
 
 

AGENDA 
Source Protection Committee Meeting No. SPC-02/2020 

Meeting No. 2 
Zoom Video Conference 

Tuesday, July 7, 2020 
1:00 pm – 4:00 pm 

 
 
MEMBERS: 
Lynn Dollin, Chair 
 
Municipal Economic/Development Public Sector First Nations 
Don Goodyear  Colin Elliott Tom Kurtz Sharday James 
Debbie Korolnek David Ketcheson Bob Duncanson  
Kyle Mitchell David Ritchie Stephanie Hobbs  
Andy Campbell John Hemsted Larry Slomka  
Jeff Hamelin Ian Chadwick Geoff Allen  
Stan Wells Rick Newlove David Greenwood  
 Brandon Powers Cate Root  
 
Liaisons 
Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit    Christina Wieder 
Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority    Ben Longstaff 
Severn Sound Environmental Association    Julie Cayley 
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority    Doug Hevenor 
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks  Tea Pesheva 
 
Staff 
Bill Thompson, LSRCA    Ryan Post, NVCA 
Mike Wilson, LSRCA    Melissa Carruthers, SSEA 
Tara Harvey, LSRCA     Shelley Fogelman, minutes, LSRCA 
 
Guests 
Scott Lister, York Region     
Tavis Nimmo, Durham Region    
Brittany Barkes, City of Barrie    
Brook Piotrowski, LSRCA  
 
Regrets 
Katie Thompson – proxy to David Ketcheson 
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I. WELCOME & OPENING REMARKS 
 

II. ROLL CALL 
 
III. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTEREST 
 
IV. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA (Pages 1-6) 
 
 RECOMMENDED: THAT the agenda for the July 7, 2020 meeting of the Source 

Protection Committee (SPC) be approved as presented. 
 
V. ADOPTION OF MINUTES (Pages 7-16) 
 

(a) Source Protection Committee  
Included is a copy of the draft minutes from the April 30, 2020 meeting of the 
Source Protection Committee (SPC). 

 
 RECOMMENDED: THAT the minutes of the April 30, 2020 meeting of the Source 

Protection Committee be approved as printed and circulated.  
 
VI. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 
(a) Activities of the Chair & Committee 
(b) Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) Update - A brief update 

from Tea Pesheva, MECP 
 
VII. DELEGATIONS 

 
VIII. PRESENTATIONS 

 
a) Important Considerations when Negotiating a DNAPL Risk Management Plan: 

Tavis Nimmo, Technical Support Supervisor and RMI with Durham Region will 
provide an overview of Durham’s experiences with Dense Non Aqueous Phased 
Liquid (DNAPL) sites, applications and considerations when negotiating risk 
management plans. 

 
RECOMMENDED: THAT the presentation provided by Tavis Nimmo be received 

for information. 
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b) Low Impact Development (LID) Retrofit Project within the York WHPA-Q: 
Brook Piotrowski, Watershed Restoration Project Manager with LSRCA will provide 
an overview a low impact development project that has been implemented in York 
Region. 

 
RECOMMENDED: THAT the presentation provided by Brook Piotrowski be 

received for information. 
 

c) Source Protection Overview: 
Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies, LSRCA, will provide a 
general overview and update from the Source Protection Region. 
 
RECOMMENDED:  THAT the update provided by Bill Thompson on the Source 

Protection Region be received for information. 
 
d) Proposed new policy text for Land Use Planning Policy LUP-12 to Include Single 

Detached Residential Major Developments:  
Mike Wilson, Source Water Protection Hydrogeologist, LSRCA, will provide a 
proposed wording for Land Use Planning policy LUP-12 such that future single 
detached residential major developments will no longer be excluded from the 
requirements of this policy and LUP-12 will align more closely with similar recharge-
based policies in the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan and the Oak Ridges Moraine 
Conservation Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDED:  THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-01 regarding proposed new 

policy text for Land Use Planning Policy LUP-12 be received for 
information; and 
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee endorse the 
proposed change to the policy text for land use planning policy 
LUP-12; and 
FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the new policy 
text for policy LUP-12 as part of the forthcoming amendment to 
the Source Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the Clean 
Water Act. 
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e) New Handling and Storage of Fuel Circumstances and Policy Implications: 
Mike Wilson, Source Water Protection Hydrogeologist, LSRCA, will provide an 
overview of the number of potential new handling and storage of fuel threats as a 
result of an update to the threat circumstances and review the existing fuel policies 
to demonstrate that they remain adequate. 
 
RECOMMENDED:  THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-02 regarding new handling 

and storage of fuel circumstances and associated policy 
implications be received for information; and 
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee support 
staff’s recommendation that the existing handling and storage 
of fuel policies are adequate for managing the new fuel threats; 
and 
FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the new 
handling and storage of fuel circumstances as part of the 
forthcoming amendment to the Source Protection Plan, under 
Section 36 of the Clean Water Act. 
 

f) Proposed Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline Policy: 
Tara Harvey, Hydrogeology Assistant, LSRCA, will provide an overview of the 
presence of liquid hydrocarbon pipelines within the Source Protection Region, and 
outline a proposed policy related to future liquid hydrocarbon pipelines. 
 
RECOMMENDED:  THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-03 regarding a proposed 

liquid hydrocarbon pipeline policy be received for information; 
and 
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee endorse the 
proposed liquid hydrocarbon pipeline policy; and 
FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the proposed 
policy as part of the forthcoming amendment to the Source 
Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act. 
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g) Winter maintenance chemicals: challenges and opportunities for change: Bill 

Thompson, Project Manager, will present a letter received from the Lake Erie 
Region Source Protection Committee regarding their concerns related to winter 
maintenance chemicals. 

 
RECOMMENDED:  THAT Correspondence item 1(c) from the Lake Erie Region 

Source Protection Committee be received for information; and 
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee support the 
recommended actions outlined in that letter; and 
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee authorize the 
Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee to include this 
resolution of support in their future correspondence with 
Ministry staff and members of Cabinet on this topic 

 
IX. DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 
 
X. ADOPTION OF ITEMS NOT REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 

 
RECOMMENDED: THAT the recommendations respecting items not requiring 

separate discussion be approved, and staff be authorized to 
take all necessary actions to affect those recommendations. 

 
XI. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION  
 
XII. OTHER BUSINESS 
 
XIII. CLOSED SESSION 
 
XIV. ADJOURNMENT 
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AGENDA ITEMS: 
 
1. Correspondence (Pages 17-50) 

(a) Letter from Bill Thompson, Project Manager, LSRCA, to Debbie Scanlon, Manager, 
Source Protection Approvals Unit, MECP, dated June 3, 2020 regarding seeking an 
extension on Risk Management Plan deadlines. 

(b) Correspondence from Debbie Scanlon, Manager, Source Protection Programs Branch, 
MECP, dated June 10, 2020, regarding extension request - RMP Policy implementation 
timelines.  

(c) Letter from Martin Keller, Source Protection Program Manager, Lake Erie Source 
Protection Region, dated January 17, 2020, re:  Support for actions to address over-
application of winter maintenance chemicals to protect sources of municipal drinking 
water. 

(d) Copy of email from Canada Water, dated June 4, 2020, regarding Launch of Government 
of Canada freshwater consultation website. 

(e) Letter from Max Christie, Chair, Quinte Source Protection Committee, dated April 17, 
2020 re: Conservation Authority Review and Mandate. 

 
RECOMMENDED: THAT the correspondence listed in the July 7, 2020 agenda as Items 

1(a) to 1(e) be received for information. 
 
2. Staff Report #SPC-2020-02-01 (Pages 51-56) 

Attached is Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-01 from Mike Wilson, P. Geo., LSRCA on Updating 
Policy LUP-12. 

 
RECOMMENDED: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-01 be received for information. 
 

3. Staff Report #SPC-2020-02-02  (Pages 57-60) 
Attached is Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-02 from Mike Wilson, P. Geo., LSRCA on the new 
handling and storage of fuel circumstances. 

 
RECOMMENDED: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-02 be received for information. 
 

4. Staff Report #SPC-2020-02-03 (Pages 61-64) 
Attached is Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-03 from Tara Harvey, Hydrogeology Assistant, 
LSRCA on the proposed liquid hydrocarbon pipeline policy. 

 
RECOMMENDED: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-03 be received for information. 
 



 
 

MINUTES 
Source Protection Committee Meeting No. SPC-01/2020 

Meeting No. 1 
Zoom Conference Call 

Thursday April 30, 2020 
1:00 pm – 4:00 pm 

 
MEMBERS: 
Lynn Dollin, Chair 

            
Municipal Economic/Development Public Sector First Nations 
Debbie Korolnek Colin Elliott Tom Kurtz  
Kyle Mitchell David Ketcheson Bob Duncanson  
Andy Campbell David Ritchie Stephanie Hobbs  
Jeff Hamelin John Hemsted Larry Slomka  
 Rick Newlove 

Ian Chadwick 
David Greenwood 
Cate Root 

 

 Brandon Powers Geoff Allen  
    

Liaisons 
Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority – Ben Longstaff 
Severn Sound Environmental Association – Julie Cayley 
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority – Doug Hevenor 
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks – Elizabeth (Beth) Forrest 
 
Staff 
Bill Thompson, LSRCA   Ryan Post, NVCA 
Mike Wilson, LSRCA   Melissa Carruthers, SSEA 
Tara Harvey, LSRCA    Shelley Fogelman, minutes, LSRCA 
 
Guests 
Scott Lister, York Region   Jenna Stephens, Kawartha Conservation 
Stephanie Charity, R.J. Burnside  Therese Estephan, Peel Region 
Brittany Barkes, City of Barrie  Robin Shugan, Town of Collingwood  
Jennifer Stephens, TRCA 
Colin Hall, Durham Region    
Stephen Holden, City of Barrie 
 
Regrets 
Sharday James     Don Goodyear – proxy to Kyle Mitchell 
Christina Wieder      Katie Thompson – proxy to David Ketcheson   

Bill Thompson
I deleted Ian from the Liaison list.  He’s a full member of the committee (and is listed above)
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I. WELCOME & OPENING REMARKS 
 
Chair Dollin welcomed all new members to the meeting and introduced herself, 
presenting her experience. Bill Thompson (BT) confirmed with attendees that meeting 
was being recorded. BT conducted roll call and introductions. Quorum was established. 
 
II. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTEREST 
 
No pecuniary interests were declared. Dave K reminded Chair there may be some 
conflict and would advise if any arose. 
 
III. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 
The agenda was approved as printed and circulated. 
 
RESOLVED: THAT the agenda for the April 30, 2020 meeting of the Source 

Protection Committee was approved as presented. 
 
Moved by: Ian Chadwick 
Seconded by: Bob Duncanson  
 
CARRIED  
 
IV. ADOPTION OF MINUTES  
 
(a) Source Protection Committee 
The minutes from October 10, 2019 Source Protection Committee (SPC) meeting were 
approved as printed and circulated. 
 
RESOLVED: THAT the minutes of the October 10, 2019 meeting of the Source 

Protection Committee be approved as printed and circulated 
 
Moved by: Colin Elliot 
Seconded by: Tom Kurtz 
 
CARRIED  
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VI. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Colin Elliot noted there was to have been a meeting with Minister Yureck which was 
cancelled due to COVID-19. Meeting was to discuss how to maintain an agricultural 
voice in the Source Protection Program. Colin noted that they arrived at “pretty good” 
policies for both agriculture and source water. Noted that in future agriculture could 
have less influence in decision making process; want to make sure that agriculture can 
still exist with source water.  
 
BT – noted that a number of Committee members had retired and/or moved out of 
region and advised that recognition of their time and efforts would be done in the future. 
Also noted that a card had been sent to Clayton’s family on behalf of staff and the 
committee. 
 
Beth Forrest (MECP) Update: Advised there is a new director, Keley Katona in Source 
Protection Programs Branch (SPPB) since February.  
 
Phase 2 Director Technical Rules – Phase 1 included minor updates made a couple of 
years ago. Phase 2 changes are more complex changes to technical rules, therefore 
taking more time. Engagement sessions with municipalities and other stakeholders 
have been held. Information package currently undergoing approval process; 
information will then be posted on the environmental registry for public consultation. 
Summer remains targeted timeline. 
 
Source Protection Information Atlas (SPIA) – has undergone update in cooperation with 
MNRF, displaying more data allowing user to view and integrate real-time stream and 
river flow discharge data, precipitation and temperature data, as well as chemistry data 
from Provincial Water Quality Monitoring Network (PWQMN). 
 
Response to Action Item raised at previous meeting regarding annual reporting data for, 
presented regarding Prescribed Instruments (PI) from Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, 
Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA); it was reported in 2018 that Nutrient Management 
Strategies were reported as 89% complete. Question raised – why it was not 100% 
complete. BF advised this was due only to capacity and ability to review all records, 
there were no major issues. BF advised that 2019 reporting was 97% complete. 
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Question:  
Lynn:   Who will be replacement officer while Beth is on maternity leave? 
 
Response:   
Beth:    Currently in recruitment/interviewing process. Have candidates in mind 

who have been with program/liaison officers previously. Expect to have 
decision in near future. 

 
VII. DELEGATIONS 
 
None. 
 
VIII. PRESENTATIONS 
 
Mike Wilson (MW) – Presentation re: Annual Reporting 
 
Mike Wilson provided a presentation (a copy was sent out prior to the meeting by email) 
of the annual implementation progress report (reference Staff Report No. SPC-2020-01-
01). Elements of the annual reporting process are outlined below. 
 
Reports due to the province each year:  

• Annual Progress Reporting Supplemental Form for Source Protection – Answers 
to a set of approximately 35 questions determined by MECP and asked of 
various implementers of the source protection plan about progress made in 
implementing the Plan.  

• Source Protection Annual Progress Report – a public facing document (posted 
on our source protection website) that outlines progress made in implementing 
the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan. This report 
includes a progress score and important message from the SPC. 

 
Some key components of annual reporting include: the progress made in establishing 
risk management plans; completed inspections for prohibited activities and threats 
managed through a risk management plan; mandatory septic inspections; and, the 
status of the official plan updates and zoning by-law amendments.  
 
Every municipality with significant drinking water threats (SDWT) requires an RMO. 
Municipalities can retain an RMO by delegating to the SPA or their CA or, the 
municipality can retain responsibility or delegate to another municipality. Every 
municipality within the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region that 
requires an RMO has one.  
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Mike presented a map illustrating the progress to-date in negotiating RMPs across the 
region. A municipality is considered in-progress with regards to RMPs if at least one 
RMP is in-place. It is estimated that less-than 140 RMPs need to be negotiated in the 
first 6 months of the year to meet the 2020 deadline. This will be a challenging task for 
RMOs in our region. RMOs have indicated that there were at least 110 RMPs 
considered in-progress (contact has been made with the landowner) as of December 
31, 2019. That leaves 30 RMPs that have not yet been started.  
 
In early 2015 the source protection region had 3,514 SDWTs. As of December 31, 
2019, the region had 471 SDWTs. That means that 86% of SDWTs that existed at the 
time of source protection plan approval have been addressed through policy 
implementation. There are factors contributing to delays in establishing RMPs for 
agricultural-based and DNAPL threats in the SGBLS Region. Annual reporting results 
show that on average it took 22 months to complete agricultural-based RMPs in our 
region. Also, RMOs are somewhat hesitant to establish RMPs for DNAPL threats as 
there may be changes to DNAPL policies in the future. There is also no clear guidance 
from the province on how to deal with some of the challenges associated with complex 
DNAPL threats.  
 
Both upper and lower Tier municipalities must update their Official Plans for 
Sourcewater. Durham, York, Peel, and Dufferin County are in process of updating their 
Official Plan. Simcoe County has completed their Official Plan amendment to include 
SWP. Thirteen lower tier municipalities have completed their Official Plan amendment, 
19 lower tier municipalities are in the process of making their Official Plan amendment 
and 2 lower tier municipalities have not started amending their Official Plan to consider 
source water protection. 
 
The deadline to complete the initial round of septic inspections was January 2017. All 
the municipalities in our source protection region have completed the initial round of 
septic system inspections required by the Clean Water Act. Congratulations to 
municipal staff on a job well done.   
 
A proposed major development could pose a threat to water quantity if pre-development 
infiltration is not maintained in the WHPA-Q2 area. All major development applications 
within the York WHPA-Q2 are being reviewed by an LSRCA Hydrogeologist to ensure 
pre-development infiltration is maintained on the site through use of LID measures. 
Where near pre-development infiltration cannot be maintained, applicants may take part 
in LSRCA’s off-site compensation program (cash in-lieu).  
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The Ministry has completed review of all prescribed instruments addressing existing 
SDWTs. This includes permits to take water (PTTW), Environmental Compliance 
Approvals (ECAs) for existing sewage works, and Nutrient Management Strategies 
(NMS) within the Region.  
 
There is only one potential issue that the SPC needs to be aware of: In order to 
complete the required RMPs by the 2020 deadline, some RMOs will need to 
significantly increase the rate of RMP establishment. Also, the rate of RMP negotiation 
over the final 4 months before the 2020 deadline will be significantly impacted by the 
current COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
Next steps: SPA staff recommend seeking a 2-year extension to the deadline for RMP 
completion and SPA to seek clarification on policy direction and circumstances required 
for DNAPL SDWTs (mainly discussions with MECP).  
 
The committee was asked to consider 5 key summary points which will be included in 
the Source Protection Annual Progress Report (report card) being submitted to MECP 
in the coming weeks. Mike informed the committee that they could include or reject all 
the summary points and they were encouraged to modify the summary points as they 
saw fit. 
 
The SPA recommended that the SPC provide a progress score of “Satisfactory” on 
achieving Source Protection Plan objectives this reporting period. Mike pointed out that 
although implementers across the source protection region had met most of their goals 
and managed the majority of the large number of existing significant drinking water 
threats there are only 3 progress scores available to choose from in the report card form 
provided by the MECP. It is difficult to justify choosing “Progressing Well/On Target” 
when it appears we will not get all the required RMPs completed by the July 2020 
deadline. 
 
Question: 
Ian:    When talking about “cash in lieu” in exchange for doing the Low Impact 

Development (LID), who gets the money? 
Response:  
Ben:    If developer cannot achieve water balance on site, cash in lieu comes to 

LSRCA, which goes into a project which is in as close proximity as 
possible with an aim to achieving same level of infiltration. LSRCA does 
prepare a report annually as part of oversight.  
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Question: 
Ian:  If the July 2020 deadline for the RMPs does not get an extension, what 

happens? 
Response:  
Beth:  There are no hard-hitting consequences for not hitting that timeline. It will 

however be reflected in annual reporting. The annual report will show that 
the target has not been met. There are other Source Protection regions 
that are in a similar situation to SGBLS where some risk management 
plans are outstanding and extension requests anticipated. No 
consequence other than the optics.  

Question:  
Lynn:  Please add some comparatives/scope to the number of RMPs in other 

regions. 
Response:  
Beth:  There are a number of different approaches throughout different regions. 

There are 1 or 2 source protection areas that do not have to establish 
RMPs; others had to establish approximately 5 to 10 RMPs within a 5-year 
timeline whereas SGBLS had hundreds of RMP required. There may be 
other areas that have a shorter timeframe and have to extend that as they 
realize the shorter timeframe is not enough time to complete the reports; 
mainly optics. There are tools to be more forceful, notices and orders from 
RMO’s are possible but as Mike noted a collaborative, negotiated 
approach is always prefferred .  

Comment:  
Ian:  Given the presentation, given that most of the RMPs are out of our hands 

and in the hands of a municipality or a conservation authority I think we 
deserve the “progressing well on target” designation; I think we’re better 
than just satisfactory. 

Question: 
Cate:  Under the septic inspections Tay was not required, and I don’t understand 

why that would be. 
Response: 
Mike:  Septic inspections typically only required in a vulnerable area with a 

vulnerability score of 10 which is highest; that’s generally the area within 
the 100 meter radius around a municipal well. If there are no residences 
within that area around the well, there would be no septic inspections 
required.  

Melissa:  Added that for Tay, in the Rope Subdivision there are residences in the 
100m radius area but this area has a vulnerability score of 9 making it too 
low for septic systems to be considered a threat. In the Victoria Harbour 
system, there are physically no septic systems within the vulnerability 
score of 10.  



 
 

Source Protection Committee 
Meeting No. SPC-01/20. Minutes – April 30, 2020 

Page 8 of 10 
 

Question: 
Cate:  Recharge system – how do developers and/or municipalities ensure that 

water is recharged? 
Response: 
Mike:   Through the assessment report threats to both water quantity and quality 

were evaluated; the quantity was evaluated by doing a water budget study 
to identify how much water is going into the ground and how much is 
coming out. Developers must submit a hydrogeological study, including a 
water budget study, to LSRCA to ensure pre-development recharge levels 
are maintained. The water budget study is evaluated by Hydrogeologists 
at LSRCA and if pre-development recharge cannot be maintained the 
developer is encouraged to use Low Impact Development measures to 
ensure the rainwater infiltrates on-site.  

 
Bill:  Where a water quantity risk may exist a WHPA-Q is delineated. There are 

3 WHPA-Qs in our region. The relatively large York Region WHPA-Q, the 
Midland WHPA-Q and a WHPA-Q in Orangeville that just barely creeps 
into the southern portion of our region. We plan to have Brook Piotrowski 
from LSRCA present to the SPC at a future meeting about successful Low 
Impact Development features that have been put in place in the York 
WHPA-Q. 

Question: 
Tom:  As we have enough resources to complete initial round in 2 years, what 

resources do you envision being required from the 2 years and onward? 
 
Response: 
Bill:  Referring specifically to RMPs. Most work is at the onset of establishing 

RMPs. Difficult to predict beyond 2 years and RMOs would have a better 
idea. There will always be inspections to do, turnover of properties, and 
new drinking water systems required due to growth and development in 
the region. Best guess would be that the workload will drop off a bit after 
two years but will definitely not disappear. 

Question: 
Dave K: In presentation it was noted that RMPs take 22 months to complete and 

you’re asking for only a two-year extension. This doesn’t leave a lot of 
time to complete plans. The other thing was the ability to complete 
everything within the requested two-year extension. Will more time be 
required? 
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Response: 
Mike:  It is possible that most RMPs are already in progress and have been for 

years. Hopefully, the agriculture based RMPs are already in progress.  It 
may also be a stretch for the two- year extension; historically, the timing is 
less.  

Lynn:  First few RMPs seemed to take the longest to complete.  
Kyle:  First few years also included other aspects of program (such as 

establishing the Risk Management Office) resulting in extra work. It was 
noted that government decisions to put environmental issues on hold 
during current COVID-19 situation do not affect timelines in an SPP. 

 
Agreed that two-year extension period would be “ideal”. Recommendations noted in M. 
Wilson’s presentations accepted as satisfactory. 
 
Ian requested that a motion be made to move from satisfactory to “progressing well and 
on target”. Definitions for satisfactory v progressing well/on target were provided. It was 
pointed out that score included all areas involved in the project. Discussion followed.  
 
Agreed that “satisfactory” rating for progress be accepted. It was also suggested that 
some of the points noted in discussion such as the many great achievement made to 
date in implementing the Plan and the fact of the delays due to COVID-19 be included 
in the communication. MW will prepare draft of points to be added for committee review. 
Chair noted that no response to draft will be taken as consent.  
 
RESOLVED:  THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-01-01 regarding the annual 

report on plan implementation be received for further information; 
and 

   FURTHER THAT SPA staff be directed to rate progress 
“Satisfactory”; and 

   FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee utilize section II 
of the Annual Report to comment on the progress made to date, 
amended with suggestions received during the April 30, 2020 
meeting, and as described in the issues section; and 

   FURTHER THAT SPA staff be directed to seek a two-year 
extension on the deadline for risk management plan completion. 

Moved by:  Bob Duncanson 
Seconded by: Rick Newlove 
 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
Action Item:  Mike Wilson to prepare draft document for committee review. 



 
 

Source Protection Committee 
Meeting No. SPC-01/20. Minutes – April 30, 2020 

Page 10 of 10 
 

IX.  DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 
 
None. 
 
X.  ADOPTION OF ITEMS NOT REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 
 
RESOLVED:  THAT the recommendations respecting items not requiring 

separate discussion be approved, and staff be authorized to take all 
necessary actions to affect those recommendations. 

 
Moved by:  Andy Campbell 
Seconded by: Debbie Korolnek 
 
CARRIED  
 
XI.  CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 
 
None 
 
XII.  OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Bill Thompson advised that the next meeting will likely be held in either June or July 
2020. He will prepare and send a “Doodle Poll” to committee members. 
 
XIII.  CLOSED SESSION 
None 
 
XIV.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
 
Moved by:   Rick Newlove 
Seconded by: Cate Root 
 
CARRIED 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

June 3, 2020 
 

Ms. Debbie Scanlon 
Manager, Source Protection Approvals Unit 
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 
Unit 16 & 17 191 Booth Rd 
North Bay, ON P1A 4K3 

 
 

Dear Debbie, 
 

Re: Seeking an extension on Risk Management Plan deadlines 
 

The South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan established a deadline for the completion of all 
risk management plans through policy TIME-1, which states “For existing activities designated for the purpose 
of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, a risk management plan must be established no later than 5 years from 
the date the Source Protection Plan takes effect. For existing activities added through amendments to the 
Assessment Report, a risk management plan must be established no later than 5 years from the date the 
amended source protection plan takes effect.” 

 
As the effective date of the Source Protection Plan was July 1 2015, this resulted in a July 1 2020 deadline for 
the establishment of all RMPs needed to address significant drinking water threats (excluding SDWTs that were 
added through amendment). 

 
Risk Management Officials across the Source Protection Region have been working diligently to meet this 
deadline, however as negotiations have progressed, it has become clear that the process of establishing risk 
management plans was more time consuming than originally anticipated. 

 
The majority of RMPs required in our Region are negotiated with farmers or small business owners. These 
sectors have intense demands on their time and negotiating a risk management plan is often not their top 
priority. However, RMOs have worked hard to engage with them and have been largely successful in 
educating landowners about source water protection principles and in building strong working relationships. 
It has been reported by RMOs that agricultural-based risk management plans have taken an average of 22 
months to complete; RMPs with industrial or commercial clients have taken significantly longer. 

 

Further complicating matters was a lack of clarity RMOs felt about how to address DNAPL threats. RMOs in 
our Region often found it a difficult process to determine if a particular material constituted a DNAPL or not, 
and sought further direction from the Ministry on a number of occasions. While RMOs have now begun 
negotiating RMPs for DNAPLs, this uncertainty led to a delay in initiating these negotiations in early years. 

 
 
 

120 Bayview Parkway  Newmarket, ON  L3Y 4X1  Tel: 905-895-1281  Fax: 905-853-5881 
www.ourwatershed.ca 
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Despite these challenges, RMOs across our Source Protection Region have made good progress, and had the 
COVID-19 pandemic not struck, many of our municipalities would have been able to meet the RMP deadline. 
In fact, some had initiated the process to serve Orders on those few remaining businesses or landowners who 
declined to negotiate. 

 
Others, particularly part-time RMOs at smaller municipalities, had additional struggles, including workloads 
associated with the amount of growth and development in our Region (including reviewing development 
proposals, and preparing for new drinking water systems), as well as the duties associated with their non-RMO 
portfolios. 

 
Unfortunately, with the emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic, the July 1 2020 deadline went from being a 
challenge to being an impossibility. Risk Management Officials have been unable to meet with clients to 
conduct site visits or undertake negotiations since March. There is obvious uncertainty as to how long the 
pandemic and associated lock-down will last, as well as to how much pressure small businesses will be under 
when the lock-down ends, and how available they will be to negotiate RMPs. 

 
Source Protection Authority staff and the Source Protection Committee are strongly of the opinion that RMOs 
should be provided sufficient time to negotiate the remaining plans, in the spirit of the Act, rather than forcing 
Orders on the landowners who have not completed their RMPs simply to meet this deadline. At their meeting 
on April 30 2020, the Source Protection Committee discussed this issue, and sought the input of Risk 
Management Officials on an extension that would be sufficient to allow them to establish all outstanding 
RMPs. As a result, the Committee passed a resolution requesting me to seek a two-year extension on the 
deadline for negotiating remaining Risk Management Plans (i.e. to July 1 2022). The lead Source Protection 
Authority Board of Directors endorsed this Resolution at their meeting of May 22 2020. 

 
Relevant policies 

 
List H in the South Georgian Bay – Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan lists the specific policies which utilize 
Section 58 of the Act to require the negotiation of Risk Management Plans. In some cases, all associated 
SDWTs have been addressed; those policies that remain are listed below: 

 

Policy Simplified policy text Municipalities to which extension 
would apply 

WAST(b)-1 Where the Environmental Protection Act does 
not require an approval, the existing 
establishment, operation or maintenance of a 
waste disposal site within the meaning of Part 
V of the Environmental Protection Act 
requires a risk management plan where the 
activity is a significant drinking water threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 
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Policy Simplified policy text Municipalities to which extension 
would apply 

SEWG(b)-1 Where the Ontario Water Resources Act does 
not require an approval, the existing 
establishment, operation or maintenance of a 
wastewater treatment plant and associated 
sewer systems requires a risk management 
plan where the activity is a significant drinking 
water threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 

ASM(App)-1 The existing and future application of 
agricultural source material to land requires a 
risk management plan for areas outside of 
WHPA-A and IPZ-1 for those not phased in 
under the Nutrient Management Act, where 
the activity is or would be a significant 
drinking water threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 

ASM(Store)-1 The existing storage of agricultural source 
material requires a risk management plan for 
those not phased in under the nutrient 
management act, where the activity is a 
significant drinking water threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 

ASM(ICA)-1 The existing and future storage and 
application of agricultural source material to 
land requires a risk management plan where 
the vulnerability score is less than 10 and the 
activities are or would be significant drinking 
water threats. 

Tiny 
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Policy Simplified policy text Municipalities to which extension 
would apply 

FERT(App)-1 Existing and future application of commercial 
fertilizer to land requires a risk management 
plan for those not phased in under the 
Nutrient Management Act, where the activity 
is or would be a significant drinking water 
threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 

FERT(H&S)-1 The existing handling and storage of 
commercial fertilizer requires a risk 
management plan for those not phased in 
under the Nutrient Management Act, where 
the activity is a significant drinking water 
threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 

FERT(ICA)-1 The existing and future application, handling 
and storage of commercial fertilizer to land 
requires a risk management plan for those not 
phased in under the Nutrient Management 
Act, where the vulnerability score is less than 
10. 

Tiny 

PEST(App)-1 The existing and future application of 
pesticides to land requires a risk management 
plan where the activity is or would be a 
significant drinking water threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 
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Policy Simplified policy text Municipalities to which extension 
would apply 

PEST(H&S)-1 The existing handling and storage of pesticides 
requires a risk management plan where the 
activity is a significant drinking water threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 

SNOW(ICA)-1 With the exception of personal domestic use, 
the existing and future storage of snow 
requires a risk management plan where the 
activity is or would be a significant drinking 
water threat within WHPA-A of the ICA. 

Barrie 

FUEL-1 With the exception of personal domestic use, 
the existing handling and storage of fuel 
requires a risk management plan where the 
activity is a significant drinking water threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 

DNAPL-1 The existing handling and storage of DNAPLs 
(excluding incidental volumes for 
personal/domestic use) requires a risk 
management plan where the activity is a 
significant drinking water threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 

SOLV-1 The existing handling and storage of organic 
solvents requires a risk management plan 
where the activity is a significant drinking 
water threat. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 
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Policy Simplified policy text Municipalities to which extension 
would apply 

LSTOCK-2 Existing and future outdoor confinement 
areas and farm-animal yards require a risk 
management plan for those not phased in 
under the Nutrient Management Act where 
the activity is a significant drinking water 
threat outside of WHPA-A/IPZ-1. 

Adjala-Tosorontio, Barrie, 
Clearview, Innisfil, Kawartha Lakes, 
Melancthon, Midland, New 
Tecumseth, Oro-Medonte, 
Penetanguishene, Ramara, Severn, 
Tay, Tiny, Wasaga Beach, Durham 
Region 

 
 

Please note that York Region is nearing completion on all Risk Management Plans, and have requested a one- 
year extension (to July 1 2021) to their Risk Management Plan deadline, including those that apply to the 
Town of Bradford-West Gwillimbury, to which they have also been designated RMO. Policies to which that 
applies are listed below: 

 
 
 

Policy Simplified policy text Municipalities to which extension 
would apply 

WAST(b)-1 Where the Environmental Protection Act does 
not require an approval, the existing 
establishment, operation or maintenance of a 
waste disposal site within the meaning of Part V 
of the Environmental Protection Act requires a 
risk management plan where the activity is a 
significant drinking water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

SEWG(b)-1 Where the Ontario Water Resources Act does 
not require an approval, the existing 
establishment, operation or maintenance of a 
wastewater treatment plant and associated 
sewer systems requires a risk management plan 
where the activity is a significant drinking water 
threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 
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Policy Simplified policy text Municipalities to which extension 
would apply 

ASM(App)-1 The existing and future application of 
agricultural source material to land requires a 
risk management plan for areas outside of 
WHPA-A and IPZ-1 for those not phased in under 
the Nutrient Management Act, where the 
activity is or would be a significant drinking 
water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

ASM(Store)- 
1 

The existing storage of agricultural source 
material requires a risk management plan for 
those not phased in under the nutrient 
management act, where the activity is a 
significant drinking water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

FERT(App)-1 Existing and future application of commercial 
fertilizer to land requires a risk management 
plan for those not phased in under the Nutrient 
Management Act, where the activity is or would 
be a significant drinking water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

FERT(H&S)-1 The existing handling and storage of commercial 
fertilizer requires a risk management plan for 
those not phased in under the Nutrient 
Management Act, where the activity is a 
significant drinking water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

PEST(App)-1 The existing and future application of pesticides 
to land requires a risk management plan where 
the activity is or would be a significant drinking 
water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

PEST(H&S)-1 The existing handling and storage of pesticides 
requires a risk management plan where the 
activity is a significant drinking water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 
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Policy Simplified policy text Municipalities to which extension 
would apply 

FUEL-1 With the exception of personal domestic use, 
the existing handling and storage of fuel 
requires a risk management plan where the 
activity is a significant drinking water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

DNAPL-1 The existing handling and storage of DNAPLs 
(excluding incidental volumes for 
personal/domestic use) requires a risk 
management plan where the activity is a 
significant drinking water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

SOLV-1 The existing handling and storage of organic 
solvents requires a risk management plan where 
the activity is a significant drinking water threat. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

LSTOCK-2 Existing and future outdoor confinement areas 
and farm-animal yards require a risk 
management plan for those not phased in under 
the Nutrient Management Act where the activity 
is a significant drinking water threat outside of 
WHPA-A/IPZ-1. 

York Region, Bradford-West 
Gwillimbury 

 

Thank you for your attention to this important issue. I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest 
convenience. 

Sincerely, 
 

 
Bill Thompson 
Project Manager 

 

c. Lynn Dollin, Chair – South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee 
Tea Pesheva – MECP 
Mike Wilson – Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority 
Ryan Post – Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority 
Melissa Carruthers – Severn Sound Environmental Association 



From: Scanlon, Debbie (MECP)
To: Bill Thompson
Cc: ldollin@innisfil.ca; Mike E. Wilson; rpost@nvca.on.ca; Melissa Carruthers; Pesheva, Tea (MECP); Baker, Stacey

(MECP); Gervais, Neil (MECP)
Subject: RE: Extension request - RMP Policy implementation timelines
Date: June 10, 2020 12:53:43 PM

CAUTION: This email originated outside of LSRCA. DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize
the sender and trusted content. If in doubt, contact the IT Helpdesk at ITHelpdesk@lsrca.on.ca

Hi Bill,
Thank you for your message and the supporting information you provided. I appreciate the hard
work of municipalities and CAs in moving forward to implement source protection plan policies over
the last several years, and I recognize the challenging times at present.  Our office will look at this
further and let you know if we require any additional information. 
 
Debbie Scanlon | Manager | Source Protection Programs Branch | MECP | 647.627.5917

 

From: Bill Thompson <B.Thompson@lsrca.on.ca> 
Sent: June 5, 2020 9:33 AM
To: Scanlon, Debbie (MECP) <Debbie.Scanlon@ontario.ca>
Cc: Pesheva, Tea (MECP) <Tea.Pesheva@ontario.ca>; ldollin@innisfil.ca; Mike E. Wilson
<M.Wilson@lsrca.on.ca>; rpost@nvca.on.ca; Melissa Carruthers <mcarruthers@severnsound.ca>
Subject: Extension request - RMP Policy implementation timelines
 

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

Hi Debbie,
 
I hope you’re doing well during this lockdown.
 
Like many Source Protection Regions, South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe is nearing its deadline for the
establishment of all risk management plans required to address significant drinking water threats. 
As you’ll know from our annual reporting, much as been completed in our Region; however, a
significant number of risk management plans remain to be negotiated.
 
While Risk Management Officials were focusing their efforts on achieving the July 1 2020 deadline,
the emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic have made meeting the deadline impossible.  As such, the
Source Protection Committee and Board of Directors of the lead Source Protection Authority have
directed me to submit the attached request for an extension to the RMP deadline.
 
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.  If there’s any further information you or your
colleagues need from me on this front, please let me know.
 
Bill
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mailto:ldollin@innisfil.ca
mailto:M.Wilson@lsrca.on.ca
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mailto:Tea.Pesheva@ontario.ca
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Lake Erie Source Protection Region, c/o Grand River Conservation Authority, 400 Clyde Road, Box 729, Cambridge, ON N1R 5W6 
 

January 17, 2020 
 
Lynn Dollin  
Chair, South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Region Source Protection Committee  
 
 
Dear Ms. Dollin: 
 
RE:  Support for actions to address over-application of winter maintenance chemicals to 

protect sources of municipal drinking water 
 
On December 12, 2019, the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee received report SPC-
19-12-02 Winter Maintenance Chemicals: Challenges and Opportunities, and passed the following 
resolution:  
 

AND THAT the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee direct staff to forward report 
SPC-19-12-02 to the Councils of the single, upper and lower-tier municipalities within the Lake 
Erie Source Protection Region, all Source Protection Committees, Ontario Good Roads 
Association, Association of Municipalities of Ontario, and Rural Ontario Municipal Association, 
to request resolutions in support of the report’s recommended actions and forward the 
resolutions to the Ontario Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks, Ontario Minister 
of Transportation, Ontario Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing and Attorney General of 
Ontario. 

 
The report (attached) provides an overview of the ongoing issue and implications of over-application 
of winter maintenance chemicals, highlighting trends in the Lake Erie Source Protection Region, and 
includes recommended actions, including changes to the liability framework, increased requirements 
for winter maintenance of parking lots and changes to the Clean Water Act, 2006 framework to 
proactively protect municipal drinking water sources.   
 
As per the Source Protection Committee’s resolution, I am asking for the South Georgian Bay Lake 
Simcoe Region Source Protection Committee’s support of the report’s recommended actions. 
Please forward a copy of any resolution to: Ilona Feldmann, Source Protection Program Assistant, 
Lake Erie Source Protection Region (ifeldmann@grandriver.ca).  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns about the report or the request for support.   
 
Regards,  
 
 
 
 
 
Martin Keller  
Source Protection Program Manager, Lake Erie Source Protection Region 
 

mailto:ifeldmann@grandriver.ca


LAKE ERIE REGION SOURCE PROTECTION COMMITTEE 
 
 
REPORT NO. SPC-19-12-02 DATE:  December 12, 2019 
 
TO: Members of the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee 
 
SUBJECT: Winter Maintenance Chemicals: Challenges and Opportunities for Change   
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
THAT the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee receives report SPC-19-12-02 – 
Winter Maintenance Chemicals: Challenges and Opportunities for Change – for information.    
 
AND THAT the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee receives the Recommended 
Actions to Address the Over-Application of Winter Maintenance Chemicals for consideration and 
action.  
 

REPORT:   

Summary of Report Contents  
• Introduction 

• Recommended Actions to Address the Over-Application of Winter Maintenance 
Chemicals   

• Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations within Groundwater Drinking Sources in 
Lake Erie Source Protection Region  

• Liability and Other Factors Influence the Amount of Salt Applied    

• Changes Needed to the Source Water Protection Director’s Technical Rules  

Introduction 
At the October 3, 2019 Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee (SPC) meeting, members 
discussed the ongoing issue of salt over-application and the increasing number of sodium and 
chloride Issue Contributing Areas (ICAs) across the Lake Erie Source Protection Region. 
Following the discussion, the committee directed Lake Erie Region staff to draft a report and 
recommendation(s) regarding the issue for presentation at the next SPC meeting. 
This report has been written in collaboration with staff from the Grand River Conservation 
Authority (GRCA), City of Guelph, Region of Waterloo and Wellington Source Water Protection. 

Recommended Actions to Address the Over-Application of Winter Maintenance 
Chemicals 
To address the above concerns, the following recommendations are provided to the Lake Erie 
Region Source Protection Committee for consideration:  
 



THAT the Province of Ontario explore ways to reduce the factors that contribute to excess 
application of winter maintenance chemicals on road ways and parking lots through a review of 
the liability framework in Ontario. 
 
THAT the Province of Ontario work with municipalities to strengthen training programs for road 
agencies that apply winter maintenance chemicals on roads and sidewalks to reduce application 
rates without compromising road safety that would assist with mitigating risks to municipal drinking 
water systems. 
 
THAT the Province of Ontario require property owners and contractors responsible for maintaining 
safe parking lots and sidewalks be trained and certified in the application of winter maintenance 
chemicals. 
 
THAT the Province of Ontario change Prescribed Drinking Water Threats, “the application of road 
salt” and “the handling and storage of road salt” to “the application of winter maintenance 
chemicals” and “the handling and storage of winter maintenance chemicals”, and define the term 
in the regulation.  
 
THAT the Province of Ontario change the Table of Circumstances related to the application of 
winter maintenance chemicals to differentiate between application on roads, sidewalks and 
parking lots to reflect the different liability issues and the nature of winter maintenance conducted 
for each surface type. 
 
AND THAT the Province of Ontario amend the Clean Water Act’s Director’s Technical Rules to 
enable municipalities to proactively protect their municipal drinking water supplies from the 
application and storage of winter maintenance chemicals. 

Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations within Groundwater Drinking Sources in 
Lake Erie Source Protection Region  
Municipal water supplies within the Lake Erie Source Protection Region (LESPR) have exhibited 
increases in chloride and sodium concentrations. Map 1 identifies all municipal supplies within 
the LESPR that are impacted by increasing chloride and sodium concentrations. Within LERSPR, 
approximately 150 wells are impacted by increasing concentrations of chloride and/or sodium, 
where 34 wells have identified chloride and/or sodium as an Issue under the Clean Water Act, 
2006 and Technical Rules. Map 1 shows the ICAs for chloride and sodium, along with municipal 
supply wells with increasing concentrations. Issue Contributing Areas are delineated for wells with 
an Issue and policies apply to address the elevated contaminant concentrations. 
The impacted municipal supply wells range from small rural centres (Elora, Fergus – Centre 
Wellington, Guelph-Eramosa, Paris – County of Brant) to medium cities (City of Guelph, 
Orangeville) to large urban areas (Region of Waterloo). Examples of increasing chloride and 
sodium concentrations at municipal supply wells within the LESPR are described below and 
include Wells E3 in Elora and F1 in Fergus, the City of Guelph Water Supply Wells, William Street 
Wellfield in Waterloo and Well G5 in Cambridge. The Town of Orangeville Water Supply System 
is impacted by increasing chloride and sodium concentrations and has defined ICAs that extend 
into the LESPR. 
 



Map 1: Lake Erie Region Municipal Supply Wells with Elevated Chloride and Sodium 
Concentrations  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations at Bedrock Groundwater Wells in Wellington 
County  
The Township of Centre Wellington monitors sodium and chloride concentrations at the nine 
municipal wells that service Elora and Fergus. Well Fergus F1 is screened within a bedrock 
aquifer with surrounding land primarily urban. Well Elora E3 is screened within a bedrock aquifer 
with surrounding land primarily agricultural, with a large manufacturing facility located immediately 
north of the well.   
Figure 1 and Figure 2 illustrate the increasing and variable trends of chloride and sodium 
concentrations at Elora Well E3 and Fergus Well F1. Chloride concentrations at Elora Well E3 
and Fergus Well F1 are both above and below half of the Ontario Drinking Water Standards (125 
mg/L). Maximum chloride concentrations are noted at Elora Well E3 of 165 mg/L. At Elora Well 
E3 and Fergus Well F1 sodium concentrations are increasing, but remain below half of the Ontario 
Drinking Water Standards (100 mg/L). Maximum sodium concentrations are noted at Fergus Well 
F1 of 93 mg/L. A study completed by Golder Associates (2015) concluded that groundwater at 
well F1 appears to be derived mainly from the overburden and shallow bedrock aquifers, while 
groundwater at well E3 appears to be derived mainly from the bedrock aquifer. In both cases, the 
chloride source is likely from the surface (anthropogenic sources).  As a result of the increasing 
chloride concentrations to above half of the Ontario Drinking Water Standards and the 
anthropogenic origin of the chloride, chloride was identified as an Issue and an ICA was 
delineated for both Elora Well E3 and Fergus Well F1. 
 

 
 
Figure 1: Chloride concentrations at Elora Well E3 and Fergus Well F1 
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Figure 2: Sodium concentrations at Elora Well E3 and Fergus Well F1  
 
Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations at Bedrock Groundwater Wells in the City of 
Guelph  
Sodium and chloride concentrations are increasing at several bedrock wells within the City of 
Guelph. Figure 3 and Figure 4 below illustrate increasing chloride and sodium trends in select 
municipal wells within the City of Guelph. Figure 3 shows chloride concentrations above half the 
Ontario Drinking Water Standard for chloride (125 mg/L) at almost all wells, with chloride 
concentrations approaching or at the Ontario Drinking Water Standard for chloride of 250 mg/L. 
Figure 4 shows sodium concentrations above half the Ontario Drinking Water Standard for 
sodium (100 mg/L) at all wells, with sodium concentrations ranging from 120 to 170 mg/L in 2019. 
Sodium and chloride are not identified as Drinking Water Issues at City of Guelph wells. The City 
of Guelph will continue to monitor sodium and chloride concentrations. 
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Figure 3: Chloride concentrations at select municipal wells within the City of Guelph 
 

 
 
Figure 4: Sodium concentrations at select municipal wells within the City of Guelph 
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Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations at Groundwater Wells in the Region of Waterloo   
The Region of Waterloo has nine wellfields with elevated concentrations of chloride and sodium 
that resulted in the identification of Issues under the Clean Water Act, 2006 and Technical Rules 
and delineation of ICAs. Impacted wellfields are generally within the urban areas of Cambridge, 
Kitchener and Waterloo. Chloride and sodium concentrations have been measured as high as 
750 mg/L and 365 mg/L, respectively, at one municipal wellfield in the Region of Waterloo. 
The William Street Wellfield is an example of one of the Waterloo’s wellfields that is impacted by 
increasing chloride and sodium concentrations. Figures 5 and 6 below illustrate the increasing 
chloride and sodium concentrations at the three water supply wells in the William Street wellfield. 
An increasing trend of chloride (Figure 5) is observed dating back to 1975. Current chloride 
concentrations are above the Ontario Drinking Water Standard of 250 mg/L with 2019 chloride 
concentrations reaching approximately 450 mg/L. An increasing trend of sodium (Figure 6) is 
observed dating back to 1980. Current sodium concentrations at two of the three wells are above 
the Ontario Drinking Water Standard of 200 mg/L with 2019 sodium concentrations reaching 
approximately 240 mg/L. 
Figures 5 and 6 also present the results from well G5 of the Pinebush system in Cambridge and 
demonstrates the impacts from application of salt on parking lots. This well also shows increasing 
chloride and sodium trends from the 1980s.  However, the concentrations dramatically increase 
in the middle to late 1990s, which is coincident with the construction of a large retail centre and 
associated large parking lots immediately adjacent to the well.  Currently, chloride and sodium 
concentrations are higher than those in the William Street wellfield, being approximately 600 mg/L 
and 300 mg/L, respectively. 
 
  



 
 
Figure 5: Chloride concentrations at the William Street and Pinebush Wellfields in the 
Region of Waterloo 
 
 

 
 
Figure 6: Sodium concentrations at the William Street Wellfield in the Region of Waterloo 
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Implications of Elevated Sodium and Chloride in the Environment 
Elevated and increasing concentrations of chloride and sodium are becoming prevalent in small 
rural centre, medium sized cities, and large urban areas. The application of road salt (sodium 
chloride) is a common activity across LESPR given winter road conditions.  
The application of salt on roads (and parking lots) enters into the environment in several ways.  
In many cases, the snow gets plowed onto the road shoulder which either enables it to infiltrate 
into the groundwater or the meltwater runs off into surface water features and/or into storm water 
management structures.   While the primary purpose of these storm water facilities is to manage 
wet weather flows, they also receive meltwater during the winter months. If the stormwater 
structures include infiltration galleries and/or Low Impact Development (LID) infrastructure, some 
of the salty water conveyed to them during the winter months could infiltrate into the subsurface 
further exacerbating impacts to groundwater based municipal drinking water systems. Ultimately, 
all the winter maintenance chemicals eventually enter the natural water system.  
Climate change is resulting in more extreme weather patterns with generally milder winters and 
increased frequencies of precipitation freeze/thaw cycles predicted, resulting in increased use of 
chemicals for winter road and parking lot maintenance. If left unmanaged, chloride and sodium 
from road salt will continue to contaminate drinking water sources.  
A summary of negative impacts of road salt use for winter maintenance can be described as 
follows:  

• increased concentrations of chloride and sodium in surface water and groundwater 
drinking water sources impairs the water taste and poses a risk to persons with high blood 
pressure and sodium restricted diets;  

• premature wear to concrete sidewalks and structures (bridge decks, overpasses) which 
reduces overall life of such infrastructure and results in increased capital costs to maintain 
them on the order of $250-$480 per tonne of salt applied (Environmental Commissioner 
of Ontario, 218).  and, 

• damage of animal and plant cells’ ability to carry out key ecological processes, changes 
to the weight of lake water to block the normal mixing process, which is essential for 
oxygen mixing, and harm to soil, gardens, vegetation and trees, which are necessary for 
shade as summers get hotter. 

The only treatment process available to remove sodium and chloride from water is by reverse 
osmosis (desalinization) which is very expensive, energy intensive and creates a large volume of 
concentrate waste brine that must be discharged back into the environment. Accordingly, the only 
way to minimize the impacts from road salt on water resources and the environment is to reduce 
the amount being used.  

Liability and Other Factors Influence the Amount of Salt Applied   
In 2001, Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) completed an assessment of the 
impacts of road salt and concluded that high releases of road salts were having an adverse effect 
on freshwater ecosystems, soil vegetation and wildlife. This assessment initiated the risk 
management process to address the risks posed to the environment by road salt.  Subsequently, 
a Code of Practice was developed by ECCC and a parallel Synthesis of Best Practices document 
was created by the Transportation Association of Canada. The synthesis is a detailed resource 
on winter maintenance practices and supplements the recommendations made within the Code.   
The two main recommendations of the Code are the development of salt management plans and 
implementation of best management practices.  The Code is voluntary, only applies to road 



organizations that use more than 500 tonnes of salt per year, and does not apply to application 
on parking lots or sidewalks. The ECCC assessment report concluded that application of salt on 
parking lots represents less than 10% of the total amount of salt being applied across the country. 
However, the contribution of parking lots in urban areas is much greater due to the increased 
density of paved surfaces and the higher potential application rates needed to address private 
property liability concerns. Specifically, in parts of Cambridge, Kitchener and Waterloo, salt 
loading to groundwater from parking lots is equal to or greater than the loading from roads.  
Several pieces of legislation provide the legal context for application of winter maintenance 
chemicals. For roads, municipal transportation agencies are required under Section 44 of the 
Municipal Act to maintain roads in a “reasonable state of repair” and to maintain them in 
accordance with the Minimum Maintenance Standards. For building owners and managers, the 
Occupier’s Liability Act requires a duty of care to maintain “reasonably” safe conditions for 
persons while on their premises.  However, unlike for roads, the definition of what is reasonably 
safe is not stipulated and there are no standards. For parking lots, what is reasonable is 
determined through awareness of legal case studies, which are not too frequent, as most slip and 
fall claims arising from winter maintenance on parking lots are settled out of court.  In addition, for 
private contractors, a settlement made by their insurance company often results in increases in 
insurance costs and/or loss of insurance completely. To ensure on-going viability of their 
businesses, most contractors will err on the side of caution and over apply salt. 
These two pieces of legislation provide a framework for over-application of salt that is condoned 
by the public as necessary to ensure the protection of the travelling public. There is little 
recognition that this over-application may not be necessary as protection from liability is 
paramount. This framework is further facilitated by the following:  

• the Ontario Environmental Protection Act exempts salt from being considered a 
contaminant if it is used “… for the purpose of keeping the highway safe …” meaning that 
appliers of salt do not have to be concerned about any environmental impacts by the 
amount they use; 

• weather is difficult to predict and the weather that arrives can vary from that forecasted, 
which means that applications are often higher than needed in case the conditions are 
worse than forecasted; 

• the science behind how salt works is poorly understood (i.e. it is the brine that breaks 
down ice, not rock salt itself, or that rock salt is not effective in temperatures below -10oC) 
or is ignored due to liability concerns; 

• there is increasing societal demand to maintain black asphalt in southern Ontario at all 
times and conditions, provide alternate forms of travel with associated high winter 
maintenance requirements, and addressing accessibility concerns in winter for 
accessibility-challenged persons; and 

• rock salt is on the order of 40% cheaper than the next cheapest winter de-icing chemical, 
forcing most municipalities and private contractors to default to this chemical even though 
other chemicals may improve winter maintenance performance with less environmental 
impact. 

All of the above factors contribute to the public's perception that salt does not affect the 
environment and creates a “laissez-faire” attitude towards the presence of salt on paved surfaces. 
Factors Influencing Winter Maintenance on Roads  
As noted above, the obligations to maintain roads arise from the Municipal Act and Minimum 
Maintenance Standards.  These provide some level of liability protection against municipalities in 



the event of vehicle accidents or slip and fall claims on roads.  However, the capacity of each 
municipal agency to adopt new and/or implement sophisticated practices varies and many 
municipalities have budget pressures which may limit the introduction of these practices.  In 
addition, the impact of joint-and-several liability often results in municipalities paying the majority 
of the costs resulting from an accident even if their contribution to the fault is minimal, further 
exacerbating the financial challenges for municipalities. Finally, most municipalities set a single 
performance standard for each road class and segment and most if not all municipalities are not 
willing to change the standard if the road comes in and out of a vulnerable drinking water 
protection area.  These issues coupled with the voluntary nature of the ECCC Code could force 
municipalities to minimize adoption of practices to meet the Code or not participate at all.  
Application on roads also differs from that on parking lots for the following reasons:  

• most winter maintenance on roads are performed by municipal staff and/or larger 
contracted companies (e.g. province of Ontario) which provide stable working conditions 
that can attract long term employees ensuring consistency in approach reducing the need 
to train revolving staff;  

• there are a relatively modest number of road agencies compared to hundreds and possibly 
thousands of private contractors; and 

• the passage of cars on roads assists in the break down of the solid winter maintenance 
chemicals into the liquid brine needed to break the bond between snow/ice and the 
underlying surface, resulting in the need for less salt to be applied.  

All of these factors can help reduce the amount of salt applied on roads compared with that 
applied on parking lots.   
Many road authorities have made considerable improvements in technology, operational 
approaches and training to help improve application and reduce impacts to the environment.  
However, further changes will be difficult to achieve in part due to the risks associated with liability.  
In addition, the benefit of these reductions could be off-set by changes in climate, e.g. more 
freezing rain events, which will necessitate changing the approach to winter maintenance on 
roads. Further, the expansion of the Minimum Maintenance Standards to sidewalks in 2018 could 
result in an overall increase in the amount of salt being applied to the road network. This will 
exacerbate the impact to municipal drinking water supply sources. In Ontario, several 
organizations are promoting changes to the liability framework including the following: 

• the Association of Municipalities of Ontario submitted a letter to the Ontario Attorney 
General requesting reform of the joint and several liability framework in Ontario as it relates 
to municipalities;   
(https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-Content/Policy-
Updates/2019/AMOSubmitsReporttoAttorneyGeneralonLiabilityandIns).   

• a combined working group representing the Ontario Good Roads Association and 
Conservation Ontario submitted a letter to the Ontario Attorney General requesting a 
review of the liability related to application of winter maintenance chemicals (Appendix 
A); and 

• the World Wildlife Federation provided comments on the Province of Ontario’s 
Environmental Plan as posted on the Environmental Registry advocating for review of the 
liability framework in Ontario. 
(http://assets.wwf.ca/downloads/ero_roadsalt_final_signon.pdf)   

https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-Content/Policy-Updates/2019/AMOSubmitsReporttoAttorneyGeneralonLiabilityandIns
https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-Content/Policy-Updates/2019/AMOSubmitsReporttoAttorneyGeneralonLiabilityandIns
http://assets.wwf.ca/downloads/ero_roadsalt_final_signon.pdf


These letters highlight the challenges with the liability framework in Ontario and support the 
discussion contained in this report.  Undertaking this review in addition to strengthening training 
programs for road agencies to reduce winter maintenance chemical application rates without 
compromising road safety would assist with mitigating risks to municipal drinking water systems. 
Factors Influencing Winter Maintenance on Parking Lots  
As persons responsible for parking lots do not have standards or guidance to follow, the approach 
to winter maintenance for a particular event is based primarily on their experience which results 
in inconsistent application rates and/or levels of service for each parking lot. In most cases, 
building parking lots and sidewalks are maintained by private winter maintenance contractors and 
the nature of the winter maintenance services is determined by the contract with the property 
owner. These contracts often contain an unrealistic level of service requirements, e.g. maintain 
bare pavement at all times, which the contractor addresses though over-application of salt and/or 
chemical “plowing” which uses excessive amounts of salt to melt all the snow. The contracts often 
attempt to assign the liability to the contractor, which is very difficult legally, and may have pricing 
structures that financially incentivize the application of salt on the property.  
Much of the private winter maintenance contracting industry is performed by small and medium 
sized businesses. As a result, and because of the tendering process to compete for clients, they 
are less likely to invest in best practices/advanced technologies as part of their operation in order 
to make them profitable. The individual contracting company is also trying to maintain their 
insurance coverage, have high staff turnover rates which reduces the incentive to invest in staff, 
and the competition/bid process results in little sharing of management practices within the 
industry. In addition, as contractors are a for-profit business, they will also attempt to maximize 
the number of contracts they have which forces them to over apply to meet the contract 
requirements in recognition that it could be many hours until they are able to service the property 
again. All of these factors contribute to excess application. 
The primary purpose of most buildings and properties is not for winter maintenance but rather for 
some other manufacturing, service or retail operation. So winter maintenance is seen as a cost 
of doing business. For most building owners or tenants, the winter maintenance contract is 
awarded to the lowest cost bid which does not encourage contractors to consider alternate 
practices as these would require capital investments for new technologies and/or approaches. In 
addition, even if the owner/operator were interested in reducing application rates, they would be 
exposed to liability in the event of an injury if they had directed the contractor to apply the salt at 
a lower rate. 
The liability framework and challenges noted above prevent Risk Management Officials from 
negotiating Risk Management Plans (RMPs) that require reductions in application rates. Some of 
the ways these barriers present themselves have been observed through the implementation of 
salt application RMPs in the Region of Waterloo where approximately 1,600 RMPs will need to 
be negotiated in chloride and/or sodium ICAs in the current approved Source Protection Plan and 
expanding to over 3,000 existing properties in the October 2019 proposed amended plan. These 
include the following. 

• The approach taken by the Region of Waterloo to negotiate salt application RMPs is to 
use a collaborative, education approach in order to secure buy-in and achieve a more self-
sustainable/self-regulating model of enforcement. This is needed because most persons 
involved in the negotiation have little to no experience in winter maintenance. This 
approach necessitates a greater time commitment as part of the negotiation as a level of 
education is required to raise the general knowledge on the impacts of salting to the point 
where risk mitigation practices can be implemented effectively.  



• Currently, the RMPs for parking lots focus on contractor training and certification, i.e., 
Smart about Salt program, winter maintenance record keeping, and minimizing ice 
formation through site assessments. As in many cases these measures do not represent 
a drastic shift from current practices and because application rates cannot be stipulated 
in the RMP, only a minor amount of reduction in salt loading is likely to occur from these 
properties. This is much less than is needed to mitigate the impacts to the Region’s wells 
with chloride impacts. Region of Waterloo staff have assessed the reduction in application 
rates needed to reduce and or stabilize chloride concentrations based on the amount 
currently observed in their supply wells. This amount is on the order of a further 10 percent 
reduction in application on roads above and beyond the 25 percent reduction achieved 
through advances in technology, and 30 to 50 percent reduction in application rates on 
parking lots at four of its well systems. This amount does not include the salt already in 
the groundwater that hasn’t made it to the supply wells and will not reach the wells for a 
further 10 to 20 years. 

• Since application rates cannot be specified in the RMP, it is difficult to require changes in 
operational methods and procedures. Examples of more effective practices may include 
pre-wetting, liquid application, and/or standardizing application rates. These practices 
have been adopted by many road agencies and may represent the most effective 
opportunity to achieve salt reduction targets.  

As noted for roads, changes to the liability framework would provide building owners and 
contractors to consider the impacts to the environment and their assets in addition to liability 
considerations. However, unlike road agencies that are meeting ECCC’s Code of Practice, there 
is no mechanism to ensure private contractors consider the environment in the determination of 
winter maintenance chemical application rates. The Smart About Salt Council has created the 
Smart About Salt program that encourages contractors to take training courses to improve their 
winter maintenance operations and to become certified demonstrating that they are implementing 
the program. And while this is helping to educate property owners and contractors, many of the 
recommended practices in the Smart About Salt program are not implemented by contractors due 
to the liability issues discussed above.  
Opportunities for Liability and Training/Certification Program Changes   
Several states in the US including Illinois and New Hampshire have changed the liability 
framework to help address the impacts to water resources due to the over-application of salt and 
as noted above several organizations are advocating a review of the liability framework in Ontario.  
Several other US states including Wisconsin have implemented various training, certification 
and/or education programs to help changes in the winter maintenance approach.  
Specifically, the approach taken in New Hampshire is worth noting because the approach includes 
a combination of liability reform and training/certification. New Hampshire has introduced changes 
to the liability framework and developed a training/certification program to address the over-
application of salt. This approach was required to gain permission to extend a state highway 
because a nearby lake had elevated chloride and sodium levels due to winter maintenance 
chemicals. The legislation requires contractors to undertake a one-day training program and 
become certified. In exchange, road and parking lot contractors would be provided partial 
protection against slip and fall and/or traffic accidents. This approach provides the liability relief 
and knowledge needed to change winter maintenance practices to minimize impact to water 
resources. 

 



Changes Needed to the Source Water Protection Director’s Technical Rules  
The current Director’s Technical Rules under the Clean Water Act, 2006 provide significant 
drinking water threat (SDWT) thresholds based on road density or impervious surfaces. In many 
parts of the province, the thresholds did not trigger a SDWT for road salt application, despite a 
number of municipal drinking water wells that have increasing sodium and chloride concentration 
trends. As such, the original technical approach failed to recognise areas where trends were 
present that may result in an ICA. This problem was identified by the Region of Waterloo and an 
alternate approach to assessing the threat of road salt application was prepared and implemented 
for the Region of Waterloo. These changes were not implemented elsewhere in LESPR.   
Similarly, road salt storage thresholds are currently set at 5,000 tonnes outside storage. This 
volume far exceeds typical storage volumes found at small to medium municipalities or private 
contractors.  As a result, there are no known documented SDWTs for road salt storage outside of 
an ICA within LESPR. This is despite the fact that there are many municipal and private road salt 
storage facilities within wellhead protection areas of lesser volumes.  
The practical result of these shortcomings in the Technical Rules is that the prescribed threats for 
road salt application and storage only get flagged as significant drinking water threats (SDWTs) 
when water quality data for a municipal drinking water system documents an increasing trend in 
chloride concentrations and the municipality declares the well as having an issue as defined by 
the Technical Rules. Since ICAs are only identified and delineated when there is a demonstrated 
water quality concern in a municipal well, this approach to protecting water quality in municipal 
drinking water systems becomes reactive rather than proactive.  
Another concern is that the current Director’s Technical Rules and Ontario Regulation 287/07 – 
General pursuant to the Clean Water Act, 2006 lists the prescribed drinking water threat as “the 
application, handling and storage of road salt”. Although road salt is a common term used for 
winter maintenance chemicals, the term can be misleading. The term road salt is used 
interchangeably with rock salt. Salt application at parking lots or on walkways can be more of a 
concern due to over-application than application on roadways. Additionally, road salt commonly 
refers to sodium chloride; however, there are many alternative products that are also chloride 
based, for example, calcium chloride or magnesium chloride. Strict interpretation of the wording 
may lead some readers to consider only salt applied to roads and that is sodium chloride based 
is a prescribed drinking water threat pursuant to the Clean Water Act, 2006 and Source Protection 
Plans. A simple solution could be to rename the prescribed drinking water threats to application, 
handling and storage of winter maintenance chemicals and then define the term in the regulation.   
A complementary change to the above would be to make application of winter maintenance 
chemicals on roads, parking lots and sidewalks different circumstances in the Table of 
Circumstances to reflect the different approach to winter maintenance, the legislative and liability 
framework, and the mitigation measures possible associated with each surface type. This would 
also help highlight that it is more than just application of winter maintenance chemicals on roads 
that is affecting drinking water supply sources. 
Since 2017, the Province has been considering changes to the Director’s Technical Rules to 
address the shortcomings noted above. Recently, the Province held technical engagement 
sessions at the end of November 2019 to consult on proposed changes. Details at the time of 
preparing this report are limited, but we understand that the Province intends to lower the 
thresholds for the activities and circumstances that result in a significant drinking water threat for 
the handling and storage of salt and the application of salt. A summary of the proposed changes 
to road salt storage and application are presented in Table 1. Lake Erie Region staff and municipal 
representatives have participated in the stakeholder engagement sessions and there will be 



opportunity for staff to comment on the proposed rule changes directly with Provincial staff and 
through the more formal Environmental Registry process later on.  

 

Table 1: Phase II Technical Rules Project: Proposed Amendments to Road Salt Storage and 
Application 

Topic Current Approach 
Objective of 

the 
Amendment 

Proposed 
Amendment Notes 
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Thresholds for 
impervious areas that 
identify significant 
risks are 80% in 
WHPAs scored 10 
and 8% in IPZs 
scored 10. 

Use an 
improved 
scientific 
approach to 
better identify 
areas where 
the 
application of 
road salt and 
storage of 
road salt may 
cause 
impairments 
to the quality 
of drinking 
water 
sources.  

 

Thresholds for 
impervious areas 
that identify 
significant risks will 
be: 30% for WHPAs 
scored 10; 6% or 
greater for IPZ 
scored 10 and; 8% 
or greater for IPZ 
scored 9 to 10.  

New thresholds 
were developed 
based on the 
analysis conducted 
in consultation with 
municipalities and 
SPAs/SPCs. 
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Volumes that identify 
significant risk are: 
500 tonnes for IPZs 
scored 10; 5000 
tonnes for IPZs 
scored 9 or greater, or 
WHPAs scored 10 for 
uncovered storages; 
covered storage can 
not be a significant 
risk. 

Using same scores 
of IPZs and WHPAs, 
proposed volumes 
are:  
(1) Any quantity for 
uncovered storages; 
(2) 100 kg or greater 
for covered storage 
excluding 
engineered facilities, 
(3) 500 tonnes or 
greater for 
engineered facility or 
structure.  

Engineered facilities: 
permanent building 
anchored to a 
permanent 
foundation with an 
impermeable floor 
and that is 
completely roofed 
and walled. 

Recommended Actions to Address the Over-Application of Winter Maintenance 
Chemicals Report Recommendations   
 
To address the above concerns, the following recommendations are provided to the Lake Erie 
Region Source Protection Committee for consideration:  
 
THAT the Province of Ontario explore ways to reduce the factors that contribute to excess 
application of winter maintenance chemicals on road ways and parking lots through a review of 
the liability framework in Ontario. 
 



THAT the Province of Ontario work with municipalities to strengthen training programs for road 
agencies that apply winter maintenance chemicals on roads and sidewalks to reduce application 
rates without compromising road safety that would assist with mitigating risks to municipal drinking 
water systems. 
 
THAT the Province of Ontario require property owners and contractors responsible for maintaining 
safe parking lots and sidewalks be trained and certified in the application of winter maintenance 
chemicals. 
 
THAT the Province of Ontario change Prescribed Drinking Water Threats, “the application of road 
salt” and “the handling and storage of road salt” to “the application of winter maintenance 
chemicals” and “the handling and storage of winter maintenance chemicals”, and define the term 
in the regulation.  
 
THAT the Province of Ontario change the Table of Circumstances related to the application of 
winter maintenance chemicals to differentiate between application on roads, sidewalks and 
parking lots to reflect the different liability issues and the nature of winter maintenance conducted 
for each surface type. 
 
AND THAT the Province of Ontario amend the Clean Water Act’s Director’s Technical Rules to 
enable municipalities to proactively protect their municipal drinking water supplies from the 
application and storage of winter maintenance chemicals. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A: 
Letter from Ontario Good Roads Association and Conservation Ontario to 
the Ontario Attorney General requesting a review of the liability related to 

application of winter maintenance chemicals 
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November 1, 2019        
The Honourable Doug Downey 
Attorney General of Ontario 
McMurtry-Scott Building, 11th Floor 
720 Bay Street 
Toronto, Ontario 
M7A 2S9 
 
Dear Attorney General Downey, 

Re: Municipal Liability and Insurance Costs 

The excessive use of road salt has been shown to impact our environment including aquatic life and 

drinking water sources, and also our infrastructure. In Ontario, several drinking water sources are 

identified under the Clean Water Act as being impacted by elevated levels of chloride, a chemical found 

in road salt.  

In 2016, the Ontario Good Roads Association (OGRA) and Conservation Ontario (CO) established a multi-

stakeholder ‘Salt Vulnerable Areas’ working group, that developed a road salt best practices guidance 

document in 2018 for consideration by municipalities of varying capacities and budgets. In 2019, the 

OGRA and CO established the ‘Ontario Road Salt Management Advisory Committee’ in order to further 

the discussions around the broader policy and legislative framework related to the use of road salt, and 

to provide recommendations to help find the balance between environmental considerations and road 

safety. 

The following recommendations are provided for the consideration of the Attorney General of Ontario: 

Address excessive liability issues for municipalities 

Ontario municipalities follow a Council approved Level of Service to ensure the safety of the travelling 

public, and they proactively work with government agencies and others in order to optimize the amount 

of road salt usage that balances public road safety with environmental concerns. However, excessive 

liability issues severely impact municipalities (and other road operation authorities) and in many cases 

may limit their ability to further adjust the application of road salt in order to meet environmental 

legislation that protects water resources.  

Therefore it is recommended that the applicable liability framework be reviewed, such that road 

operation authorities can continue to ensure road safety while also supporting a further reduction in the 

amount of road salt applied. 

Establish standards and address excessive liability issues for private contractors 

There are many others that also use road salt besides municipalities, such as private contractors 

maintaining privately or municipally owned parking lots. The private sector often uses excessive 

amounts of road salt, in order to avoid liability claims. Training programs such as ‘Smart about Salt’ are 

available to the private sector to help them optimize road salt usage, but these programs are not 

mandatory.  
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Therefore, it is recommended that standards for road salt application and storage be established for the 

private sector to help reduce road salt reaching our water bodies. Further, it is recommended that the 

applicable liability framework be reviewed, such that private contractors can continue to ensure safety 

during the winter while also supporting a significant reduction in the amount of road salt applied. 

In summary, steps to address liability, combined with standards (where they do not exist) for road salt 

application, can help preserve our precious natural resources. 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Please feel free to contact Chitra Gowda 

(cgowda@conservationontario.ca) at CO or Fahad Shuja (fahad@ogra.org) at OGRA if you have any 

questions.  

Sincerely, 
 
Joe W. Tierney 
Executive Director 
Ontario Good Roads Association 
 
Kim Gavine 
General Manager 
Conservation Ontario 
 
Sent via email to: doug.downeyco@pc.ola.org; magpolicy@ontario.ca 

mailto:cgowda@conservationontario.ca
mailto:fahad@ogra.org
mailto:doug.downeyco@pc.ola.org;%20magpolicy@ontario.ca


From: Water / Eau (EC) [mailto:ec.water-eau.ec@canada.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 10:20 AM 
To: Water / Eau (EC) <ec.water-eau.ec@canada.ca> 
Subject: Launch of Government of Canada fresh water consultation website/Lancement du site Web de 
consultation sur l’eau douce du gouvernement du Canada 
  

(Le français suit) 

Be a part of the efforts to improve freshwater protection in Canada! 

 

Today Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) launched the consultation website 
www.placespeak.com/CanadaWaterAgency to collect feedback from Canadians on the current 
and future freshwater management challenges in Canada and the role a new Canada Water 
Agency could play in protecting our water. 

The Government of Canada is creating a new Canada Water Agency to work together with the 
provinces, territories, Indigenous communities, local authorities, scientists and others to find the 
best ways to keep our water safe, clean and well-managed.  

ECCC, with support from Agriculture and Agri-food Canada, is leading this exercise on behalf of 
the Government of Canada and will be working with other federal departments and agencies 
over the coming months to explore current and projected future freshwater management 
challenges. ECCC will also be engaging with provinces and territories, Indigenous peoples, and 
others, through a variety of mechanisms, including the new Canada Water Agency consultation 
website, hosted by the engagement platform PlaceSpeak. 

mailto:ec.water-eau.ec@canada.ca
mailto:ec.water-eau.ec@canada.ca
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.placespeak.com%2FCanadaWaterAgency&data=02%7C01%7CS.Fogelman%40lsrca.on.ca%7Cbfbbbf22a22c42d4bb3e08d8116a3944%7C0b03014472ce4783aaaa0eac2a83b76a%7C0%7C0%7C637278495213246153&sdata=PB7rbyuIhnvZlFYwVcziXNvr97RcDBCkAWaiVLfOvwg%3D&reserved=0


Over the course of the consultation, the PlaceSpeak website will publish discussion aids and 
pose specific questions to find out what Canadians would like to see in the new Canada Water 
Agency and how Canada can further protections for its most important resource—fresh water. 

We welcome you to share with your networks.           
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QUINTE 
SOURCE 

PROTECTION 
COMMITTEE 

 Quinte Region Source Protection Area 

2061 Old Highway #2, R.R. #2 

Belleville, Ontario  K8N 4Z2 

Phone: 613-968-3434 

www.quintesourcewater.ca 

April 17, 2020 

The Honorable Jeff Yurek 
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
College Park 5th Floor 
777 Bay Street 
Toronto On, M7A 2J3 

Re: Conservation Authority Review and Mandate 

Dear Minister Yurek: 

At a meeting of the Quinte Source Protection Committee (SPC) on February 27, 2020, the issue of 
participating in the electronic survey about Conservation Authorities (CAs) carried out by the 
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) was raised.  The committee 
members were encouraged to respond to the survey individually. Additionally, the Committee voted 
to address concerns by means of a letter directed to the Minister of MECP to describe its 
opposition to changes to the role and core programs of Conservation Authorities. 

 

One of Justice D. R. O' Connor's key recommendations from the Walkerton Inquiry Report was: 
"The first barrier to the contamination of drinking water involves protecting the sources of 
drinking water. I recommend that the Province adopt a watershed based planning process, led 
by the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) and by the conservation authorities (where 
appropriate), and involving local actors." The ability to proficiently achieve this recommendation 
was because of the number of programs and services currently managed by conservation 
authorities that offer protection for the watershed and the drinking water sources within it, 
beyond that of the Clean Water Act.  

 

The Committee recognizes and appreciates that source water protection is one of the four core-
mandated responsibilities of Conservation Authorities. The Quinte SPC feels it is imperative to 
highlight the important and wider role that conservation authorities currently play in the holistic 
management and protection of watersheds and the natural resources found within them. 

 

The Quinte SPC recognizes the strong support and services provided to the local source water 
protection program through the Quinte Source Protection Authority (SPA), which is essentially 
Quinte Conservation Authority (QCA) staff. The background knowledge, management and 
experience of this staff are essential to source protection in the Quinte region. 

 

Conservation authorities have a proven record of service and innovation, adapting to changes in 
both program direction and environmental conditions. The watershed programs conservation 
authorities offer build local natural resource resiliency by protecting and improving various 
aspects of the natural environment. This provides necessary additional protection of sources of 
drinking water. It is the Committee’s apprehension that reducing or limiting the programs and  

http://www.quintesourcewater.ca/
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services that support the watershed management role of the conservation authority will degrade 
the protection of the watershed and therefore sources of drinking water, which in turn will put the 
public at risk. As such, the Committee recommends that MECP include in the mandate the 
responsibility to enhance and protect the region’s water resources, thus providing source 
protection across the region. This will ensure that present environmental management programs 
can be performed by conservation authorities on a watershed basis which include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Preparing, monitoring and protecting against flooding; 
• Low Water Management Program; 
• Storm Water Management technical advisory service, education, and monitoring; 
• Conservation education, outreach and communication on both the aquatic and terrestrial 

environments;  
• Natural resource management programs including wetlands and shore lands rehabilitation;  
• Participation in municipal, provincial and federal emergency response programs; 
• Review and comment on draft municipal official plans and amendments; 
• Review and comment on draft municipal zoning by-laws and amendments; 
• Review and comment on draft municipal Wet Weather and Wastewater Servicing Master 

Plans; 
• Review and comment on draft plans of subdivisions and consents and severances;  
• Review and comment on proposed plans and activities of private pipelines and public 

energy utilities; 
• Tree and ground cover planting, planning, monitoring and maintenance; 
• Site remediation; 
• Soil erosion, bank stability and shoreline erosion control and monitoring;  
• Natural resource and environmental advice for land use and site planning.  
• Review of applications for pits and quarries; 
• Review of plans for agricultural drainage projects;  
• Review of proposed Remedial Action Plans including providing monitoring; 
•      Watershed-wide monitoring for climate change, water quality and quantity, benthics, etc; 
•      Water budget studies for the watershed; and 
•      Review and update watershed characterization reports that inform the source protection                

planning process. 
 

It is also important to highlight the fact that many natural hazards, including erosion, flooding 
and drought can endanger source water protection. The Quinte SPC strongly supports the 
conservation authority role and mandate that goes beyond the limited activities provided in 
Schedule 2, More Homes More Choices Act. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The Quinte SPC recommends the following: 

1. That the Government of Ontario reconsider proposed changes to the Conservation 
Authorities Act and include in the Regulation the essential programs and services to support 
Act as shown above; 
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2. That the MECP not rely merely on the responses from the online survey and instead 

commence a comprehensive review of the role and mandate of conservation authorities 
through scientific review, comparison with other jurisdictions and with thorough and 
complete public involvement and consultation consistent with the MECP Statement of 
Environmental Values.  The application of science, up-to-date data and the application of 
the precautionary principle should continue to guide the activities of conservation 
authorities; and 

 
3. That steps be taken by MECP to ensure that no significant variations of how watershed 

management and hazardous lands management are delivered across Ontario until the 
comprehensive review is completed and implemented and the Government of Ontario 
identifies a lead organization for watershed management in Ontario to ensure the full 
delivery of S. 2.2.1 a) of the Provincial Policy Statement. 

Adoption of the above recommendations will assure that Ontario citizens and municipalities can 
safely continue to provide safe and reliable source water, such that the risks to public health, as 
posed by drinking water, continue to be ever diminished.   
 
Thank you for taking the time to review the Quinte Source Protection Committee’s comments 
and concerns.  If you have any questions or would like to get in contact with me, please contact 
me at the email address provided below. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

Max Christie 
Chair, Quinte Source Protection Committee 
max@xieenvironmental.com 

CC: Quinte Source Protection Committee 
       Quinte Region Source Protection Authority 
       Brad McNevin, CAO, Quinte Conservation  

file:///C:/Users/adickens/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/NQRJZU91/max@xieenvironmental.com
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Staff Report Number:    SPC-2020-02-01 
Agenda Item Number:    VIII d 

 
TO:    South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee 
 
FROM:    Mike Wilson, P. Geo., Source Water Protection Hydrogeologist (LSRCA) 
     
DATE:    July 7, 2020 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed New Policy Text for Land Use Planning Policy LUP-12 
 
RECOMMENDATION: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-01 regarding proposed new policy 

text for Land Use Planning Policy LUP-12 be received for information;  
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee endorse the proposed 
change to the policy text for land use planning policy LUP-12; 
AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the new policy text 
for policy LUP-12 as part of the forthcoming amendment to the Source 
Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act. 
 

 

Purpose of Staff Report: 

The purpose of this Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-01 is to provide the South Georgian Bay Lake 
Simcoe Source Protection Committee (SPC) with proposed new policy text for the Land Use 
Planning policy LUP-12 that would no longer exclude single family dwellings if they meet the 
definition of a major development. The proposed changes to the LUP-12 policy text would also 
result in this policy being more consistent in its approach to similar recharge-based policies in 
other provincial Plans such as the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (ORMCP) and the Lake 
Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP).  
 

Background: 

Policy LUP-12 is a land use planning policy that addresses water quantity threats. The area 
impacted by policy LUP-12 is limited to WHPA-Q1/Q2 and in the South Georgian Bay Lake 
Simcoe region this includes the following local areas; Town of Bradford West Gwillimbury, York 
Region, Township of Uxbridge (Durham Region), Midland, Penetanguishene, Whip-poor-will (a 
small well-based drinking water system in Tiny Township) and Orangeville (within the lower tier 
municipalities of Mono and Amaranth).  
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A Wellhead protection area (WHPA) typically refers to the surface and subsurface area 
surrounding a drinking water well through which contaminants are reasonably likely to move to 
eventually reach the well. WHPA-Q1 and WHPA-Q2 refer to the groundwater level (and 
therefore water quantity) within the municipal aquifer. WHPA-Q1 is an area delineated through 
a Tier 3 Water Budget and Water Quantity Risk Assessment as being the combined area that is 
the cone of influence of the well and the whole of the cones of influence of all other wells that 
intersect that area. WHPA-Q2 is an area delineated through a Tier 3 Water Budget and Water 
Quantity Risk Assessment as being the area that includes the WHPA-Q1 and any area where a 
future reduction in recharge would significantly impact that area. For York Region, WHPA-Q1 
and WHPA-Q2 are the same and the area extends from Richmond Hill/Markham in the south, 
to north of Queensville and Bradford in the north, and from Maple in the west to beyond 
Uxbridge to the east (Figure 1).   

Where an activity that may reduce the recharge of an aquifer would be a significant drinking 
water threat, policy LUP-12 requires planning approval authorities to amend their planning 
documents to only permit new major development (i.e. the construction of a building or 
buildings on a lot where the building(s) footprint, plus any other impervious surface, is equal to 
500 m2 (5382 ft2) or greater) where it can be demonstrated, through submission of a 
hydrogeological study, that the existing water balance will be maintained (for example there 
will be minimal net reduction in recharge). Where necessary, implementation and maximization 
of recharge enhancement within the same WHPA-Q2 to compensate for any predicted loss of 
recharge from the development can be explored. 

When originally considering policy options, the source protection committee considered a 
range of approaches from an outright prohibition of future development to a provisional 
prohibition whereby future development or site alteration could occur only if it was 
demonstrated that there would be no impact to the recharge within the WHPA-Q1/Q2. It was 
determined that the Orangeville WHPAQ1/Q2 (as delineated in the Orangeville Tier 3 water 
budget study) already demonstrates that groundwater sustainability issues exist and the area 
could not support a decrease in recharge as it would compromise the municipal groundwater 
supply system. It was determined that the WHPA-Q1/Q2 as delineated in the York and Midland 
Tier 3 studies demonstrated a moderate risk level to groundwater sustainability. The source 
protection committee thought that requiring a hydrogeological study to maintain pre-
development recharge rates for major developments, would be good practice to ensure that 
the moderate risk level does not increase to significant in the future thereby creating significant 
drinking water threats. 

All local municipalities within the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) portions 
of the York WHPA-Q2 are implementing policy LUP-12 by having all major development 
applications (including a Hydro-G/water balance study) peer reviewed by a Hydrogeologist at 
LSRCA to ensure pre-development infiltration is maintained on-site through the use of Low 
Impact Development (LID) measures. 
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Implementation of policy LUP-12 has been a great success. Since the South Georgian Bay Lake 
Simcoe Source Protection Plan (SGBLS SPP) came into effect (July 1, 2015), 232 major 
developments have been proposed in WHPA-Qs and 77 of those have been approved as of 
December 31, 2019. During the first year of implementing LUP-12 in the York Region WHPA-Q2 
(or recharge management area) few water balance studies were prepared to the satisfaction of 
LSRCA after the first submission.  However there has been a decrease in the number of 
submissions per application prior to approval thanks to consultants having a better 
understanding of the requirements of LUP-12 policy.  The average number of submissions per 
application in 2019 was two.  
 

Despite the successful implementation of LUP-12, the Hydrogeologists at LSRCA responsible for 
implementing the policy have noted that the policy would be more effective at maintaining 
groundwater recharge and be more consistent with similar recharge-based policies in other 
provincial Plans if policy LUP-12 did not exclude single family dwellings that meet the “major 
development” definition. A more detailed analysis of the challenges and opportunities 
associated with policy LUP-12 is provided below.  

Issues: 

Policy LUP-12 text should be changed for the following reasons: 

• Two other provincial Plans that apply in our Source Protection Region have similar 
recharge-based policies with slightly different wording. The Lake Simcoe Protection Plan 
(LSPP, 2009) has policy 6.40-DP which requires a hydrogeological review when a major 
development is proposed in a Significant Groundwater Recharge Area/Ecologically 
Significant Groundwater Recharge Area. Similarly, the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation 
Plan (ORMCP, 2017) has policies which require a hydrogeological review when required 
to maintain, and where possible improve or restore, the ecological and hydrological 
integrity of the Plan Area. Single family dwellings are not exempt from a hydrogeological 
review when recharge-based policies apply in the above noted Plans.   

• The implementers of policy LUP-12 for the York WHPA-Q have noticed that the 
inconsistencies between the recharge-based policies in the three Plans (SGBLS SPP, 
ORMCP and LSPP) have caused confusion among applicants (developers and 
environmental consultants working on behalf of developers in most cases) 

• Implementers of policy LUP-12 see no reason why a single family dwelling with a large 
building footprint should be exempt from maintaining predevelopment recharge rates. 
Simple and relatively inexpensive Low Impact Development (LID) measures (such as a 
downspout disconnect) can often be used to maintain recharge for single family 
dwellings. 
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Current and Proposed Land Use Planning Policy LUP-12: 

The current LUP-12 policy text is as follows: 
 
Planning Approval Authorities shall only permit new major development (excluding single 
detached residential, barns and non-commercial structures that are accessory to an agricultural 
operation) in a WHPA-Q2 where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat, where 
it can be demonstrated through the submission of a hydrogeological study that the existing 
water balance can be maintained through the use of best management practices such as low 
impact development. Where necessary, implementation and maximization of off-site recharge 
enhancement within the same WHPA-Q2 to compensate for any predicted loss of recharge 
from the development. 
 
The proposed LUP-12 policy text is as follows: 
 
Planning Approval Authorities shall only permit new major development (excluding single 
detached residential, barns and non-commercial structures that are accessory to an agricultural 
operation) in a WHPA-Q2 where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat, where 
it can be demonstrated through the submission of a hydrogeological study that the existing 
water balance can be maintained through the use of best management practices such as low 
impact development. Where necessary, implementation and maximization of off-site recharge 
enhancement within the same WHPA-Q2 to compensate for any predicted loss of recharge 
from the development. 
 
Summary and Recommendation: 

It is recommended that Land Use Planning policy LUP-12 text be changed such that the policy 
no longer excludes single family dwellings that meet the definition of a major development. 
This would ensure consistency with other provincial Plans that apply in the SGBLS source 
protection region such as the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (ORMCP) and the Lake 
Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP).  
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The proposed LUP-12 policy text is as follows: 
 
Planning Approval Authorities shall only permit new major development (excluding barns and 
non-commercial structures that are accessory to an agricultural operation) in a WHPA-Q2 
where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat, where it can be demonstrated 
through the submission of a hydrogeological study that the existing water balance can be 
maintained through the use of best management practices such as low impact development. 
Where necessary, implementation and maximization of off-site recharge enhancement within 
the same WHPA-Q2 to compensate for any predicted loss of recharge from the development. 
 
Recommendation: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-01 regarding proposed new policy 

text for Land Use Planning Policy LUP-12 be received for information;  
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee endorse the proposed 
change to the policy text for land use planning policy LUP-12; 
AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the new policy text 
for policy LUP-12 as part of the forthcoming amendment to the Source 
Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act. 

 
 

Prepared by:     
                        

                 Mike Wilson, P. Geo.  
Source Water Protection Hydrogeologist 

 
 

Recommended by:  

              

               Bill Thompson,  
Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies  
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Figure 1: Location and Extent of the York Region Recharge Management Area (WHPA-Q2) for 
the LSRCA jurisdiction. 
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Staff Report Number:    SPC-2020-02-02 
Agenda Item Number:    VIII e  

 
TO:    South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee 
 
FROM:    Mike Wilson, P. Geo., Source Water Protection Hydrogeologist (LSRCA) 
     
DATE:    July 7, 2020 
 
SUBJECT: New Handling and Storage of Fuel Circumstances and Policy 

Implications 
 
RECOMMENDATION: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-02 regarding new handling and 

storage of fuel circumstances and associated policy implications be 
received for information;  
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee support staff’s 
recommendation that the existing handling and storage of fuel policies 
are adequate for managing the new fuel threats; 
AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the new handling 
and storage of fuel circumstances as part of the forthcoming 
amendment to the Source Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the 
Clean Water Act. 
 

 

Purpose of Staff Report: 

The purpose of this Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-02 is to provide the South Georgian Bay Lake 
Simcoe Source Protection Committee (SPC) an overview of the approximate number of new 
handling and storage of fuel threats that resulted from changes in the Technical Rules (MECP, 
as amended in March 2017) that identify above grade or partially below grade fuel storage as a 
significant drinking water threat in Intake Protection Zones (IPZs) and Wellhead Protection Area 
Es (WHPA-Es) with a vulnerability score of 9 or greater. The Staff Report will also demonstrate 
to the committee that that the existing FUEL policies (FUEL-1 through 4) remain appropriate in 
the context of these new fuel threats. 
 

Background: 

When the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan (LSPP) was approved 
(January 26, 2015), there were 274 existing handling and storage of fuel significant drinking 
water threats (SDWTs) in the source protection region. In March, 2017, the Director’s Technical 
Rules (MECP, 2017) were amended resulting in the handling and storage of fuel (stored either 
above grade or partially below grade) in volumes of greater than 250 L becoming a significant 
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drinking water threat in IPZs and WHPA-Es with a vulnerability score of 9 or greater. Prior to the 
change the handling and storage of fuel could only be a SDWT in IPZs scoring 10 and in volumes 
greater than or equal to 2,500 L.  A typical home heating oil (or fuel oil) tank holds 
approximately 900L of fuel therefore outdoor home heating oil tanks are now possible SDWTs in 
IPZs in our region. 

As a result of the change to the circumstances and vulnerability score necessary for the handling 
and storage of fuel to be a SDWT, twelve vulnerable areas not previously examined for the 
presence of existing fuel threats now have the potential to contain new fuel threats within 
them. The following IPZs now meet the circumstances required for the Handling and Storage of 
Fuel to be a SDWT: 

• Alcona IPZ-1 

• Beaverton Water Treatment Plant IPZ-1 

• Collingwood (Type 5 Event Based Area) 

• Lagoon City Water Treatment Plant IPZ-1 

• Orillia Water Treatment Plant IPZ-1 

• Port Severn Water Treatment Plant IPZ-1 

• Rama First Nation Water Treatment Plant IPZ-1 

• Rope IPZ-1 

• Sandcastle Water Treatment Plant IPZ-1 

• South Ramara Water Treatment Plant IPZ-1 

• Victoria Harbour IPZ-1 

• Washago Water Treatment Plant IPZ-1 

Please note there were no WHPA-Es in our region with a vulnerability score high enough to be 
considered a SDWT. Also note that First Nation lands are outside the jurisdiction of the Clean 
Water Act, unless the First Nation opts in. While an IPZ has been delineated in the Rama First 
Nation lands, Source Protection Plan policies do not apply. 

As a result of the changes to the circumstances source protection authority staff undertook fuel 
threat enumeration to gauge the additional workload for RMOs going forward and to 
determine if the existing South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan policies are 
adequate for managing the new fuel threats identified in the IPZs listed above. 
  
The main steps in enumerating handling and storage of fuel threats are outlined below.   

• Identify the IPZs and WHPA-Es with a vulnerability score of 9 or greater where the fuel 
threats enumeration has not yet been completed. 

• Utilize the 2007 Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) data to select 
MPAC property codes (each property type has a unique property code) that might be 
associated with land uses that might have reason to store fuel (farm properties, 
municipal pumping stations and marinas for example) 
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• Examine the air photos for each property highlighted through the MPAC code selection 
process for any signs of fuel storage. This meant looking for the storage tank itself, 
looking for signs that fuel storage might be required (gasoline pumps at a marina for 
example) or looking for signs that fuel oil storage is unlikely because there are signs that 
the landowner has secured a different fuel source (identifying a large propane tank on 
site for example). 

• If signs of a fuel storage tank were identified but the air photos could not confirm the 
presence of a fuel oil tank, Google Street View was used, where possible, to get a better 
look. 

• Note the addresses of all the potential fuel oil storage tanks for RMOs to follow up on 
later. 

 
Issues: 

Key findings from the new fuel storage threat search desktop study are summarized below: 

• There are 12 IPZs and 0 WHPA-Es with a vulnerability score of 9 or greater in our source 
protection region that needed to be examined to determine how many new fuel storage 
threats may exist.  

• Air photos from approximately 604 properties with priority MPAC property codes were 
examined and 28 potential new fuel threats were identified. The new fuel threat 
distribution is as follows:  Alcona (1), Beaverton (2), Collingwood (0), Lagoon City (0), 
Orillia (1), Port Severn (10), Rama First Nation (1), Rope (5), Sandcastle/Washago (4), 
South Ramara (0) and Victoria Harbour (4). 

• Risk Management Officials (RMOs) who have potential new fuel threats in their 
jurisdiction have been provided with the location of the potential fuel storage threat so 
they can do the more detailed threats verification work and refine the number of 
threats accordingly.  

• The number of potential new handling and storage of fuel threats is relatively small and 
is not anticipated to create much of an additional workload for RMOs. Significant 
additional resources (time and money) should not be required to manage these 
additional fuel threats.  

• The existing handling and storage of fuel policies in the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe 
Source Protection Plan remain appropriate in the context of these new fuel threats.  

• Once the SPA has received the final (refined) list of new fuel threats from RMOs they 
will notify the Technical Standards and Safety Authority of the number and location of 
new fuel storage threats.  

• The SPA will update our description of the threat circumstances and incorporate the 
new handling and storage of fuel threats into the current Section 36 amendment.   
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Summary and Recommendation: 

There are approximately 28 new handling and storage of fuel threats associated with the 
changed circumstances wherein the handling and storage of fuel could be a significant drinking 
water threat. This number of new threats is relatively small and is not anticipated to create 
much of an additional workload for RMOs. The existing FUEL policies (FUEL-1 through 4) remain 
appropriate in the context of these newly identified fuel threats. 
 
Recommendation: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-02-02 regarding new handling and 

storage of fuel circumstances and associated policy implications be 
received for information;  
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee support staff’s 
recommendation that the existing handling and storage of fuel policies 
are adequate for managing the new fuel threats; 
AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the new handling 
and storage of fuel circumstances as part of the forthcoming 
amendment to the Source Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the 
Clean Water Act. 

 
 
 
 

Prepared by:   
                 _____       

                 Mike Wilson, P. Geo.  
Source Water Protection Hydrogeologist 

 
 

Recommended by:  
              _____ 

               Bill Thompson,  
Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies  
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Staff Report Number:    SPC-2020-02-03 
Agenda Item Number:    VIII f 

 
 
TO:    South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee 
 
FROM:    Tara Harvey, Hydrogeology Assistant 
     
DATE:    July 7, 2020 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline Policy 

 
RECOMMENDATION: THAT Staff Report No. 2020-02-03 be received for information; 

FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee endorse the 
proposed liquid hydrocarbon pipeline policy; 
AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the proposed 
policy as part of the forthcoming amendment to the Source 
Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act 

Purpose of Staff Report: 

The purpose of this Staff Report is to provide the Source Protection Committee (SPC) an overview 
of the new prescribed threat associated with liquid hydrocarbon pipelines, their presence within 
the Source Protection Region, to outline a proposed policy related to liquid hydrocarbon pipelines, 
and to seek endorsement of the proposed policy. 

Background: 

On July 1, 2018, Ontario Regulation 287/07 “General” under the Clean Water Act, 2006 was 
amended to add liquid hydrocarbon pipelines to the list of prescribed drinking water threats. 
Specifically, as part of the amended Regulation the table of circumstances, that lists the 
prescribed drinking water threats, was amended to include “the establishment and operation of a 
liquid hydrocarbon pipeline” that is designated for transmitting or distributing to terminals and 
distribution centres (i.e. trunk liquid hydrocarbon pipelines). For new prescribed threats, Source 
Protection Committees have an option to exclude policies for threat types that do not exist within 
the region. To justify not including a policy, the Source Protection Region needs to demonstrate 
that there are no existing threats and that future threats will never occur. 
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As a result, source protection authority staff have evaluated if liquid hydrocarbon pipelines, that 
meet the circumstances, currently exist within the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source 
Protection Region using data from the Oil and Gas Pools and Pipelines of Southern Ontario map 
and the Canada Energy Regulator’s interactive online pipeline map. 

The Oil and Gas Pools and Pipelines of Southern Ontario map was last updated in September 2017 
and covers the southern extent of the Source Protection Region. This map shows that there are no 
liquid hydrocarbon pipelines north of the City of Toronto and thus none in the South Georgian Bay 
Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region. To inspect the most recent data (post 2017) and the 
northern extent of the Source Protection Region, the Canada Energy Regulator pipeline map was 
also examined. This map confirmed that there are no liquid hydrocarbon pipelines in the South 
Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region (Figure 1). As such, it is recommended that 
policies to manage Existing threats not be developed. 

Future liquid hydrocarbon pipelines are still a possibility within the Region however, thus a liquid 
hydrocarbon pipeline policy related to Future threats is recommended. 

Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline Policies from Other Source Protection Plans: 

Prior to liquid hydrocarbon pipelines becoming a prescribed drinking water threat, several source 
protection regions identified them as a local threat and developed Existing and Future policies. 
Following the recommendation to focus on Future threats, only examples of Future policies were 
examined and used to guide the proposed policy wording below.  

The governing authorities over pipeline development are the Canada Energy Regulator and the 
Ontario Energy Board. Source Protection Committees do not have legislative authority to develop 
policies that would be legally binding on federal or provincial agencies, thus the legal effect  of the 
proposed policy is not legally binding and would encourage these agencies to inform the Source 
Protection Authority of proposed liquid hydrocarbon pipelines and to follow industry best 
management practices.  

Proposed SGBLS Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline Policy (PIPE-1 for Future threats): 

The Canada Energy Regulator, the Ontario Energy Board and the pipeline proponent are 
encouraged to provide the Source Protection Authority the location of any new proposed liquid 
hydrocarbon pipeline within the Source Protection Region and are encouraged to ensure that 
liquid hydrocarbon pipeline applications, where this activity would be a significant drinking water 
threat, include appropriate design standards, monitoring, and maintenance practices that when 
implemented will prevent such a pipeline from becoming a significant drinking water threat. 
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Summary: 

The South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region does not contain any existing liquid 
hydrocarbon pipelines, that meet the circumstances, thus, a policy to manage Existing threats is 
not required. However, it is recommended that the proposed policy wording (see below) for 
Future liquid hydrocarbon pipeline threats be included in the Source Protection Plan as there is 
the possibility of future liquid hydrocarbon pipelines within the region. 

Policy PIPE-1 
The Canada Energy Regulator, the Ontario Energy Board and the pipeline proponent are 
encouraged to provide the Source Protection Authority the location of any new proposed liquid 
hydrocarbon pipeline within the Source Protection Region and are encouraged to ensure that 
liquid hydrocarbon pipeline applications, where this activity would be a significant drinking water 
threat, include appropriate design standards, monitoring, and maintenance practices that when 
implemented will prevent such a pipeline from becoming a significant drinking water threat. 

Recommendations:  THAT Staff Report No. 2020-02-03 be received for information; 
FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee endorse the 
proposed liquid hydrocarbon pipeline policy; 
AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to incorporate the proposed 
policy as part of the forthcoming amendment to the Source 
Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act. 

   
 
Prepared by:   
                  
           Tara Harvey 
           Hydrogeology Assistant 
 
 

 Recommended by:   
         Bill Thompson 
                       Project Manager, South Georgian Bay – Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region 
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Figure 1 – Approximate locations of liquid hydrocarbon and natural gas pipelines within and 
around the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region.   
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	Thresholds for impervious areas that identify significant risks will be: 30% for WHPAs scored 10; 6% or greater for IPZ scored 10 and; 8% or greater for IPZ scored 9 to 10. 
	Use an improved scientific approach to better identify areas where the application of road salt and storage of road salt may cause impairments to the quality of drinking water sources. 
	New thresholds were developed based on the analysis conducted in consultation with municipalities and SPAs/SPCs.
	Thresholds for impervious areas that identify significant risks are 80% in WHPAs scored 10 and 8% in IPZs scored 10.
	Road Salt Application
	Using same scores of IPZs and WHPAs, proposed volumes are: (1) Any quantity for uncovered storages;(2) 100 kg or greater for covered storage excluding engineered facilities, (3) 500 tonnes or greater for engineered facility or structure. 
	Volumes that identify significant risk are: 500 tonnes for IPZs scored 10; 5000 tonnes for IPZs scored 9 or greater, or WHPAs scored 10 for uncovered storages; covered storage can not be a significant risk.
	Engineered facilities: permanent building anchored to a permanent foundation with an impermeable floor and that is completely roofed and walled.
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