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Items for information is a weekly publication for the public and members of City Council.
Members of City Council may request that any item appearing on this publication be placed
onto the next available Committee of the Whole meeting for discussion.
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Report
Service Area

Office of the Chief Administrative Officer

Date

Friday, January 17, 2020

Subject

City of Guelph Provincial Pre-Budget
Consultation Submission

Report Number

CAO-2020-01

Executive Summary
Purpose of Report
The purpose of this report is to provide information on Staff’s proposed submission
to Ontario’s pre-budget consultation process. The City’s submission to the Ontario
Legislature’s Standing Committee on Finance and Economic Affairs is due January
24th. The submission to the Ministry of Finance is due February 8th. This report will
inform both submissions.

Key Findings
Staff recommend that the City focus its submission to the provincial legislature and
the Ministry of Finance on 5 key themes:
-

Protecting the City of Guelph’s Fiscal Sustainability;
Addressing the City’s Infrastructure Gap with a focus on Environmental
Sustainability;
Connecting our Community by Advancing Green Transportation in Guelph;
Advancing Affordable Housing; and
Spurring Economic Development in Guelph.

Financial Implications
This report does not have any immediate financial implications for the City.

Report
Details
Staff recommend that the City focus its submission on 5 key themes. These themes
and specific suggested asks are listed below.

Protect the City of Guelph’s Fiscal Sustainability
Financial sustainability is critical for the City of Guelph as a quickly growing
community. The City needs long-term predictable funding and stability, especially
given changes to development charges and ongoing work towards a new
community benefits charge framework, the review of the provincial gas tax, and the

Page 2 of 40

review of the property assessment taxation regime. Growth should also pay for
growth. When making funding decisions, the province must remember that there is
only one tax payer. Negative cumulative impacts on the property tax base resulting
from provincial funding decisions should be assessed and avoided. It is important
that cities like Guelph continue to have reliable access to sufficient provincial dollars
for infrastructure, public transit and cost-shared programs like public health,
emergency medical services, long-term care and childcare.
Specific Asks:


Audit and Accountability Fund: Continue to empower cities to find
efficiencies locally through programs like the Audit and Accountability Fund.
This provincial program should be enhanced to allow funds to be used for
implementation in a way similar to the Municipal Modernization Program. An
enhanced Audit and Accountability Fund should also prioritize the
implementation of cost-savings solutions identified during the first intake of
the program.



Implementation of new Development Charge Rules and the
Community Benefits Charge Framework: The January 1st, 2020
implementation date for new development charge rules has created
challenges for municipal governments in need of more transition time.
Implementation should be delayed. The province should also move forward
on releasing proposed regulations for the community benefits charge
framework for municipal input as soon as possible and delay the effective
date to January 1, 2022 to ensure sufficient time for transition.



Aligning Fiscal Years: The City of Guelph has concerns about the
administrative impact of the proposal to align the provincial and municipal
fiscal years. Extensive consultation will be necessary to demonstrate the
value that would be created by this alignment compared to the cost of such
an implementation.

Address the City’s Infrastructure Gap with a focus on Environmental
Sustainability
The City of Guelph faces a significant infrastructure backlog valued at
approximately $491 million (as of 2016). In 2020, this unfunded infrastructure gap
is expected to grow by $40.4 million. This means that Guelph’s capital build and
maintenance needs for key services like roads, parking and storm water, waste
water, and water management are outpacing residents’ and the City’s ability to
pay. Support from the provincial and federal governments is critical to address the
gap and ensure Guelph’s residents have access to the infrastructure investments
they expect to see in the community. Any investment in infrastructure must
consider the impacts of climate change on the City, advance local resiliency and
further mitigation efforts.
Specific Asks:
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Funding for a new Central Library on Baker Street: The Province should
approve the City of Guelph’s funding application under the Investing in
Canada Infrastructure Program (ICIP): Community, Culture, and Recreation
Stream to build a 21st century accessible Central Library on Baker Street in
downtown Guelph. Funding for cultural and recreational infrastructure should
also be enhanced to advance local projects that are responsive to community
needs like the City’s proposed South End Recreation Centre.



Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program Green Stream Intake for
Large Municipalities: The City of Guelph has numerous green infrastructure
projects that would benefit from access to provincial and federal funding.
Unfortunately, Green Stream funding under the ICIP program has not been
open to municipal governments in Ontario with populations over 100,000 to
date. Ontario should open another intake process for green infrastructure
funding that is open to large urban municipalities.



Funding for Brownfields Remediation: One of the challenges to growth in
Guelph is a lack of funding for brownfields remediation. Numerous properties
connected to existing municipal infrastructure cannot be restored and
repurposed to suitable uses unless funds are made available for extensive
environmental remediation work. A key example is the former IMICO site at
200 Beverly Street. If made available, provincial infrastructure funds could
be used to remediate the site. 200 Beverly Street could then be repurposed
to expand Guelph’s affordable housing supply.

Connect Our Community by Advancing Green Transportation in Guelph
For the City of Guelph to continue to grow, Guelph’s businesses and residents need
access to reliable forms of transportation. To advance transportation in Guelph and
further unlock the City’s economic potential, the provincial government should
invest in key transportation infrastructure.


Move forward on Two-Way-All-Day GO Service along the Innovation
Corridor by 2025: Guelph is uniquely placed at the heart of the Innovation
Corridor between Waterloo Region and the City of Toronto. The City of
Guelph applauds the provincial government’s commitment to GO Train
expansion in the area. We urge Ontario to work with municipal partners to
move forward on the infrastructure investments and funding necessary to
connect the corridor by 2025 as per the Business Case that has been
approved by Metrolinx. Two-Way-All-Day GO Service must move forward in a
timely way that advances economic development and makes sense for local
residents.



Advance Interregional Transportation: The province should champion
action on interregional transportation between Guelph and Waterloo Region.
This includes support for local public transit-based transportation as well as
necessary provincial investments to maintain Highway 7.
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Funding for Complete Streets and Active Transportation: Like other
local communities, Guelph would benefit from access to dedicated provincial
funding for active transportation. Complete streets and a strong cycling
network are critical green transportation infrastructure necessary for the City
to remain connected as it continues to grow.

Advance Affordable Housing
The City of Guelph faces a vacancy rate of 1.4%, lower than the provincial average
of 1.8% and the national average of 2.4%. While this is indicative of the strong
economic opportunities and high quality of life enjoyed by Guelph’s residents, the
vacancy rate and a lack of housing supply along the housing continuum is creating
significant challenges when it comes to availability and affordability.


Invest in new Community Housing Capital Builds in Guelph: There is a
lack of Rent-Geared-to-Income community housing in the City of Guelph.
There is also a significant waitlist and a large capital repair backlog. The
Province of Ontario should work with Wellington County as the Service
System Manager and the City of Guelph to address these challenges.



Focus on the Most Vulnerable: There is a particular need for supportive
housing units, transitional housing units and for enhanced emergency shelter
capacity in Guelph. Investments along the housing continuum from the
provincial government made in partnership with Wellington County as the
Service System Manager and the City will go a long way in advancing the
wellbeing of Guelph’s most vulnerable.



Assess and Revisit the Housing Supply Action Plan: For Guelph to
continue to grow and to ensure there is steady supply along the housing
continuum, action needs to be taken to ensure an adequate supply of
housing is entering the market. The province should assess the current
Housing Supply Action Plan to determine if its meeting its objectives.
Provincial approaches that incentivize the construction of affordable housing
and purpose-built rental in Guelph should be prioritized.

Spur Economic Development in Guelph
The City of Guelph’s pre-budget consultation submission contains numerous ideas
to address the barriers to economic development facing the local economy.
Investments in municipal infrastructure, transportation corridors and action on
housing are all necessary to further unlock Guelph’s economic potential as an agrifood innovation, manufacturing and tourism hub.


Support Local Innovation Hubs: Local innovation hubs like Innovation
Guelph play a critical role in the city’s economic ecosystem. Innovation hubs
help local entrepreneurs to launch and scale their businesses, generating
prosperity for the broader community. Innovation hubs need access to longterm predictable funding from the Ministry of Economic Development, Job
Creation and Trade to continue doing this work.
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Financial Implications
This report does not have any immediate financial implications for the City.

Consultations
Intergovernmental Relations consulted with staff in Corporate Finance, Public
Services and Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Services when preparing
this report.
The City of Guelph’s pre-budget consultation submissions to the Ontario Legislature
and to the Government of Ontario will be posted as correspondence in the weekly
Items for Information publication.

Strategic Plan Alignment
Using the pre-budget consultation process to advocate to the provincial government
to advance the City’s interests is important to Guelph’s Building our Future and
Navigating our Future Strategic Plan pillars. The themes identified in this report also
advance a number of priorities under the Strategic Plan, including financial
sustainability, transportation, housing and economic development.

Attachments
None.
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Provincial and Federal
Consultation Alert
Discussion Paper: Public Health Modernization
Ministry
Ontario’s Ministry of Health

Consultation Deadline
10 February 2020

Summary
The Ministry of Health is holding consultations on transforming Public Health
Services across Ontario to inform provincial decision-making on public health
service delivery and restructuring. A discussion paper has been posted online
alongside a survey that is open for public input.

Proposed Form of Input
That the City of Guelph respond to the Ministry’s discussion paper survey, write a
letter with interested partners to Municipal Advisor Jim Pine and prepare to
participate in in-person consultations should a session be held in the region.

Rationale
The City of Guelph is a co-funder of the Wellington-Dufferin-Guelph Public Health
Unit and has representation on the Board of Health.

Lead
Finance/Intergovernmental Services

Link to Ministry Website
http://health.gov.on.ca/en/pro/programs/phehs_consultations/docs/dp_public_heal
th_modernization.pdf

Contact Information
Intergovernmental Services:
Chief Administrative Office
City Hall, 1 Carden Street, Guelph ON
519-37-5602
TTY: 519-826-9771
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Provincial and Federal
Consultation Alert
Discussion Paper: Emergency Health Services
Modernization
Ministry
Ontario’s Ministry of Health

Consultation Deadline
10 February 2020

Summary
The Ministry of Health is holding consultations on modernizing municipal land
ambulance services. A discussion paper has been posted online alongside a survey
that is open for public input.

Proposed Form of Input
That the City of Guelph respond to the Ministry’s discussion paper survey, write a
letter to Municipal Advisor Jim Pine and prepare to participate in in-person
consultations should a session be held in the region.

Rationale
Any provincial reforms arising from the consultation will have a direct impact on the
finances and operations of Guelph-Wellington Paramedic Services.

Lead
Public Services - Guelph Wellington Paramedic Services

Link to Ministry Website
http://health.gov.on.ca/en/pro/programs/phehs_consultations/docs/dp_emergency
_health_services_modernization.pdf

Contact Information
Intergovernmental Services:
Chief Administrative Office
City Hall, 1 Carden Street, Guelph ON
519-37-5602
TTY: 519-826-9771
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Provincial and Federal
Consultation Alert
Ontario 2020 Budget Consultations
Ministry
Ministry of Finance

Consultation Deadline
11 February 2020

Summary
The Ministry of Finance is holding public pre-budget consultations in advance of the
2020 Ontario Budget.

Proposed Form of Input
Written submission.

Rationale
These consultations provide an opportunity for the City of Guelph to provide input
into the development of the Budget that will guide Ontario’s finances and fiscal
decision-making in the 2020/2021 provincial fiscal year. The City has an interest in
advocating for a fiscal approach from the province conducive to the City’s financial
wellbeing and continued growth.

Lead
Intergovernmental Services

Link to Ministry Website
https://www.ontario.ca/page/2020-budget-consultations

Contact Information
Intergovernmental Services
Chief Administrative Office
City Hall, 1 Carden Street, Guelph ON
519-37-5602
TTY: 519-826-9771
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Monday January 13, 2020
Sanjay Coelho
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks - Environmental Policy Branch
40 St. Clair Avenue West, 10th floor
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1M2
Dear Sanjay Coelho,
RE: Proposal to amend the Record of Site Condition (Brownfields) Regulation related
to the Requirement to Sample Groundwater (ERO# 019-0987)
The City of Guelph (the City) is pleased to comment on the Government of Ontario’s
Proposal to Amend the Record of Site Condition (Brownfields) Regulation related to the
Requirement to Sampling of Groundwater.
Comments from the City of Guelph
The City, in general, does not recommend the Provincial government's decision to amend
the Record of Site Condition (RSC) Regulation with respect to the sampling of
groundwater for communities who use groundwater as their drinking water supply. The
City is supportive of the Provincial government’s intention to examine in more detail
their understanding of the water resources in the province, with a particular focus on
groundwater takings. As a community that relies almost entirely on groundwater for its
drinking water, the City asks the Province to strongly consider the comments below.
1. Amendments that could reduce barriers to redevelopment of brownfields
As part of a Phase Two Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), which is used to assess
the state of a brownfield site, groundwater sampling is required. The intent to amend the
issue of non-standard delineation (or undue vertical delineation) of impacts in
groundwater has been amended through ERO #03-5000. Based on this, listed below are
some of the Province’s practices that the City believes could be changed to streamline
the Province’s review process:
a. Remove the Province’s reluctance to rely on historical chemical analyses data
for groundwater. This will result in a streamlined process that allows the
proponent’s Qualified Person to make a determination regarding the
applicability of the use of historical data. For example: historical chemical
analyses missing from currently regulated parameters for evaluating area of
potential environmental concerns (APEC), delineation of impacts or
confirmatory soil sampling, as this could mean completion of additional
investigation for parameters that were not identified as contaminants of
concern (COCs).
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b. Remove the Province’s preference for additional soil and groundwater
sampling within building footprints even when other samples and data are
already present within the APEC.
c. Remove the requirement for several rounds of groundwater sampling before
the completion of the risk assessment, when the risk assessment is based on
the concentration of COCs detected during the sampling event at the Phase
Two ESA stage.
The City does not believe that the current regulation creates barriers for redevelopment
of brownfield sites since groundwater sampling is already required as part of a Phase 2
ESA and is key to understanding any potential site conditions that would determine if the
water below the site could be deemed non-potable. The removal of this item may create
undue pressure on Qualified Persons conducting ESAs, which could prolong the review
process as opposed to streamlining it.
Also, some of the key scenarios that are not captured in Item A of the Proposal are listed
below:
a. Infill developments in and around urbanized areas with suspect historical
uses, where soils are removed to build several stories of underground garages,
which may preclude risk assessment altogether if groundwater sampling is not
part of a Phase Two ESA.
b. Areas down and/or cross-gradient of contaminated sites with impacted
groundwater plumes.
2. The Proposal relies on the Made-in-Ontario Environmental Plan
The Proposal relies on a “Made-in-Ontario Environmental Plan” (ERO# 013-4208),
which did not include detailed information on the action items that would achieve the
Made-in-Ontario Plan. Overall, the Plan indicates there will be rules in place for
protecting air, water and soil; addressing climate change; waste management, impacted
land development, excess soil reuse; and conserving land and greenspace. While the Plan
sets directions for the Province to take action towards protecting the environment, it
does not provide detailed information about the action items that will achieve the Plan.
The proposed amendment could be perceived as being less protective to the
environment, especially for a community that relies on groundwater for drinking water
supply. The costs of obtaining groundwater quality information are minimal when one
compares the potential costs associated with off-site impacts from contaminated
groundwater.
Therefore, the City is unsure how the removal of groundwater sampling fits within this
new directive for the Province.
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3. The Proposal does not recognize the many groundwater-dependent
communities in Ontario that rely on drinking water sources from bedrock or
overburden sources.
The proposed amendment should consider Wellhead Protection Areas as defined under
the Clean Water Act and associated regulations. Wellhead Protection Areas developed
under the Source Protection programs outlines the area where municipalities take their
drinking water from to support their communities. Although municipal servicing is
available to most locations, the removal of groundwater sampling would comprise the
City’s ability to protect its groundwater supplies which is used for drinking water. Further,
areas down gradient of contaminated sites with impacted groundwater plumes need to be
taken into consideration when looking at groundwater protection (i.e., these sites should
have a groundwater investigation).
Therefore, the City suggests that the Regulation be amended to ensure that groundwater
sampling is required in areas where Wellhead Protection Areas have been designated.
Closing
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the MECP's proposal to
amend the Record of Site Condition Regulation with respect to the sampling of
Groundwater. The City of Guelph would be happy to discuss our comments further as
the province works to develop rules and regulations for water takings and groundwater
sampling across the province.
Please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Muñoz, Manager, Policy and Intergovernmental
Relations, at leslie.munoz@guelph.ca if you have any questions or comments regarding
the City of Guelph's feedback on this regulatory proposal.
Sincerely,

Kealy Dedman, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer
Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise
The City of Guelph
1 Carden St., Guelph ON
T 519-822-1260 x 2248
E kealy.dedman@guelph.ca

Page 13 of 40

CITY OF QUINTE WEST
Office of the Mayor
Jím Hanìson

P.O. Box 490
Trenton, Ontario, K8V 5R6

TEL: (613) 392-2841
FAX: (613) 392-5608

January 15,2020
Mr. Jamie McGarvey, President
Association of Municipalities of Ontario
200 University Ave., Suite 801
Toronto, Ontario M5H 3C6

RE: Resolution

-

Co servation Authorities

Dear Mr. Jamie McGarvey:

This letter will serve to advise that at a meeting of City of Quinte West Council held on
January 13,2020 Council passed the following resolution:
Moved by Cassidy
Seconded by Alyea
Whereas the City of Quinte West has been well served by both the Lower Trent
Conservation Authority and the Quinte Conservation Authority and
Whereas we have working service agreements with both Authorities and
Whereas we value the efforts of the Conservation Authorities to monitor floods, to
manage source water protection and to ensure the integrity of the watersheds
within our municipality and conserve our natural environment and
Whereas the current Provincial government is reviewing the mandate and
potentíal funding to Conservation Authorities
Be it resolved that the City of Quinte West requests that the Provincial
Government improve their funding of Conservation Authorities to provide a more
stable funding base that would prevent any downloading of costs to municipalities

And further that the Provincial Government will maintain and not díminish the core
mandate of Conservation Authorities
And further that we forward this motion to the Minister of Environment,
Conservation and Parks, the Minister of Natural Resources, the Premier, the
Leaders of all opposition parties, all of our local municipal partners, and AMO to
seek their support and concurrence. Carried

Page 14 of 40

We trust that you will give favourable

consideration to this request.

Sincerely,

CITY OF QUINTE WEST

Ø--¿/;
Jim Harrison
Mayor

2
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January 14, 2020
Clerk, City of Guelph
1 Carden Street, Guelph ON N1H 3A1

To Whom It May Concern:
RE:

Support for actions to address over-application of winter maintenance chemicals to
protect sources of municipal drinking water

On December 12, 2019, the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee received report SPC19-12-02 Winter Maintenance Chemicals: Challenges and Opportunities, and passed the following
resolution:
AND THAT the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee direct staff to forward report
SPC-19-12-02 to the Councils of the single, upper and lower-tier municipalities within the Lake
Erie Source Protection Region, all Source Protection Committees, Ontario Good Roads
Association, Association of Municipalities of Ontario, and Rural Ontario Municipal Association,
to request resolutions in support of the report’s recommended actions and forward the
resolutions to the Ontario Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks, Ontario Minister
of Transportation, Ontario Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing and Attorney General of
Ontario.
The report (attached) provides an overview of the ongoing issue and implications of over-application
of winter maintenance chemicals, highlighting trends in the Lake Erie Source Protection Region, and
includes recommended actions, including changes to the liability framework, increased requirements
for winter maintenance of parking lots and changes to the Clean Water Act, 2006 framework to
proactively protect municipal drinking water sources.
As per the Source Protection Committee’s resolution, I am asking for municipal support of the
report’s recommended actions. Please forward a copy of any resolution to: Ilona Feldmann, Source
Protection Program Assistant, Lake Erie Source Protection Region (ifeldmann@grandriver.ca)
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns about the report or the request for
municipal support.
Regards,

Martin Keller
Source Protection Program Manager, Lake Erie Source Protection Region

Lake Erie Source Protection Region, c/o Grand River Conservation Authority, 400 Clyde Road, Box 729, Cambridge, ON N1R 5W6
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LAKE ERIE REGION SOURCE PROTECTION COMMITTEE

REPORT NO.
TO:

SPC-19-12-02

DATE: December 12, 2019

Members of the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee

SUBJECT:

Winter Maintenance Chemicals: Challenges and Opportunities for Change

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee receives report SPC-19-12-02 –
Winter Maintenance Chemicals: Challenges and Opportunities for Change – for information.
AND THAT the Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee receives the Recommended
Actions to Address the Over-Application of Winter Maintenance Chemicals for consideration and
action.
REPORT:
Summary of Report Contents
•

Introduction

•

Recommended Actions to Address the Over-Application of Winter Maintenance
Chemicals

•

Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations within Groundwater Drinking Sources in
Lake Erie Source Protection Region

•

Liability and Other Factors Influence the Amount of Salt Applied

•

Changes Needed to the Source Water Protection Director’s Technical Rules

Introduction
At the October 3, 2019 Lake Erie Region Source Protection Committee (SPC) meeting, members
discussed the ongoing issue of salt over-application and the increasing number of sodium and
chloride Issue Contributing Areas (ICAs) across the Lake Erie Source Protection Region.
Following the discussion, the committee directed Lake Erie Region staff to draft a report and
recommendation(s) regarding the issue for presentation at the next SPC meeting.
This report has been written in collaboration with staff from the Grand River Conservation
Authority (GRCA), City of Guelph, Region of Waterloo and Wellington Source Water Protection.
Recommended Actions to Address the Over-Application of Winter Maintenance
Chemicals
To address the above concerns, the following recommendations are provided to the Lake Erie
Region Source Protection Committee for consideration:
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THAT the Province of Ontario explore ways to reduce the factors that contribute to excess
application of winter maintenance chemicals on road ways and parking lots through a review of
the liability framework in Ontario.
THAT the Province of Ontario work with municipalities to strengthen training programs for road
agencies that apply winter maintenance chemicals on roads and sidewalks to reduce application
rates without compromising road safety that would assist with mitigating risks to municipal drinking
water systems.
THAT the Province of Ontario require property owners and contractors responsible for maintaining
safe parking lots and sidewalks be trained and certified in the application of winter maintenance
chemicals.
THAT the Province of Ontario change Prescribed Drinking Water Threats, “the application of road
salt” and “the handling and storage of road salt” to “the application of winter maintenance
chemicals” and “the handling and storage of winter maintenance chemicals”, and define the term
in the regulation.
THAT the Province of Ontario change the Table of Circumstances related to the application of
winter maintenance chemicals to differentiate between application on roads, sidewalks and
parking lots to reflect the different liability issues and the nature of winter maintenance conducted
for each surface type.
AND THAT the Province of Ontario amend the Clean Water Act’s Director’s Technical Rules to
enable municipalities to proactively protect their municipal drinking water supplies from the
application and storage of winter maintenance chemicals.
Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations within Groundwater Drinking Sources in
Lake Erie Source Protection Region
Municipal water supplies within the Lake Erie Source Protection Region (LESPR) have exhibited
increases in chloride and sodium concentrations. Map 1 identifies all municipal supplies within
the LESPR that are impacted by increasing chloride and sodium concentrations. Within LERSPR,
approximately 150 wells are impacted by increasing concentrations of chloride and/or sodium,
where 34 wells have identified chloride and/or sodium as an Issue under the Clean Water Act,
2006 and Technical Rules. Map 1 shows the ICAs for chloride and sodium, along with municipal
supply wells with increasing concentrations. Issue Contributing Areas are delineated for wells with
an Issue and policies apply to address the elevated contaminant concentrations.
The impacted municipal supply wells range from small rural centres (Elora, Fergus – Centre
Wellington, Guelph-Eramosa, Paris – County of Brant) to medium cities (City of Guelph,
Orangeville) to large urban areas (Region of Waterloo). Examples of increasing chloride and
sodium concentrations at municipal supply wells within the LESPR are described below and
include Wells E3 in Elora and F1 in Fergus, the City of Guelph Water Supply Wells, William Street
Wellfield in Waterloo and Well G5 in Cambridge. The Town of Orangeville Water Supply System
is impacted by increasing chloride and sodium concentrations and has defined ICAs that extend
into the LESPR.
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Map 1: Lake Erie Region Municipal Supply Wells with Elevated Chloride and Sodium
Concentrations
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Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations at Bedrock Groundwater Wells in Wellington
County
The Township of Centre Wellington monitors sodium and chloride concentrations at the nine
municipal wells that service Elora and Fergus. Well Fergus F1 is screened within a bedrock
aquifer with surrounding land primarily urban. Well Elora E3 is screened within a bedrock aquifer
with surrounding land primarily agricultural, with a large manufacturing facility located immediately
north of the well.
Figure 1 and Figure 2 illustrate the increasing and variable trends of chloride and sodium
concentrations at Elora Well E3 and Fergus Well F1. Chloride concentrations at Elora Well E3
and Fergus Well F1 are both above and below half of the Ontario Drinking Water Standards (125
mg/L). Maximum chloride concentrations are noted at Elora Well E3 of 165 mg/L. At Elora Well
E3 and Fergus Well F1 sodium concentrations are increasing, but remain below half of the Ontario
Drinking Water Standards (100 mg/L). Maximum sodium concentrations are noted at Fergus Well
F1 of 93 mg/L. A study completed by Golder Associates (2015) concluded that groundwater at
well F1 appears to be derived mainly from the overburden and shallow bedrock aquifers, while
groundwater at well E3 appears to be derived mainly from the bedrock aquifer. In both cases, the
chloride source is likely from the surface (anthropogenic sources). As a result of the increasing
chloride concentrations to above half of the Ontario Drinking Water Standards and the
anthropogenic origin of the chloride, chloride was identified as an Issue and an ICA was
delineated for both Elora Well E3 and Fergus Well F1.

Chloride Concentration (mg/L)

300
250

Chloride Ontario Drinking Water Standard

200
150

Half the Chloride Ontario Drinking Water Standard

100
50
0
1995

1998

2001

Elora E3

2004
Fergus F1

2007

Date

2010
ODWS
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Figure 1: Chloride concentrations at Elora Well E3 and Fergus Well F1
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Figure 2: Sodium concentrations at Elora Well E3 and Fergus Well F1
Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations at Bedrock Groundwater Wells in the City of
Guelph
Sodium and chloride concentrations are increasing at several bedrock wells within the City of
Guelph. Figure 3 and Figure 4 below illustrate increasing chloride and sodium trends in select
municipal wells within the City of Guelph. Figure 3 shows chloride concentrations above half the
Ontario Drinking Water Standard for chloride (125 mg/L) at almost all wells, with chloride
concentrations approaching or at the Ontario Drinking Water Standard for chloride of 250 mg/L.
Figure 4 shows sodium concentrations above half the Ontario Drinking Water Standard for
sodium (100 mg/L) at all wells, with sodium concentrations ranging from 120 to 170 mg/L in 2019.
Sodium and chloride are not identified as Drinking Water Issues at City of Guelph wells. The City
of Guelph will continue to monitor sodium and chloride concentrations.
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Figure 3: Chloride concentrations at select municipal wells within the City of Guelph
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Figure 4: Sodium concentrations at select municipal wells within the City of Guelph
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Increasing Sodium and Chloride Concentrations at Groundwater Wells in the Region of Waterloo
The Region of Waterloo has nine wellfields with elevated concentrations of chloride and sodium
that resulted in the identification of Issues under the Clean Water Act, 2006 and Technical Rules
and delineation of ICAs. Impacted wellfields are generally within the urban areas of Cambridge,
Kitchener and Waterloo. Chloride and sodium concentrations have been measured as high as
750 mg/L and 365 mg/L, respectively, at one municipal wellfield in the Region of Waterloo.
The William Street Wellfield is an example of one of the Waterloo’s wellfields that is impacted by
increasing chloride and sodium concentrations. Figures 5 and 6 below illustrate the increasing
chloride and sodium concentrations at the three water supply wells in the William Street wellfield.
An increasing trend of chloride (Figure 5) is observed dating back to 1975. Current chloride
concentrations are above the Ontario Drinking Water Standard of 250 mg/L with 2019 chloride
concentrations reaching approximately 450 mg/L. An increasing trend of sodium (Figure 6) is
observed dating back to 1980. Current sodium concentrations at two of the three wells are above
the Ontario Drinking Water Standard of 200 mg/L with 2019 sodium concentrations reaching
approximately 240 mg/L.
Figures 5 and 6 also present the results from well G5 of the Pinebush system in Cambridge and
demonstrates the impacts from application of salt on parking lots. This well also shows increasing
chloride and sodium trends from the 1980s. However, the concentrations dramatically increase
in the middle to late 1990s, which is coincident with the construction of a large retail centre and
associated large parking lots immediately adjacent to the well. Currently, chloride and sodium
concentrations are higher than those in the William Street wellfield, being approximately 600 mg/L
and 300 mg/L, respectively.
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Figure 5: Chloride concentrations at the William Street and Pinebush Wellfields in the
Region of Waterloo
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Figure 6: Sodium concentrations at the William Street Wellfield in the Region of Waterloo
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Implications of Elevated Sodium and Chloride in the Environment
Elevated and increasing concentrations of chloride and sodium are becoming prevalent in small
rural centre, medium sized cities, and large urban areas. The application of road salt (sodium
chloride) is a common activity across LESPR given winter road conditions.
The application of salt on roads (and parking lots) enters into the environment in several ways.
In many cases, the snow gets plowed onto the road shoulder which either enables it to infiltrate
into the groundwater or the meltwater runs off into surface water features and/or into storm water
management structures. While the primary purpose of these storm water facilities is to manage
wet weather flows, they also receive meltwater during the winter months. If the stormwater
structures include infiltration galleries and/or Low Impact Development (LID) infrastructure, some
of the salty water conveyed to them during the winter months could infiltrate into the subsurface
further exacerbating impacts to groundwater based municipal drinking water systems. Ultimately,
all the winter maintenance chemicals eventually enter the natural water system.
Climate change is resulting in more extreme weather patterns with generally milder winters and
increased frequencies of precipitation freeze/thaw cycles predicted, resulting in increased use of
chemicals for winter road and parking lot maintenance. If left unmanaged, chloride and sodium
from road salt will continue to contaminate drinking water sources.
A summary of negative impacts of road salt use for winter maintenance can be described as
follows:
•

increased concentrations of chloride and sodium in surface water and groundwater
drinking water sources impairs the water taste and poses a risk to persons with high blood
pressure and sodium restricted diets;

•

premature wear to concrete sidewalks and structures (bridge decks, overpasses) which
reduces overall life of such infrastructure and results in increased capital costs to maintain
them on the order of $250-$480 per tonne of salt applied (Environmental Commissioner
of Ontario, 218). and,

•

damage of animal and plant cells’ ability to carry out key ecological processes, changes
to the weight of lake water to block the normal mixing process, which is essential for
oxygen mixing, and harm to soil, gardens, vegetation and trees, which are necessary for
shade as summers get hotter.

The only treatment process available to remove sodium and chloride from water is by reverse
osmosis (desalinization) which is very expensive, energy intensive and creates a large volume of
concentrate waste brine that must be discharged back into the environment. Accordingly, the only
way to minimize the impacts from road salt on water resources and the environment is to reduce
the amount being used.
Liability and Other Factors Influence the Amount of Salt Applied
In 2001, Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) completed an assessment of the
impacts of road salt and concluded that high releases of road salts were having an adverse effect
on freshwater ecosystems, soil vegetation and wildlife. This assessment initiated the risk
management process to address the risks posed to the environment by road salt. Subsequently,
a Code of Practice was developed by ECCC and a parallel Synthesis of Best Practices document
was created by the Transportation Association of Canada. The synthesis is a detailed resource
on winter maintenance practices and supplements the recommendations made within the Code.
The two main recommendations of the Code are the development of salt management plans and
implementation of best management practices. The Code is voluntary, only applies to road
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organizations that use more than 500 tonnes of salt per year, and does not apply to application
on parking lots or sidewalks. The ECCC assessment report concluded that application of salt on
parking lots represents less than 10% of the total amount of salt being applied across the country.
However, the contribution of parking lots in urban areas is much greater due to the increased
density of paved surfaces and the higher potential application rates needed to address private
property liability concerns. Specifically, in parts of Cambridge, Kitchener and Waterloo, salt
loading to groundwater from parking lots is equal to or greater than the loading from roads.
Several pieces of legislation provide the legal context for application of winter maintenance
chemicals. For roads, municipal transportation agencies are required under Section 44 of the
Municipal Act to maintain roads in a “reasonable state of repair” and to maintain them in
accordance with the Minimum Maintenance Standards. For building owners and managers, the
Occupier’s Liability Act requires a duty of care to maintain “reasonably” safe conditions for
persons while on their premises. However, unlike for roads, the definition of what is reasonably
safe is not stipulated and there are no standards. For parking lots, what is reasonable is
determined through awareness of legal case studies, which are not too frequent, as most slip and
fall claims arising from winter maintenance on parking lots are settled out of court. In addition, for
private contractors, a settlement made by their insurance company often results in increases in
insurance costs and/or loss of insurance completely. To ensure on-going viability of their
businesses, most contractors will err on the side of caution and over apply salt.
These two pieces of legislation provide a framework for over-application of salt that is condoned
by the public as necessary to ensure the protection of the travelling public. There is little
recognition that this over-application may not be necessary as protection from liability is
paramount. This framework is further facilitated by the following:
•

the Ontario Environmental Protection Act exempts salt from being considered a
contaminant if it is used “… for the purpose of keeping the highway safe …” meaning that
appliers of salt do not have to be concerned about any environmental impacts by the
amount they use;

•

weather is difficult to predict and the weather that arrives can vary from that forecasted,
which means that applications are often higher than needed in case the conditions are
worse than forecasted;

•

the science behind how salt works is poorly understood (i.e. it is the brine that breaks
down ice, not rock salt itself, or that rock salt is not effective in temperatures below -10oC)
or is ignored due to liability concerns;

•

there is increasing societal demand to maintain black asphalt in southern Ontario at all
times and conditions, provide alternate forms of travel with associated high winter
maintenance requirements, and addressing accessibility concerns in winter for
accessibility-challenged persons; and

•

rock salt is on the order of 40% cheaper than the next cheapest winter de-icing chemical,
forcing most municipalities and private contractors to default to this chemical even though
other chemicals may improve winter maintenance performance with less environmental
impact.

All of the above factors contribute to the public's perception that salt does not affect the
environment and creates a “laissez-faire” attitude towards the presence of salt on paved surfaces.
Factors Influencing Winter Maintenance on Roads
As noted above, the obligations to maintain roads arise from the Municipal Act and Minimum
Maintenance Standards. These provide some level of liability protection against municipalities in
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the event of vehicle accidents or slip and fall claims on roads. However, the capacity of each
municipal agency to adopt new and/or implement sophisticated practices varies and many
municipalities have budget pressures which may limit the introduction of these practices. In
addition, the impact of joint-and-several liability often results in municipalities paying the majority
of the costs resulting from an accident even if their contribution to the fault is minimal, further
exacerbating the financial challenges for municipalities. Finally, most municipalities set a single
performance standard for each road class and segment and most if not all municipalities are not
willing to change the standard if the road comes in and out of a vulnerable drinking water
protection area. These issues coupled with the voluntary nature of the ECCC Code could force
municipalities to minimize adoption of practices to meet the Code or not participate at all.
Application on roads also differs from that on parking lots for the following reasons:
•

most winter maintenance on roads are performed by municipal staff and/or larger
contracted companies (e.g. province of Ontario) which provide stable working conditions
that can attract long term employees ensuring consistency in approach reducing the need
to train revolving staff;

•

there are a relatively modest number of road agencies compared to hundreds and possibly
thousands of private contractors; and

•

the passage of cars on roads assists in the break down of the solid winter maintenance
chemicals into the liquid brine needed to break the bond between snow/ice and the
underlying surface, resulting in the need for less salt to be applied.

All of these factors can help reduce the amount of salt applied on roads compared with that
applied on parking lots.
Many road authorities have made considerable improvements in technology, operational
approaches and training to help improve application and reduce impacts to the environment.
However, further changes will be difficult to achieve in part due to the risks associated with liability.
In addition, the benefit of these reductions could be off-set by changes in climate, e.g. more
freezing rain events, which will necessitate changing the approach to winter maintenance on
roads. Further, the expansion of the Minimum Maintenance Standards to sidewalks in 2018 could
result in an overall increase in the amount of salt being applied to the road network. This will
exacerbate the impact to municipal drinking water supply sources. In Ontario, several
organizations are promoting changes to the liability framework including the following:
•

the Association of Municipalities of Ontario submitted a letter to the Ontario Attorney
General requesting reform of the joint and several liability framework in Ontario as it relates
to municipalities;
(https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-Content/PolicyUpdates/2019/AMOSubmitsReporttoAttorneyGeneralonLiabilityandIns).

•

a combined working group representing the Ontario Good Roads Association and
Conservation Ontario submitted a letter to the Ontario Attorney General requesting a
review of the liability related to application of winter maintenance chemicals (Appendix
A); and

•

the World Wildlife Federation provided comments on the Province of Ontario’s
Environmental Plan as posted on the Environmental Registry advocating for review of the
liability framework in Ontario.
(http://assets.wwf.ca/downloads/ero_roadsalt_final_signon.pdf)
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These letters highlight the challenges with the liability framework in Ontario and support the
discussion contained in this report. Undertaking this review in addition to strengthening training
programs for road agencies to reduce winter maintenance chemical application rates without
compromising road safety would assist with mitigating risks to municipal drinking water systems.
Factors Influencing Winter Maintenance on Parking Lots
As persons responsible for parking lots do not have standards or guidance to follow, the approach
to winter maintenance for a particular event is based primarily on their experience which results
in inconsistent application rates and/or levels of service for each parking lot. In most cases,
building parking lots and sidewalks are maintained by private winter maintenance contractors and
the nature of the winter maintenance services is determined by the contract with the property
owner. These contracts often contain an unrealistic level of service requirements, e.g. maintain
bare pavement at all times, which the contractor addresses though over-application of salt and/or
chemical “plowing” which uses excessive amounts of salt to melt all the snow. The contracts often
attempt to assign the liability to the contractor, which is very difficult legally, and may have pricing
structures that financially incentivize the application of salt on the property.
Much of the private winter maintenance contracting industry is performed by small and medium
sized businesses. As a result, and because of the tendering process to compete for clients, they
are less likely to invest in best practices/advanced technologies as part of their operation in order
to make them profitable. The individual contracting company is also trying to maintain their
insurance coverage, have high staff turnover rates which reduces the incentive to invest in staff,
and the competition/bid process results in little sharing of management practices within the
industry. In addition, as contractors are a for-profit business, they will also attempt to maximize
the number of contracts they have which forces them to over apply to meet the contract
requirements in recognition that it could be many hours until they are able to service the property
again. All of these factors contribute to excess application.
The primary purpose of most buildings and properties is not for winter maintenance but rather for
some other manufacturing, service or retail operation. So winter maintenance is seen as a cost
of doing business. For most building owners or tenants, the winter maintenance contract is
awarded to the lowest cost bid which does not encourage contractors to consider alternate
practices as these would require capital investments for new technologies and/or approaches. In
addition, even if the owner/operator were interested in reducing application rates, they would be
exposed to liability in the event of an injury if they had directed the contractor to apply the salt at
a lower rate.
The liability framework and challenges noted above prevent Risk Management Officials from
negotiating Risk Management Plans (RMPs) that require reductions in application rates. Some of
the ways these barriers present themselves have been observed through the implementation of
salt application RMPs in the Region of Waterloo where approximately 1,600 RMPs will need to
be negotiated in chloride and/or sodium ICAs in the current approved Source Protection Plan and
expanding to over 3,000 existing properties in the October 2019 proposed amended plan. These
include the following.
•

The approach taken by the Region of Waterloo to negotiate salt application RMPs is to
use a collaborative, education approach in order to secure buy-in and achieve a more selfsustainable/self-regulating model of enforcement. This is needed because most persons
involved in the negotiation have little to no experience in winter maintenance. This
approach necessitates a greater time commitment as part of the negotiation as a level of
education is required to raise the general knowledge on the impacts of salting to the point
where risk mitigation practices can be implemented effectively.
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•

Currently, the RMPs for parking lots focus on contractor training and certification, i.e.,
Smart about Salt program, winter maintenance record keeping, and minimizing ice
formation through site assessments. As in many cases these measures do not represent
a drastic shift from current practices and because application rates cannot be stipulated
in the RMP, only a minor amount of reduction in salt loading is likely to occur from these
properties. This is much less than is needed to mitigate the impacts to the Region’s wells
with chloride impacts. Region of Waterloo staff have assessed the reduction in application
rates needed to reduce and or stabilize chloride concentrations based on the amount
currently observed in their supply wells. This amount is on the order of a further 10 percent
reduction in application on roads above and beyond the 25 percent reduction achieved
through advances in technology, and 30 to 50 percent reduction in application rates on
parking lots at four of its well systems. This amount does not include the salt already in
the groundwater that hasn’t made it to the supply wells and will not reach the wells for a
further 10 to 20 years.

•

Since application rates cannot be specified in the RMP, it is difficult to require changes in
operational methods and procedures. Examples of more effective practices may include
pre-wetting, liquid application, and/or standardizing application rates. These practices
have been adopted by many road agencies and may represent the most effective
opportunity to achieve salt reduction targets.

As noted for roads, changes to the liability framework would provide building owners and
contractors to consider the impacts to the environment and their assets in addition to liability
considerations. However, unlike road agencies that are meeting ECCC’s Code of Practice, there
is no mechanism to ensure private contractors consider the environment in the determination of
winter maintenance chemical application rates. The Smart About Salt Council has created the
Smart About Salt program that encourages contractors to take training courses to improve their
winter maintenance operations and to become certified demonstrating that they are implementing
the program. And while this is helping to educate property owners and contractors, many of the
recommended practices in the Smart About Salt program are not implemented by contractors due
to the liability issues discussed above.
Opportunities for Liability and Training/Certification Program Changes
Several states in the US including Illinois and New Hampshire have changed the liability
framework to help address the impacts to water resources due to the over-application of salt and
as noted above several organizations are advocating a review of the liability framework in Ontario.
Several other US states including Wisconsin have implemented various training, certification
and/or education programs to help changes in the winter maintenance approach.
Specifically, the approach taken in New Hampshire is worth noting because the approach includes
a combination of liability reform and training/certification. New Hampshire has introduced changes
to the liability framework and developed a training/certification program to address the overapplication of salt. This approach was required to gain permission to extend a state highway
because a nearby lake had elevated chloride and sodium levels due to winter maintenance
chemicals. The legislation requires contractors to undertake a one-day training program and
become certified. In exchange, road and parking lot contractors would be provided partial
protection against slip and fall and/or traffic accidents. This approach provides the liability relief
and knowledge needed to change winter maintenance practices to minimize impact to water
resources.
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Changes Needed to the Source Water Protection Director’s Technical Rules
The current Director’s Technical Rules under the Clean Water Act, 2006 provide significant
drinking water threat (SDWT) thresholds based on road density or impervious surfaces. In many
parts of the province, the thresholds did not trigger a SDWT for road salt application, despite a
number of municipal drinking water wells that have increasing sodium and chloride concentration
trends. As such, the original technical approach failed to recognise areas where trends were
present that may result in an ICA. This problem was identified by the Region of Waterloo and an
alternate approach to assessing the threat of road salt application was prepared and implemented
for the Region of Waterloo. These changes were not implemented elsewhere in LESPR.
Similarly, road salt storage thresholds are currently set at 5,000 tonnes outside storage. This
volume far exceeds typical storage volumes found at small to medium municipalities or private
contractors. As a result, there are no known documented SDWTs for road salt storage outside of
an ICA within LESPR. This is despite the fact that there are many municipal and private road salt
storage facilities within wellhead protection areas of lesser volumes.
The practical result of these shortcomings in the Technical Rules is that the prescribed threats for
road salt application and storage only get flagged as significant drinking water threats (SDWTs)
when water quality data for a municipal drinking water system documents an increasing trend in
chloride concentrations and the municipality declares the well as having an issue as defined by
the Technical Rules. Since ICAs are only identified and delineated when there is a demonstrated
water quality concern in a municipal well, this approach to protecting water quality in municipal
drinking water systems becomes reactive rather than proactive.
Another concern is that the current Director’s Technical Rules and Ontario Regulation 287/07 –
General pursuant to the Clean Water Act, 2006 lists the prescribed drinking water threat as “the
application, handling and storage of road salt”. Although road salt is a common term used for
winter maintenance chemicals, the term can be misleading. The term road salt is used
interchangeably with rock salt. Salt application at parking lots or on walkways can be more of a
concern due to over-application than application on roadways. Additionally, road salt commonly
refers to sodium chloride; however, there are many alternative products that are also chloride
based, for example, calcium chloride or magnesium chloride. Strict interpretation of the wording
may lead some readers to consider only salt applied to roads and that is sodium chloride based
is a prescribed drinking water threat pursuant to the Clean Water Act, 2006 and Source Protection
Plans. A simple solution could be to rename the prescribed drinking water threats to application,
handling and storage of winter maintenance chemicals and then define the term in the regulation.
A complementary change to the above would be to make application of winter maintenance
chemicals on roads, parking lots and sidewalks different circumstances in the Table of
Circumstances to reflect the different approach to winter maintenance, the legislative and liability
framework, and the mitigation measures possible associated with each surface type. This would
also help highlight that it is more than just application of winter maintenance chemicals on roads
that is affecting drinking water supply sources.
Since 2017, the Province has been considering changes to the Director’s Technical Rules to
address the shortcomings noted above. Recently, the Province held technical engagement
sessions at the end of November 2019 to consult on proposed changes. Details at the time of
preparing this report are limited, but we understand that the Province intends to lower the
thresholds for the activities and circumstances that result in a significant drinking water threat for
the handling and storage of salt and the application of salt. A summary of the proposed changes
to road salt storage and application are presented in Table 1. Lake Erie Region staff and municipal
representatives have participated in the stakeholder engagement sessions and there will be
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opportunity for staff to comment on the proposed rule changes directly with Provincial staff and
through the more formal Environmental Registry process later on.

Table 1: Phase II Technical Rules Project: Proposed Amendments to Road Salt Storage and
Application

Road Salt Application

Current Approach

Road Salt Storage

Prescribed Drinking Water Threats

Topic

Thresholds for
impervious areas that
identify significant
risks are 80% in
WHPAs scored 10
and 8% in IPZs
scored 10.

Volumes that identify
significant risk are:
500 tonnes for IPZs
scored 10; 5000
tonnes for IPZs
scored 9 or greater, or
WHPAs scored 10 for
uncovered storages;
covered storage can
not be a significant
risk.

Objective of
the
Amendment
Use an
improved
scientific
approach to
better identify
areas where
the
application of
road salt and
storage of
road salt may
cause
impairments
to the quality
of drinking
water
sources.

Proposed
Amendment

Notes

Thresholds for
impervious areas
that identify
significant risks will
be: 30% for WHPAs
scored 10; 6% or
greater for IPZ
scored 10 and; 8%
or greater for IPZ
scored 9 to 10.

New thresholds
were developed
based on the
analysis conducted
in consultation with
municipalities and
SPAs/SPCs.

Using same scores
of IPZs and WHPAs,
proposed volumes
are:
(1) Any quantity for
uncovered storages;
(2) 100 kg or greater
for covered storage
excluding
engineered facilities,
(3) 500 tonnes or
greater for
engineered facility or
structure.

Engineered facilities:
permanent building
anchored to a
permanent
foundation with an
impermeable floor
and that is
completely roofed
and walled.

Recommended Actions to Address the Over-Application of Winter Maintenance
Chemicals Report Recommendations
To address the above concerns, the following recommendations are provided to the Lake Erie
Region Source Protection Committee for consideration:
THAT the Province of Ontario explore ways to reduce the factors that contribute to excess
application of winter maintenance chemicals on road ways and parking lots through a review of
the liability framework in Ontario.
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THAT the Province of Ontario work with municipalities to strengthen training programs for road
agencies that apply winter maintenance chemicals on roads and sidewalks to reduce application
rates without compromising road safety that would assist with mitigating risks to municipal drinking
water systems.
THAT the Province of Ontario require property owners and contractors responsible for maintaining
safe parking lots and sidewalks be trained and certified in the application of winter maintenance
chemicals.
THAT the Province of Ontario change Prescribed Drinking Water Threats, “the application of road
salt” and “the handling and storage of road salt” to “the application of winter maintenance
chemicals” and “the handling and storage of winter maintenance chemicals”, and define the term
in the regulation.
THAT the Province of Ontario change the Table of Circumstances related to the application of
winter maintenance chemicals to differentiate between application on roads, sidewalks and
parking lots to reflect the different liability issues and the nature of winter maintenance conducted
for each surface type.
AND THAT the Province of Ontario amend the Clean Water Act’s Director’s Technical Rules to
enable municipalities to proactively protect their municipal drinking water supplies from the
application and storage of winter maintenance chemicals.
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Appendix A:
Letter from Ontario Good Roads Association and Conservation Ontario to
the Ontario Attorney General requesting a review of the liability related to
application of winter maintenance chemicals
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November 1, 2019
The Honourable Doug Downey
Attorney General of Ontario
McMurtry-Scott Building, 11th Floor
720 Bay Street
Toronto, Ontario
M7A 2S9
Dear Attorney General Downey,
Re: Municipal Liability and Insurance Costs
The excessive use of road salt has been shown to impact our environment including aquatic life and
drinking water sources, and also our infrastructure. In Ontario, several drinking water sources are
identified under the Clean Water Act as being impacted by elevated levels of chloride, a chemical found
in road salt.
In 2016, the Ontario Good Roads Association (OGRA) and Conservation Ontario (CO) established a multistakeholder ‘Salt Vulnerable Areas’ working group, that developed a road salt best practices guidance
document in 2018 for consideration by municipalities of varying capacities and budgets. In 2019, the
OGRA and CO established the ‘Ontario Road Salt Management Advisory Committee’ in order to further
the discussions around the broader policy and legislative framework related to the use of road salt, and
to provide recommendations to help find the balance between environmental considerations and road
safety.
The following recommendations are provided for the consideration of the Attorney General of Ontario:
Address excessive liability issues for municipalities
Ontario municipalities follow a Council approved Level of Service to ensure the safety of the travelling
public, and they proactively work with government agencies and others in order to optimize the amount
of road salt usage that balances public road safety with environmental concerns. However, excessive
liability issues severely impact municipalities (and other road operation authorities) and in many cases
may limit their ability to further adjust the application of road salt in order to meet environmental
legislation that protects water resources.
Therefore it is recommended that the applicable liability framework be reviewed, such that road
operation authorities can continue to ensure road safety while also supporting a further reduction in the
amount of road salt applied.
Establish standards and address excessive liability issues for private contractors
There are many others that also use road salt besides municipalities, such as private contractors
maintaining privately or municipally owned parking lots. The private sector often uses excessive
amounts of road salt, in order to avoid liability claims. Training programs such as ‘Smart about Salt’ are
available to the private sector to help them optimize road salt usage, but these programs are not
mandatory.

1

Page 35 of 40

Therefore, it is recommended that standards for road salt application and storage be established for the
private sector to help reduce road salt reaching our water bodies. Further, it is recommended that the
applicable liability framework be reviewed, such that private contractors can continue to ensure safety
during the winter while also supporting a significant reduction in the amount of road salt applied.
In summary, steps to address liability, combined with standards (where they do not exist) for road salt
application, can help preserve our precious natural resources.
We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Please feel free to contact Chitra Gowda
(cgowda@conservationontario.ca) at CO or Fahad Shuja (fahad@ogra.org) at OGRA if you have any
questions.
Sincerely,
Joe W. Tierney
Executive Director
Ontario Good Roads Association
Kim Gavine
General Manager
Conservation Ontario
Sent via email to: doug.downeyco@pc.ola.org; magpolicy@ontario.ca

2
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Heritage Guelph Committee
Meeting Minutes
Monday, December 9, 2019
From 12:00 pm to 2:00 pm
Meeting Room C, Guelph City Hall, 1 Carden Street
Members present:
P. Brian Skerrett, Chair
Arlin Otto, Vice Chair
Charles Nixon
James Smith
Kesia Kvill
Mary Tivy
Michael Crawley
Members absent:
Bob Foster
David Waverman
Staff present:
Stephen Robinson, Senior Heritage Planner
Garrett Meades, Planning Clerk – Policy

Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by the Chair at 12:09 pm
Chair, P. Brian Skerrett has requested that Vice Chair, Arlin Otto assume the role of
Chair for the remainder of the meeting.

Acknowledgements
None

Heritage Guelph Meeting Minutes December 9, 2019
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Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest
None

Approval of Minutes
Moved by P. Brian Skerrett
Seconded by Charles Nixon
That the minutes from the October 15, 2019 meeting of the Heritage Guelph
Committee be approved.
Carried

Committee Consent Agenda
The following item(s) were extracted from the consent agenda:
Heritage Guelph Meeting – Change of Date, Time and Location for 2020

Balance of the Committee Consent Agenda
Moved by P. Brian Skerrett
Seconded by Mary Tivy
That the balance of the committee consent agenda be approved by the
committee.
Carried

Riverslea Estate Cultural Heritage Landscape (Homewood)
Revised text for heritage designation plaque
Staff Recommendation:
That Heritage Guelph supports the proposed heritage designation plaque text
for the Riverslea Estate Cultural Heritage Landscape as presented at the
December 9, 2019 meeting of Heritage Guelph, and
That any further text changes required in the plaque production process are
to be handled by the Senior Heritage Planner.
Proposed heritage designation plaque text
Once a private home set within a large estate landscape, Riverslea was built for
Guelph businessman James Goldie in the Richardsonian Romanesque style. The
landscape includes two red brick grounds buildings and a stone coach house at
Arthur Street North, supporting the private home. Within the larger Homewood
campus are three distinct yet related cultural heritage landscapes including the
Riverslea Estate.

Heritage Guelph Meeting Minutes December 9, 2019
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17 Mary Street Designated heritage property (Brooklyn and College
Hill Heritage Conservation District)
Staff Recommendation:
That Heritage Guelph has no objection to the demolition of the existing 2storey dwelling and detached garage at 17 Mary Street as proposed in
demolition permit application (2019-7486 DP) and heritage permit
application HP19-0021; and
That Heritage Guelph supports (in principle) the property owner’s proposal to
construct a single, detached, 2-storey dwelling at 17 Mary Street, as
presented in heritage permit application HP19-0021 and in conceptual
elevation drawings shown at the December 9 2019 meeting of Heritage
Guelph; and
That any modifications necessary to complete the design that are minor in
nature may be dealt with by the Senior Heritage Planner.

Items for Discussion
Heritage Guelph Meeting – Change of Date, Time and Location for
2020
Moved by P. Brian Skerrett
Seconded by James Smith
That Heritage Guelph supports the proposal to change its regular meeting to
occur on the second Wednesday of the month, from 6:30-8:30 p.m. in the
Marg MacKinnon Community Room (Rm 112) at Guelph City Hall beginning
on January 8, 2020.
Not carried

Heritage Guelph Designation Working Group Report
James Smith provided an update to the committee regarding the
recommendation of the designation of the James Kidd stone slot barn and
Blair farmhouse at 2187 Gordon Street. At this time it is recommend that the
Designation Working Group continue their work before bringing this item to
the committee.

Next Meeting
Heritage Guelph – January 13, 2020 at 12:00 pm, City Hall, Marg MacKinnon
Community Room (Rm 112)
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Designation Working Group – January 2020 (date, time and location to be
determined)

Adjournment
Moved by Kesia Kvill
Seconded by Michael Crawley
That the Heritage Guelph Committee meeting be adjourned at 12:54 pm
Carried
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