
 
 

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

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   
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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 

V. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Colin Elliot noted there was to have been a meeting with Minister Yurek 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 
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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. 

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. 

VI. DELEGATIONS 

None. 
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VII. 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.  

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 
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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).  

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. 
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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.  

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.  
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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.  

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

water is recharged? 
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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? 

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 
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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. 
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VIII. DETERMINATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 

None. 

IX. 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  

X. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION 

None 

XI. 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. 

XII.  CLOSED SESSION 

None 

XIII.  ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

Moved by:   Rick Newlove 
Seconded by: Cate Root 

CARRIED 
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