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Source Protection Committee (SPC) 
Minutes of Meeting SPC-03-2023
June 1, 2023

The Chair called the meeting to order at 2:05 pm.

Members Present:
Lynn Dollin, Chair

Municipal
Andy Campbell, Scott Lister, Kyle Mitchell, Katie Thompson, Stan Wells

Economic/Development
John Hemsted, Amanda Kellett, David Ketcheson, Rick Newlove, David Ritchie

Public Sector
Geoff Allen, Peter Dance, Stephanie Hobbs, Tom Kurtz, Cate Root

Liaisons
Julie Cayley, Severn Sound Environmental Association (SSEA)
Don Goodyear, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA)
Doug Hevenor, Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA)

Staff Present
Bill Thompson, LSRCA
Mike Wilson, LSRCA
Mystaya Touw, LSRCA
Kathy Hillis, LSRCA (minutes)
Sarah Thompson, NVCA

Guests
Hayley Wallace, WSP 
John Piersol, WSP 
David Luc, Clareose Midhurst GP 

Andrew Webster, Clareose Midhurst GP 
Evan Finbow, Crozier Consulting Engineers

Regrets:
Bob Duncanson, Public - proxy to Tom Kurtz
Chris Gerrits, Municipal – proxy to Scott Lister
David Greenwood, Public – proxy to Cate Root
Jeff Hamelin, Municipal – proxy to Andy Campbell

Colin Elliott, Economic/Development – proxy to David Ritchie
Jessica Neto, Economic/Development
Sharday James, First Nations
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1. Welcome & Opening Remarks

2. Land Acknowledgement

The Chair recited the Acknowledgement of Indigenous Territory.

3. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest and Conflict of Interest 

David Ketcheson declared a conflict of interest regarding presentations a) and b) and 
corresponding staff reports SPC2.1 and SPC2.2 regarding Midhurst Heights.

4. Approval of Agenda 

Moved by:  John Hemsted
Seconded by:  Rick Newlove

SPC-22-23 Resolved That the agenda for the June 1, 2023 meeting of the Source Protection 
Committee (SPC) be approved as presented. Carried

5. Adoption of Minutes 

Moved by:  Peter Dance
Seconded by:  Amanda Kellett

SPC-23-23 Resolved That the minutes of the March 30, 2023 meeting of the Source 
Protection Committee be approved as amended and circulated. Carried

6. Announcements 

There were none.

7. Deputations 

There were none.

8. Presentations 

a) A presentation by Hayley Wallace and John Piersol, WSP regarding staff report SPC2.1 – 
Source Protection Plan and Assessment Report Update – Technical Report in Support of the 
Midhurst Heights S34 WHPA Update. 

Two developments in the Midhurst Secondary Plan in Springwater; a portion of the Doran Road 
development with wells PW1 and PW2. PW1 has a capacity of 45 L/sec. PW2 is 200 m west of 
PW1 and is a twin well as the aquifer at PW1 is very extensive. The two wells combined could 
supply 100 L/sec. They are located on the same development parcel of land.
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Key reports used in the study include South Simcoe Groundwater Study (Golder, 2004), referred 
to as the Kempenfelt Bay FEFLOW model and Midhurst Water Supply Exploration Program 
(Golder, 2018).

PW1 yield testing was conducted in 2008 and again in 2014. The maximum drawdown was in 
2014 at 17.94 m. Quality showed no exceedances in health-based standards.

Pumping rates of the wells is approximately 69 L/sec. Included parameter sensitivities to 
increase and decrease hydraulic conductivity by a factor of two and a decrease in porosity. 

Groundwater vulnerability: Final scoring is a high of 10 and low of 8 and decreases as move 
away from the well.

Significant Threats: The 100m zone has potential for significant threats due to a score of 10, 
whereas everywhere else it is 6 or less. Required to notify the landowners in the area of the 
source protection implications of these new wells, so a letter was sent to all landowners. There 
are unlikely to be DNAPL threats in the area due to land use. 

Management Land: Agricultural land in PW2 WHPA is in the highest category due to actively 
farmed land in the area. May be a need for an interim risk management plan while the area is 
being farmed. Discussions are ongoing with the tenant farmer, owner and developer. 

· Livestock Density: Low. 
· Impervious Surfaces: Low for salt applications.  

MECP commented on the technical work and required some clarifications on the sensitivity 
modelling. 

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Peter: Have concerns about water budgets which may not be the case here, but we have not 
seen the technical report to support this. Has anyone thought about the water budget impacts 
on the downstream properties? What effects are these wells having on other municipal wells in 
the area?

John advised that the 2018 Environmental Assessment completed an evaluation of the 
various well sites and concluded that there was no interference between these wells and 
other existing wells.

Peter: Willow Creek has baseflow issues, but are these wells too deep to affect that?

John responded that the 2018 report reviewed potential impacts to Willow Creek and other 
takings in the area and determined there is no significant impact to the Creek. Bill advised 
that presentations he provided in the past included these wells in the modelling.
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Geoff Allen: What was the content of letters to the landowners and what kind of feedback was 
received?

John advised they were sent by the municipality and therefore they would need to provide 
what the feedback was. The letters provided a general overview of the project. Katie advised 
that no negative feedback was received.

Amanda Kellett: Did the modelling make considerations for climate change and conditions?

Haley advised they did not as the wells are so deep they will have little impact from surficial 
recharge.

Amanda Kellett: Did you look at what the effect of the future development would be?

John advised that information was not available at the time of the 2018 study, but it would 
have little impact.

David Ritchie: What is the recharge area for these wells?

John referred to slide 7 of his presentation to show the capture zone from the northeast, 
towards Forbes Road. The 25-year capture zone extends out 4-5 kms northeast.

Cate Root: What draw would the two developments combined take?

John advised that the EA included a full assessment of the demands of the area and 
concluded that these demands will be met. The pumping rate in the summer is quite a bit 
higher than the other seasons. 

Cate Root: Would the development by the farmer be using the same wells?

John is not aware of these takings, but it has been determined there is sufficient supply for 
these two areas.

Moved by:  Andy Campbell
Seconded by:  Peter Dance

SPC-24-23 Resolved That presentation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding Source Protection 
Plan and Assessment Report Update – Technical Report in Support of the Midhurst 
Heights S34 WHPA Update be received for information. Carried

David Ketcheson abstained from voting.

b) A presentation by Sarah Thompson, NVCA regarding staff report SPC2.2 – Source Protection 
Plan and Assessment Report Update - Amendment to Township of Springwater Chapter. 

Four identified threats on two properties which will be included in the assessment report. There 
are no anticipated policy changes.
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Early engagement began in February with comments received in May 2023. Doing 30-day pre-
consultation with affected municipalities and their endorsement to be mid-June to mid-July. 
Next step is 35-day consultation period in late July-August, with wrap up and submission to 
MECP in August-early September.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Lynn Dollin: County of Simcoe does not have any July meetings.

Sarah advised that will adjust the timeline if required. Lynn Dollin indicated that it may be a 
good idea to send a letter to Minister Parminder Gill as the Minister of Red Tape Reduction 
to discuss ways to make it a more efficient process. 

Moved by:  Kyle Mitchell
Seconded by:  Rick Newlove

SPC-25-23 Resolved That presentation b) and Staff Report 2.2 regarding Source Protection 
Plan and Assessment Report Update - Amendment to Township of Springwater 
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 
Springwater chapter of the Nottawasaga Valley Assessment Report are advisable.  
Carried

David Ketcheson abstained from voting.

c) A presentation by Bill Thompson, LSRCA regarding an Update on Source Protection Plan 
Amendments for New Drinking Water Systems. 

Horseshoe Highlands and Craighurst submissions have moved from Submission to Approval 
stage since the agenda was circulated.

One comment received on Craighurst from a farmer who objects if it is going to negatively 
affect the ability to farm using normal, approved, best farm management practices. The farmer 
was advised that farming operations are not a significant threat on this property; dense non-
aqueous phase liquids may require a risk management plan.

Moved by:  Stan Wells
Seconded by:  Peter Dance

SPC-26-23 Resolved That presentation c) regarding an Update on Section 34 Amendments be 
received for information. Carried

d) A presentation by Mike Wilson, LSRCA regarding Education and Outreach - Handling and 
Storage of Fuel. 
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In 2019 LSRCA teamed up with Ontario Petroleum Transporters and Technicians (OPTTA) to 
conduct a source water protection workshop with fuel providers. Staff met with select fuel 
providers. Goals of the meeting included:

· Increase awareness of source water protection.
· Identify location of most vulnerable areas.
· Brainstorm ideas of protection fuel providers can provide in future.

Showed them where the vulnerable areas are in their distribution areas. The proportion of land 
where policies apply for fuel are a small proportion of the greater vulnerable areas. The areas 
are generally the WHPA-A (100m radius around the well) for well supplies, but if there is a fuel 
spill in this area it can potentially contaminate the surrounding land and water and spoil a 
municipal drinking water system. 

From 2020 onward LSRCA and OPTTA staff met with fuel providers at their head offices. LSRCA 
provided a demonstration of our online mapping tool that is available on 
www.ourwatershed.ca. This was so fuel providers could identify the most vulnerable areas prior 
to delivering the fuel.

Pointed out to them that policies are not necessarily the same in our region as they are in other 
regions, and it is beneficial for them to be familiar with the policies in all the areas they deliver 
to. 

Showed them what educational resources are available on www.ourwatershed.ca and the tag 
that is often placed on an oil tanks fill pipe in vulnerable areas.

Fuel providers have advised that they print off a ticket that is provided to the driver of the truck 
on specifics of each delivery location, and that they can add information about vulnerable areas 
to the ticket. If a homeowner stores fuel in a vulnerable area, the fuel provider could put this on 
the list of high priority tanks to replace when they are old and are at risk for leaking/spilling fuel. 
They also indicated that they could add source water protection to their weekly safety 
meetings.

Mike will continue to meet with companies we have not met with already. TSSA is having 
engagement with fuel providers, RMOs and OPTTA. Private fuel outlets are not all registered 
with the TSSA so they do not know where they are. However, most RMOs have a good idea of 
where fuel is stored in vulnerable areas, so if TSSA and RMOs work together they can create a 
complete list.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

David Ritchie: Sargents and UPI are big suppliers in this area.

http://www.ourwatershed.ca/
http://www.ourwatershed.ca/
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Katie Thompson: Do fuel providers have a spill response protocol and do they have tools like 
spill kits with them when they deliver fuel?

Mike  said that he doesn’t know if they have spill kits with them when they deliver fuel. He 
also doesn’t know exactly what spill response protocol fuel providers have but he would be 
surprised if they didn’t have a robust spill response protocol in place as there have been a 
significant number of fuel spills in the province in the past and the fuel industry is highly 
regulated. Mike said he would ask fuel providers about this at future meetings. 

David Ketcheson: Do you have a sense of what they believe the biggest threat to be?

Mike advised that prior to his meetings with fuel providers, they were not aware of where 
the municipal wells and intakes were, and this creates some risk. A potential big threat in 
the future is a service whereby a fuel provider comes and fills vehicle fuel tanks onsite. 
These are often temporary filling sites (construction sites or parking lots for example) that 
don’t have fuel handling and storage safety features (such as secondary containment) and 
the locations are harder for an RMO to track.

Cate Root: Are the fuel providers Mike engaged only those in the area and ones that deliver to 
vulnerable areas?

Mike advised that they generally have large distribution areas, but we are focussing the 
education on the vulnerable areas.

Cate Root: Waubaushene Welding has won an international competition for putting pumps on 
the front of ships so that if there is a spill from the ship they can use these pumps to extract the 
spilled fuel from the water right away.

Moved by:  Scott Lister
Seconded by:  Amanda Kellett

SPC-27-23 Resolved That presentation d) regarding an Education and Outreach – Handling 
and Storage of Fuel be received for information. Carried

e) A presentation by Mystaya Touw, LSRCA regarding Staff Report SPC2.3 – 2021 Fuel Handing 
and Storage Circumstances. 

Various changes have occurred to the Circumstances since 2013. Removed the differentiation 
between fuel and fuel oil. There are nearly 1,000 properties in the LSRCA jurisdiction with a 
vulnerability score of 10. Of these, over 750 are residential properties covered by outreach and 
education. 

Recommending no change to current policies. 
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QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

David Ketcheson: Going back to the new 2021 handling and storage circumstances, why do the 
numbers for the WHPA-E value go down for larger volumes of fuel?

Bill advised that the larger areas are a more significant threat.

Moved by:  Kyle Mitchell
Seconded by:  Andy Campbell

SPC-28-23 Resolved That presentation e) and Staff Report SPC2.3 regarding the 2021 Fuel 
Handling and Storage Circumstances be received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse that the current policies to 
manage fuel handling and storage are adequate for managing the new fuels 
storage threats. Carried

f) A presentation by Mystaya Touw, LSRCA regarding Staff Report SPC2.5 – Waste Generating 
Facilities (Threats 1.12 & 1.13). 

The SPC supported the policy direction on September 22, 2022 but not the specific wording. 
Waste generation is separated into two threat categories: Threat 1.12 and 1.13.

Subject Waste Generating Facilities, regardless of storage above or below ground have a 
vulnerability score of 10. Includes hazardous waste and liquid industrial waste. Facilities are 
required to report through the HWIN system with the province.

General Waste Generating Facilities are only considered a threat when waste is stored partially 
or fully below-grade in vulnerable areas with a score of 10. These facilities are those that are not 
required to report to the province. This relates only to chemicals and not pathogens.

Proposal of the threshold is to use 5 kg with less than this being education and outreach 
whereas more than 5 kg would be an RMP, except for residential which is education and 
outreach for any amount.

Have approximately 150 commercial/industrial and institutional properties in WHPA 10. Many 
of these would likely not be threats after further investigation.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Rick Newlove: What about electric cars in parking lots?

Bill advised it pertains to waste and not a parked vehicle. This policy does not apply to 
something that is not waste.

Katie Thompson: Did the account of parcels look at the land parcels or the units on these 
parcels because if the number of units it could be a significantly larger number?
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Mystaya advised the review was done at the parcel level and some Google street view, so 
the number of sites may be higher. 

John Hemsted: The number of car batteries on properties may be large.

Andy Campbell: One computer may be 5 kg, as well as waste paint. These volumes are not a 
number considered by the province so we are trying to do more than the province requires?

David Ritchie: Battery parks are established as back up power sources, and some are 4-5 acres 
in size. It is unclear what is happening with these sites. Is there something we should be 
preparing ourselves for with this legislation?

Bill commented that these policies refer to waste and these are not waste so they do not fall 
under this category. However this is a good question on how to manage these. Bill will 
follow up with the province.

Peter Dance: For some of the wastes 5 kg is too small of an amount. Waste is such a broad 
category and in some other waste items 5 kg is a very large amount. Is there discretion for the 
RMO to review they type of waste and determine the risk?

Katie Thompson: Is there any information that compares the items that are exempt from being 
registered?

Mystaya advised that the section of the Regulation does not have volumes attached to it. 

David Ketcheson: Every time there is a spill and you are cleaning it up, you are mandated to get 
a waste generator number, which puts it into a category 10. 

Amanda Kellett: Is it too much of a burden to continue with different volumes for different 
waste streams?

Bill indicated it would not be too much work to recreate the list, but this would not deal 
with the comment of 5 kg being too low. The province has indicated that these are all 
significant threats regardless of the volume, but we are struggling with what a reasonable 
number is. Katie Thompson advised that many want to dispose of waste in a proper manner 
but that they are not sure of how to do so, so education and outreach may be necessary.

Geoff Allen: The smaller amounts come from residential use and it can be taken to municipal 
hazardous waste days.

Peter Dance: For residential we have education and outreach, and for all others we have the 
threshold. Can we break it out to different thresholds for different categories of waste?

David Ketcheson: As a retailer, you will take your waste and put it downstairs rather than use up 
retail space. Telling someone they have to use up some of their retail space is a challenge.
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Bill advised we are not proposing a prohibition of storage, but rather to complete risk 
management plans. Bill asked the RMOs what would make their jobs easier? Scott Lister is 
comfortable with 5 kg but if the SPC prefers he is comfortable with 25 kgs. The simpler the 
policy can be the better so Scott prefers the number(s) be defined.

Peter Dance: Is 25kg a good number and if an RMO is onsite and sees a very high risk item that 
is in a smaller quantity they could try to incorporate suitable mitigation measures in the RMP?

Moved by:  Peter Dance
Seconded by:  Andy Campbell

SPC-29-23 Resolved That presentation f) and Staff Report SPC2.5 regarding New and Updated 
Circumstances for Waste Generation be received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse addressing Subject Waste 
Generating Facilities (Threat 1.12) significant drinking water threat activities 
through Environmental Compliance Approvals and Risk Management Plans; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse addressing Waste 
Generating Facilities (Threat 1.13) significant drinking water threat activities 
through Risk Management Plans for quantities of 5 Kg or more, and education and 
outreach for quantities less than 5 Kg.

Andy Campbell: If the number is kept at 5 kg, there will too much to be reported.

Bill indicated that they will not contact the RMO to report them, so it is up to the RMO to 
find them. We are doing what the Ministry is requiring us to do, but without making it too 
onerous. If we do not define the limit, every volume would have the policy apply.

David Ketcheson: About a 200 L drum of waste seems like a reasonable number. 

Cate Root: Where did the 5 kg number come from?

Mystaya advised this was an idea from staff due to the previous levels being 1-5 kg. These 
were specific to chemicals rather than the larger category of waste. 

John Hemsted: Can mercury be removed and be dealt with separately?

Mystaya looked at the waste Regulation O.Reg. 347 and it indicates common  mercury 
waste refers to things like electrical switches, themometers, and dental waste  which likely 
rules out concerns of large amounts of mercury which would be dealt with Subject Waste 
that is regulated.

David Ritchie: For some of this there are rules in place already. Eg. City of Barrie requires all 
dentists to put traps in place to capture mercury. As far as batteries, they are generally turned 
in by consumers when they are replaced. Counties have designated places to deal with these. 
We may be worrying about things that are not a big issue.
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Katie Thompson: Some of these industries have sewer use discharge agreements, so do they 
need to be looked at?

Moved by:  Peter Dance
Seconded by:  Andy Campbell

Amendment

SPC-30-23 That the last paragraph of the main motion be amended to read as follows:

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse addressing Waste 
Generating Facilities (Threat 1.13) significant drinking water threat activities 
through Risk Management Plans for quantities of 200 Kg or more with the 
exception of mercury which is to be a quantity of 1 kg, and education and outreach 
for quantities less than 200 Kg, for residential waste and for emergency waste 
clean up.

The Amendment was Carried

The Main Motion, as Amended, was Carried

The Resultant Motion Reads as Follows:

Resolved That presentation f) and Staff Report SPC2.5 regarding New and Updated 
Circumstances for Waste Generation be received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse addressing Subject Waste 
Generating Facilities (Threat 1.12) significant drinking water threat activities 
through Environmental Compliance Approvals and Risk Management Plans; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse addressing Waste 
Generating Facilities (Threat 1.13) significant drinking water threat activities 
through Risk Management Plans for quantities of 200 Kg or more with the 
exception of mercury which is to be a quantity of 1 kg, and education and outreach 
for quantities less than 200 Kg, for residential waste and for emergency waste 
clean up. 

9. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion 

No items were identified under items requiring separate discussion.

10. Adoption of Items Not Requiring Separate Discussion 

Item SPC1.1 was deferred by staff to Meeting SPC-04-2023 scheduled to be held on June 29, 
2023. 



Minutes of Meeting SPC-03-2023
June 1, 2023 Page 12 of 12

SPC1.1 - An email dated April 12, 2023 from Kirsten Service, Director, Conservation and Source 
Protection, Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks, regarding the 5-year 
Summary of Source Protection Outcomes. 

11. Consideration of Items Requiring Separate Discussion 

There were no items requiring separate discussion.

12. Other Business 

None.

13. Closed Session 

None. 

14. Next Meeting and Adjournment 

Moved by:  Kyle Mitchell
Seconded by:  Geoff Allen

SPC-31-23 Resolved That the next meeting of the Source Protection Committee is scheduled 
to be held on Thursday, September 21, 2023 from 1-4 pm to be held at Jose 
Building – Great Room, located at the Tiffin Centre for Conservation at 8195 8th 
Line of Essa, Utopia; and

Further that the June 1, 2023 meeting of the Source Protection Committee be 
adjourned at 4:04 Carried
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