
TOWN OF PERTH 
AGENDA  

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 
Held:  5:15 PM, Tuesday, January 13, 2015  

Location: Council Chambers – 2nd Floor – Perth Town Hall 
 
 

 

     
 
1. FIRST MEETING IN 2015:   

1. Call to Order – Deputy Mayor Gemmell, Chair 
2. Declaration of Interest and General Nature Thereof 
3. Approval of Last Minutes – December 9, 2014 

 
2. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:  

1. Town of Perth Official Plan (OP) – Review Process of Official Plan Amendment  
(OPA) #14 – Eric Cosens – Report Attached 

2. Proposed Rocky Ramp – Potential Heritage Conservation District (HCD) Impacts – 
Shellee Evans – Report Attached (+HCD Map) 

3. Haggart Dam Reconstruction – Grant Machan – Report Attached (+Spreadsheet, 
+Design Brief) 

4. Renovations of Craig Street Bridge – 2015 – Grant Machan – Report Attached 
(+Motion #14-036, +Report 2014-COW-5.UB.1) 

5. Award of Solar Energy Consultant – Grant Machan – Report Attached  
6. Town of Perth Support of Sultana Frizell, Hammer Thrower – Shellee Evans – Report 

Attached 
 
3. DISCLOSURE OF ADDITIONAL ITEMS: 
  
4. RECEIVING DELEGATIONS: 

1. Youth Action Kommittee (YAK) – Tanis Cowan – Request for Funding (+Corresp., 
+Ref. Report 2015-COW-1.3) 

2. Tim Zander, Board Chair – Perth and District Sports Hall of Fame (+Corresp.) 
  

5. PRESENTATIONS BY STAFF (OTHERS): 
1. Information Session – Downtown Perth Heritage Conservation District (HCD) By-law 

No. 4271 – Annual Review – Andrew Jeanes, Ministry of Tourism and Culture and 
Shellee Evans (+Ref. Report 2015-COW-1.1)  

 
6. RECEIVING CORRESPONDENCE AND OTHER COMMUNICATIONS: 
  

For Information: 
1. October 29 – Downtown Heritage Perth Business Improvement Area (BIA) – Council 

Appointment Request 
2. November 24 – Minister Responsible for Senior Affairs – Age-Friendly Community 

Planning Grant Program 
3. December 4 – House of Commons – Congratulations 
4. December 12 – Ministry of Energy – Long-Term Energy Plan (LTEP) 
5. December 16 – Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) – Congratulations 
6. Undated – Summary of Rideau Corridor Landscape 

  

 



Requires Action: 
7. December 8 – Perth and District Sports Hall of Fame – Request for Support 

(+Delegation) 
8. December 12 – David Herrington – Lack of Sidewalk on Arthur Street Between 

Cockburn and Halton Streets 
9. January 4 – Perth Regional Heritage Fair Committee – 200th Anniversary Celebrations 
10. January 7 – Committee Report Format and Committee Attendance – Mayor Fenik 

 
To Be Dealt With Under Staff Reports: 
11. November 19 – Rideau Ferry Yacht Club (RFYC) – Request for Funding Assistance 

(+Ref. Report 2015-COW-1.2) 
12. December 15 – Youth Action Kommittee (YAK) – Request for Funding (+Delegation, 

(+Ref. Report 2015-COW-1.3) 
 
7. STAFF REPORTS: 

1. Heritage Conservation District (HCD) By-law No. 4271 – Annual Review – Shellee 
Evans – Report Attached (+Presentation) 

2. Rideau Ferry Yacht Club (RFYC) – 2015 Regatta Funding Request – Shellee Evans – 
Report Attached (+Corresp.)  

3. Youth Action Kommittee (YAK) Funding Request – Shellee Evans – Report Attached 
(+Delegation, +Corresp.) 

4. Administrative Changes to Heritage Policies – Reference Heritage Perth Advisory 
Panel (HPAP) – Shellee Evans – Report Attached 

5. Garbage Recycling and Organics Pickup – Award of Contract – 2015 to 2020 – Grant 
Machan – Report Attached (+Results of Tender) 

6. Drinking Water System Standard of Care – Grant Machan – Report Attached (+Drink 
Water Guide) 

7. Authorization to Submit Grant Application(s) – Parks Canada National Historic Sites 
Cost Sharing Program – Jim Connell – Report Attached 

8. Reduce Impaired Driving Everywhere (R.I.D.E.) – Funding Agreement – Lang 
Britchford – Report Attached (+Funding Agreement) 

9. False Security Alarm By-law – Lauren Walton – Report Attached (+By-laws (3)) 
10. Appointments to All Committees and Advisory Panels of Council and Other Boards and 

Bodies – 2015 to 2018 Term – Lauren Walton – Report Attached (+Spreadsheet of 
Appointments (2)) 

 
8. DISCUSSION OF ADDITIONAL ITEMS: 
 
9. CLOSED SESSION:   

In accordance with Section 239.2 of the Municipal Act, 2001, Council may meet in closed 
session for the purpose of discussing the following:  

 Security of Property of Municipality or Local Board 
 Personal Matters Concerning an Identifiable Individual, Including Municipal or 
Board Employees 
• Insurance Claim Against the Municipality 

 A Proposed or Pending Acquisition or Disposition of Land by the Municipality 
 Labour Relations or Employee Negotiations 
 Litigation or Potential Litigation, including Matters Before Administrative Tribunals, 
Affecting the Municipality or Local Board 

 Advice that is Subject to Solicitor-client Privilege, including Communications Necessary 
for that Purpose 

  

 



 
 A Matter in Respect of Which a Council, Board, Committee or other Body may hold a 
Closed meeting under Another Act 

 
10. OPEN SESSION: 
 
11. MATTERS ARISING FROM CLOSED SESSION: 
 
12. NEXT MEETING - Tuesday, February 3, 2015 – Councillor Boldt, Chair    
 
13. QUESTIONS FROM THE MEDIA: 
 
14. ADJOURNMENT: 

 



 2015-COW-1.UB.1 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:     January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Eric Cosens, Director of Planning 
. 
Subject: Town of Perth Official Plan (OP) – Review Process of Official 

Plan Amendment (OPA) #14 
 
For Information Only           Delegation            Presentation            Attachment _____ 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH DIRECT THE DIRECTOR OF 
PLANNING TO REQUEST THAT LANARK COUNTY PROCEED AS EXPEDITIOUSLY 
AS POSSIBLE WITH ITS REVIEW OF OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT (OPA) #14 TO 
THE OFFICIAL PLAN (OP) FOR THE TOWN OF PERTH AND THE ASSOCIATED 
APPLICATION FOR AN AMENDMENT OF SCHEDULE ‘A’ OF THE COUNTY 
OFFICIAL PLAN, AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.UB.1. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
Official Plan Amendment (OPA) #14 is the Comprehensive Update Amendment to the 
Town’s Official Plan adopted under By-law No. 3304-14, in September 2014.  Since 
mediation of the Town’s appeal regarding the County’s Official Plan did not proceed, it is 
recommended that the County be requested to proceed expeditiously with its review of 
the Town’s Official Plan and the corresponding amendment to the County Official Plan 
requested by the Town. 
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 4 – Planning and Development – Strategic Initiative (SI) #4 A) – Ensuring that the 
Official Plan is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement in a manner that reflects 
the priorities of the Town of Perth. 
 
Background/Discussion: 
On September 9, 2014, Council passed By-law No. 3304-14 adopting OPA #14, the 
Comprehensive Update Amendment to the Town’s Official Plan.   The amendment was 
subsequently submitted to the County of Lanark, the approval authority, for review.  At 
that time, a mediation process was underway seeking a resolution of the Town’s appeal 
of the County’s Official Plan, and; a mediation hearing was scheduled for mid-December 
2014.  The mediation process was not successful and an Ontario Municipal Board 
(OMB) hearing date has been formally set for mid-October 2015.   
  



 
There is potential for delay in a review of OPA #14 as there is a potential conflict 
between the Town’s amendment and the County’s current Official Plan, particularly with 
regard to the proposed expansion of the Town’s settlement area boundary through the 
designation of parts of the annexed lands for growth.  In the absence of confirmation that 
Town Council wishes the review process to commence, County staff may prefer to wait 
for potential settlement negotiations to present a solution to the OMB appeal.   
 
It would be inappropriate to delay a review of the Town’s OPA #14 until the OMB 
process has been resolved.  Modifications of OPA #14 are likely to be required for the 
amendment to come into compliance with the County Official Plan.  To comply with 
constraint on growth, established by the population allocation schedule to the County 
Official Plan modifications, will involve negotiating options with the County and will 
require the removal of existing or proposed land use designations on Schedule ‘A’ of 
OPA # 14.  Any such changes will require some form of public notice and it is 
conceivable that there may be an appeal of modifications of that nature to the OMB.  To 
the extent that such an appeal would be linked to the outcome of the Town’s appeal of 
the County Official Plan, it is possible the OMB would agree to consider the appeals to 
both Plans in one hearing. 
 
Therefore, it is appropriate that the Town request that the County complete its review of 
OPA #14 and the Town’s requested amendment of the County Official Plan as 
expeditiously as possible.  Alternatively, given the potential for a significant delay, 
consideration could be given to repealing OPA #14 pending resolution of the Town’s 
appeal of the County Official Plan. 
 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Direct the Director of Planning to request that Lanark 

County proceed as expeditiously as possible with its review of Official 
Plan Amendment (OPA) #14 to the Official Plan (OP) for the Town of 
Perth and the associated application for an amendment of Schedule ‘A’ 
of the County Official Plan.  

 
Option 2:  Alternative Recommendation – Not Recommended:  Maintain the status 

quo and wait for Lanark County to determine when to proceed with its 
review. 

 This may result in an extended delay in the review commencing until a 
settlement is reached or is clearly not possible.   

 
Option 3:  Alternative Recommendation – Not Recommended. Repeal OPA #14. 
 This option would remove the time limit on the County to review OPA#14.  It 

would require the Town to undertake further public consultations before 
re-adopting OPA #14.  This would be a reasonable and transparent approach 
in the event Council is inclined to wait for a decision on the appeal of the 
County Plan and to reconsider OPA #14 more fully pending the outcome of 
that appeal. 

  



 
Financial Considerations:  
There is not a direct financial cost to the Town for requesting that the County proceed 
with the review of OPA #14.  There is potential for substantive expense in the event that 
an opportunity for a combined OMB hearing is missed. 
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation:  The Planning Act, R. S.O. 1990, c.P13, as amended. 
 
Others Consulted:  
All municipal directors were consulted during the preparation of this report. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
 
 
 
 
Eric Cosens, Director of Planning John deRosenroll, CAO 



 2015-COW-1.UB.2 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services 
    
Subject: Proposed Rocky Ramp – Potential Heritage Conservation 

District (HCD) Impacts 
  
 
For Information Only           Delegation           Presentation             Attachment          X                
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH, SHOULD THE ROCKY RAMP 
CONCEPT BE APPROVED, REQUIRE THE FOLLOWING MITIGATION EFFORTS BE 
EMPLOYED: 

1. CONTRACTORS UNDERTAKING THE WORK SHOULD EXPRESSLY 
IDENTIFY AND CONFIRM THAT THE PROPOSED WORK WILL NOT HAVE A 
NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE INTEGRITY OF THE MILL SITE, 
PARTICULARILY WITH REGARD TO THE HERITAGE DESIGNATED 
ELEMENTS (THE MILL’S FOUNDATION WALL);   

2. THE TOWN SHOULD SEEK WRITTEN CONFIRMATION FROM THE 
DESIGNER OF THE ROCKY RAMP THAT THE PRINCIPAL FLOW CHANNELS 
WILL BE DESIGNED SUCH THAT UNDER ALL FORESEEABLE AND 
HISTORICALLY KNOWN FLOW CONDITIONS, THE MILL’S FOUNDATION 
WALL WILL BE AT NO GREATER RISK OF DAMAGE THAN THE 
CONDITIONS ARISING FROM THE PRESENCE OF THE EXISTING DAM; 

3. THAT DURING CONSTRUCTION OF THE ROCKY RAMPS THE TEMPORARY 
DIVERSION OF WATER THROUGH STEWART PARK BE MITIGATED SO 
THAT NO PERMANENT DAMAGE OCCURS.        
 

AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.UB.2. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
On December 16, 2014, Council passed Motion #14-132 postponing Report 2014-
12.UB.1, regarding the Haggart Dam Reconstruction and requested that the Director of 
Community Services review the Heritage Conservation District (HCD) boundaries to 
determine if the dam is within the HCD geographic area.  
 
This report is being presented for Council’s consideration.  
     

       



Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector #4 – Planning and Development: Strategic Initiative (SI) #2:  Incorporating the 
Protection and Preservation of Perth’s Historic Built Environment into all Planning 
Activities.  
 
Background/Discussion: 
Staff confirm that the Haggart Dam and the three (3) points of the proposed Rocky 
Ramps are outside the Heritage Conservation District (HCD) Boundary (see map below).  
However, the proposed work site is adjacent to Stewart Park (which is within the HCD) 
and the Part IV municipally designated Haggart Dam Mill Site.  As such the Provincial 
Policy Statement (PPS) Section 2.6.3 has requirements that need to be addressed.  To 
meet these requirements, staff recommend that: 
1. Contractors undertaking the work should expressly identify and confirm that the 

proposed work will not have a negative impact on the integrity of the Mill site, 
particularly with regard to the heritage designated elements (the Mill’s Foundation 
Wall). This should include an assessment by an appropriately qualified engineer.   

2. The Town should seek written confirmation from the designer of the Rocky Ramp that 
the principal flow channels can and will be designed such that under all foreseeable 
and historically known flow conditions, the Mill’s Foundation Wall will be at no greater 
risk of damage than the conditions arising from the presence of the existing dam.  

3. That during construction of the rocky ramps, the temporary diversion of water through 
Stewart Park be mitigated so that no permanent damage occurs. 

 
Staff have determined that there is sufficient separation between the proposed work and 
Stewart Park and the character of the proposed work will not impact negatively on the 
cultural heritage landscape represented by Stewart Park.  In terms of potential physical 
impacts, the restoration of the flow parameters (80/20 split) and the anticipated reduction 
in the frequency and perhaps the severity of flood events would be a net benefit to 
Stewart Park. 
   
A more direct heritage concern, however, is the municipally designated Haggart Dam Mill 
Site (approved by By-law No. 2921) which immediately abuts both damming sites.  In 
looking at the By-law and the Haggart Dam, the dam was constructed or reconstructed in 
the early 1970s for water level control and is neither a heritage structure nor is it 
identified as an element of the Haggart Dam Mill Site By-law.   In accordance with the 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), the Town or any contractors undertaking the work 
must expressly identify and confirm that the work will not have a negative impact on the 
integrity of the Mill site, particularly with regard to the currently visible/recognized 
elements.   

 
This will mean that the presence of the heritage site will need to be expressly recognized 
in all staff reports and work orders and measures to ensure the integrity of the site 
should be spelled out in the actual plans/specifications and directions for undertaking the 
work.  This should include an evaluation that confirms removal or alteration of the 
existing principal Haggart dam and the weir on the Little Tay can be conducted without 
potential harm to the physical integrity of the mill site.   Alternatively there should be 
mitigation measures identified to protect the integrity of the mill site; a possible example 
might be that demolition activity take place at a specific set back from the Mill’s stone 
wall to ensure it is not harmed by vibrations or any demolition activity.  This will require 
an assessment by an appropriately qualified engineer.    



The Town should also seek written confirmation from the designer of the Rocky Ramp 
solutions that the principal flow channels can and will be designed such that under all 
foreseeable and historically known flow conditions, the Mill’s Foundation Wall will be at 
no greater risk of damage than the conditions arising from the presence of the exiting 
dam.  Clearly if a net gain in protection can be achieved there would be a positive 
outcome from the proposed works.     
 
The “naturalization” of stream and river beds is a preferable solution to the restoration of 
human constructed works from the standpoint of supporting or re-establishing fish and 
wildlife movement corridors and the provision of suitable habitat in general. 
 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Should the Rocky Ramp concept be approved, Town 

Council require the following mitigation efforts be employed:  
1. Contractors undertaking the work should expressly identify and 

confirm that the proposed work will not have a negative impact on 
the integrity of the Mill site, particularly with regard to the heritage 
designated elements (the Mill’s Foundation Wall). This should 
include an assessment by an appropriately qualified engineer.   

2. The Town should seek written confirmation from the designer of the 
Rocky Ramp that the principal flow channels can and will be 
designed such that under all foreseeable and historically known 
flow conditions, the Mill’s Foundation Wall will be at no greater risk 
of damage than the conditions arising from the presence of the 
existing dam.  

3. That during construction of the rocky ramps, the temporary 
diversion of water through Stewart Park be mitigated so that no 
permanent damage occurs.        

 
Option 2:  Not Recommended:  Do not require the recommended mitigation steps. 
 Not requiring that the recommended mitigation steps be followed may: 

1. Cause flooding of Stewart Park during the construction of the Rocky 
Ramps causing potential long term damage. 

2. Cause the Haggart Mill Foundation Wall to erode and/or be permanently 
damaged which could lead to its ultimate destruction. 

 
Financial Considerations:  
None.   
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
1. By-law No. 2921, a By-law to designate certain property within the Municipality to be 

of historic or architectural value or interest. (Haggart Dam Mill Site) 
2. Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) Section 2.6.3 
 
Others Consulted: 
1. Eric Cosens, Director of Planning 
 
2. Doug Nuttall, P.Eng, Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc.   “The 

proposed works will return the flow regime of both the Little Tay and the Tay River to 
the designed flows from 1970.  I have no information about the pre-1970 flows. The 



proposed works will not raise the 1:100 year flood level above the Rideau Valley 
Conservation regulatory flood elevations throughout the system, and specifically at 
the Mill site. The proposed works can be undertaken without affecting the Mill’s stone 
wall.  All of the works are proposed more than 10m from the stone wall, and there is 
no requirement for the use of blasting. The proposed works would be undertaken 
when the stream flows are low enough that directing all of the flow through the Little 
Tay will not cause any flooding or property damage.  Any nuisance impacts would be 
addressed immediately by the town staff working on the project.” 

 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services John deRosenroll, CAO 
 
  



 
 
 

 



 2015-COW-1.UB.3 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services  
   
Subject: Haggart Dam Reconstruction   
 
For Information Only           Delegation            Presentation             Attachment       X           
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 

 THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH SELECT THE OPTION OF THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF ROCKY RAMPS ON BOTH THE LARGER AND SMALLER DAM 
STRUCTURES TOGETHER IN 2015 USING THE SERVICES OF RIDEAU VALLEY 
CONSERVATION AUTHORITY (RVCA), PARISH GEOMORPHIC, AND RESOURCES 
OF MUNICIPAL STAFF, AND; PRE-APPROVE THE COST OF $60,000, TO BE 
FUNDED FROM THE 2015 BUDGET, AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2014-COW-
12.UB.1, AND 2015-COW-1.UB.3. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
On December 16th, 2014, Council passed Motion #14-132, which reads as follows: 
1. Postpone Report 2014-COW-12.UB.1, entitled “Haggart Dam Reconstruction” to the 

next Committee of the Whole meeting scheduled for Tuesday, January 13, 2015, 
and; 

2. Direct the Director of Community Services to review the Heritage Conservation 
District (HCD), to ascertain if the Haggart Dam is within the HCD Boundaries, and 
report back to the Committee of the Whole.  

 
As such, this report is being presented in its original format for the Committee’s 
consideration and should be read in conjunction with Report-2015-COW-1.UB.2, dated 
January 13, 2015, entitled “Proposed Rocky Ramp – Potential Heritage Conservation 
District (HCD) Impacts”. 
  
Staff reviewed the reconstruction of the degraded Haggart Dam with several alternatives 
including: 
1. Status quo; 
2. Full reconstruction with a concrete structure, and; 
3. The naturalization of the area.  
 
Perth and Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA) staff have secured a valid 
alternative for the replacement of the Haggart Dam with an engineered rocky ramp 
structure. 



Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 2 – Infrastructure – Strategic Initiative (SI) #5 – Ensure that the Environmental 
Services facilities are being managed in accordance with the best practices in the 
industry.   C) Prioritize the findings with reference to the cost benefit to the Town of Perth 
 
Background/Discussion: 
Staff have been working with Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA) for the 
replacement of the smaller side of the Haggart Dam structures.  The municipality 
contributed $78,000 in 2012 as a levy to RVCA for the replacement of the structure, with 
some of that funding used to evaluate the rocky ramp concept.   
 
RVCA secured $101,000 from the general levy and WECI funding.  The replacement of 
the structure is key to re-establish the 20/80 split between channels of the Tay River as it 
flows through Stewart Park and around the Town Hall area.  
 
The uneven split of flows between channels is estimated to be 35/65, which has caused: 
1. Flooding of Stewart park throughout the year; 
2. Erosion of the river banks; 
3. Degradation of the gabion baskets in Stewart Park, and; 
4. Damage to the flow structure in Stewart Park. 
 
Staff investigated the reconstruction of the existing dam structure with a standard 
concrete structure under the existing Rainbow Bridge.  The challenge with this approach 
is: 
1. High Cost estimated at $800K to $1.2M. 
2. Relocation and reconstruction of the Rainbow Bridge. 
3. On-going maintenance and inspection costs. 
4. Replacement of the structure in fifty (50) years. 
5. Danger of passage by river users. 
6. Construction of a fish ladder. 
 
Staff were not satisfied with this traditional method and, requested that RVCA explore 
lower cost alternatives with less impediments than the standard concrete structure.  
RVCA conducted a Request for Proposal (RFP) process and was successful at securing 
Parish Geomorphic, who proposed the rocky ramp alternative.  
 
The rocky ramp alternative is a blending of naturalization of the river on an engineered 
basis to re-establish the flow split (20/80) around Stewart Park.  The rocky ramp 
construction has been used throughout Ontario, with Conservation Authorities, for the 
decommissioning of failing dams. The general advantages of the rocky ramp initiative 
include: 
1. Can be installed using locally supplied material and equipment. 
2. Can be constructed by municipal staff under the direction of an industry specialist. 
3. Does not require a fish ladder. 
4. Does not affect the existing Rainbow Bridge. 
5. Creates a landscape feature rather than a sterile infrastructure. 
6. Can be constructed in two phases (small dam then larger dam). 
  



 
Staff performed an extensive review of the options available and has summarized them 
in the attached spreadsheet.  
 
The rocky ramp is a balance between innovation, cost, and durability, which are key 
characteristics inherent in the practices of municipal operations.  A design has been 
completed by Parish Geomorphic (attached) for the construction of the rocky ramp. The 
municipality will be required to secure approvals from legislative bodies during the early 
winter of 2015, with construction taking place following the spawning season in the late 
summer of 2015.   
 
Options: 
 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Select the option of the construction of Rocky Ramps 

on both the larger and smaller dam structures together in 2015 using the 
services of Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA), Parish 
Geomorphic, and resources of municipal staff, and; pre-approve the 
cost of $60,000, be funded from the 2015 budget. 

 This innovative technology has proceeded through design and review phases 
and has been reviewed by the public (through a public house) with strong 
response. The overall cost ($200K total cost+ 15% contingency) is less by 
installing the individual rocky ramps together. There are a number of 
efficiencies with installing both rocky ramps together attributed to mobilization 
costs and disturbance to the neighbourhood by installing both structures at the 
same time. The work and acceptance of the rocky ramp technology will 
require monitoring by staff and contractors to ensure a strong final product as 
the installation matures.  

    
Option 2: Not Recommended: That the Town of Perth select the option of the 

Rocky Ramp construction on the smaller channel of the Haggart Dam 
structure, to be constructed in 2015 at an estimated cost of $95K. 

 The installation of the smaller side only will allow staff and the public gain 
confidence with the technology as well as delay the future cost of the larger 
dam until the larger structure appears closer to failure. The risk of delaying the 
larger dam replacement is estimated at $30K and there may be a risk of 
approval challenges from legislative bodies in the future.  

  
Option 3:  Not Recommended: That the Town of Perth seek additional approaches 

for the replacement of the existing water control structures at the 
Haggart Dam location. 

 Municipal and RVCA staff have been dealing with these failing dams since 
2004 with several options. This option will delay the dam replacements and 
cause further damage to downstream properties (Stewart Park) through 
erosion and flooding.  

 
Financial Considerations:  
The construction of the rocky ramp offers the lower cost alternative using the existing 
funds secured by the RVCA levy in the amount of $170,000.  Staff recommends the 
installation of both structures together for efficiencies and cost.   
  



 
Estimated Cost of Smaller Dam Replacement with rocky ramp:    $95K 
Estimated Cost of Larger Dam Replacement with rocky ramps:  $135K 
Saving if completed together:        ($30K) 
Contingency (15%)           $30K 
Accumulated Funds available for project:              ($170K) 

Cost to Municipality (2015 Budget):     $60K 
   
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
Fisheries Act. 
 
Others Consulted: 
Mike Yee, Project Lead, Biologist – Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA); 
Terry Davidson – Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA); 
Doug Nuttal – Parish Geomorphic, and; 
Directors.  
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services John deRosenroll, CAO 



Ref Option Notes Costs Contingency Total Lifespan Flow Split Advantages Disadvantages
Stewart Park flooding/ersoion
Property damage erosion
overall water level lower upstream, 
matures downstream over time

Little Dam- Yes Lower initial cost Overall elevated future capital cost

95,000.00$                14,250.00$        109,250.00$                Addresses immediate issues Does not address failure of large dam

Large Dam
Community Approval simplified- 

introduction of concept

wait Funding reserve available

$135,000  $       20,250.00 155,250.00$                Reestablishes flow split Risk- Future Approval Challenges

115,000.00$               $       28,250.00 143,250.00$                Yes will address fish passage
Overall cost will be higher-long term (larger 
dam not replaced)

80/20 Familiar water cascading off Large Dam
Future cost $150K for dam replacement 
with Rocky Ramp

One Structure- on smaller side May have landowner concerns 

Potentially simplier approvals

Reestablishes flow split Creating a new dam on larger side

Lowest Life Cycle Cost Approvals challenge-new 2nd structure

Little Maintenance- No formal structure Public Acceptance

Community review of Rocky Ramp High Effort for Municipal Staff

Money already available-no new 
expense

 Little Dam Complete control of design
Maintenance and Inspection required 

regularly

 $             280,000.00 potential to generate electricity Sterile appearance

 Large Dam Something familiar to community Would require fish passage in some form

 $             420,000.00 Expensive

Have to remove Rainbow Bridge

Concrete Dam

Do Nothing1

4

 80/20

-$                    
Little Maintenance- 
naturalized look - 

significant life span
80/20 3

2

2b
Little Dam- Rocky Ramp- Full 
Height,Cut Notch in Big Dam 

with small Rocky Ramp 

Little Dam- Rocky Ramp- Full 
Height, Large Dam - work to 

be deferred to later date

Little and Large Dam 
Together

Remove both existing 
structures and install 3 

Rocky Ramps
230,000.00$              

no approvals required

no costLittle Dam -  
deteriotoating, 

Large Dam at 40 
years old - nearing 

end of lifespan 

No

Initial concept for 
replacement - 

Rocky Ramp to allow 
minimum fish passage, 

address deterioting  Little 
Dam- limit damage to 

Stewart Park/and 
landowners - maintain 

current upstream water 
levels

Provide Fish passage to 
both sides, may address 
Landowner issue with 
depositon area along 

shore

Rocky Ramp little 
maintenance - 

significant life span

Allow both sides to fail

1,000,000$                  significant lfe span

230,000.00$                

80/20

-$                            -$                    -$                               



Haggart Island Dams Rocky Ramp Design Brief 
Description 
 
Parish Geomorphic was retained for the design of two rocky ramp structures to convey fish passage at the 
location of the Haggart Island Dams on the Tay River in the Town of Perth, Ontario. The Haggard Island Dam is 
located on the south arm of the Tay River through the town of Perth, while the Tay Road Dam is located on the 
north arm. The weirs share the loading from the Tay River during most of the year as the river diverges around 
Haggart Island. At low flow, the Tay Road Dam is dry as all of the flow is concentrated in the southern arm and 
the Haggart Island Dam. A dismantling of the old weir-like structures with restoration to a rocky ramp has been 
deemed a cost effective solution with an understanding that upstream water levels may be reduced. 
 
Rocky Ramps 
 
Rocky ramps are designed to increase fish passage over instream structures. During low flow conditions, fish 
passage is increased by focusing the discharge over the decommissioned structures to a low-flow notch in the 
rocky ramp. During spring conditions, the ramp must have a large enough conveyance area to allow fish passage 
to spawning areas. During high-flow conditions, the stone which forms the ramp must remain immobile. These 
structures are typically constructed as a low cost alternative designed to maintain fish passage during low-flow 
conditions and to maintain hydraulic conveyance during high-flow conditions with minimal structural damage. 
 
Past Projects in Ontario 
 
Six rocky ramp designs have been identified in Ontario to date. Pictures of two rocky ramps in Ontario are 
provided below. 
 
Doctors McLean Park Rocky Ramp, Woodbridge before (left) and after (right) construction: 

 
 
McFall Dam Notching and Rocky Ramp, Bolton before (top left) and after (others) construction: 

                       
 



 

   
 
Failure Mechanisms for Consideration in Design 
 
Undermining of the structure may occur without the proper protection. Sediment storage on the upstream side of 
the weir sill is also of concern. Rock sizing of the ramp is critical as possible rolling or sliding can cause damage 
to the overall structure. Undermining through piping of the finer matrix material under the main structure can 
also cause failure. Adequate depth and velocity during low flow and high flow events for fish passage must also 
be taken into consideration.  
 
Rocky Ramp Design 
 
Low Flow Hydraulics: 
During low flow periods (mid to late summer) fish passage is provided through a low flow notch through the 
centre of the structure. Velocities through the low flow notch are dependant on the amount interstitial flow. 
Interstitial flow is the water which passes through the pore spaces of the structure. If flow through the structure is 
higher than the flow over the dams, no surface flow will exist, meaning fish will not be able to pass through the 
structure. Interstitial flow can be reduced by introducing an underlying matrix of material to fill interstitial spaces 
within the structure.  
 
High Flow Hydraulics: 
The rock ramp geometry must ensure conveyance during high flow conditions. The geometry is constrained by 
the existing geometry and the low flow channel. The minimum bottom width and corresponding side slope can 
be calculated by balancing the specific energy using the Bernoulli Equation at the critical velocity.  
 
Riprap Sizing: 
Riprap sizing must be of significant enough size to withstand the shear stress on the ramp. The shear stress on the 
ramp will depend on ramp geometry which is impacted by riprap sizing. Iterations of several design parameters 
allows for a design which best conveys flow while minimizing the stone size requirements of the riprap material. 
Two sizing methods were found to be appropriate for the sizing of the rock ramp material.  
 
Fish Passage Criteria: 
To allow fish passage, the species of concern must be able to surpass the flow over the rocky ramp. The low flow 
notch should allow for fish passage during low flow conditions and the overall ramp geometry must allow for 
passage during high flow conditions. Fish swimming speeds have been listed by the Ministry of Transportation in 
the Environmental Guide for Fish and Fish Habitat. Species of concern at the ramp locations are sports fish such 
as walleye, pike and possibly muskellunge, and the white sucker at the Haggart Island Dams. Adult walleye can 
attain a prolonged speed of 0.0-1.1 m/s while other species of game fish can attain burst speeds (which can be 
maintained for up to 15 seconds) of 1.6-2.16 m/s. The white sucker can attain speeds of 3.1 m/s. 
 



Rocky Ramp Design Details 
 
The rocky ramp designs for the Haggart Island Dams have a trapezoidal cross-section. The top width of the low 
flow notch is 4 m with a slope of 4:1 (H:V). The top of the notch is located at the base of the existing dam 
structure. The bottom width of the ramp at the crest of the structure will span the length of the existing dams at 
30:1 slope from the center of the ramp. The bank material will vary based existing bank geometry and should 
extend above a determined high flow event water level elevation. The geometry of the ramp should allow for 
conveyance during high flow periods without excessive erosion of the banks although some adjustment is 
anticipated over the ramp, which is a natural process in riffle-type features. The longitudinal slope of the 
structure will be 3% to ensure fish passage for all species. Placing material to allow for a series of pools to form 
throughout the ramp will provide resting areas for migrating fish.  
 
The following figures show the location of the proposed rocky ramps at their crests relative to the existing dams 
immediately upstream of each structure. 

 

 
The rocky ramps should be composed of material with a mean distribution of 50 cm with a wide distribution to 
help fill interstitial spaces with the ramp. The matrix material beneath the larger stone should be composed of 
packed bentonite clay.  
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 2015-COW-1.UB.4 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services 
   
Subject: Renovations of Craig Street Bridge – 2015  
  
 
For Information Only           Delegation           Presentation            Attachment         X                   
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH DIRECT STAFF TO PREPARE A 
TENDER FOR THE DESIGNS REQUIRED FOR THE RENOVATION OF THE CRAIG 
STREET BRIDGE IN 2015, AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.UB.4. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
The renovations recommended for the Craig Street Bridge in 2014, was delayed due to 
financial limitations (Motion #14-046, attached). The 2013 biennial Ontario Structure 
Inspection Manual (OSIM) report conducted by DM Wills and Associates recommends 
the renovation of the bridge surface to maintain its lifespan.  Staff recommends that the 
renovations take place in 2015, by procuring a bridge engineering firm, and include this 
initiative in the 2015 budget process (reference Report 2014-5.UB.1, attached). 
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 2 – Infrastructure – Strategic Initiative (SI) #7 – Ensure that the Environmental 
Services standards and procedures are in concert with the best sustainable practices to 
support the environment. 
 
Background/Discussion: 
As part of the requirements to operate the road networks, the municipality is required to 
perform a biennial review of its bridge structures by a professional engineering firm, 
under the guidance of the OSIM procedures.  
 
The 2013 OSIM Report detailed various recommendations to all bridge structures and 
detailed, in particular, renovations to the Craig Street Bridge to maintain its life 
expectancy.  The recommended renovations totaling $549,000 (2013 cost) were delayed 
during the 2014 budget process for financial and strategic needs. 
  



 
The Craig Street Bridge is located on County Road 43 and passes approximately 7000 
vehicles (Annual Average Daily Traffic).  The bridge has the lowest boat passage height 
(2.1 metres) above the Tay River of the Perth bridges.  The current supporting structure 
is monolithic and does not allow the option of “lifting” the structure.  
 
As noted in the 2013 OSIM Report, the bridge has a number of maintenance items, 
requiring attention: 
• Deck soffit (concrete). 
• Wear Surface (asphalt). 
• Water Proofing (wear surface and structure). 
• Railing system. 
• Drainage. 
• Lighting. 
 
Staff contacted DM Wills and Associates (DMW) to review alternatives with the structure, 
such as maintaining the status quo, renovations, and; raising the structure. The prepared 
Summary Report, dated April 2, 2014 (attached) and details the considerations for 
changing status quo to an amended bridge structure.  
 
There are generally three (3) options to address the current condition of the Craig Street 
Bridge with the following additional considerations: 
 
1. Leave Craig Street Bridge in current condition (status quo) 

a. Not a long-term alternative for public safety; 
b. Shortens overall lifespan, and; 
c. Continues to limit boat traffic due to clearance challenge. 

 
2. Renovate Craig Street Bridge 

a. Maintains lifespan of structure for another 25 years; 
b. Requires a minor Environmental Assessment (pre-approved “A” status); 
c. Cost estimated at $549,000 plus design costs, and; 
d. Limits boat traffic to current level due to clearance. 
 

3. Replace Craig Street Bridge (21’ clearance) 
a. Estimated costs of $3.1 million. 
b. No future boat clearance issue (other than Drummond Street Bridge at 2.9m). 
c. Requires full Environmental Assessment. 
d. Closure of Cole Road (entrance to Last Duel Park). 
e. Closure of Canal Bank Road (at Brock Street). 
f. Land acquisition (west- Perth Outfitters). 
g. Installation of Traffic Lights (Chetwynd Drive). 

 
The DWM report recommends the full replacement of the Craig Street Bridge to facilitate 
the increase boat clearance, since raising the current structure is not feasible.  From a 
bridge construction stance, the replacement option may be valid, however; the 
subsequent costs attributed to that decision add several large costs to the initiative that 
would require quantification to fully bundle the total project costs. 
  



 
Staff inquired further with DMW regarding the possibility of constructing moveable 
structure at the current location. The following synopsis of the investigation is as follows: 
 

“As far as a swing bridge alternative goes, these are very unique structures 
typically and can be hard to cost. Based on other recent projects / proposals in the 
province I would estimate that a replacement swing bridge at Craig St. would run 
between 2.0 to 2.5 times more than the replacement alternative priced in the 
letter. However, I would caution that this price would only include the initial capital. 
The cost of more specialised maintenance for a structure of this type as well as 
the cost to operate the structure, day to day (staff to operate during the boating 
season) will further increase the expenditure over the long term. I would note 
though, when compared to the grade raise replacement bridge, less work will be 
required on the approaches to match into the new elevation as it will not need to 
be as high.” 

 
The original recommended renovation of the Craig Street Bridge from 2013 will have an 
expected life extension of 20-30 years, which will be in-line with the full build out of the 
Arterial Road from Highway 7 to South Street (Evans Road).  Discussions about the 
municipal Traffic Master Plan indicates that an amended bridge structure could be 
installed over the Tay River at South Street to alleviate traffic movement challenges in 
the downtown area, as well as boat traffic limitations. 
 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Direct staff to prepare a Tender for the designs 

required for the renovation of the Craig Street Bridge in 2015.  
 Staff continues to maintain that the renovation of the current bridge is 

necessary to maintain its lifespan. Staff has an opportunity to secure a tender 
early in 2015 to obtain favourable pricing if this options proceeds. 

  
Option 2:  Not Recommended: That renovations to the Craig Street Bridge be 

delayed until further evaluation is determined. 
  
Option 3: Not Recommended: That staff be directed to seek quotes on the design 

and reconstruction of the Craig Street Bridge to increase boat traffic 
clearance in 2015. 

  
Financial Considerations:  
Over the last ten (10) years, the municipality has invested minimal funds on bridge 
maintenance, short of the biennial OSIM inspections.  The municipal Asset Management 
Plan identifies bridges as one of the underfunded pieces of infrastructure requiring 
significant investment over the next ten (10) years.  Delaying the renovation of the Craig 
Street Bridge may add additional structure costs and shorten the overall life expectancy 
of the bridge. 
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
Municipal Act; 
Procurement By-law No. 4242, and; 
Perth Asset Management Plan. 
 



Others Consulted: 
Directors, and; 
David Bonsall and Troy Steele, Engineers, DM Wills and Associates. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services John deRosenroll, CAO 



TOWN OF PERTH 

MOTION 

Council Chambers, Town Hall 

Date: April 29, 2014 

Subject: Craig Street Bridge - Increase Clearance Evaluation Request 

AS RECOMMENDED BY COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 

THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH POSTPONE THE CRAIG 

STREET BRIDGE INCREASE CLEARANCE EVALUATION TO THE 2015 

BUDGET DELIBERATIONS, AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2014-COW-5.UB.1. 

Unanimous Carried D Ayes __ Nays __ Recorded Vote 

Motion number: 2014 - 036 

Corporation of the Town of Perth, 80 Gore St. E., Perth, ON, K7H 1H9 Page I of 1 



  
 
 
 2014-COW-5.UB.1 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    April 8, 2014 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services 
   
Subject: Craig Street Bridge – Increase Clearance Evaluation Request 
  
 
For Information Only            Delegation            Presentation              Attachment        X           
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH MAINTAIN THE STATUS QUO, 
WITH RESPECT TO THE CRAIG STREET BRIDGE WITH AN OVERHEAD 
CLEARANCE OF 2.1M (7 FEET), AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2014-COW-5.UB.1. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
As requested by Council Motion #14-018, this report is being presented to identify staff 
findings with respect to the increase clearance evaluation at the Craig Street Bridge and 
further to request Council provide direction on how to proceed with this initiative.  
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Tourism – 10 Year Strategy – Tourism Strategy #9 – Recognize the visitor attraction 
potential via the Tay Canal/Rideau Canal (UNESCO designation) and how it can attract 
boaters to the community.  
 
Background/Discussion: 
On February 18th, 2014, Council passed Motion #14-018, requesting staff to investigate 
the cost of developing a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the design of the Craig Street 
Bridge to allow boat traffic into the Tay Basin.  Staff evaluated the possibility of raising 
the Craig Street Bridge to increase clearance for boat traffic from the dock area at Last 
Duel Park to the Turning Basin.   
 
The general accepted limitation for boat traffic to the downtown core is the lowest 
structure clearance of the Craig Street Bridge at 2.1m, with the Drummond Street Bridge 
being the second lowest fixed bridge at 2.9m.  A summary of the affected bridge 
structures show clearance limitations for boat traffic to the downtown core. 
  



 
Perth Bridges (Tay Canal only) 

 Site Overhead Clearance Draft (depth) Notes 
Beveridge Lock 6.7m (22 feet) 1.5m (5 feet) Standard for waterway bridges 

Craig Street  2.1m (7 feet) 1.5m (5 feet) Lowest clearance  

Beckwith Street 1.6m (5.2 feet)  1.5m (5 feet) 
Swing bridge (limitless 
clearance)Historic Structure- 
Operator required 

Drummond Street  2.9m (9.5 feet) 1.5m (5 feet) Second lowest clearance 

Gore Street 2.7m (9 feet) 1.5m (5 feet) Not navigable waterway beyond 
structure 

 
Staff secured DM Wills and Associates to evaluate the feasibility and costing of raising 
the bridge structure to allow more clearance.  The Craig Street Bridge is scheduled for 
renovation in 2015 ($580,000) following the 2013 Ontario Structure Inspection Manual 
(OSIM) conducted by DM Wills and Associates.  The structure uses a rigid-frame design 
which means the strength of the structure comes from all the structural components 
being interconnected. This interconnection does not allow for structural modifications 
since the strength would be lost. 
 
DM Wills performed an evaluation of raising the Craig Street structure with the following 
comments: 
1. Raising the existing structure is not feasible due to its design and state of repair. 
2. If the structure clearance was increased, an alternate site would be required to allow 

the new structure to be built while maintaining the existing traffic requirements. 
3. A new structure would be approximately $3.1M. 
4. Additional costs would be required for road modifications (grade raises, alternate 

entrances, etc.). 
 
Two (2) additional items developed during the evaluation when discussing the bridge 
clearance with Rideau Canal staff: 
1. Is there a significant boat size increase between the 2.1m and 2.9m clearance of 

Craig Street and Drummond Street structures respectively? 
2. Does the dependability of the draft (effective depth) of the Tay Canal play a 

significant role in boats using the Tay Canal rather than clearance issues of the 
bridges? 

 
Options: 
Option #1:  Recommended:  Maintain the status quo, with respect to the Craig 

Street bridge with an overhead clearance of 2.1m (7 feet).  
 
Option #2:  Not Recommended:  Defer the Craig Street Bridge increase clearance 

evaluation to the 2015 Budget deliberations.  
 The nature of the investigation for increasing the bridge clearance was 

limited to the bridge structure only. DM Wills suggested that additional fees 
would be required including significant road alignment changes, property 
acquisitions, road reconstruction, and road closures to increase the bridge 
clearance by 0.8 metres (2’). A full review could be completed prior to the 
2015 budget to give context to the estimated costs. 

  



 
 
Financial Considerations:  
The replacement of the bridge structure is not identified in the Asset Management Plan 
and would be an unplanned cost to the municipality.  A cost/benefit report may be 
required to evaluate the validity of increasing the clearance of the Craig Street Bridge for 
boat traffic.  As reported by DM Wills and Associated, the replacement of the Craig 
Street Bridge is estimated at $3.1M. 
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
Navigable Waters Protection Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. N-22) 
 
Others Consulted: 
Directors,  
Scott Tweedie, Parks Canada, and; 
David Bonsall, DM Wills and Associates (report attached). 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services John deRosenroll, CAO 
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April 2, 2014 
 
The Corporation of the Town of Perth 
80 Gore Street East 
Perth, ON 
K9H 1H9 
 
Attention: Mr. Grant Machan, P.Eng. - Director of Environmental Services 
 
 
Mr. Machan, 
 
Re: Craig Street Bridge – 21’ Navigational Clearance  
 
The Town of Perth retained D.M. Wills to investigate the possibility of raising 
the existing Craig Street Bridge over the Tay River to allow for greater 
navigable clearance. Wills contacted the Ministry of Transportation and 
acquired the original construction drawings for the structure (MTO Site #15-
105).  
 
Condition of Existing Structure 

According to the 2013 OSIM bridge inspection report, the Craig Street 
Bridge is generally in fair to poor condition with significant deterioration of 
the deck soffit, deck top, sidewalks, railing system, drainage pipes and 
wearing surface. The inspection report suggests that the bridge should be 
rehabilitated within five years for an estimated construction cost of 
$549,000. 
 
Effect of Increased Vertical Clearance on Existing Structure 

Given that the existing structure is a rigid-frame type bridge, many 
important structural details must be considered for any type of 
modification. The interface between the deck and abutments is heavily 
reinforced in bridge of this type to resist the large moments imposed during 
loading.  
 
To raise a structure of this type, critical reinforcing steel elements in the 
deck ends / abutments would require significant modification and 
reconstruction. These substantial necessary modifications dramatically 
increase the complexity of the proposed work, relative to other structure 
types (simply supported bridges). This fact, combined with the already 
necessary rehabilitation works as described in the 2013 OSIM Report 



 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Grant Machan, P.Eng. 
Page 2 of 3 
April 2, 2014 
 
 
 
creates a situation where a replacement structure makes more sense 
financially and practically. It is proposed that the existing structure be 
removed and replaced with a new two span precast I-girder bridge to the 
desired navigable clearance.  

 
Construction Staging and Impact to Adjacent Roads 

To maintain single lane (alternating direction) traffic during construction, a 
revised horizontal alignment will be required for Craig Street. Additionally, 
the increase in vertical alignment for an elevated structure will require the 
construction of new embankments on both approaches to accommodate 
the grade change.  
 
These two necessary changes will necessitate the realignment of Riverside 
Drive. It is proposed that these new alignments be tied together with the 
construction of a new signalized intersection to the north of the structure. 
 
To the south of the structure, the proposed grade change will create 
complications at the intersection of Craig Street and Cole Road. It is 
proposed that Cole Road become a cul-de-sac at this location. 

 
Recommendations 

Considering all the above, replacement of the existing Craig Street Bridge 
with a new structure is the best alternative.  

The new bridge will be on a new horizontal alignment with the road 
centerline shifted 6.0 metres to the west. This would allow constructing the 
first half of the bridge as a first stage, while the regular traffic is maintained 
on the existing bridge. In the second stage, the built portion of the new 
bridge would be used by the traffic while the existing bridge is being 
removed and the other half of the new bridge is constructed. The traffic 
during the second stage will be either temporary signal controlled single 
lane traffic or a one way traffic using the Chetwyn Street for the other lane. 
The attached drawing illustrates the staging of construction. 
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The horizontal alignment shift to the west is preferred even though 
significant utility relocations are required, given the close proximity of the 
Old Burying Ground. 
 
A very preliminary cost estimate for the removal and replacement of the 
Craig Street Bridge is $3,038,000, including a 30% contingency allowance.  
 
Should you require anything further, please contact the undersigned at 
your convenience. 

Regards, 

 

Troy Steele, P.Eng. 
Structural Engineer 



Description Unit Quantity Unit Price Total

Maintenance of Traffic L.S. - - $75,000

Roadway Protection L.S. - - $100,000

Environmental / Watercourse Protection L.S. - - $50,000

Removal and Disposal of Existing Structure L.S. - - $570,000

Earth Excavation for Structure L.S. - - $35,000

Supply Equipment for Driving Piles m 420 $150.00 $63,000

H-Piles m 420 $375.00 $157,500

Reinforcing Steel Bar t 60 $2,900.00 $174,000

Concrete in Substructure m3 240 $1,100.00 $264,000

Concrete in Deck m3 185 $1,450.00 $268,250

Concrete in Parapet Walls m3 28 $1,800.00 $50,400

Concrete in Approach Slabs m3 30 $1,250.00 $37,500

Prestressed Concrete Girders (CPCI 1400) m 315 $1,050.00 $330,750

Bearings L.S. - - $30,000

Railing for Parapet Wall m 110 $450.00 $49,500

Granular Backfill to Structure L.S. - - $50,000

Bridge Deck Waterproofing m2 430 $75.00 $32,250

Subtotal - Tender Items $2,337,150

30% Contingency $700,850

TOTAL PROJECT COST $3,038,000

PRELIMINARY BUDGET ESTIMATE
REPLACEMENT OF THE CRAIG STREET BRIDGE

TOWN OF PERTH

Page 1 of 1





 2015-COW-1.UB.5 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services 
   
Subject: Award of Solar Energy Consultant  
  
 
For Information Only           Delegation           Presentation            Attachment         X                   
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH PASS BY-LAW NO. 45XX, BEING A 
BY-LAW TO AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR AND CLERK TO COMPLETE AN 
AGREEMENT WITH ESSEX ENERGY FOR SOLAR ENERGY CONSULTING 
SERVICES, IN THE AMOUNT OF $7,200 PLUS HST,  AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 
2015-COW-1.UB.5. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
On November 25, 2014, Council passed Motion #14-118, requesting staff to conduct a 
Request for Proposal (RFP) to secure interest from qualified solar consultants to manage 
the Town of Perth’s solar project.  Subsequently, an RFP was issued and the following 
report is being presented for Council’s consideration to award the contract to Essex 
Energy.   
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 2 – Infrastructure - Strategic Initiative (SI) #7 – Ensure that the Environmental 
Services standards and procedures are in concert with the best sustainable practices to 
support the environment. 
 
Background/Discussion: 
Staff compiled a Request for Proposal (RFP) to secure a solar energy consultant to 
evaluate the possibility of installing solar panels on various municipal infrastructures. Six 
(6) RFP packages were received and the Evaluation Team deemed Essex Energy to be 
the successful engineering firm, with a submitted price of $7,200, plus HST. 
  



Solar Energy Consultant – RFP Summary of Scoring  
Consultant Score 

Prior to 
Financial 

Submitted Price Score /35 Total Score 

SGA Energy Limited 40 $36,000 7.02 47 
SunRise Power 43 $29,060 8.70 52 
N-Sci Technologies 35.6 $21,007 12.03 48 
Essex Energy  46.2 $7,220 35.00 81 
Arborus Consulting 45.6 $28,250 8.95 55 
iSolara 53 $12,500 20.22 73 
  Max =          $36,000 

Avg. =          $22,340 
Min. =            $7,220 

  

 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Pass By-law No. 45xx, being a By-law to authorize the 

Mayor and Clerk to complete an Agreement with Essex Energy, for solar 
energy consulting services, in the amount of $7,200, plus HST. 
The review team scored all submitted packages and found the Essex Energy 
to be representative of Perth’s needs, in addition to being the lowest 
submitted price. 

  
Option 2:  Not Recommended: Postpone and re-issue the Request for Proposal 

(RFP).  
 This option is not recommended. 
 
Financial Considerations:  
The procurement of a solar consultant was not a budgeted item.  It is expected that 
funds will come from the 2015 budget process.  A summary of the results are attached. 
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
Procurement By-law No. 4242. 
 
Others Consulted: 
Directors, and; 
Brian Stinson, Engineering Technologist 
Trisa McConkey, Municipal Accountant 
Jim Connell, Chief Building Official (CBO)/ Director of Protective Services 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services John deRosenroll, CAO 



 2015-COW-1.UB.6 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services 
    
Subject: Town of Perth Support of Hammer Thrower Sultana Frizell  
  
 
For Information Only           Delegation           Presentation             Attachment                          
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH SUPPORT SULTANA FRIZELL, 
HAMMER THROWER, AS FOLLOWS: 

1. PROMOTE THE WWW.PERTHFORSULTANA.CA FUNDRAISING WEBSITE; 
 

2. PARTNER WITH LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS THAT ARE CURRENTLY 
PLANNING WAYS TO SUPPORT SULTANA, AND; 

 
3. AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR AND DEPUTY MAYOR TO MEET WITH THE 

ORGANIZERS IN EARLY JANUARY 2015 TO DISCUSS VARIOUS 
OPPORTUNITIES WHERE THE TOWN OF PERTH MAY ASSIST IN THE 
EFFORTS, 

 
AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.UB.6. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
Staff were asked to bring forward a report to outline how the Town of Perth, can, in 
conjunction with Drummond North Elmsley Township, support Sultana Frizell’s 
fundraising efforts and recognize her achievements at the Olympics and the 
Commonwealth games. 
 
Staff are recommending that, the Town of Perth partner with organizations (Neighbouring 
Townships, Perth Upon Tay Legion, Perth and District Collegiate Institute, and the Glen 
Tay Block Race) that are currently involved in supporting Sultana’s fundraising efforts.  
The Mayor and Deputy Mayor have been invited to meet with these groups in early 2015 
to discuss various opportunities.    
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector #6 – Quality of Life: Strategic Initiative (SI) #6:  Recognize the Quality of Life 
features that draw people to Perth, including festivals, special events, anniversaries, 
Farmers’ Markets and Crystal Palace events.  

http://www.perthforsultana.ca/


 
Background/Discussion: 
Sultana Frizell is a Canadian track and field athlete competing in the hammer throw.  
She was a resident of Tay Valley Township and her family now lives in Drummond North 
Elmsely Township.  Frizell competed at the 2008 Olympic Games in Beijing and is the 
current Commonwealth Games champion in the hammer throw, and; Commonwealth 
Games record holder for the event as well.  
 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Support Sultana Frizell, Hammer Thrower, as follows:  

1. Promote the www.perthforsultana.ca fundraising website; 
2. Partner with local organizations that are currently planning ways to 

support Sultana; and 
3. Authorize the Mayor and Deputy Mayor to meet with the organizers 

in early January 2015 to discuss various opportunities where the 
Town of Perth may assist in the efforts.  

 
Option 2:  Not Recommended:  Do Nothing. 
 
Financial Considerations:  
None at this time.  
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
None. 
 
Others Consulted: 
Terrance O-Hearn, Perth Legion 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services John deRosenroll, CAO 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Canada
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Track_and_field
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 2015-COW-1.1 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services 
    
Subject: Heritage Conservation District (HCD) By-law No. 4271 – Annual 

Review  
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Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH CONFIRM THAT AS PER THE 
ANNUAL REVIEW PROCESS REQUIRED BY THE DOWNTOWN PERTH HERITAGE 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT (HCD) BY-LAW NO. 4271, PROPER NOTICE WAS 
GIVEN OF A PUBLIC MEETING TO HEAR COMMENTS CONCERNING THE BY-
LAW, AND AS NO COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED AT THAT MEETING HELD ON 
JANUARY 13TH, 2015, THE PROGRAM CONTINUE AS STATUS QUO AND WILL BE 
REVIEWED ON AN ANNUAL BASIS, AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.1. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
This report cites the required annual review of the Downtown Perth Heritage 
Conservation District (HCD).  Staff recommend that the HCD continue in a status quo 
fashion.   
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector #6 – Quality of Life:  Strategic Initiative (SI) #5:  Explore the benefits of Heritage 
and Cultural Assets to support Tourism and strengthen the local economy.  
 
Background/Discussion: 
The Downtown Perth Heritage Conservation District (HCD) came into effect on January 
3, 2013. As part of the By-law, Council committed to an Annual Review/Information 
Session to be held with staff/public. This will be the Town’s second annual review. An 
advertisement was placed in the December 31st, 2014 edition of the Municipal 
Connections section of the EMC and posted on the Town’s website with a deadline to 
request to appear before Council of January 7th 2015.  No requests to appear were made 
to the Clerk by the deadline.  
  



 
Council delegated Permit Approval Authority to the Chief Building Official (CBO), Director 
of Planning, and the Director of Community Services with the Heritage Manager as a 
resource.  In 2014, twenty-one (21) Heritage Permits were approved by delegated 
authority.  One (1) application was appealed to Perth Town Council and an exemption to 
the By-law was granted.   
 
The average turnaround time for applications is 2-3 days.  For the most part, the heritage 
guidelines are working well.  A number of Façade Improvements have been made in the 
HCD area that is improving the overall appearance of the Downtown to help it remain 
vibrant and attractive to tourists and potential businesses.  The Community Improvement 
Plan (CIP) and HCD are effectively complementing each other.   
 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Confirm that as per the Annual Review Process 

required by the Downtown Perth Heritage Conservation District By-law 
No. 4271, proper notice was given of a public meeting to hear comments 
concerning the By-law, and as no comments were received at the 
meeting held on January 13th, 2015, the Program continue as status quo 
and be reviewed on an annual basis.  

 
Option 2:  Not Recommended:  Amend the Downtown Perth Heritage Conservation 

District By-law No. 4271. 
 As the HCD By-law is working well, no changes are recommended.  
 
Financial Considerations:  
None at this time.   
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
By-law No. 4271. 
 
Others Consulted: 
Karen Rennie, Heritage/Tourism Manager 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services John deRosenroll, CAO 



 2015-COW-1.2 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services 
    
Subject: Rideau Ferry Yacht Club (RFYC) – 2015 Regatta Funding 

Request  
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Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH UPHOLD THE COMMUNITY 
GRANTS PROGRAM POLICY AND SUPPORT THE 2015 RIDEAU FERRY REGATTA 
AS FOLLOWS: 
1. PERTH TOURISM TO OFFER TO HOST THE TAY RIVER FLOTILLA IN THE 

TAY BASIN/CRYSTAL PALACE ON AUGUST 16TH, 2015 AND REFER THE 
COORDINATION OF SUPPORTING THIS EVENT TO THE DIRECTOR OF 
COMMUNITY SERVICES OR DESIGNATE; 
 

2. PROVIDE IN-KIND MARKETING AND PROMOTION OF THE EVENT THROUGH 
THE PERTH COURIER EMC MUNICIPAL CONNECTION SECTION, ON THE 
TOWN’S WEBSITE AND TOURISM FACEBOOK PAGES, AND;  

 
3. OFFICIALLY PARTICIPATE IN THE 2015 RIDEAU FERRY REGATTA 

MUNICIPAL CARDBOARD BOAT CHALLENGE ON AUGUST 15TH AND 16TH, 
2015,   

 
AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.2. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
Organizers from the Rideau Ferry Yacht Club (RFYC) are requesting $1,000 in funding 
to support the 2015 Rideau Ferry Regatta.  This request is outside the parameters of the 
Town’s Community Grants Policy, however, the Town has supported this event in the 
past using other value added initiatives such as in-kind advertising and promotion, as 
well as, the hosting of the Perth activities along the Tay River/Crystal Palace.  Council 
has also participated in the Cardboard Boat Challenge.    
  



 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector #3 – Governance: Strategic Initiative (SI) #1:  Living within our financial means, to 
ensure that Perth is affordable for families today and in the future.  Action A:  Establish 
targets and goals on the yearly budget process.  Mandate that all parties receiving 
funding from the Town of Perth are responsible for compliance and accountability.  
 
Background/Discussion: 
Organizers from the Rideau Ferry Yacht Club (RFYC) are requesting $1,000 in funding 
to support the 2015 Rideau Ferry Regatta.   
 
This report is to draw Council’s attention to the previously adopted Community Grants 
Program Policy (By-law No. 4383).  It is the intent of the Policy to provide for Perth 
based organizations to receive limited seed funding, or one-time financial assistance, 
and not to have organizations be dependent on this source of funds.  *The Annual Town 
Sponsored Programs are exempt from this policy.  Only applicants who previously 
received funds under the Town’s former Grants to Others program are eligible under this 
category.  The Rideau Ferry Yacht Club was not an Annual Town Sponsored Event.  
 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Uphold the Community Grants Program Policy and 

support the 2015 Rideau Ferry Regatta as follows:  
1. Perth Tourism to host the Tay River Flotilla in the Tay Basin/Crystal 

Palace on August 16th, 2015 and refer the coordination of this event 
to the Director of Community Services or designate; 

2. Provide in-kind marketing and promotion of the event through the 
Perth Courier/EMC Municipal Connection Section, on the Town’s 
Website and Tourism Facebook Pages, and; 

3. Officially participate in the 2015 Rideau Ferry Regatta Municipal 
Cardboard Boat Challenge on August 15th and 16th, 2015.  

 
This option was selected in 2013 and proved very successful.   

 
Option 2:  Not Recommended:  Provide an exemption from the Community Grants 

Program for the Rideau Ferry Yacht Club’s Funding Request and refer 
the item to the 2015 budget as a stand-alone request. 

 Exemptions may be considered in extenuating circumstances where the 
applicant has demonstrated that the Policy does not meet a Council goal or 
objective.  Exemptions should be considered carefully and should not be 
precedent setting.  If this is the case, then Council may consider reviewing the 
Policy’s goals and objectives as they relate to the Strategic Plan. 

 
Option 3:  Not Recommended:  Repeal the Community Grants Program By-law No. 

4383, and consider each grant request on a case-by-case basis.  
 The establishment of policies allows the Town to follow pre-described 

principles and criteria when considering grant requests and ensures that all 
groups are treated in a fair and equitable manner. 

  
  



 
Financial Considerations:  
Historically, Council has annually approved $18,600 per year to support the Community 
Grants Program.  Through the 2015 budget process, Council has asked staff to bring in a 
0-1.5% budget increase.   
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
By-law No. 4383, a by-law to provide for policies related to provision of Town of Perth 
grants. 
 
Others Consulted: 
None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services John deRosenroll, CAO 



 2015-COW-1.3 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services 
    
Subject: Youth Action Kommittee (YAK) Funding Request  
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Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH UPHOLD THE COMMUNITY 
GRANTS PROGRAM POLICY AND SUPPORT THE YOUTH ACTION KOMMITTEE 
(YAK) WITH A GRANT OF $6,000 IN 2015 AS APPROVED IN THE TOWN’S 
COMMUNITY GRANTS PROGRAM POLICY, AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-
COW-1.3. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
The Executive Director of the Youth Action Kommittee (YAK) is requesting $15,000 in 
funding from the Town’s 2015 budget to support their operations.  The Town’s approved 
Community Grants Program Policy supports funding for YAK in the amount of $6,000 
under the Annual Town Sponsored Program category.    
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector #3 – Governance: Strategic Initiative (SI) #1:  Living within our financial means, to 
ensure that Perth is affordable for families today and in the future.  Action A:  Establish 
targets and goals on the yearly budget process.  Mandate that all parties receiving 
funding from the Town of Perth are responsible for compliance and accountability.  
 
Background/Discussion: 
The Executive Director of the Youth Action Kommittee (YAK) is requesting $15,000 in 
funding from the Town’s 2015 budget to support their operations.  The Town deviated 
from its Community Grants Program Policy in 2014 and approved a $12,000 contribution 
to YAK. 
 
This report is to draw Council’s attention to the previously adopted Community Grants 
Program Policy (By-law No. 4383).  It is the intent of the Policy to provide for Perth based 
organizations to receive limited seed funding, or one-time financial assistance, and not to 
have organizations be dependent on this source of funds.  *The Annual Town Sponsored 
Programs are exempt from this policy.   
 



Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Uphold the Community Grants Program Policy and 

support YAK with funding in the amount of $6,000.  
 This amount is supported under the Town’s Community Grants Program 

Policy. 
 
Option 2:  Not Recommended:  Provide an exemption from the Community Grants 

Program for YAK’s Funding Request and refer the item to the 2015 
budget as a stand-alone request. 

 Exemptions may be considered in extenuating circumstances where the 
applicant has demonstrated that the Policy does not meet a Council goal or 
objective.  Exemptions should be considered carefully and should not be 
precedent setting.  If this is the case, then Council may consider reviewing the 
Policy’s goals and objectives as they relate to the Strategic Plan. 

 
Option 3:  Not Recommended:  Repeal the Community Grants Program By-law No. 

4383, and consider each grant request on a case-by-case basis.  
 The establishment of policies allows the Town to follow pre-described 

principles and criteria when considering grant requests and ensures that all 
groups are treated in a fair and equitable manner. 

  
Financial Considerations:  
The Town’s Community Grants Policy for Annual Town Sponsored Programs is capped 
at $14,100 including $6,000 for YAK.  Through the 2015 budget process, Council has 
asked staff to bring in a 0-1.5% budget increase.  To achieve this goal, no increased 
funding initiatives can be supported and the Policy parameters need to be upheld.   
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
By-law No. 4383, a By-law to provide for policies related to provision of Town of Perth 
grants. 
 
Others Consulted: 
None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services John deRosenroll, CAO 



 2015-COW-1.4 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services 
    
Subject: Administrative Changes to Heritage Policies 
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Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH PASS THE FOLLOWING 
AMENDING BY-LAWS:  
 

1. BY-LAW NO. 4068-X – PERTH MUSEUM COLLECTION MANAGEMENT 
POLICY; 

2. BY-LAW NO. 4104-X – 200TH ANNIVERSARY ADVISORY PANEL TERMS OF 
REFERENCE; 

3. BY-LAW NO. 4206-X – HERITAGE ALTERATION REQUEST POLICY; 
4. BY-LAW NO. 4209-X – MUSEUM EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION 

POLICY; 
5. BY-LAW NO. 4257-X – PERTH MUSEUM COMMUNITY STANDARDS 

POLICY;  
6. BY-LAW NO. 4258-X – PERTH MUSEUM EXHIBITION POLICY; 
7. BY-LAW NO. 4351-X – PERTH MUSEUM CONSERVATION POLICY; 
8. BY-LAW NO. 4357-X – HERITAGE PERTH ARCHITECTURAL 

CONSERVATIONS AWARDS PROGRAM POLICY, 
AND; 

9. BY-LAW NO. 4383-X – HERITAGE BUILDING RESTORATION GRANT 
POLICY, 

 
BY REPLACING REFERENCE TO THE DISSOLVED “HERITAGE MANAGEMENT, 
MUNICIPAL HERITAGE AND PERTH MUSEUM ADVISORY PANELS” WITH 
“HERITAGE PERTH ADVISORY PANEL (HPAP)”, AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 
2015-COW-1.4. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
This report is administrative in nature.   
 



Due to the recent merger of the Heritage Panels, this report recommends that existing 
Terms of Reference, Programs, Policies and By-laws, referencing the former Panels be 
amended to reference the newly established Heritage Perth Advisory Panel (HPAP).  
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector #3 – Governance: Strategic Initiative (SI) #3:  Town Council will provide the 
governance required to ensure openness and transparency in government.  
 
Background/Discussion: 
At a special Council meeting held on December 2, 2014,  Council approved the 
dissolution of the Heritage Management Advisory Panel, Municipal Heritage Advisory 
Panel, and the Perth Museum Advisory Panel.  These Panels were replaced with the 
Heritage Perth Advisory Panel (HPAP).  This action has resulted in numerous by-laws, 
policies, etc. referencing Panels that no longer exist. This report recommends that the 
various by-laws, policies etc., be updated/amended accordingly. 
 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Pass the following amending By-laws: 

1. By-law No. 4068-x – Perth Museum Collection Management Policy 
2. By-law No. 4104-x – 200th Anniversary Advisory Panel Terms of 

Reference 
3. By-law No. 4206-x – Heritage Alteration Request Policy  
4. By-law No. 4209-x – Museum Education and Interpretation Policy 
5. By-law No. 4257-x – Perth Museum Community Standards Policy 
6. By-law No. 4258-x – Perth Museum Exhibition Policy 
7. By-law No. 4351-x – Perth Museum Conservation Policy 
8. By-law No. 4357-x – Heritage Perth Architectural Conservations 

Awards Program Policy 
9. By-law No. 4383-x – Heritage Building Restoration Grant Policy 

  
Financial Considerations:  
None. 
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
Various documents, as noted above. 
 
Others Consulted: 
None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
Shellee Evans, Director of Community Services John deRosenroll, CAO 



 2015-COW-1.5 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services 
   
Subject: Garbage Recycling and Organics Pickup – Award of Contract – 

2015 to 2020 
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Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH PASS BY-LAW NO. 45XX, BEING A 
BY-LAW TO AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR AND CLERK TO COMPLETE AN 
AGREEMENT WITH GLENVIEW IRON AND METAL (GIM) LTD., FOR CURBSIDE 
COLLECTION OF WASTE, RECYCLING, ORGANIC AND PROCESSING FROM 2015 
TO 2020, AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.5. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
This report is being presented to the Committee of the Whole to consider awarding the 
Curbside Collection of Waste, Recycling, Organic and Processing Agreement to 
Glenview Iron and Metal Ltd., for a five (5) year term.   
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 2 – Infrastructure – Strategic Initiative (SI) #7:  Ensure that the Environmental 
Services standards and procedures are in concert with the best sustainable practices to 
support the environment.  
 
Background/Discussion: 
The municipality has a significant commitment to its waste management program that 
includes curbside collection of waste, recycling, and organics.   Waste and organic 
material are two (2) of the commodities which are deposited at the Perth Landfill site for 
processing, and recycling materials are conveyed by contractors to an external 
processing facility.   
 
The Town of Perth’s efficiency rating by Stewardship Ontario is 93.4%, which 
demonstrates Perth’s commitment to waste management, thus no significant changes 
were made to the waste management processes in the current Tender call. 
  



 
A Tender was issued in November 2014, for Curbside Collection of Waste, Recycling, 
and Organic Collection and Processing for the term June 1, 2015 to May 31, 2020.   
 
On December 18, 2014, the Waste, Recycling, and Organics Tender closed with five (5) 
companies submitting bids.  All bids were retained and reviewed by the Environmental 
Services Department for accuracy and compliance.  Glenview Iron and Metal (GIM) was 
deemed to be the lowest qualified bidder.   GIM is a long established collection 
contractor and processer in Eastern Ontario, and; staff recommend that the five (5) year 
agreement be awarded to GIM.   
 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Pass By-law No. 45xx, being a By-law to authorize the 

Mayor and Clerk to complete an Agreement with Glenview Iron and 
Metal (GIM) Ltd., for the curbside collection of waste, recycling, 
organics, and the processing of recyclables. 

 The pricing is favourable to the municipality and proceeding with this 
submission in June 2015 will have a financial benefit to the municipality while 
maintaining the current level of services for waste management to the 
taxpayer. 

  
Option 2:  Not Recommended:  Status Quo.  Do Nothing. 
 Maintaining the status quo is not recommended. 
 
Option 3:  Not Recommended: Postpone and re-issue Tender. 
 Postponing and re-tendering is not recommended, as it would most likely not 

result in a lower price. 
 
Financial Considerations:  
The submitted Tender results represent an annual savings of $185,270.  
  

 
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
Procurement By-law No. 4242. 
 
Others Consulted: 
Directors, and; 
Brian Stinson, Engineering Technologist. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services John deRosenroll, CAO 

2014 2015 2014 2015
$35,298.34 19,859.16$ 423,580.05$      238,309.92$      185,270.13$ 926,350.66$  

5Yr SavingsAnnual SavingsTotal Monthly Cost Total Annual Cost



Waste Organics Recycling
GIM $1.51 $1.38 $1.79 $120.00
Tomlinson $1.76 $1.90 $3.20 $133.34
Canadian Waste Management $3.08 $1.23 $4.93 $80.00
Cruickshank $5.10 $4.70 $6.85 $240.00
TOPPS $8,650.00 $10,300.00 $10,300.00 $248.00

Contractor Waste Collection Organics Collection Recyclables Collection Number of Houses

Total for Waste, 
Organics and 

Recycling Collection 
per month

Recyclables 
Processing Rate per 

tonne

Average 
Tonnage Per 

Month

Total Recyclables 
Processing Cost per 

month

Total of All Waste, 
Recycling, and Organics 

Collection+ Recycling 
Processing

Current 2014 (Tomlinson) $2.80 $2.79 $3.38 3017 $27,062.49 $172.19 47.83 $8,235.85 $35,298.34

Proposed 2015 ( GIM) $1.51 $1.38 $1.79 3017 $14,119.56 $120.00 47.83 $5,739.60 $19,859.16

Cost Comparison

2014 2015 2014 2015
$35,298.34 19,859.16$   423,580.05$         238,309.92$         185,270.13$    926,350.66$     

Check-Review of others

Waste Collection Organics Collection Recyclables Collection Number of Houses

Total for Waste, 
Organics and 

Recycling Collection 
per month

Recyclables 
Processing Rate per 

tonne

Average 
Tonnage Per 

Month

Total Recyclables 
Processing Cost per 

month

Total of All Waste, 
Recycling, and Organics 

Collection+ Recycling 
Processing

Tomlinson $1.76 $1.90 $3.20 3017 $20,696.62 $133.34 47.83 $6,377.65 $27,074.27
Canadian Waste Management $3.08 $1.23 $4.93 3017 $27,877.08 $80.00 47.83 $3,826.40 $31,703.48
Cruickshank $5.10 $4.70 $6.85 3017 $50,233.05 $240.00 47.83 $11,479.20 $61,712.25
Topps $8,650.00 $10,300.00 $10,300.00 3017 $88,247,250.00 $248.00 47.83 $11,861.84 $88,259,111.84

TENDER RESULTS - 5 YEAR GARBAGE, RECYCLING AND ORGANICS TENDER 2015-2020
Collection Cost per household per month Recyclables 

Processing/ tonneContractor Name

5Yr Savings

Collection Cost per household per month

Annual SavingsTotal Monthly Cost Total Annual Cost



 2015-COW-1.6 
 

 
REPORT 

 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services  
   
Subject: Drinking Water System Standard of Care 
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Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH ACKNOWLEDGE RECEIPT OF THE 
DRINKING WATER SYSTEM STANDARD OF CARE FORMAL REPORT DEFINING 
THE ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES REQUIRED BY ELECTED OFFICIALS AND 
OWNERS TO ENSURE THE SAFETY OF THE DRINKING WATER SYSTEM, AS 
STATED IN THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 2002, AND AS PRESENTED IN 
REPORT 2015-COW-1.6. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
This report recommends that Council be presented with a report defining the roles and 
responsibilities of elected officials and owners to ensure the safety of the Drinking Water 
System, as stated in Section 19 of the Safe Drinking Water Act 2002.  
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 3 – Governance – Strategic Initiative (SI) #3 (A):  Ongoing development of 
policies to govern the municipality, and; (B) Ensure the actions of individuals are in 
accordance with the Council Code of Conduct. 
  
Background/Discussion: 
The Safe Drinking Water Act, Section 19, came into effect January 1, 2013.  This Section 
expressly extends legal responsibility to the people in decision making authority over 
municipal drinking water systems.  It requires that they exercise the level of care, 
diligence and skill with regard to a municipal drinking water system that a reasonable 
prudent person would be expected to exercise in a similar situation, and; that they 
exercise this due diligence honestly, competently and with integrity.  
  



 
The following details the required duties of elected officials: 
1. Elected officials have a duty to provide the resources to staff required to ensure that 

water meets all prescribed drinking water quality standards. 
2. Elected officials must be informed.  They must obtain information regarding system 

finances, testing and water conditions from qualified staff to ensure educated 
decisions. 

3. Elected officials must be vigilant. They cannot delegate authority to others (see 
Section 14(3) of the Safe Drinking Water Act). 

 
Elected officials in the municipality have direct oversight duties over the following 
documentation that is governed by the Safe Drinking Water Act: 
1. Drinking Water License #160-101. 
2. Permit to Take Water 5464-6MHL84. 
3. Certificate of Approval 1186-572SSU. 
4. Training and certification requirements. 
5. Drinking Water Quality Management System (DWQMS).  
6. Water System Financial Plan #160-301. 
7. DWQMS Managerial Audit. 
8. DWQMS monthly audits. 
9. Annual and Summary Water System Reports. 
 
In order to ensure the level of care required by Section 19 of the Act the following actions 
need to be accomplished, by the elected officials: 
1. Become familiar with the Walkerton Report and its recommendations. 
2. Be familiar with drinking water legislation. 
3. Be familiar with drinking water safety. 
4. Be familiar with the Perth Municipal Drinking Water system, and;  
5. Ask questions. 
 
Section 19(1) states that: 

“A person shall not be considered to have failed to carry out a duty described in the 
Safe Drinking Water Act in any circumstance in which a person relies in good faith on a 
report of an engineer, lawyer, accountant or other person whose professional 
qualifications lend credibility to the report.”   

 
It is staff’s intention to prepare quarterly reports to cover key areas of operations in the 
water system which will allow Council to meet the aforementioned legislative 
responsibilities for their Standard of Care. 
 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Acknowledge receipt of the Drinking Water System 

Standard of Care formal report defining the roles and responsibilities 
required by elected officials and owners to ensure the safety of the 
drinking water system, as stated in the Safe Drinking Water Act 2002, 

 
Financial Considerations:  

 None. 
  



 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
Safe Drinking Water Act 2002. 
 
Others Consulted: 
Directors. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Grant Machan, Director of Environmental Services John deRosenroll, CAO 
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Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, Implementing Quality Management: A Guide for Ontario’s Drinking Water Systems•	
Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, Towards Financially Sustainable Drinking-Water and Wastewater Systems•	
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Ontario Ministry of the Environment and the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2009, Safeguarding and Sustaining •	
Ontario’s Water Resources for Future Generations
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A Message from the Chief Drinking 
Water Inspector of Ontario

Ensuring the safety of Ontario’s 

drinking water is a shared 

responsibility. It requires dedi-

cation and a commitment to 

constant vigilance from many 

partners, ranging from govern-

ments to treatment plant opera-

tors. More than 80 per cent of 

Ontario’s population receive 

their drinking water from a 

municipal drinking water system, and much of the 

important work of maintaining safe drinking water for 

the people of Ontario is done at the municipal level. 

Drinking water quality and inspection results consis-

tently show that Ontario’s municipalities are doing an 

exceptional job in this regard. If millions of Ontar-

ians take clean, safe drinking water for granted, it is 

because so many dedicated public officials do not. 

This guide is intended to support you in your role 

as a municipal councillor who may have oversight 

responsibilities for one of these drinking water 

systems. The guide will help you understand your 

responsibilities under the Safe Drinking Water Act, 

2002 and provide you with information on how On-

tario’s drinking water is safeguarded. It will help an-

swer questions about your statutory standard of care 

responsibilities, and it provides some basic reference 

material on drinking water. It also has some practical 

advice on additional actions you can take to be better 

informed and questions to test your knowledge.  

As Chief Drinking Water Inspector, I look forward to 

continuing to work with Ontario’s municipalities to 

safeguard Ontario’s drinking water.

John Stager  

Chief Drinking Water Inspector of Ontario

A Message from Ontario’s Chief 
Medical Officer of Health

Safe drinking water is one of 

the key pillars of public health 

in Ontario. We all know that if 

a drinking water system fails, 

serious life-threatening conse-

quences can result. 

Ontario’s public health units 

work together with municipali-

ties in many ways to protect the 

public, including when your community’s drinking 

water may not be safe for consumption. As munici-

pal councillors with oversight responsibilities for 

municipal drinking water systems, I encourage you 

to understand how your role can directly affect the 

health of your community and to keep it as a para-

mount consideration in your decision-making.

Dr. Arlene King  

Chief Medical Officer of Health of Ontario

“Since Dr. John Snow’s 1854 discovery 

in London, England, that drinking water 

could kill people by transmitting disease, 

the developed world has come a long way 

towards eliminating the transmission of 

water-borne disease. The Walkerton expe-

rience warns that we may have become 

victims of our own success, taking for 

granted our drinking water’s safety. The 

keynote in the future should be vigilance. 

We should never be complacent about 

drinking water safety.”

— Justice Dennis O’Connor, 2002, Report of the 
Walkerton Inquiry
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WHAT YOU NEED TO KNOW
about your drinking water responsibilities

Ontarians are entitled to expect safe, high 
quality drinking water. It is a matter vital to 
public health. As a member of municipal 
council, you have an important role to play to 
ensure that your community has access to safe, 
high quality drinking water — and you are 
legally obliged to do so.

3Taking Care of Your Drinking Water: A Guide for Members of Municipal Councils

HERE ARE THREE THINGS TO REMEMBER AS 
A MUNICIPAL COUNCILLOR:

It’s Your Duty. The Safe Drinking Water Act, 2002 

includes a statutory standard of care for individuals 

who have oversight responsibilities for municipal 

drinking water systems that can extend to municipal 

councillors as of January 1, 2013.  There are legal 

consequences for negligence, including possible 

fines or imprisonment. (Read more on page 7 of this 

guide.)

Be Informed.  Ask questions. Get answers. 

You don’t have to be an expert in drinking water 

operations, but you do need to be informed about 

them. Your decisions can have an impact on public 

health. Seek advice from those with expertise and act 

prudently on that advice. (Check your knowledge on 

page 11.)

Be Vigilant. Complacency can pose one of the 

greatest risks to drinking water systems. It is critical 

that you never take drinking water safety for granted 

or assume all is well with the drinking water systems 

under your care and direction. The health of your 

community depends on your diligent and prudent 

oversight of its drinking water. (Read how the actions 

of one municipal council impacted their community 

on page 9.)

“Water is unique as a local service. It is, of 
course, essential to human life and to the 
functioning of communities, (and) the con-
sequences of a failure in the water system 
(are) most seriously felt by those who de-
pend on it locally. Municipal ownership, and 
the ensuing responsibilities, should provide 
a high degree of public accountability in 
relation to the local water system.”
— Justice Dennis O’Connor, 2002,  
Report of the Walkerton Inquiry
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OVERSEEING DRINKING WATER

Ontario has a comprehensive safety net to safeguard 
its drinking water from source to tap. It is a multi-
faceted approach that helps prevent contamination, 
detects and solves water quality problems, enforces 
laws and regulations and increases people’s aware-
ness of the importance of safe, high quality drinking 
water. 

Ontario’s drinking water protection safety net has 
eight components:

A source-to-tap focus• 
A strong legislative and regulatory framework• 
Regulated health-based standards for drinking • 
water
Regular and reliable testing• 
Swift, strong action on adverse water quality • 
incidents
Mandatory licensing, operator certification and • 
training requirements
A multi-faceted compliance improvement tool kit• 
Partnership, transparency and public • 
engagement.

Protecting Ontario’s Drinking Water

What is our Multi-Faceted Approach?

Our multi-faceted approach is an integrated system of 
procedures, processes and tools that collectively prevent or 
reduce the contamination of drinking water from source to 
consumer in order to reduce risks to public health.

The multiple barriers include:

•   Source protection to keep the raw water as clean 
as possible in order to lower the risk that hazards are 
present.

•   Treatment to remove and/or neutralize hazards.

•   Maintenance of the integrity of the distribution system 
to prevent recontamination after treatment.

•   Monitoring programs to detect and act on system 
problems that could impair drinking water safety and to verify the performance of the system components 
and finished drinking water quality.

•   Effective management systems including automatic control systems, well-developed responses and 
operating practices that are the ultimate means for protecting the safety of drinking water systems.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, Implementing Quality Management: A Guide for Ontario’s Drinking Water Systems)

Testing

D
ist

rib

utio
n

Drinking W
at

er

So
u

rc
e

Pr
ot

ec
tion

Water Treatm

en
t S

ys
te

m
s

Courte
sy

of C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
O

n
ta

ri
o



5Taking Care of Your Drinking Water: A Guide for Members of Municipal Councils

U
N

D
ERSTA

N
D

IN
G

 YO
U

R RESPO
N

SIBILITIES FO
R O

V
ERSEEIN

G
 D

RIN
KIN

G
 W

ATER

A Legislative and Regulatory Framework for Protecting Water
Strong legislative and regulatory measures are key 

components of Ontario’s drinking water safety net. 

This guide focuses on the Safe Drinking Water Act, 

2002 (SDWA or the Act), which provides a legislative 

framework for all municipal drinking water systems, 

“As a Councillor, ensuring the best quality of drinking water for our community may be the most 

important thing we do.” – Councillor Jack Miller, City of Belleville

Peer to Peer

The Safe Drinking Water Act, 2002 – An Overview

The SDWA recognizes that the people of Ontario are 

entitled to expect their drinking water to be safe. 

It provides for the protection of human health and 

prevents drinking water health hazards through the 

control and regulation of drinking water systems 

and drinking water testing. In a municipal context, 

a drinking water system includes all treatment and 

distribution pipes up to customer property lines.

The Big Picture

How the Pieces Fit Together 

There are approximately 700 municipal residential drinking water 
systems registered with the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) 
that supply drinking water to more than 80 per cent of the homes 
in Ontario. In recent testing, more than 650,000 drinking water test 
results were submitted to MOE by laboratories licensed to perform 
these tests. Over 99 per cent of these drinking water tests met the 
province’s rigorous, health-based drinking water quality standards.

To learn more about how various Acts and Regulations create multiple safeguards to protect drinking 
water, read Conservation Ontario’s brochure entitled “How Ontario’s Drinking Water is Protected” at  
www.conservation-ontario.on.ca/resources/Brochures/CWALegsandRegsBrochure.pdf.

The SDWA and its associated regulations specify the 

requirements for drinking water systems, testing ser-

vices, certification of system operators and drinking 

water quality analysts. It also sets quality standards 

and mechanisms for compliance and enforcement. 

as well as some non-municipal systems. The SDWA 

provides a consistent set of province-wide standards 

and rules to ensure access to safe, high quality, reli-

able drinking water.
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Key Sections of the SDWA for Municipal Councillors

Section 11 of the SDWA describes the legal respon-

sibilities of owners and operating authorities of 

regulated drinking water systems. It is important for 

you to understand the scope of your municipality or 

operating authority’s day-to-day responsibilities.

Owners and operators are responsible for ensuring 

their drinking water systems:

provide water that meets all prescribed drinking • 
water quality standards
operate in accordance with the Act and its • 
regulations, and are kept in a fit state of repair
are appropriately staffed and supervised by • 
qualified persons
comply with all sampling, testing and monitoring • 
requirements 

meet all reporting requirements.• 

Examples of actions required of owners and 

operators under Section 11:

Sampling and testing of drinking water with a • 
frequency appropriate to the type and users of 
the system in accordance with the Act

Using an accredited and licensed laboratory for • 
drinking water testing services

Reporting of adverse test results that exceed any • 
of the standards in the Ontario Drinking Water 
Quality Standards Regulation, both verbally and 
in writing, to the local medical officer of health 
and MOE

Obtaining a drinking water licence for a • 
municipal residential drinking water system from 
the MOE, which includes a financial plan

Ensuring the drinking water system is operated • 
by an accredited operating authority

Hiring certified operators or trained persons • 
appropriate to the class of the system

Preparing an annual report to inform the public • 
on the state of the drinking water and the system 
providing it, and an annual summary report for 
the owners of the drinking water system.

Q &
A

The “owner” of a municipal drinking water system is often the municipality as a corporate entity. Members of municipal 

councils and municipal officials who provide oversight to this corporate entity also provide oversight or exercise decision-

making authority in respect of the drinking water systems it owns. They are responsible for having policies, management 

tools and processes in place so that the municipality meets all its legislative and regulatory requirements under the SDWA. 

The “operator” or operating authority of a municipal drinking water system is the person or entity that is given responsibility 

by the owner for the day-to-day operations of the drinking water system, its management, maintenance or alteration.  A 

municipality may take on this operational role through its own staff or it may choose to contract it out to a third party.  

Who is the “owner” of a municipal drinking water system 
under the SDWA? Who is the “operator”?

Section 11: Duties of Owners and Operating Authorities
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Section 19: Your Duty and Liability – Statutory Standard of Care

This is one of the many important recommendations 
that came out of the Walkerton Inquiry reports in 
2002.  Section 19 of the SDWA responds directly to 
this recommendation. 

Section 19 of the SDWA expressly extends legal re-
sponsibility to people with decision-making authority 
over municipal drinking water systems. It requires 
that they exercise the level of care, diligence and skill 
with regard to a municipal drinking water system 
that a reasonably prudent person would be expected 
to exercise in a similar situation and that they ex-
ercise this due diligence honestly, competently and 
with integrity.

Meeting your statutory standard of care 
responsibilities

Meeting the statutory standard of care is the 
responsibility of:

the owner of the municipal drinking water  • 
system
if the system is owned by a municipality, every • 
person who oversees the accredited operating 
authority or exercises decision-making authority 
over the system – potentially including 
but not limited to members of municipal 
councils
if the municipal drinking water system is owned • 
by a corporation other than a municipality, every 
officer and director of the corporation.

It is important that members of municipal coun-
cil and municipal officials with decision-making 
authority over the drinking water system under-
stand that they are personally liable, even if the 
drinking water system is operated by a corpo-
rate entity other than the municipality. Section 
14 (3) of the SDWA specifically notes that an owner is 
not relieved of their duty to comply with Section 19, 
even if there is an agreement to delegate the opera-
tions of the drinking water system to someone else. 

The owner is still obligated to:
ensure the operating authority is carrying out its • 
responsibilities according to the Act and, 
in cases where it is not, to take reasonable steps • 
to ensure they do.  

Examples of actions required of owners and 
operators under Section 14 (3):

Being aware of the established procedure for • 
communication with the operating authority, 
including how information is expected to be 
shared with municipal councillors, and assessing 
the effectiveness of this procedure.
Holding regular meetings with the operating • 
authority, especially in cases where there may be 
reason to believe the operating authority is not 
carrying out its responsibilities.

Since Ontario municipalities manage and govern mu-
nicipal drinking water systems in a variety of ways, 
the people who are subject to the statutory standard 
of care within their corporation will also vary across 
the province, and would depend on specific facts 
related to individual situations. 

“This guide makes it clear what our fiduciary 
and legal responsibilities are and provides the 
necessary questions to ask which allows us 
to become thoroughly knowledgeable on this 
aspect of our responsibilities. I encourage all 
elected and appointed officials to take the time 
to digest the information in this guide and put 
it to good use.” 

— Former Mayor Michael Power, Municipality 
of Greenstone and Past-President Association of 
Municipalities of Ontario

“Given that the safety of drinking water is essential for public health, those who discharge the oversight 
responsibilities of the municipality should be held to a statutory standard of care.”

— Justice Dennis O’Connor, 2002, Report of the Walkerton Inquiry

Peer to Peer
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i

19.  (1) Each of the persons listed in subsection (2) shall,

         (a)    exercise the level of care, diligence and skill in respect of a municipal drinking-water system that a reasonably 

prudent person would be expected to exercise in a similar situation; and

         (b)   act honestly, competently and with integrity, with a view to ensuring the protection and safety of the users of 

the municipal drinking water system. 2002, c. 32, s. 19 (1).

Same

      (2)  The following are the persons listed for the purposes of subsection (1):

           1.   The owner of the municipal drinking water system.

           2.   If the municipal drinking-water system is owned by a corporation other than a municipality, every officer and 

director of the corporation.

           3.   If the system is owned by a municipality, every person who, on behalf of the municipality, oversees the accred-

ited operating authority of the system or exercises decision-making authority over the system. 2002, c. 32, s. 19 (2).

Offence

      (3)  Every person under a duty described in subsection (1) who fails to carry out that duty is guilty of an offence. 

2002, c. 32, s. 19 (3).

Same

      (4)  A person may be convicted of an offence under this section in respect of a municipal drinking-water system 

whether or not the owner of the system is prosecuted or convicted. 2002, c. 32, s. 19 (4).

Reliance on experts

      (5)  A person shall not be considered to have failed to carry out a duty described in subsection (1) in any circum-

stance in which the person relies in good faith on a report of an engineer, lawyer, accountant or other person whose 

professional qualifications lend credibility to the report. 2002, c. 32, s. 19 (5).

Note: A proclamation has been issued naming January 1, 2013 as the day on which s.19 of this Act comes 
into force.  For a copy of the Safe Drinking Water Act, 2002 and its related regulations, go to the Ontario e-
laws website at www.e-laws.gov.on.ca.

Standard of care is a well-known concept within 

Ontario legislation. 

For example, the Business Corporations Act requires 

that every director and officer of a corporation act 

honestly and in good faith with a view to the best 

interests of the corporation and exercise the care, 

diligence and skill that a reasonably prudent person 

would in comparable circumstances. 

Statutory standards of care address the need to pro-

vide diligent oversight. What is considered to be an 

appropriate level of care will vary from one situation 

to another. As a municipal councillor, it is important 

Maintaining an Appropriate Level of Care

to educate yourself on this statutory requirement and 

to gain an understanding of the operation of drinking 

water systems in your community to help you meet 

the standard of care requirements. 

You are not expected to be an expert in the 

areas of drinking water treatment and distribu-

tion. Section 19 allows for a person to rely in good 

faith on a report of an engineer, lawyer, accountant 

or other person whose professional qualifications 

lend credibility to the report. 
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North Battleford: Council Decisions with Serious Consequencesi
In Spring 2001, nearly 6,000 residents of this Saskatchewan city of 13,000 fell victim to an outbreak of cryp-
tosporidiosis, an illness caused by a parasite in human and animal waste, which entered the local drinking 
water supply. Symptoms included diarrhea, abdominal cramps, fever, nausea and headaches. 

In an article on the subsequent Commission of Inquiry, the Canadian Environmental Law Association noted:

 “… what became clear was that the people of North Battleford were let down. Their municipality, carrying 
a bulging contingency fund, refused to spend money on upgrading their decrepit water treatment plant. 
Their provincial government, although aware the plant was in poor condition, hadn’t inspected it in the ten 
years prior to the outbreak… plant employees, who had been working without a supervisor for over four 
months, were unable to heed the warning signs of a potential drinking water problem.”

The City of North Battleford subsequently faced class action lawsuits totaling millions of dollars. The first 
settlement was an out of court agreement awarding $3.2 million to some 700 claimants. 

(Source: www.cela.ca and www.cbc.ca)

Enforcing the Statutory Standard of Care 

As a municipal councillor, you need to be aware that 

not meeting your statutory standard of care respon-

sibilities comes with serious consequences. Section 

19 provides the province with an enforcement option 

when needed. 

A provincial officer has the authority to lay a pro-

vincial offence charge against a person to whom the 

standard applies. The range of penalties includes 

maximum fines of up to $4 million for a first offence 

and provision for imprisonment for up to five years. 

No minimum penalties are established. Actual penal-

ties would be decided by the courts depending on the 

severity and consequences of the offence.

It is important to note the difference between the 

provision of the Municipal Act, 2001, that limits the 

personal liability of members of municipal councils 

and officials, and the standard of care imposed under 

the SDWA. Under sections 448-450 of the Municipal 

Act, 2001, municipal council members and officials 

have relief from personal civil liability when they 

have acted in good faith. However, despite that 

protection, municipal councillors and officials that 

are subject to the duty imposed by Section 19 of 

the SDWA could be penalized if a prosecution is 

commenced and a court determines they have failed 

to carry out the duty imposed under that section.

“There is no greater responsibility imposed 

upon an elected municipal official than 

the diligent, conscientious oversight of a 

municipal water treatment or distribution 

system.”  – Councillor Ken Graham, 
Town of Smiths Falls

Peer to Peer

“As mayor, it is vitally important that the standard of care is put in place and that municipal elected 

officials are aware of their responsibilities in ensuring that the public has safe and secure drinking 

water.” – Mayor Delbert Shewfelt, Town of Goderich

Peer to Peer
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If drinking water operations are contracted out, am I still responsible for the statutory standard of care?

As an owner of a drinking water system, you remain responsible for meeting the statutory standard of care even though you 

have contracted out operations to an operating authority. (For more details see page 7 on Section 14 (3) of the SDWA.)  

If something goes wrong, will I be held responsible?

The statutory standard of care related to drinking water is to ensure that decision-makers are doing their due diligence to 

protect public health when making decisions about drinking water systems. The circumstances and your actions - what you 

did or didn’t do, what questions you asked, what steps were taken to address identified risks or problems with your drinking 

water system - will all be important in determining whether you met your statutory standard of care and if you should be 

held responsible. 

What can happen to someone who breaches the statutory standard of care?

Justice O’Connor made it clear that the standard of care is all about ensuring responsible actions are taken to protect human 

health.  Given the seriousness of this duty to your community, those whose actions fall below the standard of care, fail to 

protect the public and cause harm to human health could face significant penalties, including fines and imprisonment.

Who determines if the standard of care has been breached?

When an incident occurs that may constitute a breach of the statutory standard of care, the MOE will initiate a response 

that may include an investigation and gathering of evidence to determine if charges should be laid. In a case where charges 

are laid, it is up to the courts to determine if an offence has been committed and if penalties or fines will be imposed. This 

procedure is followed in any potentially serious breach of MOE statutes.

Some Questions and Answers on the SDWA Statutory 
Standard of Care

ACTIONS You Can Take To Be Better Informed

The following are some suggested actions you can take to be better informed about your drinking water oversight 

responsibilities. Look for more of these suggested action boxes in Section 3 of this guide. A summary list of all actions found 

in the guide has been compiled for your convenience on page 33.

•   Review the reports of the Walkerton Inquiry, specifically sections related to municipal government 
(Chapter 7 in Report I, Chapters 10 and 11 in Report II). The reports are available online at  
www.attorneygeneral.jus.gov.on.ca/english/about/pubs/walkerton/.

•   Become further acquainted with drinking water legislation and regulations, available on the Ontario 
Government e-Laws website at www.e-laws.gov.on.ca. Search or browse current consolidated law to 
find what you are looking for. To search, enter the title, or any part of the title, of the law you wish to find 
(for example, “Safe Drinking Water Act”, “Ontario Water Resources Act” or “Clean Water Act”). If you don’t 
know any part of the title of the law, enter a word or phrase that you think might be in the text of the law. 

•   Learn about drinking water safety and its link to public health. Speak to water system and public health 
staff to learn more.

•   Become familiar with your municipal drinking water system. Ask your water manager to give a 
presentation to council and/or arrange a tour of your drinking water facilities.
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o Have I had a tour of our drinking water 

facility? 

o Am I familiar with our municipal drinking 

water systems including:

a. the water source?

b. the physical condition of major 

infrastructure?

c. the background and experience of senior 

staff?, and 

d. the approvals that have been granted for 

ownership and operation of the facilities?

o Am I acquainted with the drinking water 

legislation and regulations?

o Do I know basic information about drinking 

water safety and the operation of water works 

facilities?

o Do I understand the requirement to meet 

minimum standards for drinking water? 

o Do I know how to set the overall policy 

direction for the municipal drinking water 

system?

o Do I understand the different roles and 

responsibilities of those who have decision-

making authority – municipal councillors, 

senior management, other municipal officials?

o Am I assured that competent senior 

management has been hired? Do they conduct 

regular performance appraisals of staff?

o What were the results of our last inspection? 

Are there areas for improvement?

o Am I aware of the risks currently facing our 

water sources, drinking water facilities and 

infrastructure? What are the plans to address 

these risks?

o If there is an emergency with the drinking 

water system, what procedures are followed? 

How will I be notified? How will the public be 

notified?

o Am I aware of the municipal role in source 

protection planning?

o How and when do I ask for annual reports 

on the drinking water system from senior 

management?

o What should I look for in the annual report? 

What questions must it answer?

o What should I do if a report identifies declining 

water quality?

o Do I know that appropriate steps are being 

taken to resolve any issues? Do I know when 

outside expertise is needed?

o Are our drinking water systems periodically 

audited? When? How often? What should I do 

when I receive audit results for consideration?

o Do I know if our drinking water systems are 

financially sustainable for the future? Are there 

financial plans in place?

o Am I familiar with our municipal drinking 

water licence and the key elements of the 

licence (e.g. drinking water works permit, 

operational plan, financial plan, etc.)?

Ask yourself these questions to check your current level of knowledge about your drinking 
water system and oversight responsibilities.

CHECK YOUR KNOWLEDGER

If you can’t answer any of these questions, review them with municipal staff.

Training on a variety of drinking water topics is also available through the Walkerton Clean Water Centre.  
Visit the Centre’s website at www.wcwc.ca to view its course catalogue.
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o What are the risks to public health?

o Are there any areas of risk that council needs 

to address?

o What checks and balances are in place to 

ensure the continued safety of our drinking 

water?

o Are we meeting our legislative and regulatory 

requirements?

o What is the public health impact or long-term 

cost of deferring this decision?

o Will this decision affect our drinking water 

sources?

o How will this decision impact our community’s 

demand for water?

o How are we managing our drinking water 

infrastructure? Is our infrastructure 

sustainable for future generations?

o Are there any emerging issues related to our 

drinking water that council should be aware 

of?

o What is the emergency management plan for 

a negative drinking water event?  What is the 

role of council in a drinking water emergency?

o Have staff taken required training and 

upgrading?

When decisions come before your council relating to drinking water, you want to 
understand the impacts on your community and public health. While every situation will 
be different, the following are some preliminary questions you might want to ask:

WHAT SHOULD I BE ASKING?R

Be informed. Ask questions. Get answers.

It’s your duty.
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OVERVIEW OF DRINKING WATER MANAGEMENT TOPICS

Organizational and Governance Models

Many different management and operating models 

are available for municipal consideration. Currently, 

most water services in Ontario are provided through 

municipal departments, with oversight provided 

directly by municipal councils.  

Some municipalities hire external contractors to 

operate their drinking water system, whereas others 

own and operate their systems.   

Regional municipalities have upper-tier and lower-tier 

governance structures, with the lower-tier municipal-

ity often owning and operating their own drinking 

water systems. There are also models for area water 

systems in Ontario in which systems cross municipal 

boundaries. These systems are governed by boards 

representing their municipal owners.

Municipalities may also create:

Municipal Service Boards whose members are • 
appointed by council and could include council 
members, private citizens or both

Municipally-owned corporate water utilities, • 
similar to those for natural gas or electricity 
distribution.  

Municipal Licensing: Tools that can help you

In Ontario, all municipal drinking water systems that 

provide water to residences in a community must 

have a licence from MOE. The ministry’s Municipal 

Drinking Water Licensing Program requires owners 

and operators of drinking water systems to incorpo-

rate the concepts of quality management into system 

operation and management. 

“The purpose of the quality management approach in the context of drinking water is to protect public 
health by achieving consistent good practice in managing and operating a water system.”

“It is fundamental for municipalities to have a management and operating structure for their water system 
that enables them to provide safe water. I am making two important recommendations to assist in this 
regard. First, I recommend that municipalities be required to have an agency…to operate their systems. 
The agency should be accredited…The municipality must also submit an operational plan to the (Ministry 
of the Environment) for their water system(s). Second, I recommend that those responsible for exercising 
the municipality’s oversight responsibilities be held to a statutory standard duty of care. I note that, for 
municipalities, the first recommendation will be a significant step in satisfying the second.” 

— Justice Dennis O’Connor, 2002, Report of the Walkerton Inquiry

For a drinking water system to receive its licence, the 

owner and operator must have in place:

a drinking water works permit• 

an accepted operational plan (see next section • 
for more details)

an accredited operating authority• 

a financial plan, and• 

a permit to take water. • 
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The operational plan sets out a framework to 

develop a Quality Management System (QMS) that is 

specific and relevant to your drinking water system.  

Part of your drinking water system’s operational plan 

will document a QMS policy. This policy is the back-

bone of the quality management system. The policy 

must include commitments to:

the maintenance and continual improvement of • 
the QMS

the consumer to provide safe drinking water, and • 

comply with applicable legislation and • 
regulations. 

Your operating authority must get the owner’s 

written endorsement of the drinking water 

system’s operational plan, including this policy. 

As a municipal councillor, your council (as 

the owner’s representative) may be asked to 

endorse the policy and its commitments. If your 

municipality has already completed this policy 

endorsement step, obtain a copy from your 

municipal staff. 

In addition to the QMS policy, the operational plan 

will also include:

basic key information about every drinking water • 
system your municipality owns

a process for ongoing • risk assessment 

a description of organizational structures (roles, • 
responsibilities, authority)

a procedure for an annual review of the adequacy • 
of the infrastructure needed to operate and 
maintain the drinking water system, plus a 
commitment for the operating authority to 
communicate review findings to you

a procedure for sharing sampling, testing and • 
monitoring reports about the safety of your 
drinking water

an outline of the system owner’s responsibilities • 
during emergency situations

a commitment to • continual improvement 
through corrective action

a procedure for conducting a management • 

review every 12 months which evaluates the 

suitability, adequacy and effectiveness of the 

QMS against the requirements of the Drinking 

Water Quality Management Standard (DWQMS) 

and how to report the results of this review, 

including identified deficiencies, and decision 

and action items.

The DWQMS is the standard upon which drinking 

water system operational plans are developed and 

operating authorities are accredited. The require-

ments of the DWQMS, when implemented, will assist 

owners and operators of municipal drinking water 

systems to develop sound operational procedures 

and controls. Additional information on the bolded 

elements of the DWQMS listed above can be found 

further in this section of the guide.

The Operational Plan and You – Setting an Overall Policy

The DWQMS is based on a PLAN, DO, CHECK and IMPROVE 
methodology which is similar to that found in some interna-
tional standards. PLAN requirements of the standard typically 
specify policies and procedures that must be documented in 
the operational plans for the drinking water system, while DO 
requirements specify that the policies and procedures must 
be implemented. CHECK and IMPROVE requirements of the 
standard are reflected in the requirements to conduct internal 
audits and management reviews.

Drinking Water Quality Management Standard 
(DWQMS)



15Taking Care of Your Drinking Water: A Guide for Members of Municipal Councils

O
V

ER
V

IEW
 O

F D
RIN

KIN
G

 W
ATER M

A
N

A
G

EM
EN

T TO
PIC

S

Example of a QMS Policy 

The following is an example of a QMS policy for the Westhill Water Supply and Distribution System:

The Municipality of the Town of Westhill owns, maintains and operates the Westhill Water Supply and 
Distribution System.

The Town of Westhill is committed to:
1.   ensuring a consistent supply of safe, high quality drinking water
2.   maintaining and continuously improving its quality management system, and
3.   meeting or surpassing applicable regulations and legislation.

The Municipality of Westhill
June 1, 2006

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, Implementing Quality Management: A Guide for Ontario’s Drinking Water Systems)

ACTIONS You Can Take To Be Better Informed

•    Ask your operating authority to speak to your municipal council about your operational plan. 

•    Consider and act on any advice (including deficiencies and action items) identified during the annual 
management review process.

•    Review the QMS policy in your operational plan and its commitments.

•    Ask your operating authority to show how it is meeting these commitments.

DEFINITIONS

CONTINUAL IMPROVEMENT is understanding 
what you already do well, and then finding 
ways to do it better.

CORRECTIVE ACTION is a method of 

improvement, and the solutions that are 

generated by those actions are also inputs to 

continual improvement.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, 
Implementing Quality Management: A Guide for Ontario’s 
Drinking Water Systems)
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By performing a risk assessment, your operating 

authority will assess:

existing or potential hazardous events facing • 
your drinking water system, e.g. rail car 
derailment, algal blooms, water main breaks, etc.

the impacts on drinking water if a hazardous • 
event occurs, e.g. chemical contamination of 
source water, biological/chemical contamination 
of source water, possible biological/chemical 
contamination due to loss of supply/low 
pressure, etc.

the necessary measures or response measures • 
for each hazardous event (these measures may 
already be in place through such barriers as 
source protection or treatment processes), and

ranking of each event according to its likelihood • 
of occurring and the consequences or severity of 
the results.

In some cases, the operating authority may identify 

measures to address hazardous events which will call 

for improvements that require long-term planning. 

These types of decisions will often involve council 

approval. As a councillor, you should take time to un-

derstand the underlying risks associated with these 

DEFINITIONS

A RISK ASSESSMENT is an orderly 
methodology of identifying hazards or 
hazardous events that may affect the safety 
of drinking water and evaluating their 
significance.

RISK is the probability of identified hazards 
causing harm, including the magnitude of 
that harm or the consequences.

A HAZARD is a source of danger or a 
property that may cause drinking water to be 
unsafe for human consumption.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, 
Implementing Quality Management: A Guide for Ontario’s 
Drinking Water Systems)

decisions, their potential likelihood and impacts to 

public health.  

In other cases, the operating authority may identify 

risks that are outside of their control. For these, it 

may be appropriate to develop contingency or emer-

gency response procedures (see Emergency Planning 

for Drinking Water for more details on page 22).

Human Activities Affecting Source Water

(Source:  Pollution Probe, 2006, The Source Water Protection Primer)
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More on Hazardous Events and Hazards to Drinking Water

Hazardous events can be natural or technological in origin, or result from human activities. Natural events 
include floods, ice storms, drought and spring run-off.  Technological events could include equipment failure 
or a power outage. Human activities that could lead to a drinking water risk include vandalism, terrorism, 
chemical spills and construction accidents.

The four different types of hazards that may affect drinking water are biological, chemical, physical and 
radiological:

Biological Hazards:
•   include bacterial, viral and parasitic organisms, 

such as E.coli, Giardia and Cryptosporidium
•   are considered the most significant drinking water 

health risk because effects are acute; can cause 
illness within hours

•   are commonly associated with fecal wastes from 
humans or animals, or occur naturally in the 
environment.

Chemical Hazards:
•   include toxic spills, heavy metals, dissolved gases 

like radon, pesticides, nitrates, sodium, and lead
•   can come from source water or occur in the 

treatment and distribution system. 

Physical Hazards:
•   include sediments that can carry microbiological 

hazards and interfere with disinfection process, 
biofilms and pipe materials

•   can result from contamination and/or poor 
procedures at different points in the delivery of 
water to the consumer.

Radiological Hazards:
•   are naturally occurring chemicals such as 

radon or uranium; most frequently occur in 
groundwater

•   may arise from man-made or natural sources.

“Never take the quality of our drinking water for granted. There are too many factors that can turn 

good water into bad.” – Councillor Jack Miller, City of Belleville

Peer to Peer

“Adequate municipal funding is a key 

component of risk management.”

– Councillor Ken Graham, Town of Smiths Falls

Peer to Peer
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Having a sound drinking water infrastructure is 

necessary to meet the demand for safe drinking 

water. Machinery, equipment and structures used to 

produce and provide safe drinking water must be in 

place, maintained and improved when necessary.

Your operating authority is required to:

document a procedure for conducting an • 
annual review of your drinking water system’s 
infrastructure

provide a summary of the programs in place • 
to maintain, rehabilitate and review that 
infrastructure

report their findings after the review to the • 
owner, and 

monitor the effectiveness of its maintenance • 
program.  

Depending on the structure of - and relationship be-

tween - the owner and operating authority, the results 

of the annual review can be communicated through 

such means as council, budget, planning or other 

management meetings.

Maintenance activities can be either planned or 

unplanned:  

Planned maintenance includes scheduled or • 
proactive activities needed to maintain or 
improve infrastructure elements, e.g. equipment 
maintenance, main replacements, etc. They are 
done to reduce the risk of an unplanned failure.

Unplanned maintenance includes reactive • 
activities, e.g. to deal with main breaks, pump 
failures, etc. They can draw heavily on resources 
and adversely affect drinking water quality.

By establishing planned programs for maintenance, 

rehabilitation and renewal, the operating authority 

can save time and costs and increase public confi-

dence in drinking water.

Some drinking water systems have five or 10-year 

rolling plans to address such considerations as main 

rehabilitation, upgrades and replacement, water 

treatment and storage due to increased projected de-

mands. These types of system maintenance require-

ments are usually tied to the capital budgets of the 

operating authority and/or the owner of the drinking 

water system.

ACTIONS You Can Take To Be Better Informed

•   Find out what maintenance, rehabilitation and renewal plans are in place for your drinking water system.

•   Ask your operating authority to present the findings of its annual infrastructure review.
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DEFINITIONS

INFRASTRUCTURE – the set of intercon-
nected structural elements that provide the 
framework for supporting the operation of 
the drinking water system, including build-
ings, workspaces, process equipment, hard-
ware and software, and supporting services 
such as transport or communications.

REHABILITATION – the process of repairing 
or refurbishing an infrastructure element.

RENEWAL – the process of replacing the 
infrastructure element with new elements.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, 
Implementing Quality Management: A Guide for Ontario’s 
Drinking Water Systems)

Scope of Assets

It’s estimated that Ontario will require $30 to $40 billion of investment in water infrastructure repairs and 
upgrades over the next 15 years. Water efficiency measures can be used to extend the capacity of existing 
infrastructure and defer upgrading costs.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment and the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2009, Safeguarding and Sustaining 
Ontario’s Water Resources for Future Generations)

“Aging infrastructure is the major challenge 

facing municipalities today, and a solid 

long-term plan to address this is a must.”

– Councillor Paul Hubert, City of London

Peer to Peer
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Achieving financial sustainability 

in Ontario’s municipal water 

and wastewater is a long-term 

goal. Financial sustainability is 

needed to ensure that Ontarians 

continue to enjoy clean and 

safe drinking water, water and 

wastewater services are reliable 

and environmental protection is 

maintained. 

To receive a municipal drinking 

water licence for your drinking 

water system, your municipality 

needs to prepare a financial plan.

You have an important role to 

play in ensuring that appropriate 

resources are made available to 

ensure that a financial plan can 

be prepared. Municipal councils 

have ultimate responsibility for 

approving financial plans that are 

prepared for a water utility.  

The following are some key principles for developing 

a financial plan.

Ongoing public engagement and transparency • 
can build support for - and confidence in - the 
financial plan and the drinking water system.

An integrated approach to planning among water, • 
wastewater and storm water systems is desir-
able given the inherent relationship among these 
services.

Revenues collected to provide water and waste-• 
water services should ultimately be used to meet 
the needs of those services.

Life-cycle planning with mid-course corrections • 
is preferable to planning over the short-term or 
not planning at all.

An asset management plan is a key input to the • 
development of a financial plan.

Financial plans benefit from the close • 
collaboration of various groups including 
engineers, accountants, auditors, utility staff and 
municipal council.

“Municipalities need to ensure that their water 
systems are adequately financed. Over the long 
term, safety depends on stable and adequate 
financing to maintain the water system’s 
infrastructure and its operational capacity to 
supply high-quality water consistently.”

— Justice Dennis O’Connor, 2002, Report of the 
Walkerton Inquiry

A Building-block Approach to Determining Utility Needs

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, Towards Financially Sustainable 
Drinking-Water and Wastewater Systems)
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Financial plans for drinking water systems are 
required to forecast costs over a minimum period of 
six years, although municipalities are encouraged to 
adopt a life-cycle approach to managing their drink-
ing water assets as a long-term goal. Financial plans 
are living documents and should be updated and 
reviewed as new information becomes available. As 
a best practice, they should be updated annually to 
foster continuous improvement and rolled into the 
annual municipal budget process.

There are many different costs, both capital and 
operating, associated with planning, building and 
operating water systems. Some costs reflect outputs 
not attributable to the provision of water such as fire 
protection services, or the operation of combined 
storm and sanitary sewer systems.  

A sustainable system is one that can adequately 
cover current operating costs, maintain and repair its 
existing asset base, replace assets when appropriate, 
fund future growth and enhancements to services, 
and account for inflation and changes in technology.

Water Audits and Accounting for Water Lossesi
An important tool in understanding the condition of your drinking water system assets is a water audit. 
This is the process of estimating where all of the water entering the distribution system ends up. One of 
the things a water audit will reveal is how much water is being lost to leaks from water mains and service 
connections. Leaks are a concern as they can:

•   signal deteriorating water main conditions and be a precursor to more breakages

•   be a source of bacterial contamination

•   result in additional costs for pumping and treating water that is not ultimately delivered to consumers, 
and

•   damage other infrastructure such as roads and sewers.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, Towards Financially Sustainable Drinking-Water and Wastewater Systems)

The Big Picture

According to Environment Canada, 12 per cent of water produced at municipal water treatment facilities in 
Ontario is lost, mainly due to leaks in the distribution system infrastructure. Others sources estimate this figure 
is as high as 30 to 40 per cent.

(Sources: Environment Canada, 2010, 2010 Municipal Water Use Report: 2006 Statistics; The Undergrounder magazine, April 2010) 
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Within the operational plan, your operating author-
ity is required to have a procedure for communicat-
ing with the owner of the drinking water system, its 
personnel, suppliers and the public. You should be 
familiar with how communication about drinking 
water takes place. The procedure for communicat-
ing with the owner may be as simple as indicating 
the status of the implementation of the QMS and its 
effectiveness during scheduled meetings, such as 
council meetings. Communication with the public 
may include posting information on a publicly acces-
sible website or through billing inserts.

As noted previously, your council may be asked to 
provide a written endorsement of the system’s opera-

DEFINITIONS

A DRINKING WATER EMERGENCY is a 
potential situation or service interruption 
that may result in the loss of the ability to 
maintain a safe supply of drinking water to 
consumers.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, 
Implementing Quality Management: A Guide for Ontario’s 
Drinking Water Systems)

•   Determine when and how your operating 
authority will communicate to you as an 
owner. 

•   Find out what information is made available 
to the public and how.  

ACTIONS You Can Take To Be 
Better Informed

tional plan. Depending on the nature of your system’s 
management structure, the operating authority may 
also involve the owner in other areas of the QMS 
such as risk assessment, management review or 
infrastructure.

Emergency Planning for Drinking Water

Under the Emergency Management and Civil Pro-
tection Act, your municipality will already have an 
Emergency Response Plan for a wide range of poten-
tial scenarios.  Some of these scenarios may involve 
drinking water and may link to planning done as part 
of the QMS to document procedures to maintain a 
state of emergency preparedness.  

Emergency preparedness means identifying what 
could happen in your system to cause an emergency 
and having processes and procedures in place to 
prepare for and respond to those emergencies. Some 
elements of an emergency response plan include 
communications, training, testing, responsibilities 
and contact information.

In a drinking water context, emergencies can happen 
as the result of a variety of natural and human-caused 
events such as severe weather, major power outages, 

spills, pandemics and deliberate acts of vandalism 
or terrorism. Potential emergencies can be identified 
through risk assessments, MOE inspections, corpo-

rate audits, insurance company reviews, and records 

of past emergencies. 

•    Ask your operating authority to review the drinking water emergency plan with council and to 
explain what responsibilities have been assigned to the owner.

•    Know who will be the spokesperson during a drinking water emergency.

•    Ensure critical staff have taken necessary training on emergency procedures and have participated 
in testing.

ACTIONS You Can Take To Be Better Informed
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Five pillars of emergency management 

Emergency management includes organized and 
comprehensive programs and activities taken to deal with 
actual or potential emergencies or disasters. It is based on 
a risk management approach and includes activities in five 
components: prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response, 
and recovery. These components are illustrated in the 
following figure:

Adverse Drinking Water Incident, Boil Water Advisory and 
Drinking Water Advisory - How are they different?

An adverse water quality incident (AWQI) indicates that a drinking water standard has been exceeded or a 
problem has arisen within a drinking water system. AWQIs are an important component of the drinking water 
safety net. The report of an AWQI does not in itself indicate that drinking water is unsafe or that the statutory 
standard of care has not been met, but rather that an incident has occurred and corrective actions must be 
taken to protect the public. In some cases, these corrective actions may include a boil water advisory (BWA) or 
a drinking water advisory (DWA).

The local Medical Officer of Health in each of Ontario’s 36 public health units is responsible for issuing BWAs 
and DWAs when necessary.

A BWA is issued when a condition exists with a drinking water supply that may result in a health risk and the 
condition can be corrected by boiling the water or by disinfection. An example is the presence of bacteria in 
the water supply such as E. coli.

A DWA is issued when a condition exists with a drinking water supply that cannot be corrected by boiling the 
water or by disinfection. An example is the presence of chemical contaminants. 

In both cases, the local Medical Officer of Health will direct the system owner to inform users of the advisory, 
through means such as door-to-door notification, public posting of notices and local media outlets, to boil 
water and/or use an alternate water supply until further notice. An advisory will be lifted only after the local 
Medical Officer of Health is satisfied that corrective actions were taken and the situation is remedied.

An element of the QMS emergency procedures is to 

clearly document the roles and responsibilities of the 

owner and operating authority during each emergen-

cy. For example, in an emergency, your Clerk-Trea-

surer may be assigned the responsibility of seeking 

resource authorization from council and act as chief 

liaison with council and the mayor. 

The QMS also requires that clear direction for com-

municating to the owner and others during an emer-

gency be established. Planning beforehand how those 

in charge will talk to each other and the media can 

avoid complications during an emergency.

Preparing also means training and testing. The best 

emergency response procedures are ineffective if per-

sonnel are not properly trained on what to do and the 

procedures tested. All personnel working within the 

drinking water system need to know what to do in 

an emergency, especially those with special response 

roles. Common forms of testing and training include 

orientation and education sessions, table-top exercis-

es, walk-through drills, functional drills or full-scale 

exercises.
(Source: Emergency Management Ontario, 2010, Emergency Manage-
ment Doctrine for Ontario)
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An owner of a drinking water system is required to 

ensure that an annual summary report is presented to 

the members of council or local services board. Sum-

mary reports must be produced by March 31 of each 

year to cover the preceding calendar year.

The summary report must include:

information about any requirements of the • 
SDWA, the regulations, the system’s approval, 
drinking water works permit, municipal drinking 
water licence and any order that the system 
failed to meet during the time period, plus the 
duration of the failure

a description of the measures taken to correct • 
each failure

a comparison of the system’s capability with the • 
quantities and flow rates of the water supplied 
the preceding year to help assess existing and 
planned uses.

Municipalities are also required to provide details 

about each residential drinking water system in an 

annual report to consumers. This annual report must 

be completed by February 28 each year and include:

a b• rief description of the drinking water system 
including chemicals used 

a summary of the results of required testing, plus • 
the approval, licence or provincial officer order 
issued to the system

a summary of any adverse test results required to • 
be reported to the Ministry of the Environment

a description of any corrective actions taken, and• 

a desc• ription of any major expenses incurred to 
install, repair or replace required equipment.

Every municipal residential drinking water system 
is inspected at least once a year by the Ministry of 
the Environment.  An inspection includes the review 
of a system’s source, treatment and distribution 
components, as well as water quality monitoring 
procedures and practices to evaluate system 
management and operations.  

Drinking Water System Reports and Inspections:  
What they tell you about your drinking water system

MOE prepares an inspection report that highlights 

any areas of non-compliance and what actions are 

required to correct them. The report also includes an 

inspection rating to help you compare your system’s 

current and past performance, and identify areas for 

improvement. 

•  Obtain and thoroughly review copies of the 
most recent annual and summary reports.

•  Ask for explanations of any information you 
don’t understand.

•   Consider, act on and correct any deficiencies 
noted in the reports.

•   Review your annual inspection results and 
ask questions if there is any indication of 
declining quality.

•   Clarify any technical terms.
•   Ask how deficiencies are being addressed.
•   Review your system’s standing in the 

ratings reported in the Chief Drinking Water 
Inspector’s Annual Report. If your rating is 
less than 100 per cent, ask why.

•   Consider, act on and correct any 
deficiencies highlighted in the inspection.

ACTIONS 

ACTIONS 

You Can Take To Be 
Better Informed

You Can Take To Be 
Better Informed
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•   Ensure there are sufficient resources for appropriate levels of training for municipal staff involved in 
operating a drinking water system.

•   Confirm that an overall responsible operator (ORO) has been designated and that procedures are in place 
to ensure all required staff and contractors are certified.

•    Check to see if drinking water operator succession planning is being done.

Drinking Water System Operators: 
What do they do? What certification requirements must they meet?  
Why do you need to plan?

Ontario has established requirements for the training 

and certification of drinking water (and wastewater) 

system operators. Municipal residential drinking 

water systems are required to use certified operators 

to perform all operational work.

Drinking water system operators play a vital 

operational role in providing safe drinking water to 

your community. The responsibilities of an operator 

may include:

Checkin• g, adjusting and operating equipment 

such as pumps, meters, analyzers, and electrical 

systems, and having replacement parts on-site 

for critical repairs 

Determining chemical dosages and keeping • 
chemical feed equipment appropriately filled 
with chemicals, adjusted and operating properly

Ordering and maintaining a stock of parts, • 
chemicals and supplies

Maintaining operating records and submitting • 
operating reports to the system’s operating 
authority/owner and the province

Collecting and submitting water samples as • 
required by regulation (This usually involves 
taking samples from a number of key locations 
and transporting them to a licensed laboratory.)

Explaining and recommending to the operating • 
authority/owner any major repairs, replacements 
or improvements that should be made to the plant.

ACTIONS You Can Take To Be Better Informed
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The operational complexity of your drinking 

water system will determine what certification 

requirements your operators must have to operate 

the system. Certification requires applicants to meet 

requirements in education, training, experience and 

knowledge and pass required exams. A certificate is 

valid for three years. To renew a certificate, operators 

must complete 20 to 50 hours of mandatory training 

per year on subjects related to the duties of a 

water system operator. Continuing education helps 

operators steadily improve their knowledge and 

skills throughout their careers.

Types of Drinking Water System Operators

Overall Responsible Operator (ORO) - designated by the owner or operating authority, the ORO has overall 
operational responsibility for the system and must have an operator’s certificate to match the classification of 
the facility. 

Operator-in-Charge (OIC) - designated by the owner or operating authority, the OIC can direct other 
operators, set operational parameters in the system and has the authority to make operational decisions. 

Operators - all persons who adjust processes, equipment or the flow, pressure or quality of water in the 
system. Operators must hold a valid operator’s certificate or work under the direct on-site supervision of a 
certified operator. 

Operator-in-Training (OIT) - new operators who can operate a drinking water system. They cannot be 
designated as an ORO or OIC. 

“Competent, certified operators are a key 

element to due diligence.  Municipalities have 

an obligation to facilitate ongoing training 

for water treatment operators.”

– Councillor Ken Graham, Town of Smiths Falls

Peer to Peer
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“Water is our most valuable natural resource. 

How we as councillors protect that resource 

will become more and more important as we 

continue to require safe drinking water in 

the future.”

–  Councillor-at-Large Rebecca Johnson,  
     City of Thunder Bay

Peer to Peer

Water Conservation

Creating and implementing water conservation 

measures help to reduce water and energy 

consumption, lower long-term infrastructure costs 

and protect the environment.  

It is estimated that every additional litre of water 

capacity costs roughly four dollars for expanded 

water and wastewater infrastructure. Many 

municipalities in Ontario are realizing significant 

savings from water conservation measures.

The cost of energy to pump, distribute and treat 

water and wastewater is a significant expense for 

most Ontario municipalities. Saving water saves 

Water Conservation Factsi
•  Ontarians currently use about 267 litres of water per capita per day, which is nearly twice as much 

as other countries with similar standards of living such as Germany, the United Kingdom and the 
Netherlands. 

•  Pumping and distributing water to homes and businesses, and treating water and wastewater makes 
up one-third to one-half of a municipal government’s total electrical use, which is double that of other 
municipal costs such as street lighting. 

•  Canadian surveys have consistently shown that as the percentage of metered homes in a community 
increases, water use per capita decreases. In municipalities that use volume-based water charges (i.e. 
meters), the average daily consumption is 263 litres per person, while in municipalities that charge a flat 
or assessed rate, the corresponding figure is 76 per cent higher, or 464 litres per person.

(Source: Environment Canada, 2010, 2010 Municipal Water Use Report: 2006 Statistics)

energy and reduces greenhouse gas emissions. Better 

water management has the potential to be one of the 

most cost-effective energy reduction strategies for 

Ontario’s municipalities.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment and the Ontario 
Ministry of Natural Resources, 2009, Safeguarding and Sustaining 
Ontario’s Water Resources for Future Generations)
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LEARN MORE ABOUT DRINKING WATER

Sources of Water

Ontario’s drinking water comes from surface water 

or groundwater. It is important to know the source of 

your community’s water as it will determine:

the kind of treatment and disinfection your • 
drinking water system must have

the equipment needed to access and • 
distribute your water

the types of risks your drinking • 
water may face, and 

planning for your water supplies • 
for the future.

The Great Lakes and Drinking Water

Ontario borders on the Great Lakes, which store about 95 per cent of North America’s supply of fresh 
water and about one-fifth of the world’s supply of fresh surface water. Only one per cent of this water 
is renewed each year by rain and snowfall. More than 70 per cent of Ontarians get their drinking water 
from the Great Lakes. 

Right: A graphical representation of the drinking water cycle 
demonstrating how water flows from the source through the 
water treatment process to your tap and back to the source.

Surface water 

Surface water for public use is taken from rivers, 

lakes or reservoirs which are replenished by rain 

and snow. Surface water is more susceptible to 

contamination for the following reasons:

Rivers•  – may flow through farmland, industrial 

areas, sewage discharge zones and other districts 

which may cause harmful contamination and/

or affect taste, odour, clarity and colour. River 

water quality will vary throughout the year.

Lakes and reservoirs • – usually have 

better water quality than rivers. Suspended 

contaminants will ‘settle out’ in lakes. However, 

lakes and reservoirs are subject to plant and 

algae growth, which can give lake water 

unpleasant taste or odour. Human activities 

(power boats, feed-lots, etc.) are also a threat. 

In addition, lakes are often fed by rivers which 

carry contaminants.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2009, Annual Report 2007-
2008 Chief Drinking Water Inspector)
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Groundwater 

Groundwater (defined as ‘water that occurs beneath 
the surface of the Earth’) can be found in most parts 
of Ontario. It gathers in aquifers, the layers of sand, 
gravel and rock through which water seeps from the 
surface.  

Sand and gravel aquifers are usually the most 
suitable for public water systems because water 
is more plentiful. Among rock aquifers, sandstone 
is often porous and can be a good source of 
groundwater. Limestone is not porous but may have 
cracks and cavities through which water can move 

and also provide a water supply.

Groundwater Under Direct Influence - GUDI

In addition to groundwater and surface water, there 
is a third source of water known as GUDI which 
stands for Groundwater Under Direct Influence of 
Surface Water.

An aquifer supplied by GUDI is viewed in the 
same category as surface water and has the same 
treatment and disinfection requirements.

Protecting our sources of drinking water is the 
purpose behind the Clean Water Act, 2006 (CWA) 
and the first component of Ontario’s multi-faceted 
approach to providing safe, clean drinking water.

The source protection process in Ontario is helping 
municipalities and others identify potential threats 
to sources of drinking water so that better deci-
sions can be made about managing such threats 
and plans can be developed to protect these 
vulnerable sources into the long-term future.

Source protection activities may have an impact 
on a municipality’s land use planning rules. For 
example, source protection plans developed un-
der the CWA may require new land use planning 
policies to be included in the municipality’s Official 
Plan, as well as by-laws to prevent future signifi-
cant threats to drinking water sources.

To learn more about source protection planning 
for municipalities, please visit www.ontario.ca/
cleanwater.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2006, The 
Clean Water Act: Promoting Municipal Awareness and 
Understanding)

Source Protection in Ontario

Groundwater is sourced through traditional (gravity) wells and artesian wells.

A traditional well is created by sinking a hole or a shaft into the ground to reach the water in an aquifer. This 
water is not under pressure and must be pumped to the surface for use. 

An artesian well taps an aquifer where the water is under pressure and rising from being confined between 
two containing layers. 

A spring forms when groundwater flows naturally from rock or soil onto the land surface.

Getting Groundwater to the Surface

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, “Drinking Water 
101” course materials)
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Treatment processes reduce or eliminate the 

potential for the presence of pathogens (organisms 

that can cause illness) in drinking water and 

are used to ensure your drinking water meets 

provincial standards. Different water sources 

necessitate different levels and methods of 

treatment to ensure safe, clean water is provided 

to consumers.

In Ontario, all drinking water systems must have 

a disinfection process in place and all water must 

be disinfected before it is supplied to the public. 

The most widely used disinfectant is chlorine, 

which is a low-cost powerful disinfectant which 

continues disinfecting as water passes through the 

distribution system.

Drinking water systems using surface water or 

groundwater that is under direct influence of 

surface water must also provide a filtration process 

ahead of the disinfection.  

Some municipalities also use certain treatment 

processes to address aesthetic problems with 

drinking water, such as taste and odour issues, 

that do not pose a risk to public health but which 

consumers find objectionable, or to address 

specific issues that are more local in nature, like 

zebra mussel control.

Here is a list of the treatment process steps taken 

in a conventional water treatment plant used to 

treat surface water:

Intake and 
screen

Intake structures are used to draw water from lakes, reservoirs or rivers.  Screens are used to remove large 
debris from raw water, such as logs or fish, or other unwanted matter (e.g. algae).  Screens can also be 
designed for coarse or fine matter.

Coagulation
Coagulation is a chemical process that causes smaller particles to bind together and form larger particles. 
The process is used to improve the removal of particles through sedimentation and filtration in the 
drinking-water treatment process.

Flocculation Flocculation is the gathering together of fine particles in water by gentle mixing after the addition of 
coagulant chemicals to form larger particles that can then be removed by sedimentation and filtration.

Clarification The purpose of clarification is to remove suspended solids prior to filtration. In Ontario, the most common 
method of clarification used is sedimentation or allowing suspended material to settle using gravity.

Filtration The purpose of filtration is to remove particles from the water not removed during clarification by passing 
the water through a granular or membrane filter that retains all or most of the solids on or within itself.

Disinfection
Usually the addition of chlorine to raw or filtered water to remove or inactivate human pathogens such as 
bacteria and protozoa in water and viruses, or for the purpose of maintaining a consistent level of chlorine 
in a drinking-water distribution system.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, “Drinking Water 101” course materials)
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Find Out About Your Drinking Water System Treatments Processes 

To quickly find out what treatment processes are used by the drinking water system(s) in your municipality, 
visit Drinking Water Ontario (www.ontario.ca/drinkingwater) and look for your municipality on the 
drinking water quality map.  

Water Distribution 

The Water Distribution System is the collection of pipes, valves, fire hydrants, storage tanks, reservoirs and 

pumping stations that carry water to customers.

Water Mains/Piping 

Water mains are normally buried in the public 
street right-of-way. A trunk main is a larger size 
main used to move large quantities of water. The 
smaller diameter pipe which connects a water 
main to an individual building is called a water 
service. These smaller pipes contain a buried valve 
to allow service shut-off. Water service piping 
inside the property line is considered plumbing 
and is outside municipal jurisdiction.

The pipes of the distribution system must be large 
enough to meet domestic and industrial needs 
and provide adequate and ample flow for fire 
protection. 

Types of Pipes

The most common types of material used for 
pipes include:

•   Cast-iron - long-used; sturdy but capable of 
corroding in some cases

•   Ductile-iron - widely used newer version 
of cast-iron; more flexible and less likely to 
corrode

•   Asbestos-cement - not often used; 
lightweight, low cost

•   Plastic - polyvinyl chloride (PVC) or 
polyethylene pipes are widely used today.

(Source: Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2007, “Drinking Water 101” course materials)
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Valves

Valves are installed at intervals in the piping 

system so that segments of the system can be shut 

off for maintenance or repair.

Hydrants 

Hydrants are distributed in residential, commercial 

and industrial areas, and are primarily used by fire 

departments in fighting fires. Fire hydrants and 

system valves should be operated and tested at 

regular intervals.

Water Storage Facilities 

Water storage facilities exist in most municipalities 

to provide a reserve supply for times of emergency 

or heavy use (e.g. firefighting) and can include:

elevated tanks (providing water pressure to a • 

system) 

standpipes (also supply pressure from a high • 

point of land)

hydro-pneumatic systems (use air pressure to • 

create water pressure in small systems)

surface or in-ground reservoirs (where water can • 

be stored and pumped out for use).

Pumping Stations

Pumping stations are facilities including pumps 

and equipment for pumping fluids from one 

place to another. Pumping facilities are required 

whenever gravity cannot be used to supply water 

to the distribution system under sufficient pressure 

to meet all service demands.

Water Meters 

Water meters record the amount of water treated 

and delivered to the water system and measure the 

amount of water used by customers. 

Water Distribution Atlas

Your municipality may maintain a water 

distribution system atlas which provides 

detailed mapping of the distribution system and 

information on infrastructure and maintenance 

records. Detailed mapping helps your municipality 

plan for future repairs and is essential for quick 

response to problems such as water main breaks.

For Further Informationi
To learn more about drinking water, visit these websites:

www.ontario.ca/drinkingwater  – Ontario Ministry of the Environment’s Drinking Water Ontario website 
offering a single point of access to a wealth of information on drinking water and drinking water services in 
Ontario.

www.ene.gov.on.ca – The website of the Ontario Ministry of the Environment.

www.wcwc.ca – The website of the Walkerton Clean Water Centre, an agency of the Ontario Government, 
which provides information on available training and education offered by the Centre, especially to those 
serving small and remote communities.

www.ocwa.ca – The website of the Ontario Clean Water Agency, an agency of the Ontario Government, 
which includes information on water and sewage works and related services provided by the Agency.

www.e-laws.gov.on.ca – The Ontario Government website providing access to provincial laws and 
regulations.

www.omwa.org – The website of the Ontario Municipal Water Association. 

www.owwa.com – The website of the Ontario Water Works Association, a section of the American Water 
Works Association (www.awwa.org).

www.ene.gov.on.ca
www.wcwc.ca
www.ocwa.ca
www.e-laws.gov.on.ca
www.omwa.org
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ACTIONS You Can Take To Be Better Informed

Be informed. Ask questions. Get answers.
It’s your duty.

RSUMMARY OF ACTIONS YOU CAN TAKE

o  Review the reports of the Walkerton Inquiry, specifically sections related to municipal government (Chapter 7 
in Report I, Chapters 10 and 11 in Report II). The reports are available online at  
www.attorneygeneral.jus.gov.on.ca/english/about/pubs/walkerton.

o  Become further acquainted with drinking water legislation and regulations, available on the Ontario 
Government e-Laws website at www.e-laws.gov.on.ca.

o  Learn about drinking water safety and its link to public health. Speak to water system and public health staff 
to learn more.

o  Become familiar with your municipal drinking water system. Ask your water manager to give a presentation to 
council and/or arrange a tour of your drinking water facilities.

o  Ask your operating authority to speak to your municipal council about your operational plan. 

o  Consider and act on any advice (including identified deficiencies and action items) identified during the 
annual management review process.

o  Review the QMS policy in your operational plan and its commitments.

o  Ask your operating authority to show how it is meeting these commitments.

o  Find out what maintenance, rehabilitation and renewal plans are in place for your drinking water system.

o  Ask your operating authority to present the findings of its annual infrastructure review.

o  Determine when and how your operating authority will communicate to you as an owner. 

o  Find out what information is made available to the public and how.

o  Ask your operating authority to review the drinking water emergency plan with council and to explain what 
responsibilities have been assigned to the owner.

o  Know who will be the spokesperson during a drinking water emergency.

o  Ensure critical staff have taken necessary training on emergency procedures and have participated in testing.

o  Obtain and thoroughly review copies of the most recent annual and summary reports.

o  Ask for explanations of any information you don’t understand.

o  Consider, act on and correct any deficiencies noted in the reports.

o  Review your annual inspection results and ask questions if there is any indication of declining quality.

o  Clarify any technical terms.

o  Ask how deficiencies are being addressed.

o  Review your system’s standing in the ratings reported in the Chief Drinking Water Inspector’s Annual Report. If 
your rating is less than 100 per cent, ask why.

o  Consider, act on and correct any deficiencies highlighted in the inspection.

o  Ensure there are sufficient resources for appropriate levels of training for municipal staff involved in operating 
a drinking water system.

o  Confirm that an overall responsible operator (ORO) has been designated and that procedures are in place to 
ensure all required staff and contractors are certified.

o  Check to see if drinking water operator succession planning is being done.
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The following is a list of drinking water 
related terms and phrases you may come 
across when carrying out your oversight 
responsibilities.

  A

Accreditation Body: a person designated or established as 

an accreditation body under Part IV of the Safe Drinking Water 

Act, 2002.

Accredited Operating Authority: an operating authority 

accredited under Part IV of the Safe Drinking Water Act, 2002.

Adverse Water Quality Incident (AWQI): an event in which 

an adverse test result triggers a process of notification and 

protective measures.

Aquifer: a layer of soil, sand, gravel or rock that contains 

groundwater.

Audit: a systematic and documented verification process that 

involves objectively obtaining and evaluating documents 

and processes to determine whether a quality management 

system conforms to the requirements of the Drinking Water 

Quality Management Standard (DWQMS).

  B

Backflow Preventer: a mechanical device for a water supply 

pipe to prevent the backflow of water into the water supply 

system from the service connections.

Boil Water Advisory: a notice issued by a local medical officer 

of health indicating water should be boiled before human 

consumption.

  C

Certificate of Approval (C of A): a legal instrument 

which permits the construction or alteration of a drinking 

water system, or parts thereof. The Ontario Ministry of the 

Environment issues this document after an engineering 

review of the proposed facilities and when it is satisfied that 

the facilities will work as intended and will be able at all times 

to supply drinking water meeting Ontario Drinking Water 

Standards and requirements of O.Reg.170/03.  For municipal 

drinking water systems that provide water to residences, the 

C of A program is being phased out and replaced with the 

Municipal Drinking Water Licensing Program.

Chemically Assisted Filtration: a water treatment process 

that uses chemicals, such as alum, as a coagulant to bind small 

particles together into larger particles that are then easily 

filtered out when the water passes through sand beds or other 

filters. 

Chlorine Residual: the concentration of chlorine remaining in 

the chlorinated water at the end of a given contact time that is 

available to continue to disinfect. Measured as Free Chlorine, 

Combined Chlorine and Total Chlorine. 

Coagulation: the addition of coagulant chemicals to water to 

allow for the agglomeration of the small suspended particles 

into larger particles that can be removed by sedimentation 

and filtration in the drinking water process.

Colony Counts: a scientific measure that identifies the 

number of bacteria, yeast or moulds that are capable of 

forming colonies.

Conservation Authority: local watershed management 

agencies that deliver services and programs that protect and 

manage water and other natural resources in partnership with 

government, landowners and other organizations. (http://

conservation-ontario.on.ca/).

Contaminant: any solid, liquid, gas, odour, heat, sound, 

vibration, radiation or combination of any of them resulting 

directly or indirectly from human activities that causes or may 

cause an adverse event.

Cross Connection: the physical connection of a safe or 

potable water supply with another water supply of unknown 

or contaminated quality such that the potable water could be 

contaminated or polluted.

Cryptosporidium: a single-celled protozoan parasite found 

in the intestinal tract of many animals. If the animal waste 

containing Cryptosporidium contaminates drinking water, it 

may cause gastrointestinal disease in humans. 

  D

Designated Facility: under the Safe Drinking Water Act, 2002, 

designated facilities are defined as facilities that serve people 

who are potentially more susceptible to illness if they drink 

water that is of poor quality. These facilities include schools, 

universities and colleges, children and youth care facilities. 

Disinfection: destruction or inactivation of pathogenic 

and other kinds of micro-organisms by physical or chemical 

means. 
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Drinking Water: (a) water intended for human consumption, 

or (b) water that is required by Act, regulation, order, municipal 

by-law or other document issued under the authority of an Act 

to be “potable” or to “meet or exceed the requirements of the 

prescribed drinking water quality standards.”

Drinking Water System: a system of works, excluding 

plumbing, that is established for the purpose of providing 

users of the system with drinking water and that includes:

(a) anything used for the collection, production, 

treatment, storage, supply or distribution of water

(b)      anything related to the management of residue 

from the treatment process or the management 

of the discharge of a substance into the natural 

environment from the treatment system, and 

(c)       a well or intake that serves as the source or entry 

point of raw water supply for the system.

Drinking Water Quality Standards: standards prescribed by 

Ontario Regulation 169/03 (Ontario Drinking Water Quality 

Standards) for microbiological, chemical and radiological 

parameters which when above certain concentrations have 

known or suspected adverse health effects.

E

E. coli (Escherichia coli): a species of bacteria naturally present 

in the intestines of humans and animals. If animal or human 

waste containing E. coli contaminates drinking water, it may 

cause gastrointestinal disease in humans. Most types of E. 

coli are harmless, but some active strains, especially O157:H7, 

produce harmful toxins and can cause severe illness.  

Exceedance: violation of a limit for a contaminant as 

prescribed in the Ontario Drinking Water Standards Regulation 

(O. Reg. 169/03).

F

Filtration: the separation of suspended solid particles from 

a fluid stream by passing the fluid through a granular or 

membrane filter medium that retains most of the solids on or 

within itself.

Flocculation: the gathering together of fine particles in water 

by gentle mixing after the addition of coagulant chemicals 

to form larger particles that can then be removed by 

sedimentation and filtration.

G

Giardia: protozoa, usually non-pathogenic, that may be 

parasitic in the intestines of vertebrates including humans and 

most domestic animals. If animal waste containing Giardia 

contaminates drinking water, it may cause gastrointestinal 

disease in humans.

H

Heterotrophic Plate Count (HPC): HPC is a microbiological 

test that gives an indication of general bacterial population. 

HPC results are not an indicator of water safety and should 

not be used as an indicator of potential adverse human health 

effects. This is a routine test to monitor water plant operations 

and assure treatment is working properly.

L

Laboratory: a place where drinking water tests are or will be 

conducted. In Ontario, laboratories must be accredited and 

licensed for each type of drinking water test they perform. 

Laboratories may conduct other types of tests as well.

M

Medical Officer of Health: with reference to a drinking water 

system, the medical officer of health for the health unit in 

which the system is located; if none exists, that authority 

resides with the Chief Medical Officer of Health.

Microbiological organism: an organism so small that it 

cannot be seen without a microscope, including bacteria, 

protozoa, fungi, viruses and algae.

Municipal Drinking Water System: a drinking water system 

(or part of a drinking water system):
•   that is owned by a municipality or by a municipal service 

board established under s. 195 of the Municipal Act, 2001
•   that is owned by a corporation established under s. 203 of 

the Municipal Act, 2001
•   from which a municipality obtains or will obtain water 

under the terms of a contract between the municipality 
and the owner of the system, or 

•   that is in a prescribed class.

O

Operating Authority: with reference to a drinking water 

system, the person or entity that is given responsibility by 

the owner for the operation, management, maintenance or 

alteration of the system.
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Operational Plan: documents the Quality Management 

System (QMS) for a subject drinking water system.

Owner: with reference to a drinking water system, every 

person who is a legal or beneficial owner of all or part of the 

system (but does not include the Ontario Clean Water Agency 

[OCWA] or any of its predecessors where OCWA is registered 

on title as the owner of the system).

P

Pathogen: an organism that causes disease in another 

organism.

Permit to Take Water: permit from the Ministry of the 

Environment under the Ontario Water Resources Act, 1990, 

required of any person who takes over 50,000 litres of water 

per day from any source.

Potable Water: water that, at a minimum, meets the 

requirements prescribed by O. Reg. 169/03 (Drinking Water 

Quality Standards). Other definitions include: water of 

sufficiently high quality that it can be consumed or used 

without risk of immediate or long- term harm; water that 

satisfies the standards of the responsible health authorities as 

drinking water; water that is ‘fit to drink’.

Protozoa: a very diverse group comprising some 50,000 

organisms that consist of one cell. Most are able to move on 

their own. Some are a health concern in drinking water. (See 

Giardia and Cryptosporidium)

Provincial Officer Order: an order issued by a Ministry of the 

Environment Provincial Officer to any person who contravenes 

any act governed by the Ministry of the Environment.

R

Raw Water: surface or groundwater that is available as a 

source of drinking water but has not received any treatment. 

S

Source Water: untreated water in streams, rivers, lakes or 

underground aquifers which is used for the supply of raw 

water for drinking water systems.

Source Water Protection: process which includes identifying 

potential risks to drinking water, assessing and addressing 

these risks, preventing new ones, and monitoring success.

T

Total Coliform Bacteria: a group of waterborne bacteria 

consisting of three main sub-groups with common 

characteristics that is used as an indicator of water quality. 

The presence of total coliform bacteria in water leaving a 

treatment plant, or in any treated water immediately after 

treatment, could indicate inadequate treatment and possible 

water contamination.

Treatment System: any part of a drinking water system that is 

used in the treatment of water, including:
•   anything that conveys or stores water and is part of a 

treatment process, including any treatment equipment 
installed in plumbing

•   anything related to the management of residue from the 
treatment process or the management of the discharge of 
a substance into the natural environment from the system 

•   a well or intake that serves as the source or entry point of 
raw water supply for the system.

Turbidity: a visible haze or cloudiness in water caused by the 

presence of suspended matter, resulting in the scattering or 

absorption of light. The cloudier the water, the greater the 

turbidity.

W

Walkerton Inquiry: the public commission of inquiry led by 

Justice Dennis O’Connor into the events that occurred in May 

2000 when the water supply in the Ontario town of Walkerton 

became contaminated with a strain of E.coli bacteria.

Waterborne Illness: a disease transmitted through the 

ingestion of contaminated water. Water acts as a passive 

carrier of the infectious agent, chemical or waterborne 

pathogen.

Watershed: a region or area bounded peripherally by a divide 

and draining into a particular watercourse or body of water. 





For more information, call
the Ministry of the Environment 
at 1-800-565-4923

Email: drinking.water@ontario.ca
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 2015-COW-1.7 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015  
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of Committee of the Whole 
 
From:  Jim Connell, Director of Protective Services   
   
Subject: Authorization to Submit Grant Application(s) – Parks Canada 

National Historic Sites Cost Sharing Program 
  
 
For Information Only      _  Delegation      _    Presentation      __    Attachment       _                   
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT 
THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH AUTHORIZE THE DIRECTOR OF 
PROTECTIVE SERVICES TO SUBMIT TWO (2) GRANT APPLICATIONS TO THE 
PARKS CANADA NATIONAL HISTORIC SITES COST SHARING PROGRAM FOR:  
 

1. 50% FUNDING TO A MAXIMUM OF $10,000 FOR PLANNING AND DESIGN TO 
FACILITATE RENOVATION TO THE PERTH TOWN HALL AND MATHESON 
HOUSE (PERTH MUSEUM), AND; 

2. 50% FUNDING TO A MAXIMUM OF $100,000 TO FACILITATE RENOVATION 
TO THE PERTH TOWN HALL AND MATHESON HOUSE (PERTH MUSEUM),  

 
AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.7.    
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
Protective Services is seeking approval to apply to the Parks Canada National Historic 
Sites Cost Sharing Program for two (2) grants to support renovations to the Perth Town 
Hall and Matheson House (Perth Museum).  Application for 2015-16 funding is due by 
February 20, 2015  
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 2 – Infrastructure – Strategic Initiative (SI) #6:  Ensure that our financial practices 
reflect a commitment to our existing infrastructure/equipment. 
 
Sector 3 – Governance – Strategic Initiative (SI) #1:  Living within our financial means, to 
ensure that Perth is affordable for families today and in the future. 
  



 
Background/Discussion: 
The Perth Town Hall is a National Historic Site constructed in 1863 and was recognized 
as a National Historic Site in 2001.  Matheson House, the Perth Museum is also 
recognized as a National Historic Site.  The 200th anniversary celebration for the 
establishment of Perth Military settlement is in 2016.  This milestone could be significant 
for the assessment of a Grant Application to the National Historic Sites Cost Sharing 
Program.  
 
Two (2) phases of work; Planning/Design and Implementation, are separately eligible for 
a 50% grant to support the work.  The maximum grant for Phase 1 is $10,000.  The 
maximum grant for Phase 2 is $100,000. 
 
A Grant Application was submitted in 2014 for work on the Town Hall.  The Application 
was not successful.  Staff proposes that applications be made for the 2015-16 Parks 
Canada National Historic Sites Cost Sharing Program for both National Historic Sites. 
 
Work proposed for 2015 begins with the Assessment, Design Plan and specification of 
the work to be completed in 2015-16.  Part of the Plan is to paint the Town Hall and clock 
tower, refurbish the front doors and replace the clock works to be ready for the 200th 
anniversary celebrations in 2016.  Work being proposed for the Matheson House will 
include:  new windows, exterior painting, roof repairs and HVAC repairs.   
 
The estimated combined cost for design and the work plan for work at the Museum and 
the Town Hall in 2015 is $120,000.  The results of assessment and design process will 
refine the cost estimates for the work plan.  The design process is eligible for a separate 
grant of 50% (up to $10,000).  It is proposed that the Conservation Plan portion of the 
Grant Program be developed in a manner that facilitates approval by the Historic Sites 
Monument Board.  
 
The Application requires: 
1. Funding Application Form. 
2. Project Budget Form. 
3. Project Timeline Form. 
4. Supporting documentation confirming the Town is an eligible applicant and 

authorization for the Mayor and Clerk to sign on behalf of the Town of Perth. 
 
The application deadline for submission is February 20, 2015. 
 
Options: 
Option 1: Recommended:  Authorize the Director of Protective Services to submit 

two  (2) grant applications to the Parks Canada National Historic Sites 
Cost Sharing Program for:   
1.  50% funding to a maximum of $10,000 for planning and design to 

facilitate renovations to the Perth Town Hall and the Perth Museum, 
and; 

2.  50% funding to a maximum of $100,000 to facilitate renovations to 
the Perth Town Hall and the Perth Museum.    

  



 
Option 2:  Not Recommended:  Status Quo.  Do Nothing. 

Fund the renovations without financial assistance.  
 
Financial Considerations:  
Based on the preliminary estimates, 50% of the project cost could amount to $60,000 in 
grant revenue.  The full amount of $120,000 will be budgeted in the 2015 Property 
Capital budget.  
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
By-law No. 3568 confirms the Mayor and Clerk as signing officers for the Town of Perth.  
 
Others Consulted: 
Directors.  
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Jim Connell, Director of Protective Services John deRosenroll, CAO 



 2015-COW-1.8 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Lang Britchford, Director of Corporate Services 
   
Subject: Reduce Impaired Driving Everywhere (R.I.D.E.) – Funding 

Agreement  
 
For Information Only             Delegation           Presentation            Attachment         X           
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH PASS BY-LAW NO. 45XX, BEING A 
BY-LAW TO AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR AND CLERK TO COMPLETE A FUNDING 
AGREEMENT WITH THE MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY SAFETY AND 
CORRECTIONAL SERVICES TO ACCEPT FUNDING IN THE AMOUNT OF $8,913, 
FOR THE PROVINCIAL FISCAL YEAR 2014-2015 FOR THE REDUCE IMPAIRED 
DRIVING EVERYWHERE (R.I.D.E.) PROGRAM, AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-
COW-1.8. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
The Reduce Impaired Driving Everywhere (R.I.D.E.) Program has been in place for a 
number of years.  This grant is intended to enhance the regular R.I.D.E. Program 
currently being conducted by the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) Lanark County (Perth) 
to offset the costs for sworn officers' overtime and paid duty.   
 
Staff recommend that the Mayor and Clerk complete a Funding Agreement with the 
Ministry in order to receive funding in the amount of $8,913. 
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 3 – Governance – Strategic Initiative (SI) #4:  Living within our financial means, 
by adopting practices to ensure that Perth’s Tax Rate is affordable today and in the 
future. 
 
Background/Discussion: 
Per the Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services’ cover letter:  
 

“Regrettably, impaired driving is one of the leading causes of criminal death and 
injury in our society. The R.I.D.E. program continues to be an effective deterrent 
against drinking and driving and remains an important program to educate the 
public”. 

 



The Funding Agreement is the Province’s continued annual funding of this Program.  
The OPP are aware of the funding commitments and schedule their program for 
maximum effectiveness.  A copy of the agreement is attached. 
 
Options: 
 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Pass By-law No. 45xx, being a By-law to authorize the 

Mayor and Clerk to complete a Funding Agreement with the Ministry of 
Community Safety and Correctional Services to accept $8,913 for the 
2014-2015 Reduce Impaired Driving Everywhere (R.I.D.E.) Program.  

 
Option 2:  Not Recommended:  Status Quo.  Do Nothing. 
 
Financial Considerations:  
None. 
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
The Mayor and Clerk are the signing authorities for the Town of Perth. 
 
Others Consulted: 
None. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Lang Britchford, Director of Corporate Services John deRosenroll, CAO 



Ministry of Community Safety 
and Correctional Services 
 
Public Safety Division 
 
25 Grosvenor St. 
12

th
 Floor 

Toronto  ON  M7A 2H3  
Tel.: 416 314-3377 
Fax: 416 314-4037 

Ministère de la Sécurité communautaire 
et des Services correctionnels 
 
Division de la sécurité publique 
 
25, rue Grosvenor  
12

e
 étage 

Toronto  ON  M7A 2H3 
Tél.: 416 314-3377 
Téléc.: 416 314-4037 

 

 
Friday September 12, 2014 
 
Mr. Lang Britchford 
Director of Corporate Services 
Town of Perth 
80 Gore Street 
Perth ON K7H 1H9 
 
Dear Mr. Britchford: 
 
Re: Reduce Impaired Driving Everywhere (R.I.D.E.) Allocation for 2014/15 
 
I am pleased to inform you that Town of Perth has been granted an allocation of 
$8,913.00 for the fiscal year 2014/15 R.I.D.E. Grant Program.  This grant is intended to 
enhance the regular R.I.D.E. program currently being conducted by the OPP Lanark 
County (Perth) to offset the costs for sworn officers' overtime and paid duty.  I am 
requesting that you do not make any public announcements regarding your 
allocation, as there may be a formal announcement at a later stage.   
 
We are pleased to note that, as recommended by the Ontario Association of Chiefs of 
Police, that the R.I.D.E. Grant Funding Grid was used to determine funding allocations. 
 
Attached is the 2014/15 contractual agreement.  This agreement is a precondition for the 
reimbursement of claims you will make under your R.I.D.E. Grant Program.  Please 
ensure you print two copies and have both copies signed/dated/witnessed by the 
authorized signatory for the grantee, returning both by October 3, 2014, to the 
attention of: 

Yoko Iwasaki 
Program Development Section 
External Relations Branch 
Public Safety Division 
Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services 
12th Floor, 25 Grosvenor Street 
Toronto ON M7A 2H3 

 
Please also provide proof of your general liability insurance ($5 million), including 
the Indemnified Parties as additional insureds, as per Article 11 of the agreement.  Your 
copy of the fully executed contract will be returned to you as soon as possible. 
 

…/2 
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Mr. Lang Britchford 
Page Two 
 
 
Regrettably, impaired driving is one of the leading causes of criminal death and injury in 
our society.  The R.I.D.E. program continues to be an effective deterrent against drinking 
and driving and remains an important program to educate the public.  
 
Thank you for your support and participation in this valuable initiative. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Oscar Mosquera 
Manager 
Program Development Section 
 
c: OPP Lanark County (Perth) 
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THE AGREEMENT effective as of the 1st day of April, 2014   
 
B E T W E E N : 
 

HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN IN RIGHT OF ONTARIO  
as represented by the Minister of Community Safety and 
Correctional Services 
 
(the “Province”) 
 
- and - 
 
Town of Perth  
 
(the “Recipient”) 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
A. The Recipient carries out a program of traffic stop sobriety checks in its jurisdiction as 

part of a program to “Reduce Impaired Driving Everywhere” (“R.I.D.E.”); 
 
AND WHEREAS: 
 
B. The Province has established the R.I.D.E. grant program to provide Funds to assist 

municipal police services, Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) municipal contract 
locations and First Nations police services in offsetting their staff costs for 
implementing R.I.D.E. programs of sobriety checks in their jurisdictions; 
 

C. The Recipient is a municipal police service board or a municipality in a municipality 
that has established a municipal police service or whose council has entered into an 
agreement under s. 10 of the Police Service Act for the provision of police services by 
the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP); or (ii) it is a First Nation police services board or 
a First Nation band council in a First Nation community that has established a First 
Nation police service pursuant to a policing services agreement between Canada, the 
Ministry, the Recipient and the Board; 

 
D. The Recipient has, by written application, requested funding for overtime and paid 

duty in pursuance of the R.I.D.E. grant program (the “Project”); 
 
E. The application for Funds submitted by the Recipient has been approved, in whole or 

in part, by the Province and is attached to the Agreement as Schedule E – 2014-2015 
R.I.D.E. Grant Application (the “Application”); 
 

F. The Province funds projects similar to the Project. 
 

G. The Recipient has applied to the Province for funds to assist the Recipient to carry out 
the Project and the Province wishes to provide such funds. 
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CONSIDERATION: 
 
In consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements contained herein and for other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are expressly 
acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows: 

  
 

ARTICLE 1 
INTERPRETATION AND DEFINITIONS 

 
1.1 Interpretation.  For the purposes of interpretation: 
 

(a) words in the singular include the plural and vice-versa; 
 
(b) words in one gender include all genders; 

 
(c) the background and the headings do not form part of the Agreement; they 

are for reference only and shall not affect the interpretation of the 
Agreement;   

 
(d) any reference to dollars or currency shall be to Canadian dollars and 

currency; and   
 

(e) “include”, “includes” and “including” denote that the subsequent list is not 
exhaustive. 

 
1.2 Definitions.  In the Agreement, the following terms shall have the following 

meanings: 
 

“Agreement” means this agreement entered into between the Province and the 
Recipient and includes all of the schedules listed in section 31.1 and any amending 
agreement entered into pursuant to section 34.2. 
 
"BPSAA" means the Broader Public Sector Accountability Act, 2010 (Ontario). 
 
“Budget” means the budget attached to the Agreement as Schedule “B”. 
 
“Business Day” means any working day, Monday to Friday inclusive, excluding 
statutory and other holidays, namely: New Year’s Day; Family Day; Good Friday; 
Easter Monday; Victoria Day; Canada Day; Civic Holiday; Labour Day; 
Thanksgiving Day; Remembrance Day; Christmas Day; Boxing Day and any other 
day on which the Province has elected to be closed for business. 
 
“Effective Date” means the date first above written.  
 
“Event of Default” has the meaning ascribed to it in section 14.1. 
 
“Funding Year” means the period commencing on the Effective Date and ending 
on March 31, 2015.  

 
“Funds” means the money the Province provides to the Recipient pursuant to the 
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Agreement.  
 
“Indemnified Parties” means Her Majesty the Queen in right of Ontario, Her 
ministers, agents, appointees and employees. 

 
“Maximum Funds” means $8,913.00.  
 
“Notice” means any communication given or required to be given pursuant to the 
Agreement.  
 
“Notice Period” means the period of time within which the Recipient is required 
to remedy an Event of Default, and includes any such period or periods of time by 
which the Province considers it reasonable to extend that time.  
 
“Parties” means the Province and the Recipient. 
 
“Party” means either the Province or the Recipient.  
 
“Project” means the undertaking described in Schedule “E”.  
 
“Reports” means the reports described in Schedules “B”, C” and D”.  
 
“Timelines” means the Project schedule set out in Schedule “A”.  

 
 

ARTICLE 2 
REPRESENTATIONS, WARRANTIES AND COVENANTS 

 
2.1 General.  The Recipient represents, warrants and covenants that: 
 

(a) it is, and shall continue to be for the term of the Agreement, a validly 
existing legal entity with full power to fulfill its obligations under the 
Agreement;  

 
(b) it has, and shall continue to have for the term of the Agreement, the 

experience and expertise necessary to carry out the Project;  
 

(c) it is in compliance with all federal and provincial laws and regulations, all 
municipal by-laws, and any other orders, rules and by-laws related to any 
aspect of the Project, the Funds or both;  
  

(d) unless otherwise provided for in the Agreement, any information the 
Recipient provided to the Province in support of its request for funds 
(including information relating to any eligibility requirements) was true 
and complete at the time the Recipient provided it and shall continue to be 
true and complete for the term of the Agreement.  

 
2.2 Execution of Agreement.  The Recipient represents and warrants that: 
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(a) it has the full power and authority to enter into the Agreement; and 
 

(b) it has taken all necessary actions to authorize the execution of the 
Agreement. 

 
2.3 Governance.  The Recipient represents, warrants and covenants that it has, and 

shall maintain, in writing for the period during which the Agreement is in effect:  
 
(a) a code of conduct and ethical responsibilities for all persons at all levels of 

the Recipient’s organization; 
 
(b) procedures to ensure the ongoing effective functioning of the Recipient;  
 
(c) decision-making mechanisms for the Recipient; 
 
(d) procedures to enable the Recipient to manage the Funds prudently and 

effectively;  
 
(e) procedures to enable the Recipient to complete the Project successfully;  
 
(f) procedures to enable the Recipient, in a timely manner, to identify risks to 

the completion of the Project, and strategies to address the identified risks; 
 
(g) procedures to enable the preparation and delivery of all Reports required 

pursuant to Article 7; and 
 
(h) procedures to enable the Recipient to deal with such other matters as the 

Recipient considers necessary to ensure that the Recipient carries out its 
obligations under the Agreement. 

 
2.4 Supporting Documentation.  Upon request, the Recipient shall provide the 

Province with proof of the matters referred to in this Article 2.    
 
 

ARTICLE 3 
TERM OF THE AGREEMENT 

 
3.1 Term.  The term of the Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and shall 

expire on March 31, 2015 unless terminated earlier pursuant to Article 12, Article 13 
or Article 14. 

 
 

ARTICLE 4 
FUNDS AND CARRYING OUT THE PROJECT 

 
4.1 Funds Provided.  The Province shall: 
 

(a) provide the Recipient up to the Maximum Funds for the purpose of 
carrying out the Project; 
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(b) provide the Funds to the Recipient in accordance with the payment plan 
attached to the Agreement as Schedule “A”; and  

 
(c) deposit the Funds into an account designated by the Recipient provided 

that the account: 
 

(i) resides at a Canadian financial institution; and 
 
(ii) is in the name of the Recipient. 

 
4.2 Limitation on Payment of Funds.  Despite section 4.1: 
 

(a) the Province is not obligated to provide any Funds to the Recipient until 
the Recipient provides the insurance certificate or other proof as the 
Province may request pursuant to section 11.2; 

 
(b) the Province is not obligated to provide instalments of Funds until it is 

satisfied with the progress of the Project; 
 

(c) the Province may adjust the amount of Funds it provides to the Recipient 
in any Funding Year based upon the Province’s assessment of the 
information provided by the Recipient pursuant to section 7.1; and 

 
(d) if, pursuant to the Financial Administration Act (Ontario), the Province 

does not receive the necessary appropriation from the Ontario Legislature 
for payment under the Agreement, the Province is not obligated to make 
any such payment, and, as a consequence, the Province may: 

 
(i) reduce the amount of the Funds and, in consultation with the 

Recipient, change the Project; or  
 
(ii) terminate the Agreement pursuant to section 13.1. 
 

4.3 Use of Funds and Project.  The Recipient shall: 
 

(a) carry out the Project in accordance with the terms and conditions of the 
Agreement;  

 
(b) use the Funds only for the purpose of carrying out the Project; and  
 
(c) spend the Funds only in accordance with the Budget.  
 

4.4 No Changes.  The Recipient shall not make any changes to the Project, the 
Timelines, or the Budget without the prior written consent of the Province. 

 
4.5 Interest Bearing Account.  If the Province provides Funds to the Recipient prior 

to the Recipient’s immediate need for the Funds, the Recipient shall place the 
Funds in a separate interest bearing account in the name of the Recipient at a 
Canadian financial institution.  

 
4.6 Interest.  If the Recipient earns any interest on the Funds, the Province may:   
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(a) deduct an amount equal to the interest from any further instalments of 
Funds; or 

 
(b)  demand from the Recipient the repayment of an amount equal to the 

interest.   
 

4.7 Maximum Funds.  The Recipient acknowledges that the Funds available to it 
pursuant to the Agreement shall not exceed the Maximum Funds. 

 
4.8 Rebates, Credits and Refunds.  The Recipient acknowledges that the amount of 

Funds available to it pursuant to the Agreement is based on the actual costs to the 
Recipient, less any costs (including taxes) for which the Recipient has received, will 
receive, or is eligible to receive, a rebate, credit or refund. 

 
 

ARTICLE 5 
ACQUISITION OF GOODS OR SERVICES 

 
5.1 Acquisition.  Subject to section 28.1, if the Recipient acquires goods, services, or 

both with the Funds, it shall do so through a process that promotes the best value 
for money. 

 
 

ARTICLE 6 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

 
6.1 No Conflict of Interest.  The Recipient shall carry out the Project and use the 

Funds without an actual, potential or perceived conflict of interest. 
 
6.2 Conflict of Interest Includes.  For the purposes of this Article, a conflict of 

interest includes any circumstances where: 
 

(a) the Recipient; or  
 
(b) any person who has the capacity to influence the Recipient’s decisions, 

           
      has outside commitments, relationships or financial interests that could, or could 

be seen to, interfere with the Recipient’s objective, unbiased and impartial 
judgment relating to the Project, the use of the Funds, or both. 

 
6.3 Disclosure to Province.  The Recipient shall: 
 

(a) disclose to the Province, without delay, any situation that a reasonable person 
would interpret as an actual, potential or perceived conflict of interest; and  

 
(b) comply with any terms and conditions that the Province may prescribe as a 

result of the disclosure.  
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ARTICLE 7 
REPORTING, ACCOUNTING AND REVIEW 

 
7.1 Preparation and Submission.  The Recipient shall: 
 

(a) submit to the Province at the address provided in section 18.1, all Reports in 
accordance with the timelines and content requirements set out in 
Schedule “D”, or in a form as specified by the Province from time to time; 

 
(b) submit to the Province at the address provided in section 18.1, any other 

reports as may be requested by the Province in accordance with the 
timelines and content requirements specified by the Province; 

 
(c) ensure that all Reports and other reports are completed to the satisfaction 

of the Province; and  
 

(d) ensure that all Reports and other reports are signed on behalf of the 
Recipient by an authorized signing officer. 

 
7.2 Record Maintenance.  The Recipient shall keep and maintain: 
 

(a) all financial records (including invoices) relating to the Funds or otherwise 
to the Project in a manner consistent with generally accepted accounting 
principles; and 

(b) all non-financial documents and records relating to the Funds or otherwise 
to the Project. 

7.3 Inspection.  The Province, its authorized representatives or an independent 
auditor identified by the Province may, at its own expense, upon twenty-four 
hours’ Notice to the Recipient and during normal business hours, enter upon the 
Recipient’s premises to review the progress of the Project and the Recipient’s 
allocation and expenditure of the Funds and, for these purposes, the Province, its 
authorized representatives or an independent auditor identified by the Province 
may take one or more of the following actions:  

 
(a) inspect and copy the records and documents referred to in section 7.2;  

(b) remove any copies made pursuant to section 7.3(a) from the Recipient’s 
premises; and  

(c) conduct an audit or investigation of the Recipient in respect of the 
expenditure of the Funds, the Project, or both. 

7.4 Disclosure.  To assist in respect of the rights set out in section 7.3, the Recipient 
shall disclose any information requested by the Province, its authorized 
representatives or an independent auditor identified by the Province, and shall do 
so in the form requested by the Province, its authorized representatives or an 
independent auditor identified by the Province, as the case may be. 
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7.5 No Control of Records.  No provision of the Agreement shall be construed so as 
to give the Province any control whatsoever over the Recipient’s records. 

 
7.6 Auditor General.  For greater certainty, the Province’s rights under this Article 

are in addition to any rights provided to the Auditor General pursuant to section 
9.1 of the Auditor General Act (Ontario). 

 
 

ARTICLE 8 
COMMUNICATIONS REQUIREMENTS 

 
8.1 Acknowledge Support.  Unless otherwise directed by the Province, the Recipient 

shall acknowledge the support of the Province in a form and manner as directed by 
the Province.  

 
8.2 Publication. The Recipient shall indicate, in any of its publications, of any kind, 

including written, oral, or visual, relating to the Project, that the views expressed 
in the publication are the views of the Recipient and do not necessarily reflect 
those of the Province. 

 
 

ARTICLE 9 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY 

 
9.1 FIPPA.  The Recipient acknowledges that the Province is bound by the Freedom of 

Information and Protection of Privacy Act (Ontario) and that any information 
provided to the Province in connection with the Project or otherwise in connection 
with the Agreement may be subject to disclosure in accordance with that Act. 

 
 

ARTICLE 10 
INDEMNITY 

 
10.1 Indemnification.  The Recipient hereby agrees to indemnify and hold harmless 

the Indemnified Parties from and against any and all liability, loss, costs, damages 
and expenses (including legal, expert and consultant fees), causes of action, 
actions, claims, demands, lawsuits or other proceedings, by whomever made, 
sustained, incurred, brought or prosecuted, in any way arising out of or in 
connection with the Project or otherwise in connection with the Agreement, 
unless solely caused by the negligence or wilful misconduct of the Province. 

 
 

ARTICLE 11 
INSURANCE 

 
11.1 Recipient’s Insurance.  The Recipient represents and warrants that it has, and 

shall maintain for the term of the Agreement, at its own cost and expense, with 
insurers having a secure A.M. Best rating of B+ or greater, or the equivalent, all the 
necessary and appropriate insurance that a prudent person carrying out a project 
similar to the Project would maintain, including commercial general liability 
insurance on an occurrence basis for third party bodily injury, personal injury and 
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property damage, to an inclusive limit of not less than five million dollars 
($5,000,000) per occurrence. The policy shall include the following:  

 
(a) the Indemnified Parties as additional insureds with respect to liability 

arising in the course of performance of the Recipient’s obligations under, or 
otherwise in connection with, the Agreement; 

 
(b) a cross-liability clause;  
 
(c) contractual liability coverage; and 
 
(d) a 30 day written notice of cancellation, termination or material change. 

 
11.2 Proof of Insurance.  The Recipient shall provide the Province with certificates of 

insurance, or other proof as may be requested by the Province, that confirms the 
insurance coverage as provided for in section 11.1.  Upon the request of the 
Province, the Recipient shall make available to the Province a copy of each 
insurance policy. 

 
 

ARTICLE 12 
TERMINATION ON NOTICE 

 
12.1 Termination on Notice.  The Province may terminate the Agreement at any time 

upon giving at least 30 days Notice to the Recipient. 
 
12.2 Consequences of Termination on Notice by the Province.  If the Province 

terminates the Agreement pursuant to section 12.1, the Province may take one or 
more of the following actions: 

 
(a) cancel all further instalments of Funds; 
 
(b) demand the repayment of any Funds remaining in the possession or under 

the control of the Recipient;  and 
 

(c) determine the reasonable costs for the Recipient to wind down the Project, 
and do either or both of the following: 
 
(i) permit the Recipient to offset the costs determined pursuant to section 

12.2(c), against the amount owing pursuant to section 12.2(b); and  
 
(ii)  subject to section 4.7, provide Funds to the Recipient to cover the costs 

determined pursuant to section 12.2(c).  
 

 
ARTICLE 13 

TERMINATION WHERE NO APPROPRIATION 
 

13.1 Termination Where No Appropriation.  If, as provided for in section 4.2(d), the 
Province does not receive the necessary appropriation from the Ontario 
Legislature for any payment the Province is to make pursuant to the Agreement, 
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the Province may terminate the Agreement immediately by giving Notice to the 
Recipient. 

 
13.2 Consequences of Termination Where No Appropriation.  If the Province 

terminates the Agreement pursuant to section 13.1, the Province may take one or 
more of the following actions:  

 
(a) cancel all further instalments of Funds; 
 
(b) demand the repayment of any Funds remaining in the possession or under 

the control of the Recipient;  and 
 

(c) determine the reasonable costs for the Recipient to wind down the Project 
and permit the Recipient to offset such costs against the amount owing 
pursuant to section 13.2(b). 

 
13.3 No Additional Funds.  For purposes of clarity, if the costs determined pursuant 

to section 13.2(c) exceed the Funds remaining in the possession or under the 
control of the Recipient, the Province shall not provide additional Funds to the 
Recipient. 

 
 

ARTICLE 14 
EVENT OF DEFAULT, CORRECTIVE ACTION AND TERMINATION FOR DEFAULT 

 
14.1 Events of Default.  Each of the following events shall constitute an Event of 

Default:  
 
(a) in the opinion of the Province, the Recipient breaches any representation, 

warranty, covenant or other material term of the Agreement, including 
failing to do any of the following in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of the Agreement:  

 
(i) carry out the Project; 

 
(ii) use or spend Funds;  or 

 
(iii) provide, in accordance with section 7.1, Reports or such other 

reports as may have been requested pursuant to section 7.1(b);  
 

(b) the Recipient’s operations, or its organizational structure, changes such 
that it no longer meets one or more of the eligibility requirements of the 
program under which the Province provides the Funds; 

 
(c) the Recipient makes an assignment, proposal, compromise, or arrangement 

for the benefit of creditors, or a creditor makes an application for an order 
adjudging the Recipient bankrupt, or applies for the appointment of a 
receiver; 

 
(d) the Recipient ceases to operate. 
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14.2 Consequences of Events of Default and Corrective Action.  If an Event of 
Default occurs, the Province may, at any time, take one or more of the following 
actions: 

 
(a) initiate any action the Province considers necessary in order to facilitate 

the successful continuation or completion of the Project; 
 
(b) provide the Recipient with an opportunity to remedy the Event of Default; 
 
(c) suspend the payment of Funds for such period as the Province determines 

appropriate; 
 
(d) reduce the amount of the Funds; 
 
(e) cancel all further instalments of Funds;  
 
(f) demand the repayment of any Funds remaining in the possession or under 

the control of the Recipient;  
 
(g) demand the repayment of an amount equal to any Funds the Recipient 

used, but did not use in accordance with the Agreement; 
 
(h) demand the repayment of an amount equal to any Funds the Province 

provided to the Recipient; and 
 
(i) terminate the Agreement at any time, including immediately, upon giving 

Notice to the Recipient. 
 
14.3 Opportunity to Remedy.  If, in accordance with section 14.2(b), the Province 

provides the Recipient with an opportunity to remedy the Event of Default, the 
Province shall provide Notice to the Recipient of:  

 
(a) the particulars of the Event of Default; and 

 
(b) the Notice Period.  

 
14.4 Recipient not Remedying.  If the Province has provided the Recipient with an 

opportunity to remedy the Event of Default pursuant to section 14.2(b), and: 
 

(a) the Recipient does not remedy the Event of Default within the Notice 
Period; 

 
(b) it becomes apparent to the Province that the Recipient cannot completely 

remedy the Event of Default within the Notice Period; or 
 

(c) the Recipient is not proceeding to remedy the Event of Default in a way 
that is satisfactory to the Province, 

 
the Province may extend the Notice Period, or initiate any one or more of the 
actions provided for in sections 14.2(a), (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), (h) and (i). 
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14.5 When Termination Effective. Termination under this Article shall take effect as 
set out in the Notice.  

 
 

ARTICLE 15 
FUNDS AT THE END OF A FUNDING YEAR 

 
15.1 Funds at the End of a Funding Year. Without limiting any rights of the Province 

under Article 14, if the Recipient has not spent all of the Funds allocated for the 
Funding Year as provided for in the Budget, the Province may take one or both of 
the following actions:  

 
(a) demand the return of the unspent Funds; and 
 
(b) adjust the amount of any further instalments of Funds accordingly. 

 
 

ARTICLE 16 
FUNDS UPON EXPIRY 

 
16.1 Funds upon Expiry.  The Recipient shall, upon expiry of the Agreement, return to 

the Province any Funds remaining in its possession or under its control.  
 

 
ARTICLE 17 

REPAYMENT 
 
17.1 Repayment of Overpayment. If at any time during the term of the Agreement 

the Province provides Funds in excess of the funds to which the Recipient is 
entitled under the Agreement, the Province may: 

 
(a)  deduct an amount equal to the excess Funds from any further instalments 

of Funds; or 
 
(b)  demand that the Recipient pay an amount equal to the excess Funds to the 

Province.  
 
17.2 Debt Due. If, pursuant to the Agreement: 
 

(a) the Province demands the payment of any Funds or an amount equal to 
any Funds from the Recipient; or 

 
(b) the Recipient owes any Funds or an amount equal to any Funds to the 

Province, whether or not their return or repayment has been demanded by 
the Province,  

 
such Funds or other amount shall be deemed to be a debt due and owing to the 
Province by the Recipient, and the Recipient shall pay or return the amount to the 
Province immediately, unless the Province directs otherwise. 

 
17.3 Interest Rate. The Province may charge the Recipient interest on any money 
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owing by the Recipient at the then current interest rate charged by the Province of 
Ontario on accounts receivable. 

 
17.4 Payment of Money to Province.  The Recipient shall pay any money owing to 

the Province by cheque payable to the “Ontario Minister of Finance” and delivered 
to the Province at the address provided in section 18.1. 

 
 

ARTICLE 18 
NOTICE 

 
18.1 Notice in Writing and Addressed.  Notice shall be in writing and shall be 

delivered by email, postage-prepaid mail, personal delivery or fax, and shall be 
addressed to the Province and the Recipient respectively as set out below, or as 
either Party later designates to the other by Notice: 

 
To the Province: 
 
Ministry of Community Safety  
and Correctional Services 
External Relations Branch 
Program Development Section 
25 Grosvenor Street, 12th Floor 
Toronto ON  M7A 2H3 
 
 

To the Recipient: 
 
Town of Perth 
80 Gore Street 
Perth ON K7H 1H9 
 

Attention:   
Yoko Iwasaki 
Community Safety Analyst 
 
Email: Yoko.Iwasaki@ontario.ca  
Fax: 416-314-3092 
Tel: 416-314-3085 

Attention:  
Mr. Lang Britchford 
Director of Corporate Services 
 
Email: lbritchford@perth.ca 
Fax: 613-267-5635 
Tel: 613-267-3311 

 
18.2 Notice Given.  Notice shall be deemed to have been received:  
 

(a) in the case of postage-prepaid mail, seven days after a Party mails the 
Notice; or  
 

(b) in the case of email, personal delivery or fax, at the time the other Party 
receives the Notice. 

 
18.3 Postal Disruption.  Despite section 18.2(a), in the event of a postal disruption: 
 

(a) Notice by postage-prepaid mail shall not be deemed to be received; and 
 
(b) the Party giving Notice shall provide Notice by email, personal delivery or 

by fax.   
 

mailto:Yoko.Iwasaki@ontario.ca
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18.4 Despite Section 18.2. Despite section 18.2, if either Party receives a Notice on a 
non-Business Day, or after 5 p.m. on a Business Day, the Notice shall be deemed to 
have been received on the next Business Day. 

 
 

ARTICLE 19 
CONSENT BY PROVINCE AND COMPLICANCE BY RECIPIENT  

 
19.1 Consent. When the Province provides its consent pursuant to the Agreement, it 

may impose any terms and conditions on such consent and the Recipient shall 
comply with such terms and conditions.  

 
 

ARTICLE 20 
SEVERABILITY OF PROVISIONS 

 
20.1 Invalidity or Unenforceability of Any Provision. The invalidity or 

unenforceability of any provision of the Agreement shall not affect the validity or 
enforceability of any other provision of the Agreement. Any invalid or 
unenforceable provision shall be deemed to be severed. 

 
 

ARTICLE 21 
WAIVER 

 
21.1 Waivers in Writing.  If a Party fails to comply with any term of the Agreement, 

that Party may only rely on a waiver of the other Party if the other Party has 
provided a written waiver in accordance with the Notice provisions in Article 18.  
Any waiver must refer to a specific failure to comply and shall not have the effect 
of waiving any subsequent failures to comply. 

 
 

ARTICLE 22 
INDEPENDENT PARTIES 

 
22.1 Parties Independent.  The Recipient acknowledges that it is not an agent, joint 

venturer, partner or employee of the Province, and the Recipient shall not 
represent itself in any way that might be taken by a reasonable person to suggest 
that it is, or take any actions that could establish or imply such a relationship. 

 
 

ARTICLE 23 
ASSIGNMENT OF AGREEMENT OR FUNDS 

 
23.1 No Assignment.  The Recipient shall not, without the prior written consent of the 

Province, assign any of its rights, or obligations under the Agreement. 
 
23.2 Agreement Binding.  All rights and obligations contained in the Agreement shall 

extend to and be binding on the Parties’ respective heirs, executors, 
administrators, successors and permitted assigns. 

 

http://www.search.e-laws.gov.on.ca/en/isysquery/3d11893a-4f45-442c-a062-4c574166dcdc/10/doc/?search=browseStatutes&context=#hit2#hit2


 
 

Page 17 of 21 

 
ARTICLE 24 

GOVERNING LAW 
 

24.1 Governing Law.  The Agreement and the rights, obligations and relations of the 
Parties shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the 
Province of Ontario and the applicable federal laws of Canada. Any actions or 
proceedings arising in connection with the Agreement shall be conducted in the 
courts of Ontario, which shall have exclusive jurisdiction over such proceedings.  

 
 

ARTICLE 25 
FURTHER ASSURANCES 

 
25.1 Agreement into Effect.  The Recipient shall provide such further assurances as 

the Province may request from time to time with respect to any matter to which 
the Agreement pertains, and shall otherwise do or cause to be done all acts or 
things necessary to implement and carry into effect the terms and conditions of 
the Agreement to their full extent. 

 
 

ARTICLE 26 
JOINT AND SEVERAL LIABILITY 

 
26.1 Joint and Several Liability. Where the Recipient is comprised of more than one 

entity, all such entities shall be jointly and severally liable to the Province for the 
fulfillment of the obligations of the Recipient under the Agreement. 

 
 

ARTICLE 27 
RIGHTS AND REMEDIES CUMULATIVE 

 
27.1 Rights and Remedies Cumulative.  The rights and remedies of the Province 

under the Agreement are cumulative and are in addition to, and not in 
substitution for, any of its rights and remedies provided by law or in equity. 

 
 

ARTICLE 28 
BPSAA  

 
28.1 BPSAA.   For the purposes of clarity, if the Recipient is subject to the BPSAA and 

there is a conflict between any of the requirements of the Agreement and the 
requirements of the BPSAA, the BPSAA shall prevail. 

 
 

ARTICLE 29 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF OTHER LEGISLATION  

 
29.1 Recipient Acknowledges. The Recipient acknowledges that by receiving Funds it 

may become subject to legislation applicable to organizations that receive funding 
from the Government of Ontario, including the BPSAA, the Public Sector Salary 
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Disclosure Act, 1996 (Ontario), and the Auditor General Act (Ontario). 
 
 

ARTICLE 30 
FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH OTHER AGREEMENTS 

 
30.1   Other Agreements.  If the Recipient: 
  

(a) has failed to comply (a “Failure”) with any term, condition or obligation 
under any other agreement with Her Majesty the Queen in right of Ontario 
or a Crown agency;  

 
(b)  has been provided with notice of such Failure in accordance with the 

requirements of such other agreement;  
 
(c)  has, if applicable, failed to rectify such Failure in accordance with the 

requirements of such other agreement; and 
 
(d)  such Failure is continuing, 
 
the Province may suspend the payment of Funds for such period as the Province 
determines appropriate. 

 
 

ARTICLE 31 
SCHEDULES 

 
31.1 Schedules.  The Agreement includes the following schedules: 

 
(a) Schedule “A” – Payment Schedule and Reporting Timelines; 
 
(b) Schedule “B” – Interim Financial Status Report; 
 
(c) Schedule “C” – Final Report; 
 
(d) Schedule “D” – Annual Statistical Report; and 
 
(e) Schedule “E” – R.I.D.E. Grant Application 

 
 

ARTICLE 32 
SURVIVAL 

 
32.1 Survival.  The following Articles and sections, and all applicable cross-referenced 

sections and schedules, shall continue in full force and effect for a period of seven 
years from the date of expiry or termination of the Agreement: Article 1 and any 
other applicable definitions, section 4.2(d), 4.6, section 7.1 (to the extent that the 
Recipient has not provided the Reports to the satisfaction of the Province), 
sections 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6, Article 8, Article 10, section 12.2, sections 13.2 and 13.3, 
sections 14.1, 14.2(d), (e), (f), (g) and (h), Article 16, Article 17, Article 18, Article 20, 
section 23.2, Article 24, Article 26, Article 27, Article 29, Article 30, Article 31, 
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Article 32, and Article 33. 
 

 
ARTICLE 33 

ENTIRE AGREEMENT 
 

33.1 Entire Agreement.  The Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the 
Parties with respect to the subject matter contained in the Agreement and 
supersedes all prior oral or written representations and agreements. 

 
33.2 Modification of Agreement.  The Agreement may only be amended by a written 

agreement duly executed by the Parties. 
 
THE PARTIES HAVE EXECUTED THE AGREEMENT on the dates set out below. 

 
HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN IN RIGHT OF ONTARIO as represented by the 
Minister of Community Safety and Correctional Services 

 
  
 _________________________________________ ____________________  

 Name: Oscar Mosquera Date 

 Title: Manager, Program Development Section 
  External Relations Branch 
  Public Safety Division 

 
Pursuant to Delegated Authority 

 
 
 

Town of Perth 
 
 
 _________________________________________ ____________________  

 Name:  Date 

 Title:  
      

 
 _________________________________________ ____________________  

 Witness Name: Date 

 Title:  

 
I/We have authority to bind the Recipient 
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SCHEDULE “A” 
 

PAYMENT SCHEDULE AND REPORTING TIMELINES 
 

Attached to and forming part of the Agreement between Her Majesty the Queen in Right 
of Ontario, as represented by the Minister of Community Safety and Correctional Services, 
and the OPP Lanark County (Perth), dated the 1st day of April, 2014. 
 
A.1 PURPOSE OF THE FUNDING 
 
The purpose of the funding is, subject to the terms herein, to assist municipal police 
services, OPP municipal contract locations and First Nations police services in offsetting 
their staff costs for implementing R.I.D.E. programs of sobriety checks in their 
jurisdictions. Funding is provided to assist with costs of staff overtime or paid duty for 
street-level enforcement activities in relation to the R.I.D.E. program. Staff will not include 
civilian or auxiliary officers.   
 
The Recipient carries out a R.I.D.E. program of traffic stop sobriety checks in its 
jurisdiction. The Recipient has applied for funding toward its R.I.D.E. program (the 
“Project”).  
 
The Ministry has approved the Recipient’s R.I.D.E. Grant Application, in whole or in part, 
as attached to the Agreement as Schedule “E”.  
 
The Recipient agrees to undertake the Project in accordance with this Agreement and its 
Schedules. 
 
A.2 PAYMENT SCHEDULE 
 
The Ministry will provide the Recipient Funds, up to the Maximum Funds of $8,913.00, on 
a one-time basis for the period from April 1, 2014 to the Project Completion Date, 
March 31, 2015.  
 
The Funds will be reimbursed to the Recipient following the Ministry’s receipt and 
approval of the Final Report, to be provided on the form attached to the Agreement as 
Schedule “C”, by March 15, 2015. 
 
A.3 REALLOCATION OF UNSPENT FUNDS – INTERIM FINANCIAL STATUS 

REPORT 
 
The Recipient shall review its Funds expenditure to November 30, 2014 and shall notify 
the Ministry by December 5, 2014 on the form attached to the Agreement as Schedule 
“B”, of its to-date expenditures and the amount, if any, which will not be used by the end 
of the fiscal year, March 31, 2015.  
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A.4 ACCOUNTING INFORMATION 
 
The Recipient shall provide such financial information as may be required by the Ministry 
from time to time. In addition, the Recipient shall provide the Ministry with an 
accounting, in detail, of all expenses for which the Funds were used, by March 15, 2015.  

 
A.5 STAFF OVERTIME AND PAID DUTY BILLING – FINAL REPORT 

 
Staff costs include overtime or paid duty for street level enforcement activities in relation 
to the program for which the Funds are provided. Staff will not include civilian or auxiliary 
officers. For the Funds to reflect the amount of staff overtime or paid duty, a one-time 
final billing will be submitted to the Ministry by March 15, 2015, on the form attached to 
the Agreement as Schedule “C”. This billing must be certified by a Municipal Clerk / 
Treasurer or a senior representative of the Recipient’s financial services who can verify the 
accuracy of the claim. The billing will itemize dates worked, name and rank of officers, 
rate of pay (basic hourly rate), number of overtime/paid duty hours worked, number of 
hours paid and total hours used by the service for the period of April 1, 2014 to March 15, 
2015.  

 
A.6 STATISTICAL INFORMATION – ANNUAL STATISTICAL REPORT  

 
The Recipient shall track and record key statistical information related to the program, 
and provides an Annual Statistical Report to the Ministry by March 15, 2015 on the form 
attached to the Agreement as Schedule “D”. 

 
A.7 REPORT SUBMISSION AND TIMELINES 

 
All Reports required pursuant to Article 7 and/or otherwise under this Agreement shall be 
sent to the Ministry Contact at the address set out in section 18.1 above and according to 
the following timelines. 
 

REPORT DUE DATE 

Schedule B – Interim Financial Status Report December 5, 2014 

Schedule C – Final Report  March 15, 2015 

Schedule D – Annual Statistical Report March 15, 2015 

 
 



 2015-COW-1.9 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Lauren Walton, Clerk / CEMC 
    
Subject: False Security Alarm By-law  
  
 
For Information Only      _  Delegation      _    Presentation      _    Attachment       X           
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH PASS: 
 

1. BY-LAW NO. 45XX, BEING A BY-LAW TO APPROVE PROCEDURES WITH 
RESPECT TO FALSE SECURITY ALARMS AND NON-ATTENDANCE OF 
OWNERS;  
 

2. BY-LAW NO. 3675-XX, BEING A BY-LAW TO AMEND THE FEES AND 
CHARGES BY-LAW 3675 BY REPLACING SCHEDULE ‘E’ WITH THE 
ATTACHED SCHEDULE ‘E’ TO INCLUDE A FALSE SECURITY ALARM 
AND/OR NON-ATTENDANCE OF OWNER FEE OF $200.00, AND; 
 

3. BY-LAW NO. 4125-X, BEING A BY-LAW TO AMEND BY-LAW NO. 4125, TO 
INCLUDE REFERENCE TO THE FEES AND CHARGES BY-LAW FOR FIRE 
SERVICES FEES,  

 
AS PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.9. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
This report is requesting that Council adopt a False Security Alarm By-law that 
establishes a procedure to be followed for false security alarm calls and non-attendance 
of owners and a fee to be charged after the receipt of three (3) occurrences.  If passed, 
this False Security Alarm By-law will give Council and the Police Services Board (PSB) a 
tool to manage calls for service, vis-à-vis managing unwarranted security alarm calls. 
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 5 – Safety and Support – Strategic Initiative (SI) #9B) Coordinate with Police, 
Ambulance and Emergency Preparedness to ensure that our communication efforts are 
appropriate and effective. 



Background/Discussion: 
The installation of residential and commercial security alarm systems contribute 
significantly to helping mitigate break and enters, theft and crime in our community. 
 
When there is an alarm call, it is the Ontario Provincial Police's policy that all security 
alarm calls be attended by two police officers which contributes significantly to the cost 
of policing in our community. 
 
Recent documentation provided to the Perth Police Services Board by the Ontario 
Provincial Police (OPP) confirms that the overwhelming majority of security alarm 
occurrences, attended by the OPP are false, where no illicit intrusion or crime has 
occurred. 
 
The Police Services Board and Town staff are recommending that the attached By-law 
be approved as these false alarms unnecessarily divert OPP staff from other important 
and sometimes life threatening policing functions, which could be better directed to 
enhancing the police presence in our community.  This would place the onus on the 
residential and business owners, who install security alarm systems, to attend at the 
occurrence and to ensure that the systems are reliable and work properly. 

 
The attached By-law establishes the procedure to be followed in the event of false alarm 
calls and or non-attendance by the owner.  When two warning Notices have been 
issued, a Final Notice shall be delivered.  The Final Notice will remain in effect until the 
reliability of the alarm device can be demonstrated for a twelve (12) month period from 
the date of the event.  A $200.00 administrative fee for this and each subsequent false 
alarm and/or non-attendance of owner occurrence shall be issued until the owner has no 
false alarm or non-attendance of owner occurrences for a twelve (12) month period, 
upon which the Owner will be referred back to Step 1 of the process.  
 
It is not intended to restrict any course of action or level of response deemed 
appropriate, having regard in all circumstances. On the contrary, the procedure will help 
maintain policing policies and administrative practices that contribute to the efficient and 
cost effective use of limited resources in our community. 
 
Separately, it was noted that Schedule ‘E’ of the Fees and Charges By-law No. 3675, did 
not reference the correct By-law for Fire Services fees, therefore, an administrative 
change is require to amend By-law No. 4125 to include this reference. 

 
Options: 
Option 1:  Recommended:  

1) Pass By-law No 45xx, being a By-law to approve procedures with 
respect to False Security Alarms and/or Non-Attendance of Owner;  
 

2) Pass By-law No. 3675-xx, being a By-law to amend the Fees and 
Charges By-law 3675, Schedule ‘E’ to include a false security alarm 
fee of $200.00, and; 

 



3) Pass By-law No. 4125-x, being a By-law to amend By-law No. 4125, to 
include reference to the Fees and Charges By-law for Fire Services 
fees. 

 
Option 2:  Not Recommended:  Status Quo. 

To do otherwise would unnecessarily divert OPP staff from other important 
and sometimes life threatening policing functions which could be better 
directed to enhancing the police presence in our community. 

 
Financial Considerations:  
This is a cost savings/efficiency exercise to minimize OPP Calls for Service and 
associated costs and is therefore not considered to be a revenue generating exercise. 
The fine revenue will go to the Police budget as an offset to the cost of the services 
provided by OPP.  
 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
Section 391, of the Municipal Act, 2001 (S.O. 2001, c. 25). 
 
Others Consulted: 
Directors; 
Chair of the Police Services Board, and;  
Police Services Board. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Lauren Walton, Clerk / CEMC John deRosenroll, CAO 



THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF PERTH 
 

BY-LAW NO. 45xx 
 
 
A By-law to establish procedures with respect to false security alarms and non-

attendance of owners 
 
Recitals: 
 
1. The Council for the Corporation of the Town of Perth may pass by-laws imposing 

fees or charges for services or activities provided by or on behalf of it, pursuant to 
Section 391, of the Municipal Act, 2001 (S.O. 2001, c. 25).  
 

2. The Council of the Corporation of the Town of Perth acknowledges the significant 
contribution that the installation of residential and commercial security Alarm 
systems provide with respect to break and enters, theft and crime in our 
community. 

 

3. Documentation provided to the Perth Police Services Board (PSB) by the Ontario 
Provincial Police (OPP) confirms that the overwhelming majority of security alarm 
occurrences, attended by the Ontario Provincial Police are false, where no illicit 
intrusion or crime has occurred. 

 
4. It is the Ontario Provincial Police's policy that all security alarm calls be 

attended by two (2) police officers which contributes significantly to the cost of 
policing in our community. 

 
5. The attendance by the Ontario Provincial Police staff to such False Security 

Alarms, and/or Non-Attendance of Owner occurrences unnecessarily diverts staff 
from other important and sometimes life threatening policing functions and could 
be better directed to enhancing the police presence in our community. 

 
6. The Council of the Corporation of the Town of Perth wishes to maintain policing 

policies and administrative practices that contribute to the efficient and cost 
effective use of limited resources in our community. 

 
7. The onus should be placed on residential and business owners, who install 

security alarm systems, to ensure that they work reliably. 
 

8. This procedure is not intended to restrict any course of action or level of response 
deemed appropriate, having regard in all circumstances. 

 
9. The Committee of the Whole has reviewed Report 2015-COW-1.9 and concurs 

with the staff recommendation. 
 
10. The Council for The Corporation of the Town of Perth deems it advisable to pass 

this By-law. 
 
Accordingly, the Council of The Corporation of the Town of Perth enacts as follows: 
 
1. INTERPRETATION: 

 
1.1. DEFINITIONS: 

Wherever a word is used in this By-law with its first letter capitalized and 
bolded, the term is being used as it is defined in this Section 1.1.  Where 
any word appears in ordinary case, its regularly applied meaning in the 
English language is intended. 
 
1.1.1. "Alarm" means an assembly of mechanical or electrical devices 

installed for the purpose of initiating a police response to a 
situation occurring in relation to the premises in which it is 
installed and includes a device that emits an audible or visual 
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signal, or causes notification to be transmitted to a remote 
location; but does not include a device that is installed in a motor 
vehicle or motor home as those terms are defined in the Highway 
Traffic Act or a device designed to alert in the case of medical 
emergency. 
 

1.1.2. "Alarm Occurrence" means the activation of an Alarm and the 
direct or indirect reporting of the activation to the Police. 

 
1.1.3. “By-law” means this By-law, as it may be amended from time to 

time.  The recitals to, and the Schedules attached to this By-law 
are considered integral parts of it. 

 
1.1.4. “Detachment Commander” means the Lanark County 

Detachment Commander of the Ontario Provincial Police, or 
designate.  

 
1.1.5. "False Alarm" means a Security Alarm Occurrence where there 

is no evidence that an unauthorized entry or unlawful act has 
been attempted or made into, on or in respect of a building, 
structure or premises and includes, but is not limited to: 

 
1.1.5.1. The activation of an Alarm during its testing without 

prior authorization; 
 

1.1.5.2. An Alarm activated by mechanical failure, malfunction or 
faulty equipment; 

 
1.1.5.3. An Alarm activated by atmospheric conditions, 

vibrations or power failure, and; 
 

1.1.5.4. An Alarm activated by user error. 
 

1.1.6. "Modified Response" means, where notification has been made, 
attendance by the Ontario Provincial Police to an Alarm 
Occurrence will be dependent upon the priority of other duties. 
 

1.1.7. “Non-Attendance of Owner” means where the Ontario 
Provincial Police (OPP) attends a premises in response to an 
Alarm and the attendance of the Owner, or their designate is 
requested and such person does not attend. 
 

1.1.8. "Owner" means the Owner of the property as outlined in the 
Town's Assessment Roll or the person designated by the Owner 
as responsible for the property. 

 
1.1.9. "Reliability of the Alarm Device" means that the Alarm device 

can be depended upon to perform as intended. 
 

1.1.10. “Treasurer” means the Treasurer of the Town of Perth, or 
designate. 

 
1.2. Severability: If a court or tribunal of competent jurisdiction declares any 

portion of this By-law to be illegal or unenforceable, that portion of this By-
law will be considered to be severed from the balance of the By-law, which 
will continue to operate in full force. 

 
2. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS AND FEE: 

 
2.1. The following administrative process will be followed upon being notified of 

False  Alarms and Non-Attendance of Owner occurrences; 
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2.1.1. All Alarm Occurrences and Non-Attendance of Owner received 

by the Lanark County Detachment of the Ontario Provincial Police 
(OPP), regardless of the level of response, shall be made the 
subject of an Occurrence Report and a copy provided to the Perth 
Police Services Board (PSB) and the Town on a monthly basis. 

 
2.1.2. The Treasurer will track all False Alarms and Non-Attendance 

of Owner occurrences and issue all notices and invoices.   
 

2.1.3. The Treasurer reserves the right to manage the implementation 
of this By-law subject to unforeseen circumstances which may 
extend the time period for the steps in section 2.1.5. 

 
2.1.4. Any letters or notifications referred to herein shall be distributed 

as required, and mailed.   
 

2.1.5. False Alarm and/or Non-Attendance of Owner occurrences 
Notice Steps: 

 
Step 1: When one (1) False Alarm and/or Non-Attendance of 

Owner has occurred, a Caution Notice, as outlined in 
Schedule ‘A’, attached hereto and forming part of the By-
law, shall be issued. 

 
Step 2: Where there is a second False Alarm and/or Non-

Attendance of Owner, a Final Warning Notice, as 
outlined in Schedule ‘B’, attached hereto and forming part 
of this By-law, shall be issued.  

 
 In the case of a Non-Attendance of Owner, the Owner 

may receive a Modified Response whereby attendance 
by the Ontario Provincial Police to an Alarm Occurrence 
will be dependent upon the priority of other duties.  The 
Modified Response shall continue until the Detachment 
Commander is satisfied that such person will attend in 
the future. 

 
Step 3: Where there is a third False Alarm and/or Non-

Attendance of Owner, a Final Notice and Invoice, as 
outlined in Schedule ‘C’, attached hereto and forming 
part of this By-law, shall be issued.  The Final Notice will 
remain in effect until the Reliability of the Alarm Device 
can be demonstrated for a twelve (12) month period from 
the date of the event.  An invoice for each subsequent 
False Alarm and/or Non-Attendance of Owner 
occurrence shall be issued, as set out in the Fees and 
Charges By-law until the Owner has no False Alarm or 
Non-Attendance of Owner occurrences for a twelve 
(12) month period, upon which the Owner will be referred 
back to Step 1 of the process above.   

 
2.1.6. The invoice will be due and payable within thirty (30) days of the 

date of invoice.  A monthly late payment fee of 1.25% shall be 
added to the outstanding amount.  

 
2.1.7. Any fees imposed pursuant to the By-law, which are due and 

unpaid for a period of one hundred and twenty (120) days, shall 
be added to the Tax Roll for any real property, and shall be 
collected in like manner as municipal taxes.  
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2.2. Failure by the Owner to demonstrate the Reliability of the Alarm Device, 

as required by the Security Alarm Final Notice and Invoice, constitutes a 
contravention of the By-law.   

 
2.3. Where there is a contravention of the By-law, the municipality may make 

an order requiring the Owner to do work to correct the contravention.  
 
3. PENALTY: 

 
3.1. Any person who contravenes Section 2.2 of the By-law, is guilty of an 

offence and the penalty upon conviction therefore, shall be as provided for 
in the Provincial Offences Act, R.S.O., 1990, Chapter P. 33 and 
amendment thereto. 

 
3.2. Upon registering a conviction of any provision of the By-law, the Ontario 

Court, Provincial Division, may in addition to any penalty imposed by the 
By-law make an order prohibiting the continuation or repetition of the 
offence by the person convicted. 

 
4. SCHEDULES: 

 
4.1. Schedules attached to and forming part of this By-law: 
 

4.1.1. Schedule ‘A’ – Security Alarm Caution Notice 
4.1.2. Schedule ‘B’ – Security Alarm Final Warning Notice 
4.1.3. Schedule ‘C’ – Security Alarm Final Notice and Invoice 

 
5. SHORT TITLE: 
 

This By-law may be cited as the “False Security Alarm By-law”. 
 

6. EFFECTIVE DATE: 
 

6.1. This By-law shall come into force and effect on the date it is passed by 
Council.    

 
 
Read a first, second and third time and finally passed this xxx day of xxx, 2015.   
      
 
 
 
 
John Fenik, Mayor     Lauren Walton, Clerk 
 
 
 
       (Seal) 
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SECURITY ALARM CAUTION NOTICE 

(By-law No. 45xx – Schedule ‘A’) 
 

 
 

To:   
 
Copy to:    Perth Police Services Board  
 
Period From:         Period To:   
 
No. of False Alarms:   No. of Non-Attendance of Owner Occurrences: 
 
Location of Alarm: 

 
 
 
 
 
           
 
 

 
A False Alarm and/or Non-Attendance of Owner (or designate) at the above noted location 
occurred and was reported by the Ontario Provincial Police, Lanark County Detachment. The 
Perth Police Services Board has been notified and will receive a copy of this Security Alarm 
Caution Notice. 

 
 
The above noted location was investigated by the Ontario Provincial Police, Lanark 
County Detachment.   
 
Responding to False Alarms imposes a considerable strain on the ability of the 
Ontario Provincial Police to provide protective services to all residents, as well as 
exposing the police members and the public to unnecessary risks.  

 
and/or 

 
The Ontario Provincial Police attended this premises in response to a Security Alarm 
and the attendance of the Owner, or their designate, was requested and did not 
attend. 
 

 
We trust that you will take the necessary corrective action.  
 
Please review the attached False Security Alarm By-law and take the necessary steps to avoid 
future false alarms and/or non-Attendance of owner occurrences. 

 
 
 
 
 

Treasurer or Designate Date  

 
 

 
 

THE CORPORATION OF 
      THE TOWN OF PERTH 

  80 Gore Street East 
         Perth, Ontario K7H 1H9 

Phone: (613) 267-3311 
Fax: (613) 267-5635 
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SECURITY ALARM FINAL WARNING NOTICE 

(By-law No. 45xx – Schedule ‘B’) 
 

To:   
 
Copy to:    Perth Police Services Board  
 
Period From:         Period To:   
 
No. of False Alarms:   No. of Non-Attendance of Owner Occurrences: 
 
Location of Alarm: 

 
 
 
 
 
           
 
 

 
Further to our first Security Alarm Caution Notice, a further False Alarm and/or Non-Attendance of 
Owner (or designate) at the above noted location occurred and was reported by the Ontario 
Provincial Police, Lanark County Detachment. The Perth Police Services Board has been notified 
and will receive a copy of this Security Alarm Final Warning Notice. 
 

 
The above noted location was investigated by the Ontario Provincial Police, Lanark County 
Detachment.   

 
Responding to False Alarms imposes a considerable strain on the ability of the Ontario 
Provincial Police to provide protective services to all residents, as well as exposing the 
police members and the public to unnecessary risks.  
 

and/or 
 

The Ontario Provincial Police attended this premises in response to a Security Alarm and 
the attendance of the Owner, or their designate was requested, and did not attend.  As 
such you may receive a Modified Response whereby attendance by the Ontario Provincial 
Police to an Alarm Occurrence will be dependent upon the priority of other duties.  The 
Modified Response shall continue until the Detachment Commander is satisfied that such 
person will attend in the future. 

 
Should an additional False Alarm and/or Non-Attendance of Owner (or designate) occur, 
you shall receive a Final Notice and invoice for the fee, as per the Fees and Charges By-
law and an additional invoice for each subsequent False Alarm and/or Non-Attendance 
occurrence until the Owner has no False Alarm or Non-Attendance of Owner occurrences 
for a twelve (12) month period, upon which the Owner will be referred back to Step 1 of the 
process. 
 
We recommend that you take the necessary corrective action.  

 
 
 

Treasurer or Designate Date  

 
 

 
 

THE CORPORATION OF 
      THE TOWN OF PERTH 

  80 Gore Street East 
         Perth, Ontario K7H 1H9 

Phone: (613) 267-3311 
Fax: (613) 267-5635 
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SECURITY ALARM FINAL NOTICE AND INVOICE 

(By-law No. 45xx – Schedule ‘C’) 
 

To:   
 
Copy to:    Perth Police Services Board  
 
Period From:         Period To:   
 
No. of False Alarms:   No. of Non-Attendance of Owner Occurrences: 
 
Location of Alarm: 

 
 
 
 
 
           
 
 

Further to our Final Warning Notice, an additional False Alarm and/or Non-Attendance of Owner 
(or designate) at the above noted location was again reported by the Ontario Provincial Police, 
Lanark County Detachment. This is your Security Alarm Final Notice and Invoice. The Perth 
Police Services Board has been notified and will receive a copy of this Final Notice. 

 
The above noted location was again investigated by the Ontario Provincial Police, Lanark 
County Detachment.  The Security Alarm Final Notice will remain in effect until the 
Reliability of the Alarm Device can be demonstrated for a twelve (12) month period from 
the date of the event.  Failure by the Owner to demonstrate the Reliability of the Alarm 
Device, as required by the Security Alarm Final Notice, constitutes a contravention of the 
By-law.   
 

 
Responding to False Alarms imposes a considerable strain on the ability of the Ontario 
Provincial Police to provide protective services to all residents, as well as exposing the 
police members and the public to unnecessary risks.  

 
and/or 

 
The Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) again attended this premises in response to a 
Security Alarm and the attendance of the Owner, or their designate was requested, and 
did not attend.  As such you may receive a Modified Response whereby attendance by the 
Ontario Provincial Police to an Alarm Occurrence will be dependent upon the priority of 
other duties.  The Modified Response shall continue until the Detachment Commander is 
satisfied that such person will attend in the future. 

 
You are hereby being charged the fee, as per the Fees and Charges By-law.  Please note 
that you shall receive an additional invoice for each subsequent False Alarm and/or Non-
Attendance occurrence until the Owner has no False Alarm or Non-Attendance of Owner 
occurrences for a twelve (12) month period, upon which the Owner will be referred back to 
Step 1 of the process. 
 
We strongly recommend that you take the necessary corrective action.  

 
 

Treasurer or Designate Date 

 
 

 
 

THE CORPORATION OF 
      THE TOWN OF PERTH 

  80 Gore Street East 
         Perth, Ontario K7H 1H9 

Phone: (613) 267-3311 
Fax: (613) 267-5635 
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Schedule “E” to By-law 3675 
 

SCHEDULE “E” 
FEES AND CHARGES 

 
Protective Services 

Fire Services 
ITEM FEE/CHARGE BY-LAW DETAILS 

1.  Request for 
Inspection of 
Refreshment 
vehicle. 

$50.00 
 

By-law 
No. 4125 

- Inspection to ensure Fire code 
requirements.  

- Recover costs of staff time.  

2.  File Search reply 
- internal inquiry 

 

$15.00 By-law 
No. 4125 

- Planning Department inquiry. 
- Recover costs of staff time. 

3.  File Search reply 
- external inquiry 

$35.00 By-law 
No. 4125 

- Direct inquiry and reply to 
individual. 

- Recover costs of staff time. 
4.  Inspection 

request private 
home daycare 
(less than 5 
persons) 

$35.00 By-law 
No. 4125 

- Inspection for fire safety purposes. 
- Recover costs of staff time, 

equipment and material costs. 

5.  Rooming / 
boarding house 
inspection 

$80.00 By-law 
No. 4125 

- Inspection for fire safety purposes. 
- Recover costs of staff time. 

6.  Inspection 
requests 1-4 
residential units 

$60.00 first unit 
plus 20.00 each 
additional unit 

By-law 
No. 4125 

- Inspection of building for fire safety 
purposes. 

- Recover costs of staff time. 
7.  Inspection 

requests multiple 
residential 
building 

$120.00 first four 
units plus 15.00 
each additional 
unit over 4 units 

By-law 
No. 4125 

- Inspection of building for fire safety 
purposes. 

- Recover costs of staff time. 

8.  Commercial 
Industrial 
inspection 

$200.00 for first 
10,000 sq. ft. or 
part thereof plus 
$50.00 for each 
additional 5,000 

sq. ft. or part 
thereof. 

By-law 
No. 4125 

- Inspection of building for fire safety 
purposes. 

- Recover costs of staff time. 

9.  Copy of Fire 
reports 

$35.00 By-law 
No. 4125 

- To requests from authorized 
agents, lawyers, and insurance 
companies. 

- Recover costs of staff time. 
10. Liquor licence 

Certification 
$75.00 By-law 

No. 4125 
- To requests from proposed or 

currently licensed establishments. 
- Recover costs of staff time. 

11. Special 
Commercial 
requests 

$75.00 By-law 
No. 4125 

- Inspection charge for basic 
commercial inquiries. 

- Recover costs of staff time. 
 

12. Response to 
non-resident 
motor vehicle 
incident. 

 
     General 

emergency 
response fee 

$410.00 first 
hour/per vehicle; 
$205.00 per hour/ 

per vehicle after 1st 
hour. 

 
MTO rates 

By-law 
No. 4125 

- Vehicle fire, minor environmental 
spill or other emergency per 
vehicle requiring Fire Department 
response to non-property 
owners/tenants of the Town of 
Perth. 

- Recover costs of staff time, 
equipment and material costs. 
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Schedule “E” to By-law 3675 
 

SCHEDULE “E” 
FEES AND CHARGES 

 
 

Protective Services 
Fire Services 

ITEM FEE / CHARGE BY-LAW DESCRIPTION 
13.Alarm Company  

Alarm errors 
$1,230.00 after 
second incident 

By-law 
No. 4125 

- Two false alarms per property are 
permitted within a year. Third false 
alarm incident - charged. 

- Recover costs of staff time, 
equipment and material costs. 

 
15. Special request 

standby service 
a. Ladder truck - 

$150.00/hour; 
b. Pumper truck 

$100.00/hour 

By-law 
No. 4125 

- One hour minimum charge for 
special standby requests. 

- Recover costs of staff time, 
equipment and material costs. 

 
16. Special event 

permit. 
$25.00 By-law 

No. 4125 
- Review of activity / application. 
- Recover costs of staff time, 

equipment and material costs. 
 

17. Hazardous 
Material Spill - 
Clean Up 

Total replacement 
cost for any 
contaminated or 
damaged property 
and equipment 
and for all 
materials used in 
the cleanup.  

By-law 
No. 4125 

- Clean-up of hazardous materials 
and the approved disposal of 
equipment and materials according 
to the directions of the controlling 
Federal or Provincial Ministry. 

- Recover total cost of staff time, 
equipment and material costs. 

18. Additional 
expenses 
incurred by Fire 
Department 

Actual costs By-law 
No. 4125 

- To retain private contractor(s), rent 
special equipment, preserve 
property or evidence, provide 
scene security or in order to 
eliminate an emergency or risk of 
an emergency situation. 

- Recover total cost of staff time, 
equipment and material costs. 

19. False Security 
Alarm and/or 
Non-Attendance 
of Owner 

$200.00 By-law  
No. 45xx 

- When two Caution Notices have 
been issued, a Final Notice shall 
be issued.  The Final Notice will 
remain in effect until the Reliability 
of the Alarm Device can be 
demonstrated to the satisfaction of 
the Detachment Commander, or 
designate, and the fee shall be 
issued for this and each 
subsequent False Security Alarm 
and/or Non-Attendance of Owner 
occurrence. 
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 THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF PERTH 
 

BY-LAW NO. 4125-x 
 
 

A By-law to amend By-law No. 4125, being a By-law to establish and 
regulate a Fire Department within the municipality of the Town of Perth to 

include reference to the Fees and Charges By-law for fire services 
 
Recitals: 
 
1. The Fire Protection and Prevention Act, 1997, Part II, Section 5 (1.0), as 

amended, permits the Council to establish and regulate a Fire Department; 
 
2. The Committee of the Whole has reviewed Report 2015-CoW-1.9, and 

concurs with the staff recommendation to include reference the Fees and 
Charges By-law for fire services fees in By-law 4125. 

 
3. Council for The Corporation of the Town of Perth deems it advisable to pass 

this By-law. 
 
Accordingly, the Council of The Corporation of the Town of Perth enacts as 
follows: 
 
1. Authorization: 

 
1.1. That By-law No. 4125, be amended to insert the following: 

 
“24.  Fees charged for Fire Department services shall be in 

accordance with the Fees and Charges By-law, Schedule 
‘E’.” 

 
1.2. That the numbering format of By-law No. 4125, be renumbered 

accordingly.  
 

 
2. That this By-law shall come into force and effect upon passage thereof. 

 
 

Read a first, second and third time and finally passed this xx day of xxx, 2015.   
      
 
 
 
 
 
John Fenik, Mayor     Lauren Walton, Clerk 
 
 
 
 
       (Seal) 
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 2015-COW-1.10 
 

REPORT 
 
Date Presented:    January 13, 2015 
 
To: Mayor, Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole 
 
From: Lauren Walton, Town Clerk 
  
Subject: Appointments to All Committees and Advisory Panels of 

Council and Other Boards and Bodies – 2015 to 2018 Term  
  
 
For Information Only         Delegation            Presentation              Attachment       X           
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE, BE IT RESOLVED 
THAT THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF PERTH: 

1. APPOINT INDIVIDUALS TO THE COMMITTEES/ADVISORY PANELS OF 
COUNCIL; 

2. APPROVE COUNCIL MEMBERS AS THE TOWN REPRESENTATIVES ON 
OTHER BOARDS AND BODIES, AND; 

3. APPOINT MEMBERS OF COUNCIL AS CHAIRS OF TOWN DEPARTMENTS,  
  

AS ATTACHED AND PRESENTED IN REPORT 2015-COW-1.10. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Executive Summary: 
As per the Procedure By-law, appointments to Committees of the Council and other 
Boards and Bodies are for the term of office and expire once the new Council has 
taken office in an election year, except as otherwise provided for by by-law or 
legislation. 
 
The Striking Committee met on January 6th, 2015 and the Committee provides the 
attached recommendations to appoint members of Council and citizens to the  
Committees of the Council, other Boards and Bodies supported by Council, for their 
consideration and approval. 
 
Strategic Plan Comments: 
Sector 3 – Governance – Strategic Initiative #3:  Town Council will provide the 
governance required to ensure openness and transparency in government.  
 
Background/Discussion: 
The Procedure By-law states that the appointment of members of Council and citizens 
to the Committee(s) of the Council, other Boards or Bodies supported by Council will 
be for the term of office and will expire once the new Council has taken office in an 
election year, except as otherwise provided for by by-law or legislation. 



 
The Striking Committee is responsible for reviewing applications to serve on Town of 
Perth Committees and to make recommendations to Council regarding the 
appointment of members of Council and citizens to the Committee(s) of the Council, 
other Boards or Bodies supported by Council, as required. 
 
The Striking Committee shall meet after the Inaugural Meeting to review the list of 
applicants and make recommendations to Council for the appointment of Council and 
citizen members. 
 
The appointment of Council members to Committees of the Council, other Boards and 
Bodies shall take place at the first regular Council meeting in January in the year 
following the regular election.” 
 
Following the election, two (2) advertisements were placed in Municipal Connection of 
the EMC in December seeking application from individuals interested in serving on 
various Committees/Advisory Panels of Council and other Boards and Bodies.  
Council was separately asked to submit their interests in serving and to indicate which 
Town Departments they would be interested in Chairing.  Applications were received 
from December 11, 2014 to January 1, 2015. 
 
The Striking Committee met on January 6, 2015 to review all submissions received 
and provides the following information: 
 
• In four (4) cases there was an insufficient number of applications to fill the 

membership required.  As a result, the Town will re-advertise for the following: 
o Heritage Perth Advisory Panel; 
o Mayor’s Task Force on Local Climate Change; 
o Wilson Street Beautification Advisory Panel, and; 
o Committee of Adjustment and Property Standards. 

 
A radio ad will be aired on Lake 88.1, with an application deadline of January 23, 
2015. 
 
In summary, the Striking Committee submits the attached list of individuals for 
approval/appointment to Council for their consideration.   

 
 Options: 
 
Option 1:  Recommended:  Approve the following: 

1. Appoint individuals to the Committees/Advisory Panels of 
Council; 

2. Approve Council members as the Town representatives on other 
Boards and Bodies, as attached. 

3. Appoint member  of Council as Chairs of Town Departments; and 
 
Option 2:  Not Recommended: Council makes alternative appointments. 
 
Financial Considerations:  
None. 



 
Applicable Policy/Legislation: 
Procedure By-law No. 3974 
 
Others Consulted: 
Striking Committee. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Approved by, 
  
 
 
 
Lauren Walton, Town Clerk John deRosenroll, CAO 



 
 
 

Committee of the Council 
Citizen Application(s) Received 

 
 

Committee/Advisory Panel Req’d 
No. 

 
Name 

200th Anniversary Advisory 
Panel 

3 
 

1. Brent McLaren 
2. Charles (Chuck) Beattie 
3. Loree P. Tannett 

   
Committee of Adjustment and 
Property  Standards 

3 
 

1. Bruce Neil 

   
Heritage Perth Advisory Panel 5 1. John R. H. Fowler 

2. Marjory Nasmith 
3. Brent McLaren 

   
Mayor’s Task Force on Local 
Climate Change 

3 
 

1. Peggy Land  
2. Anna M. Cornel 

   
Perth & District Union Public 
Library 

2 1. Richard Morris 
2. Lynda Kanelakos 

   
Planning Advisory Committee  

2 
1. Stewart Bates 
2. Lana March 

   
Recreation Advisory Panel 5 1. Frank M. McLean 

2. Eric Devlin 
3. Lana March 
4. Carol Husband 
5. Arlene Roach 

   
Wilson Street Beautification 
Advisory Panel 

4 1. Tony Hendriks 
2. Jeff Dean 
3. Jane Farrell 

 
 

January 5, 2015    
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Perth & District Union 
Public Library Board 

 
1 

 
 

  
YES 

     

 

Committee / Adv. Panel / 
Other Boards and Bodies 

Council 
Members 
Required 

 
John Fenik 

 
John Gemmell 

 
Jim Boldt 

 

 
Judy Brown 

 
Jim Graff 

 
Ed McPherson 

 
Riq Turner 

 
200th Anniversary 
Advisory Panel 

 
2 

 
YES 

 
YES 

     

 
Downtown Perth 
Community Improvement 
Plan (CIP) Advisory Panel 

 
2 

 
 

    
YES 

  
 

 
YES 

 
Heritage Perth Advisory 
Panel (HPAP) 

 
2 

 
 

  
YES 

  
YES 

   

 
Mayor’s Task Force on 
Climate Change 

 
1 

+Mayor (Chair) 
 

 
 

YES 

 
 
 

  
 

 
 

YES 

  

 
Planning Advisory 
Committee (PAC) 

 
2 +1 Alt. 

 
 

  
YES 

 
ALTERNATE 

 
YES 

   
 

 
Recreation Advisory Panel 

 
2 
 

 

     
 

 
YES 

 
YES 

 
Wilson Street 
Beautification Advisory 
Panel 

 
1 
 

 

      
YES 

 
 

 
200th Anniversary Joint 
Committee 

 
1  
 
 

  
YES 

     

 
Business Improvement 
Area (BIA) Board of 
Directors 

 
1 
 

 

    
YES 

   
 

 
Perth Police Services 
(PSB) 

 
2 
 
 

  
YES 

 
 

 
 

 
YES 

  



 
Perth & District Chamber 
of Commerce 

 
1 
 

 

     
YES 

  
 

 
Emergency Management 
Program Committee 

 
1 
 

 

      
YES 

 

 
Municipal Drug Strategy 
Committee 

 
1 
 

 

   
YES 

    

 
Friends of the Tay 
Watershed 

 
1 
 

 

     
YES 

  

 
Rideau Valley 
Conservation Authority 
(RVCA) 

 
1  
 

 
 

   
 

 
YES 

   

 
Perth Community 
Development Committee 

 
2 

 
 

  
 

  
YES 

 
YES 

 
 

 

 
Perth & Smiths Falls 
District Hospital 

 
1 

 
 

 
YES 

      

 
Rideau Canal Landscape 
Strategy Steering 
Committee 

 
1 

 
 

    
YES 

   

 
Rideau Heritage Route 
Tourism Association 
(RHRTA) 

 
 

1 

    
YES 

   

 
Striking Committee 

 
3 

 
YES 

 
YES 

    
YES 

 
 
 

 
County Council 

 
2 

 
YES 

 
YES 

 
 

     

 
Community Control Group  

 
1 

 
YES 

 

      

 

  John Fenik John Gemmell Jim Boldt 
 

Judy Brown Jim Graff Ed McPherson Riq Turner 



 
 
 
 
 
 

  
John Gemmell 

 
Jim Boldt 

 

 
Judy Brown 

 
Jim Graff 

 
Ed McPherson 

 
Riq Turner 

Corporate Services     YES  
Environmental Services    YES   

Dev. & Protective Services YES      

Community Services   YES    
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