
Agenda

Source Protection Committee Meeting SPC-01-2025
Thursday, April 10, 2025
1:00 – 4:00 pm
West Orillia Sports Complex, Rotary Place Arena located at 100 University Avenue, Orillia, in the 
Tournament Room on the 2nd Floor

Members
Lynn Dollin, Chair

Municipal
Chris Gerrits, Jeff Hamelin, Katie Thompson, Michelle Flaherty, Michelle Jakobi, Jennifer Best

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

Public Sector
Geoff Allen, Peter Dance, Bob Duncanson, Stephanie Hobbs, Tom Kurtz, Cate Root, Karen Koornneef

First Nations
Vacant

Liaisons
Karen Kivilahti, Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit (SMDHU)
Don Goodyear, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA)
Julie Cayley, Severn Sound Environmental Association (SSEA)
Liaison, Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA)
Laura Collings, Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP)

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

Sheri Steiginga, NVCA
Melissa Carruthers, SSEA

Guests
Christina Wieder, York Region Public Health Branch
Shelly Cuddy, Durham Region

Tom Bradley, York Region
Jenee Wallace, SMDHU

Regrets
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Source Protection Committee
Meeting SPC-01-2025
Agenda – Thursday, April 10, 2025

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 1-4

Recommended:  That the agenda for the Thursday, April 10, 2025 meeting of the 
Source Protection Committee be approved as presented.

5. Adoption of Minutes

Pages 5-16

Recommended:  That the minutes of the Thursday, October 10, 2024 meeting of 
the Source Protection Committee be approved as circulated.

6. Announcements

a) Chair

7. Deputations

There are none

8. Presentations

a) A presentation by Bill Thompson, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority, on 
Source Protection Committee: the year to come.

Recommended:  That presentation a) on Source Protection Committee: the year to 
come be received for information.

b) A presentation by Mystaya Touw, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority, 
regarding Staff Report SPC2.1 – Annual Report on Plan Implementation (to 
December 31, 2024).

Recommended:  That presentation a) and Staff Report 2.1 regarding Annual Report 
on Plan Implementation (to December 31, 2024) be received for 
information; and

Further That Source Protection Authority staff be directed to rate 
progress as “Progressing Well/On Target”; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee utilize section II of 
the Annual Report to comment on the progress made to date, as 
described in the Issues section.
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Source Protection Committee
Meeting SPC-01-2025
Agenda – Thursday, April 10, 2025

c) A presentation by Bill Thompson, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority, 
regarding Staff Report SPC2.2 – MECP ‘early engagement’ comments on draft 
Source Protection Plan update.

Recommended:  That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding Ministry of 
the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) ‘early 
engagement’ comments on draft Source Protection Plan update 
be received for information.

9. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion

(Reference Agenda Items on page 4 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 is scheduled to be held on June 12, 
2025, virtually on Zoom.
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Source Protection Committee
Meeting SPC-01-2025
Agenda – Thursday, April 10, 2025

Agenda Items

1. Correspondence

There are none.

2. Staff Reports

SPC2.1 – Annual Report on Plan Implementation (to December 31, 2024)
Pages 17-28

That presentation a) and Staff Report 2.1 regarding Annual Report on Plan 
Implementation (to December 31, 2024) be received for information; and

Further That Source Protection Authority staff be directed to rate progress as 
“Progressing Well/On Target”; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee utilize section II of the Annual 
Report to comment on the progress made to date, as described in the Issues 
section.

SPC2.2 – MECP ‘early engagement’ comments on draft Source Protection Plan 
update
Pages 29-40

That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding Ministry of the 
Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) ‘early engagement’ comments on 
draft Source Protection Plan update be received for information.
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Page 1 of 12

Source Protection Committee (SPC) 
Minutes of Meeting SPC-02-2024
October 10, 2024

The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:08 am.

Members Present:
Lynn Dollin, Chair

Municipal
Chris Gerrits, Jeff Hamelin, Michelle Flaherty, Michelle Jakobi, Jennifer Best

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

Public Sector
Geoff Allen, Peter Dance, Bob Duncanson, Cate Root

First Nations
Vacant

Liaisons
Karen Kivilahti, Simcoe Muskoka District Health Unit (SMDHU)
Don Goodyear, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA)
Julie Cayley, Severn Sound Environmental Association (SSEA)
Laura Collings, Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP)
Chris Hibberd, Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (NVCA)

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

Melissa Carruthers, SSEA
Kirsten MacLeod, SSEA

Guests
Christina Wieder, York Region Public Health Branch
Shelly Cuddy, Durham Region

Tom Bradley, York Region
Stephanie Sabean, City of Barrie

Regrets:
Scott Lister, Municipal
Stephanie Hobbs, Public Sector – proxy to Peter Dance
Tom Kurtz, Public Sector – proxy to Geoff Allen

Katie Thompson, Municipal
David Ketcheson, Economic/Development
Jessica Neto, Economic/Development
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-03-2024
October 10, 2024 Page 2 of 12

1. Welcome & Opening Remarks 

The Chair introduced the new members (Jennifer Jakobi, Jennifer Flaherty and Jennifer Best) 
and advised that David Greenwood has resigned, so we are recruiting for a new Public Sector 
member.

Bill announced that Mike Wilson has retired.

2. Land Acknowledgement 

The Chair recited the Acknowledgement of Indigenous Territory.

3. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest and Conflict of Interest 

None declared.

4. Approval of Agenda 

Moved by:  Rick Newlove
Seconded by:  John Hemsted

SPC-10-24 Resolved That the agenda for the October 10, 2024 meeting of the Source 
Protection Committee (SPC) be approved as presented. Carried

5. Adoption of Minutes 

Moved by:  Bob Duncanson
Seconded by:  Peter Dance

SPC-11-24 Resolved That the minutes of the March 28, 2024 meeting of the Source 
Protection Committee be approved as circulated; and

Further That it be noted that there are no minutes of the Thursday, July 11, 2024 
meeting as it was cancelled after the agenda was circulated. Carried

6. Announcements

a) Chair

i) The Chair’s meeting was yesterday. Received an update from the Province on where we 
are with the program. The Chairs thanked the Province for confirming three-year 
funding. Lynn advised about the Risk Management Officials (RMO) session in the spring 
where they provided feedback on how the RMOs are working on the ground. There has 
been a lot of change in Committees and Chairs. Cate asked if the funding to do the work 
on the ground is enough? Bill advised that the funding that this SPC receives is part of a 
provincial envelope of funding but it has not increased with inflation. Municipalities that 
implement the plans do not get any funding, so this is where the pressure is felt. Cate 
asked if there is something the SPC can do to support the municipalities in advocating 
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for more funding, especially given there is significant liability to ensuring water quality is 
maintained? Bill advised that now that Risk Management Plans (RMP) are in place that 
municipalities may think they can step back, but this is not the case as there are still 
inspections and additional RMPs to be done. Staff and SPC Members can keep bringing 
this to their municipalities to remind them of the importance of continuing this work. 
Cate asked if there is not a more formal organized process for this? Lynn feels that if you 
bring it to municipalities they would respond that they do need more funding, but for 
many more programs than source water. Having it come from the Source Protection 
Authorities may be more direct than coming from a municipality. If you go to 
municipalities it may get put low down on the list. Cate is suggesting that we advocate 
with the municipalities. Chris confirmed that infrastructure is a municipal priority, but 
the SPC can remind municipalities of the importance of source water. 

7. Deputations

There were none.

8. Presentations 

a) A presentation by Bill Thompson, LSRCA, regarding Willow Creek Water Budget Update. 

Link to the presentation - Willow Creek Water Budget Update

Every drinking water system gets a Tier 1 assessment, if there are any concerns it gets promoted 
to Tier 2, if there is any indication of a risk it gets promoted to Tier 3, and if it is found to have a 
risk then the Source Protection Plan kicks in.

The Committee has seen a number of proposals for new wells, and with expected future plans, 
there is a projected 13% increase in demand on groundwater.

The Risk Assessment Results table is indicating the amount of the water table above the well 
level, so if it is negative it is below the level of the well. 

Barrie is doing an update to their water budget and advised us to model with the assumption 
that all pumps are running all the time at full volume, which is an extreme use assumption, so 
we have likely over estimated the actual and future use. When we get more accurate numbers 
when they finish their water budget in 1 – 1.5 years, staff will update the water budget.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Colin: There are five new wells coming online with approximately 5% reduction in baseflow for 
each well, for approximately an additional 30% strain on the creek. Is that not a concern?

Bill advised that the number Colin quoted was the consultant’s estimate for one well.  It will 
not necessarily  translate into all wells together causing a 30% reduction in baseflow as it 
depends on the location of the other wells with respect to the watercourse. We are waiting 
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Minutes of Meeting SPC-03-2024
October 10, 2024 Page 4 of 12

on the consultants to provide their report. Lynn advised that we will get the information but 
we do not have it yet. Colin advised that he believes it is a 30% reduction in baseflow.

Amanda: Is there a process where the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
(MECP) or another agency reviews the consultants modelling?

Don advised that in terms of the Tier 3 modelling results they get reviewed as part of the 
assessment report, so the consultants reports do not get reviewed. However they are 
reviewing them as cumulative impact of water takings when they review Permits to Take 
Water (PTTW). 

Geoff: Who is the consultant working for?

Bill advised we hire the consultant.

Cate: If we determine there is a risk, what kind of solutions are there?

We have policies in the Source Protection Plan about ensuring water recharge is maintained, 
and that PTTW’s are reviewed. The Committee can use these policies or can recommend 
new policies.

Cate: Can this Committee restrict growth?

Bill advised no, this Committee’s job is to protect the aquifer, recognizing that the growth is 
happening. We provide best practices to help manage the growth.

Rick: Advised that Barrie could take water from Lake Simcoe if needed, which Bill confirmed is 
correct.

Colin: Can water be pumped up to North Barrie?

Rick advised that water can be pumped almost anywhere, but has not reviewed it yet so 
cannot say if it can be pumped up to North Barrie. Peter indicated that if you build a water 
station you can pump anywhere, but he does not believe that they have the capacity to do 
that significantly right now in this case, but yes it can be done in the future. 

Peter: Due to the cumulative impacts on baseflow and the potential degradation to the 
watercourse, does the SPC have the mandate or authority to protect the environmental side of 
Willow Creek, if it is not impacting water quality?

Bill advised that the Committee does have the mandate and authority to manage water 
quantity as well as water quality, and one of the issues the Committee is supposed to be 
aware of is the impact to receiving waterways. The Province has set a threshold 10% 
reduction, which is within the range of variation of normal stream flow. We do the 
cumulative models to determine if there are any concerns with proposed development 
when there are several reductions over the years. We do not have concerns in Willow Creek 
as of yet. Don confirmed that the Barrie takings are the only ones of concern, but given the 
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proposed wells in Midhurst and Oro-Medonte are not exacerbating the impacts on Willow 
Creek, he believes that it is okay to wait for the consultants report.

Amanda: In terms of the water taking and quantity policies, is there monitoring in York Region 
WHPAs to know if those policies are protecting recharge?

Bill does not have a definitive answer for this. It does not appear that there is a requirement 
to monitor some of these watercourse features.

David: Where is the one well with a water quality concern?

Bill advised it is one of the Snow Valley wells. It is still borderline so we continuing to work 
with Springwater staff, and a report will be brought to a future meeting.

Colin: Is that well being diluted, given the nitrate level?

Bill advised it is being treated, not diluted. They are testing and using the well. The testing 
shows that when the water goes to the public it meets the drinking water standard. Lynn 
advised the health unit would be involved if it is a problem and it is their responsibility to 
notify well users of any risks. Bill confirmed that it is not above the level.

Colin: The health unit did not get involved when their was a quality problem in the Lafontaine 
area, in an Issue Contributing Area (ICA).

Bill advised that an ICA brings in policy with respect to managing threats related to nitrate if 
it is above the objective or trending toward becoming above the objective. A report on this 
well will be coming to the Committee in the future.

Geoff: Since the Committee does not have the ability to affect growth, but growth is affecting 
quantity, so how does that relate to us?

Bill advised that it can be argued that is not growth that is affecting quantity, but rather it is 
either the amount of pavement or consumption. We have the ability to control pavement in 
that we can require low impact development and stormwater management to ensure water 
continues to recharge despite the pavement, and we can control consumption through 
putting terms and conditions on PTTWs.

Moved by:  Chris Gerrits
Seconded by:  John Hemsted

SPC-12-24 Resolved That presentation a) be received for information. Carried

b) A presentation by Bill Thompson, LSRCA, with an opening overview of the day. 

Link to the presentation - Opening Overview of the Day

9

https://ourwatershed.ca/assets/uploads/2024/09/b-October2024_SPC_Overview_of_Day.pdf


Minutes of Meeting SPC-03-2024
October 10, 2024 Page 6 of 12

Document accessiblity will result in some changes to the look of the document so that it will 
work with document readers, but it may make them a little less user friendly to those visually 
reading them.

The consultation process is spelled out in the Act. It is scaled back a bit since we are not bringing 
forward a new plan, but are just updating it.

Moved by:  David Ritchie
Seconded by:  Peter Dance

SPC-13-24 Resolved That presentation b) be received for information. Carried

c) A presentation by Melissa Carruthers, SSEA, regarding Staff Report SPC 2.1 - Rope 
Subdivision IPZ – Vulnerability Score Increase. 

Link to the presentation - Rope Subdivision IPZ – Vulnerability Score Increase

This is the furthest from shore but shallowest of the three intakes in the area. The other two 
have a vulnerability score of 10 and are deeper. Local Councils indicated that if we are doing a 
review of Rope, we need to do all of the intakes in the area. 

Approximately an additional 500 septics would need to be inspected. It is not anticipated that 
this review would result in any additional Risk Management Plans (RMPs) being required on 
private lands.

All municipalities were in support of a vulnerability score increase. 

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Colin: By increasing the vulnerability score, how do you propose to increase the protection? Can 
you not spread manure close to shore? In the Rope area there is not a lot of agriculture, so 
could this use be transported to another area?

Melissa advised that there does not appear to be any agricultural uses in the Rope area, 
they are just septics. Will work with municipalities on agreement for protections.

Colin: Can you not protect the Rope intake directly?

Melissa advised that the municipality would need to review this, but given the traffic in the 
area this may not be feasible. Peter indicated that there may not be anything that can 
physically be done at the intake.

Rick: Would Barrie trigger the septic policy?

Melissa advised Barrie is one of the areas that would not trigger septics, so it would go from 
8 to 9 which is not high enough for the septics. They might have storage of pesticides. Lynn 
advised Innisfil already has the septic inspection from the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan, for it 
would not make any difference for that intake.
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Cate: The Town is considering a well for the cottagers in this area, so would this have an impact 
on Rope? Historically the Town has had to give water to the residents due to quality.

Melissa can not speak to this yet, but this is something that the Town is hoping to address in 
their review, in terms of can they support development and maintain water quality. Peter 
advised that prior to Rope being built, they looked at a well but could not get good enough 
water quantity in the area, so they built Rope. Another option is to see about bringing water 
from Tay.

Colin: Will this affect agricultural and the ability to spray manure in the area?

Melissa advised that even if it goes to a level 10, there are no agricultural properties that 
will be impacted.

Moved by:  Chris Gerrits
Seconded by:  John Hemsted

SPC-14-24 Resolved That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding a vulnerability 
score increase to the Rope Subdivision Intake Protection Zone be received for 
information; and

Further That the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee 
endorse the utilization of Directors Technical Rule 95.1 to increase the vulnerability 
score of Rope Subdivision, Beaverton, Lagoon City Water Treatment Plant, Orillia 
Water Treatment Plant, and Sandcastle Estates from 9 to 10; and

Further That the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee 
endorse the utilization of Directors Technical Rule 95.1 to increase the vulnerability 
score of West Shore and the Barrie, Alcona, Georgina, and Keswick Water 
Treatment Plants from 8 to 9. Carried

d) A presentation by Bill Thompson, LSRCA, regarding Staff Report SPC2.2 - Grazing and 
Pasturing of Livestock. 

Link to the presentation - Grazing and Pasturing of Livestock

The Policy in the plan does not meet the test of what is fair and reasonable, because we are 
more restrictive on grazing livestock than confined animals, and this is regardless of the quantity 
of manure being deposited on the landscape.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Rick: If a farmer sells their land, does the new farmer know that there is an RMP in place? How 
often are the RMPs reviewed?

Bill advised that no, there is no measure in place to put this on title. We have worked with 
real estate agents to ensure they are aware of these issues so they can protect their clients.
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The RMO determines the period of time before they go back and do an new inspection. 
However, if an RMO knows that there has been an ownership change, they will make review 
of the RMP a priority. John advised that this scenario occurred in Cannington where a new 
owner was not aware that they are in a vulnerable area, so this prompted this 
recommendation by staff. Rick suggested that municipalities could work with the 
assessment office, as that office is aware of changes in ownership. Peter believes that the 
only way to catch this is for the municipalities and assessment office to work together such 
that the municipalities are advised of changes in ownership so they can check their records. 
Don advised that the York Region website has a mapping tool where people can zoom in to 
see what policies apply. We could reach out to municipalities to advise them of the 
availability of these types of tools, and reach out to real estate agents to have them advise 
clients of these tools or use them themselves.

Jennifer: Have a desktop exercise been done on the impact on this change?

Bill advised this has been done and it is limited impact.

Colin: Spoke to the Ontario Real Estate Board who advised that they will not disclose this to 
prospective buyers since real estate agents have enough to do. Colin disagrees with the plan to 
fence off 100 acres around a well as it is impractical. 

Bill advised that this prohibition is currently in place to not pasture at all in a WHPA-A, and 
he is proposing to not change that part of the policy.

David: We have recommended that this be on title so it would be found in a title search, but it 
has not been implemented.

Geoff advised that lawyers are not doing title searches anymore because they are selling 
title insurance. It is real estate agents responsibility to find these things out. Would be good 
to do an education session on how to use the tools to find out about restrictions to land.

Chris: Is the pasturing restriction only a small area around a municipal well?

Bill advised this is correct, and that it would be approximately 3 acres. Bill indicated that this 
is only one tool available, and that it is rare in our jurisdiction for this scenario to occur. Lynn 
reminded that this is already in the policy and if it was a concern we would have heard 
about it.

Peter: The recommended change is actually lessening restrictions, correct?

Bill responded yes.

Moved by:  John Hemsted
Seconded by:  Rick Newlove
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SPC-15-24 Resolved That presentation d) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding Grazing and 
Pasturing of Livestock be received for information; and

Further That staff be directed to revise policy LSTOCK-1 to allow the management 
of livestock grazing where it would be a significant drinking water threat (outside a 
WHPA-A) through risk management plans, rather than prohibiting it; and

Further That staff be directed to incorporate the revised policy in the forthcoming 
amendment to the Source Protection Plan, under Section 36 of the Clean Water 
Act. Carried

e) A presentation by Mystaya Touw, LSRCA, regarding Staff Report SPC2.3 - Overview of 
Section 36 Updates. 

Link to the presentation - Overview of Section 36 Updates

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Peter: Is the enforcement dealine 5 years? Peter believes this is too long.

Mystaya confirms it is 5 years and we are not proposing a change. Lynn commented that we 
went to RMO/RMIs and they advised that reducing this timeline would be stress on their 
workplans.

David: For non-agricultural materials placed on non-agricultural land, what are we doing to 
regulate the material coming out of Toronto for the past 10 years? Are we keeping an eye on 
this and regulating it?

Mystaya advised that fill from a construction site does not fall into this category. 
Construction fill might be more in the land disposal category. Chris Hibberd advised that 
MECP and Conservation Authority regulations would apply, but that things like airports are 
exempt. Chris Gerrits advised that the Credit Valley – Toronto and Region – Central Lake 
Ontario (CTC) Source Protection Committee asked that excess soil be dealt with as a threat, 
but has not received a response as of yet. In his municipality there was an application to put 
excess soil in a gravel pit, and neither MECP nor MNR would take responsibility. It does not 
fall under source protection. Geoff advised that the soils are usually tested where they 
originate from and not where they are delivered to. Bill advised that the source protection 
plan also does not apply to airports.

Colin: Discharge from meat processing plant are now restricted and in future will be prohibited. 
We are having trouble keeping plants open. Why is discharge prohibited as they have to 
discharge?

Mystaya advised that the prohibition policy predates inclusion of sewage from a meat plant, 
but this can be updated if the Committee wishes. It is in a very restricted area for the 
policies to apply, so it would be very limited to application of the policy.
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Colin: Is there not more than 500 tonnes of salt in salt domes? Are we restricting something that 
cannot be restricted?

Mystaya advised the 500 tonnes would only be prohibited if it is in the salt vulnerable area 
for Barrie, or if it reaches the threshold of say a WHPA-10 with 30% impervious cover, so it is 
limited as to where it would apply, and would not be restricted everywhere. Mystaya is 
unaware of any push back from the City of Barrie on this policy. We will be engaging in the 
future with anyone that this policy affects.

Lynn: Are the threshold changes a requirement of the Province?

Bill confirmed that the threshold changes were done by the Province. The original rules 
introduced a threshold of 500 tonnes to be a significant threat. The changes in thresholds 
are a significant change as they say more than 10 kg of salt is a significant threat. Staff 
recommends that the new smaller volumes be managed and the larger volumes continue to 
be prohibited, so it is not a new prohibition. None of the Ministry of Transporation (MTO) 
cones are in an area where prohibitions apply as they are all far away from municipal wells. 
City of Barrie domes are existing activities and are managed, and therefore are not 
prohibited.

Peter: The salt from the domes are being distributed in the Lake Simcoe watershed, but the 
Lake has not been classified as an issue contributing area. This is a big issue that is not being 
addressed by the current changes, and not sure how this can be addressed by source water 
protection. 

Bill advised that approximately 100,000 tonnes of salt is distributed in and around Lake 
Simcoe each year. We have advised Barrie that they should develop a salt management 
plan, and are taking this thinking to other municipalities. Bill is working with companies on 
trying to change occupiers liability for application of salt as this is the main reason that so 
much salt is being applied. Lynn advised that AMO (Association of Municipalities in Ontario) 
has been working for years on liability concerns for muncipalities in many areas, not just 
salt. The Ministry of the Attorney General sent surveys to municipalities pre-2020 but 
nothing has come of it. Getting salt out of the picture may help. Rama did a pilot project of 
reducing salt by 50% and used more sand, but they had push back from cleaners of the 
casino, and they are being sued from one slip and fall, but Lynn is not aware if the incidents 
of slips and falls are up or down at this location.

Jennifer: Getting to commercial operators, is there an impetus to go after them on how to 
manage the lowering of the thresholds?

Bill advised that we have been working with Landscape Ontario for many years. They are 
feeling a real crisis on the liability side. They are leading the charge on the regulation 
changes, as they want to ensure commercial operators will not lose their business over slips 
and falls. Bill is engaged with Smart About Salt to try to help bring about change.
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Lynn: If you are next to parking lot with salt on it, but are instituting stormwater infilatration 
policies, what is the impact?

Mystaya advised the policies are through Environmental Compliancy Approvals. Bill advised 
that conservation authorities are strong advocates for stormwater infiltration facilities, but 
they do not do anything for chloride. As a result they need to be handled on a case-by-case 
basis, and if it is near a WHPA then infiltration into groundwater is not the right solution. 
Don advised that it does not always need to be either/or as you can seasonally change 
where stormwater is directed. City of Barrie is an example where this type of engineered 
solution is in place.

Lynn: 30-days would be difficult if it needs to go to Council, but maybe not if it just goes to staff. 
What newspapers, so do you mean online publications?

Mystaya advised online publications will do. 30-days is for initial thoughts, but further 
comments can be provided after that.

Moved by:  Rick Newlove
Seconded by:  Peter Dance

SPC-16-24 Resolved That presentation e) and Staff Report SPC2.3 regarding an Overview of 
Section 36 Updates and supporting documents be received for information; and

Further That the updates to the Source Protection Plan, Explanatory Document, 
and Assessment Reports also be received for information; and

Further That the Source Protection Committee endorse the Draft Source 
Protection Plan and accompanying documents as written for submission to the 
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks for early engagement as part of 
the amendment to the Plan under section 36 of the Clean Water Act. Carried

9. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion 

No items were identified under items requiring separate discussion.

10. Adoption of Items Not Requiring Separate Discussion 

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

SPC1.1 – Protection Ontario’s Sources of Drinking Water Progress Summary (2017-2022).

SPC1.2 – A letter from Andrea Khanjin, Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks, 
regarding approval of section 34 amendments to the Palgrave – Caledon East drinking water 
system in Palgrave.
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SPC1.3 - A letter dated September 9, 2024 from Andrea Khanjin, Minister of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks, regarding approval of section 34 amendments to the Shelburne 
drinking water system. 

Moved by:  Chris Gerrits
Seconded by:  Jeff Hamelin

SPC-17-24 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 

a) Peter drafted a letter with respect to thresholds in WHPAs. Has this letter gone to the 
Minister and have we heard back? Bill advised that it did go to the Ministry several months 
ago, and the Ministry acknowledged receipt of the letter. Bill and other SPAs have flagged 
funding for this as an issue. The Ministry has created a working group to develop a working 
document to ensure things do not go out of date and to ensure issues are brought forward. 
Bill will bring items to the Committee as appropriate. 

13. Closed Session 

None. 

14. Next Meeting and Adjournment 

Moved by:  Colin Elliot
Seconded by:  Peter Dance

SPC-18-23 Resolved That the next meeting of the Source Protection Committee scheduled to 
be held on Thursday, November 14, 2024 from 1-4 pm; and

Further that the October 10, 2024 meeting of the Source Protection Committee be 
adjourned at 11:45 am Carried
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Source Protection Committee Meeting #SPC-01-2025

Staff Report Number: SPC2.1

To:  South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee

From:  Mystaya Touw, Sourcewater Protection Specialist, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation 
Authority

Date: April 10, 2025

Subject:  Annual Report on Plan Implementation (to December 31, 2024)

Recommendations:

That presentation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding Annual Report on Plan 
Implementation (to December 31, 2024) be received for information; and

Further That Source Protection Authority staff be directed to rate progress as 
“Progressing Well/On Target”; and

Further That Annual Report.

Purpose of Staff Report:

The purpose of Staff Report SPC2.1 is to provide the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source 
Protection Committee an overview of the annual report on implementation progress and to 
seek the Committee’s rating and comments on progress made in 2024.

Background:

The South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan has been in effect since July 1, 
2015.  The local source protection authorities are required to monitor and report on the 
implementation of the Plan policies in order to assess if threats to municipal drinking water 
sources are being reduced through policy implementation. This information will help support 
any future amendments to the Plan and provide accountability and transparency to 
stakeholders.

The Clean Water Act (Section 46) requires that the source protection authorities report to the 
Director, Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks on the implementation of all 
policies by May 1st of each year.  The Source Protection Committee is to be provided an 
opportunity to review and comment on the report prior to submission (see Appendix A). Risk 
Management Officials and municipal staff in our region used the secure online database known 
as SPAR (Source Protection Annual Reporting) for the ninth consecutive year to provide data on 
the current progress of policy implementation. 
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An analysis of the annual reports from the various implementing bodies demonstrates that 
implementation of the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan is advancing 
well. Restricted Land Use policies are implemented, and, with three exceptions (described 
below), all of the risk management plans for existing threats when the Plan came into effect are 
now in place.  All our municipalities have implemented an inspection program for septic 
systems that are located in vulnerable areas, with some municipalities now on the third round 
of inspections.

Issues:

Key findings of the 2024 annual report to the province are summarized below for the source 
protection region:

· All municipalities submitted their annual reports to the Source Protection Authority. 
· Most of the policies (98%) that address significant drinking water threats have been or 

are in the process of being implemented in accordance with the timelines set out in our 
Plan. The remaining 2% are policies which are to be implemented by provincial agencies, 
and for which the ministries have either not reported, or reported “not applicable”.

· Municipalities in our source protection region have processes in place to ensure that 
their day-to-day planning decisions conform to source protection plans. 

· It is estimated that 99% or more of the existing significant drinking water threats have 
been mitigated.

· 620 septic inspections were completed in 2024, most of which were the third-round of 
inspections. 835 of an estimated 2,106 (28%) round-three on-site sewage (septic) system 
inspections have been completed to date. 

· 32 risk management plans were established in 2024, for a total of 346 risk management 
plans to date. 

· There are three outstanding risk management plans after the July 1, 2024 deadline. Two 
are in a municipality where the Risk Management Official position has been vacant for 
the past several months, though negotiations had nearly been completed by the 
previous Official. The third is for an abandoned business where there is no clear contact 
to negotiate with, nor any way to confirm if materials which may trigger need for a Risk 
Management Plan remain on site. 

· An additional approximately 57 risk management plans are estimated to be required to 
address section 34 Amendments to the plan, as well as some to address ‘future threats.’ 
Risk management plans for Threats associated with Amendments have a 5-year timeline 
for completion from the date of amendment approval. 

· The screening process for development proposals in vulnerable areas (section 59 policy) 
captured 21 development proposals requiring a risk management plan for a future 
activity that would be a significant drinking water threat in 2024.  

· All local municipalities within the York wellhead protection area-Q (water quantity 
vulnerable area) are implementing policy LUP-12 (which requires a water balance study 
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for all major developments) by having all applications peer-reviewed by a Hydrogeologist 
at the conservation authority. Since implementation of the plan, 663 hydrogeological 
studies have been reviewed for proposed major developments in the York wellhead 
protection area-Q. 

· All 43 of the municipalities that are subject to Source Protection lan policies have 
amended or are in the process of amending their Official Plan to conform with the South 
Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan.

· Eleven applications were reviewed by the province through Prescribed Instrument 
policies. Of those 11 applications, three contained activities that would meet the criteria 
for a Significant Drinking Water Threat and would need to be managed by additional 
conditions in their Prescribed Instrument. Two of those three applications were issued a 
Prescribed Instrument (received their approval) in 2024. 

Summary:

The various implementers of legally binding policies within the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe 
Source Protection Region have submitted their 2024 annual reports to the Source Protection 
Authority, as required under the Clean Water Act. The reports show that the implementation of 
policies continues to progress well. Over 99% of the significant drinking water threats 
enumerated in the Source Protection Plan have been addressed. Since the plan was written, 
‘future threats’ have emerged through changes in land ownership, and the identification of new 
vulnerable areas associated with new (or expanded) municipal drinking water systems, which 
implementers are continuing to address.

In providing source protection committees an opportunity to comment on progress, the 
Ministry has asked that progress also be scored as one of three categories: Limited Progress 
(i.e. a few of the source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or are 
progressing), Satisfactory (i.e. some of the source protection plan policies have been 
implemented and/or are progressing), or Progressing Well/On Target (i.e. the majority of the 
source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or are progressing). Staff is 
recommending that the Source Protection Committee provide a score of “Progressing Well/On 
Target”.

Recommendations:

It is therefore Recommended That presentation a) and Staff Report SPC2.1 regarding 
Annual Report on Plan Implementation (to December 31, 2024) be received for 
information; and

Further That Source Protection Authority staff be directed to rate progress as 
“Progressing Well/On Target”; and

Further That Annual Report
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Prepared by:

Mystaya Touw, Sourcewater Protection Specialist, Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority

Recommended by:

Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies

Attachments: 1
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Appendix A

Source Protection Annual 
Progress Report
South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Region

On the Implementation of the South 
Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source 
Protection Plan
Reporting period January 1 to December 31, 2024

Ourwatershed.ca
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2024 Source Protection Annual Progress Report
I. Introduction

This annual report briefly summarizes the progress made in implementing the source 
protection plan for the Lakes Simcoe & Couchiching Black River, Nottawasaga Valley and Severn 
Sound source protection areas, as required by the Clean Water Act and its regulations for the 
2024 calendar year.

Protecting the sources of our drinking water is the first step in a multi-barrier approach to 
safeguard the quality and quantity of our water supplies. The source protection plan is the 
culmination of extensive science-based assessments, consultation with the community, 
collaboration with local stakeholders and the province, and research. The implementation of 
the policies contained in the source protection plan ensure that activities carried out in the 
vicinity of municipal drinking water supply wells and lake-based drinking water intakes do not 
pose a significant risk to those supplies.
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II. A Message from your local Source Protection Committee

Our source protection committee was asked to provide a progress score on achieving source 
protection plan objectives this reporting period, with three progress scores to choose from as 
follows: 

· Progressing Well/On Target – The majority of the source protection plan policies have 
been implemented and/or are progressing

· Satisfactory – Some of the source protection plan policies have been implemented 
and/or  are progressing

· Limited progress – A few of source protection plan policies have been implemented 
and/or are progressing

The progress score selected for achieving source protection plan objectives this reporting 
period is TO BE DETERMINED BY THE SOURCE PROTECTION COMMITTEE ON APRIL 10.

All municipalities submitted their 2024 annual reports to the Source Protection Authority. 
Municipalities in our source protection region have processes in place to ensure planning 
decisions conform to our source protection plan. Ninety-eight percent of the policies that 
address significant drinking water threats in our Plan have been or are being implemented. 
Approximately 99% or more of the 3,313 significant drinking water threats that existed at the 
time of source protection plan approval have been addressed through policy implementation. A 
total of 346 risk management plans have been established as of December 31, 2024.
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III. Our Watershed

The South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region contains four watersheds and 
spans over 10,000 km2, from the Oak Ridges Moraine in the south to the Canadian Shield in the 
north and is comprised of the Black-Severn, Lake Simcoe, Nottawasaga Valley and Severn Sound 
watersheds. The region contains portions of the Niagara Escarpment, Oak Ridges Moraine, Oro 
Moraine, Peterborough Drumlin Fields, Simcoe Uplands and Lowlands and the Canadian Shield. 
The region includes:

· 4 watersheds
· 52 municipalities
· 3 First Nations communities
· 107 drinking water systems
· 289 municipal supply wells
· 16 municipal surface water intakes
· More than 50,000 private wells

All told, the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe region has about one third of the municipal 
drinking water systems in the province.

The region is complex and diverse in terms of geology, physiography, population, and 
development pressures, with many, often conflicting, water uses including drinking water 
supply, recreation, irrigation, agriculture, commercial and industrial uses, as well as ecosystem 
needs.

These differences represent a significant challenge for the development of a source protection 
plan because of the associated variability of available information upon which to base the 
technical work, the differing stresses on water resources related to development pressure and 
population growth, and the differences in the nature, density and locations of threats to the 
quality and quantity of water resources.

To learn more, please read our assessment reports and source protection plan.
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IV. At a Glance: Progress on Source Protection Plan Implementation

1. Source Protection Plan Policies and Addressing Significant Risks

The South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee included 129 policies 
in their source protection plan to address 22 prescribed threats, protect sources of 
drinking water and monitor the progress of policy implementation.

Since the source protection plan took effect over nine years ago, much has been 
accomplished. To date, 100% of the legally binding policies that address significant 
drinking water threat activities have been or are being acted upon.  42% have been 
implemented, 51% are in the process of being implemented, and 7% have been evaluated 
and determined no further action is required.

The progress score for implementing Plan policies is progressing well/on target.

2. Municipal Progress: Addressing Risks on the Ground

Of the 52 municipalities (upper, lower and single-tier) within the South Georgian Bay Lake 
Simcoe Source Protection Region, 43 of these are subject to one or more source 
protection plan policies. The remaining nine municipalities do not have vulnerable areas 
where policies apply.

Planning departments and building officials are screening applications for locations within 
vulnerable areas where threats to drinking water sources are possible and policies may 
apply.

Municipalities in our source protection region are also required to review and update 
their Official Plan to ensure it conforms with the local source protection plans the next 
time they undertake an Official Plan review under the Planning Act. All 43 of the 
municipalities that are subject to source protection plan policies have amended or are in 
the process of amending their Official Plan to conform with the source protection plan for 
our region.

The municipal progress score is progressing well/on target.

3. Septic Inspections

620 septic inspections were completed within our source protection region in 2024. Most 
were third-round inspections. An estimated 2,106 septic systems are required to be 
inspected as part of each 5-year inspection cycle. We are three years into the third 5-year 
inspection cycle and approximately 835 (28%) on-site sewage systems have been 
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inspected in accordance with the Ontario Building Code. Many municipalities have plans 
to complete all of their round-three inspection in 2025 or 2026. 

The progress score for the septic inspection program is progressing well/on target.

4. Risk Management Plans

346 risk management plans were established in our source protection region as of 
December 31, 2024 with 32 of those being completed within the 2023 calendar year. 92% 
of the risk management plans estimated to be required to manage existing significant 
threat activities have been established. 

56 inspections were carried out in 2024 by a Risk Management Official/Inspector for 
regulated activities. Nine of these inspections demonstrated non-compliance with the 
contents of a risk management plan, but were brought back into compliance within the 
year. Some inspections showed a need for improving staff training, resulting in Risk 
Management Officials looking to improve their approach regarding risk management plan 
training. Officials are working with business owners to facilitate source water training in 
the future. The three outstanding risk management plans will be revisited as soon as 
possible. 

An additional approximately 57 risk management plans are estimated to be required to 
address section 34 Amendments to the plan, as well as some to address ‘future threats.’ 
Risk management plans for Threats associated with Amendments have a 5-year timeline 
for completion from the date of amendment approval. 

The progress score for establishing risk management plans is progressing well/on target.

5. Provincial Progress: Addressing Risks on the Ground

Ontario ministries are reviewing applications for new or amended and previously issued 
provincial approvals (i.e. prescribed instruments, such as environmental compliance 
approvals under the Environmental Protection Act) where they have been identified as a 
tool in our plan to address activities that pose a significant risk to sources of drinking 
water. The provincial approvals are being issued, denied, amended or revoked, where 
necessary, to conform to plan policies. Our policies set out a timeline of five years from 
the date the source protection plan took effect (July 1, 2015) to complete the review of 
existing activities and make any necessary changes to previously issued approvals. The 
timeline for new or amended prescribed instruments is outlined in the Plan as the day the 
Source Protection Plan took effect. The ministries have reported 100% completion of 
previously issued provincial approvals in our source protection region and have a review 
protocol in place to screen all new applicable approval applications.  
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The progress score for the addressing risks using prescribed instruments is progressing 
well/on target.

6. Source Protection Awareness and Change in Behaviour

Staff from Severn Sound Environmental Association met with staff and councillors from 
five of their member municipalities to deliver ‘Source Water 101’ education and outreach 
programming. This programming increases the awareness of the source water program 
for new staff and councillors and reminds existing staff and councillors of their roles and 
responsibilities in the process. More than 30 councillors and 30 municipal staff were 
engaged as well as residents in person and online via YouTube streams and email 
inquiries. This initiative builds relationships and increases communication between 
municipal partner and Source Protection Authority staff. A presentation was also provided 
to Lakeland realtors with 85 members on the call and circulation after the fact to their full 
membership of over 1,550 members. 

7. Source Protection Plan Policies: Summary of Delays

Of the 129 policies included in the Source Protection Plan, all (with the exception of one) 
are currently being implemented or are in the process of being implemented. The only 
policy that has had no progress made to date is the non-legally binding policy on transport 
pathways (TP-1). This policy only applies to one municipality in the Severn Sound Source 
Protection Area. Within this area there are numerous significant drinking water threats 
and managing these threats through the use of legally binding policies has been the main 
priority to date. This policy will continue to be considered in future work plans.

8. Source Water Quality: Monitoring and Actions

City of Barrie - Barrie Well Supply - Central Well Field Issue Contributing Area for: 

Sodium and Chloride

An increasing concentration/trend has been observed.

Risk management plans are being developed for large users of salt to ensure best 
practices are implemented for storage and application. The City of Barrie staff follow 
Smart About Salt practices.

Town of Penetanguishene - Robert Street West Supply Well Issue Contributing Area for:

Trichloroethylene

Not enough data is available to determine changes in concentration/trend.
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Township of Brock – Cannington Well Supply – Arena Well Field Issue Contributing Area 
for: Trichloroethylene 

A decreasing concentration/trend has been observed.

Township of Brock – Cannington Well Supply – Emerging Issue for: Nitrate

An increasing concentration/trend has been observed. The potential Issue is being 
  investigated. 

Township of Severn - Coldwater Well Supply Issue Contributing Area for:

Trichloroethylene

No change in concentration/trend.

Tiny Township - Lafontaine Well Supply Issue Contributing Area for:

Nitrate

Decreasing concentration/trend.

Tiny Township - Georgian Sands Well Supply Issue Contributing Area for:

Nitrate

Increasing concentration/trend.

9. Science-based Assessment Reports: Work Plans

No work plans were required to be implemented for our assessment   reports.

10. More from the Watershed

To learn more about the South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe Protection Region, visit: 
www.ourwatershed.ca     

Education and outreach are an important part of implementing source protection. Source 
protection authorities, municipalities and Risk Management Officials within the region continue 
to engage the community through site visits, social media, and workshops.
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Item SPC2.2
Source Protection Committee Meeting SPC-01-2025

Staff Report Number: SPC2.2

To: South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee

From: Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies, Lake Simcoe Region 
Conservation Authority

Date: April 10, 2025

Subject: MECP ‘early engagement’ comments on draft Source Protection Plan update

Recommendations:

That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding Ministry of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks (MECP) ‘early engagement’ comments on draft Source 
Protection Plan update be received for information.

Purpose of Staff Report:

The purpose of this Staff Report is to provide the Source Protection Committee an overview of 
comments received from the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks on the draft 
update to the Source Protection Plan, and to seek the Committee’s endorsement of proceeding 
to pre-consultation on the draft.

Background:

Section 36 of the Clean Water Act requires source protection committees and source protection 
authorities to review and update their Source Protection Plan, following direction provided by 
the Minister.

On October 10, 2024 (meeting number SPC-03-2024), Source Protection Authority staff 
presented a draft update to the Plan to meet this requirement to the Source Protection 
Committee, and sought Committee endorsement to begin the multi-step consultation process.  
Upon receiving that endorsement, Source Protection Authority staff sent the draft to staff at 
the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks, for their review for conformity with 
provincial policy, in a step in the consultation process the Ministry calls “early engagement.” 
Comments on the draft were received from the Ministry on February 14, 2025.
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Issues:

Ministry staff gave a thorough review of our draft amendment to the Assessment Reports, 
Source Protection Plan and Explanatory Document, and provided detailed comments (included 
as Appendix A).  Their comments can be separated into five categories:

1. Minor typographic changes that are needed to improve consistency and ensure 
compliance with changes to the Technical Rules.  These revisions are currently 
underway.  An example such comment is:

· Black Severn Assessment Report, Chapter 4, Page 5: Please remove step 4 
associated with the Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas (SGRA) mapping 
and any associated vulnerability scores.

2. Revisions to mapping to provide greater consistency, clarity and conformity to the 
Technical Rules.  These revisions are also currently underway. An example such 
comment is:

· Black Severn Assessment Report, Chapter 4, Section 4.4 (Drinking Water Threats 
Evaluation): Since SGRAs no longer have vulnerability scores, text and maps 
containing the vulnerability scores information no longer valid, e.g. managed 
lands, livestock density, and impervious surface areas. Please correct as 
appropriate.

3. Threats enumeration which need to be confirmed.  This work is underway.  An example 
such comment is:

· Black Severn Assessment Report, Chapter 10: Since Wellhead Protection Areas-
As (WHPA-As) have a score of 10 and the impervious surface area, as illustrated 
in the map (10a-9), is greater than 30%, road salt application is expected to be 
identified as a significant risk and enumerated in the table (10-4). Please clarify.

4. A request for updates on the status of Issues at municipal drinking water systems.  This 
was not in scope of what the Minister required of us, however high-level reports on the 
status of Issues are shared with us each year as part of annual reporting.  Using this 
process to ensure that all Issues should remain is a reasonable thing to do.  In some 
cases, however, it may require additional follow-up with municipalities.  An example 
such comment is:

· Black Severn Assessment Report, Chapter 7: If there is recent information or data 
regarding the dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) issue identified at Well 1 
and 2 of the Orillia drinking water system, please elaborate on the 
Trichloroethylene (TCE) contamination source and current status of this issue. Do 
the current concentrations or trends still support the identification of the issue.
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5. A policy conformity question.  A new threat subcategory associated with the storage of 

waste biomass was introduced to the Technical Rules in 2020, but was overlooked by 
Source Protection Authority staff in this review process. This issue will be brought to the 
Committee at a future meeting.

Summary:

Early engagement represents the first step in the multi-step consultation process required by 
the Clean Water Act.  Comments have now been received from the Ministry, and are being 
addressed by Source Protection Authority staff.  

Staff intend to bring an update on the status of drinking water Issues, and the revised threat 
enumeration, to the Committee at a future meeting for their consideration.  When the 
Committee is satisfied that those comments have been addressed, staff will plan to initiate the 
next stage of consultation, called by the Ministry ‘pre-consultation’. The intent of pre-
consultation is to consult with agencies responsible for policy implementation, and with 
persons believed to be impacted by the changes (i.e., those undertaking activities which now 
meet the circumstances to be a Significant Drinking Water Threat), prior to doing a broader 
public consultation.  That work is expected to begin in the latter half of this year.  

Recommendations:

It Is Therefore Recommended That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding 
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) ‘early engagement’ 
comments on draft Source Protection Plan update be received for information.

Prepared by:

Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies

Attachments: 1
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CSPB Comments, SGBLS s.36 Update, Early Engagement - Page 1 of 9

Ministry of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks 
Conservation and Source Protection 
Branch

14th Floor 
40 St. Clair Ave. West
Toronto ON M4V 1M2

Ministère de l’Environnement, de la 
Protection de la nature et des Parcs
Direction de la protection de la nature et 
des sources

14e étage
40, avenue St. Clair Ouest
Toronto (Ontario) M4V 1M2

Mr. Bill Thompson
Source Water Protection Project Manager
Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority

February 14, 2025

Dear Bill, 

Thank you for providing the Conservation and Source Protection Branch (CSPB) with 
the proposed updates to the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan 
(SPP) and Assessment Report (AR). As per the amended Minister’s Order under section 
36 of the Clean Water Act, 2006, issued on January 26, 2015, and amended on May 14, 
2019, submission of all proposed updates to the assessment report and source 
protection plan is required prior to pre-consultation with implementing bodies, and 
persons and businesses believed to be engaged in significant threats affected by the 
updates. We understand that certain updates, such as the threats enumeration, have 
not yet been completed, and we look forward to seeing them in pre-consultation. We 
provide the following comments otherwise and welcome the opportunity to discuss 
and/or offer clarifications.

The amended Minister’s Order specifies mandatory updates to the assessment reports 
and plan to ensure they comply with the amended Technical Rules, published on the 
Environmental Registry in March 2017 under posting number 012-8507 and the 2018 
amendments to the Rules and General Regulation (O. Reg. 287/07). For your source 
protection region, this includes:

o assessing locations where the above-grade handling and storage of fuel, as well 
as liquid hydrocarbon pipelines, pose a significant, moderate, and low risk and 
ensuring that policies apply to all relevant protection zones; 

o assessing the vulnerability of the Great Lakes Intakes that the workplan indicates 
are vulnerable (Rope intake); and

o updating the significant groundwater recharge areas (and any associated maps 
or policies) in the plan to align with the amended Technical Rules;

Comments on Updated Assessment Report 

We acknowledge that the proposed updates to the AR align with the 2021 Technical 
Rules (TRs), which were in effect at the time of the updates. As such, please address 
the following comments within the chapters of the Assessment Report (AR) as indicated:
· Include technical work completed within the timeframe of the comprehensive review 

for changes to drinking water systems, including Sunderland, Maplewood Estates, 
Horseshoe Highlands, Stayner and Cannington drinking water systems where 
appropriate, as necessary, under O. Reg. 205/18 of the Safe Drinking Water Act.    
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A) Black Severn Assessment Report:
A.1. Front Material Chapter scores: remove the vulnerability scores and ratings 
associated with the Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas (SGRAs) in the text and 
Figure 4, as SGRAs do not have vulnerability with no scores and ensure that the final 
delineation of SGRAs is presented as one layer. 
A.2. Chapter 4: 
· A.2.1. Page 5: Please remove step 4 associated with the SGRA mapping and any 

associated vulnerability scores. 
· A.2.2. Section 4.4 (Drinking Water Threats Evaluation): Since SGRAs no longer have 

vulnerability scores, text and maps containing the vulnerability scores information no 
longer valid, e.g. managed lands, livestock density, and impervious surface areas. 
Please correct as appropriate. If the Source Protection Authority or Source 
Protection Committee wishes to maintain these maps, they could be part of the 
watershed characterisation and information chapter; however, they should not be 
used to identify or analyze water quality risk in Chapter 4. 

A.3. Chapter 5:
· A.3.1. Please update sec. 5.1.3.2 to remove all the references to the old tables of 

circumstances from the text and figure 5 as they no longer represent the 2021 
Technical Rules. 

· A.3.2. Please correct the typo to read Technical Rule 115.
· A.3.3. Please update sec. 5.5.2 to the six conditions listed per TR126 instead of the 

currently listed five in the AR. Ensure that the sixth condition has been considered 
while assessing all drinking water systems against contaminated sites. 

A.4. Chapter 6: 
· Figure 6a-1 should overlay the WHPA rover the surface water layer so that all WHPA 

boundaries are fully visible. Conversely, Map (6a-9) can represent the impervious 
surface areas on the truncated WHPAs, i.e. excluding the surface water portion for 
Canal Lake. 

A.5. Chapter 7:
· A.5.1. If there is recent information or data regarding the DNAPL issue identified at 

Well 1 and 2 of the Orillia DWS, please elaborate on the TCE contamination source 
and current status of this issue. Do the current concentrations or trends still support 
the identification of the issue, despite no TCE condition site and few significant risks 
associated with TCE activities having been identified?

· A.5.2. The AR indicates that the WHPA-ICA delineated for Wells 1 and 2 represent 
the 25 year travel time; however, map 7a-7 shows the WHPA-ICA is limited to 
WHPA-C/C1. Please clarify and correct the inconsistency. 

· A.5.3. Page 35 of the AR states, "…if the Ministry approves the use of rule 95.1…". 
TR 95.1 was enabled in the 2017 TRs and the 2021 TRs, and it does not require the 
Ministry's approval to use it. In addition, TR 95.1 would not apply in the Lake Simcoe 
Type D intake, as it is already enabled under TR 95 (table 3). If the SPC/A wishes to 
alter the source vulnerability factor, the AR report shall include the technical rationale 
and information to support the alternation of the factor. For example, how have the 
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intake vulnerability criteria matrix calculations been changed ? Has the intake depth 
and distance from the shoreline changed, or has the water quality of the source 
changed? This comment applies to the table (7-8) in the same chapter. 

· A.5.4. Please consider clarifying the maps 7a-1 to 7a-9 to show the clear boundaries 
and mapped areas of the WHPAs, managed lands, livestock density, etc. 

· A.5.5. Please clarify whether the percentage of impervious surface area in map 7b-
11 is within category of 6-8% or 8-30%. If yes, road salt application is expected to be 
a significant threat within the IPZ-1 score of 10 and that the threats enumeration 
table will be updated as needed.

A.6. Chapter 9: 
· A.6.1. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 9.4.1.2, page 34 and section 9.7.1.2, page 

60. 
· A.6.2. If the new proposed score of IPZ-1 (10) of Sandcastle intake is valid, given 

comment A.6.1, road salt application should be a significant risk and enumerated in 
the AR since the impervious surface area is greater than 6%. Please clarify. The 
same comment applies to the Washago intake.

B) Lake Simcoe AR:
B.1. Front Material Chapter: 
· Please remove the vulnerability scores and ratings associated with the SGRAs in the 

text and Figure 4. The final delineation of SGRAs should be presented as one layer 
with no scores. Also, include a statement that this AR has been updated to align with 
the 2021 TRs. 

B.2. Chapter 2: 
· Please update sections 2.4.2.2, 2.4.2.3, and 2.4.2.4 where it states that the TRs 

require mapping of managed lands, livestock density and impervious surfaces in 
SGRAs to reflect that SGRAs are no longer areas used for assessing water quality 
risks and therefore, all water quality risks and associated maps need to be removed. 

B.3. Chapter 4: 
· Comment A.2 applies, specifically for sections 4.4.2 to 4.4.5. 
B.4. Chapter 5: 
· B.4.1. Map 6d-1 in this chapter shows different vulnerability scores from the same 

map in Chapter 6. Correct the inconsistency. 
· B.4.2. Comments in A.3 apply. 
B.5. Chapter 6: 
· B.5.1. Has there been any recent information or data regarding the concentration of 

the DNAPL issue identified at Arena Wellfield, and if so, do the current 
concentrations or trends still support the identification of the issue? Please provide 
your analysis and justification of the issue having been identified, including if it has 
been reassessed or if it remains the same.
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· B.5.2. Please correct the legend of map 6a-10 to list the road salt application 
thresholds  as per the 2021TRs. Determine whether or not road salt application can 
be a significant risk and identify and enumerate, as appropriate. In addition, confirm 
whether the area-by-area approach or the 1 km2 grid approach was used to map the 
impervious surface area and the reason for the selection. 

· B.5.3. Comment B.5.2 applies to the Sunderland. Clarify whether the area-by-area 
approach was applied to MW3. In contrast, if the 1km2 approach was applied to MW1 
and MW2, please clarify why two different approaches where used for the wells 
within the same wellfield.

· B.5.4. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 6.6.1.4.2.
· B.5.5. Comment B.5.2 applies regarding map 6f-9. 
B.6. Chapter 8:
· B.6.1. Has there been any recent information or data regarding the concentration of 

the sodium and chloride issues identified at the Barrie Wellfield, and if so, do the 
current concentrations or trends still support the identification of the issue? In 
addition, septic systems are no longer contributors to sodium and chloride; please 
correct the listed threats on page 14 and refer to the Bulletin Guidance, 2022 (2021 
Technical Rules Implementation) for a complete list of contributing activities. As a 
result of addressing this comment, ensure that the threats and properties 
enumerated are correct. 

· B.6.2. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 8.4.1.4.2.
B.7. Chapter 10:
· B.7.1. Since WHPA-As have a score of 10 and the impervious surface area, as 

illustrated in the map (10a-9), is greater than 30%, road salt application is expected 
to be identified as a significant risk and enumerated in the table (10-4). Please 
clarify.

· B.7.2. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 10.5.1.4. 
· B.7.3. After addressing comment B.7.2, correct and ensure that the final vulnerability 

scores of IPZ-1 and 2 in map (10c-1) are correct. Currently, IPZ-1 scores 8 and IPZ-2 
scores 10.  

B.8. Chapter 11:
· B.8.1. Please correct the legend of the map (11c-9) to align with the thresholds of the 

road salt application circumstances and correct the threats risk level as needed.  
W\here it is greater than 30% within WHPA scored 10, then enumerate the 
significant threats. The same comment applies to the map (11d-9). 

B.9. Chapter 12:
· B.9.1. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 12.5.1.3.2. 
B.10. Chapter 13:
· B.10.1. The percentage of the impervious surface areas of the Newmarket DWSs is 

higher than 30% within WHPA-As scored 10. Therefore, road salt application is 
expected to be identified as a significant risk and enurmerate. Comment A.5.3 
applies to section 12.5.1.3.2. 
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· B.10.2. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 13.10.1.4.2.
· B.10.3. While addressing comment B.10.2, ensure that the vulnerability scores listed 

in the table (13-24) are the same as those mapped for the Georgina DWS. 
· B.10.4. Please complete the AR and missing maps associated with the Stouffville 

DWS.  

C) Nottawasaga Valley, Assessment Report:
C.1. Chapter 4: 
· Comment A.2.2. applies to this chapter.
C.2. Chapter 5: 
· C.2.1. Figure (5-4) in this chapter shows different vulnerability scores from the same 

map in Chapter 6 of Lake Simcoe AR. Correct the inconsistency. 
· C.2.2. Correct figure (5-5) to remove all references to the old tables of circumstances 

as they are no longer valid under the 2021 TRs.
· C.2.3. Comment A.3.3 applies to section 5.5.2.
C.3. Chapter 7: 
· Correct this chapter to remove any reference to and description of WHPA-F. 
C.4. Chapter 8: 
· Please remove all tables of circumstances displayed in the figures of these chapters 

and ensure that the correct links to the 2021 TRs, as well as any tool the SPA/C 
uses to locate where threats are significant, moderate and low in the text of this 
chapter. 

C.5. Chapter 9: 
· C.5.1. Comment B.6.1 applies to this chapter.
· C.5.2. please ensure that the tables enumerating significant threats and risks in the  

WHPA-ICA for sodium and chloride reflect the contributing activities, e.g. application 
of road salt for all wells is only two "2" and for storage of snow is one "1" which seem 
too low to trigger an issue at the wellfield. Addressing this comment should be 
reflected in chapter 6 of Lake Simcoe, AR.   

C.6. Chapter 10: 
· Comment C.4 applies to this chapter. 
C.7. Chapter 14: 
· The impervious surface areas within WHPA-As (scored 10) of Wells 5 and 8 of the 

Allision DWSs are greater than 30%, and therefore, it is expected that road salt 
application is identified as a significant threat and enumerated. The current count of 
this threat is set to zero "0." Please correct as appropriate. 

C.8. Chapter 16: 
· Comment C.4 applies to this chapter. 
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D) Severn Sound AR:
D.1. Chapter 4: 
· Comment A.2.2. applies to this chapter.
D.2. Chapter 5: 
· All A3 Comments apply to this chapter.  
D.3. Chapter 6: 
· D.3.1 comments A.5 applies. In addition, please correct the discrepancies between 

the vulnerability scores and the maps of IPZs associated with the Orillia Waste 
Treatment Plant in this chapter and the scores and the maps of the same DWS in 
chapter 7 of the Black Severn AR. 

· D.3.2. while addressing the comment A.5.3.1 for the TCE WHPA-ICA, please correct 
the table 6-2 to list the actual threats contributing to the TCE parameter, remove the 
old reference circumstances numbers as the 2021 TRs do not include these 
numbers anymore and ensure that the information of this table aligns with the 
information of table 7-2 chapter 7 of the Black Severn AR.

D.4. Chapter 8: 
· Has there been any recent information or data regarding the concentration of the 

TCE issue identified at Wells 2 and 3 of the Robert Street DWS, and if so, please 
explain whether the current concentrations or trends still support the identification of 
the issue? Despite no TCE condition site being identified and a few significant risks 
associated with TCE activities, TCE continues to be identified as an issue. Please 
elaborate on the contamination sources, including whether the issue has been 
reassessed or if it remains the same.

D.5. Chapter 9: 
· D.5.1 Remove the tables of circumstances displayed in figures 9b-4, 9b-5 and 9b-6 

as they are no longer valid under the 2021 TRs and update the AR text to reflect this. 
· D.5.2 Map 9e-9 is duplicated with the same information but with a different legend 

colour. Please remove the first and keep the second to be consistent with other 
legends in the AR.

D.6. Chapter 10: 
· Is there any recent information or data regarding the concentration of the TCE issue 

identified at the Coldwater DWS, and if so, please explain whether the current 
concentrations or trends still support the identification of the issue? Despite no TCE 
condition site being identified and a few significant risks associated with TEC 
activities, TEC continues to be identified as an issue. Please elaborate on the 
contamination sources and whether it has been reassessed or if it remains the same. 

D.7. Chapter 12: 
· D.7.1 Comment A.5.3 applies to the Rope Subdivision and Victora Harbour DWSs. 
· D.7.2 If the new proposed score of IPZ-1 (10) for both systems mentioned in D.7.1 is 

valid, it is expected that the road salt application would be identified as a significant 
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threat and enumerated in the AR since the impervious surface area is greater than 
6%. Please clarify and update the AR as appropriate. 

D.8. Chapter 12: 
· D.7.1 Comment A.5.3 applies to the Rope Subdivision and Victora Harbour DWSs. 
· D.7.2 If the new proposed score of IPZ-1 (10) of both systems mentioned in D.7.1 is 

valid, it is expected that the road salt application would be identified as a significant 
threat and enumerated in the AR report since the impervious surface area is greater 
than 6%. Please clarify and update the AR as appropriate. 

General comment: 
· For mapping impervious surface areas, please correct (where applicable) the legend 

to insert the symbols "=" and "<"to read the threshold ranges correctly. For example, 
6-8% should read =6% - < 8%, 8-30% should read =8-<30%, etc. 

Comments on updated Source Protection Plan (SPP)

The following comments are in response to the updates made in the SPP as they relate 
to the list of mandatory items in the amended Minister’s Order. 

General

Twenty-three Prescribed Instrument (PI) policies have either been added (eight new 
policies) or updated (fifteen policies) as part of this submission. Sixteen of these include 
existing Prescribed Instruments directed at MECP to implement. The ministry is currently 
working with several other areas on similar proposed source protection plan policies 
directed at MECP for prescribed instruments; those discussions have been post-poned 
given the government is in an election period. The ministry’s preference is to have 
similar wording across the plans, and is therefore not in a position to comment on your 
proposed policies at this time. I look forward to discussing these policies with you at a 
future date when the ministry is as able to do so. We thank you for your patience.

In the meantime, we offer these following comments:

· Given that the ministry acronym has been updated for MECP throughout the AR and 
SPP, we recommend that the ministry acronyms be updated for MAFA (formerly 
OMAFRA) and that the F be removed from MNRF throughout documents as well. 
Additionally, please add MAFA to section 19 List of Acronyms.

· To avoid confusion and achieve consistency, please refer to threats as either threats 
and sub-threats, or threat categories and threat sub-categories throughout the SPP 
and AR. Ex. “The application of processed organic waste is a new threat type 
introduced in the 2021 Technical Rules.” on page 86 of the SPP, and a similar 
statement for the handling of POC on page 88, followed by “Waste generating 
facilities… are new sub-threats in the waste category as a result of the 2021 
Technical Rules.” On page 91 and a similar statement on page 95. 
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o Given that the application of processed organic waste is part of threat #1 for 
waste, it should be referred to as a new sub-threat, or new threat subcategory 
instead of a new threat type. 

o The SPP also already uses “threat type” to distinguish between chemical or 
pathogens in other parts of the SPP. Please use your preferred nomenclature 
consistently throughout.

· In the Summary of Amendments on pages 4-5, the two most recent s.34 approvals 
are missing for Peel-Palgrave which was Minister approved and effective July 23, 
2024, and Shelburne-Melancthon which was Minister approved and effective 
September 10, 2024. Please update this list to include them.

· Page 278 states that the Tables of Drinking Water Threats have been retired, which 
is not true. They can be found here: 2021 technical rules under the Clean Water Act | 
ontario.ca Please make this correction.

· Page 304 Section 23 Appendix C: please add the consultation details for the two s. 
34 amendments from the Summary of Amendments (Peel-Palgrave and Shelburne-
Melancthon).

Threat #1: The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that collects, 
stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage.

· There are no policies that include “sewage pumping stations” nor “lift stations” as per 
subthreat 2.7, nor is there any rationale for its exclusion in the explanatory 
document. Please either provide rationale or include it in the policies.

· WAST(a)-2: This policy regards low and moderate drinking water threats but includes 
the standard statement for listing relevant DWS and activities for significant drinking 
water threats, which is applied to twenty of the twenty-three other PI policies. Please 
explain how this statement operates on a policy directed at low and moderate 
drinking water threats, as it does not seem appropriate for this policy.

· The description of Threat #1d on table 11 and 12 and associated text in the policies 
concerning the storage of Processed Organic Waste (POW) excludes the term 
“Waste Biomass” as this material has a broader definition than POW. Therefore, if 
the SPA/C wishes to use WAST(d)-1 and WAST(d)-2 to manage the waste biomass, 
these polices should then be extended to include the waste biomass term. 
Otherwise, the SPA/C can include a separate set of policies addressing the waste 
biomass alone. Please ensure the SPP and its Explanatory Document are clear on 
what policy(ies) apply to which threat and sub-category threat. 

· WAST(g)-1: This policy regards waste disposal sites which do not require an 
approval, but the statement “The Environmental Compliance Approval shall also list 
the relevant Drinking Water System and activity(ies) which is a significant drinking 
water threat.” has been added to this policy. Please remove this statement.

Other Policies

· LUP-1; EDU-12: clarify these policies by adding “sites” to “1f) Waste transfer and 
processing”.
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Other comments on the Explanatory Document:

Threat #6: The application of non-agricultural source material (NASM) to land 
(Page 52)

· The circumstances for the Land Application and for the Storage of NASM were
amended in the 2021 TRs, and only the material from non-farm herbivorous animals
(Category 1 NASM) is considered as a drinking water threat risk. Therefore, please
correct the text to reflect the changes in the circumstances for NASM.

Threat #7: The handling and storage of non-agricultural source material (Page 56) 

· The circumstances for the Land Application and for the Storage of NASM were
amended in the 2021 TRs, and only the material from non-farm herbivorous animals
(Category 1 NASM) is considered as a drinking water threat risk. Therefore, please
correct the text to reflect the changes in the circumstances for NASM.

Pre-Consultation (reminders)
Notice to implementing bodies

· Pre-consultation is required for implementing bodies and persons and businesses
believed to be engaged in significant threats that are affected by the updates,
including those affected by new or changing vulnerable areas. This ensures they
have ample opportunity for input on policies that create new or changing
expectations.

· Where previously approved policies are being extended to new areas (e.g., policies
in Plan remain unchanged, but a vulnerable area is expanding), it is helpful to clearly
note this in the pre-consultation notice to implementing bodies and persons/
businesses engaged.

· Please review the updated guidance for s.34 pre-consultation submissions on the
Community of Practice SharePoint, which may mostly be followed for s.36 pre-
consultation submissions as well.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at laura.collings@ontario.ca if you have questions.

Laura Collings
Program Analyst
MECP Conservation and Source Protection Branch
(249) 733-1157 | Laura.Collings@ontario.ca

C: Jennifer McKay, Manager, Source Protection Section, CSPB
Wendy Lavender, Manager, Technical and Program Delivery Section, CSPB
George Jacoub, Watershed Management-Research Scientist, P.Eng., CSPB
Clara Tucker, Watershed Management Specialist, P.Eng., CSPB
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	Recommendations:
	Purpose of Staff Report:
	The purpose of Staff Report SPC2.1 is to provide the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee an overview of the annual report on implementation progress and to seek the Committee’s rating and comments on progress made in 2024.

	Background:
	The South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan has been in effect since July 1, 2015.  The local source protection authorities are required to monitor and report on the implementation of the Plan policies in order to assess if threats to municipal drinking water sources are being reduced through policy implementation. This information will help support any future amendments to the Plan and provide accountability and transparency to stakeholders.
	The Clean Water Act (Section 46) requires that the source protection authorities report to the Director, Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks on the implementation of all policies by May 1st of each year.  The Source Protection Committee is to be provided an opportunity to review and comment on the report prior to submission (see Appendix A). Risk Management Officials and municipal staff in our region used the secure online database known as SPAR (Source Protection Annual Reporting) for the ninth consecutive year to provide data on the current progress of policy implementation.
	An analysis of the annual reports from the various implementing bodies demonstrates that implementation of the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan is advancing well. Restricted Land Use policies are implemented, and, with three exceptions (described below), all of the risk management plans for existing threats when the Plan came into effect are now in place.  All our municipalities have implemented an inspection program for septic systems that are located in vulnerable areas, with some municipalities now on the third round of inspections.

	Issues:
	Key findings of the 2024 annual report to the province are summarized below for the source protection region:
	All municipalities submitted their annual reports to the Source Protection Authority.
	Most of the policies (98%) that address significant drinking water threats have been or are in the process of being implemented in accordance with the timelines set out in our Plan. The remaining 2% are policies which are to be implemented by provincial agencies, and for which the ministries have either not reported, or reported “not applicable”.
	Municipalities in our source protection region have processes in place to ensure that their day-to-day planning decisions conform to source protection plans.
	It is estimated that 99% or more of the existing significant drinking water threats have been mitigated.
	620 septic inspections were completed in 2024, most of which were the third-round of inspections. 835 of an estimated 2,106 (28%) round-three on-site sewage (septic) system inspections have been completed to date.
	32 risk management plans were established in 2024, for a total of 346 risk management plans to date.
	There are three outstanding risk management plans after the July 1, 2024 deadline. Two are in a municipality where the Risk Management Official position has been vacant for the past several months, though negotiations had nearly been completed by the previous Official. The third is for an abandoned business where there is no clear contact to negotiate with, nor any way to confirm if materials which may trigger need for a Risk Management Plan remain on site.
	The screening process for development proposals in vulnerable areas (section 59 policy) captured 21 development proposals requiring a risk management plan for a future activity that would be a significant drinking water threat in 2024.
	All local municipalities within the York wellhead protection area-Q (water quantity vulnerable area) are implementing policy LUP-12 (which requires a water balance study for all major developments) by having all applications peer-reviewed by a Hydrogeologist at the conservation authority. Since implementation of the plan, 663 hydrogeological studies have been reviewed for proposed major developments in the York wellhead protection area-Q.
	All 43 of the municipalities that are subject to Source Protection lan policies have amended or are in the process of amending their Official Plan to conform with the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan.
	Eleven applications were reviewed by the province through Prescribed Instrument policies. Of those 11 applications, three contained activities that would meet the criteria for a Significant Drinking Water Threat and would need to be managed by additional conditions in their Prescribed Instrument. Two of those three applications were issued a Prescribed Instrument (received their approval) in 2024.

	Summary:
	The various implementers of legally binding policies within the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region have submitted their 2024 annual reports to the Source Protection Authority, as required under the Clean Water Act. The reports show that the implementation of policies continues to progress well. Over 99% of the significant drinking water threats enumerated in the Source Protection Plan have been addressed. Since the plan was written, ‘future threats’ have emerged through changes in land ownership, and the identification of new vulnerable areas associated with new (or expanded) municipal drinking water systems, which implementers are continuing to address.
	In providing source protection committees an opportunity to comment on progress, the Ministry has asked that progress also be scored as one of three categories: Limited Progress (i.e. a few of the source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or are progressing), Satisfactory (i.e. some of the source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or are progressing), or Progressing Well/On Target (i.e. the majority of the source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or are progressing). Staff is recommending that the Source Protection Committee provide a score of “Progressing Well/On Target”.

	Recommendations:
	Prepared by:
	Recommended by:
	Appendix A
	Source Protection Annual Progress Report
	South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Region
	On the Implementation of the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan
	Reporting period January 1 to December 31, 2024
	Ourwatershed.ca
	2024 Source Protection Annual Progress Report
	Introduction
	This annual report briefly summarizes the progress made in implementing the source protection plan for the Lakes Simcoe  Couchiching Black River, Nottawasaga Valley and Severn Sound source protection areas, as required by the Clean Water Act and its regulations for the 2024 calendar year.
	Protecting the sources of our drinking water is the first step in a multi-barrier approach to safeguard the quality and quantity of our water supplies. The source protection plan is the culmination of extensive science-based assessments, consultation with the community, collaboration with local stakeholders and the province, and research. The implementation of the policies contained in the source protection plan ensure that activities carried out in the vicinity of municipal drinking water supply wells and lake-based drinking water intakes do not pose a significant risk to those supplies.
	Map - The Lakes Simcoe and Couchiching/Black River, Nottawasaga Valley and Severn Sound Source Protection Authorities jurisdictions
	A Message from your local Source Protection Committee
	Our source protection committee was asked to provide a progress score on achieving source protection plan objectives this reporting period, with three progress scores to choose from as follows:
	Progressing Well/On Target – The majority of the source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or are progressing
	Satisfactory – Some of the source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or  are progressing
	Limited progress – A few of source protection plan policies have been implemented and/or are progressing
	The progress score selected for achieving source protection plan objectives this reporting period is TO BE DETERMINED BY THE SOURCE PROTECTION COMMITTEE ON APRIL 10.
	All municipalities submitted their 2024 annual reports to the Source Protection Authority. Municipalities in our source protection region have processes in place to ensure planning decisions conform to our source protection plan. Ninety-eight percent of the policies that address significant drinking water threats in our Plan have been or are being implemented. Approximately 99% or more of the 3,313 significant drinking water threats that existed at the time of source protection plan approval have been addressed through policy implementation. A total of 346 risk management plans have been established as of December 31, 2024.
	Our Watershed
	The South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region contains four watersheds and spans over 10,000 km2, from the Oak Ridges Moraine in the south to the Canadian Shield in the north and is comprised of the Black-Severn, Lake Simcoe, Nottawasaga Valley and Severn Sound watersheds. The region contains portions of the Niagara Escarpment, Oak Ridges Moraine, Oro Moraine, Peterborough Drumlin Fields, Simcoe Uplands and Lowlands and the Canadian Shield. The region includes:
	All told, the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe region has about one third of the municipal drinking water systems in the province.
	The region is complex and diverse in terms of geology, physiography, population, and development pressures, with many, often conflicting, water uses including drinking water supply, recreation, irrigation, agriculture, commercial and industrial uses, as well as ecosystem needs.
	These differences represent a significant challenge for the development of a source protection plan because of the associated variability of available information upon which to base the technical work, the differing stresses on water resources related to development pressure and population growth, and the differences in the nature, density and locations of threats to the quality and quantity of water resources.
	To learn more, please read our assessment reports and source protection plan.
	At a Glance: Progress on Source Protection Plan Implementation
	Source Protection Plan Policies and Addressing Significant Risks

	The South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Committee included 129 policies in their source protection plan to address 22 prescribed threats, protect sources of drinking water and monitor the progress of policy implementation.
	Since the source protection plan took effect over nine years ago, much has been accomplished. To date, 100% of the legally binding policies that address significant drinking water threat activities have been or are being acted upon.  42% have been implemented, 51% are in the process of being implemented, and 7% have been evaluated and determined no further action is required.
	The progress score for implementing Plan policies is progressing well/on target.
	Municipal Progress: Addressing Risks on the Ground

	Of the 52 municipalities (upper, lower and single-tier) within the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Region, 43 of these are subject to one or more source protection plan policies. The remaining nine municipalities do not have vulnerable areas where policies apply.
	Planning departments and building officials are screening applications for locations within vulnerable areas where threats to drinking water sources are possible and policies may apply.
	Municipalities in our source protection region are also required to review and update their Official Plan to ensure it conforms with the local source protection plans the next time they undertake an Official Plan review under the Planning Act. All 43 of the municipalities that are subject to source protection plan policies have amended or are in the process of amending their Official Plan to conform with the source protection plan for our region.
	The municipal progress score is progressing well/on target.
	Septic Inspections

	620 septic inspections were completed within our source protection region in 2024. Most were third-round inspections. An estimated 2,106 septic systems are required to be inspected as part of each 5-year inspection cycle. We are three years into the third 5-year inspection cycle and approximately 835 (28%) on-site sewage systems have been inspected in accordance with the Ontario Building Code. Many municipalities have plans to complete all of their round-three inspection in 2025 or 2026.
	The progress score for the septic inspection program is progressing well/on target.
	Risk Management Plans

	346 risk management plans were established in our source protection region as of December 31, 2024 with 32 of those being completed within the 2023 calendar year. 92% of the risk management plans estimated to be required to manage existing significant threat activities have been established.
	56 inspections were carried out in 2024 by a Risk Management Official/Inspector for regulated activities. Nine of these inspections demonstrated non-compliance with the contents of a risk management plan, but were brought back into compliance within the year. Some inspections showed a need for improving staff training, resulting in Risk Management Officials looking to improve their approach regarding risk management plan training. Officials are working with business owners to facilitate source water training in the future. The three outstanding risk management plans will be revisited as soon as possible.
	An additional approximately 57 risk management plans are estimated to be required to address section 34 Amendments to the plan, as well as some to address ‘future threats.’ Risk management plans for Threats associated with Amendments have a 5-year timeline for completion from the date of amendment approval.
	The progress score for establishing risk management plans is progressing well/on target.
	Provincial Progress: Addressing Risks on the Ground

	Ontario ministries are reviewing applications for new or amended and previously issued provincial approvals (i.e. prescribed instruments, such as environmental compliance approvals under the Environmental Protection Act) where they have been identified as a tool in our plan to address activities that pose a significant risk to sources of drinking water. The provincial approvals are being issued, denied, amended or revoked, where necessary, to conform to plan policies. Our policies set out a timeline of five years from the date the source protection plan took effect (July 1, 2015) to complete the review of existing activities and make any necessary changes to previously issued approvals. The timeline for new or amended prescribed instruments is outlined in the Plan as the day the Source Protection Plan took effect. The ministries have reported 100% completion of previously issued provincial approvals in our source protection region and have a review protocol in place to screen all new applicable approval applications.
	The progress score for the addressing risks using prescribed instruments is progressing well/on target.
	Source Protection Awareness and Change in Behaviour

	Staff from Severn Sound Environmental Association met with staff and councillors from five of their member municipalities to deliver ‘Source Water 101’ education and outreach programming. This programming increases the awareness of the source water program for new staff and councillors and reminds existing staff and councillors of their roles and responsibilities in the process. More than 30 councillors and 30 municipal staff were engaged as well as residents in person and online via YouTube streams and email inquiries. This initiative builds relationships and increases communication between municipal partner and Source Protection Authority staff. A presentation was also provided to Lakeland realtors with 85 members on the call and circulation after the fact to their full membership of over 1,550 members.
	Source Protection Plan Policies: Summary of Delays

	Of the 129 policies included in the Source Protection Plan, all (with the exception of one) are currently being implemented or are in the process of being implemented. The only policy that has had no progress made to date is the non-legally binding policy on transport pathways (TP-1). This policy only applies to one municipality in the Severn Sound Source Protection Area. Within this area there are numerous significant drinking water threats and managing these threats through the use of legally binding policies has been the main priority to date. This policy will continue to be considered in future work plans.
	Source Water Quality: Monitoring and Actions

	City of Barrie - Barrie Well Supply - Central Well Field Issue Contributing Area for:
	Sodium and Chloride
	An increasing concentration/trend has been observed.
	Risk management plans are being developed for large users of salt to ensure best practices are implemented for storage and application. The City of Barrie staff follow Smart About Salt practices.
	Town of Penetanguishene - Robert Street West Supply Well Issue Contributing Area for:
	Trichloroethylene
	Not enough data is available to determine changes in concentration/trend.
	Township of Brock – Cannington Well Supply – Arena Well Field Issue Contributing Area for: Trichloroethylene
	A decreasing concentration/trend has been observed.
	Township of Brock – Cannington Well Supply – Emerging Issue for: Nitrate
	An increasing concentration/trend has been observed. The potential Issue is being   investigated.
	Township of Severn - Coldwater Well Supply Issue Contributing Area for:
	Trichloroethylene
	No change in concentration/trend.
	Tiny Township - Lafontaine Well Supply Issue Contributing Area for:
	Nitrate
	Decreasing concentration/trend.
	Tiny Township - Georgian Sands Well Supply Issue Contributing Area for:
	Nitrate
	Increasing concentration/trend.
	Science-based Assessment Reports: Work Plans

	No work plans were required to be implemented for our assessment   reports.
	More from the Watershed

	To learn more about the South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe Protection Region, visit: www.ourwatershed.ca
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	Source Protection Committee Meeting SPC-01-2025
	Recommendations:
	That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) ‘early engagement’ comments on draft Source Protection Plan update be received for information.

	Purpose of Staff Report:
	The purpose of this Staff Report is to provide the Source Protection Committee an overview of comments received from the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks on the draft update to the Source Protection Plan, and to seek the Committee’s endorsement of proceeding to pre-consultation on the draft.

	Background:
	Section 36 of the Clean Water Act requires source protection committees and source protection authorities to review and update their Source Protection Plan, following direction provided by the Minister.
	On October 10, 2024 (meeting number SPC-03-2024), Source Protection Authority staff presented a draft update to the Plan to meet this requirement to the Source Protection Committee, and sought Committee endorsement to begin the multi-step consultation process.  Upon receiving that endorsement, Source Protection Authority staff sent the draft to staff at the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks, for their review for conformity with provincial policy, in a step in the consultation process the Ministry calls “early engagement.” Comments on the draft were received from the Ministry on February 14, 2025.

	Issues:
	Ministry staff gave a thorough review of our draft amendment to the Assessment Reports, Source Protection Plan and Explanatory Document, and provided detailed comments (included as Appendix A).  Their comments can be separated into five categories:

	Summary:
	Early engagement represents the first step in the multi-step consultation process required by the Clean Water Act.  Comments have now been received from the Ministry, and are being addressed by Source Protection Authority staff.
	Staff intend to bring an update on the status of drinking water Issues, and the revised threat enumeration, to the Committee at a future meeting for their consideration.  When the Committee is satisfied that those comments have been addressed, staff will plan to initiate the next stage of consultation, called by the Ministry ‘pre-consultation’. The intent of pre-consultation is to consult with agencies responsible for policy implementation, and with persons believed to be impacted by the changes (i.e., those undertaking activities which now meet the circumstances to be a Significant Drinking Water Threat), prior to doing a broader public consultation.  That work is expected to begin in the latter half of this year.

	Recommendations:
	It Is Therefore Recommended That presentation c) and Staff Report SPC2.2 regarding Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) ‘early engagement’ comments on draft Source Protection Plan update be received for information.
	Prepared by:
	Bill Thompson, Manager, Watershed Plans and Strategies
	Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
	Conservation and Source Protection Branch
	14th Floor
	40 St. Clair Ave. West
	Toronto ON M4V 1M2
	Ministère de l’Environnement, de la Protection de la nature et des Parcs
	Direction de la protection de la nature et des sources
	14e étage
	40, avenue St. Clair Ouest
	Toronto (Ontario) M4V 1M2
	Mr. Bill Thompson
	Source Water Protection Project Manager
	Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority
	Dear Bill,
	Thank you for providing the Conservation and Source Protection Branch (CSPB) with the proposed updates to the South Georgian Bay Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan (SPP) and Assessment Report (AR). As per the amended Minister’s Order under section 36 of the Clean Water Act, 2006, issued on January 26, 2015, and amended on May 14, 2019, submission of all proposed updates to the assessment report and source protection plan is required prior to pre-consultation with implementing bodies, and persons and businesses believed to be engaged in significant threats affected by the updates. We understand that certain updates, such as the threats enumeration, have not yet been completed, and we look forward to seeing them in pre-consultation. We provide the following comments otherwise and welcome the opportunity to discuss and/or offer clarifications.
	The amended Minister’s Order specifies mandatory updates to the assessment reports and plan to ensure they comply with the amended Technical Rules, published on the Environmental Registry in March 2017 under posting number 012-8507 and the 2018 amendments to the Rules and General Regulation (O. Reg. 287/07). For your source protection region, this includes:
	assessing locations where the above-grade handling and storage of fuel, as well as liquid hydrocarbon pipelines, pose a significant, moderate, and low risk and ensuring that policies apply to all relevant protection zones;
	assessing the vulnerability of the Great Lakes Intakes that the workplan indicates are vulnerable (Rope intake); and
	updating the significant groundwater recharge areas (and any associated maps or policies) in the plan to align with the amended Technical Rules;
	Comments on Updated Assessment Report
	We acknowledge that the proposed updates to the AR align with the 2021 Technical Rules (TRs), which were in effect at the time of the updates. As such, please address the following comments within the chapters of the Assessment Report (AR) as indicated:
	Include technical work completed within the timeframe of the comprehensive review for changes to drinking water systems, including Sunderland, Maplewood Estates, Horseshoe Highlands, Stayner and Cannington drinking water systems where appropriate, as necessary, under O. Reg. 205/18 of the Safe Drinking Water Act.
	Province of Ontario logo
	A) Black Severn Assessment Report:
	A.1. Front Material Chapter scores: remove the vulnerability scores and ratings associated with the Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas (SGRAs) in the text and Figure 4, as SGRAs do not have vulnerability with no scores and ensure that the final delineation of SGRAs is presented as one layer.
	A.2. Chapter 4:
	A.2.1. Page 5: Please remove step 4 associated with the SGRA mapping and any associated vulnerability scores.
	A.2.2. Section 4.4 (Drinking Water Threats Evaluation): Since SGRAs no longer have vulnerability scores, text and maps containing the vulnerability scores information no longer valid, e.g. managed lands, livestock density, and impervious surface areas. Please correct as appropriate. If the Source Protection Authority or Source Protection Committee wishes to maintain these maps, they could be part of the watershed characterisation and information chapter; however, they should not be used to identify or analyze water quality risk in Chapter 4.
	A.3. Chapter 5:
	A.3.1. Please update sec. 5.1.3.2 to remove all the references to the old tables of circumstances from the text and figure 5 as they no longer represent the 2021 Technical Rules.
	A.3.2. Please correct the typo to read Technical Rule 115.
	A.3.3. Please update sec. 5.5.2 to the six conditions listed per TR126 instead of the currently listed five in the AR. Ensure that the sixth condition has been considered while assessing all drinking water systems against contaminated sites.
	A.4. Chapter 6:
	Figure 6a-1 should overlay the WHPA rover the surface water layer so that all WHPA boundaries are fully visible. Conversely, Map (6a-9) can represent the impervious surface areas on the truncated WHPAs, i.e. excluding the surface water portion for Canal Lake.
	A.5. Chapter 7:
	A.5.1. If there is recent information or data regarding the DNAPL issue identified at Well 1 and 2 of the Orillia DWS, please elaborate on the TCE contamination source and current status of this issue. Do the current concentrations or trends still support the identification of the issue, despite no TCE condition site and few significant risks associated with TCE activities having been identified?
	A.5.2. The AR indicates that the WHPA-ICA delineated for Wells 1 and 2 represent the 25 year travel time; however, map 7a-7 shows the WHPA-ICA is limited to WHPA-C/C1. Please clarify and correct the inconsistency.
	A.5.3. Page 35 of the AR states, "…if the Ministry approves the use of rule 95.1…". TR 95.1 was enabled in the 2017 TRs and the 2021 TRs, and it does not require the Ministry's approval to use it. In addition, TR 95.1 would not apply in the Lake Simcoe Type D intake, as it is already enabled under TR 95 (table 3). If the SPC/A wishes to alter the source vulnerability factor, the AR report shall include the technical rationale and information to support the alternation of the factor. For example, how have the intake vulnerability criteria matrix calculations been changed ? Has the intake depth and distance from the shoreline changed, or has the water quality of the source changed? This comment applies to the table (7-8) in the same chapter.
	A.5.4. Please consider clarifying the maps 7a-1 to 7a-9 to show the clear boundaries and mapped areas of the WHPAs, managed lands, livestock density, etc.
	A.5.5. Please clarify whether the percentage of impervious surface area in map 7b-11 is within category of 6-8% or 8-30%. If yes, road salt application is expected to be a significant threat within the IPZ-1 score of 10 and that the threats enumeration table will be updated as needed.
	A.6. Chapter 9:
	A.6.1. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 9.4.1.2, page 34 and section 9.7.1.2, page 60.
	A.6.2. If the new proposed score of IPZ-1 (10) of Sandcastle intake is valid, given comment A.6.1, road salt application should be a significant risk and enumerated in the AR since the impervious surface area is greater than 6%. Please clarify. The same comment applies to the Washago intake.
	B) Lake Simcoe AR:
	B.1. Front Material Chapter:
	Please remove the vulnerability scores and ratings associated with the SGRAs in the text and Figure 4. The final delineation of SGRAs should be presented as one layer with no scores. Also, include a statement that this AR has been updated to align with the 2021 TRs.
	B.2. Chapter 2:
	Please update sections 2.4.2.2, 2.4.2.3, and 2.4.2.4 where it states that the TRs require mapping of managed lands, livestock density and impervious surfaces in SGRAs to reflect that SGRAs are no longer areas used for assessing water quality risks and therefore, all water quality risks and associated maps need to be removed.
	B.3. Chapter 4:
	Comment A.2 applies, specifically for sections 4.4.2 to 4.4.5.
	B.4. Chapter 5:
	B.4.1. Map 6d-1 in this chapter shows different vulnerability scores from the same map in Chapter 6. Correct the inconsistency.
	B.4.2. Comments in A.3 apply.
	B.5. Chapter 6:
	B.5.1. Has there been any recent information or data regarding the concentration of the DNAPL issue identified at Arena Wellfield, and if so, do the current concentrations or trends still support the identification of the issue? Please provide your analysis and justification of the issue having been identified, including if it has been reassessed or if it remains the same.
	B.5.2. Please correct the legend of map 6a-10 to list the road salt application thresholds  as per the 2021TRs. Determine whether or not road salt application can be a significant risk and identify and enumerate, as appropriate. In addition, confirm whether the area-by-area approach or the 1 km2 grid approach was used to map the impervious surface area and the reason for the selection.
	B.5.3. Comment B.5.2 applies to the Sunderland. Clarify whether the area-by-area approach was applied to MW3. In contrast, if the 1km2 approach was applied to MW1 and MW2, please clarify why two different approaches where used for the wells within the same wellfield.
	B.5.4. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 6.6.1.4.2.
	B.5.5. Comment B.5.2 applies regarding map 6f-9.
	B.6. Chapter 8:
	B.6.1. Has there been any recent information or data regarding the concentration of the sodium and chloride issues identified at the Barrie Wellfield, and if so, do the current concentrations or trends still support the identification of the issue? In addition, septic systems are no longer contributors to sodium and chloride; please correct the listed threats on page 14 and refer to the Bulletin Guidance, 2022 (2021 Technical Rules Implementation) for a complete list of contributing activities. As a result of addressing this comment, ensure that the threats and properties enumerated are correct.
	B.6.2. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 8.4.1.4.2.
	B.7. Chapter 10:
	B.7.1. Since WHPA-As have a score of 10 and the impervious surface area, as illustrated in the map (10a-9), is greater than 30%, road salt application is expected to be identified as a significant risk and enumerated in the table (10-4). Please clarify.
	B.7.2. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 10.5.1.4.
	B.7.3. After addressing comment B.7.2, correct and ensure that the final vulnerability scores of IPZ-1 and 2 in map (10c-1) are correct. Currently, IPZ-1 scores 8 and IPZ-2 scores 10.
	B.8. Chapter 11:
	B.8.1. Please correct the legend of the map (11c-9) to align with the thresholds of the road salt application circumstances and correct the threats risk level as needed.  W\here it is greater than 30% within WHPA scored 10, then enumerate the significant threats. The same comment applies to the map (11d-9).
	B.9. Chapter 12:
	B.9.1. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 12.5.1.3.2.
	B.10. Chapter 13:
	B.10.1. The percentage of the impervious surface areas of the Newmarket DWSs is higher than 30% within WHPA-As scored 10. Therefore, road salt application is expected to be identified as a significant risk and enurmerate. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 12.5.1.3.2.
	B.10.2. Comment A.5.3 applies to section 13.10.1.4.2.
	B.10.3. While addressing comment B.10.2, ensure that the vulnerability scores listed in the table (13-24) are the same as those mapped for the Georgina DWS.
	B.10.4. Please complete the AR and missing maps associated with the Stouffville DWS.
	C) Nottawasaga Valley, Assessment Report:
	C.1. Chapter 4:
	Comment A.2.2. applies to this chapter.
	C.2. Chapter 5:
	C.2.1. Figure (5-4) in this chapter shows different vulnerability scores from the same map in Chapter 6 of Lake Simcoe AR. Correct the inconsistency.
	C.2.2. Correct figure (5-5) to remove all references to the old tables of circumstances as they are no longer valid under the 2021 TRs.
	C.2.3. Comment A.3.3 applies to section 5.5.2.
	C.3. Chapter 7:
	Correct this chapter to remove any reference to and description of WHPA-F.
	C.4. Chapter 8:
	Please remove all tables of circumstances displayed in the figures of these chapters and ensure that the correct links to the 2021 TRs, as well as any tool the SPA/C uses to locate where threats are significant, moderate and low in the text of this chapter.
	C.5. Chapter 9:
	C.5.1. Comment B.6.1 applies to this chapter.
	C.5.2. please ensure that the tables enumerating significant threats and risks in the  WHPA-ICA for sodium and chloride reflect the contributing activities, e.g. application of road salt for all wells is only two "2" and for storage of snow is one "1" which seem too low to trigger an issue at the wellfield. Addressing this comment should be reflected in chapter 6 of Lake Simcoe, AR.
	C.6. Chapter 10:
	Comment C.4 applies to this chapter.
	C.7. Chapter 14:
	The impervious surface areas within WHPA-As (scored 10) of Wells 5 and 8 of the Allision DWSs are greater than 30%, and therefore, it is expected that road salt application is identified as a significant threat and enumerated. The current count of this threat is set to zero "0." Please correct as appropriate.
	C.8. Chapter 16:
	Comment C.4 applies to this chapter.
	D) Severn Sound AR:
	D.1. Chapter 4:
	Comment A.2.2. applies to this chapter.
	D.2. Chapter 5:
	All A3 Comments apply to this chapter.
	D.3. Chapter 6:
	D.3.1 comments A.5 applies. In addition, please correct the discrepancies between the vulnerability scores and the maps of IPZs associated with the Orillia Waste Treatment Plant in this chapter and the scores and the maps of the same DWS in chapter 7 of the Black Severn AR.
	D.3.2. while addressing the comment A.5.3.1 for the TCE WHPA-ICA, please correct the table 6-2 to list the actual threats contributing to the TCE parameter, remove the old reference circumstances numbers as the 2021 TRs do not include these numbers anymore and ensure that the information of this table aligns with the information of table 7-2 chapter 7 of the Black Severn AR.
	D.4. Chapter 8:
	Has there been any recent information or data regarding the concentration of the TCE issue identified at Wells 2 and 3 of the Robert Street DWS, and if so, please explain whether the current concentrations or trends still support the identification of the issue? Despite no TCE condition site being identified and a few significant risks associated with TCE activities, TCE continues to be identified as an issue. Please elaborate on the contamination sources, including whether the issue has been reassessed or if it remains the same.
	D.5. Chapter 9:
	D.5.1 Remove the tables of circumstances displayed in figures 9b-4, 9b-5 and 9b-6 as they are no longer valid under the 2021 TRs and update the AR text to reflect this.
	D.5.2 Map 9e-9 is duplicated with the same information but with a different legend colour. Please remove the first and keep the second to be consistent with other legends in the AR.
	D.6. Chapter 10:
	Is there any recent information or data regarding the concentration of the TCE issue identified at the Coldwater DWS, and if so, please explain whether the current concentrations or trends still support the identification of the issue? Despite no TCE condition site being identified and a few significant risks associated with TEC activities, TEC continues to be identified as an issue. Please elaborate on the contamination sources and whether it has been reassessed or if it remains the same.
	D.7. Chapter 12:
	D.7.1 Comment A.5.3 applies to the Rope Subdivision and Victora Harbour DWSs.
	D.7.2 If the new proposed score of IPZ-1 (10) for both systems mentioned in D.7.1 is valid, it is expected that the road salt application would be identified as a significant threat and enumerated in the AR since the impervious surface area is greater than 6%. Please clarify and update the AR as appropriate.
	D.8. Chapter 12:
	D.7.1 Comment A.5.3 applies to the Rope Subdivision and Victora Harbour DWSs.
	D.7.2 If the new proposed score of IPZ-1 (10) of both systems mentioned in D.7.1 is valid, it is expected that the road salt application would be identified as a significant threat and enumerated in the AR report since the impervious surface area is greater than 6%. Please clarify and update the AR as appropriate.
	General comment:
	For mapping impervious surface areas, please correct (where applicable) the legend to insert the symbols " " and " "to read the threshold ranges correctly. For example, 6-8% should read  6% -   8%, 8-30% should read  8- 30%, etc.
	Comments on updated Source Protection Plan (SPP)
	The following comments are in response to the updates made in the SPP as they relate to the list of mandatory items in the amended Minister’s Order.
	General
	Twenty-three Prescribed Instrument (PI) policies have either been added (eight new policies) or updated (fifteen policies) as part of this submission. Sixteen of these include existing Prescribed Instruments directed at MECP to implement. The ministry is currently working with several other areas on similar proposed source protection plan policies directed at MECP for prescribed instruments; those discussions have been post-poned given the government is in an election period. The ministry’s preference is to have similar wording across the plans, and is therefore not in a position to comment on your proposed policies at this time. I look forward to discussing these policies with you at a future date when the ministry is as able to do so. We thank you for your patience.
	In the meantime, we offer these following comments:
	Given that the ministry acronym has been updated for MECP throughout the AR and SPP, we recommend that the ministry acronyms be updated for MAFA (formerly OMAFRA) and that the F be removed from MNRF throughout documents as well. Additionally, please add MAFA to section 19 List of Acronyms.
	To avoid confusion and achieve consistency, please refer to threats as either threats and sub-threats, or threat categories and threat sub-categories throughout the SPP and AR. Ex. “The application of processed organic waste is a new threat type introduced in the 2021 Technical Rules.” on page 86 of the SPP, and a similar statement for the handling of POC on page 88, followed by “Waste generating facilities… are new sub-threats in the waste category as a result of the 2021 Technical Rules.” On page 91 and a similar statement on page 95.
	Given that the application of processed organic waste is part of threat #1 for waste, it should be referred to as a new sub-threat, or new threat subcategory instead of a new threat type.
	The SPP also already uses “threat type” to distinguish between chemical or pathogens in other parts of the SPP. Please use your preferred nomenclature consistently throughout.
	In the Summary of Amendments on pages 4-5, the two most recent s.34 approvals are missing for Peel-Palgrave which was Minister approved and effective July 23, 2024, and Shelburne-Melancthon which was Minister approved and effective September 10, 2024. Please update this list to include them.
	Page 278 states that the Tables of Drinking Water Threats have been retired, which is not true. They can be found here: 2021 technical rules under the Clean Water Act   ontario.ca Please make this correction.
	Page 304 Section 23 Appendix C: please add the consultation details for the two s. 34 amendments from the Summary of Amendments (Peel-Palgrave and Shelburne-Melancthon).
	Threat #1: The establishment, operation or maintenance of a system that collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage.
	There are no policies that include “sewage pumping stations” nor “lift stations” as per subthreat 2.7, nor is there any rationale for its exclusion in the explanatory document. Please either provide rationale or include it in the policies.
	WAST(a)-2: This policy regards low and moderate drinking water threats but includes the standard statement for listing relevant DWS and activities for significant drinking water threats, which is applied to twenty of the twenty-three other PI policies. Please explain how this statement operates on a policy directed at low and moderate drinking water threats, as it does not seem appropriate for this policy.
	The description of Threat #1d on table 11 and 12 and associated text in the policies concerning the storage of Processed Organic Waste (POW) excludes the term “Waste Biomass” as this material has a broader definition than POW. Therefore, if the SPA/C wishes to use WAST(d)-1 and WAST(d)-2 to manage the waste biomass, these polices should then be extended to include the waste biomass term. Otherwise, the SPA/C can include a separate set of policies addressing the waste biomass alone. Please ensure the SPP and its Explanatory Document are clear on what policy(ies) apply to which threat and sub-category threat.
	WAST(g)-1: This policy regards waste disposal sites which do not require an approval, but the statement “The Environmental Compliance Approval shall also list the relevant Drinking Water System and activity(ies) which is a significant drinking water threat.” has been added to this policy. Please remove this statement.
	Other Policies
	LUP-1; EDU-12: clarify these policies by adding “sites” to “1f) Waste transfer and processing”.
	Other comments on the Explanatory Document:
	Threat #6: The application of non-agricultural source material (NASM) to land (Page 52)
	The circumstances for the Land Application and for the Storage of NASM were amended in the 2021 TRs, and only the material from non-farm herbivorous animals (Category 1 NASM) is considered as a drinking water threat risk. Therefore, please correct the text to reflect the changes in the circumstances for NASM.
	Threat #7: The handling and storage of non-agricultural source material (Page 56)
	The circumstances for the Land Application and for the Storage of NASM were amended in the 2021 TRs, and only the material from non-farm herbivorous animals (Category 1 NASM) is considered as a drinking water threat risk. Therefore, please correct the text to reflect the changes in the circumstances for NASM.
	Pre-Consultation (reminders)
	Notice to implementing bodies
	Pre-consultation is required for implementing bodies and persons and businesses believed to be engaged in significant threats that are affected by the updates, including those affected by new or changing vulnerable areas. This ensures they have ample opportunity for input on policies that create new or changing expectations.
	Where previously approved policies are being extended to new areas (e.g., policies in Plan remain unchanged, but a vulnerable area is expanding), it is helpful to clearly note this in the pre-consultation notice to implementing bodies and persons/ businesses engaged.
	Please review the updated guidance for s.34 pre-consultation submissions on the Community of Practice SharePoint, which may mostly be followed for s.36 pre-consultation submissions as well.
	Please do not hesitate to contact me at laura.collings@ontario.ca if you have questions.
	Laura Collings
	Program Analyst
	MECP Conservation and Source Protection Branch
	(249) 733-1157   Laura.Collings@ontario.ca
	C:  Jennifer McKay, Manager, Source Protection Section, CSPB
	Wendy Lavender, Manager, Technical and Program Delivery Section, CSPB
	George Jacoub, Watershed Management-Research Scientist, P.Eng., CSPB
	Clara Tucker, Watershed Management Specialist, P.Eng., CSPB






