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South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region

Source Protection Committee (SPC)
Minutes of Meeting SPC-06-2022
October 26, 2022

The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:01 pm and Bill Thompson conducted the Roll Call.

Members Present:
Lynn Dollin, Chair

Municipal
Andy Campbell, Chris Gerrits, Jeff Hamelin, Scott Lister, Kyle Mitchell, Katie Thompson, Stan Wells

Economic/Development
Colin Elliott, John Hemsted, Amanda Kellett, David Ketcheson, Jessica Neto, Rick Newlove, David Ritchie

Public Sector
Peter Dance, Bob Duncanson, David Greenwood, Tom Kurtz, Cate Root

Liaisons

Karen Kivilahti, Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit (SMDHU)

Julie Cayley, Severn Sound Environmental Association (SSEA)

Don Goodyear, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA)
Doug Hevenor, Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA)
Elizabeth Forrest, Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks

Staff Present

Bill Thompson, LSRCA Ryan Post, NVCA

Mike Wilson, LSRCA Sarah Thompson, NVCA

Mystaya Touw, LSRCA Melissa Carruthers, SSEA

Kathy Hillis, LSRCA (minutes) Nicole Stott, SSEA

Guests

lan Callum, S. Burnett and Associates (SBA) Sarah Lionsbridge, SBA

Dirk Kassenaar, EarthFX E.J. Wexler, EarthFX

Gabriel Bacca Cortes, EarthFX Hayley Wallace, WSP Golder

Amy Domaratzki, Stantec Bill Banks, Banks Groundwater Engineering Ltd.

Conor Gamelin, MECP

Regrets:

Stephanie Hobbs, Public Sector, proxy to Tom Kurtz
Geoff Allen, Public Sector, proxy to David Ritchie
Sharday James, First Nations
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1. Welcome & Opening Remarks

The Chair thanked Peter Dance for acting as Chair at the last meeting.
2. Land Acknowledgement

The Chair recited the Acknowledgement of Indigenous Territory.
3. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest and Conflict of Interest

Andy Campbell declared a conflict of interest regarding item SPC 2.2 — Assessment Report -
Amendment to Oro-Medonte Wellhead Protection Areas as he is a landowner and lives in the
WHPA D-zone that is the subject of the staff report.

4. Approval of Agenda

Moved by: Rick Newlove
Seconded by:  Katie Thompson

SPC-44-22 Resolved That the agenda for the October 26, 2022 meeting of the Source
Protection Committee (SPC) be approved as amended. Carried

5. Adoption of Minutes

Moved by: Cate Root
Seconded by:  Bob Duncanson

SPC-45-22 Resolved That the minutes of the September 22, 2022 meeting of the Source
Protection Committee be approved as amended and circulated. Carried

6. Announcements
a) Chair
i) The Chair announced her reappointment as Chair of the SPC until August 2025.
b) MECP

i) Twelve Chairs seeking reappointment have been reappointed. Waiting to hear on
seven new Chair appointments which are going through the application review
process right now.

ii) Follow up from previous meeting on whether or the not the SPC could include in the
Policy a requirement to update the O&M plan: There is currently a requirement to
update the O&M plans by the owner updating the manual as soon as changes occur
and making it available onsite for the life of the works, and if requested making it
available to Ministry staff. If the SPC were to add to the Policy an update schedule,
this could result in the plans being out-of-date rather than updated as required.
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iii) Don Goodyear flagged that the Bill proposed yesterday prohibits conservation
authorities from providing advice to municipalities on Planning Act matters. How do
we navigate the contradictions? There is removal of York Region from planning
matters and the RMO at the Region will not being copied on development proposals,
so how would Region staff implement future prohibitions from the Committee? This
appears to be a conflict between the Omnibus Bill and some of the source protection
requirements that municipalities are looking to conservation authorities and upper
tier municipalities to implement. There are no changes proposed to the Clean Water
Act.

ACTION ITEM: The Ministry has not had a chance to review the impacts and will raise
the concerns internally and Beth will update the Committee as she can.

7. Deputations

There were none.

8. Presentations

a) A presentation by Bill Thompson, LSRCA, regarding SPC2.1 — Role of the Source Protection

Committee and Source Protection Authority in Plan Amendments for New Municipal

Drinking Water Systems.

Seven steps in the Assessment Report and Plan Revision process under the Clean Water Act, as
outlined in the Regulation:

1. Need for revisions identified. If the SPA/SPC wants to update content, or the drinking

3.

water system owner wants to include new/expanded systems, amendments under s.34
are initiated. Revisions may also be needed to meet the terms of Minister’s orders under
s.35 or s.36.

Development of amendments/updates, in consultation with the SPC. The SPA receives
the technical work from the proponent. The SPA does not approve the technical work
but is expected to consider if the work generally aligns with the content of the approved
assessment report, plan and Director’s Technical Rules. If that is the case, then the SPA
amends the assessment report and ensures the SPP policies are appropriate for
managing existing and future Threats in newly identified vulnerable areas. The SPA and
SPC role is to agree that the resulting amendment is advisable, and when that is the case
consultation outlined in steps 3-6 is undertaken.

The proponent and the SPA work with MECP staff on the draft technical work and policy
revisions and provide feedback to the proponent. The SPA receives feedback on draft
policies, and considerations for additional items to include in the Assessment
Report/Plan.

Pre-consultation with MECP and implementing bodies. Intended to make sure those
responsible for implementing the SPP are aware of the impending workload.
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5. Municipal endorsement by Council resolution of all affected municipalities is required
for s.34 amendments. It is intended to ensure that municipal councils are aware of
forthcoming changes to the SPP and upcoming workload for their staff and restrictions
to residents.

6. Public consultation for a minimum of 35 days. Consultation includes public notices,
letters sent seeking comment to all persons believed to be engaged in significant
Threats, all implementing bodies, and all affected municipalities. Hard copies are made
available. There is the option to host public meetings. The role of the SPA and SPC is to
agree on any revisions necessary based on the comments they received.

7. Submission to MECP, including all supporting documentation, for the Minister to
approve.

Going forward for clarity, agenda items will be brought to the SPC as two separate items:

1. Technical work for information — can ask questions and provide comments to the
consultant. Comments will be passed onto the Ministry for their consideration with their
review of the technical work.

2. Proposed amendment for review and decision

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

David Ketcheson: A lot of third party review was conducted by various ministries when
developing the SPP originally. Is all this peer review now being done by the Ministry and the SPC
does not get to see it to the same level as it did when initially developing the SPP?

Beth responded that the Ministry has a hydrologist and hydrogeologist, and an expert in the
Threat Circumstances, who review all technical work submitted at the various stages. In
terms of water quantity there used to be a lot more involvement, especially when the water
budgets were first being developed, but when most water budgets were prepared the
Ministry took back the function of review and consults with other ministries as required.

David Ketcheson: Does the Committee still get to review the comments made by the peer
reviewers of the technical work, or has the Ministry assumed this role entirely and the SPC no
longer gets to see these comments?

Bill advised that the process is different now. With the initial delineation of vulnerable areas
the SPC was the client, so we were more involved in this work.

Cate Root: Before development happens, is there a conversation with a municipality, or can
they reach out to the Ministry and have conversations about the project before discussing with
the municipality?

Lynn Dollin advised that in her experience any developer would pre-consult with a
municipality in advance of making an application. Beth added that since the Clean Water Act
predominantly deals with municipal systems, if a developer was doing a development that
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would need to be transferred to the municipality, there would need to be significant
consultation with the municipality at the very early stage. To Beth’s knowledge they have
never had a developer reach out to them prior to engaging with the municipality.

Colin Elliott: Do we need to say yes or no to the technical work, or can we put conditions on the
approval for the areas we are very concerned about? For the area in Snow Valley, they have
high nitrate levels and are we not worried about that?

Staff is not asking for a yes or no from the SPC, but rather looking for the SPC to amend the
SPP given the technical work. The SPA and SPC do not have the ability to say yes or no to the
technical work. It is the Ministry’s responsibility to approve the technical work. SPC
comments and concerns on the technical work will be passed onto the Ministry.

David Ketcheson: When the report is deemed to be out-of-date, the SPC can update the report.
Is this the mechanism in Midhurst for the water budget to be updated for the upcoming
development?

Bill advised that the SPC can use the s.34 process to update the SPP. It does not give us the
ability to require an update to the water budget, and we do not have the funds available to
update the water budgets. If we had an updated water budget to act upon, we could use
s.34 to do so. Beth advised that currently there is not a trigger to update water budgets. It is
something that the Ministry needs to work on to determine what the triggers would be to
update the water budgets to deal with growth pressures. There could be opportunity to
build a business case to do this work. Beth and Bill will work on this and will bring it back to
the Committee when ready.

Chris Gerrits: Are we able to update the SPP to include triggers that would require
municipalities to do water budget updates? The CTC SPC required Orangeville and three other
municipalities to enter into an agreement for triggers to update the water budgets, and if it is
developer driven, the costs were given back to the developer, which perhaps can be done here.

In the case of Orangeville, they went through a Tier 1-3 water budget, and they found in the
Tier 3 water budget it would be either a moderate or significant Threat, which allowed the
CTC to put a Policy. Until we determine a moderate or significant Threat in a Tier 3 water
budget, we do not have the ability to create such a Policy that would trigger action by a
municipality. In terms of Willow Creek subwatershed, they had a low Threat so no ability to
create a Policy in the SPP.

ACTION ITEM: Beth and Bill to discuss opportunities on water budget updates and bring back a
staff report at a future date.

Moved by: John Hemsted
Seconded by:  Peter Dance



Minutes of Meeting SPC-06-2022
October 26, 2022 Page 6 of 12

SPC-46-22 Resolved That presentation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding the role of the
Source Protection Committee and Source Protection Authority in Plan
Amendments for New Municipal Drinking Water Systems be received for
information. Carried

b) A presentation by Melissa Carruthers, SSEA, Haley Wallace, Junior Hydrogeologist, WSP
Golder, and Mike Wilson, LSRCA regarding SPC2.2 — Assessment Report - Amendment to
Oro-Medonte Wellhead Protection Areas.

Wells 1 and 3 provide the daily water required, and they do not both pump at the same time
but rather they alternate. Well 2 is a standby well. Well 3 was drilled for redundancy and was
brought online to deal with expected future growth. If Well 3 was not there and Well 1 went
down, Well 2 could not service the existing population. The technical report has been reviewed
by MECP as part of the early consultation work and had no comments at that time.

Results of the Vulnerability Assessment demonstrates that the thick till aquitard unit protects
the Horseshoe Highlands aquifer system from contamination.

There is proposed no changes to the percentage of managed lands and impervious surfaces. No
new Threats are proposed. No anticipated Policy changes needed at this time.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Peter Dance: When was the Ministry’s modelling data on groundwater levels developed and
what are the major private takings in the area and how do they compare to the 3,000+ cubic
metres per day?

Static water levels from the Ministry database were queried out in 2015. Melissa would
need to investigate whether permitted rates for other businesses in the area have changed
or not. Peter commented that if the private takings have significantly increased since the
2015 levels, we should take this as a comment to the Ministry. Melissa has noted this
comment.

Tom Kurtz: What population is the 2,900 cubic metres based on?

Melissa advised it is tied to a future predicted rate of average demand. They do not know
the population but at the time this work was done in 2015 it was based on average
projected demand. Tom advised that the projected population rate has increased from the
current 2,000 to approximately 10,000 people. Current pumping rate is about 423 cubic
metres/day, so it is well below the 2,960 rate. Melissa to review the modelling to see how it
relates to the projected populations.

Tom Kurtz: Have you checked out what properties the wells are on?

Melissa advised they are all on the same parcel of land which is owned by the municipality.
Tom does not believe this is correct and provided Block Number 74053 and PIN 0269.
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Melissa will investigate ownership. Chair Dollin asked if the property ownership would
transfer to the municipality regardless of current ownership if it is a municipal system?
Melissa advised that this is most likely the case.

Tom Kurtz: There is a communal septic system that services 17 lots immediately upstream of
Well 3. What affect does this have on the Vulnerability rating?

Melissa confirmed that there is a communal septic system there. The bed is the
responsibility of the Ministry, and the Township does inspections. The current policies that
we have are being implemented and the risks are being managed.

David Ketcheson: How is a proponent supposed to evaluate the influence it may have on the
WHPA zones of another system through new takings that may shift the way that water is taken
through the A2 aquifer?

Bill advised this is one of the challenges faced as systems are looked at in isolation, rather
than the cumulative impacts on water takings in the subwatershed. Bill brought up a further
guestion of what mechanism is there to update the existing WHPAs based on new water
systems coming or changes to pumping rates? We do not have the funding from the
province to fund technical work and it is all proponent driven at this stage. Staff has brought
these concerns to the Ministry of the need to review WHPAs based on neighbouring water
takings.

ACTION ITEM: Melissa to provide the comments from the SPC to the Ministry.

ACTION ITEM: Melissa to review the modelling to see how it relates to the projected
populations.

ACTION ITEM: Melissa to investigate ownership to address to Tom Kurtz’s comment on
potential ownership discrepancies.

ACTION ITEM: Chair Dollin will bring this up at the next Chair’s Meeting.

ACTION ITEM: Comments by the Committee will be passed onto the Ministry with the report.
Some of the questions are factual and staff can find the answers and pass them to the Ministry
with the comments, but some are better passed onto the Ministry as they are better suited to
investigate the answer to the questions.

ACTION ITEM: Bill and Beth to have a meeting with the Permit to Take Water staff on
cumulative impacts on water budgets and encourage the staff to present this information at a
future SPC meeting. If this is not possible staff will report back on these discussions.

Moved by: David Ritchie
Seconded by:  David Greenwood
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SPC-47-22 Resolved That presentation b) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding Assessment
Report - Amendment to Oro-Medonte Wellhead Protection Areas be received for
information; and

Further That the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee
agree that the proposed amendments to the Source Protection Plan and the Oro-
Medonte Chapter of the Severn Sound Assessment Report are advisable. Carried

c) A presentation by Ryan Post, NVCA, lan Callum, S. Burnett and Associates (SBA), Sarah
Lionsbridge, SBA, Dirk Kassenaar, EarthFX, E.J. Wexler, EarthFX, and Gabriel Bacca Cortes,
EarthFX regarding SPC2.3 — Source Protection Plan and Assessment Report Update -
Amendment to Town of Shelburne Chapter.

The Town of Shelburne is serviced by six municipal groundwater wells. The Town has one in-
service water tower. The newer wells are in the Grand River Conservation Authority jurisdiction
whereas the rest are in the NVCA jurisdiction. The Town is completing a well field capacity
assessment as part of their Permit to Take Water process. Two wells operate as back up wells.
Some of the older wells have limited operational rates due to blending for reduction in arsenic
concentrations.

The presentation provided an overview of the testing that has gone on since 2015 on the wells,
as well as rehabilitation of activities of the wells that was conducted.

2015 WHPA Delineation assessed supply well PW7. Since then, PW8 has been added which
doubled the permitted pumping. Pumping at older wells has also been increased. This resulted
in WHPAs for all wells being updated.

Well total pumping rates increased by 44% above the 2015 rates due to population increases,
with increased pumping of existing wells and the addition of a new well. This affects the size
and shape of WHPAs. The consultants conducted a review of the conceptual model and geologic
layerings. The 2021 pumping test provided significant new data for model calibration. Land
classification is a key input to the Precipitation-Runoff Modeling System (PRMS) recharge
model, and significant effort has been made to re-classify all land use that was previously
classified as undifferentiated.

Since the technical work for the original work was completed, the Ontario Geological Survey
(OGS) has released updated data that offers more detail into the local hydrogeological
conditions. The updated technical work for all the wells was based on the updated data set.

There are water level differences between the shallow and deep systems, with the deep system
having better water quality. Blending occurs between the water from the deep system and the
water from the shallow aquifer system before it is pumped out into the community due to
arsenic concentrations. The blending of the water sources ensures that the drinking water is
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below the provincial guidelines for arsenic levels. Testing in 2021 demonstrated a significant
head drop across the lower aquitard.

The consultants updated the modelling with new aquifer properties. The model was used to
determine the Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPAs). This process also included Forward Particle
Tracking to confirm the water table to well affected time analysis. Once travel times are
available, the Vulnerability Index can be developed based on the travel times. These WHPAs and
vulnerability scores are reflected in the updated mapping. These new results reflect higher
pumping rates and changes in conceptual model, aquifer properties and groundwater recharge
rates.

As PW1 and PW3 are classified as GUDI (Groundwater Under the Direct Influence of Surface
Water) wells and therefore required to have a WHPA-E delineation, hydraulic analyses were
conducted to determine travel times through streams and storm sewer network, and
Vulnerability scores assigned to each WHPA.

Chris Gerrits: Advised that the GUDI map showing area as 7.2, should not be noted as a
regulated watercourse by NVCA as it is a municipal drain. Amaranth will have significant
objections if it is showing as a regulated watercourse.

Vulnerability scoring determines whether potential drinking water quality Threats are
significant, moderate, or low based on the table for each type of Threat. Part of the analysis was
on livestock density in the WHPA based on the desktop analysis. Separate analyses were done
for WHPA-A to D and for WHPA-E to determine percentage of livestock density. The desktop
study was based mainly on available land use data and air photo interpretation.

No significant Threats were added; only moderate. 242 total potential significant Threats were
identified which is more than previous studies due to higher pumping rates and more thorough
analysis. Confirmation of Threats requires visits to parcels and interviews since it is based on
land use and assumptions on types of materials used for each type of land use.

A ‘windshield survey’ was conducted by NVCA on October 3, 2022 which conservatively
observed 66 potential Threats, including the municipal water supply which is noted due to fuel
storage onsite.

Impervious lands identified where significant, moderate, or low salt application Threats can
occur. No significant Threats for salt application were found.

NVCA is working with the Grand River Conservation Authority given the new wells are in their
jurisdiction. Expected to complete pre-consultation, municipal endorsement, public
consultation, and submission to MECP for approval by March 2023.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Peter Dance: The thin area between PW1 and PW5/6, how do the RMOs deal with this gap, and
how you work with the landowner on the area between these Vulnerable areas?
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Ryan advised that the Vulnerability score of 10 drives the process. As an RMO Ryan asked
the question: do we have any of the 22 Drinking Water Threats in the area? He deals with
these pockets that are isolated from the Vulnerable areas on a case-by-case basis. Ryan
looks at the role of the SPA and has the proponent provided the information required for
the submission to MECP for the new WHPA. In the area there could be influences on the
geology that impact the Vulnerability score.

Colin Elliott: What does Threat 21 — Livestock Density and what does it entail?

Livestock within a confinement area in a parcel. When the ‘windshield survey’ was
conducted the active livestock area was identified. Ryan confirmed this is a ‘windshield
survey’ that indicates a potential for a Threat, not that it is a definite Threat. Number of
Threats changes when ground truthing the area. Update the wording to indicate potential
Threats where it is not known to be a Threat. The RMO will confirm whether it is a Threat
when onsite.

Chris Gerrits: How does the Vulnerability Scoring compare to current, specifically the 8 and 10
scores around PW5/6?

For Shelburne PW7/8 the pumping rate has doubled compared to the 2015 study. There are
some similarities with the 2015 study in the shallow system but for the deep system it is
very different. Chris is wondering if PW3 and PW5/6 is due to proposed development? Ryan
advised that if they are in the queue they would be recognized as an existing Threat and
would be commented on in the process for s.59 workflows.

Chris Gerrits: How are landowners informed of changes to the SPP?
Ryan advised that they will be notified of the changes during the consultation process.

David Ketcheson: Given that there is a significant arsenic source that does not come up in the
Threats as it is historic in nature, has anyone looked at the transport pathways to the deep wells
and is it a concern?

Dirk clarified that the arsenic is naturally present in the shallow aquifer. David questioned if
it was due to the lumber treatment facility, but Dirk advised that as far as he is aware it is a
natural source, and that this is why they are going to the deeper system and blending. The
majority of the water capture is from the deeper aquifer and there is distributed leakage
from above which has been simulated in the model. This is a long-term solution for the
Town of Shelburne. The levels of arsenic are so low that they require very moderate
dilution.

Chris Gerrits: Can Bill Banks confirm that his prior work with OGS eliminated the wood
processing facility as the source of the arsenic? This has been seen to arise in other areas of
Dufferin County as the arsenic starts to leach out of the rock.
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9.

10.

11.

Bill Banks confirmed this to be naturally occurring and that the lumber facility has never
been the source, and that there is no other known source of the arsenic that is not naturally
occurring.

Moved by: Chris Gerrits
Seconded by:  Rick Newlove

SPC-48-22 Resolved That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.3 regarding Source Protection
Plan and Assessment Report Update - Amendment to Town of Shelburne Chapter
be received for information; and

Further That the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee
agree that the proposed amendments to the Source Protection Plan and the
Shelburne Chapter of the Nottawasaga Valley Assessment Report are advisable.
Carried

Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion

No items were identified under items requiring separate discussion.
Adoption of Items Not Requiring Separate Discussion

No items were identified under items not requiring separate discussion.

Moved by: Andy Campbell
Seconded by:  Stan Wells

SPC-49-22 Resolved That the recommendations as set forth in the items not requiring
separate discussion be approved, and staff be authorized to take all necessary
actions to affect those recommendations. Carried

SPC1.1 - An email dated October 4, 2022 from Bill Thompson, LSRCA, regarding Permits to take
water and the Source Protection program.

SPC1.2 — An email dated October 13, 2022 from David Ketcheson, Azimuth Environmental
Consulting, Inc., regarding MECP confirms pooling of water at rehabilitated gravel sites does not
contribute chemicals or pathogens to the natural environment.

SPC-50-22 Resolved That correspondence SPC1.1 and SPC1.2 as listed in the agenda be
received for information.

Consideration of Items Requiring Separate Discussion

There were no items requiring separate discussion.



Minutes of Meeting SPC-06-2022
October 26, 2022 Page 12 of 12

12. Other Business

a) Colin Elliott: Requesting Bill to find out if there are any other chemicals in the well on Snow
Valley Road and do we have to deal with it in the future? The technical work done by the
consultant did have detailed results of the chemicals. Bill will share the results with the SPC
or bring a report to the next meeting. David Ritchie asked what happened to the Technical
Working Group and if it has been dissolved, should it be reactivated? Bill advised that as it is
not the SPCs role it may not be a good use of time to reactivate the working group, but
instead continue to bring the technical work to the SPC for their comments at a high level
rather than getting into the details of the technical work, and to advise staff and the
Ministry of local issues that should be brought to their attention. Chair Dollin believes that
the work being reviewed by the SPC is just as technical as it was in the past, but the volume
of work has decreased significantly from when the Committee began. Beth confirms that the
SPC has a key role in bringing the local knowledge to the table as this is particularly
important input from the SPC. Don reiterated that the Committee does not have the ability
to stop a report from going to the Ministry but can provide comments and local information
to inform the Ministry decisions. The Committee does not have the power to stop a well or
Vulnerability assessment from going to the Ministry. David Ketcheson asked if there is
synergy in a subgroup, or the SPC as a whole, reviewing the information and discussing to
bring different levels of expertise to the discussion.

ACTION ITEM: Bill and Lynn to discuss.

ACTION ITEM: Bill will bring a report to the next meeting on the detailed results of the
chemicals.

13. Closed Session
None.
14. Next Meeting and Adjournment

Moved by: Scott Lister
Seconded by:  Kyle Mitchell

SPC-51-22 Resolved That the next meeting of the Source Protection Committee to be
scheduled; and

Further that the October 26, 2022 meeting of the Source Protection Committee be
adjourned at 3:22 pm. Carried
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