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Source Protection Committee (SPC)  

Minutes of Meeting SPC-03-2020 

Tuesday, December 1, 2020; 1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 

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 n/a 
Kyle Mitchell David Ritchie Stephanie Hobbs n/a 
Andy Campbell John Hemsted Larry Slomka n/a 
Jeff Hamelin Ian Chadwick Geoff Allen n/a 
Stan Wells Rick Newlove David Greenwood n/a 
n/a Brandon Powers Cate Root n/a 

Liaisons 
Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit Christina Wieder 
Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority Ben Longstaff 
Severn Sound Environmental Association Julie Cayley 
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 Deborah Balika, Conservation Ontario 
Tavis Nimmo, Durham Region Steven Holden, City of Barrie  
Brittany Barkes, City of Barrie Jenna Stephens, Kawartha Conservation  
Janet Ivey, Credit Valley CA 

Regrets 
Katie Thompson – proxy to David Ketcheson 
Doug Hevenor NVCA – represented by Ryan Post  
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I. WELCOME & OPENING REMARKS 

Chair Dollin welcomed everyone to the meeting.  

II. ROLL CALL 

Bill Thompson carried out a roll call. He also introduced and welcomed guests in 
attendance – Deborah Balika from Conservation Ontario and Janet Ivey from Credit 
Valley Conservation Authority. 

III. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTERESTS 

Chair Dollin asked for any declarations. There being none the Chair requested that 
participants advise her should any become known during the meeting. 

IV. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Chair asked for any amendments to the agenda. Bill T. noted that presentation number 
VIII(b) – DNAPL Policy Review, would be given by Mike Wilson and Tara Harvey, not him. 

RESOLVED: THAT the agenda for the December 1, 2020 meeting of the Source 
Protection Committee (SPC) be approved as amended. 

Moved: Dave Ritchie 

Seconded: Rick Newlove 

CARRIED 

V. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 

Chair asked for any changes/updates required for minutes of July 7, 2020 meeting. Chair 
noted misspelling of Tea Pesheva’s first name, to be corrected. Spelling has been 
corrected.  

RESOLVED: THAT the minutes of the July 7, 2020 meeting of the Source Protection 
Committee be approved as amended and circulated. 

Moved: John Hemsted 

Seconded: Dave Greenwood 

CARRIED 

Chair asked if updates on July meeting’s action items should be discussed at this point.  

Bill T. Action item was for staff to determine the procedures when a private 
communal organization goes bankrupt and in the eyes of the province 
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the municipality must assume control under the terms of Source Water 
Protection Program. 

 Bill advised that we don’t yet have an answer so this will be an action 
item to be carried forward to another meeting. 

Tea P. Action item was to research whether MECP would hold municipality 
responsible for financial assurances should private enterprise fail. Tea 
advised there is no official response at current time. We are discussing 
this process requirement for transitioning existing operating systems into 
municipal systems, it’s rather complex and with the review that we’re 
currently doing, for example with Braestone, this is something that’s 
been discussed internally. I have shared this with our Environmental 
Approval Branch who deals with that piece. So once there is an official 
response, and it’s going to probably be a written response, I will provide 
that to Bill to share with the SPC. 

(Larry S. joined meeting. Chair requested that presentations be emailed to him as he 
wouldn’t be able to see them via telephone connection). 

VI. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Lynn C.  Tea, anything to add to the announcements from MECP? 

Tea P. Yes. As of yesterday, the application period for the Transfer Payment 
Agreements was open and it will close on December 23rd. All applications 
should be received by then. The application guide was updated for 
certain eligible activities however the majority of items are the same as 
last year. If there’s any questions in the next period of time, I welcome 
those from Bill and the staff who are working on their work plans. Other 
than that, our team is reviewing the Directors’ Technical Rules comments 
that we received in November for the proposed amendments. There 
were quite a few comments but we’re going through them now and once 
there are decisions that are made I’ll be giving everyone an update or 
through Bill. Finally, there is a private systems guidance being developed. 
There has been a representative group of project managers, chairs and 
municipalities that have been helping this process to provide feedback on 
some of the drafts that have been developed. That feedback will be 
incorporated into the finalized guidance. We don’t have any timelines as 
to when this will be released, but the guidance is utilizing existing 
resources to a user friendly approach to helping provide information and 
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resources to landowners to make sure they have properly functioning 
septic systems for example or proper storage and management of onsite 
fuel oil tanks and items like that. We’re waiting for more comments; as 
soon as I have more information, I’ll be providing another update. One 
last item: as part of the annual progress reporting for 2020 we have a 
commitment to continuously improve that process to make it clearer to 
the project managers. Some have reached out to provide some feedback 
on some of the changes that were proposed. As part of that feedback we 
have gone back on some of the changes just to continue to have it clear. 
Thankfully, the project managers across Ontario have been helping out 
and it’s really useful to see how it’s being implemented and what 
everybody wants to see as part of those progress reports.  

Lynn D. Thank you. Anybody have any questions? 

Colin E. I’d like to know when and how the committee got involved with 
Braestone. We don’t have to know it right now, but I’d like to know the 
steps and is it the local risk management people or is the province 
looking after it? 

Lynn D. Have we got Melissa on this call?  

Melissa C. At the local level we are looking into this. It is at the beginning stages so it 
hasn’t come to the Committee yet. At SSEA we’ve completed our work; 
it’s sitting in the Ministry’s hands at this point. We’re waiting to do our 
early engagement meeting. After we do that it will come to the 
committee.  

Lynn D. On a broader scale the reason that we’re looking into it is because 
Braestone wants to hand it over to the municipality. Is that correct? 

Bill T. That’s right. 

Dave K. Madame Chair. As the environmental consultant involved with the 
Braestone project, so I do have a pecuniary interest in that particular 
matter. 

Lynn D. Thank you for making that known. Any other questions for Tea? Seeing 
none, we will ask the RMO working group if they have an update. 

. 
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Tavis N.: RMO working group met in early October; it was a pretty business as 
usual meeting. We are all trying to figure out how to navigate the ever- 
changing environment of COVID, doing inspections, trying to get a hold of 
people, and get the risk management plans moving again. We’re sharing 
ideas and as we’re trying to move towards implementation, deadlines 
and different timelines how to start issuing orders or use common 
enforcement tactics. We developed a few working groups to comment on 
the Directors’ Technical Rule updates. We had 3 different working groups 
and came up with some comments and feedback for the SPA. In general, 
we supported the Technical rule changes as they were put forward. We 
have another meeting scheduled for next week to review annual 
reporting and to touch base with a roundtable discussion. 

Lynn D.: Thanks, Tavis. Any questions for Tavis? Seeing none, any other 
announcements? 

Brandon P.: I want to share some exciting and sad news on my part. I have recently 
had an opportunity come up to accept a job outside of the watershed. 
Unfortunately, I am no longer going to be eligible for membership on the 
committee; I have recently moved out to Victoria, B.C.   Although my 
time on the committee was much too short, I do want to say that I’ve 
appreciated working with and learning from this committee. This is a 
farewell meeting; I’ll be in meeting but will be abstaining from any votes.  

Lynn D.: Thank you Brandon, we appreciate that. Good luck in your new 
endeavours and best wishes to you. Ian? 

Ian C.: I’m no longer working for the municipal water association. This will be my 
last meeting as well. 

Lynn D.: We appreciate your insight and your passion to the environment and to 
source water. 

Ian C.: This is a great group. I’ve seldom served on a group that is so collectively 
focused on their goals and working together so co-operatively.  

Lynn D.: So, Mr. Thompson we’re going to have some recruitment work to do in 
the new year. 

 Any other announcements? 

Bill T.: I do have an announcement as well, It’s not mine, but I do unfortunately 
have to announce that this will be Tara Harvey’s last SPC meeting as well. 
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Tara has worked behind the scenes at LSRCA for a couple of years and has 
been an absolute rock star. Unfortunately, her time with the 
conservation authority is ending as of the end of December and she has 
moved to Kingston and will be starting her own business. It’s a real loss to 
the authority. 

Lynn D.: That’s really exciting Tara.  

 Are there any other announcements? 

 On July 30th, Bill and I had a Zoom call with Tea about the pros and cons 
of virtual meetings in an effort for MECP to come up with a guidance 
document for all SPCs on what was working and what wasn’t. On 
September 10 there was a chaired teleconference, mostly updates and 
guidance. In November George Jacoub gave us an update on the 
Directors’ Technical Rules. I was invited to another meeting in November 
with MECP about the proposed amendments to the Conservation 
Authorities Act. I’m not entirely sure what why I was invited; it was an 
eclectic group of stakeholders.  

VII.  DELEGATIONS 

There were none. 

VIII. PRESENTATIONS 

(a) Source Protection Region Updates – Bill Thompson, LSRCA 

 Bill provided an overview of work being carried out by staff.  

 Risk Management Plans (RMP) – noted that Mike Wilson had previously 
presented an update of the RMPs that were in place and/or progress; it 
appeared that not all RMPs would/could be completed by the deadline so 
recommended an extension to the deadline, which was supported by the 
committee. Ministry approved the extension (Correspondence Item 1(a)) for two 
years.  In April meeting status as of December 2019 was presented to 
committee. As of June 2020, thirteen (13) additional plans have been negotiated; 
higher than expected however there is still a great deal of work to be done. 

 Amendments for new drinking water systems: noted this is a very new and 
important process for Source Protection Authorities. As of 2018 there is a new 
section under the Safe Drinking Water Act that requires any new or expanded 
systems have a completed Source Protection Plan before it can come into service 
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to provide drinking water to residents. Noted committees/authorities are not 
proponents nor are they doing the technical work however the Source 
Protection Authority and the Source Protection Committee play an important 
step in the middle to ensure all source protection considerations are taken into 
account. This is a very important infrastructure and service that municipalities 
provide to their residents and we want to make sure that we are not creating 
unnecessary bottlenecks in the process. A list of current/ongoing projects was 
provided with updates on each.  

 A review of a training event about the amendments process for municipalities 
and their consults given by Tara Harvey and Mike Wilson was provided. Have had 
questions from three municipalities asking questions about the process.  

 An update regarding the proposed amendments to the Director Technical Rules. 
These have been in development for a number of years and were released for 
comments in August 2020. (Correspondence items 1(b)(c) and (d) to this 
agenda). 

 Bill noted the proposed amendments fall into two categories: Assessment Report 
Content and Circumstances. Noted that amendments are not fundamental 
changes that would require a full tear down and rebuild of the Source Protection 
Plan, but there are a number of amendments that will need to be considered 
moving forward.  

 Assessment report content – definition of how a well head protection area is 
delineated, what an intake protection zone is, how to do a water budget, how to 
determine the vulnerability of these vulnerable areas – all the content that sits in 
the Assessment Reports. There have been a number of amendments to those 
various rules and guidelines but they are enabling, not mandatory; will not 
address any challenges or solve any problems in the source protection region so 
not proposing to pursue at this time.  

 Changes to circumstances – these changes are mandatory; when approved and 
finalized are issues that the committee will need to think about. Bill suggested it 
will be worthwhile to go through a comprehensive review of the policies and 
Source Protection Plan.  

 Presentation provided an overview of topics of discussion for Source Protection 
Committee in the coming year. Noted that it may be necessary to meet more 
times in 2021 than in past years.  
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Questions/Comments: 

Andy C. I attended Tara and Mike’s training and I thought it was really good. They 
made a boring presentation interactive; to the staff at LSRCA I think they 
did a great job.  

Don G. Wanted to flag a challenge for the new systems requirement. You may 
recall a couple years ago when we had to have when a new systems came 
in we had to have an approved source protection plan that this 
committee and many others wrote to the ministry that there were 
concerns around the delay that caused and our fears have been realized. 
We’ve got that well in Aurora that was drilled a couple years ago, 
technical work completed a year and a half ago. Fortunately, it’s part of 
an integrated system, so although it’s very frustrating that we’ve invested 
several hundred thousand dollars in a piece of infrastructure we can’t 
use, we can work around it. If that was a stand-alone system like 
Schomberg and Ballantrae we simply could not. This timeframe to bring a 
new system into operation is not feasible; it’s really not acceptable. I 
would implore the ministry to streamline the process or soften the rules 
because municipalities can’t operate like this, providing drinking water is 
the mandate. 

Lynn D. Thank you for that, Don, appreciate the comments. Tea any response to 
those issues or could you take it as a takeaway? 

Tea P. I have noted it and will take it back to our management.  

Dave R. Going back to the salt issue with the City of Barrie. For some of us who 
have been on the committee for quite a while, we granted the City of 
Barrie something like 3,500 “get out of jail free” comments at one time 
on best management practices. Has anybody been keeping an eye on 
them as to whether they followed through on those? I realize that the 
issue is salt, and with salt and municipalities there is … lawyers and 
liability. Has there been any follow up on those best management 
practices on how much they did? 

Bill T. When we get to this item I will do a more complete presentation on the 
topic, but I do know they adopted a salt optimization plan in 2015 which 
was the year the Source Protection Plan came into force. They have 
provided us with their salt application data over the years. Looking at the 
data they have reduced their salt use by 40%. What they are asking for 
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now is an expansion to the Risk Management Plan policy – how parking 
lots are managed. As you recall, the policies we have now pertain to the 
wellhead protection areas A and they have asked us to extend that policy 
out beyond … to other parking lot areas; they are asking for a greater 
control when it comes to salt use.  

Dave R. Good to hear. One more comment – we had a working lunch with our 
MPP, Doug Downey, and we had mentioned this liability issue. They have 
been working on some legislation to try and mediate some of this. It is a 
real minefield with COVID; I do believe the government is working on 
some updates to the legislation and trying to work around to easing the 
blow for some of these municipalities.  

Bill T. I’ll speak to that briefly as well, but this will be something that I’ll expand 
on a little bit in a future meeting. Lake Simcoe Region Conservation 
Authority we convened what we call a Freshwater Round Table which 
included representation from the private sector from of the large parking 
lot owners – some of the big box stores, the building owners and 
management associations, as well as on the contracting society some of 
their associations and some of the larger contractors. Also, at that table 
was Don Goodyear representing York Region and someone representing 
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario. We have made a pitch to the 
ministry, exactly as Dave has, to change the legislation around slips, trips 
and falls, particularly as it relates to winter maintenance. At the moment 
that’s being headed by Landscape Ontario which is the association 
representing contractors. Contractors have found their insurance costs 
have tripled or quadrupled every year for the past two or three years and 
it is becoming completely unsustainable. This is something we are very 
much working on as are many others across the province.  

Dave R. One little caveat – maybe it wouldn’t hurt to invite the bar association to 
this and have them sit in on it and the insurance people – they seem to 
be the two big players in all of this – the stumbling block.  

Dave K. Two points: with regards to the discussion about the new Amaranth 
WHPA – once again we have pecuniary interest with that project that you 
should be aware of. Secondly, for the benefit of the membership, I’m 
wondering if Don could talk about the emergency director approval that 
you can get if you are in a situation where you need to use the well ahead 
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of the Source Water Protection approval process. Don, do you want to 
deal with that? I’ve been through it at Pontypool but I thought that you 
might just keep people aware that there is a solution, not a good 
solution, in an emergency situation. 

Don G. We haven’t employed that, so if you know the details… 

Dave K. Our firm was working on a replacement well for the Pontypool wellhead 
and it was a stand alone well. We got emergency director approval; you 
have to go through the ministry to obtain it. They will give you the ability 
to turn on the well, if you should need it in an emergency situation, which 
is what we had requested of them since we were on a stand alone well 
and fearful that it could suffer a repair problem and therefore there 
would be no water supply to the community. That was granted by the 
Regional Director while we progressed through the Section 34; it 
provided the safeguarding the City of Kawartha Lakes was seeking with 
regards to that particular system.  

Lynn D. Any other questions or comments on this presentation? Seeing none, 
then a mover and a seconder to the recommendation that the 
information be received. 

RESOLVED:  THAT the Source Protection Region Update provided by Bill Thompson be 
received for information. 

Moved: Bob Duncanson 

Seconded: Cate Root 

CARRIED  
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(b) DNAPL Policy Review – Tara Harvey & Mike Wilson, LSRCA 

 Presentation provided an explanation of what DNAPLs are. Clean Water Act 
identifies five chemicals as DNAPLs. Noted that larger areas around a well are 
regulated for DNAPLs. DNAPL policies apply in all of our wellhead protection 
areas and in one quarter of Intake Protection Zones.  

 Most of our wellhead protection areas have risk management policies applying 
so risk management officials are looking for threats. Have found that very few 
businesses actually have pure DNAPL chemicals and it is typically volumes less 
than 25 litres. There are those businesses for which we are trying to implement 
the second DNAPL policy to prohibit future threats, where businesses are 
actually slipping through the cracks and risk management officials are note being 
made aware that these businesses are in place until after they’ve started 
operations.  

 In SWP we’re always dealing with a threat activity, such as the Application of 
Fertilizer, the Storage of Salt and in the case of DNAPLs the Handling & Storage 
of DNAPL. We are concerned with the product – one of the five DNAPL chemicals 
must be there for there to be a threat. The problem with a prohibition is there is 
no RMP to which the business owner can refer. For example, a business is facing 
a possible prohibition, so they replace all their DNAPLs with a safer product. 
Possibility exists that over time business may acquire another product containing 
DNAPLs however are unaware of the fact. Therefore, there may not be risk 
management measures in place to protect source water. 

 Mike presented a story to illustrate the problem. Story was fictional although 
based upon conversations with Risk Management Officials. The story illustrates 
that: education and outreach is very important; existing processes do not always 
work; allows development of a positive relationship with business owners; risk 
management measures are in place regardless of chemicals in use.  

 SPC had requested that staff look into change of use permits for catching 
businesses before operations begin. Staff surveyed all the chief building officials 
within our region almost all of whom responded. Of the respondents, 90% have 
a process in place for change of use permits and 67% of those are linked to 
source water. If during the change of use process, if its linked to source water it 
will flagged for the RMO to review. Survey also identified that change of use is 
not commonly triggered and when it is, it is typically after a new business has 
started. Seems unlikely that change of use is going to act at the level required to 
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capture DNAPL threats. Change of use is dependent upon two factors: 
Occupancy Classification Change Hazard Rating Change – either type of business 
or hazard rating need to be changed. There are four classifications of businesses 
and moving from one to the other will not necessarily trigger a DNAPL threat. 
Hazard ratings are based on combustibility; if that is increased a change of use 
would be required.  

 Noted that change of use does capture some threats, but cracks still exist during 
policy implementation allowing future DNAPL threats to slip through.  

 A comparison of provincial DNAPL plans was provided. Most of the 18 reviewed 
are similar. Similar reviews are taking place across the province and having same 
results as there is no good mechanism to capture new business.  

Questions/Comments: 

Dave K. I wrote to Bill this morning expressing some of my concerns with this 
presentation. I’m a contaminant hydrologist practicing for the past 40 
years and deal with DNAPL and DNAPL situations all the time. I can 
virtually agree with everything that’s being stated by staff and I really 
don’t have much of an issue with the proposal except in instances where 
significant volumes of pure DNAPLs are in use in WHPA A to WHPA C 
areas as we currently define it. And there’s no coincidence that MECP 
gave DNAPL products a special designation in the original source water 
protection threats evaluation and expanded it this significantly out to 
WHPA C areas. There are several reasons why – if you had one drum of a 
pure phase product and allowed it to leak into the environment it could 
extend down to 50 meters depth into the underlying aquifer. The other 
thing is because it is sparingly soluble, these contaminant plumes 
associated with these products can extend kilometers. But the mass in 
them can be very, very small, say, as little as 5 drums for something that 
extends 5 kilometers or more. But it eradicates the potable water 
resource for decades to centuries because you can’t get the stuff out of 
the ground once it goes in, it’s so cost prohibitive. So, we write off 
aquifers and this is the big problem with DNAPLs and DNAPL products – 
their drinking water solubility to their toxicity has a huge ratio differential 
so contaminates a lot. I tried to figure out how we could get around this. I 
like the RMP thing but I still would like to put a cap on how much any one 
institution could have in storage at their facility if they were in a WHPA A 
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to WHPA C, to try and safeguard against these types of situations. I’ve 
posed a couple of solutions and I can present them if you want, but really 
what I’m saying is I don’t want to abandon the prohibition completely for 
large quantity users like dry cleaners, but I do accept that the RMP 
solution for those that have lesser quantities could be quite useful in 
addressing these situations. I can expand, but don’t want to monopolize 
the conversation. 

Lynn D. We can come back to you, Dave.  

Dave R. In discussion amongst ourselves in our industry, we’ve seen the abolition 
of certain chemicals, that have been outlawed totally, and I’m not too 
sure we shouldn’t be putting a recommendation together with this that 
ask the Minister to outlaw DNAPLs totally. This way down the road we 
can take the risk out of it.  

Lynn D. Any other comments? 

Colin E. I agree with Dave that we should be talking to the ministry to get these 
chemicals banned; there are alternatives. The other thing is labelling – I’d 
like to see DNAPLs labelled for what they are and that’s a fairly simple 
process. They’re deadly so let’s put a symbol on everything that they’re in 
to indicate what they are.  

Lynn D. Thank you, Colin. In my mind it’s two different things. We have to deal 
with this recommendation and then do you want to put forward another 
recommendation with the labelling and asking the Minister to take them 
off the market? I see that as a separate recommendation. Other people 
have any comments on this? 

Kyle M. I would support everything that’s been said so far. I do agree with Dave 
these things should be prohibited. One of the challenges, as Mike said, is 
industries can bring these things in without recognizing that they are 
DNAPL and it is challenging for Risk Management Officials to actually 
discover that these are actually used in commercial businesses. I think 
part of our approach should be minimizing the quantities that 
commercial and industrial businesses have on hand. Maybe that’s a 
minimum requirement or a risk management plan. Also look at writing to 
the Minister to actually ban these products. Ultimately these are a 
significant threat and trying to discover these threats is a challenge so if 
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we just prohibit them from actually being used in province that solves the 
issue altogether. 

Lynn D. Thank you, Kyle. Deb? 

Debbie K. I think the recommendation is good and we should vote on that.  

Kyle M. My rationale for banning the actual products; we are looking at it in 
existing source water areas but we have to look down the road as well. 
These areas that are not identified as wellhead protection areas and 
intake protection zones ultimately could be aquifers we tap into in the 
future and if they are already contaminated we’re limiting our ability to 
use them. I do support banning these products, I know it’s not an easy 
thing to do but I do agree we should be looking at writing to the ministry 
to see if we can get these banned.  

Don G. I want to understand more about the implications of a ban. What are the 
alternatives, and if there are none what are the implications to the 
Region? It’s certainly worth exploring but I wouldn’t be comfortable 
voting in favour of that at this moment. In terms of Dave Ketcheson’s 
suggestion, I certainly would echo the concern he flagged for large 
volumes. My understanding of the practical challenges that RMO’s are 
facing are with the smaller volume uses, so I would support where Dave 
was headed in terms of some volume threshold and maintaining 
prohibition for large volumes of pure DNAPL. 

Cate R. Regardless of the volume of the liquid that is being used, one of the 
pieces seems to be the trigger to alert the official that something is going 
on and needs an assessment. I’m wondering if we need to look at that 
piece a little more carefully and figure out a way to address the raising of 
the alarm. The other piece that Kyle expressed was that there may be 
aquifers that might be contaminated that are currently outside the 
drinking water source protection area. Those could be private wells and 
we don’t want that to happen either, so it’s probably a good reason for 
us to consider. 

Ian C. If a substance is prohibited who does the enforcement and is the 
enforcement enshrined in a municipal bylaw or is it enshrined in another 
policy format and who enforces that?  
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Mike W. When a RMO gets an application for development within one of the 
wellhead protection areas where policy applies, it is screened at the 
municipality and if it’s in an area where there are policies then the RMO 
would use it. Proponent would complete a questionnaire on which one of 
the questions is “do you have DNAPLs”. There would also be a pre-
consultation meeting which the RMO would attend. At that stage, if there 
were alternatives available the RMO would encourage the proponent to 
use other products if possible. If not possible, RMO would advise activity 
as prohibited in the area and would issue a prohibition letter to the 
proponent. Then RMO would follow up from time to time. 

 It’s under the Clean Water Act and it’s the Risk Management Official who 
enforces. May negotiate a Risk Management Plan. There are 
opportunities for prohibition check-ins, but may not get the attention or 
rigor that a Risk Management Plan would receive.  

Lynn D. I may have misunderstood the question. I thought you were asking if a 
product were banned in Ontario who polices that? 

Kyle M. In part I’m asking that, but if we do a ban/prohibition locally you end up 
with a different situation that puts the onus on the municipality. I just 
don’t know if they have the authority to do it – a provincial ban is a 
completely different thing. 

Andy C. I think if we are asking for a prohibition it needs to be at the provincial 
level so that all businesses are treated fairly everywhere across the 
province. Getting the RMO to work with the company is the best 
solution. I’m concerned about the onus being put onto the municipalities; 
I’d rather see that we put policies in place so we’re working in the right 
direction. We can lobby the province if we think some chemicals need to 
be added to the prohibition laws.  

Bill T. Just for additional context for the committee, we have a third DNAPL 
policy in the Source Protection Plan DNAPL 3, which encourages the 
province to look into alternatives. One alternative would be to send a 
letter to the Minister to remind him about this policy and perhaps ask for 
input in terms of what’s been done to activate this policy.  

Lynn D. That might be a way to go and let them know that not only us, but other 
Source Protection Committees are struggling with this policy. I’m of two 
minds on this one. I absolutely understand why you wouldn’t want to 
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walk into a business that’s been there for 20 years and shut them down. 
At the same time if someone wants to construct a facility that may use 
these chemicals, you have nothing that says they cannot.  It’s 
encouraging people to ask for forgiveness instead of permission. It would 
be good to have the tool in the toolbox that would be used only in the 
most extreme circumstances, such as municipalities have. My worry is 
that if we pass this, there’s no tool that provides the ability to say no. 

Tea P. I just want to add a couple of aspects to consider.  If the proposed 
amendments to the Directors’ Technical Rules is approved, there is an 
optional list included for certain types of businesses that can be 
considered risks for DNAPLs; through that list there may be options to 
create more specific policies that would address specific industries or 
businesses that you would be concerned about within the Region. 
Through that list (still optional and not yet approved) there could be 
more options to specify if you don’t want to just prohibit or use RMPs. 
Your policies are quite broad, but there are options of using a suite of 
tools and identifying specific locations that are of concern. I just wanted 
to add that for consideration … if you are considering how you want to 
change the policies, it could be a little more specific if the Source 
Protection Authority and SPC both believe it needs to be. 

Dave K. Just so everybody is aware, let’s talk about the existing systems today in 
our watershed that are impacted by DNAPLs. The Barrie municipal system 
– the Wood street well was shut down because of DNAPL and the 
Heritage well is affected by DNAPL. The Coldwater municipal system is 
impacted by DNAPL. The Penetanguishene wellhead is impacted by 
DNAPL; the Cannington municipal system is impacted by DNAPL. When 
we think about what’s affecting our source water protection and who are 
the big players that are causing significant threats, to me it’s road salt 
because we have laid so much down over the years and the legacy of 
chlorinated solvents. The problem with chlorinated solvents is that if you 
let it into the environment you’ve basically written off that aquifer for a 
century. That’s the problem, there’s no getting back – if it gets in you 
have this problem.  … If we had a pure phase volume limit of say 200 
liters, which is the equivalent of one drum of product; if you had a 2,500 
liter waste oil tank and you thought that about 2% had solvent in it, then 
that would equate to about 125 liters of pure phase product, which 
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would be under the 200 liter limit. You could impose a Risk Management 
Plan process on those smaller users and you could get away with using 
risk management on that basis. But for those that have quantities above 
some fixed limit (and I just threw out 200 liters); but if you do it on a 
percentage basis of a pure phase product so that we’re talking about the 
actual pure phase DNAPL, then that way you could catch the large users 
while invoking a Risk Management Plan on all the small players. It’s a win-
win situation where for small players you’re going to get away with a Risk 
Management Plan and having all the advantages that Mike spoke about, 
but also keeping that situation where you have large quantity that you 
could impose a prohibition. Just one strategy that the committee might 
want to think about – an alternative option to what’s being offered.  

Lynn D. Thank you, Dave. Quantity in DNAPL has been a conversation we’ve been 
having since 2007.  

Rick N. If you are trying to get rid of some of these DNAPLs you need to get the 
government to phase them out over a period of time because they don’t 
know how it’s going to affect some of these businesses. Nobody wants to 
put business out of their municipality because it’s income coming to the 
municipality and jobs. Whatever you do, you have to phase them out 
over time so they can look at their alternatives. 

Rick N. I would like to refer it back to staff and will put that motion on the table. 
And look at other options and see, based on our discussion, see what 
they might come back with.  

Lynn D. Any other comments? 

Dave R. I would support that with Rick. I think we need to put some other options 
on the table. I like Dave’s with limits and percentages; maybe we can look 
at full removal of the product as well.  

Lynn D. Just to be clear, this recommendation is basically about whether or not 
we have a future prohibition DNAPL policy at some different volumes or 
whether we have risk management plans. I think that would be a 
separate issue. I’m trying to get a sense whether people are comfortable 
with that. What I’m struggling with here is are we doing it because we 
think it’s better or are we doing it because the other one’s too hard? 



 
 

SPC Meeting December 1, 2020 
Page 18 of 22 

Bill T. I have come to the understanding and belief that what we’re proposing is 
better. To reiterate – Risk Management Plans allow for risk management 
measures to be in place. Those measures can be secondary containment, 
training and education for staff…and those risk management measures 
are in place regardless of what happens. We think this is a better 
solution, providing better protection for aquifers on the landscape. I 
don’t disagree with Dave’s point about the larger volumes. I would have 
no concerns about revisiting this recommendation looking at a volume 
threshold, but I do want to reassure the Committee we’re doing this 
because we think it’s the better solution for drinking water sources.  

Lynn D. I think that the other alternative is if somebody does come in and they 
want to use gallons and gallons of DNAPLs and they are right beside a 
well you could make the Risk Management Plan so excessive and 
expensive that it would encourage them to relocate outside of the 
vulnerable area.  

Bill T. My understanding is that RMOs have a lot of latitude as to what they can 
include in a Risk Management Plan and could put limits on quantities 
allowed.  

Lynn D. So we have a motion on the floor, moved by Rick and seconded by Dave 
Ritchie that we refer it back to the committee for consideration of a 
volume threshold. Any more questions or comments on that? 

David G. It strikes me that the Risk Management Plan is a better solution, but if I 
understand correctly, we’re not catching everybody as people change 
occupancy. So should there not be consideration in improving that aspect 
of it as well so that people are not slipping through the cracks as 
occupants change? It just strikes me as odd that a change of use is not 
triggered every time occupancy of a business changes, so I wonder if 
changes should be considered in that area as well. 

Bill T. That’s a much more challenging exercise, although it is the bigger 
question. The reason it is more challenging is that everything they do is 
prescribed by the Clean Water Act and the various regulations under the 
Act. Section 59 requires any proposal that comes in front of planning or 
business departments in a vulnerable area needs approval from RMOs 
before it can move forward. The challenge speaks specifically to the 
planning act and building code. We have no control over anything outside 
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these. This is a challenge that I’m not sure the SPC can resolve; I think 
what we need to do is try to tighten up the loophole as best we can.  

Kyle M. My concern is that a lot of people who have DNAPLs would rather get rid 
of them to avoid the RMP or prohibition. I’m wondering if we’re allowed 
to impose an RMP on a business that does not have DNAPLs on site.  

Mike W. No, you can’t force them to do a Risk Management Plan as there would 
be no threat on that property. However, RMOs can ask them to have a 
voluntary RMP.  

Lynn D. Any more comments before the vote? We want to say the first bullet that 
it be received for information, and that it be referred back to staff for 
more investigation on whether it could be a volume threshold policy for 
future prohibition.  

RESOLVED: THAT staff report number SPC-2020-03-01 regarding a review of 
implementation challenges associated with policy DNAPL-2 be received 
for information; 

 AND THAT this item be referred back to staff for more investigation on 
whether it could be a volume threshold policy for future prohibition. 

Moved: Rick Newlove 

Seconded: Dave Ritchie 

CARRIED 

(c)   Percent managed lands – Ryan Post, Nottawasaga Valley Conservation 
Authority 

 Background and explanation of managed lands was provided. There were 
two methodologies employed in delineation of managed lands. The 
Source Protection Committee approved the use of the methodology 
outlined in the November 2009 MOECC Technical Bulletin.  

 Mapping for systems reviewed by staff was provided. Staff reviewed 
systems where the change in mapping methodology has resulted in the 
change in the percent managed lands. In eight systems the percent 
managed lands dropped from over 80% to 40-80, based on the November 
methodology, leading to a reduction in possible SDWTsWHPAWHPA. No 
system through this exercise witnessed an increase change in percent 
managed lands that has resulted in an increase in the number of SDWT.  
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 Discussion of an Education and Outreach Policy developed as a result of 
the original recommendations; presented proposed policy EDU-13.  
Highlighted that proposed policy focuses on low or moderate threats, and 
most areas are residential. 

 Updated mapping for all areas was included in the full agenda package.  

Questions/Comments: 

Ian C. I really like the idea of the educational policy; how does that get from the 
SPC, through the municipalities to the residential owner? 

Ryan P. I think in this situation the key player in this would be the RMOs as a 
delivery agent through the municipality for this E&O policy. 

Lynn D. I think Melissa had some great success for buy-in for residential 
properties.  

Ian C. Does that mean the RMO has to go to each residential property and 
doesn’t that add a lot to the work of the RMO? Just wondering if there’s a 
more efficient way to reach residential properties; may be easier to reach 
them as a group rather than one to one, and can they do that through the 
municipality in another way? 

Ryan P. I see that as an opportunity; I will go back a few years and highlight what 
was called SPMIF Program – Source Protection Municipal Implementation 
Fund. MECP provided grants to the municipalities to help with the 
implementation of source water protection. SGBLS pooled resources and 
developed E&O materials including DNAPLs, road salt and fertilizer to 
provide E&O opportunities. Other opportunities do exist besides one to 
one. There will be cost effect, time sensitive opportunities for policy 
implementation, however we require the needs of the land in the policy – 
so bridging those two things together.  

Dave R. Had a public meeting with stakeholders and land owners several years 
ago to explain process; it worked well. 

Melissa C. Building on what Dave had mentioned. As an alternative in the Lafontaine 
area we did use mailouts to get to everybody at first, then moved to an 
open house. In the future it will be a mix.  
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Lynn D. Seeing no further hands. the recommendation: 

RESOLVED: THAT Staff Report No. SPC-2020-03-02 regarding updated Percent 
Managed Lands mapping and proposed Education and Outreach Policy be 
received for information; 

FURTHER THAT The Source Protection Committee endorse the inclusion 
of the updated maps of Percent Managed Lands in the forthcoming 
amendment to the Source Protection Plan under Section 36 of the Clean 
Water Act;  

AND FURTHER THAT the Source Protection Committee endorse the 
proposed new education and outreach policy (EDU-13) for inclusion in the 
forthcoming amendment to the Source Protection Plan, under Section 36 
of the Clean Water Act. 

Moved: Kyle Mitchell 

Seconded: Debbie Korolnek 

CARRIED 

IX. ADOPTION OF ITEMS NOT REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 

There were none. 

RESOLVED THAT the recommendation respecting items not requiring separate 
discussion be approved and staff be authorized to take all necessary 
actions to affect those recommendations. 

Moved: Rick Newlove 

Seconded: Andy Campbell 

CARRIED 

X. DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSIONS 

None. 

XI. OTHER BUSINESS 

Lynn D. In case any of you don’t know, Mike Walters has decided to retire at the 
end of December. I want to acknowledge all of the work he put into the 
Committee; he’s been a huge part of this program since the beginning. 
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We’re happy and excited to have Rob Baldwin as the new CAO of the 
Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority. 

 I also take this opportunity to embarrass Deb Korolnek; she is also retiring 
in about mid-January. Thank you for your help during the pandemic and 
thank you for your work on the committee. 

Deb K. Thank you, Madame Chair. It’s been a pleasure to work with this 
committee. 

Lynn D. Any other announcements or other business? 

 Seeing none. Best wishes to all for holiday season. Need mover, seconder 
for resolution to adjourn: 

RESOLVED THAT meeting SPC-03-2020 be adjourned at 3:40 p.m. 

Moved: John Hemsted 

Seconded: Rick Newlove 

CARRIED 
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