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Introduction 
Subwatershed plans were completed by the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) to 
meet watershed planning requirements under the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (2001) and 
the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (2009). In total, twelve subwatershed plans have been completed 
between 2010 and 2017, covering the majority of the Lake Simcoe watershed.  

The purpose of subwatershed plans were to describe the current state of the study area, identify 
stressors, and develop recommendations to address these stressors and improve the overall watershed 
health. This was achieved using the state-pressure-response framework (Figure 1). The current state and 
the stressors within each subwatershed were established by synthesizing information from various 
sources including LSRCA monitoring data, published reports, and scientific studies, and then gaps (e.g. 
data or management) were identified and used to build recommendations to address the stressors. 
Following a prioritization of the long list of recommendations, implementation plans were developed to 
set out action plans for achieving the objectives of each recommendation. These plans identified 
concrete steps, lead and support staff and timelines, ensuring the recommendations were SMART 
(specific, measurable, accountable, realistic and time-bound). 

Figure 1 - State-pressure-response framework 

The progress of implementing the recommendations was tracked quarterly and reported on annually 
through a written report and a working group meeting. The working groups consisted of LSRCA staff as 
well as external partners from municipalities, provincial ministries, community groups, First Nations, and 
NGOs who had been involved in developing and / or implementing the plans. Annual meetings allowed 
for LSRCA staff to update partners on progress, as well as to allow all members to highlight successes 
from the past year and potential opportunities for collaboration.  

While the implementation progress was tracked over time, measuring the plans’ direct impact on overall 
watershed health was not completed due to the inherent challenges of linking actions to an 
environmental response. However, LSRCA’s integrated watershed management approach does monitor 
several indicators of watershed health, which can be used to indirectly assess their impact.  
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Purpose  
As some of the plans are now 10 years old and are due to be updated, this provides an opportunity to 
review what has been achieved and how the watershed planning process can be improved. The plans 
themselves are all very thorough, well-researched documents providing an overview of the then-current 
state, stresses, and opportunities for improving watershed health. However, over the past decade, as 
the state of the watershed has changed the threats to watershed health have evolved. Additionally, the 
policy framework for the watershed has been updated and numerous studies, guidelines and reports 
have been completed. As such, the watershed plan updates will need to address these changes and 
consider a wealth of new information in order to adequately address the current conditions and threats. 

With these numerous changes over the past decade, as well as the increased range of new technologies 
available to share information, there may be some merit in developing a new platform for the plans. It 
has also become apparent that regular updates to the watershed plans would be an overly onerous task 
and a more agile platform would allow for easier, more frequent updates as new information becomes 
available, rather than a large overhaul every decade. This would streamline the update process and 
enable the plans to remain more up-to-date. 

This update also provides an opportunity to reflect on how the plans have been used by our partners 
and how users would like to see them changed to better meet their needs. Seeking feedback at this 
stage will ensure that the watershed plans contain the most relevant information and that it’s readily 
available for all users. Additionally, there is opportunity to look to our peers at other conservation 
authorities to see how they have approached watershed planning and whether we can harmonize our 
plans and incorporate their lessons learned into our process.  

Objectives  
The overall goal of this review is to determine how the watershed planning process can be improved to 
best serve the LSRCA and its partners’ purposes. This will be achieved through the following objectives: 

1. After-action review - Look back at the process to assess what worked, what did not and what 
else should be done. 

2. Gap analysis – Summarize the policy changes and new information available that will need to be 
incorporated into the update. 

3. Jurisdiction scan - Look to see what others have done and if their lessons learned can be 
incorporated into the watershed planning process.  

4. Stakeholder survey – Gather feedback from internal staff and external partners to assess how 
the process and the final product can be improved.  

5. Workshop – Share the results or the review and gather additional feedback from our partners. 
6. Recommendations – Based on the results of the review, develop recommendations for 

improving the future watershed planning process. 

This report provides a summary of the findings from the above objectives.  
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After-action Review 
Between 2010 and 2017, twelve subwatershed plans and six implementation plans have been 
completed by LSRCA and its partners, covering the majority of the watershed (Figure 2). Most plans 
were completed as required under the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and the Lake Simcoe 
Protection Plan, except for the Georgina, Fox, and Snake Islands plan, which was completed in 
partnership with the Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation at their request. The Talbot River, 
Whites Creek and Canal and Mitchell Lakes Plan was completed in collaboration with Kawartha 
Conservation since it shares jurisdiction of the Upper Talbot River subwatershed. 

Figure 2 – Summary of subwatershed plans completed throughout the Lake Simcoe watershed.  

Summary of recommendations  
Throughout the subwatershed planning process, a total of 342 recommendations were developed. Of 
these, 167 were prioritized to be carried forward to implementation plans. Through the hard work of 
LSRCA staff and partners, 90% of these have been accomplished, leaving only 17 outstanding 
recommendations. Additionally, while 175 recommendations weren’t prioritized for inclusion in the 
implementation plans, 42 of these (24%) were completed through other avenues. Overall, the process 
has been very successful and 56% of the original recommendations have been completed. A summary of 
the completed recommendations is shown in Figure 3 below. It should be noted that since certain 
stressors and gaps were common throughout multiple subwatersheds, some recommendations were 
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repeated through several plans; the analysis accounted for this duplication. Additionally, the 
recommendations from the Georgina, Fox and Snake Islands Plan was not included in the analysis as the 
First Nation is the lead on implementing that plan.  

Figure 3 – Summary of completed subwatershed plan recommendations  

To understand why the 17 outstanding recommendations were not completed, the factors contributing 
to their success or inactivity were investigated, and are listed in Appendix A. The majority were deferred 
due to other priorities that took precedence at the time, while some are underway or partially complete 
and some have shifted scopes or responsibilities which need to first be resolved. These 
recommendations should be re-examined during the future watershed planning process to determine if 
they are still relevant and should be pursued.   

Gap Analysis 
In order to understand the current management framework and the scope of work involved in updating 
subwatershed plans, a gap analysis was completed. Although each subwatershed plan was developed 
using the available research and under the applicable policy framework of the time, many of these 
policies since have been updated and new research, guidelines and other documents have been 
released since their completion. The next generation plans would need to consider any and all of these 
updates.  

Overall, 97 policies, plans, studies and data sets have been created or updated since the subwatershed 
plans were completed, including those at the local, regional and provincial levels (Table 2). Some apply 
to certain subwatersheds only and some apply more broadly across the whole watershed. Appendix B 
provides an overview of all applicable research and policies that will need to be considered for any 
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future updates to each subwatershed plan. It should be noted that this list is current as of the 
publication of this report, and new research and policies will continue to be released. A final review of 
all applicable documents should be done as part of the future watershed planning update process.   

Table 2. Summary of information to be considered in watershed plan updates 
Type of Information  Number of Sources 

Provincial policies 10 
Local plans, policies and strategies 14 
Studies 64 
Data sets 9 

 
Additionally, since the plans were originally written, there have been some emerging trends in 
watershed health that should be addressed in the update process. For example, new contaminants have 
some to the forefront in addressing water quality, climate change has been shown to be an even greater 
stressor, and increased streamflow has become an important component of annual phosphorous loads. 
The stressors within each subwatershed may have shifted over the past decade and should be 
reassessed when updating the plans.   

Jurisdiction Scan and Stakeholder Survey 
In order to learn how we can improve the watershed planning process, we reached out to our staff and 
partners using anonymous surveys. We developed three surveys targeted at specific groups in order to 
better understand their perspective of the watershed planning process: LSRCA staff, municipal staff, 
provincial staff (MECP) and staff from other conservation authorities. We sent the surveys to 79 
individuals who have been involved with watershed planning and received feedback from 32 people 
from across all jurisdictions (40% response rate). The survey questions and summary of responses are 
detailed in the following subsections.  

Survey questions for each stakeholder type  
A. LSRCA Staff 

1. In your opinion, what is the purpose of a (sub)watershed plan? 
2. Is there, or could there be, a role for (sub)watershed plans in your work? 
3. For what purposes have you used any of LSRCA’s subwatershed plan documents?  
4. Have LSRCA’s subwatershed plans helped you in your work? Please explain why or why not and 

how they could be developed to better help you in your work. 
5. Are we planning at the right spatial scale? 
6. If you could change anything about the process what would it be?  
7. If you could change anything about the plans themselves, what would you do? 
8. What kind of format or platform would be most useful to you? 
9. Do you have any other feedback that may be helpful in our review? 
 

B. Municipal and Provincial Staff 
1. Have you been involved in developing or implementing any (sub)watershed plans? 
2. In your opinion, what is the purpose of a (sub)watershed plan? 
3. Is there, or could there be, a role for (sub)watershed plans in your work?  
4. For what purposes have you used any of LSRCA’s subwatershed plan documents? 
5. What types of information have you used from (sub)watershed plans? 
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6. What types of information would you use from (sub)watershed plans? 
7. How might the plans’ content be modified / improved in the future to better meet your needs?  
8. How can we improve the (sub)watershed planning process? 
9. If you could change anything about the plans themselves, what would you do? 
10. What kind of format or platform would be most useful to you? 
11. Do you have any other feedback that may be helpful in our review? 

 
C. Other Conservation Authority Staff 

1. Have you been involved in developing or implementing any (sub)watershed plans?  
2. What are the intended uses of your (sub)watershed plans? 
3. Who have you engaged in plan development? 
4. Who is responsible for implementing the watershed plan recommendations / policies? 
5. If you could change anything about the process what would it be?  
6. If you could change anything about the plans themselves, what would you do? 
7. How do (sub)watershed plans impact your work?  
8. How have your partners used your (sub)watershed plans? 
9. Which external clients (other than municipalities) use your (sub)watershed plans?  
10.  Rate the extent to which you feel (sub)watershed plans have been implemented? 
11. How do you track and report on progress? 
12. How many pages are in your typical (sub)watershed plan? 
13. Which topics are covered by your (sub)watershed plans? 
14. Do you have a scheduled timeline for review and update to your plans? If so, what is the 

frequency? Do you feel that it is too frequent? Too infrequent? 
15. What aspect of your (sub)watershed plans has had the greatest positive contribution to 

improving the health of the watershed? 
16. Do you have any other feedback that may be helpful in our review? 

Summary of responses 
The following is a summary the of the responses provided by the stakeholders and have been edited for 
brevity and synthesis. 

In your opinion, what is the purpose of a (sub)watershed plan? 
• Internal staff and the province mostly understand it as the state-pressure-response model 
• Municipalities see it as a way to manage growth in ways that protects natural features 
• Some municipal staff also see it as an education tool for the public 

Is there, or could there be, a role for (sub)watershed plans in your work? Please describe. 
• All respondents said yes 
• Areas highlighted by each group: 

LSRCA Staff Municipalities Province 
Education 
Sourcewater Protection  
Development 
Characterize watershed health 
Development of CA Mgmt. Plans 
Focus/prioritize restoration  

Long term growth planning 
OP policies 
Understand the current 
environmental conditions 
Stormwater management 

Provide consideration for future funding 
developing new policies  
implementation and progress tracking 
(LSPP, Greenbelt, ORMCP) 
Management tool for coordinating local 
actions 
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For what purposes have you used LSRCA’s subwatershed plans? 
LSRCA Staff: 
• As a summary of concerns about watershed health 
• As a 'state of' report 
• As a reference to provide to proponents or municipalities 

Municipalities and Province: 
• Use recommendations and guidance documents to inform and implement policy 
• Official Plan updates and Municipal Comprehensive Review, determining areas of growth 

constraint 
• Reference during subdivision application reviews 
• Support the writing of grant funding agreements 
• Reference baseline info to inform technical reviews (environmental and planning approvals) 
• Track local progress implementing restoration and protection actions  

Have LSRCA's subwatershed plans helped you in your work? Please explain why or why not and 
how they could be developed to better help you in your work. (LSRCA staff) 
• 12/13 said yes, used frequently for programs across LSRCA 
• How they could be improved: 

o More concrete recommendations 
o Make large documents easier to navigate 
o Present summary reports to other departments with goals 
o Provide more detail on terrestrial ecology 
o Make them smaller and easier to navigate 
o Highlight how specific projects have improved conditions 

Are we planning at the right scale? (LSRCA staff) 
• Yes, but could be useful to highlight smaller systems with unique issues (e.g. Holland Marsh) 
• Would be nice to have a watershed-scale report to summarize information across the watershed 

Which of the following information have you, or would you, use from the (sub)watershed plans? 
Municipalities Have used Would use 
Template municipal policies 40% 55% 
Maps of priority restoration areas 50% 73% 
Guidance documents 50% 73% 
Reports/studies 70% 82% 
Training 10% 28% 
Haven't used any information 0% - 

 
How might the plans' content be modified / improved to better meet your needs? 
Municipalities: 
• Need regular updates 
• Plain language 
• Training to better understand plan content and priorities 
• Enhanced mapping 
• Consistent policy approach within a watershed for all municipalities 
• More natural heritage and stormwater management health priorities 
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Province: 
• Identify more explicit and realistic actions 
• Dynamic content to have up-to-date information available  
• They could benefit from a broader audience 

If you could change anything about the plans themselves, what would you do?  
Response Staff Province CAs 
Complete a more thorough description of current watershed health 17% 50% 12% 
Make them shorter or more succinct 58%  25% 
Have more focus on a particular topic or topics (please describe below) 8%  12% 
Develop more concrete recommendations (i.e. SMART) 46% 100% 62% 
Rely more on modelling of the impacts of development  17%  50% 
Rely less on modelling    
Target a different audience (please describe below)   25% 
Engage different (or more) stakeholders (please describe below) 17%  50% 
Make them easier to navigate (e.g. split into separate documents) 33%  25% 
Nothing, the process is fine 8%   

  
Other Comments 
More recommended, vetted projects and/or programs with local municipalities 
Develop infographics for most pertinent data and recommendations  
I would use the studies we already have more than we do 
Our partner municipalities should have a better understanding of these documents 
Would love to bring youth voice to this process somehow 
Develop environmental health metrics and target setting 
Explore how they can evolve with dynamic content 
Engage throughout process and explain/discuss their ultimate role so they own the plan 
Need to ensure that the subwatershed plans are targeting the broader public as an audience 
Include more on stormwater management, better linkages to aquatic/groundwater climate 
vulnerabilities  
Incorporate the results of the plan into a web app 

If you could change anything about the process what would it be? 
Response Staff Munis Province CAs 
Have more explicit recommendations including priority areas 75% 64% 100% 25% 
Engage more local communities 50% 18% 50% 12% 
Have more widespread implementation of recommendations 33% 36% 0% 50% 
Focus more on a specific topic (e.g. stormwater management, 
natural heritage, restoration, land use planning, provincial 
growth plan requirements). Please describe below 

27% 64% 0% 0% 

By updating more frequently 18% 27% 50% 12% 
Tracking and reporting on progress differently (we currently 
complete an annual implementation report) 

18% 27% 50% - 

 
Other Comments 
Updating every 10 years would show a significant difference 
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Tracking / reporting system is good, but share with the whole organization 
Make explicit connections between different subwatershed plans to help in public understanding 
Engage with other LSRCA business units to identify innovative opportunities for collaboration 
Have specific goals for each department to try to achieve to improve the health of each 
subwatershed 
More monitoring and data to feed into these subwatersheds 
Use plans to lead the evaluation of all un-evaluated wetlands in the watershed 
Investigate the interactions with Citizen Science or traditional ecological knowledge 
Reporting on best practices/successful implementation measures used in watersheds 
Small updates to sections as information becomes available, rather than full comprehensive updates 
Focus more on a specific topic  Restoration 

 
Feedback from other CAs on their plans 
Need a formal implementation process 
More emphasis on plans being a natural resource management strategy instead of just a land use 
planning check-box 
Be more involved with our partner municipalities in developing and implementing watershed plans 
Municipal staff need to have a better understanding of what they need to see within watershed plans  
Better ways to engage Indigenous groups 

What format or platform would be most useful to you? 
Response Staff Munis Province 
PDF Document 58% 28% 0% 
Webpage 8% 55% 0% 
Storymap 8% 18% 0% 
Wiki tool 17% 0% 0% 
Other  8% 0% 0% 

 
Other Comments 
I don't care what platform as long it’s searchable to find particular items 
Story map to present information on the current health of the watershed but a wiki is better for 
actions. Maybe a dashboard approach where the monitoring info is up front and you can click to 
delve further into action items. 
Evaluate existing business platforms being utilized by LSRCA and look for a content integrator that 
could maintain the current rigour but allow minor customization at the user interface. Is there a 
resource neutral medium to integrate LSRCA content for a general audience? 

Do you have any other feedback that may be helpful in our review? 
Staff 
Improve the groundwater section to use much more groundwater quality data and sourcewater 
protection studies. Tie surface and groundwater together. 
There should be a quick reference guide (1-2 page) with goals each subwatershed wants to focus on. 
They could definitely be pared down, and having them as a web page or a Wiki seems like a great idea 
More concrete recommendations would be good, but I also think that the way they were written gave 
us some flexibility for developing the implementation plan 
I definitely think that they could be more succinct 
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Internal and external participation. When people are engaged in the process they are invested in the 
success of the project (implementation). 

 

Municipalities 
Watershed planning reports should be clear as it relates to areas that need to be protected. Are they 
included as part of natural heritage systems in local Official Plans? If not should they be a component 
part of them 
Engage several departments as part of the updating process. 
York Region utilizes these plans regularly and would benefit from updated plans that is utilizing the 
most recent science and inventories 

 

Province 
The documents are excellent sources of information but become static rather quickly, would like to 
see the info be more dynamic that is easy to update and access as opposed to waiting for annual 
report on implementation 
Sub-watershed Plans are critical to restoring and protecting ecosystem health. The process used to 
date had been engaging. Allowing the user some ability to narrow the amount of information might 
attract more users. 

 

Other CAs 
Process is too long while technical studies take place; the team is too tired when it gets to the plan 
development and implementation stage. Complete studies ahead so team can focus on the plan / 
implementation 
Subwatershed planning is not something we and possibly many CAs have the means to undertake. I 
wish we could as they seem fantastic but the resources to undertake work like that just isn't there 
CAs need to be pushing the narrative that they are the local natural resource experts and watershed 
plans should be lead/driven by CAs, in partnership with municipalities and other stakeholders. 
Watershed plans facilitate the adaptive management cycle for local natural resources management as 
per the Object statement of the CA Act 
To manage the process requires a well-scoped work plan with clear research questions and a robust 
monitoring program to fill data needs. 
It would be great for TRCA and LSRCA to share lessons learned in reviewing our watershed planning 
programs. 
We would like to see the results of this survey once available (3 respondents) 

Comparison to Other Conservation Authorities 
Overall, plan content and process are similar to ours, and form an important basis for their work. Most 
seem to be moving to shorter, more dynamic content as well. Most are also moving from a 5-year to 10-
year review period 
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How have your partners used your (sub)watershed plans? (Other CAs) 
Response 
Development-driven SWPs tend to see more implementation than restoration-based plans. We used to do more non-
development driven planning in the 1990s/2000s but funding has been limited for them since those days 
Implemented through Secondary or Community Plans, sometimes with further study 
Guides projects (development, priorities, funding applications and collaboration) 
Somewhat unknown - our municipalities are aware they exist. This info would be better know if we did better in the 
implementation phase 
Some of our municipal partners have primarily used them to satisfy the Growth Plan polices, while others have 
proactively used them to properly establish baseline conditions, projected cumulative impacts and constraints to 
guide development. 
Previous iterations of watershed plans have not been heavily utilized for implementation by our partners 
They have been using them to update official plans 

 
Which external clients (other than municipalities) use your (sub)watershed plans? (Other CAs) 

Response 
Developers and their consultants (several respondents) 
Academic researchers and students  
NGOs 
First Nations 
The public 
Other CAs 
Federal and provincial staff 

 
Rate the extent to which you feel (sub)watershed plans have been implemented, on a scale from 1 to 100. (Other 
CAs) 
Range from 0 to 64 (mean = 42; median = 49) 

What aspect of your (sub)watershed plans has had the greatest positive contribution to improving the health of the 
watershed? (Other CAs) 

Response 
Stormwater criteria that have protected downstream areas from higher erosion/flood risk, and ensured infiltration of 
stormwater to maintain groundwater recharge, baseflow and thermal regimes 
The Grand River Water Management Plan showed senior levels of government how the local/municipal long-range 
master plans could achieve the binational/provincial objectives.  
Collaboration with key stakeholders to focus on priority issues. 
It allowed the GRCA to create a stewardship program that has now been around for 13 years! 
Pushing a state of the watershed resources narrative. We've noticed that many of our municipal partners are not 
measuring current watershed/natural resource conditions. This leaves no baseline data to compare performance of 
the various Planning policies in achieving environmental protection goals. 
Priority restoration planning 
Natural heritage system protection, and watershed plan goals for conservation targets included in official plans, i.e. 
watershed plan recommended policies incorporated into municipal policy. 
Identifying implications of development and identifying the natural heritage and water resources systems 
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Workshop 
A virtual workshop was held with thirty LSRCA partners from various municipalities and the province (MECP) on October 
28, 2020. The goals of the workshop were to: 

1. Update the partners on the project status and the future vision 
2. Share the results of the review to date and gather additional feedback 
3. Seek additional volunteers for the advisory committee 

Based on results from the user survey, additional feedback on the watershed plan review was provided during the 
workshop and the results are detailed below. Some answers have been edited for clarity and / or brevity. 

Do you know any other groups who use the watershed plans? 
Group Number of responses 
Consultants 13 
The public 10 
Academia 8 
Developers 7 
Non-governmental organizations 5 
Other (elementary school teachers) 1 

 

Which group(s) within your organization are the main users of the watershed plans? 
Group Number of responses 
Development planning 20 
Long-range planning 11 
Engineering 7 
Environmental services 6 
Infrastructure 3 
Capital works  3 
Public works 2 
Other 0 

 

What topics would you like to see more focus on in watershed plans? 



Watershed Planning Review 

13 
 

What other topics would you like to see more focus on in future plans? 
The most common answer was climate change, and other responses included urban impacts, LID and natural heritage 
opportunities, water quality issues, shoreline protection, official plan policy, setbacks from features, future 
improvements, public information, grants, and monitoring trends.  

What kind of tools would be most useful to you? 
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What other tools would be useful? *Note: the larger the response, the more often it was given 

What one thing do you think would improve the plans the most overall? *Note: the larger the response, the more 
often it was given 

Would you be interested in more support to better understand watershed plan content and priorities? 
18 respondents said yes and zero said no. 

How useful would these planning scales be to you? 
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What do you think has worked well from the plans? 
• The plans provide technical data that is otherwise challenging to find 
• Having local people involved in the development of the plans 
• Pilot projects 
• Annual workshops highlighting what’s been done 
• The mapping gets used most often (e.g. fisheries info) 
• Easy to find data 
• Ability to look at the subwatershed data and compare it to the whole watershed all in one place is helpful to 

connect the information to the whole picture 
• They are great planning tools, very useful for planning and implementation of projects 
• They assist to promote sound watershed policies and BMPs 

Would you prefer am online platform, PDF document, or a hybrid of both? 
11 respondents said online platform, 9 said hybrid and 0 said PDF. 

Please rank your preference for the following online platforms 

Discussion of Results 
Subwatershed plans were developed under the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and the Lake Simcoe Protection 
Plan with the objective to protect and restore the ecological health of Lake Simcoe and its watershed. This was achieved 
through the development of a comprehensive suite of recommended actions aimed at mitigating identified threats to 
watershed health. 

The original overarching recommendations from the subwatershed plans were designed to be high-level instead of 
specific, in order to be adaptable as conditions change. As a result, implementation plans were then developed to 
prioritize and lay out the framework for achieving the recommendations. These plans set out concrete steps, lead and 
support agencies, timeframes, and deliverables.  

Through this process, as well as other programs, 84% of the recommendations have been completed, leading to 
numerous tangible improvements to the health of Lake Simcoe. From restoration projects, to working groups, to 
research, hundreds of projects have been implemented by LSRCA staff and its partners, achieving the objectives set out 
by the subwatershed plans.  

Other – a public facing platform 
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The impact of subwatershed plans 
The plans addressed numerous stressors and opportunities in the Lake Simcoe watershed, ranging from water quality 
threats, high and low water issues, invasive species, climate change, landowner best practices, stormwater 
management, restoration and stewardship, municipal policy, education and engagement and research. The following 
table highlights some of the major achievements that resulted from, or whose importance was reiterated by, the 
subwatershed plans.  

Table 3. Examples of subwatershed plan achievements by theme area 
Salt Reduction 
Salt reduction strategy 
Mapping salt vulnerable areas 
Parking lot design guidelines and template municipal policies 
Freshwater roundtable and salt working groups 
Smart about Salt training and salt workshops 
Research (e.g. friction testing, SWM ponds, salt alternatives; barriers) 
Communications (e.g. reports, newsletters, media stories, blogs, social media) 
Stormwater management (SWM) 
Low impact development (LID) training, demonstration projects, performance monitoring 
Shallow subsurface characterization for LID placement 
Stormwater management pond retrofits, research, performance monitoring 
Stormwater optimization study 
Promotion of SWM best practices to municipalities and private landowners 
Stormwater management database 
Restoration projects 
Stewardship prioritization and optimization (SPOT) tool 
Rogers reservoir wetland and meadow restoration  
Annual municipal public tree plantings 
Promoting agricultural best management practices 
Road ecology 
Wildlife road mortality hotspot mapping 
Ecopassage demonstration projects 
Wildlife passage workshops 
Municipal planning toolkit (e.g. template policies, ecopassage guide) 
Community outreach 
Water quality and quantity 
Environmental flows assessment 
Erosion and sediment control research, training and outreach 
Atmospheric phosphorous deposition study 
Environmental contaminants study 
Workshops (e.g. municipal drains, lake health) 
Other 
Land cover mapping updates 
Key performance indicators storymap 
Adapting forestry programs for climate change 
Supporting Official Plan updates 
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Although direct measurements of the plan’s contribution to improving overall watershed health were not assessed as 
part of the original scope, concurrent to subwatershed plan implementation, there was an observed improvement in 
some key indicators of the health of Lake Simcoe (e.g. phosphorous loading and dissolved oxygen). These improvements 
are due in part to the integrated watershed management approach, including these and previous watershed plans. And 
in addition to the implementation of recommendations helping to improve watershed health, the plans’ use as a tool for 
municipalities in their review of planning applications and incorporation into planning documents has also been 
important in protecting the watershed. 

What worked well 
Based on our review and stakeholder input, the subwatershed plan process has been very successful at implementing 
concrete actions to improve the health of the Lake Simcoe watershed. The recommendations were developed by a 
working group and were relevant to the needs of the watershed at the time. Having high-level recommendations also 
allowed us to be adaptive in how we implemented them, taking advantage of opportunities that arose and changing the 
specifics as needed while maintaining the original intent. The plans were successful at driving change across various 
theme areas through several avenues, including:  

• Knowledge transfer (e.g. workshops, training, demonstration projects) 
• Promoting collaboration (e.g. working groups, roundtables) 
• Conducting research and sharing the results widely (e.g. data portal, storymap, newsletters) 
• Developing prioritization mapping and promoting best management practices                      

Another aspect of the plans that worked well was developing a well-researched resource that was applicable to a wide 
range of users across the watershed. The subwatershed plans are regularly used by LSRCA staff and partners as a 
reference tool, as a summary of concerns, to inform policy decisions and technical reviews and to support writing grant 
applications, among other uses. This wide array of applications shows the relevance and reach of the subwatershed 
plans throughout the watershed. Having technical information in one easy to find location has been useful for LSRCA 
staff and partners.   

Additionally, the collaborative planning process fostered partnerships that were effective at completing projects and 
driving change. The partnerships between LSRCA, municipal and provincial staff, First Nations, other conservation 
authorities, and the public has proven effective at developing high quality plans and delivering on-the-ground results 
throughout the watershed. Our partnership with the Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation has been held as a model 
of best practices in collaborative integrated watershed management. The annual implementation working group 
meeting has also been a great opportunity to touch base with partners, highlight successes from the past year and focus 
the priorities going forward.  

What can be improved 
Based on the gap analysis and feedback from the stakeholder survey, there are several major areas where we could 
improve the process moving forward: modernization of the plans, broader communication and collaboration, and more 
explicit recommendations.  

Plan Modernization  
The subwatershed plans were all written as large PDF documents, ranging in size from 226 to 481 pages. They provided 
a thorough summary of the then-current state of the subwatershed, a review of stressors and a long list of high-level 
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recommendations. While this format has enabled them to become great resources, the process of updating them is 
burdensome and static documents become quickly outdated.  

Through the review process, it has become clear that any updates will need to be produced on a more dynamic 
platform. This will allow the plans to be updated more easily and frequently to keep them relevant as new data becomes 
available. It will also allow them to be shorter and more succinct, allowing users to easily find the information they need. 
Additionally, an online platform could reduce some inherent repetition between plans, as several aspects, including the 
management framework and some stressors and programs, span across the subwatersheds. 

Additional benefits of an online tool are the potential for integration with other LSRCA resources (e.g. KPI storymap, 
data portal, reports, and corporate strategies), the ability to present information at various scales (e.g. Lake Simcoe 
basin or neighbourhood), and develop more detailed mapping.  It is not yet clear what the specific platform will be, but 
it is worth investigating all possible options and vetting them through the advisory committee before making a selection. 

However, there is some clear desire to also create a brief annual summary report to complement the online platform. 
This would allow LSRCA and partners to continue reporting on annual progress towards achieving the plans’ 
recommendations and highlighting successes, which is harder to capture in a dynamic platform.   

Actions: Complete a review of best practices for online tools and select a platform.  Transition watershed plan contents 
to the selected platform. 

Communication and Collaboration 
Throughout the subwatershed planning process, LSRCA has strived to communicate with its partners to enable the 
completion of the recommendations. However, internal communications to LSRCA staff has not been as thorough and 
future iterations would be more effective if internal collaboration were prioritized. Additionally, we could improve by 
collaborating more with other groups, including the community groups, First Nations and the public. More frequent and 
open dialogue with all partners would increase the awareness and understanding of the plans as well as drive their 
implementation. 

The audience for the past plans consisted of internal staff and partners who were somewhat knowledgeable of 
watershed planning. As part of the review, it is worth re-examining the target audiences and determining whether a 
broader reach (e.g. the general public and community groups) would improve the process. The development of future 
plans should include information thar is relevant to the target audiences and be presented in ways that best reach them.  

Actions: Develop a communication and collaboration plan and determine the target audiences. 

Explicit recommendations and target setting 
The format used in the past involved developing high level recommendations, prioritizing a short list for implementation 
and developing an action plan using SMART goals to achieve them. While this process has been successful as mentioned 
above, there is room for improvement. Our staff and partners have expressed a desire for more concrete 
recommendations, which could also streamline the process by removing the implementation plan. Having one source 
for all information would also make it easier to find relevant information and save time and resources.  

In addition, setting specific targets in the plans would enable a clear measure of success for each recommendation and 
may improve the overall process. Progress towards targets can be easily reported to partners and the public and identify 
areas where more work is needed. This could also be tied to indicators of watershed health to directly link the plans’ 
implementation to their improvement.   
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The annual implementation working group meetings are seen as an excellent opportunity to highlight progress and 
success towards the plans’ priority recommendations, and as such, they should continue going forward. However, the 
ability to provide an option for joining virtually should be considered to increase the number of partners who are able to 
participate each year.  

Actions: Ensure recommendations consist of SMART goals. Explore removing the implementation plan from the process 
and setting targets. Continue the annual implementation meeting. 

Shift in terminology to harmonize with other CAs 

Throughout the review process, it became apparent that LSRCA’s use of the term ‘subwatershed’ to characterize the 
scale of a river’s catchment and ‘watershed’ to describe the Lake Simcoe basin differs from other conservation 
authorities. LSRCA is unique in having a jurisdiction that encompasses the whole watershed of a large lake, and while 
this terminology is correct, it may cause some confusion with our partners. Therefore, it is recommended that with this 
update, we also shift the terminology and refer to the catchment of each major river as a ‘watershed’, and to the 
forthcoming plans as ‘watershed plans’. 

Action: Shift from the term ‘subwatershed plan’ to ‘watershed plan’ moving forward. 

Summary 
The subwatershed plan process has been effective at driving on-the-ground actions that contribute to improving the 
overall health of the Lake Simcoe watershed throughout the past decade. Even so, it is apparent that the process and 
future plans could be improved. Modernizing the plans, implementing a communications plan, developing explicit 
targets and recommendations, and shifting the terminology will increase the plans’ reach, allow them to remain up-to-
date, enable clear measurements of their success and harmonize with other partners.  

Next steps  
Following this report, the next steps in the watershed plan review process are to: 

1. Convene an advisory group 
2. Scope the update process 
3. Complete a review of best practices for online tools to support the future plans 
4. Based on feedback from the advisory committee, select a platform  
5. Begin the update process. 
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Appendix A. Outstanding implementation plan recommendations 

Subwatershed Plan 
Theme Area 

Outstanding recommendations 
Reasons not yet 

complete 
Managing 
agricultural 
impacts 

That the LSRCA work with subwatershed municipalities and 
MAFRA to examine the suitability of using the Drainage Act 
to protect and restore the ecological function of 
watercourses. 

Deferred due to other 
more pressing 
priorities 

Dealing with 
enclosed 
watercourses 

That the City of Barrie and Town of Innisfil, in partnership 
with the LSRCA, complete an inventory of enclosed or 
buried streams from which removal of enclosures or “day 
lighting” can be prioritized. 

Deferred due to other 
more pressing 
priorities 

Dealing with 
indirect impacts to 
natural areas 

That the LSRCA, County of Simcoe, City of Barrie, and Town 
of Innisfil conduct NH inventories, and develop and 
implement management plans for publicly accessible 
natural areas that they own, to mitigate potential threats 
related to invasive species and increased recreation 
pressure. 

Deferred due to other 
more pressing 
priorities 

Dealing with 
indirect impacts to 
natural areas 

That the City of Barrie, the Town of Innisfil and the County 
of Simcoe, with support from LSRCA, make information 
available to residents on the impact of human activities on 
natural areas. Priority issues include the dangers of 
invasive species, the importance of keeping pets under 
control, and the importance of staying on trails while in 
natural areas 

Underway but scope 
has shifted and not yet 
complete for 
watershed 

Establishing in-
stream flow targets 

That the MOE, with assistance from LSRCA and MNR, 
develop a strategy to achieve the in-stream flow regime 
targets. This strategy should address both high and low 
flow requirements and provide a plan for implementing 
strategy recommendations. 

Underway but scope 
has shifted and not yet 
complete for 
watershed  

The adaptive 
watershed 
planning process 

Within five years of the completion of this subwatershed 
plan, review and update this subwatershed plan 

First undertaking a 
review of the process 
before updating plans. 
Some not yet due for 
update 

Promoting treed 
windbreaks 

That MTO, munis, OFA, LSRCA, and MNRF, promote and 
implement the use of treed windbreaks and/or ‘living 
snowfences’ along roadsides to prevent impacts from wind 
and blowing snow. 

Deferred due to other 
more pressing 
priorities 

Improving data 
management 

That LSRCA and its partners work to create a centralized 
location for reports and resources pertaining to Lake 
Simcoe and its watershed such that information can be 
accessed by all interested stakeholders 

Started, but update 
and maintenance 
deferred due to 
funding and other 
more pressing 
priorities 

Planning, 
development and 
enforcement 
processes 

That the MOECC and MNRF require the LSPP Tier 2 
integrated model (or another, comparable model, if 
deemed appropriate) be used to simulate proposed 
dewatering activities associated with aggregate operations 
within or near the Ramara Creeks subwatershed, and the 

Need to resolve 
agency lead (MNRF 
and MECP) 
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Subwatershed Plan 
Theme Area 

Outstanding recommendations 
Reasons not yet 

complete 
impacts they would have on stream and wetland features 
in the subwatershed prior to issuing or renewing Permits 
to Take Water or aggregate permits. When reviewing 
aggregate applications, the MOECC is encouraged to 
collect the most up to date extraction, pumping, and 
groundwater level data, and use the data to update the 
integrated model. 

Improving data 
collection 

That the LSRCA and Kawartha Conservation develop an 
environmental monitoring strategy for Canal Lake, Mitchell 
Lake and the Talbot River subwatershed. 

Need to resolve 
responsibilities and 
need funding for the 
area 

Dealing with dust 
and atmospheric 
deposition 

That aggregate and major recreational uses, particularly in 
rural areas, be encouraged to utilize BMPs to ensure no 
runoff and dust control as part of the Lake Simcoe 
Phosphorus Reduction Strategy 

MECP undertaking 
background research 
first. May come into 
LSPP review 

Dealing with dust 
and atmospheric 
deposition 

That the LSRCA, MOE, and watershed municipalities work 
with the agricultural, development, and aggregate sectors 
to develop a wind erosion\dust control strategy to reduce 
phosphorus contributions from atmospheric deposition. 
Further that additional scientific monitoring and research 
be conducted to better qualify and quantify potential 
sources of atmospheric deposition 

MECP undertaking 
background research 
first. May come into 
LSPP review 

Natural channel 
design 

That the LSRCA, in partnership with the province and the 
municipality, work with landowners to naturalize the 
agricultural drainage channels in the subwatershed to 
increase ecological resilience of the surface water system. 
To ensure the continued preservation of naturalization 
projects the LSRCA, in partnership with the municipality, 
should carry out an outreach program to educate 
landowners on the maintenance practices and benefits of 
naturalized channel design for agricultural drains. 

Deferred due to other 
more pressing 
priorities 

Natural channel 
design 

The LSRCA work with the municipality and OMAFRA to 
determine which municipal drains are natural 
watercourses that have been straightened, and which are 
created watercourses, and catalog which of these are still 
in use. Those no longer in use that were historically natural 
watercourses should be priorities for rehabilitation 

Deferred due to other 
more pressing 
priorities 

Raising awareness 
of invasive species 

That the MNR ensure completion of early detection and 
rapid response plans for priority terrestrial species 
identified in the LSPP Watch List. In accordance with the 
LSPP these plans should be completed by 2015 

Partially complete and 
on hold  

Raising awareness 
of invasive species 

That the MNR develop a communications plan to educate 
public and private constituents in the monitoring and 
eradication of invasive terrestrial species 

Partially complete and 
on hold 

Water Quality That the Township of Ramara, through Lakehead University 
or other partners, undertake a study of the relative sources 
and fates of phosphorus in the Lagoon City lagoons.  Based 

Deferred due to other 
more pressing 
priorities 



Watershed Planning Review 

22 
 

Subwatershed Plan 
Theme Area 

Outstanding recommendations 
Reasons not yet 

complete 
on that study, that the Township develop a targeted 
approach to improving water quality in the lagoons, with 
the intent of reducing blue-green algae outbreaks. 
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Appendix B. List of information to consider in updating watershed plans 
 

Policy or Study Title Year last 
updated Author York 

(2010) 

Barrie/
Innisfil 
(2012) 

Durham 
(2012) 

Oro/ 
Hawkestone 

(2013) 

Ramara 
(2015) 

Talbot/
Whites 
(2016) 

Provincial Policies 
Lakes and Rivers 
Improvement Act 1990 Ontario Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Water Opportunities 
Act 2010 Ontario Yes No No Yes Yes Yes 

Fisheries windows 2013 Ontario Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Greenbelt Plan 2017 Ontario Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Oak Ridges Moraine 
Conservation Plan 2017 Ontario Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

A Made-in-Ontario 
Environment Plan 2018 MECP Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden 
Horseshoe 

2019 Ontario Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Conservation 
Authorities Act 

2019/ 
2020 Ontario Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Provincial Policy 
Statement 2020 Ontario Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Lake Simcoe Protection 
Plan 

To be 
updated Ontario Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Local Plans/Polices/Strategies 
Comprehensive 
Stormwater 
Management Master 
Plan Guidelines 

2011 LSRCA Yes No Yes No No No 

Lake Simcoe 
Comprehensive 
Monitoring Strategy 

2014 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Guidelines for the 
Implementation of 
O.Reg. 179/06 

2015 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Approved South 
Georgian Bay Lake 
Simcoe Source 
Protection Plan 

2015 SGBLS SPR Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Salt Reduction Strategy 2017 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Natural Heritage 
System Restoration 
Strategy 

2018 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Policy or Study Title Year last 
updated Author York 

(2010) 

Barrie/
Innisfil 
(2012) 

Durham 
(2012) 

Oro/ 
Hawkestone 

(2013) 

Ramara 
(2015) 

Talbot/
Whites 
(2016) 

Lake Simcoe 
Phosphorous Offset 
Policy 

2019 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Water Balance 
Offsetting Policy 2019 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Ecological Offsetting 2019 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Watershed 
Development 
Guidelines 

2020 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Climate Change 
Adaptation Strategy 2020 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Climate Change 
Mitigation Strategy 2020 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Amended South 
Georgian Bay-Lake 
Simcoe Source 
Protection Plan 

2021/22 SGBLS SPR Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Municipal Stormwater 
Management Master 
Plans 

varies Municipalities Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Studies 
Groundwater 
Barrie, Lovers, and 
Hewitt Creeks – 
Ecologically Significant 
Groundwater Recharge 
Area Assessment and 
Sensitivity Analysis 

2012 Earthfx No Yes No No No No 

Innisfil Creeks 
Subwatershed Tier 2 
Water Budget and 
Water Quantity Stress 
Assessment and ESGRA 
Assessment 

2013 Aqua 
Resource No Yes No No No No 

City of Barrie Tier 3 
Water Budget and Local 
Area Risk Assessment 

2013 Aqua 
Resource No Yes No No No No 
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Policy or Study Title Year last 
updated Author York 

(2010) 

Barrie/
Innisfil 
(2012) 

Durham 
(2012) 

Oro/ 
Hawkestone 

(2013) 

Ramara 
(2015) 

Talbot/
Whites 
(2016) 

Tier 2 Water Budget 
and Ecologically 
Significant 
Groundwater Recharge 
Area Assessment for 
the Black River and 
Georgina Creeks 
Subwatersheds 

2013 Genivar Yes No No No No No 

Tier 3 Water Budget 
and Local Area Risk 
Assessment for the 
Region of York 
Municipal Systems 

2014 Earthfx Yes No No No No No 

Guidance for the 
protection and 
restoration of 
significant groundwater 
recharge areas (SGRAs) 
in the Lake Simcoe 
watershed 

2014 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

ESGRA Assessment for 
the Maskinonge, East 
Holland and West 
Holland River 
Subwatersheds 

2015 Golder Yes No No No No No 

The ESGRA mapping for 
Beaver River and 
Pefferlaw Brook 

2020 Durham No No Yes No No No 

Natural Heritage 
Aquatic Plants in Lake 
Simcoe: Distribution, 
Environmental Controls 
and Utility as Ecological 
Indicators 

2011 LSRCA Yes No No No No No 

Evaluating 
Fragmentation of 
habitats and flow status 
for Lake Simcoe 
Tributaries 

2012 MNR Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Policy or Study Title Year last 
updated Author York 

(2010) 

Barrie/
Innisfil 
(2012) 

Durham 
(2012) 

Oro/ 
Hawkestone 

(2013) 

Ramara 
(2015) 

Talbot/
Whites 
(2016) 

Trends in the benthic 
macroinvertebrate 
community of Lake 
Simcoe: 2008-2013 

2014 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Mapping potential road 
mortality hotspots for 
amphibians and reptiles 
in the Lake Simcoe 
watershed 

2015 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Stream Monitoring in 
the Tributaries of Lake 
Simcoe: Fish Technical 
Progress Series in 
Stream Monitoring: 
Report No. 1 

2015 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Valuing Natural Capital 
in the Lake Simcoe 
Watershed 

2017 Wilson Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Adapting Forestry 
Programs for Climate 
Change 

2018 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Guide for Implementing 
Reptile and Amphibian 
Ecopassages 

2018 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Natural Heritage 
System Land 
Securement Project 
2018-2025 

2019 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Land Use 
Distribution and 
Change in Impervious 
Cover in the Lake 
Simcoe Watershed, 
2002 to 2013 

2018 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Land Cover Change 2020 or 
2021 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Erosion and Sediment Control 
Lake Simcoe Region 
Conservation Authority 
Erosion and Sediment 
Control Study 

2016 Golder Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Policy or Study Title Year last 
updated Author York 

(2010) 

Barrie/
Innisfil 
(2012) 

Durham 
(2012) 

Oro/ 
Hawkestone 

(2013) 

Ramara 
(2015) 

Talbot/
Whites 
(2016) 

Report on Promoting 
Adoption of Erosion 
and Sediment Control 
Standards 

2017 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Water Quality  
Examining Water 
Quantity and Quality 
Effects of Wetland Loss 
and Restoration 
Scenarios in the Black 
River Subwatershed of 
the Lake Simcoe Basin 

2011 Ducks 
Unlimited Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Stormwater Pond 
Maintenance and 
Anoxic Conditions 
Investigation 

2011 LSRCA Yes No No No No No 

Annual Water Balances, 
Total Phosphorus 
Budgets and Total 
Nitrogen and Chloride 
Loads to Lake Simcoe 
(2004-2007) 

2012 LSRCA and 
MOE Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Showcasing Water 
Innovation: Stormwater 
Performance 
Monitoring Report 

2013 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Report on Phosphorous 
Loads to Lake Simcoe, 
2007-2009 

2013 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Annual Water Balances 
and Total Phosphorus 
Loads to Lake Simcoe 
(2007-2009) 

2013 LSRCA and 
MOE Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Showcasing Water 
Innovation: Stormwater 
Performance 
Monitoring Report 

2013 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Lake Simcoe Climate 
Change Impact on Total 
Phosphorus Loads 

2013 XCG Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 
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Policy or Study Title Year last 
updated Author York 

(2010) 

Barrie/
Innisfil 
(2012) 

Durham 
(2012) 

Oro/ 
Hawkestone 

(2013) 

Ramara 
(2015) 

Talbot/
Whites 
(2016) 

Impacts of climate 
change on hydrology 
and water quality: 
Future proofing 
management strategies 
in the Lake Simcoe 
watershed 

2013 Crossman  
et al. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Retrofitting of Urban 
Stormwater 
Management Facilities 
in the Lake Simcoe 
Watershed Using 
Innovative 
Technologies: 
Comparison of Three 
Innovative Solutions 

2014 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

The identification of 
Salt Vulnerable Areas in 
the Lake Simcoe 
watershed 

2015 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Results from the 
monitoring program on 
Musselman Lake: 2013-
2014 

2015 LSRCA Yes No No No No No 

Annual Water Balances 
and Total Phosphorus 
Loads to Lake Simcoe 
(2010 - 2011) 

2017 LSRCA and 
MOECC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Report on Phosphorous 
Loads to Lake Simcoe, 
2012-2015 

2017 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Parking Lot Design 
Guidelines for Salt 
Reduction 

2017 GHD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Report on LSRCA 
preliminary ecological 
surveys at Wagner’s 
Lake, Uxbridge, 
Ontario: July-August 
2017 

2017 LSRCA No No Yes No No No 

Stormwater Database 
Report: Phase II 2018 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Policy or Study Title Year last 
updated Author York 

(2010) 

Barrie/
Innisfil 
(2012) 

Durham 
(2012) 

Oro/ 
Hawkestone 

(2013) 

Ramara 
(2015) 

Talbot/
Whites 
(2016) 

Emerging Contaminants 
Study 2019 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Phosphorous Loads 
Update, 2015-2017 2020 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Preliminary report on 
the disconnection 
between phosphorus 
loading from the Lake 
Simcoe Watershed and 
in-lake physiochemical 
conditions: interactions 
of climate change, 
biology, and invasive 
species 

2020 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Assessing stormwater 
management pond 
performance 

2020 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Climate Change 
Lake Simcoe Climate 
Change Impact on Total 
Phosphorus Loads 

2013 Louis Berger Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Lake Simcoe Climate 
Change Adaptation 
Strategy 

2017 MNRF Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Modeling Forest 
Biomass and Carbon 
Stock Across an Urban-
rural Landscape: The 
Lake Simcoe Watershed 

2019 University of 
Toronto Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Wetland Carbon 
Sequestration in Lake 
Simcoe Watershed: A 
Comprehensive 
Historical and Current 
Assessment of Wetland 
Carbon Sinks 

2019 Lakehead 
University Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

LSRCA Climate Change 
Adaptation Strategy 2020 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Lake Simcoe Watershed 
Climate Mitigation 
Strategy 

2020 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Policy or Study Title Year last 
updated Author York 

(2010) 

Barrie/
Innisfil 
(2012) 

Durham 
(2012) 

Oro/ 
Hawkestone 

(2013) 

Ramara 
(2015) 

Talbot/
Whites 
(2016) 

Climate Change 
Research Reports 
(CCRR-21, 22, 28, 31, 
37, 45) 

varies MNRF Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Other 
Changes in the thermal 
stability of Lake Simcoe 
from 1980 to 2008 

2011 Stainsby et al. Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Lake Simcoe Watershed 
Environmental 
Monitoring Report 

2013 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Lake Simcoe 
Comprehensive 
Monitoring Strategy 

2014 MOECC Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Lake Simcoe Monitoring 
Report 2014 MOECC Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Modelling of 
Environmental Flow 
Targets for the Lovers 
Creek Subwatershed 

2015 Matrix 
Solutions Inc. No Yes No No No No 

Lake Simcoe Best 
Management Practices 
Inventory Phase 3 

2015 LSRCA Yes No No No No No 

Prioritizing catchments 
for stewardship activity 
in the Lake Simcoe 
watershed 

2015 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Modelling of 
Environmental Flow 
Regimes for the East 
Holland River 
Subwatershed 

2018 EarthFx Yes No No No No No 

Minister’s Five-year 
Report on Lake Simcoe 

2015, 
2020 MOECC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Flood inundation 
mapping 2020 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Data 

Marsh monitoring 2013-
2018 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Breeding birds 2017-
2018 LSRCA Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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