttee does support the snnple design ofa dam for xmgatxon

purposes,

ACTION #10b
Remove excess fill adjacent to drains and watercourses

RESPONSE As stated previously the Town already has a policy on fill adjacent to
drains when drains are cleaned and the drains are cleaned according to the Drainage Act
The landowner has the option of spreading the fill on his/her land or paying to truck it
away if land is not available. Spill zones could be identified when drains are cleaned but
the lrrigation Committee will not fake the responsibiity to fund the removal asthe
farmers are already either spreading the material on their own lands or paying to truck it -
away from their own property as part of dramn maintenance.

ACTION #13

Implement a strategic drain maintenance and management program to reduce costs and . B
improve stability (erosion and sedimentation of drains): o

New information has Eromsed a $20,000 study to be paid for by the Irrigation ,
Committee to review the existing program of drain maintenance and identify measures to

reduce frequency of mamtenance (brushing, drain cleanout, linkages with irrigation
network).

RESPONSE _As stated by us a year ago this work is done according to the L
Act. Enginecring reports were done on all the individual drains that outlined mnuenance- :
work. The previous Watershed Management Action nPlan, a year ago, identified the need S
to minimize drain maintenance from April to June because of fish sy spawning time. We =~
understand and support this timing but we cannot support a decrease in the frequency of |




brushing the drains. The drains are not cleaned that oftén and the growth of weedsand .-
bulrushes impede the movement of water through the drains, movement that is critical for
irrigation (pictures enclosed). This summer is a perfect example of the problem of trying
to move water through weed-choked channels during a drought. The retention of
bulrushes slows the water and can also provide a breeding ground for mosquitoes. The

- Irrigation Committee cannot support the financing of a $20,000 study.

ACTION #13a
Design drain morphology to be more self-sustaining

RESPONSE This management action proposes that the Irrigation Committee review the
existing network of drains, weirs, tile drainage to identify measures to improve drain '
function to convey water and calls for the implementation of a demonstration project to
design a drain typical of Type 5, 7, and 8 drain classes. Information about what that
design is or at what cost has not been included so we cannot comment,

Previous information (2006) called for the use of terraces and low flow channel with
grade controls or meanders to reduce gradient. The disadvantages of this proposal were
that low growing vegetation required some maintenance and an increase in land
requirements. The committee does not support the idea or the cost of reconstructing
existing drains or losing more agricultural land but if new drains were created in the
future this information would be considered. -

ACTION #13b.
% Introduce grade controls (e.g. 6 Mile Creek) to reduce erosion risk The action proposes a _

$30,000 study to be paid for by the Irrigation Committee to review measures to reduce
€rosion. '

RESPONSE A year ago this action plan called for grade controls constructed out of
natural materials to reduce gradients and increase channel roughness. For many years
erosion in drains has been controlled with the use of rip rap (rock) and we support that
use. - ’

If a grade control plan for Townline municipal drain/6 mile creek needs to be
implemented to slow water then it should be implemented with the use of dams with
removable boards to hold water for irrigation needs. A simple dam design with
removable boards needs to be done so that farmers can use that design for use elsewhere.
Existing dams can be used for consideration (pictures enclosed). Further consultation
needs to be done with the Irrigation Committee.

The water introduced by the irrigation committee is not the only water going through the
drains and watercourses. In our opinion the extreme water that flows in the spring of the
year causes extensive erosion (pictures enclosed). The Town and the NPCA should share
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any study for erosion control because the Irrigation Committee may have to do an erosion

stucy on drams they use Ior umgation purposes as part ol the system expansion pian. L
ACTION #13c |

* Replace rip rapped side slopes with vegetated terraces (low _gowing vegetation).

RESPONSE This action calls for the Irrigation Committee to investigate alternative -
bank stabilization measures for drains and calls for a $50,000 demonstration study to be
funded by the Irrigation Committee, NPCA, and federal programs.

The Irrigation Committee does not support the need to replace rip rapped slopes with -
vegetative terraces and cannot support the cost of the study. The Committee supports the

lise of riprap and vegetated growth is not hampered by the use Of niprap (pictures
enclosed)

ACTION #13e

This action calls for the continuation of the removal of temporary dams after the
irrigation system is completed (Sept 15) and the consideration of water conservation
measures to manage water use and in stream storage requirements.

RESPONSE Thc Irrigation System by-law calls for the removal of temporary dams and
will continue to do so. The Irrigation Committee advocates the construction of individual
off line ponds and has had information presented at annual irrigation meetings about
funding sources. The Irrigation Committee continues to look for ways to improve the
itrigation system and as part of the expansion plan for the Airport, Bright and Lavigne
Irrigation System a design study has been initiated that includes the construction of a
holding area for the storage of surplus water and variable controls on the pump to provide
the opportunity to conserve water. The Committee is also adding variable controls to an .
existing pump on a different system.

ACTION #13f

In areas where fish have access to drains, minimize drain maintenance activities during
spring; April 1- June 30.

RESPONSE This is already done and all landowners, mcludmg members of the
irrigation committee, pay the dram maintenance.

ACTION #14

Review the irrigation management system to identify any existing conflicts in water use
among landowners-encourage off-line storage and other water conservation strategies;

identify opportumtxes to mamtam base ﬂow 1dennfy potentlal downstream i lmpacts on .
waxercoutses B L

1010/016



The action proposes that the Irrigation Committee needs to complete an audit of water
withdrawals by Jandowners to manage its own withdrawals, current system is to respond
to landowner demands for water, levy for water use needs to be based on actual
withdrawals, rather than on acreage under irrigation to encourage more efficient use of
water/water conservation, an assessment of watercourse erosion is needed to identify
impacts of municipal drains and irrigation water on stream erosion.

RESPONSE  The landowners are required to submit monthly records of water use to the
Town and the cost is attributed according to acres irrigated. If a piped system were in
place it would be easy to charge based on actual water use. Unfortunately the proposed
cost of two different piped systems (Stantec) for NOTL is $62,000,000 or $65,000,000
with no guarantee of funding assistance. Completely unreasonable cost for 138 growers.

Any conflicts among landowners are usually settled by talking to each other. Complaints
received by the Irrigation/Drainage Manager are dealt with by him and if an irrigation -
meeting is needed to deal with a serious issue, a meeting can be called almost

immediately. If there is a water shortage and it is brought to the attention of the Irrigation
Committee, a rationing schedule is put in place and monitors are. appomted for each drain
that is rationed. Scheduling is being considered for permanent use.

.~ Regular base flows are not always present in the municipal drains. For many drains the

- only water present is spring thaw water or rain water. The steady flow of water jn many

~drains is the irrigation water introduced seasonally in the drains. Durmg_ought years it
may be difficult to maintain a flow of water.

-~ Action plan #13b proposed an erosion study with a cost of $30,000. Action plan #14
‘proposes an assessment of watercourse erosion to identify impacts of municipal drains
and irrigation water on stream erosion with a cost of $50,000 to be paid by the Irrigation
Committee, NPCA, Federal programs, Region Water Quality Program. There seems to be
more than one opportunity for an erosion study in these action plans.

RESPONSE As stated previously, irrigation water is not introduced into every
municipal drain and irrigation water is not the only water that flows through any drain.
Spring thaws contribute much more water in a shorter time frame than irrigation water
and do far more damage over the years. Landowners in NOTL have taken numerous
pictures during this time and some are enclosed. Therefore the Province and the Town
should contribute to any cost for erosion control.

ACTION #15

Develop an erosion remediation plan uéing natural channel design principals for lower
watercourses to addiess erosion and aquatic habitat impacts. -

- RESPONSE  This action plan calls for the NPCA to do 2 $50,000 erosion remediation
plan on 8 Mile, 6 Mile, 4 Mile and 2 Mile Creeks based on potential risk to structures and
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sediment source, with the focus on the urban areas. Priorities include erosion hazards in 4
Mile Creek first, followed by sediment generating sites on all three watercourses. The
cost is proposed to be paid for by the NPCA, NOTL and the landowner.

The cost of the plan is high. What and where are the erosion hazards? Have they been
identified? Are they all in the urbanarea?Dotheymcludethepondsusedfor xmgauonm
Virgil? What will the required work cost as a result of the plan? '

According to data presented the remediation plan calls for natural channel design that
could require additional land. Does the urban landowner know? Agncultuml landowners :

have said they do not want fo have more 1and taken out of production. Natural channel

remediation also proposes natural material for bank stabibzation. Presently bank
stabilization is controlled with riprap.

As landownefs we support the use of riprap. It has done a good job in the past. We see no

reason to change that use. It is imperative to keep i mnd that municipal drains are
cleaned out periodically according to the Drainage Act and the Engmeer’s report. The
sides of the banks of the drains are brushed and clogged drains are cleaned out when
necessary to aliow water fo dramn properly and those that are used for irrigation purposes
are also brushed and cleaned to aﬂow for the flow of irrigation water. :

ACTION # 21

Implement a water quality monitoring program to assess instream water quality for

irrigation and aquatic life, that includes a focus on nutrients, suspended sediment, S
chloride and less frequent monitoring of trace metals, pesticides and organic compounds.
The action plan proposes fimding from NPCA, Irrigation Committee and NWQP. '

RESPONSE _The Irrigation Committee will monitor the irrigation water at the source if -
funding is available. The NPCA should continue to monitor downstream.

ACTION #22

Work with landowners to manage nutrient (nitrogen and phosphorus) and pesticide use
and reduce potential for contaminated runoff (nutrients, suspended sediments, bacteria,
chioride) and contaminated groundwater. Plan calls for the development of nutrient '
management plans with input from NPCA. The Plan proposes “all agricultural producers
to complete Nutrient Management plan/Environmental Farm plan” and the .
implementation of a “septic system inspection program”,

RESPONSE There are already nutrient management plans in place and it ison a
voluntary basis. The Irrigation Committee feels that the Consultant or NPCA needs to-
talk to the individual who already works with the landowners to administer the program.
Why is there a need for others to do this work? If the existing plan needs improvement =
one meeting with those who presently operate the program would suffice. This program



is voluntary and the Irrigation Committee supports a voluntary program. These action
plans were supposed to be voluntary.

" Many farmers use sprayers designed to reduce pesticide use. The spray is directed
downwards and the spray can be directed only to one side if necessary (pictures
enclosed). Funding should be made available to purchase this type of sprayer.

Septic systems are installed with the approval of the Health Unit. Periodic pumping is

reported to the Health Unit. The timing of pumping depends on usage. Two people living |
- in a home shouid not have to pump their system as often as a2 home with five or six '

people. These statistics should be available for review by the Health Unit and if there is

no record of cleanout, a letter to homeowner should be sent and a follow up if necessary.

ACTION #23

Work with landowners to develop a 6 m. buffer zone ( 3 metres on either side ) adjacent
-to drains (manage uses/activities within the buffer); implement a demonstration project -
With a proposed 50 % cost share paid for by the landowners and the other 50 % share to

be split between NPCA, Irrigation Comm:ttee Federal programs and NQWP.

RESPONSE Most rural landowners have to provide a 3 metre buffer adjacent to drains
to utilize their farm equipment, especially if they are spraying or harvesting because of
the area needed for turning tractors and implements. The Irrigation Committee does niot
support the cost of a demonstration project and does not support the concept of the

" management by others of “the uses/activities within that buffer.” Presently most rural
landowners mow that area to keep weeds and other vegetation in check to prevent
habitats that would harbor pests that destroy Crops.

- ACTION #24

Implement the recommendations of the Reglon s Salt Vulnerabﬂ1ty study and extend it to |
cover local roads.

RESPONSE Farmers support the implementation of the Region’s Salt Vulnerability
Study. Farmers have taken jegal action against the Province for damage to crops and
farmers in NOTL have had extensive damage (pictures enclosed) done to crops on
Regional roads. The Town does a much better job than the Region in managing the salt
on local roads with a small percentage of salt used, despite criticism from some -

taxpayers.
ACTION #26

Same response as #23
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ACTION #30

Implement a community-based fish habitat improvement plan for Virgil Reservoirs and -
lower 4 Mile Creek in cooperation with the Irrigation Committee. The plan proposes the
development of a habitat enhancement program “including imptoving littoral habitat in -
Virgil Reservoirs, incorporating habitat enhancement into erosion control works on 4

Mile Creek; developing interpretive signage, public access points for anglers.”

RESPONSE There are two aspects to this plan. The first proposes littoral plantmgs,
interpretive signage, and public access for anglers for the reservoirs. The reservoirs were
built in the 60’s for irrigation and flood control. :

The Itrigation Committee questions the need for littoral plantings based on a site visit
(pictures enclosed). The reservoirs have extensive habitat now. In certain areas nprap has
been introduced for erosion control. We do not support the removal of exisiing rip Tor
additional plantings. The public uses the reservoirs now (picture enclosed) Ifthe public - -
1s encouraged to visit the site, what happens in drought years when water is needed for
irrigation and the water levels decrease? The Iirigation Commitice has serious Concerns
about this proposal and consultation is needed with the Irrigation Commxttee before this
plan is considered or implemented., , i

~ The second part of this plan proposes “a congnunity based fish habltat improvement plan : :
for the lower 4 Mile Creek” also, mcludmg a “habitat enhancement program” that .
includes erosion control works.

The Irrigation Committee cannot stress enough the concern over the proposals to increase
vegetative habitat into our specialty crop area. This increase in habitat leads to additional
pesticide sprays for crop protection at a time when the industry has made great
improvements in the reduction of the use of pesticides. The landowners mow grass in
buffer areas and between crop rows to prevent crop loss from unwanted pests that are
harbored in vegetative growth (pictures enclosed).

ACTION # 31

Work with landowners to protect rema:mng forest and wetland habitats by mcludmg a
municipal rebate.

RESPONSE The Irrigation Committee supports the Regional Tree By Law that allows
property owners to remove woodlots if the property will be put into agricultural
production. The Committee supports Regloml tax rebate to be included because that
rebate would be more encouraging.

ACTION #32



Identify opportunities to create habitat lmkages along the Escarpment by including a -
municipal tax rebate.

This plan proposes to offer 2 municipal tax rebate to prepei'ty owners and “to identify
other incentives to take land out of productlon” to create habitat linkages along the
Escarpment.

RESPONSE _The Irrigation Committee has concerns about creating habitat linkages
adjacent to productive agricultural land (pictures enclosed). As stated previously creating
wildlife habitals causes ¢rop damage to specialty crops and that is what 1s grown in
NOTL. If there is no nearby productive agricultural land then the Commiitee can support
incentive programs but a Regional tax rebate should be included. The best approach
would be to buy the land at fair market value.

ACTION #33

Work with landowners to develop strategies to manage eonﬂlcts between wﬂdhfe and
crops. _

RESPONSE  The Jrrigation Committee supports the concept of managing conﬂlcts
between wildlife and crops. One way to manage conilicts s to stop encouraging the idea
of creating more habitats that attracts the wildlife {birds) that damage crops (pictures
enclosed). There is no compensation for damages to crops from birds but there should be.

CONCLUSIONS

Government and society have shown a deep concern about water supply. As farmers and o

- irrigators we know first hand the importance of a supply of water for irrigation purposes. -
Due to a drought in 1988 the farm community pressured the Town and Provincial -
Government to allow the nse of municipal drains for irrigating purposes. Since that time
Bill 88 has provided the ability to introduce water into municipal drains for irrigation
purposes and the maintenance of the drains has been done under the Drainage Act. The
water is only introduced mto some branches of each municipal drain, not all. An _
Irrigation Committee is in place that makes decisions on the expansion of the system and
only 138 landowners have paid most of the cost of the desxgn, m:frastructure operation
and maintenance of the system.

As rural landowners and irrigators we are deeply concerned about many of the action,
plans proposed. Most of the drainage ditches flow through our property that we maintain,
A lot of agricultural land has been lost to municipal drains in the past. Some of the
proposed action plans will remove more agricultural land adjacent to municipal drains

" and therefore remove more productive agricultural land. We cannot support the further
removal of agricultural land to provide vegetative terraces etc.

Some of the action plans we see as duplication of services provided by other government
agencies or private business entrepreneurs.
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The Watershed Plan calls for studies for new erosion control methods, drain redes1gns

grade controls, new bank stabilization methods etc. and targets the Irngation Comxmttee'
-for funding for many if not most of the action plans. There are o; growers wi

irrigate and they are already paying for the majority of costs attributed to the nngatxon .
system and any expansion proposed. It is important to remember that all rural landowners.

do not contribute to the Irrigation System. It is also important to remember that those who

irrigate pay, not only for the capital costs but also for the operatmg/mairﬁenance costs of .

the Town Irrigation System, but for the costs of their individual pumps, pipes and
generators and tractors to run the pumps. _

[41016/016

The Irrigation Committee does not support some of these plans and the fundmg costs for' |

the reasons stated above however we do oifer the following suggestions.

Webehevetherelsaneedtodes:gnadamtbatcanbeusedtoholdwaterandcontrolthe

flow of water in the drainage ditches running north and south. Board dams are allowed in

the drains on a seasonal basis however it is difficult to put board dams in place and
remove them without causing earth to be dislodged. A different design could have pre-

fabricated cement sides with removable boards in the drainage ditch area. Dams that have’

been constructed in the past that work properly can be used as examples (pictures
included). Consultation should take place with the Conservation Authority, the Town
(Public Works), aud the Irrigation Committee/landowners on the issue. Studles are not
required, only designs, Costs should be kept to-a minimom.

Further cons:deranon should be ngen to Four Mile Creek reservoirs. The reservoirs were
built for irrigation and flood control in the 1960°s. Over time they have fish that have
migrated to them. In years with sufficient rainfali there is not a problem maintaining
water for the irrigation and fish, however, in a drought year, water supply has to be

Emited to protect the aquatic life. We believe that if the maintenance of aquatic life inthe -~

reservoirs is important to society then consideration should be given to deepening the
ponds. The cost could be enormous. Consultation about the deepening of the reservoirs
should take place with the Conservation Authority, the Town (Public Works), and the-
Irrigation Committee). The cost of this work should be bome by the Province. :

We hope this response has provided some insight into our needs and concerns, We

understand that before any pian is finalized we will be consuited in the process to develop -
a Watershed Plan appropriate to the needs of the farming community in a Sp@i.alg Crop,. -

Area.

The Town of Niagara-on-the-Lake Irrigation Committee "





