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Source Protection Committee
Meeting SPC-05-2023
Agenda – Thursday, November 2, 2023

1. Welcome and Opening Remarks

2. Acknowledgement of Indigenous Territory

3. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest and Conflict of Interest

4. Approval of the Agenda

Pages 1-6

Recommended:  That the agenda for the Thursday, November 2, 2023 meeting of 
the Source Protection Committee be approved as presented.

5. Adoption of Minutes 

Pages 7-19

Recommended:  That the minutes of the Thursday, September 21, 2023 meeting of 
the Source Protection Committee be approved as circulated.

6. Announcements 

a) Chair 

7. Deputations 

a) A deputation by David Dillon and/or Hayley Wallace of WSP regarding Staff Report 
SPC2.1 regarding Technical Memorandum – Proposed Cassel Drive Wellhead 
Protection Area. 

Recommended:  That Deputation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding WSP’s 
response to SPC questions on the Cassel Drive wellhead 
protection area 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 and Oro-Medonte 
chapters of the Severn Sound and Nottawasaga Assessment 
Reports, and Oro-Medonte Chapter of Lake Simcoe Assessment 
Report are advisable.

8. Presentations 

a) A presentation by Bill Thompson, LSRCA regarding Staff Report 2.2 - Changes to 
Pesticide Circumstances: Application and Storage. 

  

2



Source Protection Committee
Meeting SPC-05-2023
Agenda – Thursday, November 2, 2023

Recommended:  That presentation a) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding changes to 
the Circumstances wherein the storage or application of 
pesticides can be a significant drinking water threat be received 
for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse staff’s 
recommendation for addressing the application of pesticides to 
land, as well as the handling and storage of pesticides, significant 
drinking water threat activities through a combination of 
Prescribed Instruments, Risk Management Plans, and Education 
and Outreach; and 

Further That staff be directed to incorporate the proposed 
policies for the application of pesticides to land as part of the 
forthcoming amendment to the Source Protection Plan, under 
Section 36 of the Clean Water Act.

b) A presentation by Mystaya Touw, LSRCA regarding Staff Report 2.3 - Policy 
Recommendations to Manage Processed Organic Waste Threats. 

Recommended:  That presentation b) and Staff Report SPC2.3 regarding processed 
organic waste be received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee adopt the 
recommended new policies to manage the threats of application 
of processed organic waste, and the handling and storage of 
processed organic waste; and

Further That staff be directed to incorporate the new policies for 
processed organic waste threats as part of the forthcoming 
amendment to the Source Protection Plan, Under Section 36 of 
the Clean Water Act.

c) A presentation by Bill Thompson, LSRCA regarding Staff Report 2.4 - Overview of 
ERO Posting 019-6928, “Streamlining environmental permissions for stormwater 
management under the Environmental Activity and Sector Registry”. 

Recommended:  That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.4 regarding Overview 
of ERO Posting 019-6928, “Streamlining environmental 
permissions for stormwater management under the 
Environmental Activity and Sector Registry” be received for 
information; and

Further That staff be directed to bring a proposal for policy 
changes back to the committee at a future date.
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Source Protection Committee
Meeting SPC-05-2023
Agenda – Thursday, November 2, 2023

9. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion 

(Reference Agenda Items on pages 5-6 of the Agenda)

10. Adoption of Items Not Requiring Separate Discussion 

Recommended: 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.

11. Consideration of Items Requiring Separate Discussion

12. Other Business

13. Closed Session

14. Next Meeting and Adjournment

The next meeting of the Source Protection Committee scheduled to be held on February 
1, 2024; location to be determined.
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Source Protection Committee
Meeting SPC-05-2023
Agenda – Thursday, November 2, 2023

Agenda Items

1. Correspondence 

There are none

2. Staff Reports 

SPC2.1 - Technical Memorandum – Proposed Cassel Drive Wellhead Protection Area 
Pages 20-28

That Deputation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding WSP’s response to SPC 
questions on the Cassel Drive wellhead protection area 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 and Oro-Medonte chapters of the Severn Sound and Nottawasaga 
Assessment Reports, and Oro-Medonte Chapter of Lake Simcoe Assessment 
Report are advisable.

SPC2.2 - Changes to Pesticide Circumstances: Application and Storage
Pages 29-38

That presentation a) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding changes to the 
Circumstances wherein the storage or application of pesticides can be a 
significant drinking water threat be received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse staff’s recommendation 
for addressing the application of pesticides to land, as well as the handling and 
storage of pesticides, significant drinking water threat activities through a 
combination of Prescribed Instruments, Risk Management Plans, and Education 
and Outreach; and 

Further That staff be directed to incorporate the proposed policies for the 
application of pesticides to land as part of the forthcoming amendment to the 
Source Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act.

SPC2.3 - Policy Recommendations to Manage Processed Organic Waste Threats
Pages 39-43

That presentation b) and Staff Report SPC2.3 regarding processed organic waste 
be received for information; and
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Source Protection Committee
Meeting SPC-05-2023
Agenda – Thursday, November 2, 2023

Further That the Source Protection Committee adopt the recommended new 
policies to manage the threats of application of processed organic waste, and 
the handling and storage of processed organic waste; and

Further That staff be directed to incorporate the new policies for processed 
organic waste threats as part of the forthcoming amendment to the Source 
Protection Plan, Under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act.

SPC2.4 - Overview of ERO Posting 019-6928, “Streamlining environmental 
permissions for stormwater management under the Environmental Activity and 
Sector Registry”
Pages 44-47

That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.4 regarding Overview of ERO Posting 
019-6928, “Streamlining environmental permissions for stormwater 
management under the Environmental Activity and Sector Registry” be received 
for information; and

Further That staff be directed to bring a proposal for policy changes back to the 
committee at a future date.
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Page 1 of 13

Source Protection Committee (SPC) 
Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023

The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:05 pm.

Members Present:
Lynn Dollin, Chair

Municipal
Andy Campbell, Jeff Hamelin, Scott Lister, Katie Thompson, Stan Wells

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

Public Sector
Geoff Allen, Peter Dance, Bob Duncanson, David Greenwood, Stephanie Hobbs, Cate Root

Liaisons
Karen Kivilahti, Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit (SMDHU)
Don Goodyear, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA)

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

Sarah Thompson, NVCA
Melissa Carruthers, SSEA
Nicole Stott, SSEA

Guests
Shelly Cuddy, Region of Durham
Hailey Wallace, WSP Golder
David Dillon, WSP Golder
Amanda Jones, Township of Springwater

Regrets:
Chris Gerrits, Municipal
Jessica Neto, Economic/Development
Tom Kurtz, Public Sector
Sharday James, First Nations
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023 Page 2 of 13

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 c) and d) and items 
SPC2.3 and SPC 2.4 pertaining to Cassell Drive as he represents a client on the adjacent 
property.

Andy Campbell advised the Committee that he is an employee of the Town of Midland since 
presentations a) and b) and items SPC2.1 and SPC2.2 pertain to the Midland s.34 WHPA Update. 
Mr. Campbell is not declaring a pecuniary interest or conflict of interest.

4. Approval of Agenda 

Moved by:  John Hemsted
Seconded by:  Peter Dance

SPC-32-23 Resolved That the agenda for the September 21, 2023 meeting of the Source 
Protection Committee (SPC) be approved as presented. Carried

5. Adoption of Minutes 

Moved by:  Rick Newlove
Seconded by:  Andy Campbell

SPC-33-23 Resolved That the minutes of the June 1, 2023 meeting of the Source Protection 
Committee be approved as amended and circulated. Carried

6. Announcements

a) Kyle Mitchell is no longer with the Town of Orillia so will go through the process for 
assignment of a new member.

b) MECP is no longer sending a representative to each meeting and will come when they have 
particular interest in items or the Committee requires their attendance.

7. Deputations

There were none.

8. Presentations 

a) A presentation by Hailey Wallace, WSP Golder regarding staff report SPC2.1 – Source 
Protection Plan and Assessment Report Update – Technical Report in Support of the 
Midland s.34 WHPA Update. 
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023 Page 3 of 13

Reviewed past studies including North Simcoe Groundwater Study, Appendix D (Golder, 
2005) and Wellhead Protection Area and Vulnerability Update (Golder, 2014), and current 
study Wellhead Protection Area and Vulnerability Update for Vindin Street and Dominion 
Avenue Wells (Golder, 2022).

Examined the Conceptual Model. The Calibration Model was used for the current 
delineation based on pumping rates representing future average daily demand. The new 
updated WHPAs were defined. The major change is the area to the northeast around Well 
1A was removed with the removal of pumping at Well 1A. Uncertainty was addressed 
through six sensitivity simulations. The final WHPA delineation represents the composite 
shape of the reverse particle tracks for each uncertainty simulation and the base case.

Vulnerability scores were assigned using the Aquifer vulnerabilty index mapping completed 
as part of the Golder 2010 WHPA study, based on the modelled hydraulic conductivity and 
thickness of each unit. Mapping was also modified to account for constructed transport 
pathways. Scores range from low to medium vulnerability. The scoring is consistent with the 
scoring of the existing WHPAs, just that the areas changed to remove portions that are no 
longer within the delineated WHPA.

An update to the WHPA delineation was done based on plans to decommission the Fourth 
Street Well (1A) and Vindin Street Well 12.

Moved by:  Bob Duncanson
Seconded by:  Katie Thompson

SPC-34-23 Resolved That presentation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding Source Protection 
Plan and Assessment Report Update – Technical Report in Support of the Midland 
s.34 WHPA update be received for information. Carried

b) A presentation by Melissa Carruthers, SSEA regarding staff report SPC2.2 - Source Protection 
Plan and Assessment Report Update – Amendment to Town of Midland Chapter. 

Chapters in the Severn Sound Assessment Report will need to be updated due to the 
removal of two wells which are being decommissioned. Amendment is being conducted 
using the 2021 Directors Technical Rules. 

Managed lands, livestock denisty and impervious surfaces were re-evaluated. Impervious 
surfaces have been updated with new values but with no changes to where the policies 
apply. There are no changes proposed to where policies apply regarding managed lands and 
livestock density.

The threat assessment anticipated no new significant drinking water threats, and the six 
estimated threats associated with Fourth Street will be removed. 
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023 Page 4 of 13

Comments wree received from the Ministry in June around pumping rates and general 
contextual details. Anticipate final submission to the Ministry in March 2024.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

David Ritchie: How are they going to go about decommissioning the wells?

Andy Campbell advised both wells have been offline for years so they will pull the casing.

Moved by:  David Ritchie
Seconded by:  Amanda Kellett

SPC-35-23 Resolved That presentation b) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding Source Protection 
Plan and Assessment Report Update – Amendment to Town of Midland 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 
Midland chapter of the Severn Sound Assessment Report are advisable. Carried

c) A presentation by Hailey Wallace and David Dillon, WSP Golder regarding staff report SPC2.3 
- Source Protection Plan and Assessment Report Update – Technical Report in Support of the 
Cassell Drive s.34 WHPA Update. 

There is new residential development proposed in the Hillsdale growth area. The water 
supply for Phase 1 & 2 is to be from a groundwater source south of the development at 
Cassell Drive. The study was initiated to meet the source water protection requirements.

Wells were drilled in 2007 and the drinking water quality met all provincial standards. The 
groundwater model showed the pumping rates for Wells 1 & 2 used to delineate the WHPAs 
are based on the future state average demand at approximately 24L/s. The WHPA 
delineation was modelled with a 20% increase in size and 5-10 degrees rotation. Intrinsic 
vulnerability is Medium within WHPA-A and WHPA-B, and Low within WHPA-C and WHPA-D.

A threat assessment was conducted for managed land and livestock density. Both were 
considered Low threats. Impervious surface threat assessment focussed on two 
development properties. The parking areas for these properties are gravel surfaces and 
therefore are not considered to be impervious. If the lots are paved in the future the 
percent of impervious surface would increase in WHPA-A and WHPA-B. The majority of the 
impervious surface in the area is the highway.

There are four potentially significant threats in WHPA-A and one in WHPA-B. Road salt may 
be considered a significant drinking water threat should the impervious area rise above the 
30% threshold where it is considered to be significant, if the parking areas were to be paved 
in the future.
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023 Page 5 of 13

Study flags potential issues on the site based on the land use. That is not to say that they are 
currently issues. 

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Andy Campbell: What is the chloride level?

David Dillon advised it is less than 5 so there is no signs of chloride impact on the 
water.

Peter Dance: There is a huge overlap in the Craighurst and Cassell Drive capture zones, 
which would affect what they would look like. Can the potential for interference be 
explained when considered this way?

Hailey advised that incorporated wells that are currently permitted, not proposed 
wells. They did not have the data on the simulation of this proposed pumping, but if 
it was incorporated it could change the shape of the pathlines. However have 
included a significant buffer in flow direction due to pumping so this should account 
for this. Based on pumping tests data are only seeing less than 0.5m when 800 m 
away, so in terms of potential for interference, it is quite a distance away to see the 
impacts from that well. From the Cassell Drive Well would not necessarily see the 
impacts from drawdown. David D. advised  that the WHPA delineation is not the 
same as the zone of influence such that the Cassel Drive well may not affect the 
Craighurst well, even though their WHPAs overlap.

Peter Dance: It may not draw down but it is a 25-year capture zone so it will draw down 
faster.

David D. advised a water budget has not been completed (based on these 
amendments), and they do not have the data from Craighurst directly.

Peter Dance: Why was only 2D modelling done rather than 3D, so what are we missing?

Hailey advised that based on the data available it was determined to be a simple 
system so the 2D model would suffice. David advised that the Ministry agreed this 
was the appropriate approach to take.

Geoff Allen: How many homes are these wells designed to support and is there a maximum 
population this can support?

David D. advised there is a maximum population number but he does not have that 
number.

David Ritchie: The two existing Scarlett Line wells, are they not capable of servicing this 
area?
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023 Page 6 of 13

David D. advised they were investigated in 2008 and it was determined that would 
not be able to support the proposed development. They are going to stay online. 

David Ritchie: Hillsdale has had an issue getting water for a number of years. If cross over 
the other highway and head to Craighurst where a lot of development is occurring, will 
there be an issue when they are only a mile apart?

David D. advised that it does get to the question of water balance and the ability to 
supply it. An overall study in the regional context has not been done, but it is 
believed that overall there is enough capacity.

Cate Root: Who owns these wells? Does the developer put the wells in and then the 
municipality take over responsibility?

David D. advised that the municipality will assume control. Lynn Dollin it is no 
different then the assumption of roads to the municipality.

Cate Root: Does the Committee get involved again when responsibility is turned over?

Bill Thompson advised that it is a provincial responsibility to ensure everything is in place 
when responsibility is handed over.

Amanda Kellett: If we do not capture road salt now in the threat assessment, will it be 
considered as a threat later if there are no site plan controls over changing from gravel to 
paved? Is there latitude to say although it is gravel there is potential for it to be asphalt and 
therefore consider it as such?

David D. advised that the Risk Managment Official is aware of the concerns and have 
the property on their radar. Bill advised that we can treat gravel areas as impervious 
but we traditionally have not. The challenge would be it would require a Risk 
Management Plan that does not really say anything and therefore not a good use of 
the Risk Management Officials time. Could put in the Assessment Report the 
potential risk and an Risk Management Plan could be initiated if paving occurs.

Lynn Dollin: How close is it to the 30% threshold?

Hailey advised it is at about 17%.

Moved by:  Andy Campbell
Seconded by:  David Greenwood

SPC-36-23 Resolved That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.3 regarding Source Protection 
Plan and Assessment Report Update – Technical Report in Support of the Cassell 
Drive s.34 WHPA Update be received for information. Carried
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023 Page 7 of 13

d) A presentation by Nicole Stott, SSEA regarding staff report SPC2.4 - Source Protection Plan 
and Assessment Report Update – Amendment to Township of Springwater and Oro-
Medonte Chapters. 

Springwater and Oro-Medonte Chapters of the Assessment Reports would need to be 
updated. The Risk Management Official will be doing a threat assessment upon Ministry 
approval. There are anticipated to be five new threats.

Early engagement was conducted with the Ministry in July/August 2023. Final submission to 
the Ministry anticipated to be in March 2024. 

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Lynn Dollin: Preconsultation and consultation, do they require newspaper ads to be printed 
as the only local paper in the area has stopped print production and is only online?

Melissa advised that this occurred in the past where they submitted to the papers 
for online and print, but it would just go online. It stays posted longer online than it 
does in print. It may be up to the Ministry to decide best practices, but it is the best 
we can do with the available local media.

Moved by:  Stan Wells
Seconded by:  David Ritchie

SPC-37-23 Resolved That presentation d) and Staff Report SPC2.4 regarding Source Protection 
Plan and Assessment Report Update – Amendment to Township of Springwater 
and Oro-Medonte Chapters be received for information. Carried

Moved by:  Stan Wells
Seconded by:  Bob Duncanson

Geoff Allen: Do we have an opportunity to comment again before approval? Geoff does not 
believe there is enough information available based on the information that Peter Dance 
brought forward and the answers to the questions. Will the study of the overall area be brought 
forward. 

Bill advised this is typically the only opportunity in the system. There is not second round of 
approval.

Peter Dance: Requested that the clauses be separated. Peter believes we will have two capture 
zones that will be incorrect from the get go, and we do not have a mechanism to correct them. 

David Ritchie: If you look at the Cassell Drive well, in the area there is garbage depot, a gravel pit 
and the MTO storage shed where they have had issues with water and their wells. Based on 
these problems David does not believe the threat assessment is high enough for the Cassell 
well.
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023 Page 8 of 13

Bill advised that one of the restrictions of the Clean Water Act is that the threat assessment 
only applies where the activity would be a significant threat. In many cases as is in this one, 
there are other areas that may have a significant threat but they fall outside of the WHPA-A 
and therefore do not meet the circumstances to be a significant threat.

Katie Thompson: The municipality has known this well has been coming for some time so I have 
worked with the municipality to proactively ensure measures were put into place to manage 
risks. 

That the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee agree that 
the proposed amendments to the Source Protection Plan and the Springwater and 
Oro-Medonte chapters of the Severn Sound and Nottawasaga Assessment Reports, 
and Oro-Medonte Chapter of Lake Simcoe Assessment Report are advisable. Not 
Carried

New Motion

Moved by:  David Ritchie
Seconded by:  Peter Dance

SPC-38-23 That the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee refer the 
proposed amendments to the Source Protection Plan and the Springwater and 
Oro-Medonte chapters of the Severn Sound and Nottawasaga Assessment Reports, 
and Oro-Medonte Chapter of Lake Simcoe Assessment Report back to staff for 
further recommendation. Carried

David Ketcheson: If the Committee has issues of concern, it would be beneficial to the 
consultant that the specifics of concerns be outlined so they can be properly addressed. 

Bill will prepare a letter to the consultants for review by Geoff and Peter to ensure specific 
concerns are captured.

e) A presentation by Bill Thompson, LSRCA regarding a Source Protection Region Update. 

The presentation is a reminder that changes to Circumstances under the Directors Technical 
Rules are being reviewed by staff and recommendations on changes to policies are being 
brought to the Committee as they are completed. 

There are 22 activities that the Committee is responsible for. Industrial significant drinking 
water threats have been updated. Municipal significant threats are being reviewed and 
action items are still remaining, as well as a new proposed provincial policies established to 
streamline stormwater approvals. Source Protection Authority staff will bring staff reports 
to the Committee when recommendations and updates are ready for consideration. The 
largest category that is remaining to be reviewed is Agriculture, including pesticides, 
livestock grazing and processed organic waste. 
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September 21, 2023 Page 9 of 13

The new proposed provincial policy would allow owners of low-risk stormwater 
management works to register on Environmental Activity and Sector Registry rather than 
seek approval. 

Bill intends to bring the remaining items to the Committee by early 2024, and compile 
Committee decisions into a draft revised Source Protection Plan in mid-2024. Consultation 
will begin in late-2024.

The three plan amendments scheduled to come forward in the next year are Eagle’s Crest, 
New Tecumseth and Ballantrae.

Staff is going through a screening exercise to see how accurate the water budget projections 
are given new growth projections and climate change implications. Will bring results back to 
the Committee. Staff intends to update the Willow Creek subwatershed water budget, 
action that the Ministry supports. Staff will pursue opportunities to update other water 
budgets as/when necessary. Bill expects that there he will be making a future budget 
request of the Province of Ontario for funding this work.

Significant process has been made on updates to Risk Management Plans since December 
2022. The deadline is July 2024 to complete these RMP updates.

Beausoleil First Nation requested information on how to ensure their drinking water 
systems were updated so Source Protection Authority staff engaged in conversations with 
Beausoleil representatives, and assisted them in them obtaining Provincial funding. 
Technical work and consultation with their community is currently underway. This is a direct 
relationship between Beausoleil and the Province, but we have advised that we are available 
to assist as needed.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

David Greenwood: Population projections do not always match the post-development 
actual population due to more concentrated populations resulting from multi-generations in 
homes and the as-of-right second dwellings.

Colin Elliott: Can the water budget be inacted in the Barrie area to help Willow Creek?

Bill advised that are hoping to update the Willow Creek water budget which would 
assess to what extent there is significant pressure on water quantity in the Willow 
Creek area. If there is it would come back to the Source Protection Plan and trigger 
any policies related to water quantity. Bill can not speak to what the Province would 
do with that with respect to approval of new wells.
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023 Page 10 of 13

Colin Elliott: Issue with farmer in Cannington area has been around for a long time, and it 
needs to be settled. Maybe time for some farmers to have these discussions with the farmer 
and the Risk Management Official.

Bill advised that the Durham Region is the Risk Management Official. Bill will take 
this discussion offline with Colin.

Amanda Kellett: On the stormwater Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA), in terms of 
the Clean Water Act, is it clear to you that it is really strictly scoped to just if the low risk 
stormwater facilities can be registered instead of needing an ECA? Does it appear that those 
Clean Water Act changes are just to address those changes because in reading it seems 
more vague in needing changes to the Source Protection Plan.

Bill indicated that this is one of the less clear items in the posting on the 
Environmental Registry of Ontario (ERO), and that staff hope to get clarity in 
webinars the Province in hosting on the topic.

Amanda Kellett: Has the SPC been in the habit of responding to ERO postings and providing 
comments if there are concerns or does that come from Source Protection Committee or 
Authority?

Bill advised that the Committee has not typically responded, primarily due to the 
short timeline of posting. If SPC members have concerns then they should look at the 
posting and register their own concerns.

David Ketcheson: When it goes from an ECA to the Environmental Activity and Sector 
Registry (EASR), there is very little process and vetting. Should the Committee be 
commenting on potential EASR status, and what is the Committee’s comfort level that no 
eyes will really go on an EASR related permit that falls within an source protection area?

Peter Dance: Maybe those in the source protection area should not be included in the 
streamlined process, that way the eyes will still be on them. How do we make that comment 
back? In streamlining those there will not be that many of them.

David Ketcheson: Perhaps the EASR process could be updated so that if you check that you 
are in a source protection area it could exempt you from the process.

Amanda Kellett: Proponents are required to identify if an activity is a significant drinking 
water threat and if it is they are required to consider additional design measures, so you can 
still register for an EASR if you have significant threats, however the SPA would have very 
little control.

Bill indicated he has identified the same concerns as those raised as the threats 
identification are very proponent driven. The staff report may identify a way to deal 
with these concerns. In response to Peter’s comment, there was a stormwater 
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-04-2023
September 21, 2023 Page 11 of 13

exemption process about six months ago where they just exempted single family 
homes, and at that time we made the comment to the  ERO posting to not exempt 
those in the source protection area and that advice was not taken. Perhaps they will 
take the recommendation this time around. In response to Amanda’s points, there is 
wording in the posting that suggests restricting the Source Protection Authority’s 
ability to write policies.

Lynn Dollin: Will raise these issues with Minister Piccinni in an upcoming meeting. Getting a 
handle on growth and population is quite tricky. Simcoe County went through their 
municipal comprehensive review process OPA 7 has been at Queen’s Park for review for 
quite awhile with no comment. The 27 larger municipalities in Ontario received a housing 
target letter from the Province, and some smaller municipalities have now also received it, 
and are required to sign it and commit to build a certain number of units by 2031. Letters 
indicate that if they do not sign them you will not receive provincial funding that is available 
for infrastructure, and you have to reach 80% of the target to get the funding. Some 
municipalities get their water from a different municipality, but are signing the letters 
without any consultation with the municipality that supplies the water.

Rick Newlove: What is the money for that the Province has identified?

Lynn advised it is growth related infrastructure. This will make our work even more relevant 
yet harder to do.

Lynn Dollin: Did the Rama First Nations adopt the bylaw that was worked on?

Bill advised that he and Don Goodyear are arranging a meeting with Chief Williams to 
discuss First Nations representation on the Committee.

Moved by:  Rick Newlove
Seconded by:  John Hemstead

SPC-39-23 Resolved That presentation e) regarding a Source Protection Region Update be 
received for information. Carried

f) A presentation by Mike Wilson, LSRCA regarding Education and Outreach to Fire 
Departments. 

Presented source water proteciton concepts to Central York Fire Services. Discussed ways 
York Fire could incorporate source water into their policies and processes, and the results of 
these discussions were presented to the York Fire Chiefs. Goals of the meetings were to 
increase awareness of source water protection, identify the most vulnerable areas 
(generally WHPA-C and down), brainstorm source water protection strategies Firefighters 
can use, share the location of hazardous liquid threat sites, provide information to York Fire 
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of what they can expect if they call the Spills Action Centre, and identify the best way to 
educate Firefighters going forward.

Provided the basics of what source water protection is, identified where the vulnerable 
areas are, and where the policies apply. Reviewed the proposed change for the DNAPL 
prohibition policy as believed this is where Firefighters could have a big impact, because if 
they are aware of locations with DNAPLs they could potentially divert them away.

Had a brainstorming session on how to protect source water when responding to a fire or 
spill. York Fire is interested in training fire services staff about source water protection. They 
are going to add DNAPL sites to their Pre-plan and Dispatch software and a GIS layer to their 
mapping system. York Region Fire Services has discussed collaborating with the York Region 
Risk Management Inspector for future inspections.

Will present to Simcoe County Fire Chiefs Administrative Group in October 2023. Trying to 
arrange meeting with the Fire Chiefs from the “Northern Six” local municipalities.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

David Greenwood: For new Rama Fire hall, the entire contingency budget was used up on 
the poured concrete due to the aquifer.

David Ritchie: When talking to the Chiefs, some of the newer fire fighting procedures they 
are using due to new technologies like electric vehicles may be more hazardous to the 
environment. Do some industrial plants have to post what chemicals are onsite at the 
facilities?

Mike believes they do inspections so they know where the chemicals are, but is 
unsure if they have to post these onsite. Chief Duvall brought up the chemicals that 
they are using for fire fighting and said they are using chemicals safer for the 
environment, which they test on fish, and has offered to provide information on 
these chemicals. Used 10-20x more water to put out electric vehicle fires than 
regular vehicles, but they take extra effort to divert this water than they do in other 
fires.

Moved by:  Katie Thompson
Seconded by:  Stephanie  Hobbs

SPC-40-23 Resolved That presentation f) regarding Education and Outreach with Centre York 
Fire Services be received for information. Carried

9. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion 

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

Items SPC1.1 - SPC1.3, inclusive, were identified under items not requiring separate discussion. 

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.

SPC1.2 – A letter dated June 9, 2023 from Lynn Dollin, Chair, regarding a Request for a 
Prohibition on the Sale and Importation of DNAPLs in Canada.

SPC1.3 – An email dated July 11, 2023 from Nicole Davidson, Acting Director General, Safe 
Environments Directorate, Health Canada, responding to correspondence item SPC1.2 - Request 
for a Prohibition on the Sale and Importation of DNAPLs in Canada.

Moved by:  Rick Newlove
Seconded by:  Peter Dance

SPC-41-23 Resolved That correspondence SPC1.1 – SPC1.3, inclusive, as listed in the agenda 
be received for information. Carried

11. Consideration of Items Requiring Separate Discussion 

There were no items requiring separate discussion.

12. Other Business 

None.

13. Next Meeting and Adjournment 

Moved by:  Cate Root
Seconded by:  David Ritchie

SPC-42-23 Resolved That the next meeting of the Source Protection Committee scheduled to 
be held on Thursday, November 2, 2023 from 1-4 pm, location to be confirmed; 
and

Further that the September 21, 2023 meeting of the Source Protection Committee 
be adjourned at 3:26 pm. Carried
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Item SPC2.1
Source Protection Committee Meeting SPC-05-2023

Staff Report Number: SPC2.1

To: South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee

From: Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies, LSRCA

Date: November 2, 2023

Subject: Technical Memorandum – Proposed Cassel Drive Wellhead Protection Area

Recommendations:

That Deputation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding WSP’s response to SPC questions 
on the Cassel Drive wellhead protection area 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 and 
Oro-Medonte chapters of the Severn Sound and Nottawasaga Assessment Reports, and 
Oro-Medonte Chapter of Lake Simcoe Assessment Report are advisable.

Purpose of Staff Report:

The purpose of this Staff Report is to provide the Source Protection Committee with WSP’s 
response to questions the Committee posed during the September 21, 2023 meeting.

Background:

At Source Protection Committee meeting SPC-04-2023 held on September 21, 2023, WSP 
presented a wellhead protection area delineation for two pending new municipal wells on 
Cassel Drive in Springwater (Staff Report SPC2.3).  That presentation was followed by a 
presentation by Severn Sound Environmental Association (SSEA) outlining a proposed 
amendment to the Assessment Report to account for the new wells and their vulnerable area 
(Staff Report SPC2.4).

As is typical with these amendments, the SSEA staff report ended with a recommendation that 
the Source Protection Committee agree that the amendment was advisable.  However, the 
Committee had questions about the proposed wellhead protection area, and possible 
interaction with wellhead protection area for a pending well in Craighurst (Oro-Medonte) which 
has not yet been approved for incorporation in the Assessment Report.  Due to these 
questions, the Committee did not pass the resolution as presented; instead, the Committee 
approved Resolution SPC-38-23 as follows:
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That the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee refer the 
proposed amendments to the Source Protection Plan and the Springwater and Oro-
Medonte chapters of the Severn Sound and Nottawasaga Assessment Reports, and Oro-
Medonte Chapter of Lake Simcoe Assessment Report back to staff for further 
recommendation.

Issues:

Following the Source Protection Committee meeting, I extracted the Committee’s questions 
from the meeting minutes, clarified them somewhat based on the technical work submitted by 
WSP, and confirmed with the two Committee members who expressed the greatest concern 
that I had correctly interpreted the questions.  Those questions were then passed on to WSP.

Concerns raised by the Committee pertained both to the effect of the Craighurst well on the 
shape of the Cassel Road WHPA, as well as potential impacts that the interaction of the two 
wells may have on the sustainability of the groundwater resource in this area.  However, 
proponents of amendments to Assessment Reports for new wells are not required to conduct 
water budget updates as part of those amendments; their requirement is to identify vulnerable 
areas associated with new drinking water systems.  As such, questions from the Committee 
pertaining to the sustainability of the water resource were not forwarded to WSP; those 
questions will remain with SPA staff to address through our review and update (where 
necessary) to our water budgets.  The two remaining questions posed to WSP were:

· Explain why 2D rather than 3D modelling was used? Would there be benefits of one 
over the other in describing impacts between these two drinking water systems?

· The modelling approach you used requires hydraulic gradient and flow direction as 
input parameters.  You derived those values from an equipotential map that you 
developed using best estimated values, given field data and MECP’s water well record.  
If the proposed new Craighurst well (located north of Horseshoe Valley Road and east of 
Penetanguishene Road, screened in aquifer A3 and operating to meet a maximum daily 
demand of 22 L/s) were included in that estimate, how would it change the 
equipotential map, and the resulting WHPA delineation? Please provide us a figure 
showing the WHPA boundaries as presented to the SPC (including the measures 
introduced to account for model uncertainty) and a WHPA boundary delineated with 
the presence of the Craighurst well considered.

WSP has provided a Technical Memorandum (Appendix A) to answer these questions
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Summary:

Appended to this staff report is WSP’s response to questions the Source Protection Committee 
had about the proposed delineation of a wellhead protection area for two pending new 
municipal wells on Cassel Drive (Springwater).

Recommendations:

It Is Therefore Recommended That Deputation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding 
WSP’s response to SPC questions on the Cassel Drive wellhead protection area 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 and 
Oro-Medonte chapters of the Severn Sound and Nottawasaga Assessment Reports, and 
Oro-Medonte Chapter of Lake Simcoe Assessment Report are advisable.

Prepared by:

Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies

Attachments: 1
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Item SPC2.2
Source Protection Committee Meeting SPC-05-2023

Staff Report Number: SPC2.2

To: South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee

From: Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies, LSRCA

Date: November 2, 2023

Subject: Changes to Pesticide Circumstances: Application and Storage

Recommendations:

That presentation a) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding changes to the Circumstances 
wherein the storage or application of pesticides can be a significant drinking water 
threat be received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse staff’s recommendation for 
addressing significant drinking water threats associated with the application of 
pesticides to land, as well as the handling and storage of pesticides, through a 
combination of Prescribed Instruments, Risk Management Plans, and Education and 
Outreach; and

Further That staff be directed to incorporate the proposed policies as part of the 
forthcoming amendment to the Source Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the Clean 
Water Act.

Purpose of Staff Report:

The purpose of this Staff Report is to provide an overview of the Circumstances wherein the 
application of pesticides, and the handling and storage of pesticides, could be significant 
drinking water threats, as well as to propose new and updated policies to address these 
threats. 

Background:

The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks announced changes to the Director’s 
Technical Rules on December 3, 2021. These changes include changes to the Circumstances 
wherein some activities can be deemed a Significant Drinking Water Threat.

The application of pesticides to land and the handling and storage of pesticides are two of 22 
activities outlined as a potential threat to drinking water by the Clean Water Act. 

29



Item SPC2.2
Issues:

Tables 1 and 2 show the Circumstances where pesticides would be considered a significant 
drinking water threat in terms of the area of application or amount stored, as well as the 
vulnerability score required in a wellhead protection zone or intake protection zone. These 
parts of the circumstances remain unchanged between the 2017 and 2021 Director’s Technical 
Rules. There are, however, other changes related to what pesticides are of concern and the 
land use types that the Circumstances listed in Tables 1 and 2 apply to. 

Table 1. Circumstances where the Application of Pesticides would be considered a 
significant drinking water threat.

Application of Pesticides - Area Wellhead Protection Area Intake Protection Zone / 
Wellhead Protection Area - E

< 1 ha N/A 10
1-10 ha 10 9-10
> 10 ha 10 8.1-10

Table 2. Circumstances where the Handling and Storage of Pesticides would be 
considered a significant drinking water threat.

Storage of Pesticides Wellhead Protection Area Intake Protection Zone / 
Wellhead Protection Area -E

250 Kg to 2,500 Kg 10 10

> 2,500 Kg 10 9-10

The Director’s Technical Rules in place at the time the Source Protection Plan was approved 
considered the following pesticides as having the potential to be a significant drinking water 
threat when applied, handled, or stored in a vulnerable area:

· Atrazine 
· Dicamba 
· Dichlorophenoxy Acetic Acid (2,4-D) 
· Dichloropropene-1,3 
· Glyphosate
· MCPA (2-methyl-4-chlorophenoxyacetic acid)
· Mecoprop 
· Metalaxyl 
· Metolachlor or s-Metolachlor
· Pendimethalin 
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· MCPB (2-methylphenoxy) butanoic acid

The amendment to the Technical Rules in 2021 removed this list, and instead now refers to any 
pesticide which meets the definition provided under Ontario’s Pesticide Act, namely:

any organism, substance or thing that is manufactured, represented, sold or used as a 
means of directly or indirectly controlling, preventing, destroying, mitigating, attracting 
or repelling any pest or of altering the growth, development or characteristics of any 
plant life that is not a pest and includes any organism, substance or thing registered 
under the Pest Control Products Act (Canada)

The update to the Director Technical Rules also amended the sites where the storage of 
pesticides could be a significant drinking water threat from being “a facility where it is 
manufactured or processed, or from which it is wholesaled” and “stored for retail sale or for 
use in extermination” to applying to any site where pesticides are handled or stored.

The limited number of pesticides in consideration at the time the Plan was developed led to a 
focus on farm properties as the ones to which policies would apply.  The Committee felt that a 
Risk Management Plan approach for both the application and (existing) storage was 
appropriate, as it would ensure that proper application procedures are in place, yet still allow 
farmers the ability for weed control. 

Current Pesticide Policies:

· PEST(App)-1 
o The existing and future application of pesticides to land is designated for the 

purposes of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, and therefore requires a risk 
management plan where the activity is or would be a significant drinking water 
threat. The risk management plan, at a minimum, will be based on contemporary 
standards, and shall require that pesticides be applied by a certified or registered 
professional in keeping with prescribed label rates to ensure that the activity 
ceases to be or does not become a significant drinking water threat. 

· PEST(App)-2 
o OMAFRA and MOE are encouraged to review and, where appropriate, amend 

pest management training courses to incorporate additional precautions and 
considerations to address pesticide application in vulnerable areas where the 
activity is a significant drinking water threat. 

· PEST(H&S)-1  
o The existing handling and storage of pesticides is designated for the purposes of 

Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, and therefore requires a risk management 
plan where the activity is a significant drinking water threat. The risk 
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management plan, at a minimum, will be based on contemporary standards and 
include appropriate terms and conditions to ensure the activity ceases to be a 
significant drinking water threat.

· PEST(H&S)-2  
o Future handling and storage of pesticides is designated for the purposes of 

Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited where the activity 
would be a significant drinking water threat. 

· EDU-1 
o The local SPA, in collaboration with municipalities, shall undertake an education 

and outreach program, and use materials developed by the MOE where possible 
to target those, applying, handling or storing … pesticides … within vulnerable 
areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat. The 
program will promote best management practices to safeguard water supplies 
from various agricultural related drinking water threats … The program will be 
carried out in consultation with the Ontario Soil and Crop Improvement 
Association and others, where appropriate. 

This new broader definition of pesticide could mean that these policies now apply to non-farm 
properties, or that additional farms (which did not use the initial list of 12 pesticides) may now 
be affected by Source Protection Plan policies.

For context, in the Lake Simcoe watershed, there are around 330 properties where pesticide 
application could meet the circumstances for a significant threat. Of these properties, around 
130 are partially or fully agricultural or manicured open spaces which may be more likely to be 
applying pesticides.  Similarly, there are over 1,000 properties that could meet the 
circumstances for pesticide handling and storage; of these there are around 220 that are 
partially or fully agricultural or manicured open space, which may be more likely to be storing 
pesticides in large amounts. 

These estimates of properties with the potential to contain pesticide threats do not account for 
properties in the Source Protection Region outside of the Lake Simcoe watershed, as this 
analysis was conducted using LSRCA mapping data. 

There is already some legislation that limits pesticide use in residential and some institutional 
areas, such as school yards and parks. Ontario’s cosmetic pesticide ban (2018) bans the sale of 
more than 250 pesticide products and over 95 pesticide ingredients for cosmetic uses including 
lawns, ornamental gardens, vegetable gardens, cemeteries, parks and school yards. Some 
exemptions do exist, which include use for public health and safety (example: poison ivy), or 
use for natural resources, golf courses, sports fields, speciality turf, trees, agriculture, forestry, 
and public works. That ban also includes an ‘allowable list’ of materials which can still be used 

32



Item SPC2.2
as pesticides for cosmetic purposes (Appendix A).  This ban means that Risk Management Plans 
will not be required for the use of pesticides for cosmetic reasons on residential (and some 
institutional) properties, except potentially for those chemicals listed on the ‘allowable list’.

Despite the expected increase in the number of properties where Risk Management Plans 
would be required, and the potential for some farm Risk Management Plans having to be re-
negotiated, staff are of the opinion that a Risk Management approach is still the appropriate 
one for dealing with this threat.  The rationale used in the development of the policy originally 
(that Risk Management Plans provide the best balance between ensuring proper precautions 
are in place, yet still allowing the control of noxious pests or weeds) is still valid.

Staff are further of the opinion that a definition of pesticide should be added to the Source 
Protection Plan to refer specifically to those pesticides registered for use under the Pest Control 
Products Act of Canada, to provide greater clarity to Risk Management Officials and residents of 
the Source Protection Region.

Staff are further recommending the addition of a Prescribed Instrument policy, to ensure no 
duplication occurs in cases where pesticide permits or Environmental Compliance Approvals 
have been provided. Pesticide permits, Environmental Compliance Approvals, and Risk 
Management Plans should align with best practices for pesticide use, and proper containment 
for pesticide storage.

No changes are recommended to the policies pertaining to the handling and storage of 
pesticides.

Recommended Updated Policies

· PEST(App)-1 
o Where a pesticide permit or environmental compliance approval is not 

required, the existing and future application of pesticides to land is designated 
for the purposes of Section 58 of the Clean Water Act, and therefore requires a 
risk management plan where the activity is or would be a significant drinking 
water threat. The risk management plan, at a minimum, will be based on 
contemporary standards, and shall require that pesticides be applied by a 
certified or registered professional in keeping with prescribed label rates to 
ensure that the activity ceases to be or does not become a significant drinking 
water threat.

· PEST(App)-2
o OMAFRA and MOE are encouraged to review and, where appropriate, amend 

pest management training courses to incorporate additional precautions and 
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considerations to address pesticide application in vulnerable areas where the 
activity is a significant drinking water threat.

· [ADD] PEST(App)-3
o Where a pesticide permit or environmental compliance approval is required for 

the existing and future application of pesticides to land, and where the activity 
is or would be a significant drinking water threat, the permit or approval will 
be based on contemporary standards and, shall require that the pesticide be 
applied by a certified or registered professional in keeping with the prescribed 
label rates to ensure that the activity ceases to be or does not become a 
significant drinking water threat. 

· EDU-1
o The local SPA, in collaboration with municipalities, shall undertake an education 

and outreach program, and use materials developed by the MECP where 
possible, to target those applying, handling or storing … pesticides … within 
vulnerable areas where the activity would be a significant drinking water threat. 
The program will promote best management practices to safeguard water 
supplies from various agricultural related drinking water threats … The program 
will be carried out in consultation with the Ontario Soil and Crop Improvement 
Association and others, where appropriate

Summary:

The Circumstances under which the application of pesticides to land, and the handling and 
storage of pesticides, can be considered significant drinking water threats have been expanded 
as a result of the 2021 Director’s Technical Rules. The Circumstances now apply to all pesticides, 
rather than the list of twelve chemicals in place at the time the Plan was approved. This is 
expected to mean an increase in the number of threats on the landscape, which requires a 
review and update to Source Protection Plan policies. It is recommended that Pesticide Permits, 
Environmental Compliance Approvals, and Risk Management Plans continue to be used to 
address pesticide threats associated with the application of pesticides, with the definition of 
pesticide making specific reference to those Registered for use in Canada.  It is further 
recommended that the Education and Outreach policy be amended to remove the focus on 
agricultural properties. No changes are proposed to the policies related to the storage and 
handling of pesticides. 
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Recommendations:

It Is Therefore Recommended That presentation a) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding 
changes to the Circumstances wherein the storage or application of pesticides can be a 
significant drinking water threat be received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse staff’s recommendation for 
addressing the application of pesticides to land, as well as the handling and storage of 
pesticides, significant drinking water threat activities through a combination of 
Prescribed Instruments, Risk Management Plans, and Education and Outreach; and 

Further That staff be directed to incorporate the proposed policies for the application of 
pesticides to land as part of the forthcoming amendment to the Source Protection Plan, 
under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act.

Prepared by:

Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies

35



Item SPC2.2
Appendix A:

List of active ingredients authorized for cosmetic uses (Allowable List) under the Pesticides Act

Active ingredient name

· Acetic acid
· Ammonium soaps of fatty acids
· Ammonium soaps of higher fatty acids
· Aureobasidium pullulans strain dsm 14940
· Aureobasidium pullulans strain dsm 14941
· Azadirachtin
· Bacillus subtilis mbi 600
· Bacillus subtilis qst 713
· Bacillus thuringiensis kurstaki
· Bacillus thuringiensis tenebrionis
· Bacillus thuringiensis subsp. galleriae strain SDS-502
· Beauveria bassiana strain ANT-03
· Boracic acid (boric acid)
· Borax
· Brassica hirta white mustard seed powder
· Calcium disodium EDTA hydrate
· Canola Oil
· Capsaicin
· Capric acid
· Caprylic acid
· Castor oil
· Chondrostereum purpureum strain pfc2139
· Citric acid (present as fermentation products of lactobacillus rhamnosus strain r-11, 

lactobacillus casei strain r215, lactococcus lactis ssp. cremoris strain m11/csl, 
lactococcus lactis ssp. lactis strain ll102/csl, and lactococcus lactis ssp. lactis strain 
ll64/csl)

· Codling moth pheromone (1-tetradecanol, codlelure, and 1-dodecanol)
· Copper as elemental, present as tribasic copper sulphate
· Copper as elemental (from picro cupric ammonium formate and tannate complex)
· Copper, present as copper octanoate
· Copper as elemental, present as copper oxychloride
· Corn gluten meal
· Diallyl disulfide and related sulfides
· Denatonium Benzoate
· Dried blood
· Dried whole eggs
· Extract of reynoutria sachalinensis
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· Fatty acid
· Fish meal mixture
· Fish oil mixture
· Garlic
· Hydrogen peroxide
· Indole-3-butyric acid (present as potassium salt)
· Iron (present as fehedta)
· Iron (ferrous or ferric) phosphate
· Iron (ferrous or ferric) sulfate
· Iron (ferrous or ferric) sodium
· Kaolin
· Lactic acid (present as fermentation products of lactobacillus rhamnosus strain r-11, 

lactobacillus casei strain r215, lactococcus lactis ssp. cremoris strain m11/csl, 
lactococcus lactis ssp. lactis strain ll102/csl, and lactococcus lactis ssp. lactis strain 
ll64/csl)

· Lime sulphur or calcium polysulphide
· Liquid corn gluten
· Meat meal mixture
· Metarhizium anisopliae strain f-52
· Methyl-anthranilate
· Mono-and di-potassium salts of phosphorous acid
· Mono-and dibasic sodium, potassium, and ammonium phosphites
· Mineral oil (herbicidal or plant growth regulator or insecticidal or adjuvant)
· Nuclear polyhedrosis virus of douglas firtussock
· Nuclear polyhedrosis virus of the gypsy moth
· Nuclear polyhedrosis virus of red-headed pine sawfly
· Oil of black pepper
· Pantoea agglomerans strain c9-1
· Pantoea agglomerans strain e325
· Phoma macrostoma strain 94-44b
· Piperine
· Polyoxin D zinc salt
· Putrescent whole egg solid
· Sclerotinia minor
· Silicon dioxide -present as diatomaceous earth - salt/fresh water fossils
· Soap (alkanolamine/salts of fatty acid)
· Soap (potassium salts of fatty acid)
· Sodium chloride
· Sodium alpha-olefin sulfonate
· Streptomyces acidiscabies strain rl-110t and thaxtomin a
· Sulphur
· Trichoderma virens strain g-41
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· Trichoderma harzianum rifai strain krl-ag2
· Trichoderma harzianum rifai strain t22
· Typhula phacorrhiza strain 94671
· Verticillium albo-atrum strain wcs850
· Wintergreen oil
· 4-Chloroindole-3-Acetic Acid (Present As Potassium Salt)
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Source Protection Committee Meeting SPC-05-2023

Staff Report Number: SPC2.3

To:  South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee

From:  Mystaya Touw, Sourcewater Protection Specialist, LSRCA

Date:  November 2, 2023

Subject:  Policy Recommendations to Manage Processed Organic Waste Threats

Recommendations:

That presentation b) and Staff Report SPC2.3 regarding processed organic waste be 
received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee adopt the recommended new policies to 
manage the threats of application of processed organic waste, and the handling and 
storage of processed organic waste; and

Further That staff be directed to incorporate the new policies for processed organic 
waste threats as part of the forthcoming amendment to the Source Protection Plan, 
Under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act.

Purpose of Staff Report:

The purpose of this Staff Report is to provide an overview of the new Threat and new 
Circumstances for where the application of processed organic waste, as well as the handling 
and storage of processed organic waste, could be a Significant Drinking Water Threat (SDWT).  
The report also provides proposed policies for managing any new processed organic waste 
threats. 

Background:

The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks announced changes to the Director’s 
Technical Rules on December 3, 2021. These changes include changes to the Circumstances 
wherein some activities can be deemed a Significant Drinking Water Threat.

The application of processed organic waste, and the handling and storage of processed organic 
waste are two new sub-Threats, under the broader category of waste Threats, which is one of 
22 Drinking Water Threats outlined in the Director’s Technical Rules. 
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Issues:

Processed organic waste is defined in Ontario Regulation 347 (General Waste) as waste that is 
predominantly organic in composition and has been treated by aerobic or anaerobic digestion, 
or other means of stabilization, and includes sewage residue from sewage works that are 
subject to the provisions of the Ontario Water Resources Act. The Director’s Technical Rules are 
solely focused on processed organic waste that includes sewage residue. 

This new threat type can be thought of as being similar to Category 3 Non-Agricultural Source 
Material (NASM) with the main difference being that NASM is non-farm source material that is 
then applied to a farm, whereas processed organic waste is material that originates off-farm 
and is applied off-farm.

The Circumstances under which processed organic waste can be a Significant Drinking Water 
Threat are the same as those of NASM. 

Table 1. Circumstances where the Application of Processed Organic Waste would be a 
Significant Drinking Water Threat

Circumstances WHPA: Vulnerability Score IPZ/WHPA-E: Vulnerability Score

< 40% managed & > 1.0 NU/acre 10 10

40-80% managed & 0.5-1.0 NU/acre N/A 10

40-80% managed & > 1.0 NU/acre 10 9-10

> 80% managed & < 0.5 NU/acre 10 10

> 80% managed & 0.5-1.0 NU/acre 10 9-10

> 80% managed & > 1.0 NU/acre 10 9-10

Pathogens WHPA-A/B 10 8-10

Percent managed lands refers not just to the property in question but to any property in the 
wellhead protection area (WHPA) or intake protection zone (IPZ) of the required vulnerability 
score. Processed organic waste is occasionally used for aggregate pit reclamation in Ontario. A 
hypothetical situation in which these Circumstances could be met is where processed organic 
waste is applied to a disused aggregate pit located in a WHPA that also contains agricultural 
properties and a golf course. These types of land uses tend to apply nutrients to the land which 
increases the percent managed lands value of the area within the WHPA to a level where the 
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threat circumstances for processed organic waste are met. This situation is unlikely, but 
possible. The number of significant threats resulting from this new sub-Threat type is expected 
to be low, possibly zero within the source protection region. 

Table 2. Circumstances where the Handling and Storage of Processed Organic Waste would be 
a Significant Drinking Water Threat

Circumstances

WHPA: 
Vulnerability 

Score for 
Above Grade 

Storage

WHPA: 
Vulnerability 

Score for 
Partially Below 
Grade Storage

WHPA: 
Vulnerability 

Score for 
Below Grade 

Storage

IPZ/WHPA-E: 
Vulnerability 

Score for 
Above Grade 

Storage

IPZ/WHPA-E: 
Vulnerability 

Score for 
Partially Below 
Grade Storage

IPZ/WHPA-E: 
Vulnerability 

Score for 
Below Grade 

Storage

< 0.5 tonnes N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

0.5-5 tonnes N/A 10 10 10 10 N/A

> 5 tonnes 10 10 10 9-10 9-10 N/A

Pathogens              
(any amount) WHPA-A/B 10 WHPA-A/B 10 WHPA-A/B 10 8-10 8-10 10

The handling and storage of any amount of processed organic waste with sewage residue is 
considered a Significant Drinking Water Threat in a WHPA-A or B with a vulnerability score of 
10, or in an IPZ with a vulnerability score of 8-10 for above or partially above grade storage, and 
a score of 10 for fully below grade storage. The most likely sites for handling and storage of 
processed organic waste are at the site of its generation (i.e., a waste processing facility) or at 
its final application or disposal site. 

Both the application to land, and the handling and storage, of processed organic waste require 
an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA).

Below are the new policy recommendations for processed organic waste. They are in keeping 
with the objectives of the existing policies for NASM: 

· Proposed New Policy -1 (Application)
o The existing and future application of processed organic waste to land is 

designated for the purposes of Section 57 of the Clean Water Act, and is 
therefore prohibited within WHPA-A and IPZ-1 where the activity is or would be 
a significant drinking water threat.
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· Proposed New Policy -2 (App)

o Where the application of processed organic waste is a significant drinking water 
threat MECP shall ensure that the Environmental Compliance Approval: 
§ Prohibits the application of processed organic waste within a WHPA-A 

and IPZ-1, and includes appropriate terms and conditions to ensure the 
activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat outside of WHPA-
A/IPZ-1. 

· Proposed New Policy -3 (H&S)
o The existing and future handling and storage of processed organic waste that 

contains sewage residue is designated for the purposes of Section 57 of the 
Clean Water Act, and is therefore prohibited within WHPA-A and IPZ-1 where the 
activity is or would be a significant drinking water threat. 

· Proposed New Policy -4 (H&S)
o Where the handling and storage of processed organic waste that contains 

sewage residue and is a significant drinking water threat MECP shall ensure that 
the Environmental Compliance Approval: 
§ Prohibits the handling and storage of processed organic waste within a 

WHPA-A and IPZ-1, and includes appropriate terms and conditions to 
ensure the activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat outside 
of WHPA-A/IPZ-1. 

Summary:

Processed Organic Waste that contains sewage residues have been added as a sub-Threat, 
under the broader category of Waste Threats through the updated Director’s Technical Rules. 
This material is similar to NASM but is applied on non-farm properties. Processed organic waste 
requires an ECA where it is applied or stored. Therefore, the proposed South Georgian Bay Lake 
Simcoe Source Protection Plan policies are focused on ensuring that ECAs include measures to 
manage these Threats. The recommended prohibition policies are in keeping with the NASM 
policies currently in the Plan. 

Recommendations:

It Is Recommended That presentation b) and Staff Report SPC2.3 regarding processed 
organic waste be received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee adopt the recommended new policies to 
manage the threats of application of processed organic waste, and the handling and 
storage of processed organic waste; and
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Further That staff be directed to incorporate the new policies for processed organic 
waste threats as part of the forthcoming amendment to the Source Protection Plan, 
Under Section 36 of the Clean Water Act.

Prepared by:

Mystaya Touw, Sourcewater Protection Specialist

Recommended by:

Bill Thompson, Manager – Watershed Plans and Strategies
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Source Protection Committee Meeting SPC-05-2023

Staff Report Number: SPC2.4

To: South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee

From: Bill Thompson, Manager Watershed Plans and Strategies, LSRCA

Date: November 2, 2023

Subject: Overview of ERO Posting 019-6928, “Streamlining environmental permissions for 
stormwater management under the Environmental Activity and Sector Registry”

Recommendations:

That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.4 regarding Overview of ERO Posting 019-
6928, “Streamlining environmental permissions for stormwater management under the 
Environmental Activity and Sector Registry” be received for information; and

Further That staff be directed to bring a proposal for policy changes back to the 
committee at a future date.

Purpose of Staff Report:

The purpose of this Staff Report is to provide an overview of the proposed changes for 
stormwater works in Ontario, as outlined in posting number 019-6928 on the Environmental 
Registry of Ontario (ERO), entitled “Streamlining environmental permissions for stormwater 
management under the Environmental Activity and Sector Registry,” and the potential impacts 
on source water protection. 

Background:

Wastewater is one of 22 activities outlined as a potential threat to drinking water by the Clean 
Water Act. Stormwater is a subcategory of wastewater. Stormwater refers to runoff generated 
from rain and snowmelt events that flows over land and impervious surfaces, rather than 
soaking into the ground. Stormwater can be a significant threat to drinking water because 
runoff can contain pollutants from the surrounding land and land uses such as chemicals 
related to vehicles, fertilizers, etc. 

At the time the Source Protection Plan was approved, all stormwater facilities required 
approval under an Environmental Compliance Approval process.  As such, all stormwater-
related policies in the Source Protection Plan rely on a “Prescribed Instrument” approach.

More recently, as part of their efforts to streamline approvals, the Province of Ontario has 
revised its approach to stormwater approvals, which makes policy implementation under 
Source Protection Plans more complex.
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The first change in the Province’s approach to streamlining was the creation of “consolidated 
linear environmental compliance approval” documents, or CLI ECAs.  These documents 
incorporate all municipal stormwater infrastructure into one municipal-wide environmental 
compliance approval (ECA), replacing what had been a complex approvals landscape.  Under 
the CLI ECA, some responsibility for implementation and monitoring has shifted to 
municipalities.  Risk Management Officials and other municipal staff are still trying to assess 
how to implement these new responsibilities but, from a source protection standpoint, the 
approval documents remain ECAs.

In March 2022, the Province proposed to further streamline approvals by removing the need 
for approval for certain low risk works, such as low impact development works on residential 
properties.  In response, at Source Protection Committee meeting SPC-04-2022 held on July 25, 
2022, the Committee endorsed a proposal to create Risk Management policies to address any 
such features in the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region (Resolution SPC-
29-22).

More recently, the Province has posted an additional proposal on the Environmental Registry 
(ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-6928), intended to streamline approvals for non-municipal 
stormwater management facilities.  The proposal has three parts:

1. To move some approvals for private stormwater from the ECA process, to the 
Environmental Activity and Sector Registry (EASR),

2. To expand exemptions mentioned above for low impact development works, and
3. To remove the need for, limiting, or restricting the types of policies to be included in 

source protection plans where stormwater would be a significant drinking water threat 
and the new EASR proposal may apply. 

As with many postings on the ERO, a more detailed discussion paper has also been posted.  The 
Province also hosted webinars addressing these proposed changes and source water protection 
on September 26 and October 10, 2023 which staff attended.

Issues:

The first part of the proposed changes discusses creating a new regulation under the 
Environmental Protection Act to streamline approvals for privately owned stormwater 
management facilities servicing multi-unit residential properties, as well as institutional, 
commercial and light industrial properties, where any processing repair or maintenance 
activities are conducted indoors and any outdoor handling or storage of materials has no 
contact with stormwater. Municipal and heavy industrial stormwater works would still go 
through the Environmental Compliance Approval process.

The proposed Regulation would require proponents to self-register to the Environmental 
Activity and Sector Registry, rather than apply for an Environmental Compliance Approval. 
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This proposal as drafted shifts the responsibility for the management of drinking water threats 
associated with facilities from the Province, and onto the proponent and their engineering 
professionals. The Province has however proposed a process to ensure this happens. The 
proposed process requires proponents to:

a) assess whether a stormwater facility is in a vulnerable area
b) conduct an assessment of whether the works meet the circumstances to be a 

significant drinking water threat.  Where they do meet the Circumstances, 
proponents are also to

c) review applicable Source Protection Plans, to assess which policies apply, and
d) include measures selected from the Province’s Risk Management Measures 

catalogue as design considerations to manage the threat to drinking water.

However, unlike the current ECA process, no MECP oversight will be provided to the design of 
these facilities prior to their coming into use.  Staff are concerned that this lack of oversight 
represents a significant gap in the protection of municipal drinking water.  Staff are further 
concerned that engineering professionals do not currently have sufficient understanding of 
source water protection to reliably manage all threats to drinking water.  It should be noted 
that the Province intends to retain all compliance and enforcement with these facilities, and 
will treat facilities registered under EASR the same as those which have ECA approval, when it 
comes to compliance.

The second part of the proposal involves expanding the list of stormwater works exempted 
from approval requirements.  The proposal as worded suggests that all low impact 
development features are being added to the list of exemptions to approvals (under O. Reg. 
525/98). However, on the October 10th webinar, MECP staff suggested that this exemption 
would apply only to residential and multi-unit residential properties.  The discussion paper 
appears silent on this point.  Staff are concerned about the lack of clarity in this proposal, as 
there are significant ramifications to this distinction, as it pertains to source water protection.

The third proposal which is to “remove the need for, limit, or restrict the types of policies to be 
included in source protection plans where a significant drinking water threat is being managed 
through registration on the EASR” is the least clear of the three.  It is staffs’ understanding that 
this proposal will prevent source protection committees from creating policies which would 
require MECP to ensure terms and conditions are in place on these features (as is currently the 
case in our policies which refer to ECA documents). Further, it is staffs’ understanding that the 
Ministry considers the EASR to be a Prescribed Instrument, which would prevent source 
protection committees from developing Risk Management Plan policies that would apply to 
facilities registered through the EASR.  As such, staff are concerned that the proposals would 
lead to a significant gap in oversight on stormwater facilities.  
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An unintended consequence of these proposals appear to be that low impact development 
features on residential properties could be managed through a Risk Management Plan (with 
negotiated risk management measures, and periodic inspections), whereas conventional 
stormwater facilities on commercial or light industrial land would have much less oversight.

The proposal as written leaves several questions unanswered and appears to create gaps in 
protection for drinking water from threats associated with stormwater activities. Staff has 
provided comments on the ERO posting through Conservation Ontario, expressing concern 
about the proposal, requesting further clarification, and including a recommendation that any 
site where stormwater infrastructure has the potential to be a Significant Drinking Water 
Threat still be required to follow the ECA process. It is our understanding that other source 
protection regions, and municipalities, share these same concerns, and will be submitting 
similar comments.

Summary:

The Province has proposed changes to the permissions and approvals required for private 
stormwater works. The proposal would move some private stormwater works from the 
Environmental Compliance Approval process to self-registration on the Environmental Activity 
and Sector Registry, expand exemption for low impact development stormwater features, and 
alter or restrict the policy options available to source protection committees and authorities. It 
is recommended that staff and the Source Protection Committee revisit this item at a future 
date, and assess the implications to policy implementation at that time. 

Recommendations:

It Is Therefore Recommended That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.4 regarding 
Overview of ERO Posting 019-6928, “Streamlining environmental permissions for 
stormwater management under the Environmental Activity and Sector Registry” be 
received for information; and

Further That staff be directed to bring a proposal for policy changes back to the 
committee at a future date.

Prepared by:

Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies
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