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Purpose  
• Assess the cumulative impact of the prohibition polices concerning agricultural 

activities outside of WHPA-A/IPZ-1 and determine if they are having notable 
impact on the agricultural community; either by negative impact on 
agricultural operations or from a positive impact on water quality 

 

• Consider whether the policies should remain in place or whether they should 
be adjusted to allow for more management in these areas 
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Methodology Overview  
1. Determined which agricultural policies from the SGB LS SPP were applicable to the S. 

36 review 

2. Determined which municipal wells have areas with a VS=10 outside of a WHPA-A from 
the SPA AR  

3. Determined whether there is agricultural land use within the affected WHPA by field 
verification/ortho-imagery, used ArcGIS to map each affected well, calculated the 
area, and indicated the type of land use 

4. Analyzed the water quality of the affected wells to determine if there were any 
exceedances of inorganic or organic parameters associated with agricultural activities 

5. Consultation with RMOs and SPC Ag. Reps. within the SGB LS SPR 

 
The methodology examines whether agricultural operations within the affected WHPAs 
have an impact on water quality, by determining the spatial extent of the agricultural  
land that is within the affected area and analyzing it to the water quality parameters  
that are related to agricultural activities.  
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Criteria for Agricultural Prohibition Policies  
 

1. Limited to the agricultural significant drinking water threats 
in the SGB LS SPP, ensure the policy tools were either 
prohibition (Pro) or prescribed instruments (PI) 

 

2. Read the policy text to identify which policies were relevant 
to areas that had a “VS=10 outside of WHPA-A” or 
“is/would be considered a significant drinking water threat”   
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Policies affected by S. 36 Review  
Ag. (Pro) Policies applicable to areas outside of WHPA-A/IPZ-1 

 
Policy 

Number 

 
Tool 

 
Implementer 

 
Existing/ 

Future 

 
Policy Text 

ASM 
(Store)- 2 Pro RMO F 

Where the Nutrient Management Act does not require an approval, the future storage of 
agricultural source material is prohibited where the activity would be a significant drinking 
water threat. 

ASM 
(Store)- 4 PI OMAFRA F The future storage of agricultural source material is prohibited where the activity would be a 

significant drinking water threat. 

ASM 
(ICA)-2 Pro RMO E/F 

Where the Nutrient Management Act does not require an approval, the existing and future 
storage and application of agricultural source material to land is prohibited where the 
vulnerability score is 10, and the activities would be a significant drinking water threat.  

ASM 
(ICA)-4 PI OMAFRA E/F 

The existing and future storage and application of agricultural source material to land is 
prohibited where the vulnerability score is 10 and the activities would be a significant drinking 
water threat.  

NASM 
(App)-4 PI MOE, OMAFRA F The future application of category 2 and 3 non-agricultural source material is prohibited where 

the activity would be a significant drinking water threat. 
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Policies affected by S. 36 Review Cont.  
 

Ag. (Pro) Policies applicable to areas outside of WHPA-A/IPZ-1 
 

Policy 
Number 

 
Tool 

 
Implementer 

 
Existing/

Future 

 
Policy Text 

NASM 
(H&S)-4 PI MOE, OMAFRA F 

The future handling and storage of category 2 and 3 non-agricultural source material is prohibited 
where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat. 

FERT 
(H&S)-2 Pro RMO F Future handling and storage of commercial fertilizer is prohibited where the activity would be a 

significant drinking water threat. 

FERT 
(ICA)-2 Pro RMO E/F 

Where the Nutrient Management Act does not require an approval, the existing and future handling, 
storage and application of commercial fertilizer is prohibited where the vulnerability score is 10, and the 
activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat. 

FERT 
(ICA)-4 PI OMAFRA E/F 

The existing and future application of commercial fertilizer to land is prohibited where the vulnerability 
score is 10 and the activities would be a significant drinking water threat.  

PEST 
(H&S)-2 Pro RMO F Future handling and storage of pesticides is prohibited where the activity would be a significant drinking 

water threat. 

LSTOCK-1 Pro RMO E/F 

Existing and future livestock grazing and pasturing is prohibited where the number of animals on the 
land at any time is sufficient to generate nutrients at an annual rate that is greater than 0.5 nutrient 
units/acre where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat.  
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Summary of affected Municipal Wells 

1. Used the WHPA and VS maps from the SPA AR to determine which wells 
have a VS=10 outside of a WHPA-A 

 

2. Used ArcGIS to calculate the total area and the agricultural area within 
a VS=10 that is outside of a WHPA-A to determine the spatial extent 

 

3. Used orthoimagery/satellite imagery to distinguish the types of land use 

 

4. Field verification of agricultural fields, where applicable 
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Summary of affected Municipal Wells that contain agri. land with a VS=10 outside of a WHPA-A/IPZ-1 

Source Protection 
Authority Location  Municipal Well 

Total Area  
with  VS=10  

outside WHPA-A 

Agri. Land  
with VS=10  

outside WHPA-A 
% of Agri. Land 

SSEA Severn  Coldwater  86.38 ha 14.31 ha 16.5  

NVCA 

Adjala- 
Tosorontio 

Everett Well I-2 5.85 ha 0.43 ha 7.35  

Lisle Well I-1,2 1.43 ha 0.13 ha  9.09  

Shelburne 
PW5 & PW6 7.64 ha 4.14 ha 54  

PW3 68.75 ha 20.2 ha 29 

LSRCA 

Brock 

Cannington MW2 & MW7 5.3 ha  4.6 ha 87 

Cannington MW3 15.7 ha 5.3 ha 33 

Cannington MW4, MW8 & MW6 44.8 ha 24.4 ha 54 

Sunderland MW1 & MW2  23.3 ha 3.4 ha 14 

Kawartha 
Lakes 

Western Trent  307.2 ha 128.3 ha 42 

Woodville Well 1 & 2 65.3 ha 37.8 ha  58 

Ramara  
Davy Drive Well 1, 2 & 3 53.8 ha 5.8 ha 11 

Val Harbour  38.7 ha  22.7 ha 59 

East 
Gwillimbury 

Queensville Well 3 & 4 2.0 ha  1.07 ha 53 

SGB LS SPR 726.15 ha 272.58 ha 37.5 
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2.83 ha 

0.26 ha 

4.02 ha 

1.01 ha  

There is a potential for 14.31 ha to be affected but currently only 8.12 ha are actively being farmed  
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Water Quality Status of affected Municipal Wells  
Annual Water Quality Compliance Reports, Ont. DWS Reg. 170/03  
 

 
No Max Acceptable Concentrations (MAC) for Sodium  
 
Health Objective for Sodium is 20 mg/L  
Aesthetic objective for sodium is 200 mg/L 
 

Source 
Protection 
Authority  

Municipality Municipal Well  Year of Report  Inorganic Parameters  Year of Sample Organic Parameters  

SSEA Severn Coldwater 

2017 Sodium 91.6 mg/L  2017 

No Exceedances 

2016 N/A 
2015 Sodium 96.0 mg/L 2015 
2014 Sodium 89.5 mg/L  2014 
2013 Sodium 86.2 mg/L  2013 

2012 Sodium 76.7 mg/L  2012 

NVCA 

Adjala-Tosorontio 
Everett   No Exceedances No Exceedances 

Lisle No Exceedances  No Exceedances 

Shelburne  Water Supply 
System  No Exceedances No Exceedances  

Local Medical Officer of Health should be notified when 
sodium exceeds 20 mg/L so this information can be 
communicated with local physicians for their use with 
patients on sodium restricted diets 
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LSRCA 

Kawartha Lakes 
Western Trent 2012 - 2017 No Exceedances No Exceedances 

Woodville 2012 - 2017 No Exceedances No Exceedances 

Brock 

Cannington 

2017 Sodium 46.0 mg/L 2017 

No Exceedances 

2016 Sodium 44.0 mg/L 2016 
2015 Sodium 41.6 mg/L 2015 
2014 Sodium 40.5 mg/L 2014 
2013 Sodium 39.9 mg/L 2013 
2012 Sodium 39.9 mg/L 2012 

Sunderland 

2017 Sodium 27.0 mg/L 2017 

No Exceedances 

2016 Sodium 26.0 mg/L 2016 
2015 Sodium 26.4 mg/L 2015 
2014 Sodium 28.0 mg/L 2014 
2013 Sodium 27.8 mg/L 2013 
2012 Sodium 28.5 mg/L 2012 

Ramara 

Davy Drive 

2017 Sodium 24.1 mg/L 2015 

No Exceedances 

2016 Sodium 24.1 mg/L 2015 
2015 Sodium 24.1 mg/L 2010 
2014 Sodium 20.3 mg/L 2010 
2013 Sodium 20.3 mg/L 2010 
2012 Sodium 20.3 mg/L 2010 

Val Harbour 

2017 Sodium 26.7 mg/L 2015 

No Exceedances 

2016 Sodium 26.7 mg/L 2015 
2015 Sodium 26.7 mg/L 2010 
2014 Sodium 33.4 mg/L 2010 
2013 Sodium 33.4 mg/L 2010 
2012 Sodium 33.4 mg/L 2010 

East Gwillimbury Queensville 

2017 Sodium 23.0 mg/L 2017 

No Exceedances 

2016 Sodium 22.4 mg/L 2016 
2015 Sodium 20.8 mg/L 2015 
2014 Sodium 22.8 mg/L 2014 
2013 Sodium 22.5 mg/L 2013 
2012 Sodium 22.4 mg/L 2012 

Source 
Protection 
Authority 

Municipality Municipal Well Year of Report Inorganic Parameters  Year of Sample 
Organic 

Parameters  
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Key Findings  

• Water quality data from pre-policy to post-policy implementation has seen little to no change 
of water quality parameters related to agricultural operations 

• Portion of agricultural area that has a VS=10 outside of a WHPA-A is overall relatively small  

• To date, RMOs in the affected municipalities have not had to enforce any Pro policies as of yet 

• Responses from RMOs indicated that most Pro policies focus on future threat activities with the 
exception of LSTOCK-1, and could be acknowledged at the time of a section 59 application 

• Agricultural Pro policies are having little to no negative impact on the agricultural 
community while still accomplishing to protect the municipal drinking water quality 
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Key Findings Continued… 

• No evidence of negative impacts to agricultural operations, no 
agricultural land has been taken out of farming, and only minimal 
evidence of improvement to water quality in affected systems 

• As a result, a revision of agricultural prohibition policies as part of this 
plan amendment is not required at this time 

 

However………. 

• General consensus of RMO responses supports that RMPs would be an 
acceptable alternative as a management-based approach rather than 
the Pro policies 

• RMPs are site specific and provide a less restrictive method that has 
greater opportunity to interact/educate the land owner on source water 
protection with still having the option of using prohibition of an activity 
as a risk management measure  
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Thank you! 
 

Kate Thomson, NVCA 
705-424-1479 ext. 242 
kthomson@nvca.on.ca 


	Clean Water Act S.36 Review:�Assessment of Prohibition Policies for �Agricultural Activities outside of a WHPA-A/IPZ-1�
	Purpose 
	Methodology Overview 
	Criteria for Agricultural Prohibition Policies �
	Slide Number 5
	Policies affected by S. 36 Review Cont. �
	Summary of affected Municipal Wells
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Water Quality Status of affected Municipal Wells �Annual Water Quality Compliance Reports, Ont. DWS Reg. 170/03 �
	Slide Number 12
	Key Findings 
	Key Findings Continued…
	Slide Number 15

