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Source Protection Committee (SPC)  
Minutes of Meeting SPC-05-2023 

November 2, 2023 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:01 pm. 

Members Present: 
Lynn Dollin, Chair 

Municipal 
Chris Gerrits, Scott Lister, Katie Thompson 

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

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

First Nations 
Vacant 

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 

Melissa Carruthers, SSEA 

Nicole Stott, SSEA

Guests 
Shelly Cuddy, Region of Durham 

David Dillon, WSP 

Hayley Wallace, WSP

Regrets: 
Jeff Hamelin, Municipal 

Andy Campbell, Municipal 

Jessica Neto, Economic/Development 

Stan Wells, Municipal – Proxy to John Hemsted 

David Ritchie, Economic/Development – Proxy to Colin Elliott 

Karen Kivilahti, Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit (SMDHU) 

Christina Wieder, York Region Public Health Branch 
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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 Pecuniary Interest regarding Deputation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 

as his firm represents a client adjacent to the Cassel Drive wellhead. 

4. Approval of Agenda 

Moved by:  Rick Newlove 

Seconded by:  John Hemsted 

SPC-43-23 Resolved That the agenda for the November 2, 2023 meeting of the Source 

Protection Committee (SPC) be approved as presented. Carried 

5. Adoption of Minutes 

Moved by:  Cate Root 

Seconded by:  Peter Dance   

SPC-44-23 Resolved That the minutes of the September 21, 2023 meeting of the Source 

Protection Committee be approved as circulated. Carried 

6. Announcements 

Chair Dollin attended a Simcoe fire chiefs presentation with Mike Wilson. They are looking at 

ways to improve their emergency response as it relates to source water. 

7. Deputations 

a) A deputation by Hayley Wallace of WSP regarding Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding Technical 

Memorandum – Proposed Cassel Drive Wellhead Protection Area.   

WSP provided a technical memorandum on October 17th to Source Protection Authority staff to 

respond to SPC questions. 

Question 1. 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? 

Answer: Analytical models are exact solutions to equations that are generally used to simulate 

simple flow conditions, while numerical models are approximations of equations that are 

generally used to simulate complex conditions.  

• Relatively low hydrogeologic complexity of the area.  
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• No existing major groundwater supply wells in close enough proximity to the Cassell 

Drive wells to be in the zone of influence per testing results.  

• Relatively low data density available for use in constructing, calibrating, and 

parameterizing the model. 

Regarding the question of assessing the potential ‘impacts’, both approaches (2D or 3D) allow 

for an assessment of the interactions between the Cassell Drive Wells and proposed Craighurst 

Well 4 (or the Horseshoe Valley supply wells; see response to Question 2).   

Question 2. 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). 

Answer: Additional simulations were run using the analytical model, adding the planned 

Craighurst Well 4 into the model domain as a pumping well with a defined pumping rate of 22 

L/s. Details on the well location and pumping rate information were derived from the SGBLS 

Source Protection Committee meeting presentation prepared by Stantec and provided to WSP 

by the SSEA. 

The results of the new analytical model analysis produced a simulated equipotential map with a 

local decline (i.e., depression) in groundwater levels in the immediate area of Craighurst Well 4, 

and a change in the groundwater flow direction in the area of Craighurst Well 4, with a slightly 

more west to east flow direction, compared to the initial simulated equipotential map.  

Figure on the next slide shows the simulated equipotential map, backward particle traces, and 

delineated Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPA) for the Cassell Drive wells, for each scenario; (1) 

without Craighurst Well 4 included, and (2) with the Craighurst Well 4 included.  

The combined WHPA for each simulated case (i.e., with and without the proposed Craighurst 

Well 4 included) cover the same approximate an area (about 8.5 km2). The result of inclusion of 

Craighurst Well 4 is a shift in the particle traces from the Cassell Drive wells approximately 50 to 

70 m in a northeast direction. There are no changes to the threats assessment to account for 

the difference in the WHPA layout. 

WSP provided figures of both Simulated Groundwater Head and WHPA with and without 

Craighurst Well 4. With Well 4 the path shifted 50-70 m north. Applied changes to the base case 
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pathlines that were simulated with Well 4. There would be no changes to the threat assessment 

in these locations.  

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

Peter Dance: Thanked WSP for providing the additional information so that the Committee can 

be sure that the correct amendments are applied the first time. 

Tom Kurtz: There has been evidence of recent pump testing at Well 4 in Craighurst. Was this 

taken into account? 

David Dillon advised that they factored into the model the actual pumping rates, but do not 

have their most recent actual pumping tests. They are not aware of additional work. The 

Stantec work included a previous pumping test at Craighurst and they would have included 

this data in their modelling. 

Moved by:  Peter Dance 

Seconded by:  Tom Kurtz  

SPC-45-23 Resolved That 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. Carried 

8. Presentations 

a) A presentation by Bill Thompson, LSRCA regarding Staff Report 2.2 - Changes to Pesticide 

Circumstances: Application and Storage. 

Most recent testing in 2021/22 included 80 systems and there were 43 pesticides tested for 

with no exceedances found. York Region expanded their testing for additional pesticides at 

three production wells and six monitoring wells with no pesticides detected. 

Policies for application are with Risk Management Plans (RMP) for Existing and Future Threats. 

The Province was encouraged to review pest management training courses to incorporate 

additional precautions. Handling and Storage is managed through RMPs for Existing Threats 

only, and Prohibition policy for Future Threats. 

The definition of pesticides has been expanded. As a result we need to look beyond agricultural 

operations and include things like golf courses, sports fields and larger institutional properties. 
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Could now include a marina, municipality, conservation authority or private cottage owner 

managing pests on their properties. 

The cosmetic pesticide ban does not apply to public health and safety, natural resources, golf 

courses, sports fields, specialty turf, trees, agriculture, forestry and public works. There is a list 

of cosmetic allowable items. 

The current policy approach is believed to still be the right approach. For Application, staff is 

proposing to add a Prescribed Instrument policy for applications that already require a Pesticide 

Permit or Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA). Recommending to refine the Education 

and Outreach policy for non-farm application. In all other cases, recommended to use RMPs. For 

Storage, proposing to add an Education and Outreach policy for residential handling and 

storage, and in all other cases, RMPs. 

Proposing to add a glossary to the Source Protection Plan (SPP) to clarify that RMPs should only 

apply to pesticides registered for use in Canada.  

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

Colin Elliott: Does the ability to apply pesticides needed for best possible crop growth change? 

Bill advised that the proposal is to not change that part of the policy. 

Colin Elliott: Why should we bow to non-scientific information? 

Bill advised that the recommendation is to maintain the policy that says a RMP is required, 

but it does not prevent the RMO from speaking to farmers and continuing education on use 

of pesticides in vulnerable areas. 

David Ketcheson: By recommending that only pesticides registered in Canada are allowed, how 

many pesticides will this reduce it by? Will this propose problems to municipal systems that will 

be required to do enhanced pesticide evaluations? 

Bill does not have the number of pesticides but believes it is in the hundreds. There will not 

be a requirement for municipalities to test for all pesticides, but they will need to do RMPs 

for pesticides not covered in the Clean Water Act, if they are using them. 

David Ketcheson: If we never test for it we never have a problem, which is concerning. If the 

Ministry is forcing the list to be expanded from what they previously approved, how will we 

incorporate these when we do not have data on the expanded list of pesticides? 

Lynn Dollin advised that the Clean Water Act and Safe Water Drinking Acts would need to 

align. The change in policy was made because SPCs advised that the list of pesticides was 

too prescriptive and needed to be updated as many were not even used anymore, which 

resulted in this change of a new, broad definition. 
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Peter Dance: The former list did not provide protection of many things. Just because we know 

that all chemicals have been listed and we are trying to narrow it down to those which need 

approval for use, the RMP will only address the chemicals used on the land.  

David Ketcheson: Should we recommend that municipal operators consider doing enhanced 

pesticide scans in order to meet the difference between what the Safe Water and Clean 

Drinking Water Acts require? 

Peter Dance: Rather than chasing the unknowns, maybe there can be an advice cycle back to 

municipalities to advise what is being used around their wells.  

Bill Thompson: We can provide RMOs with known pesticides in use and compare it against 

the list of pesticides. 

Scott Lister: It is difficult to find labs to test for a large number of chemicals, so we potentially 

will not be able to test for a lot of them. Pesticides used will change based on crops and other 

application needs, so may be better to do a more general approach and ensure they are being 

applied properly. Keeping a closer eye on it with RMPs than was previously done is a good 

approach. 

Colin Elliott: Chemicals have changed a lot in the last few years. Colin doubts that the 

municipalities can keep on top of what farmers are applying. When taking the pesticide course 

are you considered a professional? 

Bill advised the wording has not changed, and yes that is Bill’s understanding that you are a 

professional. 

Peter Dance: Should the wording “Shall require that the pesticides be applied by a certified or 

registered professional” be carried over? Are we overstepping and restricting ourselves in that 

you may have a farmer applying pesticides but he is not registered or certified? Is this ever 

going to happen and if so should it be taken out?  

Bill advised that there are 5 classes of pesticides in Ontario: A-E. The Class D chemicals for 

household use often do not require any training and certification. All other Classes require 

training and certification. Farming operations are Class C so have training and certification 

requirements.  

Peter Dance: Will farmers continue to follow the laws in obtaining certification? 

Bill advised that if someone applies pesticides who is not certified, the change gives the 

RMO the opportunity to discuss this with the individual rather than reporting it to 

authorities. 

Peter Dance: Should we have wording to say with the exception of Class D pesticides, if we 

know there is a gap?  
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Amanda Kellett: Can we amend it to say where required by law rather than being too 

prescriptive? 

Katie Thompson: In this context, is the pesticide permit the certification? 

Bill advised that no, the pesticide permit is a prescribed instrument and the training is the 

certification. 

Doug Hevenor advised domestic pesticides are available for retail sale. The Classes of 

pesticides that horticulturalists and nurseryman would use require a course to administer. 

The prescription is already there in that if you can purchase as a homeowner you can apply 

as it is a Class D chemical. 

Bill advised that the SPC could remove Class D pesticides from the policy of requiring an 

RMP, and could deal with them through Education and Outreach.  

Geoff Allen: Should the glossary definition be the same as the one in the Pesticide Act? 

Bill recommends changing the definition to remove items that should not be included and 

only focus on those items that are truly considered a pesticide eg. remove things like 

vinegar. 

Colin Elliott: There is a definite difference between what a farmer can do versus a Co-op as 

sprayers. The Co-op staff have more training and education to allow them to provide this more 

extensive pesticide coverage. 

John Hemsted: The rules to obtain certification, and when and where they can use and apply 

pesticides, are very prescriptive and restrictive. 

Peter Dance: Can wording be reviewed by SPA staff with RMOs to finalize a recommendation for 

when bringing this back? 

Bill is comfortable doing this as conceptually staff is moving in the same direction as the SPC. 

Lynn Dollin: How do we educate municipalities on the new circumstances as they are treating 

for things like phragamites? 

Doug advised that there has been extensive testing in Long Region Conservation and Point 

Pelee on water based application of chemicals for phragamites, and you will see licenced 

operators being able to do this in future.  

Chris Gerrits: If there is a summary document available Chris would be happy to bring it to 

municipalities for Education and Outreach. 

Moved by:  Rick Newlove 

Seconded by:  Geoff Allen 
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SPC-46-23 Resolved 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.  

Moved by:  Rick Newlove 

Seconded by:  Geoff Allen 

AMENDMENT 

SPC-47-23 That the last paragraph of the main motion be amended to read as follows: 

Further That staff be directed to incorporate the proposed policies as revised in 

accordance with the intent of the Source Protection Committee discussion, 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.  

The Amendment was Carried 

The Main Motion, as Amended, was Carried 

The Resultant Motion Reads as Follows: 

Resolved 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 as revised in 

accordance with the intent of the Source Protection Committee discussion, 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. Carried 
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b) A presentation by Mystaya Touw, LSRCA regarding Staff Report 2.3 - Policy 

Recommendations to Manage Processed Organic Waste Threats. 

This is a new threat. The Director’s Technical Rules are only concerned about waste that 

contains sewage. This is filling the gap that exists on application of a Category 3 NASM on a non-

farm property, for example at a reclaimed gravel pit. 

Storage Circumstances are all the same as a NASM. Proposed policies are focused on ECAs and 

in keeping with the objectives of existing NASM policies. 

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

Colin Elliott: What do you call the finished product? Is it a fertilizer? 

Mystaya advised the finished product is processed organic waste. This is only if you are 

storing and using it on a non-farm property. 

Chris Gerrits: It requires an ECA currently. Would this be captured in one of the proposed 

changes on the Environmental Registry of Ontario (ERO) postings?  

Mystaya advised that it is an ECA until MECP says otherwise. 

Scott Lister: If the Province is not changing it now to an Environmental Activity and Sector 

Registry (EASR) they may consider this in future. We may want to consider the impact on our 

policies. 

Lynn Dollin: We can ask a chair of an RMO meeting to request that the Province let us know if 

any changes in this regard are happening in future. 

Moved by:  Bob Duncanson 

Seconded by:  John Hemsted 

SPC-48-23 Resolved 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. Carried 

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”. 
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New approach provides use of Municipal Consolidated Linear Infrastructure Environmental 

Compliance Approvals (CLI ECA) which rolls up all stormwater ECAs for systems into one CLI 

ECA. The addition is allowing certain stormwater management works to self-register on the 

EASR.  

Part 1: Specific to source water, where works are in a source water vulnerable area and if it 

meets the Circumstances to be a significant drinking water threat. If it does then the relevant 

SPP must be reviewed and measures put in place to ensure the threat is managed.  

Issues:  

• Initial compliance responsibility shifts away from the Province and onto the 

proponent. 

• Engineering professionals may not be very well versed in source water protection. 

• Inspection and compliance approach post-registration by MECP yet to be finalized. 

• Possible land uses the exemptions could apply too is broad. 

Part 2: Expanded exemptions for low impact development facilities. It is unclear as to whether it 

applies to just residential properties or all properties. MECP indicated in an October 10th 

webinar that it would only pertain to residential properties. 

For source water, it takes many low impact development facilitites to equate to one stormwater 

pond. 

Part 3: Source Water Policy - 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”. 

Issues:  

• EASR is still considered a Prescribed Instrument, despite lack of Provincial oversight. 

• Expect that the committee will be restricted from introducing that oversight through 

SPP policies. 

• Expect that the committee will be restricted from introducing RMP policies. 

• Prohibition policies could still apply (though not in place in our Region). 

The Province does not intend to put restrictions on an EASR. Prohibition policies could still 

apply. There is a lack of provincial oversight. 

Conservation Ontario has provided comments to include a request that significant drinking 

water threats remain in the ECA process and an EASR not be allowed in these cases. Staff will 

report back to the SPC to discuss policy implications and options. 
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QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

Peter Dance: Hopefully what the Province is doing is focussed on big problems and not little 

ones. Peter hopes that we do not spend a lot of time chasing this issue when there are bigger 

issues to resolve like salt use. 

Amanda Kellett: In terms of stormwater facilities, they are an entry point for some of the larger 

concerns like salt to groundwater. Right now the review is falling to MECP but this 

recommended new policy is to pass this review to municipalities, and for engineering 

professionals to decide what passes the test. It would be good if it could be required to have 

hydrogeology professionals make these decisions. Can a prohibition have clauses to prohibit, 

except in certain circumstances? 

Katie Thompson advised that maybe prohibitions could be considered where there are 

existing contamination issues. 

Geoff Allen: Shares Bill’s concerns about EASRs as it can be easily abused by large developers. 

David Ketcheson: Clean Water Act states that if there are two regulations, the one that is more 

prescriptive in protecting water applies. It never considered what happens if the regulation 

changes. It makes it very difficult to determine whether or not what is proposed meets the law. 

What happens to the standard of care with many engineers being able to self-register? 

Rick Newlove: Most municipalities will have their standards on stormwater that developers will 

need to meet. If a municipality is a little weak on this they will hire a consultant to manage it. 

Rick believes it can be done. 

David Ketcheson: Does approval of a municipality include sign-off by the RMO? 

Amanda Kellett: Most municipalities would circulate to the RMO for comment. In terms of the 

EASR process, this is used a lot for water takings and other similar works. The onus is on the 

professional to prepare proper documentation.  

Peter Dance: This is a big offloading of the Province. Some of the smaller municipalities have no 

capacity for this. There are engineering firms that are “stamp for hire”. 

Scott Lister: RMOs share all of the concerns stated so far. RMOs are putting comments to the 

ERO process that if it is a significant drinking water threat that it should be an ECA and not an 

EASR. If this advice is not heeded, an option is to prohibit them which is perhaps an extreme 

position. 

Cate Root: Are there things the SPC can do to add our voice to this? 

Bill advised that staff has commented and that the commenting period has closed. 

Peter Dance: Could an SPC comment be submitted to the Province about keeping those in a 

significant drinking water threat as an ECA? 
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Amanda Kellett: Can we ask staff to look at prohibitions but with exemptions to where they 

could be justified? 

Chris Gerrits: Prefers to take a stronger approach and not allow EASR use at all in any source 

protection area. Ministry inspectors are no longer out inspecting and are only reactive rather 

than proactive. 

Geoff Allen: Agrees with Chris, but the pressure needs to be taken to the politicians.  

Rick Newlove: Is the Province trying to speed up the process by giving it to the municipalities as 

they have someone who reviews the stormwater management proposals?  

Bill confirmed the Province is doing this to try to speed up approvals. Stormwater 

management facilities in source protection areas are a fraction of the number of facilities. 

Lynn Dollin: Coming from a municipality with a legacy of flooding issues and with the significant 

rain events, if you have a development with low impact development do they downgrade the 

stormwater management requirements? In Lynn’s experience, homeowners often rip out the 

low impact development feature once they take possession, so a bigger pond is needed anyway. 

Chris Gerrits: Developers do not apply with enough lead time to facilitate approval. 

Moved by:  Chris Gerrits 

Seconded by:  Amanda Kellett 

SPC-49-23 Resolved 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.  

Moved by:  Chris Gerrits 

Seconded by:  Amanda Kellett 

AMENDMENT 

SPC-50-23 That the following be added after the last clause of the main motion: 

Further that a letter be sent to the Minister and Ministry of the Environment, 

Conservation and Parks on behalf of the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source 

Protection Committee, echoing the Conservation Ontario submission.  

The Amendment was Carried 

The Main Motion, As Amended, was Carried 
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The Resultant Motion Reads as Follows: 

Resolved 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; and  

Further that a letter be sent to the Minister and Ministry of the Environment, 

Conservation and Parks on behalf of the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source 

Protection Committee, echoing the Conservation Ontario submission. 

9. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion 

No items were identified under items requiring separate discussion. 

10. Adoption of Items Not Requiring Separate Discussion 

No items were identified under items not requiring separate discussion. 

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:  Scott Lister 

Seconded by:  Katie Thompson 

SPC-51-23 Resolved That the next meeting of the Source Protection Committee scheduled to 

be held on Thursday, February 1, 2024 from 1-4 pm, in person at a location to be 

determined; and 

Further that the November 2, 2023 meeting of the Source Protection Committee 

be adjourned at 2:48 pm Carried 


