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Provincial and Federal
Consultation Alert
Proposed Amendment to A Place to Grow:
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe
Ministry
Municipal Affairs and Housing

Consultation Deadline
July 31, 2020

Summary
The Ontario government is consulting on a proposed amendment to A Place to
Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe. This update includes changes
to the population and employment forecasts, the horizon year for planning, and
other policies with the stated goals of increasing housing supply, creating jobs,
attracting business investment, and better aligning with infrastructure.
The government is also consulting on a new Land Needs Assessment Methodology,
which municipalities would use to ascertain the amount of land required to
accommodate housing and jobs.

Proposed Form of Input
Submit staff comments on the Environmental Registry of Ontario posting at the
links below.

Rationale
The proposed amendment and land needs assessment methodology are technical in
nature and an interdepartmental team response with consultant support are
appropriate for this review.

Lead
Melissa Aldunate, Manager, Policy Planning and Urban Design

Links to Ministry Website
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-1680
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-1679

Contact Information
Intergovernmental Services
Chief Administrative Office
City Hall, 1 Carden Street, Guelph ON

519-837-5602
N1H 3A1

TTY: 519-826-9771
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Provincial and Federal
Consultation Alert
2021 Federal Budget Consultations
Ministry
House of Commons Standing Committee on Finance

Consultation Deadline
7 August 2020

Summary
The House of Commons’ Standing Committee on Finance is hosting pre-budget
consultations in advance of the 2021 Budget. The Committee is particularly
interested in measures the Federal government could take to restart the Canadian
economy as it recovers from the COVID-19 pandemic.

Proposed Form of Input
The City should provide a written submission to the pre-budget consultation
process.

Rationale
Preparing a written submission as part of the federal pre-budget consultation
process will be important to advance the City’s interests as the municipality and our
local community recover, resume regular business under the ‘new normal,’ and
prepare for future waves of the pandemic.

Lead
Intergovernmental Services

Link to Ministry Website
https://www.ourcommons.ca/DocumentViewer/en/43-1/FINA/newsrelease/10797375

Contact Information
Intergovernmental Services
Chief Administrative Office
City Hall, 1 Carden Street, Guelph ON

N1H 3A1

519-37-5602
TTY: 519-826-9771
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Provincial and Federal
Consultation Alert
Discussion Paper on Modernizing
Hazardous Waste Reporting in Ontario
Ministry
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP)

Consultation Deadline
18 August 2020

Summary
A discussion paper on modernizing hazardous waste reporting requirements has
been posted by the MECP on the Environmental Registry. The discussion paper
outlines proposals to shift reporting services to the Resource Productivity &
Recovery Authority.

Proposed Form of Input
City Staff will provide a written submission on the Environmental Registry.

Rationale
The City of Guelph is responsible for waste collection in the community and at the
Waste Resource Innovation Centre. For this reason, the City has an interest in
consultation processes aimed at modernizing waste collection services.

Lead
Environmental Services

Link to Ministry Website
Contact Information
Intergovernmental Services
Chief Administrative Office
City Hall, 1 Carden Street, Guelph ON

N1H 3A1

519-37-5602
TTY: 519-826-9771
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Provincial and Federal
Consultation Alert
Proposed Changes to Environmental
Approvals for Municipal Sewage Collection
Works
Ministry
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP)

Consultation Deadline
22 August 2020

Summary
MECP is proposing changes to the environmental approval process for low-risk
municipal sewage works by implementing a Consolidated Linear Infrastructure
Permissions Approach.

Proposed Form of Input
The City of Guelph will provide a submission on the Environmental Registry of
Ontario.

Rationale
As a provider of municipal wastewater services the City of Guelph has an interest in
providing input on proposals impacting sewage collection. Protecting the local
environment for the benefit of the community is also a key priority for the City.

Lead
Engineering and Transportation Services & Environmental Services

Link to Ministry Website
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-1080

Contact Information
Intergovernmental Services
Chief Administrative Office
City Hall, 1 Carden Street, Guelph ON

N1H 3A1

519-37-5602
TTY: 519-826-9771
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Provincial and Federal
Consultation Alert
Environmental assessment modernization:
amendment proposals for Class
Environmental Assessments
Ministry
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks

Consultation Deadline
August 22, 2020

Summary
This class environmental assessment establishes a planning and approval process
for a variety of municipal infrastructure projects.
Class environmental assessment—proposed major amendment (2020)
Ontario is taking the next steps to update its almost 50-year-old environmental
assessment program as committed to in its Made-in-Ontario Environment Plan.
To support the government’s modernization initiative, the Municipal Engineers
Association (MEA) has proposed amendments to the Municipal Class EA. The
proposed amendments would align assessment requirements with environmental
impact, reduce duplication, and increase the efficiency of assessments.
The proposed amendments include:


changing the project schedules for some projects to better align study
requirements with the potential environmental impact of the project and
reduce duplication, including:
o

exempting 28 project types that are considered to be low impact (e.g.
modifications to traffic signals), where there is duplication with other
processes, or the project types would be needed in cases of
emergency

o

upgrading or downgrading assessment requirements for projects (e.g.
shifting project schedules from B to C, or from C to B)

o

removing cost thresholds for road projects



clarifying and modernizing current process requirements (e.g. removing the
requirement to publish project notices in newspapers)



updating the requirements for transit projects to be more consistent with O.
Reg. 231/08: Transit Projects and Metrolinx Undertakings under the Act and
proposing additional exemptions
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Proposed Form of Input
Submit staff comments on the Environmental Registry of Ontario posting at the link
below.

Rationale
The proposed amendment impacts a number of departments that undertake
municipal class environmental assessments and an interdepartmental team
response is appropriate for this review.

Lead
Arun Hindupur, Supervisor, Infrastructure Engineering

Link to Ministry Website
https://www.ontario.ca/page/class-ea-municipal-infrastructure-projects

Contact Information
Intergovernmental Services
Chief Administrative Office
City Hall, 1 Carden Street, Guelph ON

N1H 3A1

519-37-5602
TTY: 519-826-9771
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Sunday, August 2, 2020
The Honourable Jeff Yurek
Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks,
Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks,
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor,
Toronto, ON

M4V 1P5

Dear Minister Yurek,
RE: Proposal – Updating Ontario’s Water Quantity Management Framework
– Environmental Registry Notice #019-1340
The City of Guelph (City) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Proposal
to Update Ontario’s Water Quantity Management Framework (the “Proposal”). The
Province of Ontario (Province) is proposing regulatory changes for managing water
takings to protect the long-term sustainability of surface water and groundwater
and to ensure these important resources are responsibly managed and safeguarded
now and for future generations.
The City has a keen interest in the efforts of the Province and the Ontario Ministry
of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) to manage water takings to protect
the long-term sustainability of Ontario’s water resources. The City’s interests are
primarily with respect to protection of the water resources in and around the City of
Guelph that are used as sources of municipal drinking water. For water supply
purposes, the City has numerous Permits to Take Water (PTTW) for groundwater
wells and wellfields, a groundwater collection system and a surface water taking on
the Eramosa River.
We are in receipt of the Environmental Registry of Ontario Notice 019-1340 –
Proposal – Updating Ontario’s Water Quantity Management Framework under the
Ontario Water Resources Act and in particular, the PTTW process. The City has
reviewed the technical support documents prepared by BluMetrics with respect to
the water quantity management framework including the Science Review Report,
the Jurisdictional Review Report, Lessons Learned, Water Quantity Study Area
Assessment Report and the Water Bottling Study Area Report as well as the Report
and Recommendations of the Professional Geoscientists Ontario Panel.
Please find below our comments on the Proposal. We note that the Proposal
provides goals and desired outcomes that require further definition and actual
wording of regulations and guidelines to be properly evaluated and therefore these
comments may be subject to further detail or clarification as more information is
provided by the Province.
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General Comments with Respect to Water Quantity Management in Ontario
The City supports proposing regulatory changes for managing water takings to
protect the long-term sustainability of surface water and groundwater and to
ensure these important resources are responsibly managed and safeguarded now
and for future generations. The Proposal states:
“Ontario has an effective framework for managing water takings. The current
framework for managing water takings in Ontario is well suited to assessing and
managing the impacts of individual water taking proposals”.
In contrast, the BluMetrics Water Managers Workshops Report (Section 2.6) states:
“The majority of Water Managers indicated that water takings are inadequately
managed under Ontario’s regulatory and policy framework. Modifications to the
framework should ensure that Ontario’s regulatory and policy framework for
management of water takings is adequate to respond to current or potential future
water scarcity and that provincial and local data, science and management tools are
available to support water taking decisions to adequately respond to current or
potential future water scarcity.”
The City supports the position of the majority of the Water Managers. The City’s
Water Managers are also concerned about potential future shortages of municipal
drinking water and have long advocated for sharing of water taking information and
funding support for advancing scientific understanding through the development of
water taking modelling tools for groundwater and surface water. The City’s primary
concerns with respect to water quantity management are based on the following:


As a requirement of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the City, in conjunction for the
Lake Erie Region Source Protection Authority, completed a Tier 3 Water Budget
and Local Area Risk Assessment (Tier 3 Study) in April, 2017 which identified a
Significant Risk of the City not having sufficient water to meet its future needs
under drought conditions. This study, which is the first, comprehensive water
budget study for the area, presents the early warning of future water shortages
for the City of Guelph. The study was conducted using a state-of-the-art,
integrated groundwater – surface water model. The model has applications in
water quantity management and the City has applied the model in PTTW
applications for Nestle Waters Canada, the Dolime Quarry and the proposed
Lafarge Quarry, however, the model is not routinely used in reviews of PTTW
applications by MECP.



The Tier 3 Study also identified a risk of significant base flow reduction in a
number of creeks and streams in Guelph and the surrounding area resulting
from the future demand (i.e., 2038). The additional groundwater taking to meet
the future water demand in 2038 was predicted to reduce base flow in a number
of local creeks (i.e., Torrance Creek, Chilligo/Ellis Creek, Hanlon Creek, Blue
Spring Creek and Irish Creek) by 14 to 41 percent. These predicted base flow
reductions in surface water are another indicator of potential water shortages in
the future and raised questions regarding the sustainability of future water
supply requirements for the City.
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The purpose of the CWA and the objective of Source Protection Plans are to
protect existing and future water quality and water quantity of drinking water
sources. As a result of the Tier 3 Study, a Wellhead Protection Area for water
quantity (WHPA-Q) has been identified surrounding the City of Guelph and
extending out into the adjacent Townships. Within the WHPA-Q, existing PTTW
are considered Significant Drinking Water Threats for water quantity and Source
Protection Plan policies are intended to ensure that drinking water threats cease
to be or never become significant. However, the definitions of “future” are
unclear in the applications of the CWA and it is uncertain as to how future water
quantity will be protected particularly with future growth targets designated by
the Province (see below). Given the warning signs of potential water supply
shortages in areas such as the WHPA-Q, the PTTW process should be integrated
with the Source Protection Plan policies to ensure that water quantity is
protected for municipal drinking water sources, now and into the future.



As a result of the Tier 3 Study, the City developed a Threats Management
Strategy including a risk ranking of Significant Drinking Water Threats (i.e.
PTTW’s). This study found that the PTTW’s in the WHPA-Q are over allocated in
that there is insufficient water quantity in the WHPA-Q to meet the maximum
water takings allowed in the permits. While it is recognized that the maximum
water takings for all permits may not be realized at any time, the over allocation
points to an accounting problem in that permits were approved without a good
understanding of how much water is sustainably available in the WHPA-Q, how
much water may be removed under the PTTW program and how much water
should remain in the ecosystem to support environmental flow needs. This point
was also raised by the Professional Geoscientists of Ontario Panel in their review
of the provinces Water Management Framework (see Recommendation 4(a) in
the PGO report). The City’s concern is that cumulative effects studies are not
considered routinely in the PTTW program and typically, PTTW are evaluated on
an individual basis without considering the impacts on the components of the
local water budget or the potential future use of water by municipalities.



The Tier 3 Study used predicted water demand forecasts for Guelph to
approximately 2038. Under these demand forecasts, water shortages were
predicted under drought conditions. The Province has recently released a
Proposed Amendment 1 to A Place to Grow (APTG) for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe as provided in the Environmental Registry of Ontario Notice 0191680. The Proposed Amendment 1 provides growth forecasts to 2051 for
population and employment for the City of Guelph. The 2051 forecasts increase
both population and employment from the current 2041 forecasts. These
growth forecasts are estimated to significantly increase the water supply
demand for the City of Guelph. Given that the Tier 3 Study identified potential
water shortages in 2038 under drought conditions, increases in water demand to
2051 will make the issue worse. Again, it is uncertain how future water quantity
requirements will be protected under the PTTW process or under the CWA to
ensure Guelph has water available to sustainably meet the provincial growth
targets of 2051.
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Guelph is not the only municipality identified as having significant water quantity
threats in the area. Centre Wellington and Orangeville, two municipalities to the
north of Guelph, also have Significant Risk designations for future water quantity
and have delineated WHPA-Q’s. Whiteman’s Creek and the Norfolk Sand Plain
to the south of Guelph have also identified issues associated with water
shortages although these concerns are associated with seasonal water takings
and precipitation limitations. Future water shortages as identified through the
CWA and Source Protection Programs should be integrated with the PTTW
process to ensure that current and future water takings adequately protect
future water quantities required for municipal drinking water.



A significant amount of technical work and costs have been incurred in
conducting the tiered water quantity assessments across the Province. These
studies have provided a major improvement in our collective understanding of
water budgets in the respective study areas. The Province may want to consider
a similar tiered risk approach in the review of PTTW where areas of higher risk
for water scarcity are identified and receive more detailed assessments as
compared to lower risk areas. The Tier 3 Studies, in particular, have identified
several areas within the Province where water supplies are stressed and may
not meet future demand under various conditions. The documents associated
with the Proposal do not seem to recognize the value of this work and the
potential to utilize such information to help MECP improve their decision making
in water management. The City would strongly advocate that the Tier 3 Studies
be used as foundational materials for water quantity management in Ontario.



Finally, the City has concerns regarding how water resources in the WHQA-Q will
be managed in the future as a result of the above. The City has been
advocating through the Source Protection Program for increased planning and
development of water resources to ensure that they are appropriately managed
to provide optimum water use currently and in the future. The City believes this
should include:
o

Delineation of the Guelph WHPA-Q as a special policy area for PTTW’s;

o

Enhanced communication and consultation between the City, the GRCA,
MECP and permit holders on PTTW applications in the WHPA-Q;

o

Consideration of cumulative effects associated with existing and future
non-municipal permits to ensure sufficient water quantities for future
growth of municipalities;

o

Enhanced monitoring programs in the WHPA-Q facilitated by conditions
within non-municipal PTTW’s;

o

Sharing of data and information from non-municipal PTTW holders with
the City and GRCA;

o

Additional surface water monitoring programs in low-order streams in the
WHPA-Q to add to existing high-order monitoring programs through
Environment Canada’s HYDAT hydrometric data; and
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o

Funding to support the maintenance and continuous improvement of the
Tier 3 water budget models using the data and information generated
from the above.

The City’s review of the Proposal to Update Ontario’s Water Quantity Management
Framework has focused on the concerns identified above and we have evaluated
the Proposal against how the Proposal addresses these concerns.
We have organized our comments on the Proposal according to the four Goals in
the Proposal, which are listed as follows:


Goal 1: Establish clear provincial priorities of water use



Goal 2: Update our approach to managing water takings in stressed areas



Goal 3: Make water taking data more accessible



Goal 4: Give host municipalities more input into water bottling decisions

For each Goal, we have provided summary comments, detailed comments and
responses to the discussion questions.
Goal 1: Establish clear provincial priorities of water use
Goal 1 – Summary Comments
The City of Guelph supports setting priorities for water use with municipal drinking
water as a highest priority use. The effectiveness of “Goal 1” will be determined by
the manner in which water-taking priorities are set and subsequently
managed. For example, how will the environment and drinking water be prioritized
during situations of competing interests? How will the idea of priorities affect the
previous concepts of “fair sharing” and “first in time, first in right” where a water
taking is already established? As currently outlined in the Proposal, the City is
uncertain how prioritization will be incorporated into the MECP review process for
PTTW. The City firmly believes that prioritization decisions must be informed by a
comprehensive understanding of the subwatershed in question, which would be
gained through environmental monitoring, and establishing and maintaining a
predictive water budget model (such as the Tier 3 model used in Guelph). Further,
using a long-term growth lens, the water budget model should also be used to
determine areas which will experience significant water quantity stress. These
areas are then afforded additional protections (e.g., Special Policy Areas) that
would be needed to sustainably manage additional water takings now and into the
future.
The City would appreciate the opportunity to comment on how priorities are set.
Goal 1 – Detailed Comments
Comment: “When water is in short supply, decisions must be made about
how the available water should be shared among water users (including
the environment).” MECP could provide more explanation as to how they
will determine when “water is in short supply”. In the City’s opinion, this
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would require comprehensive monitoring of all components of the water budget and
in particular groundwater levels and surface water levels and flows which, except
for some particular areas of interest, are not available generally. Determining
water shortages would require use of predictive model such as the Tier 3 water
budget models and MECP should provide additional information on how this would
be done and how the MECP would maintain the models so that they are applicable
tools.
Comment: “Setting out priorities of water use in Ontario would provide
clearer and more consistent direction for managing water takings in
situations where there are competing demands for water.” In setting out
priorities, MECP should consider revising the concepts within their “Water
management: policies, guidelines, provincial water quality objectives” such as “fair
sharing” and “well interference”. Setting priorities would presumably negate the
concept of fair sharing in providing priorities for municipal drinking water over
industrial water takings. Well interference is generally based on the concept of
“first in time, first in right” where new water takings cannot interfere with existing
water takings. Setting a priority of one use over another regardless of when the
water taking was established would change a long-standing position on water rights
in Ontario.
Comment: “Highest priority uses would be considered in the following
order:
1. Environment and Drinking Water (equally)
•

Environment (e.g., maintaining stream flows, water levels and water
quality to protect human health and sustain freshwater ecosystems)

•

Drinking Water (e.g., municipal and Indigenous water supplies,
private domestic use, livestock watering, schools, hospitals)”

MECP should consider providing further explanation as to how Environment and
Drinking Water will be considered equally since they have competing interests. A
groundwater taking for municipal drinking water, for example, may decrease
environmental flow needs by decreasing stream flows. If they are treated equally,
the priority of one would be at the detriment of the other. In considering setting
priorities, MECP may want to establish factors to be considered in the setting of
priorities. For example, a priority for municipal drinking water could consider social
and economic benefits of additional water supply to meet provincial growth targets
in exchange for some degradation of the environment. In areas where there are
existing water shortages, the setting of priorities may need to consider the
sustainability of the water resources and future water needs of municipalities
against lower priority uses as well as water budget considerations. Managing
priorities may need to eliminate a lower priority use in order to add a higher priority
use to maintain the water budget and not result in impacts to the environment.
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Comment: “The priorities of water use could also guide decisions for
permitting new or increased water takings in areas where longer-term
water sustainability is a concern.” MECP should consider defining “longer-term
water sustainability” since Guelph already has concerns on longer-term
sustainability based on the Tier 3 Study results and considering the 2051 growth
targets in Places to Growth. In a literal interpretation of this sentence, MECP should
be using priorities to guide current PTTW decisions in the City’s WHPA-Q. If future
water needs are not prioritized then growth targets may not be achieved due to
lack of sustainable water. Continued growth which equals increasing water
demands will result in less sustainable water supplies where the water resources
are already stressed, such as in Guelph.
Comment: “It is intended that any restrictions imposed on water takers
based on the proposed priorities of water use would be exercised as a last
resort, once other approaches to address competing demands for water
have been exhausted.” The concept of setting water use priorities as “a last
resort” should be reconsidered. Planning, developing and managing water
resources should be implemented well in advance of a last resort measure such that
setting priorities provides for the optimum use of water for the greatest benefit of
society. Monitoring of the water resources need to begin now so there is sufficient
understanding to manage the resource in the future and to provide for priority
allocation of water.
Comment: “For example, the ministry would ensure that higher priority
water users are taking reasonable measures to optimize their water
supply, storage, and distribution infrastructure, including using water
efficiently and addressing water leakage, before requiring lower priority
users to reduce their water takings.” These measures appear to apply to
municipal water uses only and appears to put the onus on municipalities to
demonstrate that they are using the water efficiently. Progressive water efficiency
and water loss management programming are long standing ongoing operational
initiatives at the City of Guelph and it would stand to reason that lower priority
users should have a similar standard to demonstrate that they are using water
efficiently. At a minimum, these measures should be applied equally to all users
and the Province should provide coordination on efficiency performance metrics to
ensure that all uses are at a similar level of efficiency. Most responsible
municipalities are already taking reasonable measures to optimize their water
supplies and to use water efficiently. Guelph, for example, uses the Tier 3 model
and 5-year updates to its Water Supply Master Plan to optimize its existing and
future water supplies, Guelph meets industry standards for non-revenue waters
(i.e. leaks and other losses) and, through its water conservation measures, Guelph
has some of the lowest per capita consumption of water and seasonal utility peak
day factors in the province.
Goal 1 - Response to Discussion Questions
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Response: “Do you support including priorities of water use in regulation?
Why or why not?” Yes, City staff support setting priorities for water use with
municipal drinking water as a highest priority use. However, the approach
proposed, as described above, appears to put the onus on a municipality to
demonstrate that they are doing everything they can to use water efficiently before
MECP might invoke the priority of use. As stated above, non-municipal water uses
are not subject to these same constraints. An alternative approach for consideration
might be to have the lower priority uses demonstrate that they need the water,
they are taking the appropriate steps to conserve water and they have provisions
ready in the event that their water taking is reduced.
Response: “How should priorities of use be applied to water taking
decisions? When should it be applied? What process should be followed?
Who should be involved? What information should be considered?” To
apply a process for making priority of use decisions, there would need to be a
complete accounting of the components of the water budget for the area of
interest. MECP would need to understand the inputs and outputs of the water
budget including recharge, the details of existing consumptive water takings, the
future municipal water takings to meet growth targets, the environmental flow
needs and allocations for other water uses (i.e., assimilation of waste water,
recreational uses, power generation, etc.). The components of a water budget can
be simulated using computer models such as the integrated groundwater-surface
water models used in the Tier 3 Study but the models would need to be maintained
and enhanced using more comprehensive environmental monitoring programs. As
noted above, additional groundwater and surface monitoring is suggested to
provide data to improve the calibration of the computer models to reduce
uncertainties and to improve the reliability of the model predictions. Similarly,
detailed information on actual consumptive water taking should be used rather than
estimates based on maximum permitted water taking. Consideration would need to
be provided to address the environmental flow needs which would likely require
additional surveys and monitoring of ecosystems (i.e., aquatic habitat and
population surveys) in the area of interest. Water Quantity Stress Assessments
could be applied using the guidance from the CWA and Source Protection Programs
and priorities should be established as soon as significant stresses are identified.
When significant water quantity stresses are identified based on future scenarios,
processes should be put into place as soon as possible to manage water quantity to
ensure stresses do not get worse in the future. Once the water budget
components are thoroughly understood, the MECP could apply the area-wide
requirements of the PTTW Manual (April, 2005) particularly the requirements for
water balance and sustainability studies and environmental flow needs. The
assessments could establish “sustainability targets” which would permit water
taking to a point where the environmental flow needs are met. Once the
sustainability target is reached, new water taking requests would only be allowed if
there were reductions in other water takings equal to or greater than the request.
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Municipalities (i.e. high priority use), need to be involved in water taking decisions
in stressed areas since municipalities have responsibilities for water quantity source
protection for existing and future drinking water sources. Source protection water
quantity policies can also be used as a process to manage water quantities in
stressed areas.
Response: “Municipal drinking water supply is proposed as a highest
priority use. What municipal drinking water needs should be considered a
priority (e.g., current, planned growth, longer-term growth)?” Municipal
drinking water needs for the longer-term should be considered a priority. The
longer-term should be considered as the planning horizon for Places to Grow,
currently proposed for 2051. Planned growth can be considered to only be that
which has received approval through a Class Environmental Assessment as per the
CWA. Longer-term growth including the planning horizon for Places to Grow would
consider the future needs of a municipality and set into place the appropriate
measures to protect existing and future drinking water sources as per the
requirements of the CWA. Longer-term growth would be determined through
Master Plans and Comprehensive Municipal Reviews to update municipal Official
Plans. If the drinking water needs to 2051 were not considered a priority, then
municipalities may not achieve the growth targets in Places to Grow in that the
water may not be available in future years. This would be particularly true where
Significant Risk has already been identified under future allocated rates under the
CWA.
Goal 2: Update our approach to managing water takings in stressed areas
Goal 2 – Summary Comments
In order to guide effective management in water quantity-stressed areas, it is
critical that we understand the cumulative effect of multiple water takings on
stream flows, water levels (including groundwater levels) and other water
users. This understanding requires comprehensive environmental monitoring and
predictive modelling tools, which would be coordinated and funded by the
Province. Water budget studies (at least Tier 2 Water Budgets) have been
completed across Ontario under the Clean Water Act (CWA) and Source Protection
Programs. We would strongly suggest that MECP consider coordinating the PTTW
process with municipal Source Protection Programs since source protection is
intended to protect water quantity for existing and future sources of drinking water.
We wish to stress that the Tier 3 Water Budgets, where they are available,
represent the best and most current understanding of water quantity in Ontario and
the water budget data and models should be used to evaluate new PTTW and
renewal PTTW applications.
We recommend that circumstances for defining “stressed” areas be identified as
per the details outlined in MECP’s CWA Technical Rules and would include
groundwater and surface water. Assessing and managing water takings should be
done on an area basis when water budget studies indicate water resources are
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stressed. Water taking decisions should be made with input and coordination from
local municipalities since municipalities a) are significant water users; and b) have
responsibilities for water quantity source protection under the CWA. A public
consultation forum similar to what is required for municipal Class Environmental
Assessments is recommended to engage water users, local stakeholders, and
Indigenous communities in situations of proposed municipal and non-municipal
water takings.
Guidance documents from Source Protection Programs include methods for
determining drought susceptibility, as applied in the Tier 3 water budget
studies. Drought preparedness requires provincial leadership in providing (a)
education programming including persistent and actionable messaging backed by
provincial and municipal science and data, (b) enforcement for non-compliance and
(c) clear action plans to address areas with deficiencies.
Overall, based on the Proposal, it is not clear as to how areas with water
sustainability issues will be managed. City staff would request that the MECP
provide further details on management actions that may be applied in the stressed
areas and on what basis would the actions be implemented.
Goal 2 – Detailed Comments
Comment: “Understanding the cumulative effect of multiple water takings
on stream flows, water levels (including groundwater levels) and other
water users is critical to guide effective management actions in areas
experiencing water quantity stress.” This is a critical statement and we fully
agree. However, to understand the cumulative effects requires comprehensive
environmental monitoring and predictive modelling tools. For some areas of the
province, the predictive modelling tools are available from the CWA Source
Protection Program where Tier 3 studies have been completed. Even where water
budget models are available, the reliability of predictions can be improved and the
uncertainties reduced through comprehensive monitoring programs including areawide groundwater level monitoring, surface water flows and level monitoring in loworder streams and determination of instream flow requirements for critical reaches
of surface waters. While municipalities typically have comprehensive monitoring
programs for its water supplies, these programs often do not extend to wider areas
outside the immediate area of influence of the water supply sources. The City
would suggest, to understand cumulative effects of all water takings in a stressed
area such as a WHPA-Q with a Significant Risk designation, more comprehensive
monitoring programs coordinated and funded by the Province are required.
Comment: “An updated approach to managing areas with water
sustainability concerns that is adaptive to changing conditions and that can
tailor assessments and management actions to local circumstances, is
needed.” The City agrees with this point. We would suggest that MECP consider
coordinating the PTTW process with municipal Source Protection Programs since
source protection is intended to protect water quantity for existing and future
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sources of drinking water (a highest priority use) and PTTW’s are considered
drinking water threats under the CWA (i.e., O. Reg. 187/07 Section 1.1 Prescribed
drinking water threats: (1) 19 - An activity that takes water from an aquifer or a
surface water body without returning the water taken to the same aquifer or
surface water body). The objective of a Source Protection Plan is to ensure that, in
a WHPA-Q, a water taking activity ceases to be a significant drinking water threat if
it is occurring currently or never becomes a significant drinking water threat.
In the City’s opinion, it is not clear as to how areas with water sustainability issues
will be managed. It would be helpful if the MECP could provide further details on
management actions that may be applied in the stressed areas and on what basis
would the actions be implemented. Information on how the MECP would implement
the priority of use in Goal 1 in management actions would be useful. Also, adapting
to changing conditions would require comprehensive monitoring of groundwater
and surface water in the stressed areas and it is not clear how the MECP might
achieve this in order to determine management decisions.
Comment: “The ministry is proposing to enhance this existing authority (O.
Reg. 387/04) by amending subsection 4(2) of the regulation to add explicit
direction for Permit to Take Water Directors to consider, where relevant,
the effects of a group of water takings on water availability and aquatic
ecosystems within an area.” The City supports this enhancement to the Water
Taking and Transfer Regulation particular in its application for non-municipal water
takings in order to ensure that existing and future municipal water takings are
protected. However, the City is concerned about how this may be applied in
consideration of new municipal water takings. The MECP may need to consider the
requirements under the CWA to protect water quantity for existing and future
drinking water sources particularly where the new water takings are to service
growth mandated by the Province. It would be counterproductive if the enhanced
regulation was used to hamper development of new municipal sources. Instead,
the City would suggest that it be applied to identify priority of uses and manage
water takings in the area to ensure that municipal drinking water is the highest
priority.
Comment: “The ministry is proposing to update existing guidance to
provide clearer direction to Permit to Take Water Directors for exercising
their authority to make permitting decisions in a manner that assesses and
manages a group of water takings on an area basis.” In concept, the City
agrees with providing additional guidance for permitting decisions, however, until
the guidance is provided, it is difficult to comment. The City would suggest that
guidance for water budgets and water quantity assessment have already been
provided through water quantity components of the CWA-, as per details provided
at http://www.waterbudget.ca/. Rather than developing new, the City would
suggest that the MECP rely on the guidance already developed for the Source
Protection Programs.
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For “circumstances in which an area-based approach should be considered
(e.g., when water resource sustainability is a concern)”, the City would
suggest the MECP consider using the WHPA-Q where it is available since it is an
established approach with well-defined procedures (see
http://www.waterbudget.ca/).
For “processes for undertaking assessments and developing a management
strategy for an area”, the City would again suggest following the Source
Protection Program approach under the CWA which allow for a Risk Management
Measures Evaluation Process, a Threats Management Strategy and a Risk Ranking,
all of which are geared towards water quantity management (see
http://www.waterbudget.ca/). However, assessments, particularly cumulative
impact assessments, will require comprehensive monitoring data for surface water
and groundwater to support predictive modelling tools and, in many cases, the
existing monitoring data may not be available, may not represent current
conditions and may not have sufficient coverage of the study area to aid in the
assessment.
For “methods and standards for undertaking technical studies, for example
to assess sustainability, cumulative effects, environmental flow needs, or
drought susceptibility within an area”, the City would again suggest applying
the guidance documents from Source Protection Programs (see
http://www.waterbudget.ca/) which also includes methods for drought
susceptibility as applied in the Tier 3 water budget studies. For Cumulative Effects
Assessment, MECP may want to consider guidance documents prepared for federal
and provincial environmental assessments such as the Cumulative Effects
Assessment Practitioners Guide (https://www.canada.ca/en/impact-assessmentagency/services/policy-guidance/cumulative-effects-assessment-practitionersguide.html ). For environmental flow needs consult the Instream Flow Council
(https://www.instreamflowcouncil.org/resources/).
For “engaging water users, local stakeholders, and Indigenous
communities in the process”, the City would suggest that MECP consider public
consultation programs as required for municipal Class Environmental Assessments
(Schedule B or Schedule C depending on the scope and complexity of the project)
(see Municipal Engineers Association – Municipal Class Environmental Assessment).
For community engagement, the City applies its Community Engagement
Framework (https://guelph.ca/plans-and-strategies/community-engagementframework/). The City would suggest that municipalities and conservation
authorities affected by the water taking are essential stakeholders and should be
required for any engagement for water taking assessments. The City would suggest
that organizing Technical Working Groups consisting of Water Managers from local
municipalities and conservation authorities working with the MECP to assess water
taking proposals and requirements and to coordinate information sharing in the
study area.
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For non-municipal water takings, a comprehensive community engagement
program is considered essential. New municipal water takings would require a
Class EA which mandates public consultation. New water takings for non-municipal
water takings do not have this requirement and therefore there is a disparate level
of engagement between the two. To level the playing field between municipal and
non-municipal water taking, the City would recommend that MECP, for nonmunicipal water takings, use an approach similar to the Class EA process and
implement consultation and community engagement programs.
For “coordinating water taking decisions within an area with other
provincial programs, such as drinking water source protection and Ontario
Low Water Response”, the City would strongly advocate that water taking
decisions are coordinated with local municipalities. Municipalities have
responsibilities for water quantity source protection under the CWA and, for
designated WHPA-Q, municipalities will have water quantity protection policies. In
addition, municipalities are significant water users (i.e., 61 percent of water use in
the Grand River watershed is by municipalities) and are most likely to be impacted
by water takings. In addition, municipalities have water quantity data and
modelling tools developed through water supply and source protection programs
that can be used to aid in decision-making processes. Coordinating water taking
decisions with the source protection programs is consistent with the
recommendations from the Made in Ontario Environment Plan which states (page
14): “Ensure the knowledge gained through the drinking water source protection
program helps inform our water management programs.”
Comment: “The ministry is proposing to develop additional guidance that
would encourage proactive measures to manage water takings under
drought conditions.” The City is supportive of this proposal subject to the details
of the guidance. To be effective, however, definitions of “drought conditions” will
need to be provided and not based on just monthly or summer precipitation levels.
Considerations should be given to recharge conditions, groundwater levels, stream
base flows and environmental flow needs for the determination of drought
conditions. For example, the City relies primarily on deep confined bedrock aquifers
for water supply that are less susceptible to dry summer conditions but may be
affected by year-over-year lower than average precipitation conditions. The City
does have a shallow groundwater collection system and a river water recharge
system that are more susceptible to seasonal dry conditions. Guidance documents
for proactive measures should recognize these different conditions that may apply
to water takings in various areas during periods of drought.
To manage demand, especially in drought conditions, the City employs one of the
longest-standing outside water use programs, supported by municipal bylaws, in
Ontario. Paired with the provincial Low Water Response program, and the City’s
local manager (Grand River Conservation Authority) for our jurisdiction, additional
action-based guidance to the Low Water Response Agency related to drought
conditions is prudent. In effort to prepare for the impacts of climate change, longer
and sustained periods of dry to drought conditions and to meet the needs of our
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source water quantity policy requirements, the City is undertaking the development
of a drought response action plan. Currently applying leading technical direction
manuals provided by the American Water Works Association, guidance from the
province in this regard will help drive an effective plan within the context of
Ontario.
Goal 2 – Response to Discussion Questions
Response: “Under what circumstances should the ministry consider
assessing and managing water takings on an area basis?” The MECP should
consider assessing and managing water takings on an area basis when water
budget studies indicate water resources are stressed or approaching a stressed
designation. Water budget studies, at least Tier 2 Water Budgets, will have been
completed across Ontario under the CWA and Source Protection Programs.
Circumstances for defining “stressed” areas can be as per the details outlined in
MECP’s CWA Technical Rules and would include groundwater and surface water. It
is expected the assessment areas would be at the subwatershed level, or, if there is
potential for a significant risk designation, at the local area level for the stressed
water supply systems. If stressed areas are identified, the MECP should consider
implementing enhanced assessment programs to characterize the study areas and
these could include enhanced groundwater and surface water monitoring programs
and development and application of integrated groundwater – surface water
models.
Response: “What suggestions do you have for the process of assessing and
developing a strategy to manage water takings on an area basis? For
example, how should local water users, stakeholders, and Indigenous
communities be engaged?” The MECP should leverage the existing information
developed through the Source Protection Programs and the CWA for assessing
water takings. As noted above, water budgets are the essential starting point for
managing water takings. MECP should also consider enhancing the characterization
of study areas and improve or enhance monitoring programs for groundwater and
surface water. For developing strategies, the City would suggest again that MECP
leverage existing information from Source Protection Programs and the CWA.
Where Tier 3 water budget studies have been completed, risk management
measures and risk rankings will have been completed and these studies can be
used in the development of water management strategies. The MECP should
consider support for and application of existing water management plans such as
the Grand River Water Management Plan (https://www.grandriver.ca/en/ourwatershed/Water-management-plan.aspx) as a component of managing water
takings. Section 4 Ensuring Sustainable Water Supplies is particularly relevant to
managing water takings in the Grand River Watershed.
For engagement of local water users, stakeholders and Indigenous communities,
the MECP could consider consultation and engagement process similar to the Class
EA process for new water takings. The formation of Technical Working Groups for
study areas that would consist of municipal and conservation authority Water
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Managers working with the MECP to review and assess water taking proposals and
to coordinate data collection and analysis would be beneficial for all.
Response: “How can the province help water users be more prepared for
drought?” Drought can vary geographically, in duration and severity throughout
the province and be difficult to forecast, and can result in great social and economic
upheaval. Response requires the efforts of numerous stakeholders to help water
users be more prepared. The City’s success in water conservation education and
outreach has proven this to be an effective method to engage citizens and
businesses and suggests that the MECP address the need for a comprehensive
education and outreach program which considers all water users – permit holders,
residents, and businesses – to address their role in drought planning, preparedness
and limiting non-essential water use during periods of drought.
The province could be a leader in providing relevant (a) education programming
including persistent and actionable messaging backed by provincial and municipal
science and data, (b) enforcement for non-compliance and (c) provide clear action
plans to address deficiencies. This includes specifying measures for reducing shortterm demand, and provide water users the resources needed to help them reduce
demand in a more direct and permanent manner. This can be done through their
municipal partnerships, and is a fundamental part of building the resilience needed
in communities as they effectively address this impact of climate change.
It is recommended that the MECP provide guidance in developing jurisdictionallyappropriate drought restriction program and permit municipality’s the flexibility to
design to meet their specific needs, which includes a multi-tiered approach to
drought-stage declaration. Providing the best science and data resources to
municipalities to make well-informed decisions is another mechanism that could
support current and developing municipal response programs to drought. Timely
messaging and enforcement should be viewed as best practices and essential
components of a successful drought response plan.
Goal 3: Make water taking data more accessible
Goal 3 – Summary Comments
The City fully supports making water taking data more accessible. However,
providing access to data is only one component of managing water quantity for the
province. The data must be appropriately managed, which would include quality
assurance of data, timeliness of providing data, data compilation and data
interpretation. Further, the information would need to be presented and formatted
in a manner that would allow application in technical studies.
The City would suggest that provincial staff resources need to be devoted to
compilation of the water taking data and providing interpretation of the data for
characterizing study areas. Alternatively, the Province could provide funding to
local municipal Water Managers and conservation authorities to manage the water
taking data. If appropriately funded, the data could be used to enhance existing
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water budgets studies and groundwater-surface water models to reduce
uncertainties and limitations.
Goal 3 – Detailed Comments
Comment: “Improved and more timely access to water quantity data was
identified as a key gap in the ministry’s review of its current water
quantity management framework. Providing public access to water
quantity data unlocks the value of the data and promotes increased trust
and transparency in the government’s management of water resources.”
The City fully supports making water taking data more accessible. However,
providing access to data is only one component of managing water quantity for the
province. Data has to be appropriately managed to aid in managing water quantity
and this may include quality assurance of data, timeliness of providing data, data
compilation and data interpretation. Simple release of data does not aid water
quantity management and it is not clear how the Province proposes to “unlock the
value of the data”. The City would suggest that provincial staff resources need to
be devoted to compilation of the water taking data and providing interpretation of
the data for characterizing study areas. Alternatively, the Province could provide
funding to local municipal Water Managers and conservation authorities to manage
the water taking data. If appropriately funded, the data could be used to enhance
existing water budgets studies and groundwater-surface water models to reduce
uncertainties and limitations.
Comment: “The ministry is proposing to amend the Water Taking and
Transfer Regulation (O. Reg. 387/04) and the Environmental Activity
Sector Registry (EASR) - Water Taking Regulation (O. Reg. 63/16) under
the Environmental Protection Act, to allow the ministry to make available
to the public, water taking data currently being reported by permit holders,
as well as monitoring data submitted in an application for or as a condition
of a Permit to Take Water.” And “Water level, flow monitoring and survey
data associated with permits would be shared with water managers and
interested parties by request, with a longer-term goal of making the data
available publicly.” The City fully supports this proposal. However, the effective
use of the data and to “unlock the value of the data” requires more than just
release of the data. The Province should consider release of the data but also
applying staff resources to prepare the data for PTTW applications. Presumably,
MECP has had access to the all the reporting data from the PTTW program for years
but it is not clear how this data gets applied in the management of water quantity
in the Province. The Province should explain how release of the data to the public
will aid the Province in managing water quantity in Ontario. It would appear that in
releasing the data to the public, the MECP is assuming that, somehow, other parties
will apply the data in local water management programs.
The Province should provide more detail on the types of data and formats for
releasing data. The daily water taking in PTTW’s, which is the only data common to
all permits, is of limited use in and of itself. For example, the daily taking is difficult
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to interpret since it could represent a taking for one hour a day, variable taking
through the day or a consistent taking for the entire day and the rate of taking
provides only limited information on the potential impacts of the water taking.
Combining a daily water taking with a groundwater level for a groundwater taking
significantly increases the value of the data and can provide information on aquifer
properties, long-term seasonal trends and potential for environmental impacts.
Similarly for surface water taking, providing daily water takings combined with
surface water flows and levels would significantly enhance the value of the data and
its application of the data for water quantity management. MECP should consider
adding groundwater level information or surface water flow and level information to
PTTW’s to significantly improve the value of the water quantity data. Similarly for
groundwater PTTW, MECP should consider adding one monitoring well in the same
aquifer as the water taking which again would significantly increase the value of the
data with respect to water quantity management and environmental impact
assessment.
For data formats, the data should be provided in a format where it can be used in
technical studies. The City would suggest that the Province develop a common data
reporting protocols for environmental data that could be incorporated as terms and
conditions within PTTW and the PTTW could be updated at the time of renewal to
incorporate the data reporting protocols. Pictorial or mapping displays would be
useful for public information but ineffective for use of the data in technical studies.
Providing the data in database or spreadsheet formats will provide application in
technical studies.
The City also has concerns regarding the “by request” process for sharing of water
quantity data with Water Managers. Guelph, for example, would want daily takings
and groundwater level monitoring information for all non-municipal permits in the
Guelph WHPA-Q. Guelph would use this data to update and maintain its Tier 3
Water Budget model. This would require data requests for over 70 PTTW on an
annual basis and create burden on MECP to respond to these requests. Since data
requests are likely to be more critical in a stressed area such as a WHPA-Q, a more
efficient method of sharing the data would be for MECP to add specific conditions in
the PTTW in the WHPA-Q to have the permittee share the data with the
municipalities in a format to be determined by the municipality. In this way, the
data could be provided on an annual basis (i.e., by March 31 for the preceding
year) without the need for annual requests for each PTTW and with no or little
burden to the MECP.
Similarly, Guelph would want to receive technical information on any new or
amended PTTW application in the WHPA-Q. The technical information would
typically include the PTTW application and any supporting technical information
(i.e., hydrogeology report, environmental impact assessment, etc.). The City
currently receives notification for these applications as per the Water Taking and
Transfer Regulation but then, each time, the City has to formally request the
technical information from MECP. Sometimes, the information is provided and
sometimes, the request is forwarded to the permittee who may or may not provide
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the information. A streamlined process for the WHPA-Q, where application
information is routinely provided to the City would aid in timely review and
commenting on the applications.
Finally on this topic, release of data does not necessarily result in effective water
quantity management. As part of this process, there needs to be an agency
assuming responsibilities for compiling and interpreting all of the water quantity
data into a management framework. It is not clear from the description of the
“goals” that effective water quantity management will be achieved through setting
priority of uses, defining areas of water quantity stress or making data more
accessible. As an example of effective data management and sharing, the City
would point to the Oak Ridges Moraine Groundwater Program as a visionary
example of how data can be managed and shared effectively and efficiently. This
program could be used as a basis for expanding the data network to the rest of the
province. As noted on their webpage: “The need by all agencies for ready access to
up-to-date, high quality data has been fundamental to sound water resource
management.”
Goal 3 – Response to Discussion Questions
Response: “Is there any water quantity and monitoring information
reported to the ministry that should not be made publicly available? If so,
why?” In the City’s experience, most information associated with water quantity
and monitoring information can be obtained in a request through the Freedom of
Information and Protection of Privacy Act. The only information that might be
reasonably withheld is that information that is exempt from the Act. All other
information should be disclosed unless the permittee could provide reasonable
explanations for non-disclosure, consistent with the Act, describing why it shouldn’t
be disclosed.
Response: “Would the proposed online resource be helpful to you? Why or
why not? Are there other mechanisms for sharing this information that
would be helpful to you?” In general an online resource for all water quantity
information would be useful for the City but, as described above, the information
would need to be curated in a manner that would allow application in technical
studies. For example, groundwater level data is especially important in technical
studies but the data would need to be provided in terms of water level elevations in
comparison to mean sea level, as is the industry standard. To use groundwater
level elevations, the data would need to be support by a borehole log and well
construction details in elevations. Without this type of supporting information, the
data would be of limited use. If online information was fully supported with
technical details as would be found in a hydrogeology report, then the online
resource would be a valuable tool in water quantity management. MECP may
consider supporting the online resource with posting of annual hydrogeological
monitoring reports as are commonly required for some PTTW’s. Alternatively, as
identified above, providing the information directly to municipalities under a specific
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PTTW condition would be a more efficient mechanism for sharing the information
with municipalities.
Response: “What data would you like to see included in the online
resource?” In general, data to be included in an online resource would be
consistent with the information MECP might require for a PTTW annual report. This
would include the daily water taking, groundwater/surface water elevations, surface
water flows, comparisons to past information (i.e. hydrographs), assessments of
environmental impacts, reporting of well interference complaints, etc. In addition
to information from individual permits, a compilation of information on an areawide basis should consist of total annual water takings, changes from previous
years, representative hydrographs for major aquifers, precipitation/recharge
summaries, surface water flow summaries and water budget summaries.
Response: “How would you like to see water quantity data presented?
What are the most useful formats (e.g. maps with embedded information,
reports, tables, story pages)?” As noted above, the City’s primary data use
would be for technical studies and online resources don’t necessarily lend
themselves well for these applications. Presentation formats including mapping and
pictorial formats may be better suited for the general public. MECP should consider
different presentation styles for different users and separate out information for the
general public versus information to be used by Water Managers.
Response: “What water resources information and guidance would you like
to see made available to the public?” Information for the public would need to
consist of several different types such as educational materials, summary
information and technical resources. Education materials may consist of simplified
information on the water budget, descriptions of wells, groundwater takings,
surface water and surface water takings, simple descriptions of the PTTW’s process,
etc. As noted above, summary information could include water budget information
on an area-wide basis (i.e., subwatershed, WHPA-Q, watershed) such as
precipitation/recharge, total annual water takings, changes from previous years,
representative hydrographs for major aquifers and precipitation/recharge, surface
water flow and water budget summaries in comparison to previous years. Technical
resources could include reports or links to other water quantity management
sources such as conservation authorities, municipal source protection programs,
municipality annual reports, water master plans, water management plans, etc.
Goal 4: Give host municipalities more input into water bottling decisions
Goal 4 – Summary Comments
We suggest municipal support be sought and factored into the MECP decision on the
permit application. We suggest the support should be requested from all “host”
municipalities where the bottled water facility is located in a WHPA-Q. However, we
have concerns about how the municipality support, for or against would be factored
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into the MECP decision. We also have concerns as to why this same approach would
not be applied to all PTTW applications particularly in a WHPA-Q. In addition, the
City suggests that this approach be applied for renewal applications as well.
Goal 4 – Detailed Comments
Comment: “Throughout the current moratorium, the ministry has heard
from local municipalities that they would like to have a say as to whether a
water bottling facility can be established within their area.” And “The “host
municipality” would be considered the single-tier or lower-tier municipality
where the proposed water taking is located.” The City strongly advocates that
the host municipality designation should be expanded to include additional
municipalities where the bottled water operation is contained within a WHPA-Q. For
the City of Guelph, as an example, Nestle Waters Canada (soon to be Ice River
Springs) in Aberfolye, lies outside of the municipal boundaries of the City but the
groundwater taking for the facility is a large contributor to the area designated in
the WHPA-Q. The water taking expands the already stressed WHPA and adds other
permits into the area therefore Guelph, with responsibilities under the CWA to
protect water quantity, should have input into bottled water decisions in this
particular case.
Comment: “The regulation would specify the grounds on which a host
municipality could refuse to support a proposed water taking, for example,
related to concerns about its anticipated impacts to:
• aquatic ecosystems;
• water availability, including current or future municipal water supply
needs; or
• water quality.
If the host municipality supports the proposed water taking, the
application should include the municipal resolution. If the host
municipality does not support the proposed water taking, the host
municipality would be required to indicate its reasons for not supporting
the application.” The City has concerns about how this approach would be
implemented. Under the Water Taking and Transfer Regulation impacts such as to
aquatic system, the water availability and the water quality are to be considered in
the PTTW application. Presumably, if there are technical concerns, these should be
identified by the MECP. At this time the proposed approach appears to position
some of the decision-making responsibility onto the municipality. For the
municipality to raise concerns in the absence of similar concerns by the MECP would
pit the municipality against the MECP. Similarly, if the MECP has concerns regarding
the water taking application but the municipality is supportive, it would be assumed
that the municipal support would be immaterial. It is unclear how these might be
resolved and if the MECP disagrees with the interpretation of the municipality, what
the outcome might be for the PTTW application. We note too that the bottled water
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facilities application is only to note whether they have the support of the
municipality and there are no details as to what the MECP might do with this
information or how it might factor into its decision regarding the application.
Perhaps a bigger concern on this issue is the context for water takings for bottled
water operations in the Province. With respect to bottled water facilities, the
Province has concluded:
“The review found that water takings for water bottling in Ontario are being
managed sustainably under the current framework. Groundwater resources in areas
where water bottling is occurring were found to be sustainable under historical and
current permitted volumes of water takings and climate conditions. The review
indicates that the impacts of existing bottled water takings on groundwater and
nearby surface water resources, and on the water supplies for municipalities and
other existing water takers are negligible.”
If this is the conclusion, the City would question why the Province is proposing
special provisions for water takings for bottled water and/or why the same sorts of
provisions are not provided for other perhaps more impactful water takings, such as
quarry dewatering. This approach in seeking municipal support would be especially
applicable in a stressed area such as a WHPA-Q. If the Province truly believes
municipal resolutions for or against one type of water taking should be factored into
the decision on a water taking application for a bottled water facility when the
facility has little current impacts, then it stands to reason, , that municipalities
should provide similar resolution for or against all non-municipal water taking
applications.
Comment: “The requirement would also not apply to:
• A facility that needs to renew an existing permit for the same or lower
permitted volume, the same purpose and the same location of water
taking”
A renewal of an existing facility could extend the water taking and any
environmental impacts for the renewal period which, potentially, could be for up to
10 years. With the MECP proposing to set priorities on uses with municipal use a
higher priority than bottled water facilities and to consider cumulative effects of
water takings in stressed areas, renewal of an existing permit could have the same
potential impacts to a municipality as a new permit. The MECP should consider the
“water availability, including current or future municipal water supply needs” and
allow the municipality to provide support for or against the renewal application. If
the municipality believes it needs the water over the bottled water facility, the
municipality’s needs should be factored into the MECP decision on the renewal
application. The MECP should reconsider this exemption to align with the goals of
the proposal.
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Goal 4 – Response to Discussion Questions
Response: “Do you support the proposal to require water bottling
companies to seek support from their host municipality when applying for
a Permit to Take Water? Why or why not?” The City’s response is described
above. Municipal support should be sought and factored into the MECP decision on
the permit application. The support should be requested from all “host”
municipalities where the bottled water facility is located in a WHPA-Q. However, we
have concerns about how the municipality support, for or against would be factored
into the MECP decision. As stated above, the City would advocate for this same
approach for all PTTW applications particularly in a WHPA-Q and would respectfully
suggest that this approach be applied for renewal applications as well.

All of which is respectfully submitted:
Jennifer Rose, General Manager
Environmental Services
Location: 1 Carden Street, Guelph ON
T 519-822-1260 extension 3599
TTY 519-826-9771
E jennifer.rose@guelph.ca
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Corporate Services Department
City Clerk Services
File: A-2100
June 26, 2020
DELIVERED BY EMAIL
The Right Honourable Justin Trudeau,
Prime Minister of Canada
Email: justin.trudeau@parl.gc.ca

Re:

The Honourable Doug Ford,
Premier of Ontario
Email: premier@ontario.ca

COVID-19 Funding

Oshawa City Council considered the above matter at its meeting of June 22, 2020 and adopted
the following recommendation:
“Whereas on March 11, 2020, the World Health Organization and the Canadian
Government declared COVID-19 a global pandemic; and,
Whereas on March 12, Ontario ordered schools closed and by March 17, began a more
extensive shut down; and,
Whereas the pandemic has led to the closure of public spaces and the cancellation of
events around the world throughout the country our province and right here within our own
community, causing great stress on the arts sector; and,
Whereas local cultural organizations such as the Oshawa Folk Arts Council representing
over 13 member clubs and organizations, as well as the many local service groups such
as the Oshawa Rotary Club, have all been forced to cancel major events (i.e. Fiesta
Week; Rib Fest; etc.) which historically contribute in large part to the fundraising and
operational financing efforts of these sociocultural entities; and,
Whereas the Government of Canada and the Province of Ontario have committed they
through the Canada Council for the Arts will continue to work with the Government of
Canada, as well as provincial, territorial, and municipal partners, to ensure the strength of
the sector; and,
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Whereas at present, the Canada Council’s for the arts priorities as are our collective
governing priorities are to ensure the health and safety of people across Canada and
around the world and to work towards the sustainability and recoverability of the arts
sector; and,
Whereas a significant period has past without further indication as to what tools, funding
measures, or financial support our local social cultural, service clubs, and children/youth
minor sporting originations can readily access to help support their operating costs and
programming,
Therefore be it resolved:
1.

That the Federal, Provincial, and Regional Government help local municipalities
assist their local social cultural, service clubs, and children/youth minor sporting
originations with clear and definitive relief funding programs directed to help sustain
the afore mention groups through these trying times inflected on them by the
affects of COVID-19; and,

2.

That a copy of this resolution be sent to the Prime Minister of Canada, the Premier
of Ontario, all Ontario Municipalities, all Members of Provincial Parliament, all
Members of Parliament and Association of Municipalities of Ontario and Federation
of Canadian Municipalities.”

Oshawa City Council respectfully requests your consideration of the above noted matters.
If you need further assistance concerning this matter, please contact Ron Diskey, Commissioner,
Community Services Department at the address listed on Page 1 or by telephone at 905-4363311.

Mary Medeiros
City Clerk
/fb
c.

Association of Municipalities of Ontario
Federation of Canadian Municipalities
Members of Parliament and Members of Provincial Parliament
Ontario Municipalities
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July 28, 2020

VIA EMAIL

To: All Ontario Municipalities
RE: Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program Grant

At its meeting of July 13th, 2020, Council passed the following resolution for your consideration:
That Administration BE DIRECTED to send correspondence in support of the Town of
Renfrew's resolution regarding their request to fast track investing in Canada
Infrastructure Program (ICIP) Grant Applications.
Enclosed is a copy of the Town of Renfrew’s resolution for convenience and reference purposes.
Regards,

Tammy Fowkes
Deputy Clerk, Town of Amherstburg
(519) 736-0012 ext. 2216
tfowkes@amherstburg.ca

Website: www.amherstburg.ca
271 SANDWICH ST. SOUTH, AMHERSTBURG, ONTARIO N9V 2A5
Phone: (519) 736-0012 Fax: (519) 736-5403 TTY: (519)736-9860
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cc:
The Right Honourable Justin Trudeau, Prime Minister of Canada
Email: justin.trudeau@parl.gc.ca
Honourable Doug Ford, Premier of Ontario
Email: premier@ontario.ca
Taras Natyshak, MPP
Email: tnayshak-qp@ndp.on.ca
Chris Lewis, MP
Email: chris.lewis@parl.gc.ca
Robert Auger, Town Solicitor, Legal and Legislative Services/Clerk - Town of Essex
Email: rauger@essex.ca
Jennifer Astrologo, Director of Corporate Services/Clerk - Town of Kingsville
Email: jastrologo@kingsville.ca
Agatha Robertson, Director of Council Services/Clerk - Town of LaSalle
Email: arobertson@lasalle.ca
Kristen Newman, Director of Legislative and Legal Services/Clerk - Town of Lakeshore
Email: knewman@lakeshore.ca
Brenda Percy, Municipal Clerk/Manager of Legislative Services - Municipality of Leamington
Email: bpercy@leamington.ca
Laura Moy, Director of Corporate Services/Clerk - Town of Tecumseh
Email: lmoy@tecumseh.ca
Mary Birch, Director of Council and Community Services/Clerk -County of Essex
Email: mbirch@countyofessex.ca
Valerie Critchley, City Clerk – City of Windsor
Email: clerks@citywindsor.ca
Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO)
Email: amo@amo.on.ca
Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM)
Email: info@fcm.ca
Rural Ontario Municipalities Association
Email: roma@roma.on.ca

Website: www.amherstburg.ca
271 SANDWICH ST. SOUTH, AMHERSTBURG, ONTARIO N9V 2A5
Phone: (519) 736-0012 Fax: (519) 736-5403 TTY: (519)736-9860
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CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF RENFREW
RESOLUTION NO. 2020 - 06 - 44
Moved By:
Seconded By:

Reeve Emon
Councillor Jamieson

WHEREAS the COVID-19 pandemic crisis has had a catastrophic affect on
employment and small business survival rates, with over 11.3% jobless rate in Ontario in April
2020 alone with only a few signs of a change over the next several fiscal periods;
AND WHEREAS the Renfrew County region is already at a distinct economic disadvantage due to
a shorter infrastructure construction season and the lack of essential services, like effective and
available broadband across its vast and rural area that would allow for greater flexibility to work
from home, or telecommute;
AND WHEREAS the County of Renfrew and the other 19 municipalities and first nations reserves
within the geographical borders have an incredible influence on the economy through investments
in infrastructure spending, with over $70million being invested in 2020 in municipal projects, but will
now have to evaluate and adjust the way they safely operate and offer community services and
modes of transportation;
AND WHEREAS the County of Renfrew and the other 19 municipalities and first nations reserves
have submitted over $73.5 million worth of applications to the Investing in Canada Infrastructure
Program: Community, Culture and Recreation Stream, with all considered shovel ready and shovel
worthy;
AND WHEREAS the County of Renfrew and the other 19 municipalities and first nations reserves
have submitted previously over $25million in the Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program:
Green Stream and Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program: Rural & Northern Stream;
AND WHEREAS both large and small infrastructure projects have the immediate effect on local
small and medium businesses in our region with consideration of the multiplier ratio on every
$1million invested having the ability to create 7.6 jobs in the local marketplace, meaning that
approval of these projects would create over 1,200 jobs across Renfrew County;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Council of the Town of Renfrew calls upon the
Governments of Ontario and Canada to fast track the review of current and previous Investing in
Canada Infrastructure Program grant applications in order to provide much needed employment
and investment into rural Ontario to provide sustainable infrastructure that will be safe and suitable
in a post-pandemic setting;
AND FURTHER THAT a copy of this resolution be circulated to the Right Honourable Prime
Minister of Canada; the Honourable Premier of Ontario; MP Cheryl Gallant, Renfrew-NipissingPembroke; the Honourable John Yakabuski, MPP Renfrew-Nipissing-Pembroke; the Minister of
Infrastructure; the Association of Municipalities Ontario; Rural Ontario Municipalities Association
and all Municipalities within the Province of Ontario.

- CARRIED -

I, Jennifer Charkavi, Deputy Clerk of the Corporation of the Town of Renfrew, do hereby
certify this to be a true and complete copy of Resolution No. 2020 - 06 - 44, passed by the
Council of the Corporation of the Town of Renfrew at its meeting held the 23rd day of June
2020.
DATED at Renfrew, Ontario

Jennifer Charkavi

th

this 24 day of June 2020.
Jennifer Charkavi
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VIA EMAIL

To: All Ontario Municipalities
RE: Long Term Care Home Improvements

At its meeting of July 13th, 2020, Council passed the following resolution for your consideration:
That Administration BE DIRECTED to send correspondence in support of the City of
Sarnia's resolution regarding their request for long term care home improvements.
Enclosed is a copy of the City of Sarnia’s resolution for convenience and reference purposes.
Regards,

Tammy Fowkes
Deputy Clerk, Town of Amherstburg
(519) 736-0012 ext. 2216
tfowkes@amherstburg.ca

Website: www.amherstburg.ca
271 SANDWICH ST. SOUTH, AMHERSTBURG, ONTARIO N9V 2A5
Phone: (519) 736-0012 Fax: (519) 736-5403 TTY: (519)736-9860
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cc:
Doug Ford, Premier of Ontario
Email: premier@ontario.ca
Taras Natyshak, MPP
Email: tnayshak-qp@ndp.on.ca
Chris Lewis, MP
Email: chris.lewis@parl.gc.ca
Dianne Gould-Brown
City Clerk, City of Sarnia
Email: clerks@sarnia.ca
Robert Auger, Town Solicitor, Legal and Legislative Services/Clerk - Town of Essex
Email: rauger@essex.ca
Jennifer Astrologo, Director of Corporate Services/Clerk - Town of Kingsville
Email: jastrologo@kingsville.ca
Agatha Robertson, Director of Council Services/Clerk - Town of LaSalle
Email: arobertson@lasalle.ca
Kristen Newman, Director of Legislative and Legal Services/Clerk - Town of Lakeshore
Email: knewman@lakeshore.ca
Brenda Percy, Municipal Clerk/Manager of Legislative Services - Municipality of Leamington
Email: bpercy@leamington.ca
Laura Moy, Director of Corporate Services/Clerk - Town of Tecumseh
Email: lmoy@tecumseh.ca
Mary Birch, Director of Council and Community Services/Clerk -County of Essex
Email: mbirch@countyofessex.ca
Valerie Critchley, City Clerk – City of Windsor
Email: clerks@citywindsor.ca
Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO)
Email: amo@amo.on.ca

Website: www.amherstburg.ca
271 SANDWICH ST. SOUTH, AMHERSTBURG, ONTARIO N9V 2A5
Phone: (519) 736-0012 Fax: (519) 736-5403 TTY: (519)736-9860
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF SARNIA
City Clerk’s Office
255 Christina Street N. PO Box 3018
Sarnia ON Canada
N7T 7N2
519 332-0330 519 332-3995 (fax)
519 332-2664 (TTY)
www.sarnia.ca
clerks@sarnia.ca
June 24, 2020
To: All Ontario Municipalities
Re: Long Term Care Home Improvements
At its meeting held on June 22, 2020, Sarnia City Council adopted the following
resolution submitted by Councillor Margaret Bird with respect to the conditions
in Long Term Care homes exposed by the pandemic:
That due to the deplorable conditions exposed by the pandemic
in LTC homes in the province, and because this is a time for
action, not just continuous streams of investigations,
commissions and committees, and because the problems have
been clearly identified, that Sarnia City Council direct staff to
send this motion to the 444 Ontario Municipalities, asking them
to urge Premier Ford to start implementing the required
resolutions immediately, as follows:
1. increasing hours for all part-time and casual labour
2. since the government provides funding for privatelyoperated homes, they have an obligation to inspect these
homes and see that they are being properly run, and that funds
are being used for the benefit of the residents and not the huge
profitability of the operators, and
3. to end the neglect and unacceptable conditions being
experienced, each day, by our vulnerable seniors.
Sarnia City Council respectfully seeks your endorsement of this resolution. If
your municipal council endorses this resolution, we would request that a copy
of the resolution be forwarded to the following:
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Doug Ford, Premier of Ontario; and
City of Sarnia, City Clerk’s Office
clerks@sarnia.ca
Sincerely,

Dianne Gould-Brown
City Clerk
cc: AMO
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